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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Thursday, June 15, 2023

The House met at 10 a.m.

 

Prayer

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS
● (1000)

[English]

SENIORS
Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader

of the Government in the House of Commons (Senate), Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, pursuant to private member's Motion No. 45 adopted
by the House on June 15, 2022, I have the pleasure to table, in both
official languages, the report requested by the motion.

* * *

GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO PETITIONS
Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader

of the Government in the House of Commons (Senate), Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, pursuant to Standing Order 36(8)(a), I have the hon‐
our to table, in both official languages, the government's response
to eight petitions. These returns will be tabled in an electronic for‐
mat.

* * *

INTERPARLIAMENTARY DELEGATIONS
Mr. Terry Sheehan (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister

of Labour, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, pursuant to Standing Order 34(1), I
have the honour to present to the House, in both official languages,
a report of the Canada-Japan Inter-Parliamentary Group respecting
its participation at the Co-Chairs' Annual Visit in Osaka and Tokyo,
Japan, from October 10 to 15, 2022; a report of the Canada-China
Legislative Association and the Canada-Japan Inter-Parliamentary
Group respecting their participation at the 30th Annual Meeting of
the Asia-Pacific Parliamentary Forum in Bangkok, Thailand, from
October 26 to 29, 2022; and a report of the Canada-China Legisla‐
tive Association and the Canada-Japan Inter-Parliamentary Group
respecting their participation at the 43rd General Assembly of the
ASEAN Inter-Parliamentary Assembly in Phnom Penh, Cambodia,
from November 20 to 25, 2022.

The Speaker: I have made an error, so I will go back to the in‐
troduction of government bills.

Mr. Damien Kurek: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order, with all
due respect, I believe we have moved further on in the rotation of
Routine Proceedings. Would we not need unanimous consent to go
back?

The Speaker: The error was made by me and I am correcting it.

● (1005)

Mr. Blaine Calkins: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order, you just
got advice from the Clerk. Perhaps if you want to elaborate on what
happened, I will wait for that.

The Speaker: I can do that. That is not a problem.

What happened is that normally I am given the bill to read and it
was not handed to me. When looking at it, I assumed the hon. min‐
ister had to stand, and I was waiting for someone to stand. No one
stood, so I moved on.

The error was made at this end, not necessarily on the floor. For
that I apologize, for myself and my staff. Ultimately it falls on me.
That is why I am going back. We discussed it, and according to the
Clerk, I have the discretion to go back.

I apologize to both sides for the error. Those things happen. You
have a human Speaker, unfortunately. AI has not quite taken over
my job yet.

* * *

CANADIAN SUSTAINABLE JOBS ACT
Hon. Jonathan Wilkinson (Minister of Natural Resources,

Lib.) moved for leave to introduce Bill C-50, An Act respecting ac‐
countability, transparency and engagement to support the creation
of sustainable jobs for workers and economic growth in a net-zero
economy.

(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed)

* * *

COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS AND ESTIMATES

Mr. Kelly McCauley (Edmonton West, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
have the honour to present, in both official languages, the ninth re‐
port of the Standing Committee on Government Operations and Es‐
timates, also known as the mighty OGGO, entitled “Supplementary
Estimates (A), 2023-24”.
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SCIENCE AND RESEARCH

Mr. Lloyd Longfield (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I have the
honour to present, in both official languages, the fifth report of the
Standing Committee on Science and Research. This report is enti‐
tled “Revitalizing Research and Scientific Publication in French in
Canada”. I give a special thanks to the member for Rimouski-
Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Basques for his motion, for his advo‐
cacy and, in fact, for all that he is doing to enhance French-lan‐
guage recognition within our studies.

Pursuant to Standing Order 109, the committee requests that the
government table a comprehensive response to this report.

* * *

CANADA-TAIWAN RELATIONS FRAMEWORK ACT
Mr. Michael Cooper (St. Albert—Edmonton, CPC) moved for

leave to introduce Bill C-343, an act respecting a framework to
strengthen Canada-Taiwan relations.

He said: Mr. Speaker, it is an honour to rise to introduce the
Canada-Taiwan relations framework act. Recognizing the important
bilateral relationship between Canada and Taiwan, this bill provides
a framework for the strengthening of economic, legal and cultural
relations. It would make it a policy of the Government of Canada to
support Taiwan's participation in international fora as well as mem‐
bership in international agreements, including the CPTPP. It would
appropriately permit the Government of Taiwan's office in Ottawa
to be referred to as the Taiwan representative office and would pro‐
vide opportunities for the enhancement of diplomacy.

This bill is an important step in recognizing the reality of Tai‐
wan, a vibrant democracy, leading global economy and important
ally to Canada. I urge its passage.

(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed)

* * *
● (1010)

WRECKED, ABANDONED OR HAZARDOUS VESSELS
ACT

Ms. Lisa Marie Barron (Nanaimo—Ladysmith, NDP) moved
for leave to introduce Bill C-344, an act to amend the Wrecked,
Abandoned or Hazardous Vessels Act, national strategy respecting
abandoned vessels.

She said: Mr. Speaker, it is an honour to stand today to table my
bill, an act to amend the Wrecked, Abandoned or Hazardous Ves‐
sels Act, national strategy respecting abandoned vessels. I would
like to thank my NDP colleague, the member for Cowichan—Mala‐
hat—Langford, for seconding it.

Abandoned vessels in Canadian waters have been left to sink,
polluting our oceans, harming wildlife and threatening food securi‐
ty. Canadians who live on our coasts know all too well the harms,
seeing what locals call “vessel graveyards” lining the coasts. It is
time that something is done about it.

This bill includes the development and implementation of a
much-needed strategy to address the ever-increasing number of
vessels being abandoned along the west coast of Canada, working
in partnership with indigenous governing bodies and the province.

The measures include, among others, developing a system to
promptly and effectively identify the owners of vessels, developing
a mooring plan for vessels and developing innovative recycling ini‐
tiatives for wrecked vessels and their components.

Derelict and abandoned vessels cannot be allowed to continue to
threaten our coasts. Our oceans, marine ecosystems and coastal
communities deserve protecting.

(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed)

* * *

COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE

JUSTICE AND HUMAN RIGHTS

Hon. Rob Moore (Fundy Royal, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I move
that the seventh report of the Standing Committee on Justice and
Human Rights, presented on Wednesday, December 7, 2022, be
concurred in.

I will be splitting my time with the hon. member for Brantford—
Brant.

The seventh report of the Standing Committee on Justice and
Human Rights speaks to improving the response to victims of
crime. I can honestly say, and I think all Canadians agree, if we be‐
lieve what we are seeing in the news, that the response of the gov‐
ernment to victims of crime has been woefully inadequate. I can go
further. When we talk about victims of crime, we are also talking
about the victims' families, and that came through loud and clear in
our report. Once again, even today we are talking about the impact
on victims of crime and their families of the government's soft-on-
crime revolving door justice system.

I will speak to some of the measures in our report.

One of the things we heard loud and clear was the need to ad‐
dress the unfair situation of sentence discounts for multiple mur‐
ders. What that means is that in Canada, someone who is convicted
of first-degree murder receives a life sentence but is eligible for pa‐
role in only 25 years. What this has led to is a ludicrous situation.
For example, in Moncton, New Brunswick, an individual killed
three of our Mounties, three police officers, just trying to do their
job, and that individual would have received a 25-year parole ineli‐
gibility, the same as if they had killed one person. We have seen sit‐
uations of mass murder in this country where someone kills three,
five or six people, and they would receive the exact same parole in‐
eligibility as if they had killed one person.
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We believe, on this side of the House, that every life should

count, every victim should be counted and every victim's family
should be respected. That is why when we were in government, we
brought in legislation for ending sentence discounts for multiple
murders. This meant that an individual who committed multiple
murders would receive multiple consecutive periods of parole ineli‐
gibility. It is why the individual who killed the three Mounties in
Moncton received a 75-year parole ineligibility. Other mass mur‐
derers in Canada sentenced since that legislation have received sim‐
ilar sentences.

Unfortunately, the Supreme Court struck down that provision.
We all know that a charter dialogue takes place between the legisla‐
ture, Parliament and the Supreme Court, and it is absolutely scan‐
dalous that the government has not responded to that Supreme
Court decision. We have called on it for over a year to respond to
this decision, to make it right and to listen to victims' families.

When we were studying the response to victims of crime, that
came up more often than not. One of our great witnesses was Shar‐
lene Bosma. Many members will remember that name, as it was her
husband who was killed by a mass murderer, someone who mur‐
dered at least three individuals. What Sharlene said left a lasting
impact on me as well as on many members, certainly on this side of
the House.

She said that through the whole process of attending hearings ev‐
ery day, attending court and working to ensure a conviction of this
individual who took the life of her husband, the one solace she took
when he was sentenced is that her daughter would never have to at‐
tend parole hearings and face this monster. However, with one deci‐
sion from the Supreme Court, that has been ripped away. Now this
individual will be eligible for parole in what is left of his 25 years,
and Sharlene Bosma, her daughter and other victims' families will
have to face unnecessary parole eligibility hearings. Once again,
the government throws up its hands.
● (1015)

Even in today's headlines it is reported that one of the worst
killers in Canada, one of the most notorious, the Scarborough
rapist, Paul Bernardo, has been moved, to the horror of the victims'
families and all Canadians, from a maximum-security prison, where
he should have spent the rest of his life, to a medium-security
prison. We see, on the other, side feigned outrage. We see crocodile
tears. We hear “How could this happen? We're going to look into
this”, but now we are finding out every day that the Minister of
Public Safety knew. Now we are finding out that the Prime Minister
knew.

Why did it happen in the first place? Part of the reason it hap‐
pened is the government's own legislation. When the government
brought in Bill C-83, which amended section 28 of the Corrections
and Conditional Release Act, it meant that, when considering trans‐
fers from one institution to another, the litmus test brought in by the
government is that offenders have to be held in the least restrictive
environment. When the Liberals passed that legislation, and when
they refused to act when they found out about this transfer, they
made this an inevitability. This is on the Liberal government.

I also want to address bail in this country. This came up again
and again in our victims study. There are victims who are unneces‐

sarily victimized. They are victims because our justice system has
failed to protect them from repeat violent offenders. Just last week,
we had a witness at justice committee, and what she said left an im‐
pression on me. She said that we do not have a justice system; we
have a legal system, but many victims do not see justice in our sys‐
tem.

Canadians fail to see justice when this government, through Bill
C-75, put in a principle of restraint when it comes to bail. It has led
to the outrageous situation of individuals who are repeat violent of‐
fenders, individuals who have been caught for firearms offences
and are out on bail, committing another firearms offence. This is
happening in Toronto, and the Toronto police helpfully provided us
with the statistics. While out on bail for a firearms offence, offend‐
ers commit another firearms offence and get bail again. This is out‐
rageous. The Liberals will say, “This is too bad. It is unfortunate
that gun crime is taking place”, but it is taking place as a direct re‐
sult of both their actions and their inaction, their failure to respond
to a revolving-door justice system. I can tell members that Canadi‐
ans are fed up with it.

There is only one party that is committed to ending the revolving
door, committed to ensuring that victims voices are heard, commit‐
ted to appealing the measures in Bill C-75 that have led to this re‐
volving door, committed to ending the outrageous situation in
which individuals who commit gun crime are given no more than a
slap on the wrist, and committed to ensuring that individuals who
commit arson and burn down someone's home are not eligible to
serve their sentence with a conditional sentence. What is a condi‐
tional sentence? It is house arrest. Under our Criminal Code, some‐
body could burn down a house and serve their so-called sentence
playing video games from the comfort of their own home.

When we were in government, we brought in legislation to
change that, to end the revolving door, to have consequences for
criminal actions and to protect the most vulnerable. We made sure
that sex offenders were listed on the sex offender registry. We made
sure that sex offenders served their sentence in prison and not in the
community where they offended.

However, under the current government, with both actions and
failure to take action, we have a situation where communities are
more and more in danger. Members do not have to take my word
for it; this information is publicly available. Violent crime is up
32% in this country. Gang-related homicides are up almost 100% in
this country. The approach of the revolving door, of allowing repeat
offenders to continue to offend, is not working, and a Conservative
government, led by Pierre Poilievre, will address—

● (1020)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): We
do not use names in the House.
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Questions and comments, the hon. parliamentary secretary to the

government House leader.
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐

er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, there is great anticipation about our debating Bill C-36,
and the Conservatives continue to want to raise issues through con‐
currence motions in order to avoid government debate on important
legislation. What we are talking about in this case is a national
child care plan. It is something the Conservatives say they actually
are in favour of.

The question I have for the member is this: Why is it that the
Conservatives continue to be a destructive force on the floor of the
House of Commons by bringing in concurrence motion after con‐
currence motion to prevent debate on government bills, when they
start crying that they do not have enough time to debate? Why is
that?

Hon. Rob Moore: Madam Speaker, is the hon. member for real?
Does he not ever get outside of the chamber and see what is hap‐
pening in the real world? In the real world, where most of us live
and where our constituents live, people are concerned about the fact
that the government has allowed one of the most notorious sex of‐
fenders and murderers in Canada's history to be moved from a max‐
imum-security prison to a medium-security prison. Canadians are
outraged. They want answers. The more we peel back this onion,
the more it stinks, and the more we realize how irresponsibly the
government has acted. We realize it is their actions that have led to
this consequence. Their inactions have led to this consequence.

We make no apologies for standing up every day on behalf of
victims of crime.

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam
Speaker, I certainly am as disturbed, I think, as anyone in this coun‐
try about Paul Bernardo's being moved to a medium-security
prison, but I do think the hon. parliamentary secretary raises a good
point. I am sure the hon. member for Fundy Royal was not the ar‐
chitect of this strategy, but when we have repeated concurrence de‐
bates in this place, we certainly do lose time to debate legislation
that is consequential.

I would also say that I do get outside of this place. I do talk to
Canadians who are not in a bubble and Canadians would like to see
Parliament work and actually debate legislation, pass legislation
and have debates that are consequential. This concurrence motion
on a committee report will inevitably pass without any change to
our legislative framework, but we will have consumed a lot of time.

I wonder if my hon. colleague has any thoughts on that.
● (1025)

Hon. Rob Moore: Madam Speaker, I think that sometimes situa‐
tions arise where we have to step up to the demands that Canadians
have. I think it is appropriate on a day like today when we are here
as parliamentarians, when Canadians are waking up to the news
about the situation of Paul Bernardo having been moved to a medi‐
um-security prison and the fact that it happened because of the ac‐
tions of the government.

I think Canadians are entitled to hear the word “victims” in the
chamber. I fear that if it were not our party speaking about these is‐

sues, they would be swept under the rug and would not be spoken
of. Which party raises the issues of victims more than any other? It
is our party. Honestly, on a day like today, I cannot make any apol‐
ogy for raising this issue and debating this issue. It is that impor‐
tant.

[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola (Beauport—Limoilou, BQ): Madam
Speaker, I think that we can all agree that it is important that the
justice system fully recognize the rights of victims, that they do not
feel victimized for the rest of their lives, and that they can thrive
over time. Cases involving individuals such as Paul Bernardo are
indeed troubling.

There are other cases, however, that do not involve firearms. In
those cases, we expect judges to use common sense and to keep
things in perspective. Does my colleague believe that judges are
able to keep things in perspective, especially when there is no pre‐
vious criminal record, or does he think that the same rule should
apply to everyone?

[English]

Hon. Rob Moore: Madam Speaker, I would encourage the hon.
member to read the recent Supreme Court decision on the sex of‐
fender registry, where judges themselves were calling out other
judges on the misuse of the discretion for adding serious sex of‐
fenders to the sex offender registry. Many of our judges do a fantas‐
tic job, but we in Parliament are elected to do a job as well. It is
time the government took defending the rights of victims seriously.
We must take every action we can to make Canada as safe as it can
be for victims, their families and our communities.

Mr. Larry Brock (Brantford—Brant, CPC): Madam Speaker,
it is always a privilege and honour to speak in the chamber, but,
more importantly, to lend a voice to the fine residents of Brant‐
ford—Brant. On a topic such as this, with next to no notice, it is
even more important that I lend an appropriate voice.

I come at debates on criminal justice issues and victim issues
from a place of significant experience. I know that several members
have heard me explain my background, but for those who have not,
it is important to remark that, prior to being elected in September
2021, I enjoyed a 30-year legal career. In those 30 years, I saw both
sides of the equation. I defended the worst of the worst for 12
years. I defended individuals charged with shoplifting, mischief,
paintball, tagging and spray-painting offences, all the way up to and
including murder.

I decided, after reflecting on my 12-year defence career, that it
did not give me a sense of satisfaction, because, ultimately, when I
cross-examined victims of crime from all walks of life, from young
children all the way to senior citizens, it was heartbreaking to see
how our criminal justice system works. It is extremely adversarial.
Defence counsel have a job to do, and that job is to ensure that
there is a fair trial, but, reflecting on the fairness of trials, some‐
times one has to sacrifice one's personal beliefs and morals.
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After 12 years, I was at the point when I was about to get mar‐

ried and wanted to start a family, and I asked myself what type of
husband and father I wanted to be. I was taking steps to ensure seri‐
ous violent offenders were escaping justice and responsibility. Al‐
though it is ultimately the task of a defence lawyer not only to en‐
sure not fairness but also, hopefully, win the case, it certainly cre‐
ates havoc with respect to the victim's sense of what type of system
we have. My colleague, the member for Fundy Royal, could not
have said it better: in our role as a parliamentarians, the theme we
hear over and over again is that this is definitely not a justice sys‐
tem but merely a legal system.

When I joined the Crown's office in 2004, every single day that I
was a public servant for the Province of Ontario left me with a grat‐
ifying feeling. Not only was I contributing to the fairness aspect of
our legal system, our justice system, by holding offenders account‐
able, but also I was, in my small way, giving victims the voice they
felt they had lost in being victimized, not being believed by police
services, not being believed by legal professionals, or not being be‐
lieved by judges. I took it as my personal mantra to dispel as many
myths as possible when prosecuting, as I said, shoplifting, which
has a societal impact, all the way to multiple murders. I have seen it
all in my 18 years of Crown experience. I was left with a goal to
ensure that, in my small way, I left victims whole again.
● (1030)

While offenders who do get punished usually end up in jail, de‐
pending on the nature of the crime, they will serve their sentence
and move on with their lives. The same cannot be said for victims
of crime. Some victims of crime live with the trauma of this experi‐
ence for the rest of their natural lives. It was important for me as
Crown counsel for the Province of Ontario to equip those victims
who went through this horrific process and to give them the tools to
put together their lives after this crime.

It begs the question of why I chose to leave a very rewarding,
satisfying career as a Crown attorney to enter these halls. The an‐
swer is simple. I was sick and tired of seeing the escalation of crime
from coast to coast to coast, but particularly in my small riding of
Brantford—Brant.

I was born and raised in my riding. I remember growing up, all
through high school, my university days, my law school days and
ultimately my career as a lawyer and Crown attorney, it was a safe
place to live and to raise a family. Literally, in the last 10 years of
my practice as a Crown attorney, I was seeing a gradual increase in
the prevalence of crime, but more so a prevalence of serious violent
crime.

Early on in my Crown days it would be common not to prosecute
a homicide for several years. Fast-forward to 2020 and 2021, when
I ultimately took a leave of absence to pursue politics, and we had
12 homicides on the books, with a small office of six Crown attor‐
neys. It was overwhelming.

It was not just the homicides. We had shootings, drug trafficking,
fentanyl and all kinds of the nasty criminal activity this House
speaks about literally on a daily basis and that we read about online
or in the papers. That is what was happening. I felt my effective
voice as a Crown attorney could only go so far. I wanted to be an

instrument of change. I wanted to correct the wrongs with respect
to our legal system.

I must say it was completely frustrating for me to arrive in this
House and hear the government touting how serious it is about our
justice system, about holding offenders accountable and about vic‐
tims' rights. Everything it does ultimately is the complete opposite.

As my colleague has already indicated, Bill C-5 is a disaster. It is
still a disaster, taking the most significant, serious, violent offences
and opening up the possibility they can serve it in the comfort of
their own homes. I am going to go further on conditional sentences,
or house arrest. These individuals are entitled to work, spend some
time in the community and go shopping.

That is not holding an offender accountable, so it brings me full
circle as to why we are here. We are here because the Minister of
Public Safety has lost the trust of Canadians and of this House, and
on that basis, I am asking that the motion be amended.

I move:

That the motion be amended by deleting all the words after the word “That” and
substituting the following:

the Seventh Report of the Standing Committee on Justice and Human Rights,
presented on Monday, April 17, 2023, be not now concurred in, but that it be
recommitted to the Standing Committee on Justice and Human Rights with in‐
struction that it amend the same so as to recommend that the Minister of Public
Safety immediately resign given his total lack of consideration for victims of
crime in his mishandling of the transfer to more cozy arrangements of one of the
worst serial killers in Canadian history, that this unacceptable move has shocked
the public and created new trauma for the families of the victims and that the
Minister of Public Safety's office knew about this for three months prior to Paul
Bernardo's transfer and instead of halting it, the information was hidden from the
families.

● (1035)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The motion is in order.

The hon. member for Humber River—Black Creek.

● (1040)

Hon. Judy A. Sgro (Humber River—Black Creek, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for his years of work on the
issues of safety and improving safety throughout Canada.

I can share with him the fact that when I came here, 23 years
ago, one of my issues was very much the issue of crime and safety.
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I, too, lost a cousin who was an OPP officer in a terrible shoot‐

ing. The results for the individual who performed the shooting
were, I felt, very insignificant. I have talked a lot about these issues.
I think they matter a lot to all of us as parliamentarians. At the same
time, as we move forward, there is always the issue of being re‐
sponsible and having to be responsible in how we bring in laws and
how we enforce them and that we have to also make sure that we
are considering everything, including the victims.

I would like to say to the hon. member, as we move forward, that
many of us share concerns about how we improve safety, whether
we are talking about Bill C-21, guns and knives or all of the rest of
it.

Basic safety is critically important and I would like to look at
how we can work better together to improve the judicial system and
our laws and orders, and find answers.

Mr. Larry Brock: Madam Speaker, how do we work together?
It is incumbent upon me to stress that collaboration on these issues
ought to never be partisan. If we all come from a goal of protecting
this community known as Canada, from coast to coast to coast, we
have to put aside our ideological differences. We have to strive to
not only talk about issues that are germane to the concerns of vic‐
tims but actually implement them. It is listening to victims groups.
It is not being dismissive of their concerns.

The fact that so many victims rights groups now do not see this
as a justice system but as a legal system should be an alarming call
to my colleague and to members of this government.

That narrative needs to change. It changes by not only talking the
good game, that you are serious about holding offenders account‐
able and you are concerned about victims' rights, but walking the
walk. When your minister who, in my opinion, has deliberately
misled this House—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
May I remind the hon. member to speak through the Chair, please.

The hon. member for Brantford—Brant.
Mr. Larry Brock: Madam Speaker, I remark upon the minister's

commentary. That he had this information available to him for three
months and chose not to share those details, not only with the
House but with Canadians and, more importantly, with the families
of the victims, is completely inexcusable.

The government—
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): We

need to give a chance to someone else to ask a question.
[Translation]

The hon. member for Berthier—Maskinongé.
Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Madam

Speaker, I listened very carefully to my colleague's speech. He has
a wealth of experience in the justice system that commands respect,
and I am confident that he knows exactly what he is talking about.

I do not have that experience, obviously. That said, I have wit‐
nessed certain cases where mistakes or mistreatment resulted in in‐
dividuals being released. Of course, that is part of the risk of a jus‐

tice system. When we accept that there is a defence and a Crown,
we obviously accept that the judge will rule one way or the other.

My remarks generally concern resource allocation. My impres‐
sion is that the Crown does not have enough resources and does not
have the time to handle cases properly. That is what I believe hap‐
pened in this case. I would like to hear my colleague's comments on
that.

How could this be improved? Perhaps it is because there is not
enough money in the justice systems, including those in the
provinces. Perhaps the government needs to transfer more.

● (1045)

[English]

Mr. Larry Brock: Madam Speaker, that is an excellent question.
Judicial resources are at an all-time low. We have a total of almost
80 federal vacancies. We have vacancies provincially. We do not
have enough Crown attorneys. We do not have enough detention
centres. We do not have enough money going into police services.

A multi-faceted approach is needed to deal with this crisis known
as the criminal justice issue. It is the federal jurisdiction, the
provincial jurisdiction and the municipal jurisdiction all working
together to fill these gaps.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, maybe the best place to start off this discussion is that, at
times, the role the Conservatives feel they need to play can be fairly
upsetting. However, before I comment on that, I want to take the
opportunity to think of the victims, Kristen French and Leslie Ma‐
haffy, and their families. It is incredibly difficult for any one of us
to imagine the horror of what took place and the impact it has had,
not only on the families of these two victims, but also on their
friends, the people who got to know Kristen and Leslie.

There is no doubt whatsoever in my mind of the horror caused by
Bernardo, and many have talked about this horrific crime. At the
time of the incidents, I was living in the Prairies, and I was an
MLA. I can recall many nights watching what had taken place in
the trial on the news broadcasts, and I recall the anger that was gen‐
erated as a result of this horrific crime. I do not believe there is a
member in the House, no matter what political party one represents,
who would disagree in any fashion whatsoever that the actions tak‐
en by Bernardo at that time were nothing less than totally horrific.
When we see something of that nature, we want to ensure there is a
sense of justice that will be applied.

There is no doubt in my mind that today, just as we saw yester‐
day, it will continue to be discussed in the chamber. I suspect there
is a very good chance that it will come up in question period. I
would encourage the Conservative Party, in particular, to consider
this issue for an opposition day motion. I say that because there are
so many issues out there that no doubt would be of interest to Cana‐
dians.
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I have a concern in dealing with the debate Conservatives have

put on the floor this morning, and I had posed this in the form of a
question to the member earlier, which is that the members opposite
know there is a limited timeframe to deal with legislation. They
continue to bring forward concurrence motions on reports. They
know that by doing so, they are preventing debate on government
legislation.

They pull a report out of the pot to say it is an urgent issue, such
as the most recent one with respect to housing and the housing cri‐
sis. We had a discussion on it. Before that, opposition members
brought forward concurrence reports to prevent government from
debating legislation. The Conservative Party continues to do that,
whether it has been in this session or years past, yet I have never
seen it bring a concurrence report on an opposition day, not once. I
think it is important for Canadians to realize that the issue Conser‐
vatives are raising will be talked about later today, so they are not
fooling anyone.
● (1050)

It is an important issue. People are genuinely concerned. As the
Minister of Public Safety clearly indicated yesterday, and as indi‐
cated in communications from the Government of Canada, we are
genuinely concerned about this issue. It is on the front burner. We
are all appalled by the impact that this is having, not only on the
family members, but also on our communities as a whole.

I do not need to be told by Conservatives that I do not care about
the issue because I do care. They try to give a false impression, as if
only the Conservative Party of Canada wants to discuss an issue or
have an issue addressed. It is a false impression.

Last night I was here, I think it was around 9:30 in the evening,
and I was speaking in my place. I was talking about child care. We
can talk about inflation and the positive impact the child care pro‐
gram is having, and there is about 20 minutes of debate still left on
that. Then we are going to pass through that legislation.

If the Conservatives want to continue sitting for the month June,
going into July, it would not bother me. Honestly, I would come
back in July. I will sit as many days as the opposition would like to
sit. I am open to it. I do not mind when the House sits until mid‐
night.

What I do mind is when the Conservatives continuously and con‐
sistently play that destructive force preventing government legisla‐
tion from passing. We witnessed that when the Leader of the Con‐
servative Party said he would stand up to speak until the govern‐
ment and the Prime Minister changed the budget implementation
bill. A few hours later, the bill passed.

It passed because there is a process, and the Conservatives could
not bring in a concurrence motion there. Otherwise, who knows
what concurrence motion they would have brought in.

Canadians did elect a minority government back in 2021, but
what they expected is not only a responsible, accountable govern‐
ment but also a responsible and accountable Conservative opposi‐
tion. With the exception of some things that might have occurred
during the pandemic in the previous Parliament, I have not wit‐
nessed that. Instead, I see the Conservatives amping things up

whenever they get the opportunity to do so, even if the opportunity
is not legitimate.

Instead, the Conservatives will go on character assassinations
and things of that nature. I do not say that lightly. I am not trying to
belittle the issue in that report, but we saw that with the moving of
the amendment. The members moved an amendment. We could ask
how that amendment is directly related to the report itself. I would
suggest the Conservatives are proposing a politically motivated
amendment. They are more concerned about the politics than the is‐
sue, and it is not the first time.

We have seen how the Conservatives always tend to favour
fundraising and seem to favour the politics as opposed to the issue
at hand. We have seen that not only with the introduction of a con‐
currence motion but also with the moving of the amendment. Was
the amendment even called for? Was it even necessary?

● (1055)

We have standing committees of the House that meet to discuss a
wide variety of issues. They come up with reports and a series of
recommendations, and then the report comes to the House. The vast
majority of reports never get called upon for concurrence motions,
but it is a tool to be used on occasion. I even used it when I was in
opposition years ago, but I like to think that I never abused that
tool.

Let us contrast with the Conservative Party of Canada's be‐
haviour with the concurrence of reports. One only needs to look.
Why did the Conservatives bring it in today and then move an
amendment to the concurrence motion? If they were genuine in
wanting to deal with the report, that is what the debate should have
been about. Then we would all concur in the report, or if we wanted
to vote against it, we would do that. However, that was not the pur‐
pose of moving concurrence of the report. This is the sensitive issue
of the murder, and who knows what else, as I am not going to get
into the graphic details, of both Kristen French and Leslie Mahaffy.
The Conservatives are taking that issue today and using it as a way,
in part, to filibuster. That is shameful.

They might be able to fool some, but for many the truth is known
because we can see it in the amendment more than anything else.
What does the report actually talk about? What are the recommen‐
dations of the report? I have a copy of the report and a series of rec‐
ommendations. I was even provided some of the ministerial re‐
sponses to the recommendations. I do not see any of that in the
amendment proposed by the Conservative Party. I do not see that at
all.

What I see consistently on the issue of crime from the Conserva‐
tive Party is a lot of talk. The Conservatives like to talk tough. They
really do. The last time we had this kind of talk on an issue such as
this was a few years back. It is not that often that I will quote my‐
self, but I am going to do that. I am going back to February 4, 2020,
when I am making reference to the Conservative Party in Hansard.
I said:
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They tried to give the impression that it was the Government of Canada's fault,

as if this government had ultimately allowed for the healing lodge placement of Ms.
McClintic. I remind Conservatives that as we got more into the debate, we found
out that it was actually Stephen Harper's regime that had her transferred to a medi‐
um-security facility, which made her eligible to be brought over to a healing lodge.
We also found out that under Harper's regime, other child murderers were put into
other medium-security facilities.

It is a totally different, horrific crime, and the Conservatives
were jumping out of their seats and giving graphic descriptions.
That is how I could recall the speech I had given a few years back.
There were graphic descriptions of the crime committed and how it
was the Government of Canada's fault. Where was that passion for
child murderers then? Was it somewhat misplaced when we found
out that it was actually Stephen Harper's government that autho‐
rized transfers to medium-security institutions?

Today, here we have a very high-profile incident, likely one of
the worst and most horrific incidents in Canadian history, or defi‐
nitely in the top two or three. It was amplified across the country,
even though it is an incident that happened in a relatively small,
loving community.
● (1100)

Everyone knew about the case; it was on the nightly news. The
opposition members are taking that tragedy, trying to piggyback on
top of a report from a standing committee that put forward 13 rec‐
ommendations. There are many ways in which the opposition could
be dealing with the issue. They are using this report as a mecha‐
nism to say they want to talk about the issue of crime for three
hours, in order to prevent and ratchet up one issue. What are they
actually preventing?

If we had gone on to government business, we would have actu‐
ally been debating Bill C-35, which had under a half-hour of debate
left. That legislation will ensure, for the first time ever in the histo‐
ry of Canada, that we actually have a national child care program
from coast to coast to coast. This program has already deliv‐
ered $10-a-day day care in a number of provinces and, I under‐
stand, at least one territory. It is having a real impact on the lives of
Canadians. More women are working today in the workforce in
terms of a percentage than ever before. The program was modelled
after what the federal government saw taking place in the province
of Quebec. That is what we were supposed to be debating today. As
on many other occasions, the Conservatives, as the leader of the
Conservative Party has demonstrated, do whatever they can to pre‐
vent legislation from passing through the House of Commons.

We will likely have a chance to go over those 13 recommenda‐
tions in that report. What colleagues will find is that that report is
being manipulated to the degree in which it has been amended to
politicize it. This takes away the work that a good number of mem‐
bers on all sides of the House put into the report.

I will just give one or two of the recommendations:
That the Department of Justice establish a national working group with federal

and provincial government officials, representatives from community organizations
that work with victims, and victims’ representatives to agree on national best prac‐
tices and minimum standards for victims of crime, particularly as regards the level
of support and the services available to victims.

The member was talking about victims. The government sees the
value in terms of supporting victims. Enhanced funding was part of

the recommendations, recognizing that our judicial system is a joint
responsibility. We have to and we do work with provincial, territo‐
rial and indigenous communities. The member is criticizing us
about the issue of victims. The government has not only recognized
victims but also allocated funding to victims. This is a part of the
response to the report from the minister: “Several of the Commit‐
tee's recommendations speak to the need for enhanced funding for
victim services and victim-focused activities. A key component of
the FVS, a horizontal government initiative led by Justice Canada,
is the Victims Fund. When it was established in 2000, the Victims
Fund had $5 million available.... Since then, the funding available
has grown to a little under $32 million in 2022-2023.”

The government understands the importance of victims. We do
not need to be told by the Conservative Party. We understand the
harm that is caused by horrific incidents, and we will continue to be
focused on Canadians.

● (1105)

[Translation]

Mr. Denis Trudel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, BQ): I have
some concerns this morning, Madam Speaker. I am listening to the
debate and I am wondering whether this endless back and forth, fil‐
ibustering, delaying debate, moving motions and tabling reports re‐
ally benefits our democracy in any way. I do not know whether our
democracy really benefits from the never-ending struggle between
the Liberals and the Conservatives about who is going to win the
procedural battle of the day and who is going to make the headlines
by wasting the others' time.

I do not know. I am rather fed up with hearing, seeing and wit‐
nessing all of this. I thought that we were here to debate bills. I
thought that we were here to advance democracy. I find this really
sad.

It is not that I think the current motion is not important or worth‐
while. However, it is giving rise to debates that are keeping us here
until midnight every night until the House rises for the summer be‐
cause so much time has been wasted on all this procedural wran‐
gling over the past six months. I find that extremely unfortunate.

I would like my colleague to comment on that.

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, I can honestly say
that, when I came in this morning, I had no speech prepared what‐
soever. I had full intentions of seeing Bill C-35 pass through the
House. It was not only going to be a majority; my understanding is
that every member in the House is going to be voting in favour of
Bill C-35. I honestly believed that we were going to be debating
that and then going on to the next item.

I have been in opposition. Most of my political career has been
in the opposition benches. Even when I was in opposition, and it
can be found in a Hansard search, members will find that I have
said in the past that something like time allocation is a necessary
tool in order for governments to be able to pass legislation.
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Filibustering for no real purpose, other than to frustrate the sys‐

tem, does a disservice to the chamber. I think we need to put Parlia‐
ment ahead of politics. I have given the odd partisan speech, I will
admit that. Having said that—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): We
will go to another question.

The hon. member for Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound.
Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Madam

Speaker, my question for the parliamentary secretary is around the
amendment. It gets to the crux of the issue. I am going to give him
a hypothetical.

Maybe there is a chance in some future scenario that he is a min‐
ister. What would he do if he had staff who were hiding stuff from
him, so that he was not aware of some serious allegations, especial‐
ly when it comes to public safety and the importance of keeping
Canadians safe?

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, that is a good ques‐
tion. I suggest the member raise that question during question peri‐
od. If he addresses it to me, I might even have the opportunity to
answer that question directly.

The debate that we are talking about today is about the concur‐
rence report on 13 recommendations. Those recommendations, I
would suggest, as in many other reports, would normally be looked
at and responded to, as this report has been responded to. Then we
would continue on.

In this situation, the Conservatives wanted to bring it forward to
the House this morning in order to pick up on a totally different is‐
sue. We saw that in the amendment they put forward, which politi‐
cizes the report. They are more interested in the politics than they
are in the issue.

Once again, we have seen a very clear demonstration by the far-
right Conservative Party today on just how far they are prepared to
go on the issue of playing partisan politics.
● (1110)

Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I have been in the House for 12 years, and I think
I saw a first today when the hon. member for Winnipeg North read
his own remarks into the record as part of his speech. I compliment
him on his creativity.

We have a concurrence report, which was unanimously support‐
ed by all the parties and made 13 very important recommendations
about victims' rights and services.

Today's debate has a danger of diverting us from those unani‐
mous recommendations and making progress on them together,
when this is one of the few times all the parties have come together
on a report. Does the member share my concern about this?

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, I will tie that into the
issue of a healthier democracy. We underestimate the real value of
what takes place in our standing committees. On occasion, we get
reports that are unanimously supported. I do not get to spend very
much time in committees myself, but I know about the passion I
have seen from a number of colleagues who go to committee to
deal with reports. I see the amount of energy, resources, time, pas‐

sion and love of an issue. Reports come from those committees,
and when they are unanimous, we do a disservice to the work com‐
mittees have done on reports when we politicize them.

I believe the amendment being proposed today does just that. It
takes a partisan slant and poisons the well, in my opinion.

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam
Speaker, I have to say I agree that this debate takes attention away.
As my hon. friend from Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke just pointed
out, we are debating a concurrence report with which we all agree.
This means that we are not really debating the topic at all. We are
not talking about victims' rights. The report focuses on specific rec‐
ommendations, so the debate today, lest anyone be confused, is for
no high-minded purpose. It is clearly a procedural tactic being used
by the official opposition; therefore, it is dispiriting.

The topic is not dispiriting. We need to protect victims' rights,
and we need much more recognition throughout the system that the
Canadian Victims Bill of Rights should have included the Marsy's
law material out of the state of California, which would keep vic‐
tims properly informed at every stage. I argued that at the time.
These recommendations are important, but we are not talking about
those. The victims in this case are being used as a political football,
and I find that dispiriting.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, when I started my
comments, I referred to the victims, their families, friends and our
communities as a whole, because of the high profile of the Bernar‐
do issue.

That aside, the recommendations, in many ways, are focused on
victims. I have not read the entire report. As I said, I did not come
here expecting to debate this issue today. I have had the chance to
look at a couple of the recommendations, of which I understand
there are 13. I have had a chance to look at the response to it from
the minister's office. The issue in itself in the report is a very good
issue. I think that if Canadians go online, they would be fairly im‐
pressed by the work of parliamentarians. I suspect they can find it
online.

If Canadians could see a lot of the work that is done in commit‐
tees, I think they would be quite pleased. At times, some of the
things that take place on the floor of the chamber take away from
reports, and that is what is sad to see today.

● (1115)

Mrs. Brenda Shanahan (Châteauguay—Lacolle, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, I am very disturbed, as a member who has served
on a number of committees, that the work of committees is being
used in this manner. Committees are an opportunity for members to
contribute both expertise and thoughtful reflections from their con‐
stituents.

What are the hon. member's thoughts about how using a thought‐
ful committee report in this manner, weaponizing it to name and
shame, hurts the work of committees in general?
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, the member is correct

in her assessment, when she says that it is weaponizing a report that
was supported unanimously by all parties in the House. Filibuster‐
ing, and ultimately making it a very partisan issue, does not do a
service to the work that the committee members have put in.
[Translation]

Mr. Rhéal Éloi Fortin (Rivière-du-Nord, BQ): Madam Speak‐
er, first of all, I ask my colleagues' permission to share my time
with my colleague from Berthier—Maskinongé.

I am going to talk about the report that is the main focus of our
debates today. With respect to the amendment proposed by the
Conservatives, I will let the minister defend himself as he sees fit.
Those of us in the Bloc Québécois are also outraged by this treat‐
ment—I would not say preferential treatment, but the treatment
Mr. Bernardo received. It seems victims rights' have been ignored
in this case. It is shocking to us too, but I will let the minister
present the arguments he deems appropriate. We will see when the
time comes.

I was proud to sit on the Standing Committee on Justice and Hu‐
man Rights when we studied these provisions. Of all the areas of
federal jurisdiction, the Criminal Code is among the most impor‐
tant. I do not wish to diminish the importance of international rela‐
tions, the environment or other matters, but the Criminal Code has
an impact on the daily lives of many Canadians. The federal gov‐
ernment's power over the Criminal Code and criminal activity is a
very big deal. I was very proud to take part in those debates.

The report contains a number of recommendations. They are all
important, but I would particularly like to draw my colleagues' at‐
tention to the provisions set out in recommendations 7, 8, 9 and 10
regarding victim's participation in the process.

I think this is essential. In a criminal trial, decisions are often
made about the punishment that will or will not be imposed on the
accused. Some consideration is also often given to the fate of the
victims of the crimes in question, but perhaps not always enough.
At least, victims may not get a chance to participate effectively in
trials that involve them. We heard from many witnesses on this is‐
sue in committee. What came up quite frequently was the lack of
information. Victims do not know what rights they have during
their attacker's trial.

We think it would be important to run education campaigns on
this issue, while taking into account the different areas of jurisdic‐
tion, of course. My colleagues know how important that is to me.
Raising awareness should not mean encroaching on the jurisdic‐
tions of Quebec and the provinces. We think there could be discus‐
sions on this, but public education campaigns have to be set up to
properly inform citizens of their rights when they are victims of a
crime.

There is the whole issue of the ombudsman. The position was va‐
cant for quite some time, but was finally filled last fall. A new om‐
budsman was appointed. However, the budget for the office of the
ombudsman is rather meagre. I think this should be reconsidered to
ensure that there is a full team of competent people working with
the ombudsman, because the role of ombudsman is essential in the
criminal trial process. The public education campaigns and the om‐

budsman are important elements that we will find in more detail in
recommendations 7, 8, 9 and 10 of the report. That said, I do not
want to minimize the importance of reading all 13 recommenda‐
tions.

I would also like to draw my colleagues' attention to recommen‐
dations 11 and 12. We talked about them recently. Important groups
are calling for this. Motions to this effect have been moved in the
House. We must absolutely ensure that the publication bans in
criminal cases have the desired scope and effect.

Publication bans are issued to protect the victims, not to protect
the public. However, under the current system, most of the time
publication bans are requested by the Crown prosecutor, sometimes
almost automatically, often without the victims having been con‐
sulted.

● (1120)

Once the publication ban has been ordered, the victim does not
have the authority to ask that it be lifted. However, victims often
want to speak out publicly in the media about the crimes committed
against them. They want to talk about how the crime affected their
lives and their family's lives. They want to have some input on the
punishment they consider appropriate in their case.

In every case, the victim comes up against a publication ban that
they do not have the right to breach. If they do, they could be prose‐
cuted. This makes no sense to me. Victims testified at our commit‐
tee about this issue. I do not even understand why this rule is in
place. They are quite right. We need to allow publication bans, be‐
cause they are essential in some cases. Some victims say they do
not want the crime they were a victim of to be discussed. They do
not want their family, neighbours or children to read about it in the
media.

However, other victims say that it is therapeutic for them to talk
about it. The needs and rights of the victims must be considered.
Publication bans are central to victims' rights and needs. I recom‐
mend that the House pay particular attention to this issue, which is
addressed in recommendations 11 and 12 of the report. This strikes
me as being essential.

There is also recommendation 13, which deals with the issue of
restitution orders. In a justice system that many say should be in‐
creasingly restorative, perhaps victims should be provided with bet‐
ter access to restitution. Any time a trial extends over several days
or even several weeks, it might make sense to assume that the pre‐
siding judge has a good idea of the damages suffered by the vic‐
tims. It might also seem appropriate for the judge to rule on some
of those damages and ensure that the orders made are binding and
that the victims have the opportunity to ensure that they are en‐
forced. Access to restitution is important.
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Publication bans should be ordered or sought by the Crown only

after the victim has consented to the ban. For example, the judge
could seek or require the victim's consent before issuing a publica‐
tion ban. If the victim does not consent, a discussion could take
place with the judge and the Crown as to why a ban should or
should not be imposed. A mechanism must be found to ensure that
victims participate in these orders and are able to have them lifted
when it is in their best interest.

Again, I could never overstate the importance of supporting vic‐
tims, as I discussed at the start of my speech. However, we need to
invest funds in providing the necessary information to victims. At
the moment, that information is meagre. Although I dislike using
the same word twice, the adjective seems to fit the ombudsman's
office and information services too. As things stand, a person who
becomes a victim of crime is unaware of the services they are enti‐
tled to receive. The victim's level of involvement in the process will
depend on the prosecutor assigned to the case. I think we need to
inform victims, but we also need to inform Crown attorneys about
what they must offer victims to have them participate, understand
the process and exercise their rights along the way.
● (1125)

Mrs. Brenda Shanahan (Châteauguay—Lacolle, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, I enjoyed my colleague's speech a great deal. I can
tell that he has worked really hard on this issue. In fact, he was on
the committee that studied it. I would like his opinion on the fact
that we are looking at an amendment that has nothing to do with the
committee's report.

Mr. Rhéal Éloi Fortin: Madam Speaker, I would not go so far
as to say that the amendment has nothing to do with the adoption of
the report, since we are talking about victims' rights and the case of
Mr. Bernardo, who was transferred to a medium-security peniten‐
tiary without the victims being properly consulted or informed.
Maybe there is a connection, but I agree with the member that it is
certainly not a direct link.

At the time we wrote our report, we certainly would not have
been able to discuss Mr. Bernardo's case, because his transfer has
only just taken place. There is a connection, but it is tenuous.

I think we have to wait and see what the minister comes up with.
I think the connection is too tenuous for us to be able to discuss it
in a useful way at this point. I would rather have the minister ex‐
plain this motion.

Personally, I want the House to approve our report as written so
we can move forward. Once again, this is too important. We need to
strengthen victims' right to information, provide funding to the Of‐
fice of the Federal Ombudsman for Victims of Crime, launch an
awareness campaign, and review the parole process and publication
bans.
[English]

Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke, NDP):
Madam Speaker, it has been a great pleasure working with the
member on the justice committee. It is important to note that the
justice committee has done an enormous amount of work unani‐
mously in trying to move things forward for Canadians, despite
sometimes being in a minority Parliament that is quite divisive.

My question for the member has to do with recommendation 3,
which talks about the establishment of national standards for mini‐
mum levels of support for victims of crime. It calls for the federal
government and the provinces to work together to establish those
standards. Right now there is no right to victims' assistance and
there are no common standards among the provinces.

[Translation]

Mr. Rhéal Éloi Fortin: Madam Speaker, I agree with my col‐
league that it was a pleasure working together on the Standing
Committee on Justice and Human Rights. Despite the differences of
opinion from one party to the other, I think we have always been
able to work respectfully, and I value that.

With regard to recommendation 3, it is indeed important to estab‐
lish minimum standards for victim services. Again, I am proceed‐
ing very cautiously, because it seems to me that the foundation of
this work is fragile.

We are talking about respecting the jurisdiction of Quebec, each
of the provinces and the three territories. This needs to play out the
same way it did in committee, that is, with respect, and the
provinces should be consulted. If the justice ministers of Quebec,
Canada, Ontario and all the provinces agree to work together to es‐
tablish something, I would be the happiest man alive. Even a
sovereign Quebec wants to work with Canada and with other coun‐
tries. That is the crux of the global political, economic, cultural and
social reality. We must work together to ensure that the services of‐
fered to victims are effective and useful to everyone.

● (1130)

Ms. Louise Chabot (Thérèse-De Blainville, BQ): Madam
Speaker, I would like to ask my dear colleague a very brief ques‐
tion.

I gather that it was important that all the recommendations in the
report be adopted and that the report be concurred in as is. I imag‐
ine that several of the witnesses that the committee heard from
were victims. If there was one priority for victims, what was it?

Mr. Rhéal Éloi Fortin: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague
from Thérèse-De Blainville for her question and for the incredible
work that she does in her riding and in the House.

I will reiterate everything that I believe is essential: victims' par‐
ticipation in the justice system, restorative justice, publication bans,
and victims' participation in parole hearings. However, the fact is
that victims' right to information needs to be reinforced, so that is
probably the priority.

Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Madam
Speaker, I thank and salute my colleague from Rivière-du-Nord for
the fine work he does every day on the Standing Committee on Jus‐
tice and Human Rights. I have had the privilege of substituting for
him on a number of occasions. His are big shoes to fill.
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I will begin by saying that I am disappointed we are once again

dealing with a Conservative ploy to disrupt the agenda, to waste
time, when we have important work to do. Today, the Conserva‐
tives are doing it by raising an extremely important, fundamental
and serious issue that we must discuss, so we will discuss it.

It is true that it is an important issue. I am not being critical be‐
cause the issue is not important. Questioning the minister's authori‐
ty or legitimacy is important, but when do we get to move forward?

It is rather ironic that the week we are debating the hybrid Parlia‐
ment so members can have a family life and spend some time at
home, we are sitting every damn night until midnight.

Mr. Gérard Deltell: Pardon me?

Mr. Yves Perron: Am I not allowed to say “damn”?
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): It

is always a question of whether or not it offends another member.
In this case, it struck a nerve.

I recommend that the hon. member use other words.
Mr. Yves Perron: Madam Speaker, my colleague will surely

agree with me that there is irony in this. I withdraw the word. We
are then sitting every evening until midnight. That was my intro‐
duction.

Now, we need to talk about this serious and very important sub‐
ject of victims’ rights. This committee report seems fundamental to
me. However, we need to be very vigilant on the issue of jurisdic‐
tion. The report’s first recommendation refers to creating a national
working group to agree on consistent standards and practices—or at
least as consistent as possible. I understand the merits of that pro‐
posal. My colleague from Rivière-du-Nord mentioned it earlier.
However, we will have to be very vigilant when working with the
governments of Quebec, the other provinces and the territories, be‐
cause they are the ones responsible for the administration of justice,
and therefore all these conditions.

As indicated in the report’s second recommendation, the Canadi‐
an Victims Bill of Rights must be reviewed to include the right to
support. This is fundamental.

I will tell a sad story from last year. There was a traffic accident
in my riding. It was an accident caused by someone who was intox‐
icated. It therefore became a criminal act. The body of a
17‑year‑old youth who was killed in the accident—I find it hard not
to get emotional when I talk about it because I knew these people
really well—became an exhibit in court. That is an example of vic‐
tims’ rights. Members may look at me funny, but they will under‐
stand the connection. This young person's body became evidence.
After three days, the mother called me in terrible distress because
she was unable to retrieve the body of the child she had just lost.

I understand the police investigation and everyone understands
there are processes, but we can all see the hole in our system. Dur‐
ing all that time, the parents were being told nothing; they were not
there. They are the direct victims of the criminal act that was perpe‐
trated, and they were not being looked after. The member for Que‐
bec was contacted and this was then resolved. However, those peo‐
ple suffered for many hours.

Maybe that could be fixed, and we could do better. People need
to be informed because, in my example, no one was giving the par‐
ents any information or telling them when it would be over. I am
sure we understand what I mean. It is very important that we take
care of victims of criminal acts.

The fourth recommendation of the committee’s report pertains to
information for victims. This too is fundamental. This information
should be provided automatically, and victims should not have to
fight for it. That is not normal either. The person has already been
victimized by a crime and their life is destabilized; we need to help
them, not put new obstacles and new challenges in their way. This
is fundamental. Again, it is clear that this victim will want informa‐
tion. To me, making the information available seems central to ev‐
erything.

Next, information should be provided to people who are victims.
In the case of the mother I talked about earlier, no one gave her any
information. We need to inform people about their remedies and
their rights. Doing that will take money. That was mentioned earli‐
er.

Victims should also be allowed to participate in the process and
be informed. Let us imagine a victim of an extremely violent crime.
A release process is under way, but the victim was not informed;
she is then faced with a done deal. Imagine this person’s anguish.
The victim may wonder whether this person will come back to see
them or whether there will be reprisals. It is important that victims
be included in the judicial process, that they be respected and prop‐
erly supported. That, too, is a question of resources.

My colleague from Rivière-du-Nord also stressed the importance
of the recommendations that deal with publication bans. Some‐
times, people can act very quickly and these bans will be issued. If
I believe the findings of the committee’s report, that is being done
without the victim’s consent.

● (1135)

However, the first person that should be consulted in the entire
process is the victim. It may be that the victim does not want the
publication ban. That also carries a risk. For example, a person who
was shaken, who communicated but made a mistake by conveying
too much information, may be found in breach of the ban by the
court. This is clearly not acceptable.

Beyond all that, there is the issue of resource allocation. I ap‐
proached one of my Conservative colleagues who gave a speech
this morning to ask him whether we had the necessary resources in
our justice system to properly represent, among others, the Crown.
I have major doubts about this. Perhaps more money should be
transferred to Quebec and the provinces. This is also very impor‐
tant.
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Let us talk about support resources. What we are seeing when we

work in our ridings is that there are a lot of community organiza‐
tions. These community organizations have extremely dedicated
people who are there for the right reasons, to help people. When we
inquire about these people's living conditions, we realize that they
work an incredible number of hours for a scant wage. That requires
moral fortitude. Those who deal with human suffering have a hard
time shaking it off when they go home to have supper with their
families. These people provide extraordinary services to the com‐
munity. I dream of the day when there will be enough funding for
these people, who I see as discounted government subcontractors
because taking care of people is a collective responsibility.

In the case of victims of crime, in particular, people need to be
taken by the hand, accompanied and informed about what they can
do. They need to be asked what they want and what they do not
want. For instance, if they choose to allow a publication ban, they
need to be told what that means. They need to be asked if they are
ready to live with that. Often, things move quickly, and things are
not explained because the resources are not there, because there is
no time. People must have the time to take care of victims.

In closing, let us talk about the amendment. We will not start de‐
fending the minister, who seems to be aware of very few things in
his life. However, a bit like my colleague from Rivière-du-Nord, I
question the relevance of tying that to this report, although there is
indeed an indirect link. I think there are other ways of addressing
that. The importance of the report must not be overlooked, and it
must be adopted.
● (1140)

[English]
Hon. Judy A. Sgro (Humber River—Black Creek, Lib.):

Madam Speaker, I am impressed with the speech of my colleague. I
have heard clearly, in every word he has said, how he feels about
this issue and how important it is that we move forward on the rec‐
ommendations in this report. It covers many of the issues of vic‐
tims' rights.

A constituent of mine was the victim of a drive-by shooting that
left her completely paralyzed. That is when I found out how little
services and support we have, whether they are financial compensa‐
tion, or the avenues that are recommended in the report, the av‐
enues for people to talk to someone, and some sensitivity. Re‐
sources that are there are clearly not sufficient.

I would like to hear more from my colleague on what more he
thinks we need to do, over and above these great recommendations
before us.

[Translation]
Mr. Yves Perron: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for her

question and her kind words.

What more should be done?

At every level of bureaucracy, the people being served should be
taken into consideration. Public servants should look beyond finan‐
cial considerations and look after their needs. Certainly, if they
have to deal with 18 cases in a single day, that becomes impossible.

For example, some youth protection cases have been dragging on
for a long time, so resources are needed.

Beyond that, I think that the culture needs to be changed, hence
the importance of launching awareness campaigns and setting stan‐
dards. That is why we agree on the principle, with the usual caveat
of respecting Quebec and the provinces.

[English]

Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I think the previous speaker raised a very impor‐
tant point, which is our dependence on volunteer organizations that
deal with victims and the struggles they have to raise the necessary
money not just to provide the services, which are sometimes done
on a contract basis, but to keep the lights on and the doors open at
those organizations. There is very little support for that core fund‐
ing that is very necessary for those organizations.

I would like to hear a bit more from the hon. member on his
views on core funding for victim support organizations.

[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: What a nice softball from my colleague,
Madam Speaker. I thank the member for this great question.

Not only is it abnormal, it is revolting. These dedicated people
who want to help others have to spend half their week, if not more,
filling out damn paperwork.

Keeping an organization on mission for six months or more takes
funding, but once they do manage to get funding, after six months
they have to account for how those funds were used, which in‐
volves filling out more than a couple of forms. They have a stack of
papers to fill out. I imagine that that answers my Liberal colleague's
first question.

What more is there to be done? Let us look at how administration
can be burdensome and tedious for those who want to help people.

Mrs. Julie Vignola (Beauport—Limoilou, BQ): Madam
Speaker, my colleague spoke emotionally about the need to provide
and share information.

My question is quite simple. What concrete steps can we take to
improve these processes for both victims and the system?

Mr. Yves Perron: Madam Speaker, I thank my esteemed col‐
league for her question.

What more can we do? It comes back to the same thing. We need
to fund our resources properly. We need to provide them with per‐
manent and adequate funding so that they do not have to wonder
every year whether they will be able to continue operating. We
need to make sure that we have quality resources.

Earlier, I talked about something important, and that is a culture
change in the justice system. The most important thing is to take
care of victims. I think that is what it comes down to.
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[English]

Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I am of two minds about this debate this morning,
because a concurrence debate about a unanimous report, which is
on a very important topic, is a good thing, but I am also concerned
if the real intent behind this debate is a diversion from others busi‐
ness of Parliament rather than actually talking about the important
recommendations of this report.

Certainly, we heard from a wide range of people in the commit‐
tee on this report. Many individual victims of crime came at a great
personal cost and retold their stories of what had happened to them
and the effects of being a victim of crime. We heard from many or‐
ganizations that provide services to victims of crime. I want to pay
particular thanks to the organization Mothers Against Drunk Driv‐
ing, which has a very active victims' advocacy program.

We heard from the victims ombudsman, and I want to pay re‐
spect at this point to both the previous victims ombudsman, Heidi
Illingworth, and the current ombudsman, Benjamin Roebuck, for
the important research and advocacy work they do on behalf of vic‐
tims in this country.

I hope what we can do in this debate is maintain the focus on
what we heard from those victims and those victims' advocates and
the recommendations that were unanimously approved in the
Standing Committee on Justice and Human Rights. An important
function of this debate today could be to encourage the govern‐
ment, in the many different departments involved, to make progress
on these recommendations.

There are other mechanisms available in this House for holding
government ministers to account. I know the hon. members of the
Conservative Party know that, they have been using those, so again
I will stress my concern that we are not actually doing this debate
for some other purpose when there are other mechanisms available.
No matter what one thinks about that issue, they are there, they
have been used and they can continue to be used. I hope the impact
of this is not going to focus on another issue, which is important,
yes, but another issue rather than the issues that were raised in this
report. Again, I am concerned we keep that focus on moving for‐
ward on the recommendations in this report.

There are a number of chapters in this report, and it kind of
amazed me that in the end, on a topic that has often been con‐
tentious in Parliament, we were able to reach a consensus on 13
recommendations. That is a bit of a miracle, especially in a minori‐
ty Parliament and especially on an issue that has previously been so
contentious.

I bring attention to chapter 4, which talks about services for vic‐
tims of crime, and I will come to that in just a minute. There is a
whole chapter on the right to information about the legal process in
this report. There are recommendations on the rights of victims to
participate in the legal process and how we meet the challenges vic‐
tims face when they try to participate in this legal process. There is
a chapter on the right to protection of victims while they are partici‐
pating in the process, and I will return to that one a little later on.

There is an important chapter on the idea of restitution, on how
often victims of crime cannot be made whole again in both finan‐
cial and circumstantial areas. There is a final chapter on complaint
mechanisms and remedies, so when the system goes wrong for vic‐
tims what they have available to them to make that known to the
system and to those who have the power to change that.

If we talk about services, one of the important things I learned
from this is that in the Victims Bill of Rights there is no right to ac‐
cess to services for victims of crime. I think that is an oversight,
and this committee, in recommendation 2, says that we should fix
that. We know it is going to be a challenge. The federal government
shares the justice field with the provinces and administration of jus‐
tice belongs to the provinces.

That is why in recommendation 3 in this report it talks about
working together to set some minimum standards of what is avail‐
able to victims, in terms of support services and participation in the
various parts of the legal process. I was very pleased to hear my
hon. colleague from the Bloc Québécois agreeing we do need to
work together to achieve some minimum standards. Again, that is
part of the miracle of this report, which is that even on contentious
federal-provincial issues we were able to reach agreement on how
to better serve victims.

What do victims really need? There is a whole range of things,
but the thing we heard most often is they need support services that
are tailored to their needs and that quite often those needs are dif‐
ferent.

● (1150)

Victims from different backgrounds have different needs to sup‐
port them participating in the process and also to recover as a vic‐
tim of crime. Lots of times, the services that we have available do
not actually take into account the different circumstances, especial‐
ly of those who are most marginalized in our society and especially
of indigenous people. Having culturally relevant and culturally ap‐
propriate services available to victims is something we often fall
down on and we do not do such good job.

When we are talking about services for victims of crime, we
have tended to ignore mental health services. Again, my colleague
from Comox has been a great advocate for mental health services.
This report acknowledges that victims quite often need very specif‐
ic kinds of therapy in order to get back to full participation in soci‐
ety, after having been victimized by criminal activity. I commend
that chapter to everyone in the House. It is a very important chapter
on the gaps in our approaches.

I was surprised to learn that is legal aid is generally not available,
in any form, to victims of crime. Even though I taught criminal jus‐
tice for many years, I had not really thought about this from the
perspective of victims. We provide legal aid to defendants, and of
course we have prosecutors who are paid for by the public. Howev‐
er, when it comes to victims of crime participating, legal assistance
is generally not available to them. We depend on advocacy organi‐
zations to provide that advice and that assistance to victims of
crime.
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That brings me to the chapter on the right to information. Again,

we did something peculiar when we established victims' rights and
we said that the victims have rights to ask for information about the
system. What we heard, again and again, from victims and their ad‐
vocacy organizations is quite often victims do not even know what
to ask. The system is so unfamiliar, so complex and so unforgiving.
In particular for people who suffered trauma, it is so difficult to
navigate that they do not even know what rights they have or to ask
how to access those rights.

An important recommendation in this report, recommendation 4,
is that we change the onus of providing information to an automatic
provision of information to victims. Some jurisdictions do a better
job than others in making sure victims understand what their rights
are and what services are available to them. Again, we largely de‐
pend on those volunteer organizations to inform victims of their
rights. However, if someone is not in touch with one of those orga‐
nizations, they are left in the dark about how this very complex le‐
gal system of ours actually works.

Let us change this from saying that it is on victims to request in‐
formation to it is on someone specific. We have not tried to solve
that problem in this report, but we have indicated that it needs to be
someone specific. We cannot just say there is right to information
without saying who is actually going to deliver that information. It
is up to the governments, again, because we have a justice system
that is split over jurisdictions. It is up to those jurisdictions to work
together to figure out who is going to make sure that victims actual‐
ly do get the information.

One of the things we could do is provide core funding to victim
organizations that are actually already doing this work. If we pro‐
vided better funding to those organizations, they could make sure
that victims were getting the information that they need on how to
participate in the legal system, how to make sure their voices are
heard in our legal system, but also on the very services that might
be available to them in the community.

Now chapter 7 deals with the right to the protection of victims'
identity and the right to privacy of victims. Again, this is probably
one of the most surprising parts of the report. We heard very mov‐
ing and effective testimony from victims of sexual assault, like
Morrell Andrews, who talked about something we did many years
ago in our legal system. We set up a system of publication bans so
that the identity of victims of sexual assault would not become pub‐
lic.

Over the years our understanding of sexual assault has changed,
and many of those victims of sexual assault were surprised to learn
that they were subject to a publication ban, that they were not al‐
lowed to talk about what had happened to them in any way. Many
of those victims of sexual assault also felt the publication ban, by
protecting their identity, ended up protecting the identity of the per‐
petrator.

What we heard quite clearly in the testimony that was before us,
and it was very eloquent, very difficult testimony for people to give
on their personal assault experiences, was that the current arrange‐
ments take away agency from victims of sexual assault.

● (1155)

Therefore, in recommendation 11, the committee has recom‐
mended: first, that those who are subject to publication bans need to
be informed and consulted before that publication ban is put in
place; and second, that they need to have the right to opt out of that
publication ban.

Many members know that I have spoken several times in the
House about being an adult victim of child sexual assault. The veil
of secrecy that was put around me at that time was helpful, but it
was most helpful to the perpetrator, who had eight other victims. It
would have been quite important for me, though as a minor I proba‐
bly could not make that decision, for someone to make the decision
that it was information the public needed to have. We have heard
quite clearly from adult victims of sexual assault that they want
their agency back. They want the ability to talk about their experi‐
ence, they want the ability to warn others and they do not want to
be treated as if they are minor children when it comes to the issue
of sexual assault.

Those are just a few of the highlights in this report.

When I talk about trying to keep our focus on those recommen‐
dations so we can move forward, I want to talk a bit about one step
forward that the government has taken as a result of this report.

We have Bill S-12 currently in the Senate. The last time I
checked two days ago, the Senate justice committee was just about
finished its consideration of Bill S-12. It would take recommenda‐
tion 11 from this report and put it into law. When that recommenda‐
tion is finished in the Senate, it will come back to the House and we
will have the chance, in approving Bill S-12, to give that agency
back to victims of sexual assault, to give them the right to know
about publication bans before they are imposed and the right to
have the ability to opt out of those publication bans.

When I say that focusing on these recommendations is important
to make progress, there is a very specific example of the many
things that are in this report so that, if we keep the focus on the
unanimous support for those recommendations, I believe we will be
able to make progress on victims' rights and services for victims.

Again, this is a minority Parliament and often fractious. Howev‐
er, in the justice committee, somehow, on very many issues we
have been able to work together to achieve unanimity. The report
on improving support for victims of crime is my best example of
how Parliament can work, Parliament can be very functional and
we can make recommendations that are important to the lives of ev‐
eryday Canadians.

Hon. Judy A. Sgro (Humber River—Black Creek, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, I congratulate my colleague on a wonderful re‐
port. The recommendations cover so many different areas that I
have concerns about when it comes to victims' rights.
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As I had mentioned earlier, a constituent was the victim of a

drive-by shooting and left paralyzed. That is when I started asking
questions about what kinds of supports there were, both financial
and restorative as well as emotional supports. I found out that there
was very little there.

I congratulate my colleague for the excellent work the committee
did on bringing this forward. I would like to hear him spend anoth‐
er minute or so speaking about other suggestions over and above
the recommendations that are here today.

Mr. Randall Garrison: Madam Speaker, I am going to stick to
the member's question a bit more about what we heard from vic‐
tims, because it is important to remember that this report is based
on what we heard from victims of crime.

There are two general themes in what we heard. One of those
was that victims wanted to ensure that justice was done, absolutely.

However, there is a second theme of victims that gets missed in
some of the debates in the House of Commons. That second theme
that was almost always there was that they wanted to ensure that no
one else would become a victim of the same thing that happened to
them. That compassion for others that almost all victims have dis‐
played is how their trauma and terrible experience can be used to
inform public policy so that this does not happen to any other fami‐
ly and does not happen to any other community. That is an impor‐
tant part of this debate and it is an important part of what is reflect‐
ed in the report, which I hope we all respect.

● (1200)

[Translation]
Mr. Denis Trudel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, BQ): Madam

Speaker, I very much appreciate the tone of the debate in the past
hour. I find that the report contains good recommendations. The fo‐
cus is clearly on the victims, and that is really important.

The problem is that the report was brought up this morning when
we were supposed to be talking about something else. That has
been happening a lot in recent weeks and months in the House. We
are behind in much of our work. There are always distractions.
There are always attempts to obstruct our debates. For that reason,
we will be working until midnight until June 23. Important bills
were supposed to be passed, but may not be before we adjourn for
the summer.

I would like to hear what my colleague thinks about the partisan
game that has been going on between the Conservatives and the
Liberals since the beginning of the session.

[English]
Mr. Randall Garrison: Mr. Speaker, there are always issues of

importance, issues of the day perhaps that are in the media, but
there are many mechanisms in this Parliament to deal with those.
The purpose of moving concurrence in this report seems to be to di‐
vert other business of Parliament and not focus on the recommen‐
dations of the report. That is why I have not been talking about
those other issues. I hope we can remain focused on the recommen‐
dations of the report and let the parties in this Parliament use the
other mechanisms available for dealing with other issues.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor (Cowichan—Malahat—Langford,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure serving with my colleague and
southern neighbour from Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke in this cau‐
cus.

I have been here long enough and have witnessed in the House of
Commons that sometimes the crimes that are reported in the news
can be sensationalized in this place and the statistics are torqued up
to make political arguments. That is why I was glad to hear him un‐
derline the complexity of our justice system. I want to commend all
members from all parties of the justice committee on the fact this
report was adopted unanimously in a minority Parliament, and for
putting that work in and arriving at a unanimous report.

I want to direct my colleague's attention to recommendation 8,
which asks the government to expand and promote restorative jus‐
tice, and to ensure there is adequate funding. We often hear about
the soft-on-crime or jail-not-bail approaches. Restorative justice is
a very complex procedure and centring it on victim's rights is about
asking the offender to take a measure of responsibility. It does not
always involve incarceration but really a variety of different pro‐
cesses that allow victims and offenders to come to some kind of a
conclusion, which can be different in whatever the case may be.

I would ask my colleague to expand a bit on what was heard at
committee and to put it into the victim context.

Mr. Randall Garrison: Mr. Speaker, my friend raises a very im‐
portant point, and I want to give a very specific example, because I
think often restorative justice is not taken seriously, which is why it
is not funded seriously.

We had a very horrific incident of anti-Semitism in my riding,
where some horrible graffiti was inscribed on The Chabad Centre
for Jewish Life and Learning. It was done by two non-rocket scien‐
tists who were fairly young. It was done on camera, which they ap‐
parently did not notice, and they were fairly easily apprehended.

The police worked with the Chabad Centre for Jewish Life and
Learning to create a restorative solution to the problem, which was
that these two young people, who had been influenced by online
publications and who I think had no real idea of the harm they had
done, sit down with the members of that congregation to under‐
stand the harm they had caused. I really commend that community
for taking a very horrific incident and, as a whole, trying to turn it
into something positive.

● (1205)

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
I want to provide an opportunity for my hon. colleague and neigh‐
bour from Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke to explain more fully what
we are debating today and why we would be better served to debate
other issues that we have to resolve in the few days that are left be‐
fore, we hope, a parliamentary recess will occur, and not because
we want to be on vacation but because we need to get some bills
passed in this place.



June 15, 2023 COMMONS DEBATES 16083

Routine Proceedings
Mr. Randall Garrison: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member is really

tempting me off what I am trying to do here, which is to say that,
once this motion for concurrence has been moved, I would like us
to focus on the recommendations in the report and the ability to
move forward on those.

However, she is absolutely right. I do not believe that the motion
for concurrence was moved for those reasons. I think it was moved
to displace other business of Parliament that is also quite important,
which I hope we get through before we rise.

We can really make progress on improving support for victims of
crime if we all continue to work together as we did on this report.

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, one of themes in the report is the necessity to do a better
job at consulting with victims before decisions are made, whether
with respect to parole or within corrections services.

Bringing it back to the amendment we are debating, I would like
the member's take on the importance of ministerial accountability
to consider the victims who need to be informed as a priority. When
ministers do not take accountability and hide behind their staff, it
reharms the victims. I would like the member's comments on that.

Mr. Randall Garrison: Mr. Speaker, as I have said several times
now, and I will say it again, when we are talking about ministerial
accountability there are very good and robust measures in the
House, question period being among them, where we can deal with
questions of accountability. I do not think that a concurrence mo‐
tion on a unanimous report is the place to do that.

His question about victims is an important one, but I want to give
a caution here. There is a difference between listening to the vic‐
tims of crime about what will help them recover and about what is
needed for them to participate fully in the system, and taking trau‐
matic incidents in our society and exploiting them for political pur‐
poses. I worry that this is what we see happening today.

Hon. Judy A. Sgro (Humber River—Black Creek, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I came in here this morning expecting to be dealing with
Bill C-35. I certainly agree with the recommendations in this report.
As my hon. colleague indicated, we should stay very focused on
these recommendations but move forward.

The amendment that my colleague moved for in the concurrence
report is just another effort to politicize another terrible issue that
we are concerned about, injuring the very victims who we are talk‐
ing about in the recommendations from the Standing Committee on
Justice and its recommendations to be more sensitive to the victims.
With the amendment that was moved earlier, it is exactly the oppo‐
site.

I do want to speak today on this and talk about Bill S-12, which
is the government's commitment to victims of crime. I will high‐
light different parts of Bill S-12, an act to amend the Criminal
Code, the Sex Offender Information Registration Act and the Inter‐
national Transfer of Offenders Act.

Bill S-12 has three main objectives: first, to respond to the deci‐
sion of the Supreme Court of Canada last October in R. v. Ndhlovu,
which struck down elements of the national sex offender registry;
second, to strengthen the effectiveness of the registry; and, third, to

empower survivors and victims of crime by changing the rules gov‐
erning publication bans and a victim's right to information; all three
very important.

Today, I want to explain some of the proposed reforms that aim
to ensure that the registry continues to be an effective and efficient
tool for law enforcement. The RCMP and the Canadian Association
of Chiefs of Police have lauded Bill S-12, and we are pleased that
the legislation would ensure that the police agencies have what they
need to do their jobs to better protect victims of crime and to pre‐
vent future crimes.

Bill S-12 would add to the list of offences that qualify a convict‐
ed offender for registration. Of particular note, the bill would add
the offence of non-consensual distribution of intimate images to the
list. The bill would also target so-called “sextortion” by adding ex‐
tortion to the list when shown that it has been committed with the
intent to commit a sexual crime. This is an important step forward
in helping the police identify perpetrators of offences, which are be‐
coming far more prevalent in the digital age with which we are
dealing.

The bill also proposes a new arrest power in the Criminal Code
to address the issue of non-compliance with registration obliga‐
tions. Currently, it is estimated that up to 20% of individuals with
obligations related to the national sex offender registry are non-
compliant. This is not acceptable to any of us as parliamentarians
and it is not acceptable to Canadians.

The only legislative mechanism to facilitate compliance with the
registry under the current law is to arrest an individual and lay a
charge under the Criminal Code. However, laying a distinct charge
does not necessarily result in compliance, which is the goal. The
bill would create a compliance warrant to allow police to seek ar‐
rest warrants to bring non-compliant sex offenders to a registration
centre to fulfill their obligations under SOIRA.

Another important change is that the bill would newly require
registered sex offenders to provide police with 14 days advance no‐
tice prior to travelling, as well as a list of the specific addresses
where they will be staying during to course of their travels. This
will allow police sufficient time to conduct a risk assessment and to
notify appropriate law enforcement partners, if necessary, in accor‐
dance with their existing powers under the SOIRA.

Next, I would like to discuss the publication ban and the victims
information measures. These are critical steps to respond directly to
victims' requests of our justice system, which is much of what the
report that we have from the Standing Committee on Justice refers
to, to ensure that we are listening to the victims.
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Bill S-12 proposes publication ban reforms that respond directly
to calls from survivors of sexual violence. Victims deserve more
agency in the criminal justice process and the ability to tell their
own stories if they so choose. They clearly are not being given
enough priority and enough opportunities to share their stories.

The various publication ban provisions in the Criminal Code are
intended to shield witnesses and victims from further harm by con‐
cealing their identity. A publication ban can encourage the testimo‐
ny of victims and witnesses who may otherwise be fearful of com‐
ing forward. As we have heard many times over the last several
months about publication bans, people who agreed to them for vari‐
ous reasons actually want them removed. Some survivors and vic‐
tims of crime have found that publication bans have had the effect
of silencing or restricting them. Again, we heard that several times
in the last week or so. In fact, I recently saw a news report saying
that eight women who were all subject to these publication bans
wanted them removed so they would be able to speak about the sit‐
uation that affected them and use it as an opportunity to educate
other people.

Under the current system, we have seen victims convicted of vio‐
lating a publication ban intended to be for their sole protection and
benefit. This is clearly unacceptable. These survivors deserve to
share their own stories if they so choose, and it is important that it
be their choice and their choice alone, not a condition of some de‐
gree of settlement that will restrict them forever. One by one, many
of the publication bans being removed are being removed at the re‐
quest of the victims, at the request of the women who are still suf‐
fering as a result of some incident in their lives some years back.

To address this issue, Bill S-12 proposes that judges must ask
prosecutors to confirm if reasonable steps have been taken to en‐
sure that a victim has been consulted on whether or not a publica‐
tion ban should be imposed. This proposal is in line with recom‐
mendation 11 of the seventh report of the Standing Committee on
Justice and Human Rights, entitled “Improving Support for Victims
of Crime”. In addition, Bill S-12 would clarify the process to modi‐
fy or revoke a publication ban after one has been imposed by codi‐
fying the process that currently exists only in common law, which
is to say through judicial decisions.

The bill would also ensure that publication bans are applicable to
online material, an area that is of extreme importance to us as we
move forward. Our young people are exposed to a tremendous
number of things on our Internet systems, and we are having to deal
with more and more issues, as young people are seeing and partici‐
pating in things that they should not be. However, much of this on‐
line material may have been published before a ban was imposed.

Both of these measures recognize that victims and survivors
should benefit from the right to change their minds. Choice to re‐
voke or modify a publication ban should be dictated by the wishes
of the victim or the survivor, not an employer or some other organi‐
zation. However, the bill proposes that a residual discretion be giv‐
en to the judge to refuse such a request if it would, for example,
possibly identify a second victim involved who wishes to remain
anonymous. It is expected that these types of scenarios would be
extremely rare and that, for the overwhelming majority of cases, a

publication ban would be lifted in cases where the victim clearly
does not want it in place.

There is no good or right way to be a victim. This legislation rec‐
ognizes the choice of victims and survivors and provides them with
decision-making power. Returning power to victims and survivors
of sexual violence can be essential for the healing process and can
prevent retraumatization in the criminal justice process. Recently at
the standing committee on women, many individuals were talking
about their experiences and how difficult it was, and how little sup‐
port there was, for them to talk about the issues they were facing.

● (1215)

It is important that we get this right. I suspect that many mem‐
bers have already heard from survivors while working on this issue,
as I have. I am sure that many of my colleagues from all sides of
the House have listened to and heard from many people, men and
women, who have been victims.

Survivors are looking to us to fix the publication ban regime to
better empower them and to treat them with dignity and respect.
With a publication ban in place, they are not able to speak with
anybody about the pain and suffering they went through. Removing
the publication ban, which is what Bill S-12 is suggesting, would
allow them to do that.

I look forward to working with all of my colleagues to ensure
that we get this delicate balance right. This is an area that we can
review at committee to see if the language can be strengthened fur‐
ther.

I want to take a moment to speak about a victim's right to infor‐
mation about the case of an offender who has harmed them. This
right is enshrined in the Canadian Victims Bill of Rights in sections
6, 7 and 8. Bill S-12 would make it easier for victims to access in‐
formation about their case after sentencing or after an accused is
found not criminally responsible on account of mental disorder.

To achieve this goal, the bill proposes several measures. First, it
would require that the judge ask the prosecutor whether they have
taken reasonable steps to determine whether the victim wishes to
obtain this information. Second, the bill would allow victims to ex‐
press this interest through their victim impact statement. Finally,
the bill would require the court to provide Correctional Service
Canada with the victim's name and the information if they have ex‐
pressed a desire to receive this type of information. It is an ex‐
tremely important part of this bill to give victims the option if they
want to receive this information. Not everyone would want it be‐
cause very often it revictimizes the victims.
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and seeks to provide the flexibility required to obtain the informa‐
tion at a time of their choosing. I note that this proposal received
particular attention and support from the federal ombudsperson for
victims of crime.

The changes contemplated by this bill would meet an urgent
need to make the laws governing the national sex offender registry
compliant with the charter. At the same time, it would make the
registry better able to accomplish its vital purpose of providing po‐
lice with current and reliable information to investigate and prevent
crimes of a sexual nature. It would also take an opportunity to make
the criminal justice system more responsive to survivors and vic‐
tims of crime, including victims of sexual offences.

These reforms are targeted, measured and sensible. They will
make a tangible difference for victims of some of the most serious
crimes under our law. They align with our government's firm sup‐
port for victims of crime. We will never leave victims behind, and
we are constantly working to improve our justice system to better
accommodate victims.

The report that was tabled this morning, on which concurrence
has been moved, is from the Standing Committee on Justice and
Human Rights, and it has 13 excellent recommendations very fo‐
cused on how we can make life better for the victims and how we
can better respond to the needs of victims. I look forward to dis‐
cussing those recommendations as we proceed with the hearing to‐
day.
● (1220)

Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke, NDP):
Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the member for highlighting recom‐
mendation 11 in this report. It is now in Bill S-12 in the Senate.

I wonder if she shares the optimism that I feel. A lot of the mat‐
ters dealt with in Bill S-12 have already been discussed multiple
times in this chamber. When that bill eventually arrives here, does
she believe that all parties can work together to get its provisions
enacted quickly?

Hon. Judy A. Sgro: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for his
work on the Standing Committee on Justice and Human Rights.

I hope the bill is the kind of thing that has unanimous support
from all parliamentarians in the House. It talks about how we can
better support victims in Canada and what kinds of resources are
needed as we move forward. I very much hope we will have unani‐
mous support when it comes forward.

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I am going to ask the member a similar question to one I
asked earlier during this debate specifically around the amendment.
It gets to the root cause of how victims are not being treated re‐
spectfully at times because of a lack of accountability within the
minister's office, in this case the Minister of Public Safety.

If the roles were reversed and she was a minister, would she ac‐
cept staff members keeping her in the dark and not briefing her
about something that is impacting victims in Canada?

Hon. Judy A. Sgro: Mr. Speaker, on the amendment, we all
have a responsibility as we move forward to try to ensure that prop‐

er changes are made and things are done in the most effective way.
I believe all of us parliamentarians, and in particular ministers, have
a huge responsibility to ensure that we are moving forward on and
responding to issues of the day.

The amendment put forward today was another opportunity to
politicize a horrible issue, something that all of us are very con‐
cerned about. I am not even going to reference the individual we
are talking about nor the families, because I think we are revictim‐
izing families over and over again. Every time this is mentioned in
the House, like yesterday and the day before, it is revictimizing the
families, and that is not acceptable.

● (1225)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, while listening to the member's comments, I appreciated
the fact that she highlighted a number of the recommendations. In
those recommendations, I have found there is a great emphasis on
victims. I am wondering if the member could provide her thoughts
on why we should be putting more and more emphasis on victims.
In the last budget, there was a commitment to additional funding
for victims. I would like her general thoughts about victims of
crime.

Hon. Judy A. Sgro: Mr. Speaker, as I indicated earlier, I found
out first-hand what is available to victims as far as support or any‐
thing else goes when one of my constituents was a victim of a
drive-by shooting. I went to see what I could do to help and found
out how little there was, whether it was financial support, emotional
support or just being able to get before a committee and share what
had happened. There was very little there.

The report from the standing committee, which was a unanimous
report, is wonderful work. It is really indicative of how members of
Parliament can work together on difficult issues. The 13 recom‐
mendations were supported by all parliamentarians on that commit‐
tee and were put together while doing exactly what I think we need
to do more of: working together to do our job of advancing the is‐
sues that are going to better protect Canadians.

Ms. Raquel Dancho (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
I have great respect for the hon. member. I know her to be an MP
who stands up very strongly for her constituents, and I thank her for
that work.
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victimizes, which I believe was the word she used, the victims of
this horrific, vile killer and those who have been impacted by men
like him. I would ask her to reflect on the fact that it was the minis‐
ter's failure to do his job that led the families of those women to be
revictimized in the way they were. He has made a number of excus‐
es and has taken no accountability or responsibility for the fact that
he did not know that the most vile killer and rapist of children in
this country's history was being moved to a medium-security prison
from a maximum-security prison.

I feel the public trust in the Minister of Public Safety has been
broken. It is certainly important to women that we have a minister
who is competent in this regard, but he has failed in this regard. He
needs to take ownership over this revictimization. I would ask for
the member's thoughts on his failure to protect those families.

Hon. Judy A. Sgro: Mr. Speaker, my hon. colleague has done
admirable work on the files that she has had, on these ones and on
the other ones before. We have worked together on a variety of dif‐
ferent things. I have tremendous respect for my colleague, but I
have to say that there are issues that are taking valuable time in the
House. We are supposed to be talking about Bill C-35, which would
entrench the issues of child care across Canada, to make sure that
child care will continue to be available throughout the country and
be affordable. I came in totally prepared to be dealing with Bill
C-35.

What we are doing is wasting time. That is the wrong wording.
We are accepting these recommendations and applauding the rec‐
ommendations, but we should really be moving on with trying to
get the legislation of the government through. That is part of what
our job is: to move legislation through. That was what my intention
was when I came today, and I would hope that, as soon as this is
finished, we will get on to doing that. Issues of what a minister did,
should do, or whatever, are issues, I believe, that should not be on
the table for our continued discussion. We should be putting our
legislation through the House.

Mr. Dan Muys (Flamborough—Glanbrook, CPC): Mr. Speak‐
er, I would echo the comments of my colleague from Manitoba
about the hon. member for Humber River—Black Creek, who, I
will also note, is a strong member for her constituents on many is‐
sues, including this one.

I just want to follow up on the question from my colleague from
Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound with regard to the amendment.

The hon. member for Humber River—Black Creek was a minis‐
ter of the Crown, and I just want to ask what her reaction would be
if, in a situation like this, staff had kept something from her.
● (1230)

Hon. Judy A. Sgro: Mr. Speaker, I expect that my reaction
would be the exact same as my colleague's reaction.

Today, we have important time to try to get legislation through.
We all know that we expect the House will rise. I had hoped it was
going to rise this week, but clearly it is going to rise next week.

The minister is responsible, at the end of the day, for his actions,
and that will follow. We should not be using House time to discuss

something that, at the end of the day, we are not going to be able to
take action on.

Ms. Raquel Dancho (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
I rise today with great disappointment that, yet again, in the last
number of days, the Liberal Prime Minister and his cabinet have let
Canadians down in quite a tremendous fashion. They have withheld
the truth and they have misled the public. They have made egre‐
gious errors and taken no responsibility for them. They are making
excuses and blaming everyone but themselves. There has been very
little, if any, accountability taken, and meanwhile it is the Canadian
people and, certainly, our most vulnerable, who suffer as a result.

As such, the amendment the Conservatives moved today in the
House is calling for the immediate resignation of the public safety
minister, given his long track record of misleading the House and
the Canadian people, and in particular his latest quite serious failure
of leadership and responsibility in a cabinet position that really, be‐
yond many others, needs the public trust, needs a responsible min‐
ister and needs to be beyond reproach in this regard, given the mag‐
nitude of the files they are responsible for.

For those who have been paying attention, we are talking about
the move of, I believe, certainly the most notorious child rapist and
killer in Canadian history, Paul Bernardo. He was recently moved,
under the public safety minister's watch, under the Liberal govern‐
ment's watch, from maximum security to medium security. A man
who, I would assume almost all Canadians believe, and rightfully
so in my opinion, should rot in prison for the rest of his life has
now been moved to a medium-security prison with more privileges.
The tale that has come out in the last few hours and days about
what the minister knew and what the Prime Minister knew, or what
they are saying their offices knew, and we will get into that, is just
deeply concerning and shows that very little responsibility is being
taken.

It is now very unclear whether there is anyone in charge at Public
Safety, because it does not seem like there is. Because this issue,
what this vile killer did, is so sensitive and has really been burnt in‐
to the minds of Canadians, for me, it certainly evoked a very emo‐
tional response and a lot of anger at the failure of responsibility and
leadership from the Prime Minister and certainly from the Minister
of Public Safety, which is why we are calling for his resignation to‐
day.

It was on June 1, just a few days ago, that Canadians learned that
Correctional Service Canada was transferring this vile killer from a
segregated section of a maximum-security prison, where he right‐
fully belongs until his dying days, to a medium-security prison, a
more open, campus-style prison, and he certainly does not deserve
that, from my perspective and from the perspective of most Canadi‐
ans.
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his name glorified in Hansard or talked about. He does not deserve
any of that, so from now on I will just be referring to him as the
country's most vile serial rapist and killer of children. So that we re‐
ally know what we are talking about, this is a man who, in the late
eighties and early nineties, repeatedly kidnapped; raped; sodom‐
ized; tortured, often recording it on video camera; and murdered
young women, as young as 14.

I have a colleague who was of a similar age at the time and who
lived in Ontario then. She was telling me that, in school, girls of her
age were being told to watch out for a white van and to be careful
when they were walking home from school. This is something that
is burnt into the memory of women of that age, of women general‐
ly, and certainly of parents who had children, particularly young
girls, at that time.

He is a really horrific man, and obviously there has been tremen‐
dous public outrage at the idea, let alone the fact, that this man was
moved to a medium-security prison.

Of course, the minister denied knowing. He came out saying how
shocked he was, and it is really frustrating on a number of levels,
because we have found, in the last couple of days, that perhaps that
is not true at all. It is very well a strong possibility that he did know
and failed to act and that the Prime Minister knew and failed to act
on this, that they both failed to stop it in any way that they could.
The Globe and Mail really outlined this well. I will just quote an
article:

The Public Safety Minister invoked the wrath of Parliament and the anger of the
families of the victims of Mr. Bernardo on Wednesday after CBC News reported
that his office had been told that [this man] would be transferred to a lower-security
prison in March. He told the House of Commons [just yesterday] that his office
didn’t brief him before the prison transfer happened.

● (1235)

How convenient it is that it did not brief him. We also found out
in that same Globe and Mail story, which, I believe, was by Robert
Fife and Steven Chase, that the Prime Minister's Office was also
alerted months prior to the transfer, and that was confirmed by a
Prime Minister's Office spokesperson. They are not even denying
it, so I will give them that tiny bit of credit for at least not denying
it, though certainly they were not forthcoming in the last number of
days that this had broken into public knowledge. As the Globe
pointed out, this significantly widens the group of staff, and likely
their bosses, the politicians, who knew about this and yet did noth‐
ing about it until, oops, the public found out. Now there is shock
and disappointment from our elected officials who have been en‐
trusted with public safety and with ensuring that justice is served
with respect to the most vile killers in our history. It has not been.

When all this was coming out, I really looked at it with disbelief.
How many times are the Liberal ministers and the Prime Minister
going to get away with saying, “Oh, I didn't know”, “I wasn't
briefed”, “My staff didn't tell me” or saying that the agencies, CSIS
and the RCMP, did not let them know and that the information did
not quite get to the elected officials? How many times do we have
to hear that, as Canadians or as opposition critics? How many times
do we have to believe that and just move on like nothing happened?

We have seen this time and time again. With election interfer‐
ence from Beijing, we heard that they just were not quite briefed or
that no one picked up the phone and called the former minister of
public safety to tell him that my colleague, the member for
Haldimand—Norfolk, was being threatened by Beijing and that his
family was at risk. They said that CSIS wanted to tell him but had
not quite done so, or that his staff had not. It is just a bunch of
baloney.

Once, maybe, we would believe them, but two times, five times
or 10 times, time and time again on issues of national security and
public safety, are we expected to believe them? I do not think so.
Enough is enough. We need to have the resignation of somebody in
this place. There needs to be some accountability. There needs to be
some responsibility taken for the absolute failure to govern.

It is really embarrassing, honestly, to be represented by ministers
who take no accountability and responsibility for some of the most
critical issues in this country. I want to be clear about why people
are so outraged. We have maximum security and medium security. I
just want to make it clear why Liberals should have been outraged
and moved mountains to stop it, and should certainly have brought
forward legislation by now to stop this, but they have not, and I will
get into that later.

This individual, when he was in maximum-security prison, had
very limited movement. He was heavily segregated. He had very
little association with anyone. He had very, very few privileges, and
rightfully so. He deserves to be punished for the rest of his life.
Maximum-security prison is where he has been for almost 29 years,
I believe. Now that he has been moved, under the watch of the pub‐
lic safety minister and the Prime Minister, who knew for three
months, into a medium-security prison, he gets to talk to more peo‐
ple; he gets to walk around more and he has many fewer restric‐
tions on him. He does not deserve that. I think everyone agrees, yet
here we are; it happened and they could have stopped it. They knew
it was coming for three months before it happened.

If someone makes a mistake, that is fine, and if it is the first time,
then maybe I would believe them. It is not the first time, but they
did not know and were not informed; let us pretend we believe
them for one moment. Why is it, then, that they have not brought
forward concrete solutions so this never happens again? They have
a working majority in the House with the NPD's support. They
could have brought forward legislation to signal to Canadians that
they will never allow this to happen under their watch, but they
have not done so.

Every effort by the Conservatives to move motions to stop this
from happening again is shouted down by the Liberals. We have al‐
so introduced a bill, a private member's bill from the member for
Niagara Falls, and I seconded that bill, that would make sure this
never happens again. The Liberals say that it is out of their hands,
that they cannot really do anything about it and that the minister is
sort of tinkering around the edges now. However, is that really true?
I looked at the legislation, and I am seeing a bit of pattern of a soft-
on-crime, soft-on-criminals and forget-about-the-victims approach
from the public safety minister, the Minister of Justice and the
Prime Minister.
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in 2019 and created a standard in section 28 of the Corrections and
Conditional Release Act, and this is important, that required prison‐
er selection to be made by the commissioner of corrections based
on “the least restrictive environment for that person”. That was leg‐
islation they passed in 2019. Their bail reform, their soft-on-crime
bail reform bill, was also passed that year.
● (1240)

There was a lot of damage done to Canadians in that short time,
in favour of criminals at the expense of victims. This is just another
one of those bills. In Bill C-83, the “least restrictive environment”
for criminals in prison was the standard put forward.

Now what do we have? We have the “least restrictive environ‐
ment” for the country's most vile serial killer and rapist of children.
This is happening, in part, through the legislation that the Liberals
put forward. They have created an environment where this is the
case. I will say “the least restrictive environment” over and over,
because that was the exact intention of their legislation.

In fact, the Liberals repealed a previous Conservative standard
that was put in under former prime minister Stephen Harper's gov‐
ernment, where it said “necessary restrictions” for criminals and
vile killers. In 2019, these guys brought in bail reform and the
“least restrictive environment” for those criminals in jail. Now we
have that. The mission is fulfilled for the most vile killer in the
country.

When the Liberals say that they cannot really do anything about
it and that it is an independent decision, they can do something
about it. They could repeal this section or probably the entire bill,
Bill C-83. If it is anything like this, the whole thing should go in the
garbage, but certainly this section. They could have brought for‐
ward a bill already, so that it does not happen again. It has been
weeks already.

However, again, this was the objective, that the worst people
who go to prison in this country get the “least restrictive environ‐
ment”. When they say that they cannot do anything about it, people
should not buy it. That is not true.

Yesterday, my colleague, the member for Niagara Falls, brought
forward a private member's bill, Bill C-342, that would keep dan‐
gerous offenders, like this individual, in maximum-security prisons.
It would replace that legal standard that I just talked about, going
from the “least restrictive environment” to “necessary and appropri‐
ate restrictions”. It is very measured, very responsible and certainly
in line, I think, with Canadian values on things like this.

Second, it also requires that inmates like this individual, who are
designated by the courts as “dangerous offenders,” which this indi‐
vidual is, have their sentences made indeterminate, with no fixed
length. Certainly, this would include people who have committed
multiple personal injury offences and are considered so dangerous
to the public, individuals like the one we have been talking about
today or those who have been convicted of more than one first-de‐
gree murder resulting in a life sentence.

It is very clear. Guys like this should always be in maximum se‐
curity. That is what a Conservative government would do. I honest‐

ly think that the private member's bill is fair, measured and should
be adopted unanimously by all parties, especially in light of what
has recently happened.

Let us now just really drill into the failure of the minister to take
responsibility on this and to try to stop it before it ever happened.
Again, this guy is in a medium-security prison, getting to walk
around and getting rewarded. He should not be there. He should
have been stopped, and yet the minister failed to do this.

I am just going to read this, from the Correctional Service of
Canada. The statement it put out said, “The March 2 e-mail con‐
tained information notifying them [the public safety minister's of‐
fice] of the transfer, along with communications messaging to sup‐
port this.”

That was from Correctional Service of Canada spokesperson
Kevin Antonucci in a statement made on Wednesday. He added that
in March, three months ago, the final date for the transfer had not
been determined. Therefore, the minister's office also received an
email on May 25 with updated communications messaging, as well
as the fact that the transfer would occur on Monday, May 29.

If we read between the lines of what Kevin Antonucci said, the
Correctional Service of Canada is really doing the lion's share of
the work here, saying that it sent the message and notified the min‐
ister's office that the transfer could be stopped. They are not doing
the minister any favours. They are saying that they told him and
that they told him twice, and nothing.

We also found out, just last night, as I mentioned, that the Prime
Minister's Office was also informed. I will read from the Globe: “A
separate statement from the minister's office late on Wednesday
suggested that when [the Minister of Public Safety's] team found
out about the transfer on March 2, the Prime Minister's Office was
already aware of the matter.”

It went on to say, “When a staff member in the Prime Minister's
Office was alerted in March by the Privy Council Office about the
possibility of the transfer, inquiries and requests for information
were immediately made to the Public Safety Minister's Office”.

When the PMO was told, it immediately reached out to the pub‐
lic safety minister's office and asked what was going on. The Min‐
ister of Public Safety still had no idea this was going on, and he had
no idea the Prime Minister's office was reaching out to his office
for information. It is a bit hard to believe. There are only a few op‐
tions there. The minister is so hands-off that he has no idea what is
going on in his file in any regard, he knowingly ignored this or he
knew and he has been misleading the public and the House. That is
very difficult to believe.
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Given the minister's track record, which I am going to go into, I
think it is the latter. What is really interesting in what we are seeing
from the statements from the Prime Minister's Office and the public
safety minister's office is that the blame game is starting. Fingers
are being pointed at each other in public statements to The Globe
and Mail. That is how desperate they are to deflect blame. No one
wants to take responsibility here. It is very embarrassing.

Therefore, I am just going to go through the pattern of behaviour
that, unfortunately, the Minister of Public Safety has shown in re‐
cent months. This is just within the last year.

In January 2022, and we all remember this, the minister said he
relied on the advice of law enforcement to trigger the Emergencies
Act. You remember that, Mr. Speaker. However, we later found out
from both the RCMP commissioner and the chief of the Ottawa po‐
lice, when they testified publicly, that they did not ask the govern‐
ment to invoke the act. That was a big one. The minister misled the
public in a big way. We will say that it was a large falsehood in that
regard of a never-before-invoked, in essence, war measures act that
he misled the public about. It was very significant, and he should
have resigned then.

Then, on October 12, 2022, he was accused of misleading a fed‐
eral judge after his office backdated government documents on
trademark infringements. The minister said that the legislation con‐
cerning this came into effect two weeks earlier than it actually did,
so he literally backdated legal documents. The minister said this
was just human error. There is a pattern emerging here.

On August 8, the minister admitted at a committee that the
RCMP was using spyware to gain information on Canadians, but he
promised that the technology was being used sparingly. I am mak‐
ing light of it, but it is just so utterly ridiculous at this point. I am
only three points in; we have five to go.

On January 15, the minister said that the safe third country agree‐
ment was working, despite enormous increases in irregular border
crossers in comparison to the previous five years, and that really
nothing could be done about it. Then, two months later, Biden and
the Prime Minister of Canada came together in agreement to close
Roxham Road. They were not telling the truth there.

Again, on April 25 of this year, he claimed that his legislation
would not impact hunting rifles. We know how that went. Of course
it did, and so much so that he had to back down. He has permanent‐
ly lost the trust of firearms owners and hunters in this country, and
he will never get it back because of how much he misled the public.

On May 5, the minister said he did not read the report into the
People's Republic of China targeting an MP in our caucus. He later
said that he was investigating why the report was not passed up to
him. How many times are we going to have to believe that?

On May 14, after saying that the PRC police stations operating in
Canada were closed, we found out that this is not the case either.

Finally, there is what we have been talking about today. The min‐
ister said he had no idea. Despite two contacts from Correctional
Service Canada to his office and despite the Prime Minister's Office
reaching out to him, the minister is saying he was never told about

it. However, he has fired no one for that, which tells me that it is
not true. If someone's staff members have failed them so badly, ob‐
viously, they cannot be trusted with the public safety file, and they
have to go. The minister has fired no one. He is the one who should
be fired. The buck stops with him.

What we have been calling on is the following:

...that the Minister of Public Safety immediately resign given his total lack of
consideration for victims of crime in his mishandling of the transfer to more
cozy arrangements of one of the worst serial killers in Canadian history, that this
unacceptable move has shocked the public and created new trauma for the fami‐
lies of the victims and that the Minister of Public Safety's office knew about this
for three months prior to [this vile killer's] transfer and instead of halting it, the
information was hidden from the families.

That is what we moved today.

I will just conclude that this is about ministerial accountability.
We have not seen that in the current Liberal government, despite so
many failures. So many times, the government has misled the pub‐
lic and failed to take responsibility. Ministerial accountability
seems to be dead in this country under the Liberal government.

Ultimately, I will say in conclusion that the Minister of Public
Safety, more than most ministers, requires the public to trust him or
her. The minister needs public trust; however, as I outlined today, in
very real time, he has misled the public, let them down and broken
that trust time and time again. This is the final straw. Unfortunately,
it is time for him to resign.

● (1250)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, earlier this morning, I actually talked about why the Con‐
servatives are behaving in the fashion that they are. The member
opposite amplifies that. Here, the Conservatives bring forward a
concurrence report with, just so the member is aware, 13 recom‐
mendations. I suspect she does not know that. Who knows whether
the member actually participated in the committee? Had she partici‐
pated, she would have recognized that there was a great deal of
unanimous support for the concurrence motion.

The Conservatives chose to do this for two reasons. One reason
is to filibuster legislation to prevent us from being able to talk about
government business. The second reason is to politicize something
which the member herself no doubt will be standing up later today
in question period to raise. It is about a filibuster. That is the prima‐
ry reason.
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If the member is so concerned about what she is talking about,

why was she not upset when Stephen Harper was prime minister
and there was the transfer of child murderers from high-security to
medium-security prisons?

Ms. Raquel Dancho: Mr. Speaker, the member asserts that we
should not be talking about the fact that the Minister of Public Safe‐
ty has repeatedly misled Canadians on issues of national security
and public safety or that he is currently, right now, maintaining mis‐
truths about what he knew about the worst child rapist and killer in
history being transferred to a cozy medium-security prison when he
should rightfully rot in a maximum-security prison.

This is certainly about victims rights. The families of the victims
who were murdered by this vile killer were caught completely off
guard by this. They have been revictimized in having to relive this.

It is our duty as an opposition to hold the government account‐
able. That is what we are doing today. The member calls it politi‐
cization. I call it accountability, which they have none of. If there
were accountability, then there would be a minister resigning. We
are not seeing that, because ministerial accountability is dead under
the Liberal government.

[Translation]
Mr. Denis Trudel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, BQ): Mr. Speak‐

er, I find it fascinating: We know exactly what my colleague thinks
about the Minister of Public Safety, but we know almost nothing
about what she thinks about the report we are looking at today.

I would have liked to hear what she has to say about the report.
She spoke for a long time, after all. We have here a dense and im‐
portant report about victims of crime in Canada and how we can
help them, but she barely mentioned it in her speech.

I would like to hear my colleague elaborate on the content of the
report we are studying today.

Ms. Raquel Dancho: Mr. Speaker, I think that the victims
should have a minister of public safety who tells murderers like
Paul Bernardo that they have to stay in maximum security prisons
for the rest of their days. That is something the Liberal government
can do today for victims, and it is the right thing to do.

I think we need a new minister of public safety to be able to do
that, because this Minister of Public Safety is not telling victims
and the rest of Canadians the truth. That is not right.

[English]
Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke, NDP):

Mr. Speaker, I feel like I have wandered out of the wilderness into a
strange country here today. When we are talking about victims, the
justice committee heard from victims and victims advocacy organi‐
zations very strongly and came with a unanimous report with 13
recommendations. As I said earlier, there are procedures in the
House to hold ministers accountable, and a concurrence report is
not normally one of those.

My question for the member is this: What action is she going to
take to make sure that the tactic the Conservatives have adopted to‐
day does not harm the ability to make progress on the 13 recom‐
mendations coming from victims that are contained in this report?

● (1255)

Ms. Raquel Dancho: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate what the mem‐
ber is trying to say.

I believe the report from the justice committee in favour of vic‐
tims was unanimously supported, which is good to see. I think what
we could do today, as a House, in favour of victims is to vote for
the Minister of Public Safety to resign. If the member wants to put
victims' rights first, then we cannot have a minister of public safety
who misleads the public and lets down the families of the victims
of the worst mass killer and child rapist in Canadian history. He has
misled the public about knowing that he had every opportunity to
do something about it for three months, but he did not. I cannot re‐
ally think of a more pressing, current issue today that the public is
more outraged about when it comes to victims and public safety
than the failure of the government to stop this man from going to a
medium-security prison.

Again, this is a tool that we have at our disposal to hold the gov‐
ernment accountable. If the government had ministerial responsibil‐
ity, we would not need to do this. Rather than the member pointing
his guns at us, why does he not point his guns at his coalition part‐
ner and call on the minister to resign?

Mr. Glen Motz (Medicine Hat—Cardston—Warner, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, the member brought up the issue that we are dealing
with here, that Canadians have lost trust in the government. They
have lost trust in the minister, and they have no confidence left.

The minister's incompetency started when he was minister of im‐
migration, and he ruined that file. The Prime Minister moved him
to public safety, and he has completely botched that file as well. I
thank the member very much for bringing this to light.

The member articulated very well some of the issues, those we
are aware of, where he has failed. Could she explain further what
she thinks the next steps are for the minister and the Prime Minister
to deal with this matter, so that the public could at least have some
confidence in this place to deal with the incompetency of the gov‐
ernment?

Ms. Raquel Dancho: Mr. Speaker, the member and I do great
work together on the public safety committee on behalf of Canadi‐
ans. His speech triggered something in my mind that I would like to
share.

This is something we know the Minister of Public Safety has
misled us about. What do we not know? What has not been leaked
to the media? What are the things he has not told us? I mean, he has
not told us anything. He denies all of this. What do we not know?
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This is an individual who is responsible for our national police

force, the RCMP; CSIS, our spy and intelligence agency; CBSA,
our border security agency; and Correctional Service Canada. It is a
big, important file, yet he is repeatedly misleading the public, and
this is just what we have found out about.

I think it is a good time for a brand new government that would
be tough on crime and keep criminals where they rightfully belong.
We would put victims of crime first, their needs and priorities first,
and the safety of their communities first. We have repeatedly not
seen that here.

We have seen it with bail reform and the least restrictive environ‐
ment there. We have seen it with correctional services changes and
the least restrictive environment there. They are all in favour of
criminals like the one I have been talking about today. I think it is
time for a new public safety minister at the very least, and likely a
new government altogether.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, the member did not an‐
swer my question on Stephen Harper. Back in 2009, there was the
horrific crime against Tori Stafford. Members can look it up to find
out what took place. Stephen Harper's government ultimately trans‐
ferred him over to a medium-security prison. He was not the first
child murderer the Harper government did that with. The public
safety minister at the time, Ralph Goodale, had the system re‐
viewed.

Does the member believe that Stephen Harper was doing some‐
thing wrong by allowing the murderer of Tori Stafford to go to a
medium-security prison?

Ms. Raquel Dancho: Mr. Speaker, I believe in 2018, with the
minister he mentioned, the Conservatives had proposed an opposi‐
tion day motion to overturn that decision directly. The Liberals
claimed they lacked the power to do so and voted it down, along
with the NDP and the Bloc Québécois.

We know the Minister of Public Safety does have that ability to
do so. They absolutely have the ability to do so. They have certain
powers with the correctional commissioner.

What is really interesting is the Liberals had the opportunity to
impact the decision with that individual back in 2018, and they vot‐
ed against our opposition motion to do so. Perhaps the member
needs a summer break. He may have forgotten that.
● (1300)

Mr. Larry Brock (Brantford—Brant, CPC): Mr. Speaker, my
colleague gave an excellent speech. In relation to the parliamentary
secretary to the House leader's last question, this particular parlia‐
mentary secretary, in fact the entire Liberal government, love to
compare and contrast themselves to former prime minister Stephen
Harper.

Could my learned colleague share how differently Stephen Harp‐
er would have dealt with these obvious conflicts of interest and the
deliberate misleading of the House? How would he have handled
ministers with this information versus how the government is
presently doing it?

Ms. Raquel Dancho: Mr. Speaker, with former prime minister
Stephen Harper, ministerial accountability was alive and well in

many regards on a couple fronts. There was a principled approach,
unlike what we have seen in the last eight years.

Just to conclude on the justice file, Stephen Harper brought for‐
ward about 80 justice bills in favour of being tough on crime and in
favour of victims. I mentioned one of the bills today, and all of the
bills the Liberals have brought forward are for the least restrictive
environments for criminals. That is the reason the most vile killer in
Canadian history has been moved. It is because of legislation like
this.

We saw it with bail reform. It has never been worse in this coun‐
try. That is directly related to Bill C-75, also a 2019 Liberal bill. I
am getting pretty sick and tired of these soft on crime Liberals. It is
time for a Conservative government to clean up our streets and
keep Canadians safe.

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I am disappointed to be speaking to the travesty of justice
and human rights committed by our current Minister of Public
Safety. I am disappointed, but to be honest, I am not surprised. This
minister has a track record of mishandling files, which is ultimately
a disservice to justice in this country and to victims. This is why we
are debating the amendment put forward by the Conservative Party
today, ultimately recommending that the minister resign.

Just so it is clear and on the record once again, our amendment to
the motion includes:

the Seventh Report of the Standing Committee on Justice and Human Rights,
presented on Monday, April 17, 2023, be not now concurred in, but that it be
recommitted to the Standing Committee on Justice and Human Rights with in‐
struction that it amend the same so as to recommend that the Minister of Public
Safety immediately resign given his total lack of consideration for victims of
crime in his mishandling of the transfer to more cozy arrangements of one of the
worst serial killers in Canadian history, that this unacceptable move has shocked
the public and created new trauma for the families of the victims and that the
Minister of Public Safety's office knew about this for three months prior to Paul
Bernardo's transfer and instead of halting it, the information was hidden from the
families.

Obviously, I have made some very provocative statements, even
in my opening couple of sentences, but I want to lay the ground‐
work for why I believe this. Let us go back to the minister's track
record back in August 2021, when he was the minister of immigra‐
tion. What happened then? We had the fall of Kabul. We had the
fall of Afghanistan.

Instead of the government dealing with that situation with the
ministers of foreign affairs, immigration and national defence pri‐
marily focused on helping victims, the Afghans who had helped
Canada, get to safety, what did they do? They called an election. It
is unacceptable.
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This minister here was in that seat. He could have had a process

in place, much like we have done in previous years, under the cur‐
rent and previous governments, so that, when we have a situation
around the globe in which Canada could make a difference by al‐
lowing refugees and people at risk to get to Canada, we could do it.

This is so fundamentally important and unfortunately something
that the government is still not putting the adequate priority and fo‐
cus on. It is allowing bureaucracy and staff to interfere with getting
the job done. That is just one thing. That is the minister's back‐
ground right off the get-go.

He has now been the Minister of Public Safety since that last
election. What did we see just in the last year alone on Bill C-21?
Again, we saw a minister who is not focused on victims and justice
but is instead focused on law-abiding hunters, sport shooters and
farmers, despite him saying that, no, this was not what the bill was
about. Lo and behold, there was a last-minute amendment put forth
by the minister that exactly targeted the thousands and thousand of
hunters, sport shooters and farmers across the country.

That bill was not focused on addressing the root causes of the
justice issues that allow for criminals, mass murderers, rapists,
gangs, drug trafficking, etc. It was focused again on the wrong de‐
mographic.

I am just using that to set the stage. We are now dealing with an
amendment because we now have evidence that the minister and
his office were aware three months prior to the general public be‐
coming aware that Paul Bernardo, one of our most horrific serial
killer and rapists, was being transferred out of a maximum security
prison into a medium security prison.

I want to set the stage because we are all victims of our life expe‐
riences. We live in a Westminster system of government that allows
our democracy to work on a day-to-day basis because it is all about
ministerial accountability. The buck stops with them.

● (1305)

As for my comments on life experiences, as many members
know, I come from a military background. There is a misperception
out there that the military is all about following orders. That is not
the case at all and is not how the military functions. Forming a plan
begins from the ground up, from the lowest levels all the way to the
highest levels, enabling the decision-makers to make the best deci‐
sions possible.

When I served at the higher levels, whether as a chief of staff or
a director, and we were planning for stuff and doing things, there
was one common theme, and that was the daily briefs. It did not
matter if it was on operations overseas or here at our Canadian Joint
Operations Command, there were daily briefs and the staff's prima‐
ry role was to flag issues of concern directly to the decision-mak‐
ers, the commanders and people who are ultimately responsible for
making decisions and providing guidance and direction. This was
not being blocked by the gatekeepers or the staff, and it was
brought to the person in charge. That is key to the way our whole
democracy works.

Members do not have to take my word for it. There was a CBC
report that basically broke this news. I am going to read a bit from a
CBC article that was just released, which states:

The demand for [the Minister of Public Safety’s] exit was prompted by the
CBC's report that staff in the minister's office were aware of Paul Bernardo's pend‐
ing transfer as far back as March 2. Subsequent reporting confirmed that the Prime
Minister's Office was also made aware in March and [the Prime Minister] was him‐
self briefed on the transfer on May 29.

According to the version of events, the minister's staff obviously
did not think it was necessary to tell him about the transfer of one
of Canada's most notorious murderers until May 30, a day after the
move was made, and a day after the Prime Minister himself was
briefed. The fact that they neglected to alert the minister about this
impending transfer is puzzling in and of itself, and obviously an ap‐
parent failure at keeping him informed. However, what is more in‐
teresting is that the minister himself described it as a shocking
event. How could he be so shocked when this was something his
staff should have informed him of three months prior?

The minister initially said it was the Correctional Service of
Canada that did it, but he has now admitted that the information
flowed in, he was not briefed, and could not have really done any‐
thing about it. Lo and behold, what has he done now? He has issued
a new directive stipulating that he must be informed, something he
should have done immediately. That is just common practice.

Therefore, the issue I come back to is this: The minister needs to
surround himself with competent staff and people who understand
what is truly an important issue under his responsibility because
that is how we protect our justice system and victims in this coun‐
try. Ultimately, the minister needs to do the honourable thing and
resign because that is truly the only option left. If he will not resign,
the Prime Minister should fire him.

Another thing the government should do is immediately imple‐
ment the private member's motion that was put forward by the Con‐
servative member for Niagara Falls, which enshrines into legisla‐
tion, and I am paraphrasing, that when our most notorious murder‐
ers and criminals are found guilty, they must remain in a maximum-
security prison.
● (1310)

The Deputy Speaker: It is my duty to interrupt the proceedings
at this time to put forthwith the question on the motion that is 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, carried on division or wishes to re‐
quest a recorded division, I would invite them to rise and indicate
so to the Chair.

Ms. Raquel Dancho: We request a recorded division.
The Deputy Speaker: Pursuant to order made on Thursday, June

23, 2022, the division stands deferred until later this day at the ex‐
piry of the time provided for Oral Questions.

INSTRUCTION TO THE STANDING COMMITTEE ON INDUSTRY AND
TECHNOLOGY

Mr. Ryan Williams (Bay of Quinte, CPC) moved:
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That it be an instruction to the Standing Committee on Industry and Technology

that, during its consideration of Bill C-27, An Act to enact the Consumer Privacy
Protection Act, the Personal Information and Data Protection Tribunal Act and the
Artificial Intelligence and Data Act and to make consequential and related amend‐
ments to other Acts, the committee be granted the power to divide the bill into three
pieces of legislation:

(a) Bill C-27A, An Act to enact the Consumer Privacy Protection Act, contain‐
ing Part 1 and the schedule to section 2;

(b) Bill C-27B, An Act to enact the Personal Information and Data Protection
Tribunal Act, containing Part 2; and

(c) Bill C-27C, An Act to enact the Artificial Intelligence and Data Act, contain‐
ing Part 3.

He said: Mr. Speaker, I am happy to be here today to speak on
this motion. I will be splitting my time today with the member for
South Shore—St. Margarets.

Bill C-27 is a very important bill. We have talked about privacy
legislation now for about eight or nine months. Our whole premise
was that privacy always should be a fundamental right of Canadi‐
ans. We talked about the limitations of this bill when the govern‐
ment announced it. That was missing from the bill. The bill was in
three parts. The first part spoke to replacing the “PIP” in “PIPE‐
DA”; the second part was announcing and debating the use of a tri‐
bunal; and the third part was about AI. This motion asks to split this
bill into three parts so the committee can look at and vote on each
part individually.

If we talk about why that is needed at this point, it is very simple.
The third part about AI part is the most flawed. When we look at
the bill in its entirety and we have gone through debate, we certain‐
ly hope to have this bill go to the industry committee. The govern‐
ment delayed sending this to committee, but I am hoping it will be
in committee in the early fall, and we want to debate, for the most
part, the AI section.

I stand today to shed light on a topic that has captured the imagi‐
nation of many, and yet poses significant risk to our society: the
dangers of artificial intelligence, or AI. While AI has the potential
to revolutionize our world, we must also be aware of the dangers it
presents and take proactive steps to mitigate them. For decades, AI
and the imaginary and real threats it brings has been a subject of
fascination in popular culture.

I remember, as a child, watching a movie called WarGames. A
teenager wanted to change his grades, he went into a computer to
try to do that and the computer offered to play a game of nuclear
annihilation. It ended up that the U.S.S.R., through this computer,
was about to attack the U.S. NORAD thought it was happening,
was ready to strike back and somehow the computer could not fig‐
ure out what was right or wrong and the only way the student was
able to figure it out was to play a game of tic-tac-toe that he found
he could never win. At the end, after playing the nuclear game he
could never win, he said he would play a nice game of chess be‐
cause that is easier, someone wins, someone loses and it is safe.
This was AI in 1984.

My favourite movie with AI was The Matrix. In The Matrix, hu‐
mans were batteries in the world, who were taken over and owned
by machines until Neo saved them and gave them freedom. Anoth‐
er movie that I remember as a kid was Terminator 2, and we know
how that one ended. It was pretty good. We are not sure if it has

even ended yet. I think there is another one coming. Arnold
Schwarzenegger is still alive.

We find ourselves in a season of alarmism over artificial intelli‐
gence, with warnings from experts of the need to prioritize the miti‐
gation of AI risks. One of the greatest concerns around AI is the po‐
tential loss of jobs as automation and intelligent machines rise. Has
anyone ever heard of the Texas McDonald's that is run entirely
without people? It is coming. They have figured out how to use
robots and machines to eliminate staff positions.

Even though it is not AI, all of us go to the grocery store now
and can check out on our own. When we shop, we see lots of differ‐
ent ways, whether it is Amazon or others, that companies are using
AI for robotics. We have heard of dark industrial storage where
robots operate in the dark, moving products from exit to entrance,
and people are not needed. It is a big problem for job losses.

Another major risk of AI lies in the erosion of privacy and per‐
sonal data security. As AI becomes more integrated in our lives, it
gathers vast amounts of data about individuals, which can be used
to manipulate behaviour, target individuals and our children with
personalized advertisements, and infringe upon our civil liberties.
The first part of Bill C-27 has to do with the third part, but is not
the same.

We must establish strong regulations and ethical guidelines to
protect our privacy rights and prevent the misuse of personal data.
Transparency and accountability should be at the forefront of AI
development, ensuring that individuals have control over their own
information. Moreover, the rapid advancement of AI brings with it
the potential for unintended consequences.

● (1315)

AI systems, while designed to learn and improve, can also devel‐
op biases. We saw in the ethics committee, with facial recognition
technology, when we had experts come into the committee that,
alarmingly, Black females were misidentified 34% of the time by
computers. It was called “digital racism”. White males were
misidentified only 1% of the time.
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Again, this is technology that we have allowed, in some in‐

stances, to be used by the RCMP and to be used by the forces. All
experts asked for a moratorium on that technology, much the same
as we are seeing with AI, because without proper oversight and di‐
verse representation in the development of AI logarithms and algo‐
rithms, we risk entrenching society biases within these systems. It
is imperative that we prioritize diversity and inclusion in AI devel‐
opment to ensure fairness and to avoid exacerbating existing in‐
equalities.

The security implications of AI cannot be overlooked either. As
AI becomes more sophisticated, it could be weaponized or manipu‐
lated by malicious actors. Cyber-attacks exploiting AI vulnerabili‐
ties could lead to significant disruptions in critical systems, such as
health care, transportation and defence. They say the greatest risk
of war right now is not by sticks and stones, but by computers and
joysticks and that AI could infiltrate our systems.

One thing I was reading about the other week is the risk of a so‐
lar storm that could knock out all the technology, but AI and cyber‐
security could do the same. Can members imagine what our world
would be like if we did not have Internet for a day, weeks or a
month? We certainly saw that with the Rogers outage last summer,
but we can imagine if it was malicious in intent.

Last, we must address the ethical dilemmas posed by AI. As AI
systems become more autonomous, they raise complex questions
about accountability and decision-making. We have heard about
Tesla having automobiles that have gone off course, and the com‐
puter is making the life-or-death decision about where that car is
going.

The other day I heard a report about vehicles in L.A. that are au‐
tonomous and running by Tesla or by taxi, and that fire trucks and
ambulances could not get by the vehicles, because the vehicles
were programmed to stop and put their four-way lights on, so these
fire trucks could not get past them due to AI decisions. They had to
smash the windshields in order to get the vehicles out of the way,
and they lost precious minutes getting to the scene of a fire.

While AI holds immense potential to improve our lives, we must
remain vigilant to the danger it presents. We cannot afford to turn a
blind eye to the risks of job displacement, privacy breaches, bias,
security threats or ethical concerns. It is our responsibility to shape
the future of AI in a way that benefits all of humanity while miti‐
gating its potential harms. We need to work together to foster a
world where AI is harnessed for the greater good, ensuring that
progress is made with compassion, fairness and responsible stew‐
ardship.

Let us shift for a moment to the positive aspects of AI, and AI
actually does exist for good. We have AI working right now with
health care diagnostics. Algorithms are being developed to analyze
medical images, such as X-rays and MRls, to assist doctors in diag‐
nosing diseases like cancer, enabling earlier detection and improved
treatment outcomes.

We have disease prevention and prediction. AI models can ana‐
lyze large datasets of patient information and genetic data to identi‐
fy patterns and predict the likelihood of individuals getting certain
diseases.

● (1320)

There is environmental conservation. Al-powered systems are
being used to monitor and analyze environmental data. I have heard
of farmers who are using computer systems to monitor the nitrogen
in soil, so they can monitor how much water and how much fertiliz‐
er they need to put in the soil, which is saving our environment.

There is disaster response and management. AI is used to ana‐
lyze social media posts and other data sources during natural disas‐
ters to provide real-time information, identify critical needs, and
coordinate rescue and relief efforts.

For education and personalized learning, AI is changing the way
people are learning right now. The greatest thing we have is ChatG‐
PT, and ChatGPT has revolutionized research. Of course we are
looking at the possibility of jobs being lost. It has even helped me
with my speech today.

We have a lot of great things that are happening, and in the bill
we certainly are going to be looking at how we change and monitor
that. The bill should be split into three sections. We need to make
sure we look at privacy as a fundamental human right for Bill C-27
as number one; the tribunal is number two; but AI is number three.
We need to have as many witnesses as possible to make sure we get
it right, and we need to work with our G7 partners to make sure we
all look at AI and its benefits, its shortcomings and its benefits to
society in Canada and the future.

● (1325)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, it is an interesting tactic. The Conservatives still do not
want to talk about child care. I guess they have an objection to that.
I think we could pass this historic legislation in about 25 minutes,
but they are having an allergic reaction to yet another national pro‐
gram. It is somewhat unfortunate.

The member wants to talk about AI and splitting a bill that is al‐
ready in committee. I think the Speaker at one point made a ruling
on it, but the Conservatives want to continue to kill time. I under‐
stand and appreciate that. This is how they feel they are being a
good opposition party, though I might challenge that a bit.
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Does the member not recognize the legislation also talks about

the protection of data? Data is so critically important. I am wonder‐
ing to what degree the Conservative Party really recognizes that
with technological changes, we need to modernize legislation.

Bill C-27 deals with things like AI and other very important as‐
pects of modernization through technology and data banks. We
need to deal with that. When does the member believe the Conser‐
vatives will agree to see that sort of legislation pass? Is he and the
Conservative regime thinking it should be happening sometime this
year possibly, or will they want to continue to filibuster this into the
months and years ahead? When would they like to see this type of
legislation pass?

Mr. Ryan Williams: Mr. Speaker, we do talk about child care.
This bill actually looks at protecting the privacy of our children.

It is disappointing to hear we are not interested in one or the oth‐
er. We are interested in all of this for our children and in privacy
specifically, because children who are using tablets and cellphones
are having their data scraped from the Internet and sold to compa‐
nies. Sometimes their location is shared and it puts them in harm's
way. This legislation looks at that.

What the government has not done is recognize that privacy is a
fundamental human right. The Conservatives have recognized that
that is the case for this bill and certainly for our children. This bill
is as important as anything else for our children and their futures,
and we are certainly going to focus on that.

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I would like to ask my good friend and colleague from
Bay of Quinte to expand a bit on ChatGPT and the AI risks associ‐
ated with it. We do recognize there is some great potential for AI. It
can maybe help and streamline things, especially with data manage‐
ment and the sheer information overload that governments deal
with. However, in particular I note the importance of guardrails and
protection, because it is sort of the Wild West out there when we
start talking about artificial intelligence.

Mr. Ryan Williams: Mr. Speaker, everyone knows ChatGPT.
The member mentioned at one point that it helped write a question.
It is phenomenal how quick it is and how it helps with research and
advancement. I even had it help with my speech.

However, there are certainly a lot of risks, and the technology
falls short in several areas. Number one, it leaves the details for AI
governance to future regulations, and the government has not even
looked at them and studied them. We have a focus on addressing
individual harm and excluding collective harms such as threats to
democracy and the environment and the reinforcement of existing
inequalities. Additionally, AIDA primarily applies to the private
sector, leaving out high-impact government applications for AI.

In short, we are really narrowly focused even in this bill. When
we bring this bill to committee, we are going to bring in a massive
number of witnesses to have great testimony. Certainly, when a
Conservative government gets in power, we are going to table great
legislation that not only maximizes AI for good but also protects
Canadians from harms.

Mr. Greg McLean (Calgary Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, my
colleague mentioned the whole thing about the screen scraping of

information. Screen scraping of information is not free. There is a
value transfer that happens every time that occurs. I would like him
to elaborate on where the value comes from, which is usually indi‐
vidual Canadians who have no idea about it, and where that value
gets transferred to. Of course, when something gets transferred, that
process is worth something and people pay for it. Can he elaborate
on who those people are and how they are earning value off the
backs of Canadians?

● (1330)

Mr. Ryan Williams: Mr. Speaker, data is valuable. Right now
we live in an economy based on a tangible old-style economy as
well as in an intangible economy. That means data and intellectual
property are very valuable to corporations. They are valuable to ad‐
vertisers. I dare say they are valuable to the government. The gov‐
ernment, of course, holds swaths of information.

When we think about all the data out there, it is in every move‐
ment we make. Every time someone makes a sound, Siri asks,
“What was that?” We see it every time we are doing something
with our Apple watches. Our Apple watches even track our temper‐
atures and track women who are going into a menstrual cycle in the
U.S. It is very concerning. That data is worth something to every‐
one.

It is a balance. We should look, first of all, at protecting people
from harms, individuals, making sure we have fundamental human
rights for individuals for privacy protection. Also, we should recog‐
nize that some companies need data for good, as I mentioned earlier
regarding health research and development. We want to balance
that. Data is valuable. Let us make sure we do it right and do it to‐
gether.

Mr. Rick Perkins (South Shore—St. Margarets, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to rise today to speak to Motion No. 426,
which deals with Bill C-27. For those watching who do not know
Bill C-27, it is the government's piece of legislation to update our
privacy laws and introduce a new act on artificial intelligence.
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As to the purpose of this motion, even though the bill went

through second reading and is now awaiting study at the industry
committee, we are asking that the bill be split in three, because it
really is three separate bills. The first bill, as my colleague from
Bay of Quinte just mentioned, is the part of the legislation that
deals with updating the Privacy Act, including all of the privacy
terms for protecting an individual's privacy and protecting the
rights of others to use someone's privacy, that is, how they can or
cannot use it. The second piece of the legislation would create a
new agency called the privacy tribunal. It is really a separate piece
of legislation. In fact, it is classified as a separate piece of legisla‐
tion, an act within this act. Then the third piece is the artificial in‐
telligence and data act.

It really is three pieces of legislation in one bill, and that is why
we have moved this motion asking that the bill be split in three. It is
a massive 120-page piece of legislative change impacting every
person and every business in this country. It deserves to be studied
as three separate pieces, and members of the House of Commons
deserve to vote separately on those three separate pieces of infor‐
mation.

I will start with the first piece, which is the privacy piece. We
talked at second reading about the difference between our views on
the purpose of this bill, this act, and the government's views. The
government made the claim that this bill was making greater steps
toward protecting the personal information of the individual, yet
that is not what the bill does.

Clause 5 is the purpose section, the most important section of
any bill that sets out what the legal structure or purpose of legisla‐
tion is. It says that it tries to balance the protection of personal pri‐
vacy with the rights of businesses to use people's data. It puts busi‐
ness interests on a par with individual privacy interests. As my col‐
league from Bay of Quinte just said and as I said in my second
reading speech, that is a fundamental flaw of this bill. The Privacy
Commissioner has already spoken out about it.

There has been discussion about whether privacy is a fundamen‐
tal human right. There is language on this in the preamble, but the
preamble of the bill has virtually no legal impact. It says that priva‐
cy is among the fundamental rights people have, but it is not in the
purpose section. We have been seeking and will be seeking a broad
discussion at committee on that issue and the legal implication of it.
The purpose section of the bill, clause 5, should say that the protec‐
tion of personal privacy is a fundamental right. It is not balanced
between business needs and individual needs but is a fundamental
right.

That is important not only for the reasons that I just outlined, but
because further down, clause 18 of the privacy part of the bill cre‐
ates a concept called “legitimate interest” for a business. Clause 17,
just prior to that, lays out that there has to be the express consent of
an individual for a business to use privacy data, but clause 18 goes
on to say that there is a legitimate interest for the business to not
care about an individual's express consent. In fact, it lets a company
say that if something is in its legitimate interest as a company, even
if it causes individuals harm, it is okay for it to use their data for
something that they did not give permission for. It says that right in
the legislation.

● (1335)

This is a fundamental flaw of a bill that pretends to be protecting
people's fundamental privacy rights. It in fact protects big corporate
data and the right of big corporations to use our data however they
wish. It does give additional power, which is needed, to the Privacy
Commissioner in that, but the second part of the bill then takes it
back with the creation of the privacy tribunal.

Maybe the best explanations of the privacy tribunal is to compare
it to and understand the way the Competition Act works. There are
two aspects to how we decide competition issues and appeals. One
is the Competition Bureau that looks at merges and acquisitions,
and it says whether they are anti-competitive or not and will rule on
that merger. Then there is a Competition Tribunal, like the privacy
tribunal as proposed in the bill, which is the legal framework where
the law gets done and the battle gets fought between the company
that thinks it should do the merger and the Competition Bureau that
thinks it should not.

A classic example recently was the Rogers-Shaw takeover. Quite
a bit of time was spent both through the Competition Bureau pro‐
cess and the Competition Tribunal process, which ruled whether
that sale could happen and then whether an aspect of that sale, be‐
ing the sale of Freedom Mobile to Vidéotron, could be done.

The government wants to create that kind of process in the priva‐
cy law now. It is a separate act that creates this bureaucracy and this
appeal mechanism, where six individuals will decide, as a privacy
tribunal, whether a company has breached a person's privacy rights.
However, out of the six individuals, only three of them need to any
familiarity with privacy law. The others do not need any familiarity
with privacy law, no familiarity with business, no familiarity with
human rights, nothing. They do not need any other qualifications
other than, perhaps in this case, they are a Liberal and are appointed
to this board.

I have discussed this with a number of law firms since the bill
was tabled a year ago. These law firms have very different views
about whether this speeds up or slows down the process of dealing
with individual privacy law issues. We need to have a separate
study within the committee on that aspect. In fact, I have been talk‐
ing to the chair of the committee about that structure, trying to get
the hearings to be set up in a way that looks at these three pieces
separately.

The third piece, which my colleague for Bay of Quinte spoke
eloquently about, is on artificial intelligence.
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Remember, the first two parts of the bill are essentially a modest

rewrite of a bill from the last Parliament, Bill C-11, when the gov‐
ernment tried to amend these acts and then complained that the bill
did not pass, because it called an early election. The Liberals could
not figure out why it did not pass. However, the Liberals reintro‐
duced the bill, but then they bolted on this other thing, which has
absolutely nothing to do with the first two parts.

The third part is called the “artificial intelligence act”, but it has
nothing to do with the privacy of individuals and it has nothing to
do with the appeal of a person's privacy. It is all about how to regu‐
late this new industry, and it gets it wrong. The government is basi‐
cally saying that its does not know what artificial intelligence is,
which is not surprising for the Liberals, but it is going to regulate it.
It is going to define it in regulation, and the minister is going to be
in charge of defining it. The minister is going to be in charge of set‐
ting the rules on whether the law has been breached. The minister is
also going to be in charge of fining someone who has breached the
law of this thing the government cannot define. It is a total usurping
of Parliament. The Liberals are saying that they do not know what
it is, but we should trust them, that they will never have to come
back to Parliament to deal with this again.

We are asking the House to split the bill into three, because it re‐
ally is three separate pieces of legislation. The government would
have more success in its legislative agenda if it actually brought in
these pieces properly, individually, rather than a mini-omnibus bill
of different types of issues. Then they could be properly studied,
properly amended, properly consulted on and properly dealt with
by Parliament. The government is choosing not to do that, which is
why it is having such poor legislative success in all of its efforts to
date.
● (1340)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, it is somewhat comical to suggest that the government
would have more success in its legislative process if we were to
start breaking down our bills, putting in more pieces of legislation,
when every opportunity the Conservatives get under the instruction
of the current right-wing leader of the Conservative Party today is
to filibuster and not let legislation pass.

The member has to be kidding when he suggests that the govern‐
ment should be bringing in more legislation as opposed to focusing
on the legislation we have before us today, which would have a
profoundly positive impact on communities from every region of
the country.

Does the member not recognize that this is a modernization of
legislation? How long will it take before the Conservatives under‐
stand that we need to pass legislation in order to better assist Cana‐
dians in everyday life?

Mr. Rick Perkins: Mr. Speaker, it would help in passing that
legislation if it were actually good legislation, as opposed to this
legislation, which would put big corporate interests ahead of indi‐
vidual privacy.

Why is the member for Winnipeg North so keen to make banks
and big technology have the ability to use our individual data any
way they want, even if it causes us harm?

This is the legislation that the government put forward. The gov‐
ernment is in the pocket of big, multinational companies, to give
them access to our data to use it for things that we do not allow it to
do. Why do the Liberals think that is good legislation? Maybe they
are getting personal donations in their campaigns. I do not know.

The issue is that this legislation is horribly flawed and it needs to
be split into three pieces so it can be properly studied.

[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Mr. Speaker,
once again, we are dealing with a stunt to delay the agenda. I will
take this opportunity to add to the comments I made earlier this
morning.

When such schemes are used to delay the agenda, it is because
the other side dropped the ball, as well. The government poorly
managed its schedule and lacked respect for the opposition parties.
There is a lack of dialogue.

This morning, I asked the Conservatives to please ensure that we
can work, and I take this opportunity to ask the same thing of the
government. Can we get to work? I am calling for collaboration.
Let us be serious. For how long will we have to deal with motions
such as these? Of course, it is still an interesting topic. I understand
my colleague's argument about dividing up the bill, but that is up to
the committee, which is sovereign and can decide what it will do as
part of its study.

Does my colleague not believe that the Government Leader in
the House of Commons should perhaps begin talking more often
with Conservative and Bloc leaders so we can start moving forward
and perhaps wrap things up at a reasonable time while getting real
results for the ordinary people watching us?

[English]

Mr. Rick Perkins: Mr. Speaker, it is an excellent question. What
the government thinks is manoeuvring is actually democracy in ac‐
tion, trying to prevent bad legislation from being put forward and
passed.

The member asked a great question about co-operation. The bill
was introduced a year ago, and the government had eight months to
put it on the floor. It chose not to put it up for second reading de‐
bate for about six months.

The management of the calendar of the House of Commons is a
responsibility, in co-operation and discussion with the opposition,
but we cannot put government legislation on the floor. That is the
job of the government House leader.
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The government House leader chose not to put the bill on the

floor for discussion, chose never to talk about the bill in the House
leaders meeting, and now the Liberals are surprised and shocked
that somebody actually wants to have it discussed and split. Only
Liberals would say that the last 10 days are when we should pass
all the legislation that they could not bother putting on the agenda
the rest of the year.
● (1345)

Mr. Dan Albas (Central Okanagan—Similkameen—Nicola,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. member for his arguments to
divide the bill. I particularly dislike Bill C-27 for the artificial intel‐
ligence act that is included in it. It essentially would exempt the
government from any kind of serious harms and any designated
provincial government, while saying to business and innovation
that it would hang this threat of a criminal offence over their heads,
but not telling them what this means. It is going to push our indus‐
try and innovation down to the United States, where there is no leg‐
islation.

Does he believe this bill needs to have a full vetting, because
generative artificial intelligence can be something that we can inno‐
vate in Canada? It is powerful. I would not say dangerous, but this
kind of bill would push that activity to areas that are not regulated.

Mr. Rick Perkins: Mr. Speaker, I would agree. This is critical
legislation. On artificial intelligence, the U.S. and Great Britain are
going in different directions than this version. They are allowing
the subject matter experts, like their transportation departments that
manage the automotive industry, to regulate artificial intelligence,
not a grand central agency under the industry department, which is
what this is. This bill would drive this important development of
money, jobs and industry out of our country.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I always welcome the opportunity to point out the
hypocrisy of the Conservatives. Sometimes they just make it too
easy.

When I first walked in this morning, honest to God, I really
thought we were going to be passing historic legislation. I really
thought we were going to be talking about Bill C-22. After all, if
anyone went on the Internet and looked at what is happening in Ot‐
tawa, what would be debated in the House of Commons, the first
thing in government business was Bill C-22.

I am sorry, Bill C-22 is another national program, that is the dis‐
ability program. We do so much good stuff, there so much out
there. We are supposed to be talking about Bill C-35, and it did not
take a Conservative to point that out. They kind of get lost in the
numbers.

At the end of the day, we were supposed to be talking about Bill
C-35 today. It is a national child care plan, from coast to coast to
coast, and we are enshrining it into law. We had 20 minutes to go,
and then it would go into law.

However, no, the Conservatives had a different agenda. They
have a partisan agenda. They have an agenda that says, “cause frus‐
tration, do not allow legislation to pass.” The previous speaker
stood up and said that we needed to have more legislation, referring

to Bill C-27. He wants to multiply Bill C-27 into three bills. He
wants us to introduce three more pieces of legislation so that the
Conservatives have more to filibuster.

The member is criticizing the government, saying that it has been
months since we last called this legislation. A lot of issues are hap‐
pening on the floor of the House of Commons, even with the frus‐
trations caused by the Conservatives, and they cause a lot of frus‐
tration. I will give them that much. They know how to play a de‐
structive force. Never before have I seen an opposition, and I was
in opposition for 20 years, so focused on playing a destructive force
with respect to legislation.

Earlier today, I reminded the opposition that it was a minority
government, and I acknowledge that. We accept the fact that we
were elected as a minority government, and we thank Canadians for
recognizing us and allowing us to continue in government. We take
that very seriously. I kind of wish the Conservative Party would
recognize that as well.

Do they not realize there is a sense of “responsibility” for oppo‐
sition members as well. Providing endless filibusters and trying to
prevent every piece of legislation from passing is the goal of the
Conservative. Just last week, and I referenced it this morning, the
Conservative leader made a strong statement, and it made the news.
It was on Newswatch in fact, not to mention other news agencies.
The Leader of the Conservative Party said that he was going to
speak and speak and speak, and he might have said “speak” a few
more times, to filibuster our budget implementation bill. Let us
think about all the things in that the budget implementation bill, and
there is not enough time to elaborate on that. That was his intention.
He was going to speak until we changed it, and four hours later it
passed.

We have these mechanisms to ensure that at least, even with the
destructive force of the Conservative Party, we can still get things
done for Canadians.

Let us fast forward things here. The Conservatives did not want
to debate the child care bill this morning. Instead, they wanted to
talk about an issue that now brings us to Bill C-27—

● (1350)

Mr. Bob Zimmer: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. I have been
sitting here for the last 10 minutes, and I still cannot figure out what
the member is talking about in relevance to the debate today. I wish
he would get to the topic at hand or at least explain what he is talk‐
ing about.

The Deputy Speaker: I think relevance was called.

The hon. parliamentary secretary.
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, it is amazing. I had just

finished saying “Bill C-27”, and the member then stood up. Bill
C-27 is what the motion is actually all about. The Conservative Par‐
ty has actually moved a motion to try to get the government to di‐
vide Bill C-27 into more bills so Conservatives would have more
opportunity to cause more filibustering in order to deprive Canadi‐
ans of good, sound legislation. That is what the Conservative Party
is doing.

What is Bill C-27? It would be an actual modernization. Believe
it or not, and I say this for the Conservative colleagues across the
way, technology has changed over the last 20 years. A lot of things
have happened. Do members know the last time we actually had a
modernization of this legislation? We are talking about over two
decades ago, when iPhones and Facebook did not exist. One would
think that the Conservatives would have, and be able to compre‐
hend, the need to change the legislation. However, there has been
no signal whatsoever coming from the opposition benches to recog‐
nize the value of modernizing this legislation.

The Conservatives should be concerned about it. Do they know
the amount of data that is collected in both government agencies
and private companies? People must understand that, through tech‐
nological change, we have seen the development of huge data
banks. Canadians are concerned about privacy. They want to make
sure that the information being collected is, in fact, protected. A
flash disk can have literally millions of entries, and that can be very
damaging to the population. Twenty years ago, we did not have
flash disks. We might have had the five-inch round disks; I can re‐
member having those about 20 years ago. I will use Tim Hortons as
an example, and I could easily use the example of McDonald's too.
We can look at those restaurants' apps. People should open up and
find out how many apps are out there. When we download these
apps, whether they are for a restaurant or any other sort of service
like a retail store, and we start using them, we are providing infor‐
mation. People should take a look at the airline industry, hotels and
the many different industries out there that are actually collecting
the private information of Canadians.

In the Government of Canada, we recognize that we have a re‐
sponsibility to look at what is impacting Canadians today, and to
bring forward not only budgetary measures, as we have done to
protect the backs of Canadians, but also legislative measures. That
is what Bill C-27 would do in this particular area; it would ensure
that the privacy of Canadians would ultimately be respected and
that these huge data banks that are being created would not be
abused or exploited at the expense of Canadians.

We have consulted extensively. Through private, government and
non-profit organizations, the department has done its job in terms
of bringing forward legislation that would, in fact, modernize the
industry. Most important from my perspective is that it would pro‐
tect the interests and the privacy of Canadians.

I want to emphasize, at the end of the day, the amount of change
that we have witnessed in 20 years, as I said somewhat lightly a
few minutes ago. We should understand that when I was first elect‐
ed to the Manitoba legislature, the Internet was something which
people dialed into. The first thing we heard was the “ching-ching-
ching-ching” and then the dial tone coming. Then we had to dou‐

ble-click and we were into the Internet, and, boy, was it slow com‐
pared to what happens today.

● (1355)

There were data banks at that time, and there was information
being collected. That is why I would suggest that legislation of this
nature is indeed warranted and needed. That is why we have stand‐
ing committees. Earlier today, in the Conservatives' filibuster, they
made a mockery of a standing committee and its efforts by moving
an amendment even though the report was unanimously supported.
They made a mockery of that.

I will suggest to the members who participate in standing com‐
mittees of Parliament that they can play a very important role in
giving strength to legislation and to improving legislation. We have
a minister who is following the debate, listening to what members
have to say, and looking for ways we can improve and strengthen
the legislation in the name of protecting Canadians, the data banks
and our privacy rights.

We want to see stability in the industry. Not only do consumers
benefit from that stability, but businesses do as well. If we put more
stability into place, also factoring in things like AI, it puts Canada
in a better position to be able to continue to grow and expand our
economy. This is an important aspect of that.

We have a Prime Minister and a government that have consis‐
tently said we want an economy that works for all Canadians from
coast to coast to coast, urban or rural. The impact of the Internet on
rural communities has been significant in terms of economics, not
to mention in many other ways. I will focus on the issue of eco‐
nomics.

Retail stores can now be found within our computer, and the ac‐
tual locations are often in rural communities. It can be a driving
force for growth in rural communities. That is why it is important
we get it right, that we have the confidence of consumers and Cana‐
dians in the information that is being gathered. We have to make
sure that information is protected, whether it is names, financial in‐
formation, health-related information and so much more.

The legislation is good. It is sound. We would like to be able to
encourage the Conservatives to see its value. By supporting the leg‐
islation, they are supporting Canadians. This legislation is a reflec‐
tion of what Canadians want to see put into law.

On that point, I know there is legislation the Conservatives say
they support. Let us see if we can stop the filibustering here in the
chamber so we can pass additional legislation so Canadians will be
even better served by the House of Commons.
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● (1400)

[Translation]

EDUCATION STAFF
Mr. Alain Rayes (Richmond—Arthabaska, Ind.): Mr. Speak‐

er, as you know, parliamentary business will be wrapping up in a
few days. This is also a busy time in primary and secondary schools
across the country, as the end of the school year is fast approaching
for thousands of children and teens.

I would like to take this opportunity to extend my heartfelt
thanks to all the teachers, education professionals, support staff, ad‐
ministrators and principals for the work that they do every day.
These are dedicated, hard-working people who spend countless
hours educating and training our future plumbers, electricians, psy‐
chologists, doctors, entrepreneurs, educators, lawyers, managers
and, in some cases, future politicians, to name but a few profes‐
sions.

I wish to thank them for everything that they do. Our children,
our fine young people, and our future are in good hands. I wish
them all a wonderful end to the school year and an energizing sum‐
mer break, so they can come back next year in top form.

* * *
[English]

SPORTS HEROES FROM KITCHENER
Ms. Valerie Bradford (Kitchener South—Hespeler, Lib.): Mr.

Speaker, I rise today to extend my heartfelt congratulations to Nico‐
las Hague and the Vegas Golden Knights on their remarkable tri‐
umph in winning the Stanley Cup.

Nicolas, a Kitchener native, has achieved what many young
Canadians dream of doing: hoisting the Stanley Cup. In this
achievement, he will not only have his name etched among the
greatest names in hockey, but will also inspire countless young ath‐
letes to dream big and strive for greatness. This triumph reminds us
all of the indomitable spirit of hockey and the power it holds to
unite communities. We look forward to Nicolas visiting Kitchener
with Stanley.

The citizens of Kitchener are truly having an incredible week,
with two local sports heroes reaching the pinnacle of success by
winning the national professional trophy in their chosen sports, first
in the NBA, and now the Stanley Cup.

On behalf of the House, I extend our warmest congratulations to
Nicolas Hague and Jamal Murray on their amazing accomplish‐
ments. May these victories be a source of great pride and joy, and
may they serve as a reminder of the immeasurable value of team‐
work, determination and the pursuit of excellence.

* * *

COMMUNITY LEADER IN SASKATOON
Mr. Corey Tochor (Saskatoon—University, CPC): Mr. Speak‐

er, today I want to talk about a citizen of Saskatoon who has passed
on but will never be forgotten. Syed Shah came here in 1982. For

the next 40 years, this was his city; it was his home, and he worked
tirelessly to make it a better place for everyone.

He was a pillar of the Ahmadiyya community, played a key role
in welcoming many newcomers throughout the years, and was
known for his hospitality to new and old alike. He was involved in
the construction of three mosques in the province. Building a
mosque in Saskatoon was always a lifetime goal of his, and he built
an amazing one. He encouraged people of different backgrounds
and faiths to get to know each other in order to build a more peace‐
ful society, and he centred the community around these values. He
was a father figure for the Ahmadiyya community of Saskatoon,
and an important pillar of the broader Saskatoon community, which
was reflected in the many dignitaries who attended his funeral.

I believe that he will live on in his legacy, and I hope we can
continue to unite people around the morals of love and harmony
preached by him and the Ahmadiyya community: love for all, ha‐
tred for none.

May my friend rest in peace.

* * *
● (1405)

ACTIVE LIVING

Ms. Sonia Sidhu (Brampton South, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as
summer approaches and the sun shines brighter, I am looking for‐
ward to the opportunities that lie ahead for active living in our com‐
munities.

On the weekend, I joined the ninth annual Bike the Creek ride, a
celebration of the joys of cycling and our environment.

I want to recognize the team at BikeBrampton, including David
and Dayle Laing; The Walnut Foundation and Linden King, who
organized a walkathon for men’s health; EcoSikh Canada; Credit
Valley Conservation; the Toronto conservation authorities that en‐
courage people to plant trees; and the various seniors clubs that are
keeping seniors active in Brampton. I am particularly excited about
the upcoming Sun Life Walk to Cure Diabetes for JDRF in Peel.

These events carry the very powerful message that the benefits of
active living are vital for building a healthy and sustainable com‐
munity. As we eagerly await the arrival of summer, let us seize the
opportunity to embrace active living.

* * *
[Translation]

WORLD ELDER ABUSE AWARENESS DAY

Ms. Andréanne Larouche (Shefford, BQ): Mr. Speaker, since
today is World Elder Abuse Awareness Day, I would like to express
my firm commitment to protecting and respecting the rights of the
elderly.
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About one in six people over the age of 60 suffered some form of

abuse in 2022. Elder abuse is a worrying reality that requires a col‐
lective response. There are many types of elder abuse, including
ageism, one of the most common forms of discrimination.

With Bill C‑319, which I introduced, we hope to break down this
age barrier by increasing old age security for all seniors starting at
65.

This is an important day in Quebec, which already has an action
plan to fight elder abuse. Greater health transfers would help Que‐
bec do more.

We must work together to create a society that respects and pro‐
tects seniors. Let us wear our purple ribbons today and commit to
promoting the dignity and well-being of seniors.

* * *

FATHER'S DAY
Mr. Peter Schiefke (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐

er, this is a message to all the dads who are celebrating their first
Father's Day or their 50th, to the new dads who gaze at their infant
son's face and know that their priorities will never be the same, to
the dads who work overtime so their kids can go to summer camp
for the first time, to the dads who rushed home after a long day to
tell their children bedtime stories.
[English]

To the dads who just walked the daughter they used to carry on
their shoulders down the aisle and are wondering where the time
went; the dads who did not know if they would make it through the
week and are still wondering if they will; the dads who walked into
their first or their 100th AA or GA meeting, because they knew it
was the only way; the dads who are not perfect but are trying to be
better men, husbands and fathers, day in and day out; and all the
dads, uncles, big brothers and mentors who know that fatherhood
runs deeper than blood and who have opened their hearts and lives
to children who no longer have a dad to call their own, I say happy
Father’s Day.

* * *

STANLEY CUP WINNER
Mr. Fraser Tolmie (Moose Jaw—Lake Centre—Lanigan,

CPC): Mr. Speaker, Saskatchewan did not have an NHL team.
However, in 2017, two young men from Saskatchewan, Justin
Reeves and Greg Moore, made a social media plea to adopt the Ve‐
gas Golden Knights as Saskatchewan's team.

At the same time, a young man named Brett Howden was play‐
ing for the Moose Jaw Warriors as their captain. Brett was a hard-
nosed centre on the ice, and he fought hard for his teammates. Off
the ice, he would bring players from the team to play floor hockey
with the Special Olympics athletes in Moose Jaw. How he and his
teammates were able to walk away after getting roughed up by
them, I will never know. Brett knew what it was to give to the com‐
munity he lived and played in.

There is a saying in the Special Olympics: “Let me win. But if I
cannot win, let me be brave in the attempt.” On Tuesday night,

Brett Howden got his due reward and became a Stanley Cup cham‐
pion with the Vegas Golden Knights.

On behalf of Moose Jaw, the Moose Jaw Special Olympics and
every Saskatchewanian who adopted Vegas as our NHL team, I say
congratulations to Brett. I would like to point out that I work with
his brother-in-law.

* * *

CRAIG BOWMAN

Mr. Vance Badawey (Niagara Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we
believe in our hearts that if our loved ones were ever in danger, we
would do whatever was necessary to keep them safe. However,
how far would we be willing to go to help someone we did not
know?

Would we charge through the front door of a burning house to
search for someone caught in the flames? Would we be willing to
breathe air loaded with soot and ash, knowing it could shorten our
lives? How far would any of us go? What risk would we take?

Welland firefighter Captain Craig “Opie” Bowman knew the an‐
swer to those questions. Because of his courage and the courage of
firefighters like him, few of us will ever face those kinds of deci‐
sions.

On May 21, Captain Bowman lost his life after a courageous bat‐
tle with occupational illness. His wife, Alisen, and children, Alexis
and Colin, have suffered an enormous loss, but so many others
have been spared that pain because of the bravery of such firefight‐
ers as Craig Bowman.

On behalf of the people of Canada, I thank my friend Captain
Bowman for his service. May he rest in peace.

* * *
● (1410)

WORLD ELDER ABUSE AWARENESS DAY

Ms. Iqra Khalid (Mississauga—Erin Mills, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, we stand on the shoulders of giants as we inch towards progress.
I stand today to recognize these giants, our seniors, who deserve to
live with respect and dignity. Today, on World Elder Abuse Aware‐
ness Day, it is crucial to raise awareness about the well-being of our
seniors and to provide them with the quality supports they need.

Elder abuse can take many forms; it may be physical or psycho‐
logical, or it may occur through neglect. We all have a role to play
in fostering a culture of dignity and watching for warning signs.
This also includes supporting elders, as our government has done,
through budget 2023 and our New Horizons for Seniors program to
ensure that our seniors and our elders have proper access to oppor‐
tunities to actively participate in our society.
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Today and every day, let us recognize the many contributions our

elders have made to Canada; let us cherish their health and security.

* * *

ITALIAN HERITAGE MONTH
Mrs. Anna Roberts (King—Vaughan, CPC): Signor Presi‐

dente, it is an honour to rise today to celebrate Italian Heritage
Month.

I am one of over 94,000 Italian Canadians living in King—
Vaughan. Many Italian immigrants, including my grandparents,
came to Canada with enthusiasm and a desire to achieve their goals.
They went on to succeed in business, education, entrepreneurship
and community leadership, establishing the groundwork for future
generations while fostering a deep love for Canada.

The Italian language, the language of love and passion, is spoken
by many across Canada. This month, we honour Italians across
Canada for their contribution to the development of this country.

[Member spoke in Italian]

[English]

* * *

END OF THE SCHOOL YEAR
Ms. Ya'ara Saks (York Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is always

a pleasure to welcome the next generation of leaders to Parliament.

Two weeks ago, the Montessori Jewish Day School came to Par‐
liament, and it was wonderful to engage with these young change-
makers and answer their terrific questions. Today, I welcome the
next generation of women leaders from the Eitz Chaim Girls school
to Parliament. They come to see and learn how their House and the
democratic institutions we all cherish work, as well as how they can
engage with them.

June marks graduation season for our students from coast to
coast to coast, and the resumption of grad trips, which are the mile‐
stones of youth exploring our great country. Our students visit Ot‐
tawa to learn about our democratic institutions and nurture their cu‐
riosity.

I would like to pay a special tribute to every teacher who has in‐
spired our kids and prepared them for a bright future. I give my
congratulations to all our graduates. We are proud of all they have
accomplished. Yasher koach.

* * *

CONSERVATIVE PARTY OF CANADA
Mr. Damien Kurek (Battle River—Crowfoot, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, it used to be that if somebody worked hard, they could
live a good life here in Canada. They could own a home, drive a
reliable vehicle, afford groceries and even save up to go on the oc‐
casional holiday. Those things are not luxuries and should not be
items reserved for elites and trust fund beneficiaries; however, the
reality is that these things are now out of reach for far too many
Canadians.

More and more Canadians are cancelling their vacations, going
without the necessities or accessing food banks; many have totally
given up on the dream of ever owning a home. One must ask why.
The answer is simple: The Liberal-NDP policies are to blame.
These are things like the carbon tax, attacks on Canada's most pro‐
ductive sectors, gatekeepers reducing productivity and inflationary
spending that diminishes the purchasing power of Canadians. It is
time for better, and the leader of Canada's Conservatives and his
team from across the country are ready to roll up our sleeves and
get to work to make sure we axe the tax, make work count again
and bring home a Canada that works for all Canadians.

* * *
● (1415)

[Translation]

HOUSING CRISIS

Mr. Joël Godin (Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, Canadians are already having a hard time making ends
meet because of inflation caused by the Liberal government's eco‐
nomic policy; now they are also facing another problem.

In Quebec, a lot of people move on July 1. This year, it is an
even bigger deal than usual. Here is the story of a good man from
Trois-Rivières who has to camp in the bush because of the accessi‐
ble housing shortage. Seventy-four-year-old Richard Dufault can‐
not find housing. He told TVA Nouvelles that he had been to about
15 rentals but was unable to secure a lease. He said, “Every land‐
lord I meet with takes my contact information, but they never call
me back. When I call back, they tell me the place has been rented.”

Here is an important statistic: At 0.9%, Trois-Rivières has one of
the lowest rental vacancy rates in Quebec. According to the
CMHC, a balanced housing market has a vacancy rate of around
3%. For this to be happening in Canada in 2023 is unacceptable.
This government has been in power for eight years. Why is it aban‐
doning—

The Speaker: The hon. member for Hochelaga.

* * *

25TH ANNIVERSARY OF VIVRE ET VIEILLIR À
ROSEMONT

Ms. Soraya Martinez Ferrada (Hochelaga, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
on June 6, the seniors round table, Vivre et vieillir à Rosemont, cel‐
ebrated its 25th anniversary. This round table, a citizen-led initia‐
tive, brings together over 20 players representing the community,
the three levels of local elected officials, and citizens who advocate
for the well-being of seniors in my riding and that of my colleague
from Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie.
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On this June 15, World Elder Abuse Awareness Day, I want to

acknowledge everything that Vivre et vieillir à Rosemont does.
Since 2010, the round table has been organizing events to raise the
public's awareness about this issue that unfortunately still remains.
It has been contributing to the quality of life of this segment of the
population that is far too often forgotten, working to break the iso‐
lation of seniors and encouraging civic engagement.

I thank all the members and volunteers at Vivre et vieillir à Rose‐
mont.

* * *
[English]

RADIOACTIVE WASTE
Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing,

NDP): Mr. Speaker, constituents from Elliot Lake are demanding
action from Natural Resources Canada and the Canadian Nuclear
Safety Commission to clean up radioactive waste found at their
homes in Elliot Lake.

This waste, from closed uranium mines, was widely used as fill
for constructions in the 1960s.
[Translation]

Without their knowledge, these families were exposed to radia‐
tion exceeding allowable limits from mining waste buried under
their properties.
[English]

Yes, this radiation was found in their yards and driveways.

There is a duty to ensure that all radioactive waste in Canada is
managed, isolated from the public and safely stored for generations
to come. This is the approach embraced by Natural Resources
Canada's radioactive waste policy, yet these families' requests for
action have been denied. It is imperative that this decades-long is‐
sue be permanently fixed. It should not be a family's responsibility
to deal with radioactive waste, nor to bear the burden of health risks
caused by the uranium mining industry.

Jennifer, Lisa, Kathleen, Margaret and Pamela are asking that
this radioactive waste be removed from their properties.

* * *
[Translation]

100TH ANNIVERSARY OF ACFAS
Mr. Maxime Blanchette-Joncas (Rimouski-Neigette—Témis‐

couata—Les Basques, BQ): Mr. Speaker, there is cause for cele‐
bration, as ACFAS is celebrating its 100th anniversary.

ACFAS was established in 1923 by a generation of Quebec pio‐
neers, including botanists Marie-Victorin and Jacques Rousseau
and radiologist Léo Pariseau. In a powerful gesture of national af‐
firmation, these visionaries wanted to give the Quebec nation a
strong and united francophone scientific organization. They under‐
stood that the territorial, economic and national sovereignty of a
people hinges on scientific sovereignty.

One hundred years later, ACFAS proudly continues its mission to
promote, disseminate and value science in French in Quebec and

across the Francophonie. More than ever, its work is of crucial im‐
portance to Quebec's researchers.

I invite all my colleagues to join me in saying long live French,
long live science, long live ACFAS.

* * *
● (1420)

[English]

GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY

Mr. Michael Barrett (Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands
and Rideau Lakes, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canadians have come to
learn that the Minister for Public Safety has a complicated relation‐
ship with the truth, and they are taking notice.

He backdated documents to mislead a federal judge, but he dated
one April 31, and he was found out. He said that law enforcement
asked him to trigger the Emergencies Act. He said the Liberal gun
grab did not target law-abiding gun owners. He said that CSIS did
not share intelligence that Canadian lawmakers were being targeted
by foreign dictatorships. He said that his government had shut
down the Beijing-run police stations here in Canada. The things he
said are not true, and Canadians have come to learn that they just
cannot believe him.

When he said he did not know that notorious serial killer and
rapist Paul Bernardo was being transferred to less-restrictive condi‐
tions in medium security, the truth got in the way again.

We know the minister was informed. We know the Prime Minis‐
ter was informed. The minister needs to do what is right. He needs
to be responsible and accountable.

He needs to resign today.

* * *

HALIFAX INTERNATIONAL FLEET WEEK

Mr. Andy Fillmore (Halifax, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Canadian
Armed Forces serve our country at home and abroad, promoting
peace and security, responding to disasters and humanitarian crises
and defending our interests.

As MP for Halifax, home to CFB Halifax, Canada’s largest mili‐
tary base and home to our navy’s Atlantic fleet, I have seen up
close the skill and dedication of our forces. Whether responding to
hurricane Fiona or departing Halifax for operations around the
world, CAF members always answer the call of duty. We owe them
our most enthusiastic gratitude.
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That is why I am pleased to announce the inaugural Halifax in‐

ternational Fleet Week will be taking place this September 7 to 10.
A partnership between the civilian community and the Canadian
Armed Forces, Fleet Week will showcase Canada's proud maritime
heritage with a wide array of activities, including ships parades and
tours, interactive demonstrations and more. A number of our NATO
allies will also participate, giving Fleet Week international signifi‐
cance as well.

I invite everyone to join me in Halifax this September for the
first-ever Halifax international Fleet Week.

ORAL QUESTIONS
[Translation]

PUBLIC SAFETY
Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, we now know why the Prime Minister did not fire his in‐
competent and deceitful Minister of Public Safety. It was because
the Prime Minister himself accepted Paul Barnardo's transfer to a
minimum-security prison offering more freedom and comfort.

Considering that the Prime Minister is here in Ottawa today, does
he have the courage to rise and explain to the victims of Paul
Bernardo why he wanted to give this monster more freedom and
comfort?

Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the crimes in question were atro‐
cious. Crimes like that defy description.

They affected people across the country. They traumatized not
only the victims' family members, without question, but all Canadi‐
ans.

First of all, the correctional system is independent. Keeping our
correctional system free from political interference is imperative.
[English]

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, we now know why the Prime Minister refuses to fire his
incompetent and misleading public safety minister.

It is that the Prime Minister himself was the one who accepted
the transfer of Paul Bernardo from a maximum-security prison to a
medium-security prison where he would have access to human in‐
teraction, more freedom and more comfort. His office knew three
months beforehand, and his cabinet has the power to direct the cor‐
rectional authorities to keep mass murderers in maximum-security
prisons.

Will the Prime Minister show the courage to stand on his feet
and explain to victims of Paul Bernardo why he wanted to give this
monster more freedom and comfort?
● (1425)

Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, first of all, the idea that anybody
in this House would have any sympathy for the monstrous acts that
were committed is absolutely repugnant.

The second thing I will say is that it is unfortunate that the Lead‐
er of the Opposition mis-characterizes what happened. He knows
very well that the Correctional Service of Canada makes those deci‐
sions independently. He knows very well that we have a system
where we are not supposed to interfere politically with that.

It is true, in March, that staff were informed of the possibility. It
was not until that possibility was confirmed that they informed the
Prime Minister at the end of May.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, based on that account, the Prime Minister knew the day of
the transfer, and his office knew three months earlier.

The government has, in the past, issued directives to the Correc‐
tional Service on what should be done with various classes of pris‐
oners, like forcing those with contraband into dry prison cells, for
example. In other words, the government does have the power to
direct corrections on these issues.

The Prime Minister and his office knew for three months. Given
that he is here in Ottawa today, does he have the courage to explain
his decision to let this monster go out of maximum-security peni‐
tentiary, yes or no?

Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I know the member opposite
cares as deeply about the gravity as those crimes and the impact on
the families as I do. I know he cares as deeply about what we are
going to do for Canadians on that. I also know that he knows the
independence of our correctional services system. I know that he
also knows that we are not supposed to interfere politically.

I would ask him to work collaboratively with us to find a way
where we do not politicize Correctional Service of Canada, and we
work together to make sure that the families who are impacted by
crimes of this nature are taken care of.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I look across at the Prime Minister's seat. I know that he is
in Ottawa today, and if he had the courage, he would be standing to
answer these questions directly—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Speaker: I just want to remind hon. members that we can‐
not do indirectly what we cannot do directly. I will let the member
continue.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Mr. Speaker, I take the government
House leader up on his challenge to work with us.

We have a bill that would make sure every mass murderer stays
in a maximum-security penitentiary. It is before the House. Will the
government pass it with unanimous consent today?
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Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House

of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, first of all, I would say that I am
looking directly at the leader of the official opposition for a reason.
I am looking at him for a reason because when we are dealing with
something as serious and as brutal as the crimes that occurred in a
community that was right next to mine, that I felt viscerally, the
conversation that we have has to be measured. It has to be based on
co-operation and, frankly, it needs to be based on the underlying
premise that every member cares equally and deeply about this,
about two things, about the victims absolutely but also about not
politicizing our correctional services system.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I take the House leader at his word that he is equally horri‐
fied with this monster and that he wants to do something, but I take
him at his word when he says he wants to work with us to reverse
this transfer and put this monster back in a maximum-security peni‐
tentiary. The good news is that he can do that today. The Conserva‐
tive member for Niagara Falls, who represents many of the family
members and friends of the victims, has a bill that would ensure
that every single mass murderer stays in a maximum-security peni‐
tentiary forever.

Will the government commit to passing it with unanimous con‐
sent and send Paul Bernardo back to a maximum-security peniten‐
tiary?

Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we are, in all instances, ready to
have a conversation about how we do not politicize our correctional
services, about how we ensure that we take care of victims and
their families. There is a review of the decision that was made by
the Correctional Service. It is going to be completed in two weeks.
I would suggest that we take a look at that.

I would also suggest that, when we are dealing with something as
major as changing our correctional services system, it deserves dis‐
cussion and it deserves the ability for it to be examined by all par‐
liamentarians and to make sure that we do not create unintended
consequences.

* * *
● (1430)

[Translation]

DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS
Ms. Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ): Mr. Speaker, an

inquiry into Chinese interference must be launched before we rise
for the summer. It takes a lot of time to investigate, and we have
wasted too much time already. If we want to reassure the public, we
need to shed light on the interference that occurred in the last elec‐
tion before another one is called. That is the only way to convince
the public of the integrity of the next federal election. I am appeal‐
ing to my colleagues' statesmanship. Time is of the essence.

Will they announce an independent public inquiry before we rise
for the summer?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, I am very encouraged by the exchanges between my
hon. colleague, the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs, and the
Bloc and the NDP. I hope there will be other conversations with the

Conservatives. Fighting foreign interference is not a partisan issue.
If we work together, we can create new authorities, provide re‐
sources and strengthen them to fight foreign interference. That is
the most important thing.

Ms. Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ): Mr. Speaker, my
colleagues must realize by now that the Bloc Québécois will not
give up. Public trust in democracy is at stake. The people are call‐
ing for an independent public commission of inquiry. Its commis‐
sioner must be approved by the House. The commission will have
to report on its work, not in five years, not in two years, but in the
next few months. We realize that this is an immense task. That is
why we are working with the government, and they know it. We
have our work cut out for us. Will the government announce this
commission?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague for her co-operation. Yes, a public
inquiry is still an option. That is exactly what my hon. colleague the
Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs, Infrastructure and Commu‐
nities is negotiating with the opposition. The most important thing
is that we are now working with Canadians to create new authori‐
ties in order to better protect not only our democratic institutions,
but Canadians as well.

* * *

PUBLIC SAFETY
Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP):

Mr. Speaker, what do the Minister of Public Safety, the President of
the Privy Council, the former minister of foreign affairs and the
Prime Minister have in common? Obviously, they are unable to
check their email. That can be dangerous. Is this government aware
that it is retraumatizing the families of the victims of one of the
most fiendish murderers in Canadian history?

Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is absolutely true that the
crime in question probably comes close to being Canada's most se‐
rious crime. It is such a serious crime. I can also say with certainty
that our correctional system is independent. As I explained earlier,
staff were informed of the possibility that the individual in question
might be transferred. Once all the details were confirmed, the Prime
Minister was informed. It was—

The Speaker: The hon. member for New Westminster—Burna‐
by.
[English]

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, we have seen fiasco after fiasco with the government. The
level of disorganization and negligence from Liberal ministers is
often appalling.

After the public safety minister was failed to be informed of the
transfer of one of the most brutal criminals in Canadian history, we
now know that the Prime Minister's Office was informed three
months ago. The Liberals could have used that time to ensure the
victims' families were warned.

How does this keep happening on such serious files? Why are
the Liberals showing such clear incompetence? When will they fix
this?
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Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House

of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as I stated, in March, staff were
informed of the possibility of a transfer. There were still many de‐
tails that were not certain. It was not until the end of May, once the
details were confirmed, that the Prime Minister was briefed.

I would say for the member opposite, who knows that Correc‐
tional Services is independent and that decisions must not be made
with political interference, is that we have to have a conversation,
as a House, about how we do not interfere with Correctional Ser‐
vices but also ensure that a transfer of this nature does not occur.
That needs to be a mature conversation that does not involve a lot
of politics.
● (1435)

Ms. Michelle Ferreri (Peterborough—Kawartha, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, just when we think things cannot get any worse with the
Liberal government, the Prime Minister says “hold my beer”, be‐
cause it is a game to the Prime Minister. That is what this is.

For three months, the public safety minister knew that child mur‐
derer and Scarborough rapist Paul Bernardo was being moved from
maximum to medium-security prison and did nothing. Now we
know the Prime Minister also knew for three months and also did
nothing.

This is not a game. Incompetence does not even begin to de‐
scribe that leadership. Canadians deserve better and these victims'
families deserve better. Therefore, will the public safety minister—

The Speaker: The hon. government House leader.
Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House

of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I do not know the member for
Peterborough—Kawartha well, but I do know that she is very sin‐
cere when she cares about these cases, and she would know that the
Prime Minister would be deeply impacted as a father and as a
Canadian by the horror of these crimes. Any assertion to the oppo‐
site is just frankly not constructive to the debate that we need to
have.

I said that Correctional Services operates independently and that
it cannot be interfered with politically. I would also say that we
have to be very careful, when dealing with the victims of crime,
that we do not politicize that or attempt to use it in a way other than
to ask how we stop—

The Speaker: The hon. member for Peterborough—Kawartha.
Ms. Michelle Ferreri (Peterborough—Kawartha, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, if the Prime Minister is so upset, why will he not stand up
and answer the question, and talk to the victims' families? If the
Liberals care so much, then do it.

I have said this before: The buck stops with the minister. Stop the
blame game. This is people's lives. You are in the government, the
Prime Minister, and there is no one below that.

Again, there is duty here: Either fire the public safety minister or
resign. That is it; those are the options.

The Speaker: I want to remind the hon. members to place their
questions through the Chair and not speak directly to each other.

The hon. government House leader.

Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the duty that each of us share as
hon. members in this chamber is, on behalf of the people whom we
are fortunate enough to represent, to attempt to the best of our abili‐
ty to keep them safe; to make sure that when they are harmed we do
everything in our power to restore them; and to make sure, yes, that
we have a corrections system that is free from interference. Why do
we say that? Because we have one of the best correctional services
systems in the world.

If we are talking about the rightful outrage that we all have in
this circumstance, we have to temper it in a mature conversation on
how to balance those two priorities.

Ms. Leslyn Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
does the Minister of Public Safety expect us to believe that for three
months his office withheld information from him that the most no‐
torious murderer and serial rapist in Canada had been transferred to
a medium-security prison?

It is clear that the minister likely knew about the transfer in
March and did nothing. The entire government likely knew and did
nothing about it, including the Prime Minister's Office.

When will the Prime Minister finally admit that he has lost total
control of his cabinet and ask the minister to resign?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I want to begin by taking a moment to express my support
for the families of Leslie Mahaffy and Kristen French, which have
no doubt been traumatized time and time again by the decision that
was taken under Correctional Service Canada. That is why, when I
found out on May 30, I took immediate action to reach out to the
commissioner to express those concerns.

I want to work with all members to make sure that this does not
happen again. The directions that I have put into motion will ensure
that I am directly briefed and, most important, that victims are giv‐
en advance notice before these decisions are taken in the future.

Ms. Leslyn Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
the Prime Minister is in town, so why will he not stand and answer
these questions?

The minister has misled Canadians before. He has said at least 11
times that law enforcement requested the Emergencies Act; that
was false. He said that Bill C-21 was not going to ban guns used by
hunters and farmers; that was false. He said that Chinese police sta‐
tions in Canada had been shut down; that was false.

Canadians have lost confidence in the minister. Will he do the
honourable thing and just resign?
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Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, on each and every one of those priorities, this government
has defended public safety in the interests of all Canadians.

When it comes to fighting against gun violence, we are banning
AR-15s; the Conservatives want to make them legal again. Last
year, when we faced an unprecedented national emergency, we in‐
voked the Emergencies Act, a decision validated by Judge Rouleau
independently. What did the Conservatives do—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
The Speaker: I am sorry, I am going to interrupt. The noise level

is starting to build up again and we are having a hard time hearing
the answer. The hon. member for Haldimand—Norfolk asked a
question; she would like to hear the answer. If there are people
yelling behind her, it is very difficult for her to hear.

Maybe the hon. member could start about 15 seconds from the
end.

The hon. minister.
Hon. Marco Mendicino: Mr. Speaker, when it comes to fighting

gun violence, we are banning AR-15s. The Conservatives want to
make them legal again. When it came to the decision to invoke the
Emergencies Act, we defended that decision to restore public safe‐
ty. The Conservatives were doubling down, encouraging illegal
protesters to stay in the region they should have left. We will al‐
ways—

The Speaker: The hon. member for Bellechasse—Les
Etchemins—Lévis.
[Translation]

Mrs. Dominique Vien (Bellechasse—Les Etchemins—Lévis,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Prime Minister is in Ottawa but, strangely
enough, he is not rising to answer questions.

The Minister of Public Safety feigned surprise last week when
the criminal Paul Bernardo was transferred from a maximum-secu‐
rity prison to a medium-security prison, yet he had known about it
for three months. In fact, even the Prime Minister's Office knew
about it.

No one did anything. Everyone looked the other way. This is
Liberal incompetence in all its glory.

When will the Minister of Public Safety resign?
Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House

of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this is a very serious situation.
Everyone was concerned about this tragedy.

However, it is important to remember that our correctional sys‐
tem is independent. It is essential that the decision to transfer some‐
one be made by the correctional service.

Now, there are a lot of emotions, and I understand that. I feel the
same way, but we have to talk—

The Speaker: The hon. member for Bellechasse—Les
Etchemins—Lévis.

Mrs. Dominique Vien (Bellechasse—Les Etchemins—Lévis,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, he knew that this dangerous criminal was go‐

ing to be placed in a prison with fewer restrictions. He must also
have known that this decision would outrage and worry the victims'
families.

The Minister of Public Safety has a less than stellar record, with
questionable decisions, backtracking, and untruthful statements.

If there is anybody in charge in this government who sees things
clearly and manages things in the interests of Canadians and of vic‐
tims, have them stand up and throw this minister out.

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I wish to begin by expressing our deepest sympathies to
the families of Leslie Mahaffy and Kristen French.

When I was informed on May 30, I took the necessary steps to
have a discussion with the board. An independent review is now
under way. In addition, yesterday I issued new directives to the
Correctional Service of Canada to ensure that victims are informed
before such decisions are made in the future.

Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Mat‐
apédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, let us not ask the Minister of Public
Safety for details about Paul Bernardo's transfer. He knows nothing
about it, even if his staff did.

Let us not ask the Prime Minister either, he too knows nothing,
even if his staff knew, just like he knew nothing about Beijing's
threats against a Conservative MP, although his staff did.

Let us not talk about the threats with the Minister of Emergency
Preparedness, who also knew nothing, even if his staff did.

If we want to talk to someone who is aware, we need to speak to
a staffer. Should we appoint the staffers as ministers?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I take this issue very seriously. That is why, when I was
informed on May 30, I took the necessary steps. I had a frank con‐
versation with the commissioner of Correctional Service Canada.

That is why I will be putting in place new directives to protect
the rights of victims. We need an approach that respects that. In ad‐
dition, we will work with all members of the House to protect the
rights of victims and to make decisions that make sense.

● (1445)

Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Mat‐
apédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, at this point, it is a pattern. The minis‐
ters are constantly telling us that they are not aware of the briefing
notes that senior public servants nevertheless confirm to have sent
directly to their staff.

We can take their word for it once, maybe twice, that their staff
did not see fit to inform them, but there comes a point where it is
the political equivalent of saying that my dog ate my homework.
These ministers lose a lot of homework.

When are we going to see real responsibility on their part? We
are starting to worry about their dog's health.
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of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, in the current context, as I have
already explained, the staff was informed that this was a possibility,
without any concrete details. As I have also already explained, the
choice to transfer an incarcerated person is an independent choice.
When the details were finalized at the end of May, at that time, staff
informed the Prime Minister of the situation.

Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Mat‐
apédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, just because people laugh does not
mean it is funny. Ministers have a responsibility to get informed
and then in turn inform the public. This spring alone, if we had re‐
lied on the work of the ministers instead of the media, three mem‐
bers of the House would still be the target of threats from China
without knowing it. Diplomat Zhao Wei would still be in office. A
dozen or so ridings would still be the target of Chinese interference.
That is what would have happened without the media if we had re‐
lied on the responsibility of ministers.

When will they take their ministerial responsibility?
Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.

Speaker, a minister has a responsibility to determine the problem
and correct it. That is exactly what we did by giving directives to
the Canadian Security Intelligence Service and giving new direc‐
tives to Correctional Service Canada. We did this to ensure that the
information is shared effectively to protect the rights of the victims
and ensure public safety for everyone.
[English]

Mrs. Shelby Kramp-Neuman (Hastings—Lennox and
Addington, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Liberal government put con‐
victed murderer, kidnapper and child rapist Paul Bernardo into a
medium-security prison. Meanwhile, the PM is in Ottawa. Why
will he not stand up and answer the questions?

In 2013, the Conservative government took responsibility when
it was faced with exactly the same issue. Paul Bernardo was to be
transferred to a medium-security prison and the Conservative gov‐
ernment of the day said no.

The public safety minister, including the Prime Minister himself,
has said yes.

Will the minister resign for granting leniency to the most notori‐
ous child murderer and rapist—

The Speaker: The hon. government House leader.
Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House

of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as I have said many times, as ev‐
ery Canadian knows, the crimes that are in question are among the
most grievous this country has ever faced. There is not a person in
the House who is not impacted by them. I trust that the member
cares deeply about it, as do I.

However, the assertion that this is a decision of the government
is false and, in fact, it is dangerous. The decision to transfer inmates
is a decision of Correctional Service Canada. The independence of
our Correctional Services has been a foundation of our country for
a very long time.

Having a mature conversation about how we respect that and re‐
spect victims is what I think Canadians expect.

The Speaker: I would point out for the hon. member for Prince
George—Peace River—Northern Rockies that we have heard his
comment. He does not have to repeat it over and over again. It is
just not the right time. The member should talk to his whip about
getting a speaking role.

The hon. member for Calgary Nose Hill.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner (Calgary Nose Hill, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I think it is worth noting that the government has the au‐
thority to introduce legislation, such as bills the Conservative Party
has just put forward, to ensure that offenders like Paul Bernardo,
one of Canada's worst serial rapists, stay in maximum security. That
is its job.

The Prime Minister's Office and the Prime Minister knew about
this for three months. He has a litany of highly paid staff to tell him
about these things. It is preposterous to think they did not. His pub‐
lic itinerary today says that he is in the national capital region. How
come he has not informed the House of the public safety minister's
resignation?

Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the member across has made
clear, not just now but for a long time, her desire for her party to be
successful and for it to get on this side. They have to do that
through an election.

I will say, on this issue, that the decision made was independent.
If we want to have a conversation about Correctional Services' de‐
cision, that is exactly what we are doing. There is a review taking
place, which concludes in two weeks. We have asked it to review
this decision, and I think understanding that these decisions are
done independently is important. It has been an important founda‐
tion of corrections in this country.

● (1450)

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner (Calgary Nose Hill, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the government has had eight years to consult, and it
should not be a leap of logic to understand that revictimizing fami‐
lies by allowing the transfer of serial rapists out of maximum-secu‐
rity prison is something the government should have worked to
avoid, just like it failed with the Terri-Lynne McClintic case.

If the member looks behind to his caucus, he will see his caucus
cringing. The public safety minister has the worst record of failure
in the government outside of the Prime Minister. How come the
Prime Minister, who is in the national capital region today, has not
informed this House—

The Speaker: The hon. government House leader.
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of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I think we should choose what
we talk about. If we want to talk about the circumstances that are
involved in these horrific crimes and how we can responsibly deal
with a corrections system that is one of the best and most envied in
the world—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
The Speaker: I am sorry, but I have to stop the hon. member.

The hon. government House leader, from the top, please.
Hon. Mark Holland: Mr. Speaker, when we talk about these is‐

sues, I would suggest that they require enormous sensitivity. I am
concerned that the Conservatives are peppering every question with
partisan commentary and trying to extract political advantage from
this situation.

I have attempted, as I have talked about this, to talk about our re‐
sponsibility. We have one of the greatest correctional services sys‐
tems in the world. It is admired all over the world, and one of its
principal tenets is to not interfere with it politically.

We all rightly feel outrage about this transfer. We have great
emotion about the crimes that occurred, but we need to deal with
that emotion responsibly and make—

The Speaker: The hon. member for Vancouver East.

* * *

IMMIGRATION, REFUGEES AND CITIZENSHIP
Ms. Jenny Kwan (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, inter‐

national students who were victims of unscrupulous immigration
agents should not be punished. They have invested everything they
have to study in Canada. They have contributed to the economic,
cultural and social fabric of our community. Halting the deportation
and removal orders is a good first step.

The minister said that he is working on a long-term solution.
However, what the students need is permanent residency status.
Will the minister follow up to ensure that an alternate permanent
residence pathway is made available to the victims of fraud?

Hon. Sean Fraser (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for her
advocacy, along with members who come from all parties repre‐
sented in the House of Commons, in finding a solution for innocent
victims who were taken advantage of by fraudsters who allowed
them to enter Canada on the basis of fraudulent letters of admis‐
sion.

Yesterday we announced a new path forward, including a task
force, that would give an opportunity to students to demonstrate
that they were not complicit in fraud but were in fact victims of
fraud. They will be given temporary status in Canada to allow them
to complete their studies or to continue to work. We have also ad‐
vanced new measures to ensure they can apply for permanent resi‐
dency or remain in Canada without prejudice. That is the right path
forward—

The Speaker: The hon. member for London—Fanshawe.

GROCERY INDUSTRY

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, the London Food Bank is seeing its highest turnout ever.
People cannot afford the cost of food right now, and major grocers
are using inflation as a cover to jack up prices. The government is
choosing to protect the profits and greed of major grocers while
Canadians' bills skyrocket.

The multipartisan committee released a report stressing how a
windfall tax would incentivize large grocers to keep prices low.
Will the government implement this windfall tax immediately so
that Canadians can stop going to food banks and can actually afford
their groceries?

Mr. Andy Fillmore (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Innovation, Science and Industry, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we
agree with the member, and we know that Canadians are paying far
too much for their groceries right now. That is why, not long ago,
the Minister of Innovation, Science and Industry wrote to the Com‐
petition Bureau to make sure that the bureau is using all the tools it
has at its disposal to keep prices down and to prevent businesses
from taking advantage of the high prices to profit off of Canadians.
We have also asked the bureau to look immediately into these mat‐
ters. We will continue to work to make life more affordable for
Canadians in all matters.

* * *
● (1455)

DIVERSITY AND INCLUSION

Ms. Lisa Hepfner (Hamilton Mountain, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
around the world we are seeing the rights of 2SLGBTQIA+ people
being restricted. Even within our own borders, we are seeing ex‐
tremist groups callously using innocent trans and non-binary chil‐
dren as political targets.

The Minister of Labour recently represented Canada at the UN
International Labour Organization in Geneva, where he raised this
issue. Would the minister share with the House what he said to this
international forum?

Hon. Seamus O'Regan (Minister of Labour, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, a few days ago I stood before nations that have attempted to roll
back 2SLGBTQI+ rights, and I reminded them that as a gay and
married man, I would be jailed or even condemned to death if I
happened to have been born in their countries.

Nations make progress and they achieve rights in their own time
and in their own way, as was the case with Canada, and we respect
that, but once those rights are achieved, once they are named, we
will not stand by and see them swept under the carpet, put back in
the closet or taken away, not here, not there, not anywhere.
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PUBLIC SAFETY
Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,

CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Prime Minister and cabinet have never tak‐
en responsibility for their many acts committed in bad faith.

For example, the Minister of Public Safety alone has misled the
House no less than seven times. He even misled a judge by back‐
dating documents. He should have been fired for that, but he is still
here. The Liberals have also never showed empathy or compassion
for the victims of Paul Bernardo.

The Prime Minister is in Ottawa. Can he rise today and tell us
whether he is going to fire his public safety minister?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, with all due respect, that is absolutely not true. I
called the representatives of the families of Leslie Mahaffy and
Kristen French to express our government's solidarity and our full
support.

In addition, we will now work with CSC to prevent further cases
like this from happening. Victims must be notified before such de‐
cisions are made. That is the commitment we are making for the fu‐
ture.

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Correctional Service of Canada took the
trouble to inform the Prime Minister's Office three months ago that
Paul Bernardo was being transferred to a medium-security prison.

Did anyone in the Prime Minister's Office think to have the com‐
mon sense to contact the families and warn them? No one seems to
have thought about calling the victims' families, even though this
should be standard procedure.

The minister says that he did so two weeks ago. Why did his
prime minister not do it three months ago?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, with all due respect, my hon. colleague does not under‐
stand our current laws. These are issues that we need to address.
We are prepared to work with all members of the House.

In the meantime, I have issued a new directive to CSC to make
sure of one very important thing: I will be briefed directly, and CSC
will notify victims when making such decisions in the future.
[English]

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, an unsealed justice department indictment in U.S. court
revealed that a Canadian in Vancouver was coerced back to the
PRC. It has been eight months since the first reports about Beijing's
illegal police service stations. Beijing brazenly admitted to five of
these stations, and another two have been identified. These stations
are being used to coerce people back to the PRC.

The minister has indicated these stations were shut down, but
they have not been. When will they be?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, with great respect to my colleague, he needs to listen care‐
fully to the RCMP, which has consistently updated Canadians that

it is taking action in regard to foreign interference associated with
these so-called police stations.

If the Conservatives are serious about fighting foreign interfer‐
ence, they will stop with the partisan attacks. They will support the
government's agenda to tackle this issue and do so in a way that is
unifying, because we must protect our democratic institutions, and
most importantly Canadians, from this phenomenon.

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, that same indictment also revealed that in New York City
last summer, PRC agents tried to coerce someone in New York City
to come to Toronto for more intensive interrogations. The implica‐
tion is that Beijing is comfortable using Canada as its foreign inter‐
ference playground. Maybe that is because two months ago those
same PRC agents were arrested, yet here north of the border there
is nothing: no arrests, no new legislation.

When will the Prime Minister replace the minister with someone
who will get the job done?

● (1500)

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, we are getting the job done by adding new authorities for
our national security establishment, by adding $49 million for the
RCMP to protect Canadians from foreign interference, by being on
the cusp of introducing a new foreign agent registry—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Speaker: I have to break for a second. We are starting to see
the volume go up again, and we are hearing individual voices. It is
getting a bit out of hand, so we are going to take a deep breath and
pause a bit.

I will ask the hon. minister to start from the top, please.

Hon. Marco Mendicino: Mr. Speaker, we are getting the job
done by making sure that we equip our national security establish‐
ment with the tools that it needs to fight foreign interference, by
adding resources for the RCMP, which we put into the budget, by
raising the bar on transparency through the creation of NSICOP and
NSIRA, and by continuing to engage Canadians on this.

That is what we are doing. What the Conservatives are doing is
continuing on with an agenda that focuses on partisan attacks. They
should stop that and do the work with all members in the chamber
so that we can fight against foreign interference and protect our
democratic institutions.
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NEWS MEDIA INDUSTRY
Mr. Martin Champoux (Drummond, BQ): Mr. Speaker, 1,300

people learned yesterday that they would be losing their jobs at Bell
Media. Six radio stations are going to stop broadcasting. When
even a giant like Bell can no longer protect its media and news‐
rooms, the situation is dire. The entire news industry and the people
who work in it are all under threat.

The Bloc Québécois is proud to have contributed to Bill C‑11
and Bill C‑18, two very important bills. However, I think the minis‐
ter is beginning to realize, as I have, that this will probably not be
enough.

In light of these new job losses, does the minister have anything
to suggest in order to better protect the diversity of information?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez (Minister of Canadian Heritage, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, my thoughts are with all those who have lost their
jobs, and with their families. It is always worrisome when radio sta‐
tions shut down and journalists lose their jobs. That is why we have
been there from the start. We worked with the Bloc Québécois and
the NDP to study Bill C‑11 and Bill C‑18, but the Conservatives
did everything they could to delay the passage of those bills.

Do they finally understand that their actions have consequences?
Mr. Martin Champoux (Drummond, BQ): Mr. Speaker, lay‐

offs at Bell Media are a sign of growing pessimism even among the
telecom giants. We can only imagine how the smaller industry play‐
ers feel.

Will current federal programs and the compensation flowing
from Bill C‑18 really be enough to ensure the survival of the news?

The Bloc Québécois is proposing the creation of a dedicated
fund, separate from existing programs, wholly dedicated to protect‐
ing news media and newsrooms. I think we are at that point.

What does the minister think? Is he prepared to work with us to
develop a fund like that?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez (Minister of Canadian Heritage, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, our government will always be open to new solutions.
We will always look at what more we can do and what we can do
better.

However, when we introduced the Canadian journalism labour
tax credit, the Conservatives were against it. When we created the
Canada Media Fund for the regions, the Conservatives were against
it. When we introduced Bill C‑11, the Conservatives were against
it. When we introduced Bill C‑18, the Conservatives, again, were
against it.

Do they understand that their actions have real consequences?

* * *

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Mr. Luc Berthold (Mégantic—L'Érable, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

as a way to show the world his admiration for the basic dictatorship
of the regime in Beijing, the Prime Minister wanted to personally
contribute to its expansion in 2016 by proudly announcing an in‐
vestment of hundreds of millions of dollars in the Asian Infrastruc‐

ture Investment Bank. We warned the Prime Minister. The Conser‐
vatives saw the trap many times. We know from one of its execu‐
tives that the AIIB was in fact run by the Chinese Communist Par‐
ty. Canadians should not have to pay a quarter of a billion dollars to
expand the Beijing regime.

When will the Prime Minister get our money back?

Hon. Randy Boissonnault (Minister of Tourism and Associate
Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as the Deputy Prime
Minister said yesterday in answer to this question, the Government
of Canada will immediately halt all government-led activity at the
AIIB. Furthermore, she has instructed the Department of Finance to
lead a review of the allegations regarding Canada's involvement in
the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank. The Canadian govern‐
ment will also be discussing this issue with its allies. The review
announced yesterday is to be undertaken expeditiously. No out‐
come is being ruled out following its completion.

[English]

Hon. Andrew Scheer (Regina—Qu'Appelle, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the Liberal-appointed board member on the Asian infras‐
tructure bank just resigned, calling it a cesspool and saying that it
was controlled by “the Communist Party crowd who operate like a
secret police.”

Who could have seen this coming? Who could have predicted
that a bank structured to give Beijing effective control would use
the bank to expand the power and influence of the Communist
regime in Beijing? Who could have possibly seen that coming? The
Conservatives, that is who.

We warned the Liberals not to put tax dollars into this scam of a
bank. When are they getting our money back?

● (1505)

Hon. Randy Boissonnault (Minister of Tourism and Associate
Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as the Deputy Prime
Minister and I said in the House yesterday on this matter, the Gov‐
ernment of Canada will immediately halt all government-led activi‐
ty at the bank. She has instructed the Department of Finance to lead
an immediate review of the allegations raised and of Canada's in‐
volvement in the AIIB.

The Canadian government will also be discussing this issue with
our allies and partners who are members of the bank.

The review is to be undertaken expeditiously, and no outcome is
being ruled out following this investigation.
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Speaker, nobody likes an “I told you so”, except for everyone who
told them so.

It was not only Conservatives, but also our major security part‐
ners, such as Japan and the United States, and foreign affairs ex‐
perts, who said the same thing, that the Communist regime would
use the bank to bully developing countries and expand its power
and influence.

This bank built railways and ports with taxpayer dollars while
Canadians here at home are struggling just to pay the bills. Now
that the con has been exposed, will the government do the right
thing and get Canadians their tax dollars back?

Hon. Randy Boissonnault (Minister of Tourism and Associate
Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, to the same question, we
say the same answer as we gave yesterday in the House.

The Deputy Prime Minister has been very clear. We have ceased
all government-led activities with the AIIB. We have asked the De‐
partment of Finance to conduct an immediate investigation into the
activities of the bank. This investigation is to be undertaken expedi‐
tiously, and no outcome will be ruled out.

* * *

NATURAL RESOURCES
Mr. George Chahal (Calgary Skyview, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,

countries around the world are racing to seize the extraordinary
economic opportunities that come with building a low-carbon econ‐
omy, investing in clean energy, and scaling new technologies. We
must ensure that Canadian workers are equipped with the right
skills, in the right place, at the right time.

Can the Minister of Natural Resources please share how this
government is helping workers capitalize on this opportunity and
ensure Canada is a leader in all things energy?

Hon. Jonathan Wilkinson (Minister of Natural Resources,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my hon. colleague for the ques‐
tion, and for his advocacy on these important issues.

The global race to build a low-carbon economy is the greatest
job-creation opportunity of our time. We can either work to seize
this opportunity or put our heads in the sand and let it pass us by.

An hon. member: Oh, oh!

Hon. Jonathan Wilkinson: Mr. Speaker, having a serious plan
to address climate change is required to have a serious plan for
Canada's economic future.

Today, with the tabling of the sustainable jobs act, our govern‐
ment is choosing to seize the moment. This act will create and
maintain jobs in communities across Canada by helping workers
gain the necessary skills and training to fill the jobs of a low-carbon
world. We are building an economy where Canadian workers and
businesses will thrive.

The Speaker: Before going to the next question, I would like to
remind the hon. member for Calgary Midnapore that it is not polite
to scream over the voice of someone else.

THE ECONOMY

Mrs. Anna Roberts (King—Vaughan, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the
cost of the Prime Minister's Liberal government is driving up the
cost of living. The more he spends, the more things cost.

According to the latest National Rent Report, the average rent for
a two-bedroom apartment in King—Vaughan is $2,650, the fifth-
highest in the GTA.

Canadians are sick and tired of the government trying to con‐
vince them they have never had it so good. When will the Liberal
Prime Minister show some compassion and stop the out-of-control
inflationary spending so Canadians can stay in their homes?

Hon. Karina Gould (Minister of Families, Children and So‐
cial Development, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, what Canadians are sick
and tired of is the Conservatives' hypocrisy that they care about af‐
fordability for Canadians. Right now in the House they are holding
up BillC-35, an act respecting early learning and child care. There
are only 19 minutes left in debate to get this bill passed through the
House to go to the Senate.

Conservatives keep saying they care about affordable child care,
but all they have done is play partisan games to hold it up. When
will they finally be honest with Canadians and tell them they do not
care about it, instead of playing silly games?

* * *
● (1510)

CARBON PRICING

Mr. Clifford Small (Coast of Bays—Central—Notre Dame,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, fuel companies throughout Atlantic Canada
have sent letters to their customers telling them that on July 1
propane is going up 12¢ a litre. Gasoline is going up 17¢ a litre, and
home heating and diesel are going up 20¢ a litre.

Folks in Kentville, Antigonish, Sydney, Saint John, Fredericton,
Edmundston, Corner Brook, Clarenville, Conception Bay South,
Labrador City, and all over P.E.I. have sent me a copy of that letter.
Will the evil genius who invented carbon tax 2 please stand up to
tell us why he is persecuting Atlantic Canadians?
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mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would like to remind the hon.
member that the Conservative Party of Canada campaigned on a
platform to implement a clean fuel standard, except that party is all
words while we are all action. We have worked with companies
across the country to ensure we can have lower carbon-emitting fu‐
els in Canada. We are creating investments across the country in
Alberta, Saskatchewan, Quebec and Newfoundland of more than $2
billion in the last year alone in clean fuel.

We will continue ensuring that we can create good jobs, have a
good economy and tackle climate change.

Mr. Clifford Small (Coast of Bays—Central—Notre Dame,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, what a pile of baloney. Canadians know that
all they have done is destroy jobs in Canada. The Prime Minister's
childhood friend, who believes the same thing, Premier Furey said
that when he asked the federal minister what impact the carbon tax
2 would have. He admitted that it will not be zero. No, it will not be
zero, it will be $850 a year per household in Atlantic Canada.

Will these Liberals finally admit that the carbon tax is not work‐
ing, stop persecuting the people who elected them and end the car‐
bon tax?

Hon. Gudie Hutchings (Minister of Rural Economic Develop‐
ment, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I really find it quite rich when I am lis‐
tening to our colleagues on the other side of the House. I would like
to give them a little history of lesson, especially from my part of the
country.

The first thing we did was reopen the veterans affairs office that
the previous government had closed. The other thing we did, as a
coastal community, was to build and open a new facility after they
had closed down the Coast Guard search and rescue. Then we
raised taxes on the wealthiest, lowered them for the middle class
and lowered taxes for small businesses twice.

We have been there to help people through the pandemic. We are
there now helping with dental care, with child care benefits and
with people turning off—

The Speaker: The hon. member for St. John's East.

* * *

SENIORS
Ms. Joanne Thompson (St. John's East, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,

we recognize that raising awareness is one of the most effective
ways to combat elder abuse. With today, June 15, marking World
Elder Abuse Awareness Day, could the Minister of Seniors provide
an update to the House on the steps being taken by the government
to increase awareness and prevent the mistreatment of senior citi‐
zens in Canada?

Hon. Kamal Khera (Minister of Seniors, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
any form of elder abuse is a despicable crime that we take very se‐
riously. Our government is taking action by supporting over 600
community organizations that help seniors recognize and identity
fraud and abuse by finalizing a definition of elder abuse, establish‐
ing new offences and penalties under the Criminal Code related to
elder abuse, and investing in better data collection.

To ensure that tragedies like the ones we saw in long-term care
will never happen again, we welcome the national long-term care
standards and are working toward delivering a safe long-term care
act.

* * *

INDIGENOUS AFFAIRS

Mr. Alistair MacGregor (Cowichan—Malahat—Langford,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, Pacheedaht First Nation in my riding does not
have a school for kids from grade 6 to 12. Every day, children as
young as 11 have to take a bus 75 kilometres each way between
home and school on a windy and narrow highway. That is three
hours a day. Chief Jones came all the way to Ottawa to plead with
Indigenous Services and Infrastructure Canada to help.

Will the minister honour reconciliation and start working with
the Pacheedaht to get this community the school they desperately
need?

● (1515)

Hon. Patty Hajdu (Minister of Indigenous Services and Min‐
ister responsible for the Federal Economic Development Agen‐
cy for Northern Ontario, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, since this govern‐
ment was elected, we have worked tirelessly to close the gaping in‐
frastructure gap left by the previous Conservative government. It
underinvested in indigenous children, underinvested in indigenous
infrastructure and did nothing about boiled water advisories for a
decade, which left a massive gap of infrastructure across the coun‐
try, including children's schools. Our government has reversed that
trend.

Of course I will work tirelessly to make sure that every commu‐
nity has a school that children can be proud of and safe to learn in.

* * *

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Mr. Kevin Vuong (Spadina—Fort York, Ind.): Mr. Speaker, on
June 10, Canada seized a Russian aircraft at Pearson airport. Global
Affairs Canada said it is working with Ukraine on “options to redis‐
tribute this asset to compensate victims of human rights abuses”.

Why then is the government fighting the families of victims of
flight PS752 from using an Ontario superior court ruling to allow
them to seize assets and obtain compensation from Iran? Why is the
government protecting a ruthless regime and its murderous IRGC
terrorists? Why is the government standing with terrorists instead
of grieving Canadian families?
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Hon. Mélanie Joly (Minister of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr.

Speaker, it is an important question, and it gives me the opportunity
to talk about two things.

The first is what we are doing to make sure the Russian regime is
held accountable. Canada is the first country in the world now able
to seize and forfeit important assets of the Russian regime. Indeed,
we seized the Antonov plane, which has been stranded at the Pear‐
son airport.

When it comes to Iran, we will continue to make sure that the
regime itself is held accountable. We have sanctioned the IRGC.
We have also sanctioned key leaders. We will make sure that the
families of the victims of PS752, with whom I have had numerous
contacts and numerous meetings, are compensated and well sup‐
ported.

The Speaker: That is all the time we have for question period
today.

Mr. Tony Baldinelli: Mr. Speaker, 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 this House, Bill C-342, an act to amend the Cor‐
rections and Conditional Release Act regarding maximum security
offenders, be deemed read a second time and referred to a commit‐
tee of the whole, deemed considered in committee of the whole,
deemed reported without amendment, deemed concurred in at re‐
port stage and deemed read a third time and passed.

The Speaker: All those opposed to the hon. member's moving
the motion will please say nay.

Some hon. members: Nay.

* * *

HOUSE OF COMMONS
The Speaker: I have the honour to lay upon the table the House

of Commons' “Report to Canadians 2023”.

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS
[Translation]

COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE

JUSTICE

The House resumed consideration of the motion, and of the
amendment.

The Speaker: It being 3:18 p.m., pursuant to order made on
Thursday, June 23, 2022, the House will now proceed to the taking
of the deferred recorded division on the amendment of Mr. Brock to
the motion for concurrence in the seventh report of the Standing
Committee on Justice and Human Rights.

[English]

Call in the members.

● (1545)

[Translation]
(The House divided on the amendment, which was negatived on

the following division:)
(Division No. 378)

YEAS
Members

Aboultaif Aitchison
Albas Allison
Arnold Baldinelli
Barlow Barrett
Berthold Bezan
Block Bragdon
Brassard Brock
Calkins Caputo
Carrie Chambers
Chong Cooper
Dalton Dancho
Davidson Deltell
d'Entremont 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
Lantsman Lawrence
Lehoux Lewis (Essex)
Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk) Liepert
Lloyd Lobb
Maguire Martel
Mazier McCauley (Edmonton West)
McLean Melillo
Moore Morantz
Morrison Motz
Muys Nater
Patzer Paul-Hus
Perkins Poilievre
Redekopp Reid
Rempel Garner Richards
Roberts Rood
Ruff Scheer
Schmale Seeback
Shields Small
Soroka Steinley
Stewart Strahl
Stubbs Thomas
Tochor Tolmie
Uppal Van Popta
Vecchio Vidal
Vien Viersen
Vis Vuong
Wagantall Warkentin
Waugh Webber
Williams Williamson
Zimmer– — 113

NAYS
Members

Aldag Ali
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Anandasangaree Angus
Arseneault Arya
Ashton Atwin
Bachrach Badawey
Bains Baker
Barron Barsalou-Duval
Battiste Beaulieu
Beech Bendayan
Bennett 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) Coteau
Dabrusin Damoff
Davies DeBellefeuille
Desbiens Desilets
Desjarlais Dhaliwal
Dhillon Diab
Dong Drouin
Dubourg Duclos
Duguid Dzerowicz
Ehsassi El-Khoury
Erskine-Smith Fergus
Fillmore Fisher
Fonseca Fortier
Fortin Fragiskatos
Fraser Freeland
Fry Gaheer
Garon Garrison
Gaudreau Gazan
Gerretsen Gill
Gould Green
Guilbeault Hajdu
Hanley Hardie
Hepfner Holland
Housefather Hughes
Hussen Hutchings
Iacono Idlout
Ien Jaczek
Johns Joly
Jones Jowhari
Julian Kayabaga
Kelloway Khalid
Khera Koutrakis
Kusmierczyk Kwan
Lalonde 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 Perron
Petitpas Taylor Plamondon
Powlowski Qualtrough
Rayes Robillard
Rodriguez Rogers
Romanado Sahota
Sajjan Saks
Samson Sarai
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 Vandenbeld
Vignola Villemure
Virani Weiler
Wilkinson Yip
Zahid Zarrillo
Zuberi– — 207

PAIRED
Members

Bergeron Bibeau
Duncan (Etobicoke North) Savard-Tremblay– — 4

The Speaker: I declare the amendment defeated.
[English]

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.
● (1550)

Hon. Kerry-Lynne Findlay: Mr. Speaker, I request a recorded
division.
● (1600)

[Translation]
(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the

following division:)
(Division No. 379)

YEAS
Members

Aboultaif Aitchison
Albas Aldag
Ali Allison
Anandasangaree Angus
Arnold Arseneault
Arya Ashton
Atwin Bachrach
Badawey Bains
Baker Baldinelli
Barlow Barrett
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Barron Barsalou-Duval
Battiste Beaulieu
Beech Bendayan
Bennett Berthold
Bérubé Bezan
Bittle Blaikie
Blair Blanchet
Blanchette-Joncas Blaney
Block Blois
Boissonnault Boulerice
Bradford Bragdon
Brassard Brière
Brock Brunelle-Duceppe
Calkins Cannings
Caputo Carrie
Casey Chabot
Chagger Chahal
Chambers Champagne
Champoux Chatel
Chen Chiang
Chong Collins (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek)
Cooper Coteau
Dabrusin Dalton
Damoff Dancho
Davidson Davies
DeBellefeuille Deltell
d'Entremont Desbiens
Desilets Desjarlais
Dhaliwal Dhillon
Diab Doherty
Dowdall Dreeshen
Drouin Dubourg
Duclos Duguid
Duncan (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry) Dzerowicz
Ehsassi El-Khoury
Ellis Epp
Erskine-Smith Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster)
Falk (Provencher) Fast
Fergus Ferreri
Fillmore Findlay
Fisher Fonseca
Fortier Fortin
Fragiskatos Fraser
Freeland Fry
Gaheer Gallant
Garon Garrison
Gaudreau Gazan
Généreux Genuis
Gerretsen Gladu
Godin Goodridge
Gould Gourde
Gray Green
Guilbeault Hajdu
Hallan Hanley
Hardie Hepfner
Hoback Holland
Housefather Hughes
Hussen Hutchings
Iacono Idlout
Ien Jaczek
Jeneroux Johns
Joly Jowhari
Julian Kayabaga
Kelloway Kelly
Khalid Khera
Kitchen Kmiec
Koutrakis Kram
Kramp-Neuman Kurek
Kusie Kusmierczyk
Kwan Lake
Lalonde Lambropoulos
Lametti Lamoureux
Lantsman Lapointe

Larouche Lattanzio
Lauzon Lawrence
LeBlanc Lebouthillier
Lehoux Lemire
Lewis (Essex) Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk)
Liepert Lightbound
Lloyd Lobb
Long Longfield
Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga) MacAulay (Cardigan)
MacDonald (Malpeque) MacGregor
MacKinnon (Gatineau) Maguire
Maloney Martel
Martinez Ferrada Masse
Mathyssen May (Cambridge)
May (Saanich—Gulf Islands) Mazier
McCauley (Edmonton West) McDonald (Avalon)
McGuinty McKay
McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam) McLean
McLeod McPherson
Melillo Mendès
Mendicino Miao
Michaud Miller
Moore Morantz
Morrice Morrison
Morrissey Motz
Murray Muys
Naqvi Nater
Ng Noormohamed
Normandin O'Connell
Oliphant O'Regan
O'Toole Patzer
Paul-Hus Pauzé
Perkins Perron
Petitpas Taylor Plamondon
Poilievre Powlowski
Qualtrough Rayes
Redekopp Reid
Rempel Garner Richards
Roberts Robillard
Rodriguez Rogers
Romanado Rood
Ruff Sahota
Sajjan Saks
Samson Sarai
Scarpaleggia Scheer
Schiefke Schmale
Seeback Serré
Sgro Shanahan
Sheehan Shields
Shipley Sidhu (Brampton East)
Sidhu (Brampton South) Simard
Sinclair-Desgagné Small
Sorbara Soroka
Sousa Steinley
Ste-Marie Stewart
St-Onge Strahl
Stubbs Sudds
Tassi Taylor Roy
Thériault Therrien
Thomas Thompson
Tochor Tolmie
Trudeau Trudel
Turnbull Uppal
Valdez Van Bynen
van Koeverden Van Popta
Vandal Vandenbeld
Vecchio Vidal
Vien Viersen
Vignola Villemure
Virani Vis
Vuong Wagantall
Warkentin Waugh
Webber Weiler
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Wilkinson Williams
Williamson Yip
Zahid Zarrillo
Zimmer Zuberi– — 320

NAYS
Nil

PAIRED
Members

Bergeron Bibeau
Duncan (Etobicoke North) Savard-Tremblay– — 4

The Speaker: I declare the motion carried.

* * *
[English]

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Mr. John Nater (Perth—Wellington, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I

know all members have been patiently waiting for the famous
Thursday question.

Could the government House leader please inform the House
what business the government intends to bring before the House for
the remainder of this week and into next week?

Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am very glad to respond on be‐
half of the government.

This afternoon we will continue debate on Government Business
No. 26, concerning amendments to the Standing Orders. When de‐
bate concludes later this evening, we will consider Bill C-35, re‐
specting early learning and child care, followed by Senate amend‐
ments to Bill C-9, concerning the Judges Act.

Tomorrow we will consider Bill C-42, respecting the Canada
Business Corporations Act, at report stage and third reading, and
Bill S-8, respecting sanctions.

The priorities for next week shall include Bill S-8, on sanctions;
Senate amendments to Bill C-18, respecting online news; Bill C-40,
concerning the miscarriage of justice review commission act, also
known as David and Joyce Milgaard's Law; and Bill C-33, which
strengthens the port system and railway safety.

Thursday shall be an allotted day.

Finally, I request that the ordinary hour of daily adjournment for
the next sitting be 12 midnight, pursuant to order made Tuesday,
November 15, 2022.

The Speaker: Pursuant to order made on Tuesday, November
15, 2022, the government House leader's request to extend the said
sitting is deemed adopted.

* * *

PRIVILEGE
ALLEGED BREACH OF MEMBER'S RIGHT TO INFORMATION

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner (Calgary Nose Hill, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I rise on a question of privilege regarding evidence I have
received through an ATIP request that demonstrates the government
deliberately withheld information I sought from the Minister of

Natural Resources through written Question No. 974. Question No.
974 was also the subject of a point of order I raised on January 31,
2023.

As background context, on November 3, 1978, the member for
Durham—Northumberland raised a question of privilege and
charged that he had been deliberately misled by a former solicitor
general. The member had written a letter in 1973 to the solicitor
general, who assured him that, as a matter of policy, the RCMP did
not intercept the private mail of Canadians.

On November 1, 1978, during testimony before the McDonald
commission, the former commissioner of the RCMP stated that
they did indeed intercept mail on a very restricted basis, and that
the practice was not one which had been concealed from ministers.

The member claimed that the statement clearly conflicted with
the information he had received from the then solicitor general
some years earlier. The Speaker ruled, on December 6, 1978, that
there was indeed a prima facie case of contempt.

I am in the same position today. I received information from a
written question, and I am now in possession of new information
from an ATIP that establishes that an answer from the Minister of
Natural Resources was a deliberate attempt to deny me an answer.

Instead of providing the House with accurate information, which,
in your own words, Mr. Speaker, “is a fundamental one and it is a
central accountability mechanism”, the information was based on
the communication needs of the minister. The quote I just gave is
pulled from the ruling you made on my original point of order on
this matter, which you made on February 2, 2023.

My claim of breach of privilege in this matter stems also from a
ruling the Speaker made on December 16, 1980, at page 5797 of
Hansard. The Speaker ruled, “ While it is correct to say that the
government is not required by our rules to answer written or oral
questions, it would be bold to suggest that no circumstances could
ever exist for a prima facie question of privilege to be made where
there was a deliberate attempt to deny answers to an Hon. Mem‐
ber.” This is clearly one of those circumstances.

In the ATI response regarding the government's preparation of
the response to Question No. 974, there is a departmental note be‐
side it that reads, “There is some communications risk resulting
from the use of high-level limitation language that does not answer
the written question from an MP who is an effective communicator
and former Natural Resources critic.” The ATI file outlines corre‐
spondence between dozens of staff involved in a strategy on how to
deny me information, instead of working to provide it to me. I en‐
courage members to read this whole thing; it is quite something.
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An email from Paige Ladouceur includes this description on the

strategy behind the government's approach to Question No. 974:
“IADT worked with CPS and PAU to land on this response, which
relies on approved media lines. [Response] does not answer ques‐
tion directly....PAU has confirmed that this approach is appropri‐
ate.” This email in itself shows that the government was deliberate‐
ly attempting to deny me information related to my question. It may
be appropriate for the government to craft a political communica‐
tions response to the information provided in an Order Paper ques‐
tion, after that information is produced for the member, but it is a
breach of my privilege for government employees to craft a strate‐
gy designed to deliberately withhold information which I am to be
afforded by way of the Standing Orders of this place.

Again, to re-emphasize, the emails in this ATI file, of which I
will not read all into the record though I am happy to table this with
the House, show that there were numerous meetings and discus‐
sions purposely designed to withhold information from me. I am
referenced personally. The ATI file number is A-2022-00489 for
anyone who is interested, and I encourage members to read it.

The government's approach to providing information to members
appears to be based on defensive communications, and not on pro‐
viding accurate information to members, which, as you, Mr. Speak‐
er, said in your ruling on February 2, is fundamental and is a central
accountability mechanism. That, and as per the 1980 Speaker's Rul‐
ing I mentioned above, should constitute a breach of my privilege.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage you to review the ATI response. It
shows that there are dozens of federal public servants, likely collec‐
tively paid millions of dollars, engaged in an exercise to decide
how best to withhold information from me, and then approving it.
● (1605)

However, there is another big problem that this ATI file outlines.
The department's flippant views do not stop with me or other mem‐
bers of the House but are aimed at the Speaker's office. Allow me
to explain. The Speaker's ruling of February 2, 2023 said:

The right of members to seek information from the government is a fundamental
one and it is a central accountability mechanism. Written questions are one of the
means members possess to obtain the information that allows them to perform their
parliamentary duties.

Written question Q-974 was placed on the Order Paper on November 15, 2022.
The government presented an answer on January 30, 2023, within the 45-day limit.
The response provided appears in that day's Debates.

The main point of contention raised by the member for Calgary Nose Hill re‐
gards the substance and completeness of the government’s response. In her view,
the response fails to address many of the matters raised in her question.

However, House of Commons Procedure and Practice, third edition, at page
529, states, “There are no provisions in the rules for the Speaker to review govern‐
ment responses to questions.”

Apparently, officials in the minister's office are well aware of this
passage, and I have email communications within the minister's of‐
fice that suggest they are using this as some sort of loophole to de‐
ny answers to a member of Parliament.

In the ATI, the minister's regional adviser for Quebec asks in an
email, “What is the jurisprudence on those [types] of Points of Or‐
der?” The minister's deputy chief of staff, Kyle Harrietha, responds,
“Thanks, heard it after QP and did the inbox search of Q-974. Al‐

ready in touch with GHLO. I'm expecting the Speaker to tut tut and
then say it is not for him to judge the quality of a response”.

Again, we have government staff who are depending on the of‐
fice of the Speaker to say that the strategy of high-level withhold‐
ing of information is appropriate to withholding information from
me. They are using government resources to withhold information
from me as opposed to providing it to me, and that is a breach of
my privilege.

Should the Speaker take issue with the government's using this
loophole to withhold information from me, it would not be the first
time that a Speaker has taken departments to task for their attitude
towards Parliament. On November 6, 1997, the Speaker ruled:

...the Chair acknowledges that this is a matter of potential importance since it
touches the role of members as legislators, a role which should not be trivialized.
It is from this perspective that the actions of the Department of Finance are of
some concern....

This dismissive view of the legislative process, repeated often enough, makes a
mockery of our parliamentary conventions and practices....

I trust that today's decision at this early stage of the 36th Parliament will not be
forgotten by the minister and his officials and that the departments and agencies
will be guided by it.

Again, as per my original point of order, the government pur‐
posely used, as revealed extensively and embarrassingly in this
ATI, a strategy called “high-level limitation language that does not
answer the written question” to deliberately withhold information
from me.

This ATI file also outlines several other MPs, and folks may
want to look at this as there are several members who are men‐
tioned in this ATI file, whose Order Paper questions were also sub‐
ject to the strategy with a risk analysis based on the Speaker's as‐
sessment as to whether or not member are good communicators. I
encourage you, Madam Speaker, to look at this part of the ATI file
to see just how pervasive this strategy is.

I find it atrocious that Canadian taxpayers are paying dozens of
public servants to deliberately withhold information from members
of Parliament. I also find it shameful that ministers are allowing
this to happen.
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However, the bottom line, as per the 1980 Speaker's ruling I cited

before, is that this ATI file squarely shows a deliberate attempt to
withhold information I requested in an Order Paper question, and I
argue that my privilege has been breached. If you, Madam Speaker,
find this to be a prima facie question of privilege, I am prepared to
move the appropriate motions.
● (1610)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The Chair will take it under advisement and return to the hon.
member with an appropriate answer if and when necessary.

The hon. leader of the government in the House.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[English]

GOVERNMENT BUSINESS NO. 26—AMENDMENTS TO
THE STANDING ORDERS

MOTION THAT DEBATE BE NOT FURTHER ADJOURNED

Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Madam Speaker, in relation to the considera‐
tion of Government Business No. 26, I move:

That debate be not further adjourned.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
Pursuant to Standing Order 67.1, there will now be a 30-minute
question period.
[Translation]

I invite hon. members who wish to ask questions to rise in their
places or use the “raise hand” function so the Chair has some idea
of the number of members who wish to participate in question peri‐
od.
[English]

Mr. John Brassard (Barrie—Innisfil, CPC): Madam Speaker,
obviously, I feel profoundly disappointed again that we are here
facing time allocation on a profoundly substantive change to the
way Parliament functions. We have had just a few hours to discuss
this. I am planning to speak to this issue later on.

This is an issue that goes back to during the COVID pandemic.
The government made its intentions very clear at that time that this
is the direction it wanted to go. There are a lot of voices that want
to speak on this issue because of the substantive nature of this
change, and I cannot quite understand why the government is in‐
voking time allocation on something that would have a profound
impact on the way this place functions. Here we go again. I am not
surprised that the government House leader has risen on this matter.
Does he not understand how substantive this issue is and how many
voices he is silencing in this place, the voices of members of Parlia‐
ment in this place, who are representing millions of people across
this country? It is just ridiculous.
● (1615)

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, I think the member rec‐
ognizes well why we have to use time allocation. He can see that
the Conservative Party has done everything from faking technical

problems to raising point of order after point of order to try to dis‐
rupt the House from doing its business. In fact, last Friday, an entire
day of Parliament was lost as a result of procedural tricks by the
Conservatives, and the leader of the official opposition himself has
said that they will do everything to block the ability of the House to
do its job. Of course, one party that represents one-third of the seats
does not have the opportunity or right to stand in the way of every
other party from doing its business. That is most certainly not
democratic.

The other thing I would point out is that it is the Conservatives'
right to make the same point again and again, which is that they are
against the utilization of hybrid Parliament, which they have said
they would never support under any conditions. They can keep
making that same speech again and again, but it is not a restriction
of democracy to hear that speech 10, 20, 30 or 40 times. At some
point, when they say the same thing, the message is heard. They are
against it.

I am sorry, but the House is moving forward with this because it
is the right thing to do.

[Translation]

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie (Joliette, BQ): Madam Speaker, I am at
a loss for words to express my frustration with this government, es‐
pecially its leader, and its methods. The rules of Parliament are be‐
ing changed without a consensus or even the semblance of one in
the House. The government is riding roughshod over the way we do
things, in complete violation of the very spirit of the parliamentary
system. It is a disgrace to democracy and a disgrace to the House.
To add insult to injury, a gag order is being imposed after a few
days of debate. I have never seen anything like it.

As everyone knows, I sit on the Standing Committee on Finance.
I had the pleasure of working with the committee's chair, former
Liberal MP Wayne Easter, for several years. He agrees that attempt‐
ing to make these changes is preposterous. These are fundamental
changes that will have far-reaching implications. Whenever minis‐
ters are put on the spot, they can simply duck behind their screen or
hide in their basement to avoid pressure from reporters or members
of Parliament.

Since this involves changing the way things work, consensus is
needed. We need to take the time to debate this motion before
adopting it. Right now, the government leader is acting like a bull‐
dozer and is not seeking consensus. He is telling us that he does not
care. What is more, he is moving a time allocation motion to limit
debate on this motion. I cannot believe what is happening to
democracy and to the history of this Parliament. This way of doing
things is unprecedented. It is unacceptable. I am truly disappointed.

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, context is really impor‐
tant. At the start of the pandemic, when we were in a very difficult
situation and it was impossible to work in person, we had to use
technology to be able to continue our work in Parliament. At that
time, we unanimously passed a motion to operate in a hybrid for‐
mat.
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When health conditions improved, we were able to return to the

House to continue our work in person. Over the past three years, we
have seen just how effective the system has been. Ministers have
continued to be in the House when members on the other side stand
up during question period, and this will continue to be the case. The
concept of accountability is included in the change proposed today.

However, this motion provides some flexibility. Every party,
whether it is the Conservative Party or the Bloc Québécois, uses the
hybrid format. Every day, the members use technology to vote. Just
a few moments ago, we saw the Bloc using this technology. I find it
strange that the Bloc is against this proposal when it makes use of
all the options available in the hybrid format, such as electronic
voting.
[English]

Mr. Matthew Green (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Madam Speak‐
er, this is a pretty complex debate and there are substantive argu‐
ments on both sides of it. However, it seems like the government
has had some challenges in managing its legislative priorities over
the course of this year. We are in this final stretch. If this was such a
priority, why was it not introduced a bit earlier, which perhaps
would have provided for a fullness of discussion and debate and
might not have forced us into closure and would have allowed for
all of these nuances and democratic principles to be fully fleshed
out?
● (1620)

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, as the member knows,
this matter was put before the procedure and House affairs commit‐
tee. That committee did take an enormous amount of time to study
the issue, and the member's party was part of those agreeing with
the recommendations that were before this House. After that came
forward, we worked with all parties, asking their opinions about the
work PROC did. Of course, it takes a bit of time to hear from all
parties, and now, after that consultation, we have a continuance of
what we have done for the last three years.

If we were to take longer than this session and had not adequate‐
ly used that time in PROC and then the time immediately after
PROC to have those discussions, the consequence would be that we
would have missed this window and we would have had to reintro‐
duce these provisions in the fall and have the same debate that we
have had again and again.

I want to thank the member opposite for their work at PROC and
I want to thank the member for the work that they did after PROC
to find a position that works. We have listened very carefully to
how members are utilizing these provisions, and of course we are
often hearing in hallways from every party about how much they
love them. We see how they use them, evidently, and the rhetoric
does not quite match what they are doing.

Mr. Mike Morrice (Kitchener Centre, GP): Madam Speaker, I
want to start by recognizing that we are in the midst of never-end‐
ing partisan procedural games right now, so I get why this motion is
being introduced, but let us also recognize that this is pretty serious.

We are in the midst of debating the very nature of how our Par‐
liament functions. It is not legislation, so there is not even a chance
to propose amendments. It is already a take-it-or-leave-it approach,
and on top of that, we are now being limited in our debate. I believe

it was just on Monday night that we began this conversation. I can
speak for myself in saying that I am still researching, reading and
listening to inform my own vote on this measure.

Therefore, I have this question for the member, whom I respect
deeply and who I know is thoughtfully considering how best to
move this ahead: If the official opposition were in government and
put forward what is being put forward right now, how would he re‐
spond?

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, I would respond in the
following way.

The history is important. Let us remember that this system was
created, with unanimity, in the depths of the pandemic. All parties
agreed to how it would function and how it would work. Then
those provisions started to live, and those provisions have lived for
the last three years. In fact, the proposal that is on the table now is a
continuance of an existing system that the member uses regularly,
that I use regularly and that I think every member of this House has
used. I see members rail against the utilization of these provisions,
and then they turn on their application and vote electronically or
they turn on their screen and use it.

After this system was unanimously created and had existed for
three years, the procedure and House affairs committee heard from
witnesses and did very detailed work, exactly as the member is de‐
scribing. What came out of it was that it became very clear that two
parties were against this under all conditions. The parties were
asked numerous times what it would take for them to support it and
if there was any flexibility: The answer was “no”. They do not sup‐
port it in any form and they do not support it in any function.

As a result, we are at the point where continuing the debate
means just listening to “no” a thousand times over. That does not
make sense. At some point, we have to proceed to implement it,
and that is what we are doing today.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader
of the Government in the House of Commons (Senate), Lib.):
Madam Speaker, I have been listening to the debate that we have
been having in the House on this issue. The one issue that I keep
hearing from the Bloc members is that we need to have consensus.
However, I reflect on the fact that on Monday of this week, there
was not a single vote in which fewer than 50% of the Bloc mem‐
bers used their voting app. As a matter of fact, when we voted on
Bill C-41, 80% of the Bloc members used their voting app. When
we voted on their own motion about climate change, 50% of the
Bloc members used it.

Would the House leader not agree that consensus is pretty well
established, given the participation in using the application?

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, my hon. colleague is pre‐
cisely right. If on the one hand members say they are against some‐
thing and on the other hand 80% of them use it just in a single vote,
it is a little hard to believe the rhetoric. We have to step back from
that rhetoric and talk about the conversations that we have in hall‐
ways in this place. I have conversations with members from all par‐
ties who talk about how meaningful it is for them to be there for
key moments in their families' lives or how they personally are
dealing with incredibly difficult health issues or how someone in
their family is, and they are able to be there for them.
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This measure provides a bit of flexibility and would change noth‐

ing. Our committees continue to work, the House continues to func‐
tion and of course members from all parties, as the parliamentary
secretary rightly pointed out, are using these provisions themselves.
That hypocrisy is a little jarring.
● (1625)

Mr. Tako Van Popta (Langley—Aldergrove, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I am surprised and shocked that the debate on something
as fundamental as the way this House operates is now going to be
cut off. If we are going to have a hybrid Parliament, we need to
come to an agreement on how it is going to operate.

I recall many years ago that Chuck Cadman, a member of Parlia‐
ment for Surrey, in my area, came here to vote even though he was
undergoing cancer treatment. That is how important it was for him.
Nowadays we see people voting on the app just because it is more
convenient for them. Often when there is a vote right after question
period, a whole lot of Liberal members of Parliament dash out of
here because they are going to vote on the app.

This is worthy of a full debate, but debate is being cut off right
now. I do not think that is appropriate.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
would remind members that they cannot refer to the presence or the
absence of members in the House.

The hon. Leader of the Government in the House of Commons.
Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, I have a couple of points.

First of all, this has been debated at the start of every parliamen‐
tary session. We have had an enormous amount of debate on it.
There was an enormous amount of debate that happened at PROC,
and the position of the Conservatives was just “no”. I do not know
how many times they think we need to hear “no” over three years
to know that they are against it and that there is no point in continu‐
ing the debate.

The more important point I would make, if we are talking about
Chuck Cadman, is that I am not sure if the member opposite lis‐
tened to Chuck's wife Dona, who talked about the use of these pro‐
visions and their importance. I do not know if the member heard
my speech when I talked about watching Arnold Chan, who was
dedicated to this House, having to drag himself away from cancer
treatment in the last moments of his life to fulfill his obligations to
be in this place to vote. That is not a choice any member should
have to make.

If members are in a position of losing their lives and are being
forced to drag themselves across the country to exercise their vote
on behalf of their constituents, that is unacceptable, with all due re‐
spect to the member opposite. If a member who is ill and is at the
end of their life decides to come to this chamber, that is one thing,
but I have to take great umbrage with the idea of not even giving
them the choice at the end of their life to fulfill their functions re‐
motely as they receive critical health treatment.
[Translation]

Mr. Luc Thériault (Montcalm, BQ): Madam Speaker, I hear
my colleague. I feel he could at least have the intellectual honesty
to correctly quote what the Bloc Québécois said. We are facing a

rejection of custom and tradition, and he is acting like it means
nothing.

He is taking an exceptional pandemic situation, in which we all
participated and co-operated, and setting an absolutely shameful
precedent. He is talking about the voting app. He should have con‐
sulted us instead of unilaterally doing what he is doing today. I
would like him to have this done to him when he is on this side of
the House after the next election just to see how he likes it.

If he had consulted with us and read our dissenting report, he
would know that we were willing to make concessions on the vot‐
ing app. There is nothing wrong with that. People may have obliga‐
tions in their constituency on Fridays or Mondays. Rather than set‐
ting up a pairing system, we can vote remotely. It is something
worthwhile.

Why does his motion not comply with the report's sixth recom‐
mendation? Why the double standard? He is asking the opposition
parties for quorums that he will not need to reach on the govern‐
ment side. It is despicable. Doing it with a closure motion is even
more despicable.

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, over the past three years,
I have had several discussions with the Bloc Québécois. I asked
them what changes they were proposing for a hybrid system and for
voting. Unfortunately, they made it clear every time that a hybrid
system was not acceptable.

This is very odd, because the member opposite uses this system
every day. I see this as providing an option. With the support of a
majority of members, it would be possible to change the rules and,
for example, cancel the hybrid system.

I do wonder what would happen if we did not adopt the hybrid
system, however. In the future, this way of doing things will contin‐
ue to exist for one reason: It provides flexibility for important mo‐
ments in a member's life. That is so important that we must contin‐
ue using this system.

● (1630)

[English]

Mr. Matthew Green (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Madam Speak‐
er, I think the procedural aspect is important. I heard my friend
from the Bloc raise the concern that the Bloc was not consulted, yet
the hon. member suggested that the Bloc was consulted after
PROC. Perhaps he could refresh my memory as to when that was
tabled and what the nature of the extra consultations was with the
parties.

If he is comfortable doing so, could he also provide his recollec‐
tion as the House leader of what the outcome was, substantively,
and what the various parties had as potential criticisms or support
for the bill that we are debating here today?
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Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, it was January 31 that

PROC completed its report. Immediately after that, we were able to
engage in discussions with the House leader from his party. Then
we got the response from his party about, I believe, three or four
weeks ago, when they let us know what their final position was and
what their proposed changes were. It took a little while for them to
get them. I do not criticize them. I know there are a lot of things
happening in his party, but we certainly appreciated receiving
those.

What I heard from the Bloc Québécois was, “Well, maybe,
maybe not; maybe we want to change some things; maybe we
don't.” There was never any specificity. I still do not know what the
position of the Bloc is. I heard, “Maybe we're for the voting appli‐
cation.” That would be great, as they use it. In one recent case, 80%
of the Bloc members used it. Some Bloc members have told me
that they love the voting app and the ability to speak at a distance,
use the screen and participate virtually, while other members do not
agree with that, so I do not know what their position is.

That is over the past three years, by the way, which we have
come back to again and again.

The Conservatives have been very consistent, I have to say: They
are against it in any and all circumstances. They say they want to
debate it more, but the only thing they say when they debate it is
that they are against it. I do not know how many speeches we have
to listen to, year after year after year, as they say “No, we're against
it. We don't support it.”

We have heard them, but these provisions, which have been in
place now for three years, allow the House to continue to do its
work and the government to continue to be accountable. These pro‐
visions provide a little bit of flexibility, and, by the way, Conserva‐
tives and Bloc members use them every single day.

Mr. Kody Blois (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I had
the opportunity to speak on the amendments to the Standing Or‐
ders, and of course I am in support of them. We have heard in this
30 minutes of debate some of the hypocrisy in the fact that a couple
of the opposition parties who are against this are readily using these
tools.

My question to the hon. House leader is this. We have moved
through a continuum of making changes as this House sees fit, and
I know that right now some members are going to ask that commit‐
tee chairs be in the room physically when they are conducting
meetings. Can the hon. House leader talk about the fact that, yes,
we are adopting this, but perhaps ease some concern for those who
are worried about this, in that we can adjust it as we go forward, as
we have done all the way along?

This is a good thing. It provides more tools to Parliament, but
with the will of Parliament, we can adjust as necessary.

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, I agree with my col‐
league.

A number of changes have been recommended, in some in‐
stances by all parties. He mentions the change requesting that com‐
mittee chairs be present. That is a change that was made. There was
a request by opposition parties that all questions in question period
be answered by the government in person. That change was made,

and we have the opportunity to continue to evaluate how these pro‐
visions work.

However, to his point, when members say they are against hybrid
sitting and then use it, it is hard to find them credible in that. If we
say that a change in the Standing Orders should come from a una‐
nimity of opinion, I think we can look at the past three years, in‐
cluding out of health circumstances, when members had every op‐
portunity to be here. They use it, and it shows that they want it.

If the members from the Conservative Party and the Bloc were
serious in their opposition to this, then we would see them here for
every single one of the votes; we would see them here in person for
every question and every speech, and of course that is not the case.
The case is that they are using it, and in the hallways they are say‐
ing, “This is great; this is life-changing. There was an important
event; something happened in my family; I had to be there for my
child; I had to be there for my spouse; I was able to do it, because
of hybrid; it changed everything for me; I am so glad it is there.”

Then, they walk in the chamber and say they are against it and it
is wrong and an affront, and how terrible it is. It stretches believ‐
ability.

● (1635)

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I would encourage the House leader to go listen to my
speech from Monday night on this, because I do not accept his ar‐
gument that, just because certain members of opposition parties
have used hybrid, it is somehow hypocritical of us.

It is the rules. It is like the analogy I used on Monday night. It is
like playing hockey 100 years ago, when they could not pass the
puck forward. It is like we are going to play with the same rules
that were in place 100 years ago, although the rules have changed.
We have to use the rules that are present, and it was decided that
hybrid would be in place, but I just want to get to two quick points.

One is that the Conservative Party was in agreement, with even
the Bloc on board, if a sunset clause was put in. We could have got‐
ten to unanimity. Hybrid would have remained here for the remain‐
der of this Parliament and into one year of the next Parliament, and
then whatever government would have to come back and approve
of keeping it in place.

My second thing, and I know the House leader has been around a
heck of a lot longer than me, is that this place is partisan and divi‐
sive enough. The best way we can get things done in this chamber,
especially for those of us in opposition, happens when we can talk
face-to-face to ministers and parliamentary secretaries who ulti‐
mately have the privilege to be in government.
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Would he agree, even as another step forward, to not just having

the ministers and the parliamentary secretaries present for question
period, but that the only way they should be allowed to participate
in the House in debate is to be here in person, because it is such a
privilege to be in government?

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, I will start with the hock‐
ey analogy, because I think it is an apt one. Members can imagine a
circumstance where there was a change, where there was an option
to play hockey outdoors or play hockey indoors, either option was
available, and someone chose every single day to play hockey in‐
doors, but then came and said that playing hockey indoors is evil,
awful and terrible. It is the worst thing to do, yet they keep showing
up to the indoor arena. That is the actual analogy here.

There is an option. If one does not want to use hybrid, they do
not have to use hybrid. They can show up and vote in person, and
they can participate in person every single day, but that is not the
choice the Conservatives make. The choice they make is to use the
virtual functions when they do not have to. That is the point I am
making.

The consensus is found in the utilization of all of it.

I certainly hope it is not the case, but if there is Conservative
government one day, and that government decides with another par‐
ty to get rid of these provisions, then it can. However, I am saying
there are so many circumstances, such as what we talked about with
Chuck Cadman. We talked about what his wife, Dona Cadman,
said. We can talk about my good friend, Arnold Chan, one of the
closest people in my life, whom I had to watch drag himself into
this chamber with no option other than to be here, sick. We could
talk about Mauril Bélanger. The list could go on and on. I have not
even heard from the members how they would accommodate at
least that.

In the reverse, what we have seen is that when the opposition has
had issues, like saying ministers should be present in question peri‐
od, we agreed. When they said chairs of committees must be
present for accountability and in order for committees to function
and work, we said “yes”. When they made actual constructive sug‐
gestions, we listened to them, and we will continue to listen to
them.
[Translation]

Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Madam Speaker, I am
listening to what the government House leader is saying, and it is
mind-boggling in its intellectual dishonesty. If he keeps talking
about electronic voting and all the little things in the reform of the
Standing Orders, it is for an obvious reason: He is embarrassed to
talk about the way he works.

We have before us a government that shows contempt for Parlia‐
ment, for parliamentarians and for the work of the committee, as
we saw with China. It also shows contempt for the electoral system.
Today, the government shows contempt for tradition. Changing the
Standing Orders without unanimous agreement happened once, and
for a minor rule, under Pierre Elliott Trudeau, one of the prime min‐
isters with the lowest moral standards in Canadian history.

Today, what the Liberals are telling us is that we did not think
fast enough for him and that he would have liked an answer sooner.

He decided to trample on the traditions of this Parliament. After lis‐
tening to all the arguments, the made-up facts and the leader's dis‐
honesty, I have no questions for him, and I invite him, in the time
remaining, to continue to spout nonsense.

● (1640)

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, speaking of honesty,
what I find dishonest is members using all the options available
with the hybrid system and then saying it is a terrible system that
they hate. They use the system every day.

We debated this for three years. We are free to use the hybrid
Parliament every day. I love democracy here in Canada. I am so
proud to say that, each day, I make sure that our democracy is as
open as possible. When we have a system that provides a bit of
flexibility, it helps more people become MPs. The hybrid system al‐
lows people to have a personal life while also fulfilling their re‐
sponsibilities here in the House.

The member opposite knows full well that being a member of
Parliament is very hard work and that the hybrid Parliament gives
us a little room for a personal life.

[English]

Mr. Mike Morrice: Madam Speaker, the report from the proce‐
dure and House affairs committee is dated January of this year. The
motion we are discussing now that is under closure I believe we be‐
gan a few days ago.

What happened over those months? Why did we not start this
conversation earlier when that report was received from committee,
so all of February, March and April? Why is this conversation be‐
ing started so late and, as result, we are at the place we are now?

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, remember, these provi‐
sions have been in place exactly as they are for three years, and so
we have had an opportunity to use these. At the beginning of every
session of Parliament, we had a protracted debate for, in some cas‐
es, weeks about the use of the applications. We have had an oppor‐
tunity House leader to House leader to have extensive conversa‐
tions.

As I said earlier, once the report from PROC was completed at
the end of January, it was an opportunity to digest two and a half
years of information and have conversations about how we could
move forward. It became clear that one of the parties, the Conser‐
vatives, said that under no circumstances would they ever accept
this. The only way it could go forward, despite the fact they were
using it every day, was for us to proceed in this fashion.

I tried to provide as much time as possible to find that bridge, to
find some way to work together, to find some way to get to una‐
nimity. Unfortunately, working with the Bloc and working with the
Conservatives it became clear such consensus would never be pos‐
sible. It would not only not be possible between January 31 and
now, it would not be possible between January 31 and, if one listens
to the Conservatives, the end of time. However, they still want to
use these provisions, and that is the point—



16124 COMMONS DEBATES June 15, 2023

Government Orders
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): It

is my duty to interrupt the proceedings at this time and put forth‐
with the question on the motion now before the House.
[Translation]

The question is on the motion.
[English]

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. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, we would request a
recorded vote, please.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
Call in the members.
● (1725)

[Translation]
(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the

following division:)
(Division No. 380)

YEAS
Members

Aldag Ali
Anandasangaree Angus
Arseneault Arya
Ashton Atwin
Bachrach Badawey
Bains Baker
Barron Beech
Bendayan Bennett
Bittle Blair
Blaney Blois
Boissonnault Boulerice
Bradford Brière
Cannings Casey
Chagger Chahal
Champagne Chatel
Chen Chiang
Collins (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek) Coteau
Dabrusin Damoff
Davies Desjarlais
Dhaliwal Dhillon
Diab Dong
Drouin Dubourg
Duclos Duguid
Dzerowicz Ehsassi
El-Khoury Erskine-Smith
Fergus Fillmore
Fisher Fonseca
Fortier Fragiskatos
Fraser Freeland
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) MacKinnon (Gatineau)
Maloney Martinez Ferrada
Masse May (Cambridge)
McDonald (Avalon) McGuinty
McKay McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam)
McLeod McPherson
Mendicino Miao
Miller Morrissey
Murray Naqvi
Ng Noormohamed
O'Connell Oliphant
O'Regan Petitpas Taylor
Powlowski Qualtrough
Robillard Rodriguez
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 Vandenbeld
Virani Weiler
Yip Zahid
Zarrillo Zuberi– — 168

NAYS
Members

Aboultaif Aitchison
Albas Allison
Arnold Baldinelli
Barlow Barrett
Barsalou-Duval Beaulieu
Berthold Bérubé
Bezan Blanchet
Blanchette-Joncas Block
Bragdon Brassard
Brunelle-Duceppe Calkins
Caputo Carrie
Chambers Champoux
Chong Cooper
Dalton Dancho
Davidson DeBellefeuille
Deltell d'Entremont
Desbiens Desilets
Doherty Dowdall
Dreeshen Duncan (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry)
Ellis Epp
Falk (Provencher) Fast
Ferreri Fortin
Gallant Garon
Gaudreau Généreux
Gill Gladu
Godin Goodridge
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Gourde Gray
Hallan Hoback
Jeneroux Kelly
Kitchen Kmiec
Kram Kramp-Neuman
Kurek Kusie
Lantsman Larouche
Lawrence Lehoux
Lemire Lewis (Essex)
Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk) Liepert
Lloyd Lobb
Maguire Martel
Mazier McCauley (Edmonton West)
McLean Melillo
Michaud Moore
Morantz Morrice
Morrison Motz
Muys Nater
Normandin O'Toole
Patzer Paul-Hus
Pauzé Perkins
Perron Plamondon
Poilievre Rayes
Redekopp Reid
Rempel Garner Richards
Roberts Rood
Ruff Scheer
Schmale Seeback
Shields Shipley
Simard Sinclair-Desgagné
Small Soroka
Steinley Ste-Marie
Stewart Strahl
Stubbs Thériault
Therrien Thomas
Tochor Tolmie
Trudel Uppal
Vecchio Vidal
Vien Vignola
Villemure Vis
Vuong Wagantall
Warkentin Waugh
Webber Williams
Williamson Zimmer– — 140

PAIRED
Members

Bergeron Bibeau
Duncan (Etobicoke North) Savard-Tremblay– — 4

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
declare the motion carried.

* * *
[English]

IMMIGRATION AND REFUGEE PROTECTION ACT
BILL S-8—NOTICE OF TIME ALLOCATION MOTION

Hon. David Lametti (Minister of Justice and Attorney Gen‐
eral of Canada, Lib.): Madam Speaker, an agreement could not be
reached under the provisions of Standing Order 78(1) or 78(2) with
respect to the report stage and third reading stage of Bill S-8, an act
to amend the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act, to make
consequential amendments to other acts and to amend the Immigra‐
tion and Refugee Protection Regulations.

Under the provisions of Standing Order 78(3), I give notice that a
minister of the Crown will propose at the next sitting a motion to

allot a specific number of days or hours for the consideration and
disposal of proceedings at the respective stages of the said bill.

PRIVATE MEMBERS' BUSINESS
● (1730)

[English]

HEALTH OF ANIMALS ACT

The House resumed from May 1 consideration of the motion that
Bill C-275, An Act to amend the Health of Animals Act (biosecuri‐
ty on farms) be read the second time and referred to a committee.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara (Vaughan—Woodbridge, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, it is always great to rise to speak in this most hon‐
ourable of House.

I would like to first offer thanks to the member for Foothills for
his work with regard to the agricultural sector in Canada. I know
the hon. member is a champion for the agricultural sector in the
area he represents. We all come here championing our causes and
issues, and I would like to speak to the hon. member's private mem‐
ber's bill this evening.

The government welcomes the opportunity to speak to the im‐
portance of supporting Canadian farmers. Now, more than ever,
farmers face increasing hardships. These range from sustained sup‐
ply chain issues to the rising costs of doing business.

Moreover, the effects of climate change and the risk of harmful
and deadly animal diseases are only compounding these difficul‐
ties. It feels like farmers cannot catch a break. It is crucial that we
provide these hard-working Canadians and their families with the
tools they need to do their jobs safely so that they can be competi‐
tive and ensure the safety of their animals or livestock.

I would like to take a few minutes to speak to importance of the
agri-food system in Canada and the actions that our government is
taking to support Canadian farmers across the country.

The agriculture and agri-food system is a key pillar of Canada's
economy. In 2021, it employed 2.1 million people in Canada, repre‐
senting one out of every nine jobs. In the same year, Canada ex‐
ported nearly $82.2 billion in agriculture and food products, mak‐
ing us one of the top 10 exporters of agri-food and seafood in the
world, something of which we can be quite proud.

It is safe to say that agriculture touches every Canadian. In fact,
the agriculture sector is very broad and encompasses federal,
provincial and territorial governments, industry partners and farm‐
ers. Each of these groups plays a unique and indispensable role to
keep Canadian livestock safe and healthy.

I can proudly say that the Government of Canada takes its role
seriously in supporting Canadian farmers and in supporting the
Canadian agri-food sector. We have a long record of championing
initiatives that protect and grow our agriculture and agri-food sec‐
tor.
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Just recently, budget 2023 announced a number of initiatives to

respond to the emerging needs of the Canadian agriculture industry.
These included $333 million to establish a dairy innovation and in‐
vestment fund to increase revenues for dairy farmers; $34 million
to support farmers for diversifying away from certain fertilizers;
and $13 million to increase the interest-free limit of loans under the
advance payments program to provide additional cash flow to farm‐
ers in need.

Budget 2023 also announced $57.5 million over five years to es‐
tablish a vaccine bank for foot and mouth disease so that farmers
can maintain market access for their livestock and protect their
livelihood in the event of an outbreak.

In addition, the government has a history of working closely with
provinces and territories to support economic growth for the agri‐
culture and agri-food sector.

For example, the sustainable Canadian agricultural partnership
was launched on April 1. The renewal of this important five-year
policy framework will benefit farmers and processors from across
all of Canada. The sustainable Canadian agricultural partnership
has set aside $3.5 billion, up 25% from the previous 2018 to 2023
agreement, to strengthen the competitiveness, innovation and re‐
siliency of the agriculture sector.

This partnership agreement recognizes what we already know,
that farming is a difficult job. That is why the government is also
committed to supporting the mental health of Canadians, including
farmers and their families. For instance, under the Canadian agri‐
cultural partnership, it provided $7 million for two multi-year men‐
tal health initiatives to support farmers.

In addition, the government funds the Wellness Together Canada
portal. This portal operates 24 hours a day and seven days a week.
It provides free, credible information to individuals to help address
their mental health and substance use issues. The Wellness Togeth‐
er Canada portal also provides information and self-assessment
tools, peer support networks and access to psychologists and other
professionals.

This government recognizes that meaningful support to farmers
must recognize both economic and psychological hardships.

I understand that Bill C-275 tries to protect farmers by minimiz‐
ing risks to on-farm biosecurity. Let me be clear that the govern‐
ment takes these risks seriously. Disease outbreaks can have major
impacts on animal welfare and food supply, and result in economic
losses. We also know that farmers are also focused on biosecurity
as they too care about the health and well-being of their animals.
● (1735)

It is important to note that the health of animals and biosecurity
measures are a shared responsibility among the federal government,
the provinces and territories, industry associations and farmers.

Recognizing the importance of biosecurity in preventing the
spread of animal disease, the Government of Canada has champi‐
oned efforts and has provided funding to strengthen on-farm biose‐
curity. For instance, federal funds helped support the development
of 14 commodity-specific national biosecurity standards. The Cana‐
dian Food Inspection Agency, industry, academic institutions, and

provinces and territories developed these voluntary national biose‐
curity standards, protocols and strategies to protect animals from
disease.

Additionally, through the federal AgriAssurance program and its
predecessors, the government has provided industry associations
with funding to develop on-farm assurance programs that include
biosecurity protocols. Several of these associations, such as the
Dairy Farmers of Canada and the Chicken Farmers of Canada, have
on-farm programs that include biosecurity requirements.

In addition, under the Canadian agricultural partnership, federal,
provincial and territorial governments have advanced a number of
cost-shared investments that support biosecurity. Some recent ex‐
amples include funding of up to $1.5 million for the poultry biose‐
curity preparedness initiative in Ontario, and up to $45.3 million to
fund efforts that enhance Canada's African swine fever response,
including actions to mitigate risks to biosecurity.

These examples all highlight the important work and investment
that farmers, industry associations, provinces and territories, and
the Government of Canada have all made toward on-farm biosecu‐
rity. There is a collective recognition that on-farm biosecurity is an
important measure to safeguard animal health and to minimize the
risk of animal disease outbreaks in order to protect the livelihood of
Canada's agri-food producers. To really help farmers, we should be
championing the use of these on-farm biosecurity standards and
protocols and encouraging their use.

In conclusion, the government recognizes the hard work, day in
and day out, of Canadian farmers, their families and agriculture
producers along the complete agricultural continuum, and it is re‐
sponding to the sector's needs. The government is interested in sup‐
porting legislation that builds on the investments that various part‐
ners, including farmers themselves, have already made to improve
animal health on farms.

We look forward to studying Bill C-275 at committee and dis‐
cussing ways that it can be amended to recognize and build on the
great work farmers, their families, the communities involved and
others are doing to support biosecurity measures on farm.

[Translation]

Mr. Luc Desilets (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, BQ): Madam Speak‐
er, we are in the House this evening to study Bill C‑275, which
amends the Health of Animals Act. This bill was introduced by the
Conservative member for Foothills, in Alberta, and is now in the
House at second reading.
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Briefly, Bill C‑275 proposes to “make it an offence to enter,

without lawful authority or excuse, a place in which animals are
kept if doing so could result in [their] exposure...to a disease or tox‐
ic substance that is capable of...contaminating them.” So it amends
the Health of Animals Act, and it is under that amended act that
penalties will be applied.

The Bloc Québécois supports the principle of Bill C‑275, subject
to a thorough study in committee. We are in favour of it because it
is an important bill and subject. Fundamentally, it is about trespass‐
ing. These are criminal acts rooted in extremism. Of course, ex‐
tremism has never solved anything.

I would like to clarify a few things about this bill before I move
on.

First, it is not an indictment of veganism, but an indictment of
extremist activism and certain antispeciesists.

Second, this is not about freedom of speech. People absolutely
have the right to protest and denounce practices they do not agree
with. However, we cannot condone that being done through illegal
acts that could also harm both farmers and animals. Obviously,
one's personal freedom ends where another's begins.

Third, this bill does not condone animal abuse. We all have a
personal and collective responsibility to prevent animal suffering.
Once again, that does not mean we are exempt from the law or our
duty to go through the designated authorities. In Quebec, the min‐
istry of agriculture, fisheries and food, or MAPAQ, is responsible
for this.

Fourth, it is about making people aware that there are biosecurity
standards to be respected on farms in order to ensure the safety of
animals and livestock.

What is biosafety? MAPAQ defines it as the set of tools, mea‐
sures and procedures for preventing and addressing the dangers as‐
sociated with the transmission of pathogens through various path‐
ways for contamination. Mad cow disease, H1N1 and H5N1 in‐
fluenza, circovirus, scrapie and wasting disease of cervids are all
examples of transmitted diseases with serious consequences for the
entire agri-food complex, public health and the balance of biodiver‐
sity. When humans come into contact with animals or their habitat
without taking the appropriate precautions to avoid contamination,
the risk of disease increases tenfold. For a breeder, an outbreak can
obviously lead to serious financial losses. In the case of a spread
outside the farm, the consequences can be devastating.

It is interesting to learn that this bill was drafted partly in re‐
sponse to a specific event that occurred on December 7, 2019,
when 13 vegan and antispeciesist activists broke into a hog farm in
Saint-Hyacinthe. The farm was named Les Porgreg. They were
there to protest the breeding of animals for human consumption.
They entered the hog barn, filmed and demonstrated for almost sev‐
en hours in front of the pig pens in an attempt to expose the pigs'
quality of life.

Several Sûreté du Québec officers had to enter the building to re‐
move them. As a result, some 30 people who should not have been
there contaminated the premises.

According to the owners, the incident caused a rotavirus out‐
break, which considerably increased the maternal mortality rate of
the herd.

● (1740)

Moreover, the criminals were fully aware of what they were do‐
ing, and what they were doing was completely illegal.

Events like those in Saint-Hyacinthe are unfortunately not isolat‐
ed. What is interesting in this particular case is that it was discov‐
ered that MAPAQ followed up a year later. That helped move the
issue forward and raise public awareness of the situation. The MA‐
PAQ inspector noted that there were too many animals in certain
pens at the Les Porgreg pig farm. The pens were soiled with ma‐
nure, lacked proper ventilation, contained too many flies and so on.
The good news is that on March 16, 2020, the farm followed the
inspector's recommendations to the letter. Yes, the farm had com‐
mitted a number of violations, but is this type of stunt allowed, or
should it be allowed? The answer is, quite clearly, it absolutely
should not.

My brother Alain is a farmer and has been a goat farmer for a
number of years. I can say that it is an extremely—

[English]

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Order. I
want to remind members that the business of the House is continu‐
ing. There are a lot of conversations going on on both sides, which
is really rude. I would ask members to please take their conversa‐
tions out.

The hon. member for Rivière-des-Mille-Îles.

● (1745)

[Translation]

Mr. Luc Desilets: Madam Speaker, I was saying that my very
dear brother Alain is a farmer and raised goats. I can say that it is
an incredibly difficult job that requires working seven days a week,
365 days a year. There is no vacation.

Farmers and ranchers use equipment that costs a fortune. They
have to tighten their belts. It is an extremely demanding job.

I believe that ranchers and farmers have been forgotten by to‐
day's society. Society depends on them, but does not recognize the
true value of everything they do for us.

The Bloc Québécois will obviously vote in favour of this bill.
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[English]

Mr. Daniel Blaikie (Elmwood—Transcona, NDP): Madam
Speaker, I am pleased to rise in debate today to talk about this bill
and its objective of trying to maintain biosecurity on farms. As the
member who was just speaking was talking about, we owe a lot to
farmers. They do a lot of hard work. Farming can also be challeng‐
ing financially, particularly in bad years; even in good years, there
is a lot of upfront investment that folks need to make in order to be
able to have a successful farm. When disease strikes the livestock
population, it can be devastating for farmers, financially and other‐
wise. It stands to reason that there is a real concern about how to
protect the biosecurity of farms.

This is a bill we saw in the last Parliament as well. It went to
committee. Ultimately, it did not pass. I do not know if it got
through the House, but because of an early and untimely election
call, it certainly did not get through Parliament. Therefore, here we
are debating the same issue again.

It is a legitimate goal to want to protect livestock operations from
bacteria and other biological threats that would create problems in
the livestock population, and this bill talks about that. Any time one
is talking about food, many Canadians are going to have an interest.
People want to know where their food comes from and how it is
produced.

There are folks who have expressed concern about this bill being
more about trying to keep people off farms for the purpose of not
talking about how things are produced, but it seems to me that there
ought to be a balance that can be struck between these two legiti‐
mate concerns. I think, in the last Parliament, in a similar bill, some
of that work was being done at committee; there had been some
progress made on striking the right balance.

I am optimistic that the right balance can be struck again. This is
why it is important for this bill to go to committee, so that work can
continue. As I said, this work is not starting from nothing. There
are many members who sit around the committee table in this Par‐
liament who were there in the last Parliament, just as my colleague
from Cowichan—Malahat—Langford was our critic on that bill in
the last Parliament and is now again. I am optimistic that the work
can be undertaken in a good way and that they are not starting from
scratch, even though it may seem like that on paper, here in this
Parliament.

I am pleased to rise to put some of those thoughts on the record
and express my support once again for this bill going to committee.
There, committee members can hear from folks in civil society,
both those with experience running farming operations and others
who are concerned about some of the, perhaps, unintended conse‐
quences of this legislation. I look forward to the conclusions of the
committee after it has had an opportunity to do its work.

Mr. Warren Steinley (Regina—Lewvan, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I am happy to rise today to support the bill of my friend
from Foothills, Bill C-275, an act to amend the Health of Animals
Act, relating to biosecurity on farms.

I just listened to my friend from the NDP talk about some of the
things this act might do, but I would like to read into the record
some of the comments by my friend from Foothills in response to

the bill. He said that he wanted to make clear what this bill does not
do: It does not limit an individual's right to protest on public prop‐
erty. I just want to make sure that we have an understanding of
what this bill is meant to do and what it will not do even if some
people have some concerns. It will not prevent whistle-blowers,
and it will not prevent people from protesting on public property.

What my friend from Foothills is trying to do is to ensure that
animals are secure on private property, on farms. We know that
there is a lot going on right now in the agriculture industry, and we
have very real concerns about African swine fever and foot-and-
mouth disease. There are a lot of diseases that can be contracted,
and transferred from farm to farm, that have really devastating ef‐
fects on the animals on a farm. I just want to make that very clear
from the get-go.

This bill is really close to my heart. I was born and raised on a
dairy and beef farm in southwest Saskatchewan. That is where my
roots are, and that is where I try to get back home to as much as
possible. I think some people who, like my NDP friend would say,
are concerned about the protesting aspect of animals being on
farms, do not really know how to be around animals as much as ac‐
tual farmers do.

I have to put on the record that people who are raising animals
take amazing care of the animals. When I was growing up on the
dairy farm, we showed cattle all over North America. We were at
the Royal Agricultural Winter Fair and the Madison World Dairy
Expo. Those animals were our livelihood on our farm. I remember
my dad going out to the barn every night to make sure all the ani‐
mals were okay, checking to see if a calf was coming and just en‐
suring the animals were safe and had clean bedding, making sure
they were taken care of, making sure there was feed in the alley‐
ways. There were exciting times on the farm.

What I would like to portray this evening, in talking about this
bill, is what great care our agriculture producers, our farmers, take
with their animals. That is what helps them to provide for their
families. As a young boy, I learned this on our farm by watching
my dad and my uncle look after—

● (1750)

[Translation]

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): The hon.
member for Saint-Jean is reporting a problem with the interpreta‐
tion.

It seems to be working now. The hon. member for Regina—Lew‐
van may continue his speech.

[English]

Mr. Warren Steinley: Madam Speaker, I was saying that, as a
young boy growing up on a farm, I watched the care that my dad
and uncle took with the animals. I wanted to portray that and make
sure people realize that our producers are second to none in the
world in ensuring the security and safety of animals on their farms.
That is why this bill is so important.
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There have been cases in B.C. and Alberta where people did not

have the knowledge of how animals should be treated or of the pos‐
sibility of spreading diseases from farm to farm by protesting, and I
want to portray what kind of impact that has on family farms. It
goes from distraught animals and the diseases that could be carried
to farms to the mental health of the farmers who look after those
animals. That is what it comes down to.

Farmers' livelihoods depend on the safety of these animals.
There is nothing more important to them than making sure the ani‐
mals are secure. When people go to farms to protest, they have to
realize the unintended consequence of their actions, and that is
transferring diseases from farm to farm. Even if there are no dis‐
eases, unknown people on farms can cause animals to stampede, to
trample each other and to get really upset. Being distraught can re‐
sult in a lot of stress on animals. There are examples where they
just drop dead; that has happened.

I am glad to hear that my Liberal, NDP and Bloc colleagues will
support this bill going forward. In the last Parliament, we did not
quite get to the finish line, which is a shame. There was an election
call that was probably unnecessary. It was really a $600-million
cabinet shuffle. I want to ensure that people realize the intention of
Bill C-275. As I said in my earlier comments, peaceful protests on
public property would still be allowed. There would also still be op‐
portunities for whistle-blowers to report wrongdoing on farms, but
animals on farms need to be taken care of.

Saskatchewan is an agricultural community, and agriculture is
still the backbone of the province and drives its economy. I cannot
be more clear in saying to people that our producers take amazing
care of their animals, whether they are producing beef, dairy, pork
or chicken. They have the best of intentions for their animals.

The scary thing is that people, while possibly well intentioned,
do not realize how quickly diseases can spread. That is really at the
heart of this bill. African swine fever could devastate our hog in‐
dustry in this country, putting billions of dollars at risk. An out‐
break of avian flu is devastating to our producers. People should
think of the impact this would have on the mental health of these
amazing producers if a flock of birds were wiped out because
someone trespassed on private property. This is devastating not on‐
ly to the community but also to the chicken and poultry community
as a whole. It is the same with the African swine fever.

We have seen it in other countries, such as the United States. We
have seen these outbreaks and how much they affect these indus‐
tries. Right now, our agriculture industry is trying to work with a
government that continues to tie one hand behind its back, whether
it be with carbon tax 1 or carbon tax 2. The industry is trying to
make the best of a bad situation.
● (1755)

This bill gives the agriculture producers a leg up, the opportunity
to ensure their farms and private properties are safe and secure.
That is something we really need to take into consideration moving
forward. In fact, we have all-party support on this non-partisan is‐
sue. Ensuring that agriculture producers have the opportunity to
have security on their own farms is the reason we need to get this
bill to the finish line.

I am very excited that my colleague from Foothills brought this
forward. It is a strongly worded bill. He did take pains to ensure he
talked to all parties to bring forward a bill that everyone could vote
in favour of. It is very important to work along non-partisan lines,
and we are able to see that from the support this bill has had in the
House of Commons. That is how this place should work, in a non-
partisan way.

Hopefully, once it is passed in the House of Commons, the
Senate will move quickly to pass it as well. It will help our agricul‐
ture producers across the country ensure that they, their animals and
their families are safe and secure on their own private properties, so
they can do the best possible job in raising the amazing world-class
livestock we have in this country.

* * *

COMMITTEE TRAVEL

Mrs. Sherry Romanado (Longueuil—Charles-LeMoyne,
Lib.): Madam Speaker, there have been discussions among the par‐
ties, and if you seek it, I believe you will find unanimous consent
for the following motion.

I move:

That, in relation to its study of threat analysis affecting Canada and the Canadian
Armed Forces' operational readiness to meet those threats, seven members of the
Standing Committee on National Defence be authorized to travel to Tallinn, Esto‐
nia; Riga, Latvia; Wroclaw, Poland; Warsaw, Poland; and London, United King‐
dom, in the Summer or Fall of 2023, during an adjournment period, and that the
necessary staff accompany the Committee.

● (1800)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): All
those opposed to the hon. deputy House leader moving the motion
will please say nay. It is agreed.

[Translation]

The House has heard the terms of the motion. All those opposed
to the motion will please say nay.

(Motion agreed to)
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[English]

HEALTH OF ANIMALS ACT
The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-275,

An Act to amend the Health of Animals Act (biosecurity on farms),
be read the second time and referred to a committee.

Mr. Damien Kurek (Battle River—Crowfoot, CPC): Madam
Speaker, as always, it is an honour to enter into debate tonight. I
certainly appreciate the speech given by my friend and colleague
the member for Regina—Lewvan. It touched upon a lot of what I
believe are the important subjects and contents related to Bill
C-275.

If I could, I would like to start with a quote. This quote is from
somebody I know, and a number of people in this place know this
individual as well. I happen to know him really well, as he is my
father, and this is a quote that he shares with me on a fairly regular
basis. It is related to farming, which is very close to my family's
heart. He says, “We owe our entire existence to a few inches of top‐
soil and some timely rains.”

The reason I bring that up in the context of this debate is that
farming is a unique occupation. It is something to which I subject
myself, year after year, generation after generation, and I am proud
to be the fifth generation that is farming in the dust in Alberta's spe‐
cial areas. We subject ourselves to so many factors that are outside
of our control, such as the weather, and that has become a signifi‐
cant topic of conversation, especially in light of some of the wild‐
fires that have impacted many communities across the country.

We are subject to market conditions. On a small farm or a large
farm, in the context of the larger global situation, a farmer is a
price-taker. We do not have any control over how much we sell our
products for. We also do not have control over how much the prod‐
ucts cost, in inputs, to put in the ground.

When it comes to the larger context, the reason I wanted to start
with that quote is that it is important for people in this place to un‐
derstand how there are so few factors within a government's or any
individual's control when it comes to a farm operation.

I know that, when it comes to health and the importance of the
ethics of animal management, there has been some debate about
where agriculture and Canada's ag industry fit into that, but let me
make something very clear: We can be proud of our ag industry. We
can be proud of the record of our farmers, our ranchers, our chicken
farmers, our turkey farmers and our pig farmers. Canada has an in‐
credible reputation, one that we can and should be proud of, be‐
cause we have demonstrated not only our ability to produce food to
feed the world, but also how we can do so in a manner that is good
for the environment and done ethically. It is truly the gold standard
on the planet. That is something we should all be very proud of in
this place.

One of those factors within our control is something that this bill
touches on. I appreciate the shadow minister of agriculture from the
Conservative side, somebody who knows a lot about agriculture,
understands the dynamics of what I am talking about and cares
about our farmers, ranchers and producers from across the country.
Whether they are on potato farms on P.E.I., dairies on Vancouver

Island or anywhere in between, there is a care that the shadow min‐
ister and Conservatives have for those in this sector.

Specifically, one of the areas within our control has to do with
what is known as biosecurity. Many people do not realise that,
when there is a report on television of activists showing up at a
turkey farm, there is far more than that 30-second clip on the news.
What may have happened, and what this may have led up to, is that
those activists, probably inadvertently, although one can never be
quite sure, may have brought in a disease that could impact an en‐
tire flock. They could have gone to a ranch and brought in a disease
that could have an impact on an entire herd.

There is a number of diseases that are widespread across the
world right now. African swine fever is one of them, and avian flu
is another, and when I talk to any producer of animals that could be
affected by those things, there is an amount of stress when it comes
to managing those things, factors that are largely out of the control
of a producer.

However, we have a chance here with Bill C-275 to make sure
that, within the bit within our control, we can manage and navigate
it, so there is not an incident where a disease is brought into a pro‐
ducer's operation that could have devastating effects on an entire in‐
dustry, let alone on what is usually a farmer's small business.

● (1805)

I talked about the pride that we can have in our national ag in‐
dustry. I can tell members of the pride so many producers across
our country have, like those who raise turkeys. One of my con‐
stituents is proud of the turkeys he raises. There are broilers, chick‐
ens, that they are incredible proud of, and dairies, with the milk
they produce.

I am proud to be from an area that I affectionately refer to as
“cowboy country”. There are many areas of east central Alberta
where the only thing someone can do on the land is ranch. We have
some incredible ranchers who showcase the best of that industry.
An activist, well-intentioned or not, showing up to an operation
could have a devastating effect, which could result in an entire herd
or flock having to be culled.

This bill simply takes heed from some of the work that provinces
have done related to biosecurity and adds some penalties and addi‐
tional teeth to ensure that it is not stopping activism and it is not
stopping whistle-blowers. That is not what this is about, but it en‐
sures that there are appropriate safeguards in place so we do not
have the devastating consequences of activism gone wrong.

There are some activists across the way. I know our Minister of
Environment is probably one of the only members of the House
who has been to prison, and he went because he was an illegal ac‐
tivist. I know the Liberals understand a bit about what activism is
about.

We are talking about making sure that the livelihood and welfare
of farmers, and the welfare of the animals, are protected. This is a
very straightforward way to do that.
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Something else this bill would do that I think is so very impor‐

tant is that it talks about mental health. Mental health is a signifi‐
cant issue across our nation. In the industry we are talking about,
agriculture, as I mentioned, there is so much that those in the ag in‐
dustry deal with that is so out of their control.

The bill proposes a small adjustment to the Farm Credit Canada
Act to include mental health as part of its mandate. What is signifi‐
cant about this is Farm Credit Canada is a lending institution, a
Crown corporation lending institution. It would have, if the bill
passes, the ability to include mental health resources as part of its
core mandate.

I want to give kudos to Farm Credit. This is already part of what
it does. If someone googles “farming mental health”, Farm Credit
Canada is one of the sites that comes up. It has some good re‐
sources and a checklist.

Farming can be incredibly stressful. It might be around calving
time when, for a rancher, the hours of sleep are short, or when seed‐
ing a harvest for a farmer, or any of the other times of the year that
can have undue stress. They all have a significant impact on a
farmer. To be sure, we need to do everything we can to promote
mental health in an industry that is so vitally important for our
country. Again, it cannot be understated how important this sector
is.

Parliament needs to recognize there needs to be teeth when it
comes to ensuring that we do not put the livelihood of a herd or a
flock at risk. We need to ensure that there are protections for those
farmers who work diligently each and every day, while striking that
right balance to ensure that it does not stifle freedom of speech or
anything like that. Further, we have to acknowledge the necessity
of mental health as part of the conversation.

I would point to a number of great examples, such as Facebook
pages by farmers, ranchers and others involved in the ag industry
who have taken the cause upon themselves to ensure they are pro‐
moting mental health in the sector. It is incredible work, which I
would love to be able to talk more about.

This is a piece of legislation coming before the House that strikes
the right balance and protects what is one of the most significant in‐
dustries, certainly in my constituency, and truly for any person in
this country who eats. It is one of the most significant industries we
have. We need to be taking those steps to ensure that we can pro‐
vide that protection when so many factors are out of our control.
This is a simple step that can be taken to not only promote mental
health, but also ensure biosecurity on farms. It is worthy of every‐
one's support.
● (1810)

Mr. Mel Arnold (North Okanagan—Shuswap, CPC): Madam
Speaker, it truly is an honour to once again rise today as the repre‐
sentative of the people of North Okanagan—Shuswap to speak to
Bill C-275, put forward by my hon. colleague from Foothills.

Bill C-275 would amend the Health of Animals Act to “make it
an offence to enter, without lawful authority or excuse, a place in
which animals are kept if doing so could result in the exposure of
the animals to a disease or toxic substance that is capable of affect‐
ing or contaminating them.” This is an important bill for farmers.

I come from a community in North Okanagan—Shuswap where
we grow just about anything that can be grown in Canada. We also
have some incredible ranchers, chicken farmers, hog farmers and
dairy farmers who truly care about their animals. I have toured their
farms and seen the care they put into making sure their animals are
healthy, safe and secure. However, I have also heard about farmers
finding foreign objects in their grain auger, such as a bolt that
should have been nowhere near the grain auger system and could
have caused damage to the auger, basically crippling the ability to
feed the chickens that were on the farm. That is just one example of
what farmers believe to be trespassing and attacks on their farms.

Earlier this year, I had the honour of hosting the shadow minister
for agriculture in my riding. We did a round table with farmers and
members of the agriculture sector. One of the things we heard from
those farmers, who were quite open, is something that had not been
evident before: their concern for their mental health and their fami‐
ly's mental health.

There are so many stresses placed on our farmers these days.
Many of them are carrying mortgages or farm loans to carry on
their operations. Those stresses, along with being responsible for
supporting their family, meeting deadlines and paying bills, just add
to the mental health stress put on these farmers. Also, the added
stress of not knowing who might come onto their farms and what
they might be doing in the dark of night or at any time not only af‐
fects them and their families, but also affects their livelihoods and
the animals they care so much about. This added stress was one of
the pieces they raised with us about their mental health situation,
because they are under so much stress.

These farmers really pay attention to their animals. They know
when the animals are stressed, they know when the animals are
comfortable and they know when things are not right. It is interest‐
ing how birds can be very sensitive to that, and I have experienced
it while touring a chicken farm. When I entered the barn, the farmer
actually instructed me to move slowly and cautiously so as not to
alarm the birds, because it would throw them off their laying cycle
and so on.
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This reminded me that, a number of years ago, my sister and

brother-in-law started an ostrich farm. They were raising ostriches
and set up a barn for the hatchlings to grow in. My brother-in-law
was doing most of the interaction, with feeding, checking up on the
birds and so on. He could walk into that barn at any time dressed
any way he chose and the birds were calm and relaxed and would
carry on as if nothing was going on. However, if my sister entered
that barn, it did not matter whether she put on his clothing, his cov‐
eralls or his hat, doing everything to disguise herself as him. There
was something that those birds knew instantly, and it would send
them basically into a state of stress and they would be running
around. Ostriches are very susceptible to leg problems, such as
knee joint problems, in their very young stages, so they had to be
careful about who went into the barn and when.
● (1815)

The same thing can happen in many situations. We know that
dairy farmers for years have played music on the radio. It has a
calming effect on the animals in the barn. Having strangers come
onto a farm for nefarious reasons or to ignore the biosecurity mea‐
sures that have been put in place is something that needs to be ad‐
dressed in legislation and law.

There is so much at stake with farmers across this country feed‐
ing not just Canadians but people around the world with the food
they produce: the grain, the beef and the chicken products. So many
different products feed not just Canadians but people around the
world. We need to be certain that those products and that supply
chain are stable. I believe this bill would go a long way toward
making sure there is no disruption in that process.

I mentioned biosecurity. When we visit a dairy farm or a chicken
farm, we are often expected to change our footwear or to walk
through a type of wet bath for our footwear so that any toxins or
biohazards on the footwear are cleaned off by the product in there.
People going in without authorization would not be doing that.
They could put that entire farm and neighbouring farms at risk if
they are not there for the right reasons with the right authorizations.

As I mentioned, we have heard of farmers who have found po‐
tential damage to their equipment. We have had, in my hometown
of Salmon Arm, protesters trying to protest trucks coming into a
hog abattoir and blocking the processing of food for Canadians. I
do not believe this bill would cover that aspect, but it sends the
message that our food production is so important here in Canada
that we need to take every step we can to make sure we secure it
and keep it safe. I do not think that people who have not been ex‐
posed to farm life can understand that.

I think I mentioned that I grew up on a dairy farm. I spent my
formative years there learning about taking care of animals. They
had to be fed every day. They had to have water every day. They
had to have a place of shelter every day. It was not something I
could do part time and then just leave until I felt like coming back
again. There was responsibility with that, and that responsibility is
something that farm life has instilled in so many young people
across our country today. However, it is not often understood by
people who have not been exposed to farm life.

I hope that many people will listen to the speeches that have
gone on about this bill, Bill C-275, which is from my colleague

from Foothills. What is such an important piece for people to un‐
derstand is that farmers, almost 100% of them, want to take care of
their livestock. There are the odd bad apples out there and they get
found out, but the vast majority of farmers care so much about their
livestock that they would put their own health and their own mental
health at risk to make sure those animals are fed, to make sure they
get water and to make sure they are safe from any threat. This bill
would go a long way toward reducing at least one threat to the ani‐
mals and to the farmers' livelihoods and would improve their men‐
tal health, as they would not have to worry quite so much about the
possibility of someone coming onto their farm without authoriza‐
tion.

I want to thank my fellow colleague, the member for Foothills,
for putting this bill forward. It is an excellent bill and I look for‐
ward to supporting it.

● (1820)

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I want to thank the member for Foothills for bringing this
bill forward again. He brought it forward in a previous Parliament,
and I believe I had the chance to jointly second it then. Unfortu‐
nately, I missed the opportunity to speak to it, so I appreciate the
opportunity to get a short intervention in to highlight the impor‐
tance of this bill.

Some of the previous speakers have already highlighted one of
the key aspects of this bill: Not only is it about biosecurity and en‐
suring our food supply and food chains are protected, but it is about
education. It is about letting Canadians know that in Canada, we
have some of the best farmers and people in the food industry and
agricultural sector, who really take care of their animals and the
food they are raising. Canadians do not have anything to be worried
about. This bill does a great job of providing that security, reassur‐
ance and education.

I want to share a bit of my own history, although I am maybe not
as experienced as some of the members here in the House. I grew
up on a farm. I raised 700 ducks, a couple of hundred chickens, a
couple of hundred turkeys and 50 geese every year in the summers.
It was free range, pretty loosey-goosey. It was not what one would
call a mass production facility by any stretch. We handled every‐
thing, raising them from day-olds right through to butchering time.
The good thing about being the eldest of five boys is I did all the
chores to grow them, but come butchering time, I let my brothers
do the butchering and the plucking.
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I grew up there, and after high school I joined the military. I was

on the road and not at the local farms near as much as I was when
growing up and working. I was shocked when I got home and made
the transition into politics and went out to visit to the farmers in my
area. I am privileged to represent the riding with the most beef pro‐
duction per capita in eastern Canada. We have dairy farmers and
have turkeys and chickens. We have everything.

When I have gone to visit beef farmers, and all farmers, I have
been impressed with how seriously they take their operations, how
seriously they take the health of their animals and how clean every‐
thing is. I would argue that most of the barns I have been in are
cleaner than my nine-year-old daughter's bedroom. It is impressive
to see the care they take. I think that is the essential message: It is
not only about the health of the animals, but about how seriously
our farmers take this.

There has been mention of mental health. Our farmers are in a
very volatile industry. They are subject to everything from climate
change to market volatility. They are stressed. Their day-to-day
lives are impacted by a number of factors, and the last thing they
need, and I am not trying to be provocative, is uneducated people
interfering with their livelihood and their ability to put food on the
table for all Canadians.

We have some great examples historically. The first question I
had the privilege of asking in the House of Commons was tied to
mad cow disease, BSE. I was wondering why the government had
failed to react quickly enough in getting our status changed at the
World Health Organization. It ended up costing Canadians in our ag
industry, our beef farmers in particular, millions of dollars. My
point is that lessons have been learned the hard way in this country
about what happens when we have any type of illness.

I want to again thank the member for Foothills for bringing this
bill forward. It is a great bill that would help keep our food industry
protected. It is a good thing to see.
● (1825)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I will al‐
low the hon. member for Foothills five minutes for his right of re‐
ply.

Mr. John Barlow (Foothills, CPC): Madam Speaker, I want to
thank all of my colleagues in this House who have spoken in sup‐
port of my private member's bill, which would amend the Health of
Animals Act to protect biosecurity on farms.

Many of the comments that have been raised in the speeches
tonight, and I have heard it online, are that there have not been oc‐
casions where diseases have been spread as a result of protesters.
That just simply is not case. There was an outbreak of rotavirus in
Quebec when protesters were found at a hog operations in Saint-
Hyacinthe, Quebec. Mink farms in Ontario had an outbreak of ca‐
nine distemper when protesters were on the farms.

This is happening, and we cannot allow this type of activity to
continue if we want to protect the biosecurity not only on farms but
of our food security across Canada and around the world.

This came about from an instance that happened in my riding. I
have spoken about this in the House previously. I received a call

from farmers near Fort Macleod, who woke up one morning,
checked on their free-range turkey farm and found 40 protesters in
the barn trying to take their animals. The stress this put the Tschet‐
ter family under is incredible, and it still goes on today.

We have heard that from farmers across Canada, who have had
instances where protesters have been on their farms. They ask,
“Why me?” They ask what they did to attract this sort of activity. I
received many calls from farmers across Canada asking if this was
open season on farmers and whether they were not even safe on
their own property. There are the mental health impacts on farmers
but also the financial risk to the agriculture industry and consumers
across the country.

We are seeing this take place right now across Canada, and cer‐
tainly in the Fraser Valley and across the Prairies with the outbreak
of avian flu. My colleagues have talked about the mental health im‐
pact this has on farmers when they are worried about protesters, but
we are also dealing with euthanizing thousands and thousands of
animals.

B.C. chicken farmers are having to euthanize complete barns of
their animals. This is happening across western Canada and some
parts of central Canada and eastern Canada. I cannot overstate the
impact this has on these farm families, who do everything they pos‐
sibly can to take care of these animals and who follow very strict
biosecurity protocols to protect their operations.

One cannot imagine how difficult it is to ask CFIA to come in
when there is a positive test of avian flu and a farmer is told he has
to put down all of his animals he worked so hard to raise from
chicks to adulthood.

It would be similar if we had an outbreak of African swine fever.
The pork industry said that an outbreak of African swine fever
would be a $48-billion impact on that industry. It would wipe out
the hog industry in Canada. We have seen it in China, which had to
euthanize more than a million animals as a result of African swine
fever.

We have very strict biosecurity protocols in place for these very
reasons. Unfortunately, these protesters who come on to private
property in many cases just do not understand the consequences of
them going from farm to farm, operation to operation, and possibly
spreading those viruses and animal-borne diseases from one farm to
the next. The consequences of that activity could be disastrous, on a
scale we have never seen before in Canada.

I certainly do not want to see another outbreak of something sim‐
ilar to BSE, be it African swine fever or foot and mouth disease.
We are already seeing the implications of avian flu.
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The other comment that has been made is that this is the ag-gag

bill. That simply is not the case, and I cannot stress this enough.
This would not stop protesters from protesting on public land out‐
side of the farm, and it certainly would not stop whistle-blowers or
employees on a farm from reporting issues they see that are not up
to standard. In fact, those employees and the farm families them‐
selves have a moral and legal obligation to report any poor activity
that does not meet our standards.

I want to thank all of my colleagues in this House for supporting
this legislation, supporting farm families and supporting our agri‐
culture industry. I look forward to discussing this further at com‐
mittee.
● (1830)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): 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. John Barlow: Madam Speaker, I request a recorded divi‐

sion.
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Pursuant

to order made on Thursday, June 23, 2022, the division stands de‐
ferred until Wednesday, June 21, at the expiry of the time provided
for Oral Questions.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[English]

GOVERNMENT BUSINESS NO. 26—AMENDMENTS TO
THE STANDING ORDERS

The House resumed from June 13 consideration of the motion,
and of the amendment.

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I will be splitting my time with the member for
Barrie—Innisfil.

This House is struggling to fulfill its constitutional role. It is
struggling to hold the government accountable. Over the last sever‐
al years, the House has tried to hold the government accountable on
various matters where it has clearly failed in the discharge of its re‐
sponsibilities. I would like to give a couple of examples to illustrate
my point.

Four years ago, on July 5, 2019, two government scientists were
escorted out of the government's microbiology lab in Winnipeg by
the RCMP. They were reportedly walked out of the lab because of
national security breaches, but what exact breaches occurred were
not known. When that story broke, this House tried to do its job and
find out exactly what happened.

A committee of this House began to investigate, asked for docu‐
ments from the government and put in place measures to ensure
that those documents would be held under lock and key to prevent
anything injurious to national security from being released. Howev‐
er, instead of giving documents to this House, the government
thumbed its nose at the committee. It refused to hand over the doc‐
uments, so the committee escalated its request and issued an order
to the government for the documents. The government defied the
order of the committee for the documents.

Ultimately, this House and its committee issued four orders or‐
dering the government to hand over the documents concerning the
national security breaches at the Winnipeg lab. Not only did the
government defy those four orders, it took the Speaker to court.
The Speaker stood up to defend the rights of members in this House
and indicated that the Speaker was going to fight the government in
court, but before any of that could take place, the Prime Minister
advised the dissolution of this place and, along with that, the four
orders of this House were dissolved.

Now we have an extra-parliamentary committee, a committee
that sits outside of this place, which is reviewing these documents.
Members like me have no access to that process or those docu‐
ments. Having initiated an inquiry in this House, this House has
been unable to get to the bottom of what happened at the Winnipeg
lab and, therefore, has been unable to hold the government account‐
able.

More recently, a similar situation occurred. When the story broke
last November 7 that the government knew for years that Beijing
was conducting foreign interference operations targeting our elec‐
tions and involving this democratic institution, this House and its
committees began to uphold their constitutional role. They began to
ask questions in this House and to conduct studies in committees to
find out exactly what happened.

Despite the passage of eight months, we have found out little. All
we have received are heavily redacted documents, scraps of infor‐
mation here and there and nothing that will lead us to a definitive
conclusion. Most of the information we have received has come
from outside Parliament, from media reports. Most of what we have
gotten from the government is a mountain of process outside Parlia‐
ment; NSICOP, NSIRA and the special rapporteur, all of which are
appointed by and accountable to the Prime Minister.

We have gotten so desperate that we are willing to support the
establishment of an independent public inquiry outside of Parlia‐
ment so that we can get answers as to what happened. While this
inquiry would stand outside of Parliament, at least it would be inde‐
pendent and would have all the powers that this House supposedly
has to call for witnesses, to order the production of documents and
to get to the bottom of who knew what and when. At least a public
inquiry would hold the government accountable. We should aspire
to a Parliament that can do the work we are punting to a public in‐
quiry, and that leads me to the motion in front of the House today.
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The House of Commons is the only national democratic institu‐

tion there is in Canada. The introduction of this motion will dimin‐
ish a place that is already struggling to fulfill its constitutional role:
to hold the government accountable. Hybrid Parliament has made
this House and its committees less efficient. Our output has de‐
clined. Here is one example. Votes in this place before hybrid Par‐
liament used to take eight minutes. They now take at least 10 min‐
utes and, in many cases, 12 minutes. At 12 minutes, votes take fully
50% more time than they did before hybrid Parliament.
● (1835)

I have counted and last year we had 227 votes. If we multiply
that by four minutes per vote, it is 15 hours of lost time, almost two
days of sittings. In 2019, the first full day before the pandemic, we
had 403 votes. If we multiply that by four minutes lost per vote, it
is 26 hours of lost time. That is three or four sitting days of this
House.

This is but one example of the inefficiencies a hybrid Parliament
is creating. Others are time lost because of microphone checks,
technology failures and the cancellation of committee meetings due
to a lack of technology resources.

All of these things have led to a less efficient Parliament and a
reduction in the work we do here.

The Canada-China committee has been cancelled three times in
the past four weeks because of the technology limitations of a hy‐
brid Parliament. It is one of the most important committees of this
House, which is doing work on the relationship between Canada
and the People's Republic of China.

More important than all of that is the loss of the magnificence of
this place and its committees when we meet in person, when all
eyes are on the other, watching the cut and thrust of debate, watch‐
ing government officials testifying in person at committee and
watching how Canadians' representatives are standing up for the
things they believe in. That is why we are investing $5 billion in the
buildings of this place. That is why the Fathers of Confederation
spent vast sums of money they did not have building Parliament
Hill; they understood the importance of meeting in person. They
could have built much more modest buildings than they did, out of
wood or fieldstone, but they did not. They understood the impor‐
tance of interacting with others in person.

The tyranny of technology is to turn us all virtual. We must re‐
sist. We are the only major western democracy that still has a hy‐
brid Parliament and now the government is proposing to make it
permanent. The U.K. House of Commons ended hybrid sittings on
July 22, 2021, two years ago. The U.S. House of Representatives
ended hybrid sittings on January 9 of this year. The Australian Par‐
liament ended hybrid sittings on July 25 of last year. Only the cur‐
rent government is proposing to make hybrid sittings permanent.

The French National Assembly never had hybrid sittings. In fact,
in April of 2021, the French Constitutional Council declared a pro‐
posal from the assembly unconstitutional because the measures
were not precise enough. That proposal would have modified the
assembly's rules of procedure in order to allow for remote partici‐
pation in plenary and committee meetings under exceptional cir‐
cumstances.

In our Constitution, the Constitution Act, 1867, section 48 re‐
quires the presence of a certain number of members in this place for
this House to meet. The framers of our Constitution thought it so
important that a certain number of members be present in person
for this House to meet that they put it into the Constitution. They
did not allow members to “mail it in”, as one could do in those
days, to allow this House to meet.

I will finish by saying this. We already sit far less than national
legislatures in other western democracies. The U.S. House of Rep‐
resentatives typically sits between 164 and 192 days a year. The
U.K. House of Commons typically sits between 146 and 162 days a
year. We only sit 129 days a year.

We also sit far less than we used to. We used to sit 160 to 170
days a year during the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s. During the Pearson
era, when Parliament was so effective in dealing with framework
legislation on major initiatives like the Canada pension plan, our
public health care system and the national flag, the House sat 160
to 170 days a year, eight weeks longer than the 26 weeks we sit to‐
day.

The motion in front of us today will further weaken and diminish
this place. Therefore, I urge all members to vote against this mo‐
tion.

● (1840)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I want to
remind the hon. parliamentary secretary that he was trying to ask
questions while the hon. member was speaking. He has been here
long enough to know that he is to wait for questions and comments.

Questions and comments, the hon. parliamentary secretary to the
government House leader.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I have to point out the hypocrisy here. Let us really stop
and think about this.

The Conservative Party says no to the hybrid and the voting ap‐
plication. However, in the last vote we had, 65 Conservative mem‐
bers of Parliament, the member's colleagues in his party, voted us‐
ing the hybrid application; 43 of them voted in person. Can mem‐
bers imagine? A person is voting against the voting application in
the hybrid format, and they are on their phone, saying, “I do not
want to be able to vote with my phone.” It sounds pretty stupid to
me.

Does the hon. member believe that he really has the full support
from his entire caucus, in terms of the statement he has just made?

Hon. Michael Chong: Madam Speaker, the voting app is actual‐
ly driving people out of this place.
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If there are two votes to take place in this chamber, they take at

least 20 to 24 minutes. If one is using the voting app, one can liter‐
ally take about 30 seconds of those 24 minutes to vote. If one sits in
the chamber, one actually cannot do certain things while the voting
takes place, across those two votes. One cannot, for example, be on
a phone call with somebody else. One cannot be doing something
other than what one is permitted to do in the House.

The voting app, perversely, is actually driving members out of
the chamber. This is why these sorts of measures need to be ended
and sunsetted, as has been done in other western democracies.
[Translation]

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie (Joliette, BQ): Madam Speaker, I want
to begin by thanking my hon. colleague for his excellent speech.

I would like to respond to the parliamentary secretary represent‐
ing the government. For days now, the government has been giving
examples like the one about the voting application to claim that ev‐
erything in the motion is positive. However, the motion includes a
lot of other things.

We, the Bloc Québécois, are not opposed to the voting applica‐
tion. However, the motion contains other things that cannot be
changed or seriously debated to make them better. That is a prob‐
lem.

The biggest problem, however, is this: In the entire history of
Parliament, such changes have always been adopted unanimously
by the House to protect every elected official. As far as minor
changes go, one exception was made under Pierre Elliott Trudeau.
It was the first time in history that the rules were amended by a
simple majority. What does my hon. colleague think about that?

Hon. Michael Chong: Madam Speaker, I thank my hon. col‐
league for the question and for sharing his perspective with us. This
is a very important point.
[English]

To this point, generally speaking, permanent changes to the
Standing Orders of this chamber have been done on a consensual
basis, involving support among all the parties of the House. There
have been exceptions to that rule, but they were rare.

I think the government is setting a dangerous precedent here in
proposing this change without the consent of the second-largest
party in this place, the official opposition. I think it is a very dan‐
gerous precedent that does not bode well for future changes to this
place.

For that reason, I do not think the change should be made perma‐
nent. I think that there would be a consensus among all recognized
parties in the House to have hybrid Parliament go on but to have a
sunset clause, where it would expire at the end of this Parliament.
● (1845)

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I appreciate the member's service to Canada, but
the fact is that we had even greater problems with many of the
things he raised in his speech when the Harper regime was in place.

I lived through the lack of access to documents and the refusal of
ministers to talk to members of Parliament; I saw it first-hand. As

for the things he is raising now, for example, the time it takes for
the House to vote, last Friday, we saw how Conservatives stretched
a vote from what should have been 10 minutes to over an hour,
through inconsequential, dilatory points of order. We see this in
terms of committees. We have had to cancel committees because
Conservatives have filibustered to block legislation, such as putting
in place dental care and ensuring a grocery rebate for all Canadians,
including in their ridings.

Conservatives have been the cause of many of the problems that
the member is raising.

Hon. Michael Chong: Madam Speaker, as a lifelong Conserva‐
tive, I supported Speaker Milliken's rulings regarding the right of
this place to order the production of documents, with respect to the
Afghan detainee issue, as well as a committee of the House de‐
manding information about the cost of the justice reforms that have
been proposed by the government and the cost of the new F-35 jets.
I supported them then and I support them now.

Today, as a Conservative, I support the continuation of this
House in a way that does not diminish its efficacy, in a way that
ends hybrid Parliament at some point, as all other western democra‐
cies have already done.

Mr. John Brassard (Barrie—Innisfil, CPC): Madam Speaker,
before I begin my comments, I just want to express my concern
about the situation that is unfolding in Manitoba. Tragically, by the
latest account, 15 people have been killed in a traffic accident on
the Trans-Canada Highway. My thoughts are with the families, ob‐
viously, with the victims and with the first responders as well. This
is going to be a difficult night for people in Manitoba.

I am actually profoundly disappointed that I am here again, as I
was a year ago, when a similar motion to extend the hybrid sitting
was proposed before Parliament. As the opposition House leader at
the time, I actually spoke for almost two and a half hours on this
issue. The theme of what I was talking about last year was, sadly, a
decline in our democracy, a decline in our institutions, a lack of re‐
spect for the conventions of this place and how Parliament has
functioned historically throughout the Westminster system, and par‐
ticularly in this country for over 156 years. I just cannot express
enough how profoundly disappointed I am that not only are we
dealing with changes to the Standing Orders on a permanent basis
without the consensus of parties, which has again been the conven‐
tion of this place, but we are also dealing with it in a time allocation
motion. Something that will make such a profound change in the
way this place operates is being dealt with through just a few hours
of debate, with a lack of consensus. It is extremely frustrating and
disappointing. I think every Canadian should be concerned about
the direction in which the government, aided and abetted by the
NDP, is taking not just Parliament but also our institutions, as well
as the general lack of respect they have for them.
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deputy whip, and I happened to sit at PROC. Clearly, at the time,
there was a lot of uncertainty and confusion about what was going
on. That is when the issue of a hybrid Parliament and the voting
app started really taking root in the psyche of parliamentarians. We
had to function. We had to make sure that the business of the nation
was going to continue, that there was some continuity. We sat down
as the PROC committee. Again, I will remind members that it was
a Liberal majority at the time, and there were certain patterns that
were already starting to evolve. There were things that were being
foretold back then that bring us to the day that we are facing today.

I recall that the first issue we were dealing with was the voting
application. The Conservative members of the committee issued a
dissenting report at that time. There are some highlights of that re‐
port that I would like to mention now. One of them is that the “un‐
derlying Liberal motivations left us skeptical”. Members may recall
that, back in 2015, when the manifesto of the Liberal campaign pol‐
icy book was issued, it talked about restructuring the way Parlia‐
ment functions, so this was their intent back in 2015. What they did
was use the pandemic as a means to an end. That end was always to
disrupt this place and not allow it to function in the manner in
which it was designed. The other aspects of what we were dis‐
cussing back then included that the “Liberals seemed committed
not just to a direction, but to a specific outcome”, as I referenced
before, because that was in their campaign policy book.

The committee worked hard. There were long days throughout
that summer that we discussed this because of the importance of the
issue at the time, but it was all in the “service of a Liberal talking
point”. In other words, the fix was in. They knew specifically
where they were going.

There were some other things. One of the things in our dissenting
report that we highlighted was that the “House of Commons
must—and can—[and should] conduct its business in person”. The
member for Wellington—Halton Hills just spoke eloquently on
that, so I am not going to expand on that. Later on, I am going to
give some reasons and examples of why this is important.

As we went on later that summer, we talked about the voting
app, and we wrote the dissenting report. Again, a Liberal majority,
not a Liberal minority propped up by the NDP, caused us to write
this dissenting report.
● (1850)

Several times today, the government members have said that they
are surprised about the opposition position on this. Our position
was made clear back in 2020 as it related to the hybrid sittings of
this House. The report said, “The Official Opposition will strongly
resist any effort to exploit the pandemic as a cover to implement a
permanent virtual Parliament, with its reduced ability to hold gov‐
ernment accountable, gravely undermining our democracy.” It was
almost like prophecy back then. We were predicting exactly what
was going to happen, that this day would come, and here we are.
Why is it important? It is important because of accountability.

In this place, when we gather 338 members, our constitutional
obligation is to hold the government to account. As We saw
throughout the pandemic, as we are seeing as recently as this week,
just how difficult it is to hold the government to account when its

members are not in this House or when they are simply voting by
the app. It is not just parliamentarians holding the government to
account. It is the media. In such a situation as we are seeing this
week and over the past couple of weeks, with the Minister of Public
Safety, how can the media, Canadians and their representatives in
this place hold the government to account if its members are hiding
out on a TV screen or if they are voting by app?

There are so many things that I cannot even do them justice with‐
in 10 minutes as I discuss the challenges that this hybrid system
presents. There is the fact that it is not being done on consensus but
is being rammed down the throats of Canadians, fundamentally
changing the way this institution operates. We cannot do it justice
within 10 minutes, and we certainly cannot explain why this is an
ill-conceived idea through the proposal of time allocation. Again, it
was supposed to be temporary.

Human-to-human interaction is critical in this place; it is critical
that I, as a member of Parliament in the opposition, can go and
speak to a minister who is present in this place. I will give an exam‐
ple. At ethics committee the other day, we were dealing with an is‐
sue on the access to information report, which we expect to be
tabled at some point over the next few days. There was a discussion
that was engaged in between members of the committee who were
in that room. It was about how we were going to move forward on
a stalemate situation that we were facing. As the meeting contin‐
ued, those members from the Bloc, the NDP, the Conservative Par‐
ty and the Liberal Party got together and worked out a deal to end
the stalemate. That cannot happen when we are sitting on a TV
screen or voting on an app. Those things have to happen in person,
and this is why it is critical that we do not support hybrid sittings.

We are the only western democracy in the world and there is no
other legislature in Canada that is voting by an app, that is not
meeting in person or utilizing a hybrid system. There is not one,
and that should tell members everything they need to know about
why this proposition is wrong. If we cannot set the example of what
this institution means to this country, as the premier democratic
symbol in this country, then it is awfully difficult to expect others to
follow suit. I happen to think that it still means a lot. There are leg‐
islatures in this country that are leaders in this regard, yet here we
are, not the leader.

There are a couple more issues that I want to touch on. The first
is interpretation. We have seen an increase in injuries to our inter‐
preters as a result of the hybrid system. The system has become
better, but the problem still exists, and it is going to continue to ex‐
ist as a result of this hybrid system. I cannot support this. We have
to return in person for the sake of our democracy and not continue
down this path. We need accountability. We need transparency. We
cannot continue down this path as a democracy in decline. Sadly,
this motion would do that.
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● (1855)

Mr. Marcus Powlowski (Thunder Bay—Rainy River, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, the previous speaker mentioned that no other par‐
liament in the world continued to allow a hybrid parliament, and
the member himself mentioned that no other government in Canada
was doing it. However, and perhaps I am wrong in this, my under‐
standing is that the Scottish Parliament has decided to continue to
allow a hybrid parliament, as has the Welsh Parliament. In addition,
the Estonian government has also decided to do that, and the last I
heard, New Zealand was still trying to decide on this matter.

Mr. John Brassard: Madam Speaker, I think I was pretty clear
in what I said, which was that there is no other western democracy.
I was referring specifically to national legislatures. There are
provincial legislatures in Canada, but not one of them is using a hy‐
brid model or a voting app. They have all returned to some sense of
normalcy, and that is specifically where we need to go. We cannot
continue down this path, because, as I said earlier, we are going to
continue to see a further decline in democracy.

[Translation]
Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Madam Speaker, we

know how things work in the House and we know how the negotia‐
tions went for these changes to the Standing Orders of the House.
The government House leader went to see the NDP. They came to
an agreement. After that, they did not talk to the other parties. They
decided to shove new rules down the members' throats.

Here we are in mid-June discussing this under a gag order at the
last minute, when it has been weeks, if not months, that the govern‐
ment and the NDP, with whom they are in bed, have known exactly
where they are going with this.

I would like my colleague to tell me why, in his opinion, they
used this strategy of endless stalling, making us waste time until the
last minute to finally use the most undemocratic procedure in the
House of Commons, the gag order, and force this down our throats.

Mr. John Brassard: Madam Speaker, there is another example.
Last year, the government did the same thing in June, with the
NDP's help. They did it right before Canada Day. They said that if
we did not vote, we would be staying here.

[English]

They are using this issue as a hostage-taking exercise. This is
why we are ending up at the end.

However, on the point of not discussing, we have had consensus
around this place on changes to the Standing Orders. That has been
the convention, but obviously the government knows that it has
NDP members in its hip pocket and it is using them to make these
changes.

I ran as an MP knowing the issue, knowing that I would be here
in Ottawa, and I would suggest to anyone that if they do not under‐
stand the obligation of a member of Parliament to sit in Ottawa, in
this seat of power, the constitutional place of power in this country,
and if they cannot conform to that, then maybe they should run for
mayor or maybe they should run for councillor or maybe they
should run for public school trustee.

I understand what my obligation is, as do many of the members,
not just on our side but I suspect on the Bloc Québécois side as
well. This is where people need to be.

● (1900)

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I like the member, I remember his speech and I appreciate
his consistency. He is saying something that the Conservatives have
been trying to hide, which is that they are absolutely opposed to the
hybrid Parliament. They are absolutely opposed to remote voting
and the voting app.

However, we just had a vote in which over half of the Conserva‐
tive caucus actually used the voting app to vote to try to block the
use of the voting app, which is, to say the least, a contradiction.

We also know, dating back to The Globe and Mail exposé in June
2020, that Conservatives have the highest absentee rate when it
comes to virtual Parliament. They were absent 53% of the time.
The NDP showed up 85% of the time.

How does the member explain this contradiction?

Mr. John Brassard: Madam Speaker, I have heard this argu‐
ment all day. The government, aided and abetted by the NDP, has
set the rules. We are working within the rules. If those rules change
and we get rid of the hybrid Parliament, every single Conservative
will be in their seat representing their constituents and voting here
on behalf of their constituents. However, the government set the
rules.

There is one thing that is critical about this, which is that we can‐
not continue on this hybrid system and not expect our democracy to
decline. That is exactly what the NDP is contributing to by voting
with the Liberals on this issue.

Mr. Parm Bains (Steveston—Richmond East, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I am really pleased to be speaking on the hybrid provi‐
sions today.

In 2021, I was honoured to be chosen by the people of Steve‐
ston—Richmond East to serve as their member of Parliament.
However, that same fall, as I began work as an MP in Ottawa, I be‐
came very fatigued and my symptoms worsened. I was born with a
solitary kidney, and upon my return to B.C., I was informed that my
only kidney was deteriorating faster than expected. The time had
come to prepare for a transplant, and I was to immediately receive
dialysis treatment.

As serious as this was, I did not want my condition to affect my
work or limit my ability to represent my community. To ensure
there were no conflicts with my parliamentary responsibilities, I
trained myself to self-administer the dialysis treatment at the noc‐
turnal dialysis unit at the Vancouver General Hospital, where I
would stay overnight three days a week.

While I waited for my transplant, it was crucial to avoid travel in
order to not risk contracting any viruses, like COVID-19, so that I
could be operated on safely when the time came.
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If it had not been for the hybrid provisions, I could not have safe‐

guarded my health and kept my commitment to represent my con‐
stituents in Parliament. I was able to fulfill my responsibilities vir‐
tually in the House of Commons and in committees. I was able to
speak to bills, speak on the Emergencies Act, participate in a study
on military procurement and share an untold inclusive Canadian
heritage story confronting the realities of systemic racism, which
was a very important priority for me.

I was also able to provide statements in the House regarding key
investments the government is making in Richmond. Since I was
elected to office in 2021, over $200 million in investments were se‐
cured in my city. I have been able to participate in all relevant cau‐
cus meetings to communicate Richmond's economic and service
priorities. I participated in caucus meetings to communicate Rich‐
mond's social, economic, service and infrastructure priorities. At
the same time, I was able to meet stakeholders within the munici‐
pality and throughout the riding. Many individuals, throughout all
those meetings, mentioned that they had never even met their MP,
and some of them had served in the municipality for over 20 years.

While many of my colleagues in the House agree with this mo‐
tion, many former MPs also support this initiative. On October 4, I
appeared before the procedure and House affairs committee to tell
my story and share how hybrid provisions helped me serve Canadi‐
ans through my difficult health journey. My fellow witnesses in‐
cluded former MPs Dona Cadman and Léo Duguay. Dona Cadman,
who sat across the aisle, recalled the hardship and the toll it took on
her husband's health while he was serving as an MP and spoke
about how the positive effects of working virtually with his col‐
leagues across parties could have made a strong impact on his men‐
tal health in the last years of life.

In his opening remarks, Léo Duguay, the president of the Canadi‐
an Association of Former Parliamentarians, said that in 1985 he
wanted to look at two things. The first was electronic voting. The
second was improving the House of Commons.

During my preparations I learned that PROC released a report in
2016 entitled “Initiatives toward a family-friendly House of Com‐
mons”. The report details the heavy personal toll that legislators
live with as a result of their work. Although virtual proceedings
were not one of the recommendations, the hybrid provisions are vi‐
tal to easing the pressures caused by uncontrollable long absences
from Ottawa.
● (1905)

There are reasons to support this motion, as highlighted by the
2021 PBO report on the costs of a hybrid Parliament. Over a full
year, the net savings from a hybrid parliamentary system are esti‐
mated to be $6.2 million. It is also estimated that the hybrid parlia‐
mentary system would reduce GHG emissions related to travel by
about 2,972 metric tonnes of CO2 equivalent.

These figures do not include the savings from reduced travel and
accommodation costs for witnesses who appear before committees.

Although these are benefits of a hybrid Parliament, they are not
the main reason that I support this motion. As members of Parlia‐
ment, we are responsible for nurturing our democracy. It is our role
to ensure that as many Canadians as possible can participate fully

in our democratic processes, not just when it comes time to vote but
when we want to raise our hands and represent our fellow Canadi‐
ans. However, travel commitments and long separations from fami‐
ly and friends are a price many Canadians are unwilling to pay.

A modern Parliament is a hybrid Parliament. It is inclusive, ac‐
cessible and a window into the future of democracy in the 21st cen‐
tury. As Canadians, we must not let this window close, because we
would be doing a disservice to democracy and to Canadians.

A hybrid Parliament creates a more flexible environment to ac‐
commodate a greater variety of Canadians and keeps MPs closer to
their communities. Returning to the way things have always run
would be a step back in our national journey to build a stronger,
more inclusive and more engaging democracy. Expanding each
Canadian's capacity to stand for elected office and serve as an MP
is important not just for the individuals who sit in the House of
Commons but for our communities, because the best ideas on the
needs of Canadians come from the regions each MP represents, al‐
lowing us to remain rooted in our communities and maintain a
strong understanding of the everyday impacts people are experienc‐
ing.

Hybrid provisions allowed me to fulfill my parliamentary obliga‐
tions, limit my exposure, maintain strong mental health and reduce
the fears my family had as they supported me through my health
journey. I received my transplant in August of last year and I owe a
world of thanks to the person who gave me the gift of life. It is very
hard to express how very fortunate and extremely grateful I am to
be able to work in and serve the city I was raised in and the
province of British Columbia that I was born in.

Of course, it also would not have been possible to keep doing a
job I passionately enjoy without the excellent care provided by the
team of medical professionals, the dialysis unit and the organ trans‐
plant team at Vancouver General Hospital, as well as Canadian
Blood Services.

Madam Speaker, I failed to mention earlier that I will be sharing
my time with the member for Thunder Bay—Rainy River. I am
prepared to take questions.

● (1910)

Mr. Tako Van Popta (Langley—Aldergrove, CPC): Madam
Speaker, my hon. colleague referenced Chuck Cadman, whom I
knew. He was from my neck of the woods, and I know that when he
was seriously ill, he came here to vote, but an alternative option
would have been for the government side of the House to have
paired somebody with him so that he would not have had to go
through the trouble and pain and inconvenience of travelling.
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Is that a way forward for exceptional cases that make it impossi‐

ble, or nearly impossible, for somebody to travel here?
Mr. Parm Bains: Madam Speaker, I think one of the key things

here is that what he is suggesting, the pairing of someone, actually
takes the voice of the elected member who is there to serve the
community that elected them.
[Translation]

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie (Joliette, BQ): Madam Speaker, I am
very uncomfortable with this motion, not so much because of what
it contains, even though my party and I disagree with that, but with
the way the government is going about getting this motion adopted.

There is a tradition in this House, which, to my knowledge, ex‐
ists in all Parliaments. The rules are not changed by the simple ma‐
jority because that would mean imposing the majority's vision on
all the minorities. That is not the right approach.

However, that is what the government is doing here. Rather than
trying to reach a consensus with all the parties and agree on the
rules before putting them in place, the government is refusing to
discuss them with us and imposing its way of doing things. Is that
not completely undemocratic?
[English]

Mr. Parm Bains: Madam Speaker, I have heard a lot about tradi‐
tion, and I know other members have talked about tradition as well,
but it was a break from tradition to bring cameras into the House of
Commons, and that changed in 1977.

This is a meaningful discussion, and I understand the concerns,
but we are having a debate and raising these questions. Members
have had an opportunity to raise them for a few years now, so on
this side, we believe these changes are necessary to increase
democracy.

Mr. Richard Cannings (South Okanagan—West Kootenay,
NDP): Madam Speaker, I would like to thank the member for
Steveston—Richmond East for sharing his story.

We both come from British Columbia. It is very difficult, as
many members know, to travel back and forth every week, as we
like to do, to our homes when we live in British Columbia. The
member happens to live very close to an airport, so he is luckier
than I am, but I was really interested to hear of his health issues and
how he got through them.

I think he touched on this in the answer to a previous question,
but having this hybrid Parliament allowed him to represent his con‐
stituents while he was home in British Columbia rather than, as the
Conservative member was suggesting, taking away someone else's
right to vote as well as a better solution. I think sitting virtually is
by far the best solution we have, and we should keep it.
● (1915)

Mr. Parm Bains: Madam Speaker, that is exactly why I think
this is an important piece.

I mentioned this while I was speaking, but to really understand
the priorities of a region, members sometimes have to be there
longer than they are here. When we go to events, we see the mayor
and the council, but do we get an opportunity to speak to the people

who are operating within the municipality, the people who are
building the homes or the planners? They told me that they had
never met their member of Parliament, and that was a very impor‐
tant piece I was able to do while I was there.

Mr. Marcus Powlowski (Thunder Bay—Rainy River, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, I want to speak to this issue for a couple of rea‐
sons.

One of the reasons I am here, the reason we are all here, is to
represent our constituents, and I really think the measure of a hy‐
brid Parliament does further the interests of our constituents. I also
think it furthers the interests of democracy as a whole.

The other reason I wanted to talk about this is that it is a measure
that came out of COVID. As a parliamentarian who was fairly in‐
volved with the whole COVID process, I was interested in this. I
have to say that there is not a whole lot of good that came out of
COVID, but this is perhaps one of the few good things.

I will start with COVID because that is really the origin of this
hybrid Parliament. I am not sure about the rest of us here, but I am
from the class of 2019, and we had a rough start to Parliament.
Three months into that parliamentary session, we heard of the out‐
break of a novel respiratory virus in Wuhan, China.

I followed this, because I am a doctor and I used to work for the
World Health Organization. I studied and also taught global health
law. In addition, during the SARS pandemic, I was working as a
doctor around Toronto. I was actually quarantined because of
SARS, so I followed this. Certainly, what was happening in Wuhan,
China, did not look good.

Then the dominoes began to fall. First, it was Iran, with news
stories of satellite images showing mass graves there. After that, it
was Italy, and there were, I believe, over 140 doctors in Italy who
died early on in the COVID pandemic. Then we started to get cases
here.

I was sitting on the health committee. We had Dr. Tam, members
from PHAC and other people coming before us. We asked some
questions about COVID, and they responded, “Nothing to see here.
We have it under control. It is not going to be a problem.”

I was rather frustrated. It was like watching an old disaster
movie. For anyone who has ever watched one, it does not matter
the disaster, whether it is the sinking of a boat, a big volcano going
off, an earthquake killing lots of people or a big shark, in all of
these, there is an unshaven has-been, because these are old movies
and nowadays there would be a lot of women, but this person
would be sitting at the end of the bar early on in the disaster. They
see the disaster coming and say, “Well, I think maybe we ought to
be worried here”, but no one gets worried. This is how I felt in the
early days of the pandemic.

Then came March 13, 2020, and the wheels fell off the bus that
day. On that day, it was announced that Tom Hanks, the actor, had
COVID and the Prime Minister's wife had COVID. The NHL and
NBA, in an unprecedented fashion, decided to end their seasons. It
was horrible for us hockey and basketball fans.
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At the same time, Parliament decided to shut down indefinitely. I

remember, I believe it was a Thursday night, at the Marriott bar
with some of my colleagues, who are undoubtedly here. We were
talking about what we were going to do. Were we supposed to go
home? Should we have been talking to each other? Were we giving
each other COVID?

Going forward three years, on this side of the House, we think
we did pretty well with COVID. We got through it. However, for us
in Parliament, the democratic process to get through it was done
thanks to being able to partake virtually in a virtual Parliament.
Without that, we certainly would not have been able to continue the
democratic process through COVID.

Moreover, generally speaking, the vaccines in society provided a
lot of what we needed to deal with the pandemic. Later on, the vari‐
ous forms of treatments that came out in the health care system
played a big part in reducing mortality. However, I would suggest
that it was technology, the Internet and the ability to do virtual
meetings that allowed us that social distancing, which we needed
early on before we had the vaccines to prevent the spread of dis‐
ease. These virtual meetings were certainly a big part of how we re‐
sponded to COVID.

Hopefully, COVID is over, but we cannot say that for certain. I
do not think this will happen, but perhaps in the fall there will be
another wave with a new variant, and for that reason alone I think it
is good that we are still able to meet virtually.

● (1920)

Rather than talking further about why I am for virtual Parlia‐
ment, let me admit that I do think there are advantages of being
here in person, and some of my colleagues on the opposite side
talked about them. I would not deny there are a lot of good things
that come out of that.

For those in the class of 2019, after having been meeting virtual‐
ly for about a year and a half, to then come back felt like we were
starting high school in grade 11. In our time back here it has be‐
come apparent to me, and perhaps to a lot of my colleagues from
the same year, how much of the real work of Parliament does not
occur right here on the floor, but in the back rooms.

The back is a place where I can corner a minister to ask them
about an issue that is big in my riding and get an answer. It is also a
place where we can form coalitions. In my experience, and in the
experience of all parliamentarians here, an individual will have a
really hard time moving any particular item. However, when they
get consensus, it is far easier to do. That kind of consensus cannot
be made on a Zoom call, but it is the kind of consensus we can
make in the back rooms.

Having said that and having agreed that, generally speaking, be‐
ing here in person is better, I think there are real advantages of be‐
ing able to meet virtually. Those advantages certainly outweigh the
disadvantages. I would like to point out that it is quite difficult to be
a parliamentarian when one has a family. I have six kids. I have big
kids, little kids, young kids and old kids, and being a good parent
when spending half of my time not at home, but in Ottawa, is very
difficult.

Our poor spouses end up running a single-parent family half the
time. It is hard on anyone who has kids, but I would suggest it is
particularly hard on women with small children. There are some
women here who do have small children, so it is not impossible, but
it is very difficult. I would suggest that reality scares off a lot of
young women from wanting to partake in the democratic process.

We really want to encourage women to run. The hybrid Parlia‐
ment makes it easier. For example, these last nine weeks or so, we
have had one constituency week. However, with virtual Parliament,
if someone has a family and kids, and the kids are sick or they are
asking for them, they can spend a week back home with the kids
and still partake in parliamentary duties.

Similarly, if someone lives in Labrador or the Northwest Territo‐
ries, they can do Monday and Friday virtually, meeting their obliga‐
tions to Parliament while still having time with their family. It al‐
lows parliamentarians to balance their obligations to their families
with their obligations to their constituencies and to Parliament.

I suggest that is also the case for people, for example, with dis‐
abilities, with family members who are ill or who have elderly peo‐
ple in their family to whom they have obligations. It allows them to
come to Parliament.

Why is that important? I have said before I think not being able
to go virtual would be particularly hard on women. In Parliament,
50% of MPs ought to be women. Parliament, for the sake of
democracy, ought to be a Parliament that reasonably reflects the
population at large. That means not only having women in Parlia‐
ment, but also having people who are mothers and fathers with
younger or older children, or who have no children at all.

Let me reiterate that not much good came out of COVID, but I
think one good thing that came out of COVID was hybrid Parlia‐
ment. It is good for MPs, Parliament and the democratic process,
and I think it is good for Canadians.

● (1925)

Mr. Pat Kelly (Calgary Rocky Ridge, CPC): Madam Speaker,
I listened to the member's speech, and he did identify the nature of
proximity and the ability to establish rapport and trust between
members when they are in close proximity to each other.

There is nothing in the Standing Orders that gives any require‐
ment of this. Under the changes that are proposed, any member
could be virtual as much as they want, and the increasing use of the
voting app shows the extent to which the expediency of it drives
people out of this place.

Why make the permanent change now? Why not give us the op‐
portunity to get it right following an election and following further
all-party consensus, rather than a permanent change now?
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Mr. Marcus Powlowski: Madam Speaker, I agree with the

member opposite, and I wrestle with this every week when it is a
choice of whether I should stay at home with my family and my
kids and participate virtually or come to Ottawa. I decide to come
to Ottawa because I think I can do a better job here. On the other
hand, we have to balance that desirability of having close proximity
to and being able to talk to people with the fact that not allowing it
is a real, significant impediment to people with kids, especially
women, being able to partake in the democratic process.

Without that, we have a Parliament with a bunch of older males
or older women or people who do not have families, but we are
missing a certain demographic of our population who are not here
to vote and make decisions because they do not want to come to
Parliament because they cannot both have a family and be in Parlia‐
ment. With the hybrid system, they can.
[Translation]

Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Madam Speaker, my
colleague and I worked together at the Standing Committee on
Health, and he knows that I appreciate him.

I know he is a democrat. In his speech, he discussed the impor‐
tance of having a well functioning democracy. He believes that the
new rules could help us to enhance the way democracy functions.

I am wondering if he does not see that there is a certain paradox
in the fact that, to enhance democracy with the new rules, we are
violating democracy, we are violating the parliamentary tradition,
we are violating the tradition of unanimity. We are dismantling a
long tradition and setting a precedent that will allow any govern‐
ment, especially a majority government, to henceforth have the
moral sanction to change all our operating rules as it pleases.

Does the member not find that strange to want to enhance the
way democracy functions in a completely undemocratic way?
[English]

Mr. Marcus Powlowski: Madam Speaker, as much as it is desir‐
able to have unanimity, the democratic process does not generally
require unanimity, because it is that difficult. Maybe this is wrong,
but I understand that in Poland there was an absolute democracy
that required unanimity in every decision, but that is practically im‐
possible.

Therefore, I would suggest that in an example like this, where we
are trying to protect a minority, perhaps young women, and allow
them to be party to the democratic process, sometimes we have to
stand up against the majority. That is the whole purpose of the Con‐
stitution. Moreover, if even a majority is not good enough and we
need an absolute majority, that is a pretty hard hurdle to bypass. I
would say that the ends we are seeking, which are allowing more
women and more people with families to participate, are—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
have to give another member an opportunity to ask a question.

The hon. member for Skeena—Bulkley Valley.
Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Madam

Speaker, one of the things we have heard in this debate is a concern
about abuse of the virtual tools that we have become accustomed
to. Thinking about the constituents I represent, I think they have an

expectation both that I travel to Ottawa, be a part of this place and
represent them in the House of Commons and also that, under cer‐
tain circumstances, the virtual tools allow me to do an even better
job and be present more of the time. Does the member agree that
our constituents' expectation that we spend time in Ottawa and in
the House of Commons will serve as a control on the potential
abuse of these virtual tools that we now have available?

● (1930)

Mr. Marcus Powlowski: Madam Speaker, I agree with the
member. Ultimately, we are all accountable to our electorate. I
think those of us who decide not to come to Ottawa or are seen al‐
ways up in their bedroom on a Zoom call, participating virtually in
Parliament, perhaps will suffer as a result at the ballot box. There is
a certain element of accountability there that will keep us honest
and keep us from abusing that—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Re‐
suming debate, the hon. member for Calgary Rocky Ridge.

Mr. Pat Kelly (Calgary Rocky Ridge, CPC): Madam Speaker,
Parliament exists so that common people, the commons, would
have protection from what would otherwise be the unlimited power
of government.

Every now and then, we have to get back to the basics. King
John was forced to sign the Magna Carta, 808 years ago this week,
actually. I have a real passion for civic literacy around the issue of
what Parliament is here for, why Parliament exists and getting back
to those basics.

Members are elected to this place. They are sent here to fulfill
that basic purpose. We are here to hold the government to account.
Not just the members who happen to run under parties that did not
win the majority of seats or even the most seats, but all members
here are elected as a Parliament that will hold government to ac‐
count. Some members are chosen to become part of the govern‐
ment, but even the backbenchers of the governing party are here to
hold the government to account. We all are. That is our job.

Our basic function is to vote on the key issues of the day, particu‐
larly to grant authority to the Crown to spend money, to make
changes to the Criminal Code that affect people's liberty, and these
kinds of things. This is what we are here for. That is why Parlia‐
ment exists.

Let there be no doubt: The changes being proposed by the gov‐
ernment would weaken the power of the House of Commons and
strengthen the power of government.

Before I get too much further into this, I must point out that I am
going to share my time with the member for Lanark—Frontenac—
Kingston. I look forward to his remarks.

I am familiar with the arguments around the changes we are talk‐
ing about here. We just heard some of the arguments in favour of
the Standing Orders changes from the member for Thunder Bay—
Rainy River. I am a western MP. I spend a lot of time on airplanes,
a lot of time travelling. I am family man, too. There is certainly
some expediency around the voting app.
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However, hybrid Parliament would give more power to the gov‐

ernment. It does give more power to the government and less power
to the opposition, making the tools available to the opposition more
difficult to use. I have never heard a constituent, a person in my rid‐
ing, say to me that what is really important to them is that Parlia‐
ment become easier for MPs, so that we could make things easier
for ourselves. That is not what Canadians say. They do not want
their government to have more power and Parliament to have less.

There are practical problems, too, with the motion. We have all
seen the inevitable technical glitches, which will always be there.
We have problems with connectivity, with equipment and with si‐
multaneous translation. The motion certainly does not address any
of those issues, but here we are.

There are also lots of other problems with it that are not techni‐
cal. There is a general lack of decorum that sometimes occurs
through hybrid. We have the lack of uniformity in background and
people can use a hybrid camera shot to create their own political
messages or messages that do not belong in parliamentary debate.

By far and away, the biggest problem that we will have if we
adopt a permanent virtual Parliament is entrenching the isolation
and silo effect on MPs. If hybrid Parliament is to be made perma‐
nent, we have to answer these questions first: Do Canadians want
their MPs to have less physical interaction and less proximity to
each other? Do Canadians think that their elected officials would
make better decisions for Canadians if they spent less time actually
interacting with each other? Do Canadians want their parliamentari‐
ans and their Parliament to be more or less collegial? Do they want
elected representatives to have more or less opportunity, as the
member for Thunder Bay—Rainy River said, to speak informally
with members of the government, on either side?
● (1935)

Do Canadians want their MP to have the opportunity to walk
across the floor and have a quick discussion with another member?
Do they want their MPs to have the ability to interact with each
other in person? Do they want ministers and the Prime Minister to
spend more time face to face, facing the accountability of an oppo‐
sition in Parliament with the equal rights and privileges that are af‐
forded to members in this place?

I know Canadians expect more and not less accountability from
their governments and they expect their elected MPs to have the
ability to deliver that. Hybrid Parliament allows MPs to have every
ability to just silo themselves and be isolated from other members.

Canadians in my riding ask me sometimes why we cannot work
with other parties. I say that there are many occasions when MPs
work across the floor and work with other MPs in their own caucus
to effect outcomes on legislation or committee business or issues.
However, in order to work effectively together, they have to have
the opportunity to build rapport and trust, and they cannot do that
through a video screen.

This really reveals itself in hybrid committees. When members
of all parties are present, and the member for Barrie—Innisfil
talked about this, members from each party can gather in a corner
and resolve an impasse they have come to by just being able to talk
to each other. Non-verbal body language is conveyed when we

meet in person. When one is across a committee table from another
member, one can get an idea of the effect of what one is proposing
if negotiating on a motion or debating a committee report. We do
not get that through hybrid Parliament. We do not get that through a
video screen.

When trying to get through a committee report, if all the mem‐
bers are together and there are differences, there is no unanimity,
but there might be the ability to have a consensus report. It is not
going to get done through a video screen. People need to be able to
talk to each other. The importance of personal interaction is just lost
in the hybrid.

Some members have commented on the growing use of the vot‐
ing app by members and the incentives to not be here with a hybrid
system. The ability to use a voting app encourages members to do
really anything but the job they are elected to do as legislators and
debate legislation in the House. They have every advantage to just
go back to their ridings while Parliament is sitting and campaign or
do any number of other activities. Members have talked about the
ability to achieve a better life and family balance, and I am sure this
is an advantage for some members in that case, but it also gives in‐
centive to do anything other than the job they are elected to do.

This brings us to the permanence of it. What is being proposed
here tonight is a permanent change to the Standing Orders, which is
ordinarily only done through consensus, when all parties agree.
This is our democracy. The Standing Orders are how we govern
ourselves in this place. It is extraordinary that we are here under a
closure motion. They are ramming this through with closure, the
permanent change to our Standing Orders.

Conservatives proposed at committee maintaining the use of the
voting app and hybrid Parliament, that we would keep it and let it
run through another election so members who are elected here
could run and tell their prospective voters how they feel about this
issue, and not permanently change the Standing Orders until there
actually is an all-party consensus. That is the way to do it. That is
the way that respects the democracy of this place.

If members value the office they are elected to and think Canadi‐
ans want and deserve more and not less democratic accountability,
and if they think the permanent changes should not be done without
all-party consent, I beg them to show some respect for the 808
years of parliamentary accountability and oppose this motion.

● (1940)

Mrs. Salma Zahid (Scarborough Centre, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I agree that there are a lot of advantages to being here to‐
gether to make sure we serve our constituents, but my question is
this: What would he say for those members who, God forbid, have
to go through health challenges?

Back in February 2018, I was diagnosed with stage 4 cancer. Not
having the provision of the hybrid Parliament, I was not able to be
the voice of my constituents here for four months, until my
chemotherapy was completed. I was not able to participate in de‐
bates and I was not able to vote.
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What would the member say in regard to those situations? I ask,

because we never know what is coming around the corner.
Mr. Pat Kelly: Madam Speaker, I am so happy that the member

is here in this debate tonight and that she is able to be here. The
member for Steveston—Richmond East and his remarks on his
health challenges are important, but there have been long-standing
tools. This is not new. Previous Parliaments have dealt with this by
way of vote pairing. I do not think any constituent would want their
MP to feel they had to leave medical treatment to fly here and use
their voice in debate. People should take time and look after their
health, make that their personal priority and make sure their vote is
paired, so that there is still democratic representation.
[Translation]

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie (Joliette, BQ): Madam Speaker, I would
like to take the hon. member a few years back in time. When he
was in the House in 2017, the Liberal government had a majority.
The Leader of the Government in the House of Commons wanted
to change the Standing Orders so that, for example, the House
would no longer sit on Fridays. The Bloc Québécois was in favour.
The Liberal government House leader in 2017 said that it would not
happen because there was not unanimous support. She had the sup‐
port of some opposition parties, but she did not have unanimous
support. In order to change the Standing Orders, the way the House
operates is that unanimous consent is required. She backed down,
and it did not happen.

We now have a government that says that it is going to change
the rules with a simple majority, which sets a precedent. What does
the hon. member think about that?
[English]

Mr. Pat Kelly: Madam Speaker, the member is right, and it is
disgraceful. The members of that government and its caucus should
be ashamed of themselves for what they are doing, and so should
the NDP members.

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I like the member. I know that he shows up. Many
of his colleagues do not, and this is the problem. The Globe and
Mail exposed the fact that the Conservatives are the most absent in
this virtual Parliament. After the first couple of months in a virtual
Parliament, The Globe and Mail showed us that Conservatives only
show up 47% of the time. New Democrats showed up twice as
much: 85% of the time.

That member shows up; I am not trying to pretend otherwise. I
am saying his colleagues do not, and the real concern is about MPs
abusing this. It really comes from the example Conservative MPs
have set themselves, being more absent than any other party in this
House.
● (1945)

Mr. Pat Kelly: Madam Speaker, I thank the member for giving
me the opportunity to put this nonsense to bed.

During the time that article came out, I could not even have, in a
city like Calgary, in my home, enough reliable upload speed to be
able to engage with the hybrid Parliament at that time. I would
watch it on TV, because at least I could reliably see the image. I did
not show up as being at work by logging in to Zoom; I followed

what was going on in the chamber. If I knew that I was going to be
speaking or participating in debate, I had a real scramble on my
hands to make sure I actually could get the connectivity to partici‐
pate, so if that Globe and Mail article and that member's measure‐
ment of showing up for work is whether they hit the log-in creden‐
tials on their Zoom call, I think that is a pretty flawed measurement
of how people participate in Parliament.

Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Kingston, CPC):
Madam Speaker, from a strictly procedural perspective, I am speak‐
ing in favour of an amendment proposed, two days ago, by the
House leader for His Majesty's loyal opposition, to the government
motion to adopt a series of amendments to the Standing Orders. I
will not read out the amendment here, because it runs several
pages, and I will certainly not attempt to read out the government's
set of proposed amendments to the Standing Orders, which run to
25 pages in 12-point type. My speaking slot is only 10 minutes and
I simply would not get through those things before I ran out of
time.

The general thrust of the government's package of amendments
is to make permanent the interim Standing Orders, which would
otherwise expire at the end of the month, that allow MPs to partici‐
pate in the House debates and at committee meetings remotely, us‐
ing Zoom, and to vote remotely as well using the app on our tele‐
phones.

The government amendments would make this change perma‐
nent, extending not merely beyond June but also beyond the life of
the present Parliament.

The thrust of the opposition motion is that the expiry date should
be pushed back from June to a date that is described in the amend‐
ment as “one year after the opening of the 45th Parliament”. This
would provide a full year subsequent to the next election, during
which a consensus could be developed as to which aspects of the
rules for virtual sittings and remote participation would be retained.
If, at that time, no consensus were achieved, then, after the year ex‐
pires, it would be necessary for all MPs to attend sittings of the
House in person, as was the case prior to the pandemic.

Of course, if a consensus was achieved, then we could carry on
with some form of virtual sittings. Very likely, the addition of a fur‐
ther year or two of experience with virtual sittings and online vot‐
ing would allow us to make incremental improvements to the rules
over the voluminous package being voted on today.

Of the two alternatives before us, I prefer the one presented by
the opposition House leader, but that is not the subject that I wish to
address today. Rather, I want to focus on the entirely inappropriate
way in which the government is attempting to push through
changes by means of a whipped party line vote.

I have been in this place for 23 years, nearly a quarter of a centu‐
ry, and until the present Prime Minister took office, that was never
how changes were made to the Standing Orders. I could go back to
the prior century and that was also not the way things were done.
Some kind of non-partisan path has always been sought.



June 15, 2023 COMMONS DEBATES 16145

Government Orders
There are two distinct ways in which the House of Commons has

been able to achieve non-partisan changes to the Standing Orders.
The first way, which is used more frequently, is to have a commit‐
tee develop the details of any proposed changes to the Standing Or‐
ders and to have that committee present a consensus report, which
contains only proposed amendments that have won the support of
all groups that have party status, which is to say of all parties, and
which have at least one MP on that committee.

The centrepiece of the committee's report is always the exact
wording of the proposed Standing Orders. The House then concurs
in the report. A recorded vote may be taken or in some cases there
may be approval by unanimous consent, but the key point is this: a
consensus has been sought and the party or coalition of parties that
have the majority in the House of Commons and on the committee
judiciously refrains from attempting to impose measures that are
not also supported by the minority.

The purpose of the Standing Orders is, of course, to protect the
rights of whoever is in the minority in the House of Commons,
whoever is, in one form of another, on the opposition benches. In a
political system where the majority can act with complete freedom
and with no restraints in its actions, Standing Orders of any kind
are a mere impediment. This kind of unbridled majoritarian system
is not the Westminster system and has no place in Canada.

It is with reason that this kind of unbridled majority rule is re‐
ferred to as the “tyranny of the majority”, a term or a phrase devel‐
oped in the 1840s by Alexis de Tocqueville, who was trying to dis‐
tinguish between the unexpectedly moderate governing practices he
had encountered in a trip to North America, as compared to the
tempestuous situation in his native France, where one majority
coalition would succeed another in an apparently unending series of
revolutions, coups and counter-coups, with each majority coalition
then proceeding to trample of the rights of the newly created politi‐
cal minority until it, too, would be overthrown, following the defec‐
tion of one faction or another and the cycle of oppression would
continue with new masters and new victims.

Returning to the committee for a moment, the work of creating
and then sorting out the details of a series of changes to the Stand‐
ing Orders, particularly in the case of technically complex changes,
is often too much for a committee that is burdened with other mat‐
ters as well, as is frequently the case for our procedure and House
affairs committee, on which I served for 15 years.
● (1950)

We were in the habit, when I served on the committee, of dele‐
gating the task of drafting such changes to ad hoc subcommittees.
One such subcommittee developed a code of conduct for MPs re‐
garding sexual harassment, which now forms Appendix II of the
Standing Orders. Another subcommittee, which I chaired, dealt
with the definition of “gifts” under the MP conflict of interest code,
which forms Appendix I to the Standing Orders. Whatever the case,
the rule was always to seek out consensus and to go no further than
was possible on a multipartisan basis.

The second way of achieving consensus is to have the procedure
and House affairs committee review a set of proposed amendments
to the Standing Orders and then to present the amendments to the
House of Commons without making an actual recommendation.

This is what was done in 2015 with regard to a motion that I had
brought forward to change the manner in which the Speaker is
elected, from a series of runoff ballots to a single preferential ballot.
My motion was made in the Commons and then referred by the
House of Commons to the procedure and House affairs committee,
which examined it in detail, including hearing from expert witness‐
es.

The committee then made a report to the House, stating:

The Election of the Speaker is a matter for all Members to decide. The Commit‐
tee does not oppose nor endorse motion M-489 brought forward by [the member for
Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox and Addington]—

As I was at the time.

—and feels that the entire membership of the House of Commons should have
the opportunity to vote on whether or not to change the Standing Orders in the
manner suggested by M-489.

In order to accomplish this purpose of having a vote in the House, the Commit‐
tee recommends that Standing Order 4 be amended as follows...

In the committee's report, this was followed by the text of the
Standing Order amendments that I had proposed.

As part of this arrangement, which is not written down in the of‐
ficial record but which can be gleaned from the debates that took
place in 2015 in the House and in committee, it is clear there was
an all-party agreement to allow all members from all parties to vote
freely on the proposed amendment. No party would apply a whip to
its members, and this is exactly what happened. The vote took
place in the very last division of the 41st Parliament in June 2015,
in fact almost exactly eight years ago today.

Every single party in the House of Commons allowed a free vote,
with the result that 27 Conservatives voted differently from their
leader, 15 New Democrats voted differently from their leader, one
Liberal dissented and even the Bloc Québécois, which only had
four MPs elected in the prior election, recorded votes on both sides
of that division. This is a reasonable model as an alternative to the
consensus model, although I do worry that achieving a genuinely
free vote is notoriously difficult in this place, which is why we elect
our Speakers by secret ballot.

In the event that a consensus cannot be achieved at committee, it
would be reasonable to follow the model laid out by the procedure
and House affairs committee in that 2015 report with the addition
of a secret ballot in the House of Commons on the motion that the
committee has proposed. I note that this kind of secret ballot is not
currently possible and would itself require a change to the Standing
Orders, but I think that it is worthwhile to put the idea out there for
future reference.

Nothing remotely like either of the two models I just outlined has
been used in the present case, however. The procedure and House
affairs committee signalled a majority preference for changing the
Standing Orders in a report that features two dissenting reports
from parties that, together, represent nearly half of all MPs in the
House of Commons. This is as far from a consensus as it is possible
to be.
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Worse yet, the committee did not actually endorse any specific

set of amendments to the Standing Orders, only the idea that such
amendments should exist, and the government then produced a text
drafted by bureaucrats confidentially to the text of the Standing Or‐
ders. This process makes detailed changes to those proposed Stand‐
ing Orders, those 25 pages, virtually impossible as any micro
changes of this sort that are done in committee can only be done if
the House of Commons chooses to sit as a committee of the whole,
which is clearly not going to happen.

Then, of course, there is the matter of closure. We are actually
limiting debate and ramming through changes to the Standing Or‐
ders, something utterly unprecedented in this country, utterly with‐
out precedent and, I would say, utterly disgraceful.

From a process perspective, this is a retreat from the Westminster
model to the majoritarian tyranny that de Tocqueville warned
against. It is grand being a tyrant while the tenure lasts, but it is ter‐
rible to suffer the tyranny of those whom one had formerly op‐
pressed, as many former leaders have learned, after the tools that
they had forged are turned on their former masters. That is the real
lesson to be learned today, and since the way in which we will be
voting does not allow this lesson to be easily teased out, I thought it
best to commit these sentiments to words and to express them to‐
day.

I have one last thought. This whole mess could be stopped if a
standing order were adopted here that makes it impossible to amend
the Standing Orders in the future using closure. If there was enough
opposition, it would be possible for opposition parties to prevent a
standing order change going through. That is not going to happen in
this Parliament, but in the next Parliament, I will be proposing ex‐
actly such a change so that this kind of tyranny can never happen
again.
● (1955)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, let me suggest a different reality. There were 108 Conser‐
vatives who voted in the last vote we had. Out of those 108, get
this: 65 voted virtually. Imagine them saying, “I don't want virtual
Parliament” as they pull up their phone apps to vote virtually. Six‐
ty-five out of 108 did this, and 43 of them actually showed up to
vote inside the chamber. I am not an actuary, but I do believe that is
less than half. Many might see a bit of hypocrisy there. I, for one,
see a whole lot of hypocrisy.

Can the member explain why he cannot even get a majority of
his own members to come in here as a way to make a statement that
they do not want hybrid and will not participate in it?

Mr. Scott Reid: Madam Speaker, did the member have cotton
wool stuffed in his ears during my speech? I was talking about the
fact that the government is using closure to ram through this
amendment. That is what I was discussing. I was not discussing
whether or not there should be hybrid voting. I did point out that
the opposition motion allows for hybrid voting to go on for the en‐
tire rest of this Parliament and a year into the next Parliament.

If the member ever paid any attention to what anybody else says,
he would know that his argument is complete nonsense and has no
bearing on reality. Frankly, I will say tonight that the member

should be ashamed of the ignorance he brings to every debate he
participates in. He is a disgrace sometimes.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
would like to advise members not to insult each other, please, and
to refrain from calling other members names.

[Translation]

The hon. member for Mirabel.

Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Madam Speaker, I
would like to thank my colleague for his speech because, since this
debate began, we have been hearing all kinds of generalities and
nonsense about who votes virtually and who does not. The hon.
member for Winnipeg North has once again lowered the level of
debate.

However, I think my colleague raised the level of debate. Indeed,
he pointed out that the way this motion is being put forward, re‐
gardless of content, is unacceptable. Since 1867, the House has al‐
ways been able to operate unanimously. During the pandemic, we
were always able to operate unanimously. The hybrid Parliament
we have today was adopted unanimously. We have always been
able to do that.

A few minutes ago, the hon. member for Thunder Bay—Rainy
River told us suddenly that unanimity is not always the best thing,
that things can change. Suddenly, everything becomes relative.

How is it that, since 1867, we have always been able to operate
properly and now, all of a sudden, we cannot?

Mr. Scott Reid: Madam Speaker, there is just one thing I would
like to say today about all the speeches from the Bloc Québécois.

There is a party in the House that wants to separate Quebec from
the rest of Canada, and that party is more respectful of our institu‐
tions and our democracy than the government itself is.

[English]

Mr. Richard Cannings (South Okanagan—West Kootenay,
NDP): Madam Speaker, I have always enjoyed the member's
speeches and hearing his learned thoughts. It is great to hear de
Tocqueville brought up and that sort of history. I like being here,
and we have seen in the past few weeks and months that basically
everybody is here.

I would like to hear a good argument against a hybrid Parliament
that addresses accommodating the people who cannot be here, like
the people who are sick, the people who are—

● (2000)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
will give a very brief moment to the hon. member for Lanark—
Frontenac—Kingston to answer.
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Mr. Scott Reid: Madam Speaker, I do not think I can provide an

argument against it because I am not actually against hybrid. I am
not against the voting app, nor indeed is the motion proposed by
our House leader, which would allow the voting app to continue for
the rest of this Parliament and one year into the new Parliament. I
am really against the removal of the consensus requirement for
changes to the Standing Orders.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): It
being 8:01 p.m., pursuant to order made earlier today, it is my duty
to interrupt the proceedings and put forthwith every question neces‐
sary to dispose of Government Business No. 26 now before the
House.
[Translation]

The question is on the amendment.
● (2005)

[English]

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.

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

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, we request a recorded
vote, please.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
Call in the members.

And the bells having rung:
● (2035)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The question is on the amendment.

Shall I dispense?

Some hon. members: No.

[Chair read text of amendment to House]
● (2050)

(The House divided on the amendment, which was negatived on
the following division:)

(Division No. 381)

YEAS
Members

Aboultaif Aitchison
Albas Allison
Arnold Baldinelli
Barlow Barrett
Barsalou-Duval Beaulieu
Berthold Bérubé
Bezan Blanchet
Blanchette-Joncas Block
Brassard Brunelle-Duceppe
Calkins Caputo
Carrie Chabot
Chambers Champoux
Chong Cooper
Dalton Davidson

DeBellefeuille Deltell
d'Entremont Desbiens
Desilets Doherty
Dong Dowdall
Dreeshen Duncan (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry)
Ellis Epp
Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster) Falk (Provencher)
Fast Ferreri
Findlay Fortin
Gallant Garon
Gaudreau Généreux
Genuis Gill
Godin Goodridge
Gourde Gray
Hallan Hoback
Jeneroux Kelly
Kitchen Kmiec
Kram Kramp-Neuman
Kusie Lantsman
Larouche Lawrence
Lehoux Lemire
Lewis (Essex) Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk)
Liepert Lloyd
Maguire Martel
Mazier McCauley (Edmonton West)
McLean Melillo
Michaud Moore
Morantz Morrison
Motz Muys
Normandin O'Toole
Patzer Paul-Hus
Pauzé Perkins
Perron Plamondon
Poilievre Rayes
Redekopp Reid
Rempel Garner Richards
Roberts Rood
Ruff Schmale
Seeback Shields
Shipley Simard
Sinclair-Desgagné Small
Soroka Steinley
Ste-Marie Strahl
Stubbs Thériault
Therrien Thomas
Tolmie Trudel
Uppal Van Popta
Vecchio Vidal
Vien Viersen
Vignola Villemure
Vis Vuong
Wagantall Waugh
Webber Williams
Williamson Zimmer– — 136

NAYS
Members

Aldag Ali
Anandasangaree Angus
Arseneault Arya
Ashton Atwin
Bachrach Badawey
Bains Baker
Barron Battiste
Beech Bendayan
Bennett Bittle
Blair Blaney
Blois Boissonnault
Boulerice Bradford
Brière Cannings
Casey Chagger
Chahal Champagne



16148 COMMONS DEBATES June 15, 2023

Government Orders
Chatel Chen
Chiang Collins (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek)
Cormier Coteau
Dabrusin Damoff
Davies Desjarlais
Dhaliwal Dhillon
Diab Drouin
Dubourg Duclos
Duguid Dzerowicz
Ehsassi El-Khoury
Fergus Fillmore
Fonseca Fortier
Fragiskatos Fraser
Freeland Fry
Gaheer 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 Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga)
MacAulay (Cardigan) MacDonald (Malpeque)
MacKinnon (Gatineau) Maloney
Martinez Ferrada Masse
Mathyssen May (Cambridge)
McDonald (Avalon) McGuinty
McKay McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam)
McLeod McPherson
Mendicino Miao
Miller Morrice
Morrissey Murray
Naqvi Ng
Noormohamed O'Connell
Oliphant O'Regan
Petitpas Taylor Powlowski
Qualtrough Robillard
Rodriguez 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
Vandenbeld Virani
Weiler Wilkinson
Yip Zahid
Zarrillo Zuberi– — 168

PAIRED
Members

Bergeron Bibeau
Duncan (Etobicoke North) Savard-Tremblay– — 4

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
declare the amendment defeated.

The next question is on the main motion. May I dispense?

Some hon. members: No.

[Chair read text of motion to the House]

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): If a
member of a recognized party present in the House wishes that the
motion 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.

The hon. member for Northumberland—Peterborough South.
● (2055)

Mr. Philip Lawrence: Madam Speaker, we request a recorded
vote.
● (2105)

[Translation]
(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the

following division:)
(Division No. 382)

YEAS
Members

Aldag Ali
Anandasangaree Angus
Arseneault Arya
Ashton Atwin
Bachrach Badawey
Bains Baker
Barron Battiste
Beech Bendayan
Bennett Bittle
Blair Blaney
Blois Boissonnault
Boulerice Bradford
Brière Cannings
Casey Chagger
Chahal Champagne
Chatel Chen
Chiang Collins (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek)
Cormier Coteau
Dabrusin Damoff
Davies Desjarlais
Dhaliwal Dhillon
Diab Drouin
Dubourg Duclos
Duguid Dzerowicz
Ehsassi El-Khoury
Fergus Fillmore
Fisher Fonseca
Fortier Fragiskatos
Fraser Freeland
Fry Gaheer
Gazan Gerretsen
Gould Green
Guilbeault Hajdu
Hanley Hardie
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Hepfner Holland
Housefather Hughes
Hussen Hutchings
Iacono Idlout
Ien Jaczek
Johns Joly
Jones 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) MacKinnon (Gatineau)
Maloney Martinez Ferrada
Masse Mathyssen
May (Cambridge) McDonald (Avalon)
McGuinty McKay
McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam) McLeod
McPherson Mendicino
Miao Miller
Morrice Morrissey
Murray Naqvi
Ng Noormohamed
O'Connell Oliphant
O'Regan Petitpas Taylor
Powlowski Qualtrough
Robillard Rodriguez
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 Vandenbeld
Virani Weiler
Wilkinson Yip
Zahid Zarrillo
Zuberi– — 171

NAYS
Members

Aboultaif Aitchison
Albas Allison
Arnold Baldinelli
Barlow Barrett
Barsalou-Duval Beaulieu
Berthold Bezan
Blanchet Blanchette-Joncas
Block Brassard
Brunelle-Duceppe Calkins
Caputo Carrie
Chabot Chambers
Champoux Chong
Cooper Dalton
Dancho Davidson
DeBellefeuille Deltell
d'Entremont Desbiens
Desilets Doherty

Dowdall Dreeshen
Duncan (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry) Ellis
Epp Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster)
Falk (Provencher) Fast
Ferreri Findlay
Fortin Gallant
Garon Gaudreau
Généreux Genuis
Gill Godin
Goodridge Gourde
Gray Hallan
Hoback Jeneroux
Kelly Kitchen
Kmiec Kram
Kramp-Neuman Kusie
Lantsman Larouche
Lawrence Lehoux
Lemire Lewis (Essex)
Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk) Liepert
Lloyd Martel
Mazier McCauley (Edmonton West)
McLean Melillo
Michaud Morantz
Morrison Motz
Muys Nater
Normandin O'Toole
Patzer Paul-Hus
Pauzé Perkins
Perron Plamondon
Poilievre Rayes
Redekopp Reid
Rempel Garner Richards
Roberts Rood
Ruff Scheer
Schmale Seeback
Shields Shipley
Simard Sinclair-Desgagné
Small Soroka
Steinley Ste-Marie
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– — 137

PAIRED
Members

Bergeron Bibeau
Duncan (Etobicoke North) Savard-Tremblay– — 4

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
declare the motion carried.
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[English]

CANADA EARLY LEARNING AND CHILD CARE ACT
The House resumed from June 14 consideration of the motion

that Bill C-35, An Act respecting early learning and child care in
Canada, be read the third time and passed.

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Madam Speaker, I may be having a technical problem with
my microphone, just to—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): We
cannot hear the hon. member. I think the hon. member is on mute.
No, the hon. member is in a car, which is very difficult for sound.

The hon. parliamentary secretary is rising on a point of order.
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, I know we just passed

a motion with respect to supporting hybrid, but I do not think it is
appropriate for someone to participate in a hybrid debate while in a
vehicle. I do not know if he is driving or if he is a passenger.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): He
is not driving. It is only the sound that could be an issue. As well,
the hon. member's headset is not the one accepted by the House,
from what we are being told by technical services.

I cannot hear the hon. member.
[Translation]

Resuming debate.

The hon. member for Mégantic—L'Érable.
Mr. Luc Berthold (Mégantic—L'Érable, CPC):

Madam Speaker, before I begin my speech, I would like to take a
few moments to talk about the tragic accident that occurred in
Dauphin, Manitoba. Fifteen people were killed and another 10 are
in hospital fighting for their lives. On behalf of all my colleagues
from Quebec, my Conservative colleagues and all my colleagues in
the House, I want to say that our thoughts are with those who re‐
sponded on the scene, the first responders, the families of the vic‐
tims, who are at the hospital with their loved ones, and all the com‐
munities affected. We are talking about seniors, who are the heart
of the community around Dauphin, Manitoba. I feel we need to
take a moment to think about all these people who are currently go‐
ing through extremely difficult times.

I am feeling a bit emotional as I say this. I hope my colleagues
will allow me to digress from the subject at hand, which is Bill
C‑35. This summer will mark the 10th anniversary of the
Lac‑Mégantic tragedy, when 47 Lac‑Mégantic constituents lost
their lives in a tragic accident. It was the worst rail tragedy in east‐
ern Canada's history.

These moments are always difficult. A community can never re‐
ally recover from a tragedy like this. Yesterday in room 325 of the
Wellington Building, I had the opportunity to present a documen‐
tary directed by Philippe Falardeau about this tragedy. The title of
the documentary is Lac-Mégantic: This is Not an Accident. Why
was this title chosen? Because many things could have been done
to prevent this terrible tragedy from happening. Some of my col‐
leagues attended the screening, and they were all shaken by the im‐
ages they saw, by the reminder of this terrible tragedy. When

tragedies like this happen, it is our responsibility as members of
Parliament to take the time to look at what happened, to take the
time to analyze what was done then, what was done beforehand
and, above all, what will be done in the future.

We will soon mark the 10th anniversary of the Lac-Mégantic
tragedy. It should not become just a date on which we remember
things that happened. It should be a date on which we remember
that we failed to do enough and that we must always do more to
protect people's lives. People are counting on the legislators here in
the House to make a difference when it comes to regulations and to
corporations that are interested only in making a profit, sometimes,
and too often, at the expense of safety.

In closing, I thank my colleagues who attended yesterday's
screening of the documentary. I also encourage anyone who would
like to watch the documentary to do so. My Bloc Québécois col‐
league was there. Members of the Conservative Party were there.
There were Liberals. My colleague from the NDP was there as
well. Partisanship has no place here when it comes to doing our
jobs. We can disagree on how to fix things or how to come up with
solutions, but one thing is certain: We must all work toward the
same goals to ensure that such tragedies never happen again.

Just now, after seeing the images of this new tragedy in the me‐
dia, I needed to take a few minutes to think back on what happened
in Lac-Mégantic and remind these people that we are with them
and we support them. I also wanted to emphasize that our duty as
members of Parliament transcends partisan games. Our duty is to
improve the lives of the citizens we represent here, as well as the
lives of citizens across Canada.

I thank my colleagues for allowing me to digress for a moment
about these developing events.

We are here to discuss Bill C‑35.

● (2110)

My wife has been an early childhood educator for about 20
years. That has given me the opportunity to observe the evolution
of public child care in the province of Quebec. I had the opportuni‐
ty to see how these services were implemented because I was also
involved in other levels of government at the time. I had the oppor‐
tunity to see what a difference it can make for families, but I also
saw what a difference it made for families that did not have access
to child care.
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I saw how much hard work and energy went into ensuring that,

first and foremost, child care enabled women to access the labour
market. I will tell it like it is: Parenting responsibilities have tradi‐
tionally fallen to women. Unfortunately, many women have to say
no to a career, put their career on hold or delay going back to
school because they do not have access to child care. That is the re‐
ality we are facing today.

In recent years, we have seen more and more women enter the
workforce, particularly in Quebec, and more and more women be‐
come totally independent. That is what we should be striving for. A
growing number of women are getting involved in politics, in man‐
agement and in decision-making positions. Madam Speaker, you
are living proof of this. There are many things that a woman can
do. Nothing is impossible.

The fact remains, however, that when a woman decides to have
children with her husband or partner—and I do not want to limit
this to a man and a woman—when a couple decides to have chil‐
dren, there is always the issue of child care. When someone has a
child, if they want to go back to work, if they want to keep their
job, if they want to keep getting ahead, they may not necessarily be
able to do both at the same time. They have to take a break. If the
break lasts too long, sometimes women unfortunately do not get
back into the workforce, or sometimes men do not get back into the
workforce. That is the reality.

The government came up with the proposal of a national early
learning and child care system in Canada. We have already seen
this play out in Quebec. More than 20 years ago, Quebec tried to
set up a similar system. For the past 20 years, child care has cost
less than $10 a day for families in Quebec. Does every mother, ev‐
ery family have access, 20 years later, to child care services? No,
unfortunately. Why? Because the system is not able to absorb all
the applications for child care.

My wife is an educator, and I have seen up close the different at‐
tempts by the government to ensure that families have access to
public, educational child care services. They were called placement
centres. People went there to register their children on waiting lists.
In Quebec, people practically have to put their child on a waiting
list before they are even conceived. If they wait too long, the child
will be two and a half or three years old before a spot becomes
available.

The Government of Quebec chose that system. The families who
do not have access to this system, who did not have the chance to
enter the system, whether at a facility with several groups, a yard
and some games, or at a home-based service, which is also subsi‐
dized in Quebec, have no other option.
● (2115)

If they do not get a place for two and a half years, families have
no other option. They cannot access affordable child care because
the Quebec government chose the public child care option. Public
assistance will therefore go to those who are lucky to have a spot.

Quebec is now facing another problem. I can speak to it because
my wife is aware of it every day. Not only are there not enough
spots, but now there are not enough early childhood educators in
the system to be able to fill all the spots. There are children on wait

lists that cannot access child care services because there are not
enough educators. Some spend hours and hours with children with‐
out a break all day. At the end of the week they are burned out.
They are spread so thin that, after a few years, these young women
quit their jobs and look for other work.

The system is struggling because there is not enough staff and
families do not have spots. This is all because the Quebec govern‐
ment chose to put all its eggs in one basket, namely public child
care and early learning services.

The government could have chosen another option. If the gov‐
ernment had offered help, mothers could opt to spend a year at
home. Instead of putting all their eggs in one basket, the govern‐
ment could have offered a credit to mothers who decide to stay at
home.

The government could have chosen to offer a credit to families
who want to go to the private sector to access a spot. There is a par‐
allel network of private child care in Quebec, alongside public child
care. Private child care costs a lot more, but unfortunately, the gov‐
ernment does not contribute to that network. It costs families a lot
more. They have to pay out of pocket right away. They will recover
some of that money at the end of the year, but it will never be as
much as if they had had access to the public system.

The thing is, these mothers and families pay the same taxes and
income taxes as everyone else, but unfortunately, they do not have
access to the same services. The consequences of that are serious
for these mothers. I often talk about mothers, but that is the reality.
I wish it were not so, but it is. The lack of child care spaces primar‐
ily affects young moms. That is what we see.

The government's proposal was to introduce a national child care
plan that would reduce child care costs by an average of 50% by
the end of 2022 and bring them down to an average of $10 a day by
2026. The question is, who gets these discounted child care ser‐
vices? It is 2023. Will everyone have access to child care at an av‐
erage cost of $10 a day by 2026? Quebec has not been able to pull
that off in 20 years.

That is the reality. Everyone has good intentions. We want to do
the right thing and help, but if there are no educators on the ground,
it is not going to work. If there are no services, it is not going to
work. If there is no incentive for a parallel network to absorb the
surplus that the public network cannot handle, it is not going to
work.
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That is why we have expressed some doubts. Will the promised

results ever be achieved? I have seen a lot of promises. Every gov‐
ernment that has come and gone in Quebec has promised to either
move faster or offer more spots. At one point, they even wanted to
increase child care costs and make them proportionate to salary, so
that people who earn more would pay more. During another elec‐
tion campaign, it circled back to the idea of a single rate for every‐
one. In short, they have tried everything, yet, even now, there is a
significant shortage of child care spaces.
● (2120)

I therefore urge people to be cautious. I am speaking to mothers
and families across Canada. There is no way that we will be able to
set up a national child care system that is fair and equal for every‐
one in three years. It is simply not possible. If it were, all mothers
and families in Quebec would have had access to a subsidized sys‐
tem a long time ago.

I want to talk about something that is very dear to me. I am often
asked whether these child care and early learning services are use‐
ful. I am told that babysitters are available, and I am asked these
questions: Why should people who are not working not have access
to child care in Quebec? Why should subsidized child care be pro‐
vided to people who do not need it because it is available at home,
since mothers can stay at home? There are many reasons, but it is
not for me to judge.

I can say that my wife is a child care technician. She was trained
at college to be able to not only take care of children, but also sup‐
port them in their learning. That is a good thing. It is needed. That
is the choice that Quebec made.

Now, what I would like for Quebec, Ontario, Alberta, and British
Columbia, is for the program being brought in to allow the
provinces to choose the system that works best for them. We know
that it is not easy because in 20 years, Quebec has been unable to
create enough spots. I would also like the program to allow families
to have a choice and create the spots that women need. It is great to
talk about money and say that this is not going to cost much, but if
there are no spots that do not cost much, then women and families
will not have more access to child care services and we will be
back at square one.

Will Bill C‑35 help produce better results? I hope so, but I am
counting on the provinces for that because they are the ones that
will ultimately make the decisions. It is not the federal government
that will make the decision. So why is the federal government im‐
posing standards on the provinces on how they should set up their
network of child care and early learning services? I do not think it
is a good idea to do this.

This bill seeks to confirm agreements that already exist. The
government has already reached agreements with all the provinces
to give them money to establish child care services. It is setting
conditions. I believe that the best way to move forward would have
been to remove the conditions and allow the provinces to develop
the best child care services possible based on their situations. We
could have then made progress and made it possible for more and
more women to access the labour market and education to fulfill
their careers and dreams.

I would like to thank my colleague, the member for Peterbor‐
ough—Kawartha, for the excellent work she did for our party on
Bill C‑35. I think she did a lot of research and that she is very up-
to-date on this matter. I will follow her lead when voting on Bill
C‑35.

● (2125)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): It
being 9:29 p.m., pursuant to order made on Tuesday, March 6,
2023, it is my duty to interrupt the proceedings and put forthwith
every question necessary to dispose of the third reading stage of the
bill 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.

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

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, I would request a
recorded vote please.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
Pursuant to order made on Thursday, June 23, 2022, the division
stands deferred until Monday, June 19, at the expiry of the time
provided for Oral Questions.

* * *
● (2130)

JUDGES ACT

Hon. David Lametti (Minister of Justice and Attorney Gen‐
eral of Canada, Lib.) moved:

That a message be sent to the Senate to acquaint Their Honours that, in relation
to Bill C-9, An Act to amend the Judges Act, the House:

agrees with amendments 1(b)(i) and 1(c)(i) made by the Senate;

respectfully disagrees with amendments 1(g), 1(i), 1(j) and 1(k) because they un‐
dermine the mechanisms in the bill for controlling process costs and delays by
introducing a second intermediate appellate level into the proposed new judicial
conduct process that would duplicate the work of the first and, as a result, would
introduce into the new process costs and delays comparable to those that have
undermined public confidence in the current process;

respectfully disagrees with amendment 2 because it undermines the mechanisms
in the bill for controlling process costs and delays by maintaining most of the
unnecessary costs and delays that the bill was intended to excise from the pro‐
cess for obtaining court review of a Canadian Judicial Council report issued un‐
der the current process;

respectfully disagrees with amendments 1(a), 1(b)(ii), 1(f) and 1(h) because they
would, taken together, have the effect of redefining the roles of lay persons, ex‐
pressly defined as persons who have no legal background, in the proposed new
judicial conduct process by obliging them to fulfill decision-making functions
requiring legal training or that are best fulfilled by those with legal training;
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respectfully disagrees with amendments 1(c)(ii) and 1(c)(iii), 1(d) and 1(e) be‐
cause, taken together, they would redefine the balance struck by the bill between
confidentiality and transparency considerations arising during the investigative
stages of the process in a way that risks disclosing information of a personal or
confidential nature, and that would require substantial new financial resources
that are not otherwise necessary for the proper operation of the proposed new
judicial conduct process; and

respectfully disagrees with amendments 1(b)(iii) and 1(l) because, taken togeth‐
er, they substantially rework the principal mechanisms contained in the bill for
ensuring that the Canadian Judicial Council makes public information about the
process, and these amendments do so in a way that risks disclosing information
of a personal or confidential nature.

He said: Madam Speaker, I am pleased to rise today to speak to
Bill C-9, an act to amend the Judges Act, which proposes reforms
to the judicial conduct process. There is no doubt that these reforms
are necessary. On Tuesday, the Chief Justice of Canada noted the
importance of passing the bill quickly and I hope all members here
take his advice to heart and that we proceed quickly.

Before moving to my prepared remarks, I would like to thank the
Chief Justice of Canada as well as the Canadian Judicial Council
and the Canadian Superior Court Judges Association for their work
on this bill. I would also like to thank my very able parliamentary
secretary, the member for Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke; as well as
the members for Fundy Royal and Rivière-du-Nord. Obviously, as
well, I would like to thank the hon. senators who put a lot of work
into this bill, including Senator Pierre Dalphond.

Before discussing the central elements of Bill C-9, I would like
to remind the hon. members of the process that got us here. As
members will recall, the current judicial conduct process originated
in 1971 when Parliament amended the Judges Act to create the
Canadian Judicial Council, which was vested with the authority to
investigate allegations of misconduct against federally appointed
judges.

More than 50 years later, Canada's judge-led model for oversee‐
ing the conduct of a federally appointed judiciary remains a fore‐
runner in the world, but the main characteristics of Canada's pro‐
cess have remained unchanged. This is despite fundamental
changes in the field of administrative law and changing social val‐
ues and public expectations that help to inform norms of judicial
conduct. As a result, the structures and processes currently in place
under the Judges Act are outdated. Worse still, in some recent high-
profile cases, they have proven ineffective, jeopardizing the public
trust that they were meant to inspire.
● (2135)

[Translation]

The current process for reviewing allegations of misconduct
against federally appointed judges is seriously flawed. If left unad‐
dressed, those flaws risk undermining public trust in the process
and, by extension, our judicial system.

That is where Bill C‑9 comes in. For the purposes of our consid‐
eration this evening, I would like to focus on the main objectives of
the bill, namely, to make the judicial disciplinary process fairer,
faster and more cost-effective, without compromising the rigour of
the investigation, all with a view to ensuring greater accountability
to the Canadian public. The bill meets these commendable objec‐
tives by proposing a set of reforms that take into account the many

competing factors that come into play in a complaint process such
as this one.

The bill, as passed by the House, will replace the current process
with a streamlined one that includes an internal appeal mechanism
that will ensure the fairness and integrity of findings against a
judge, rather than allowing the judge to step out of the process and
initiate multiple court challenges that can interrupt and delay the
case for years, as we have previously seen. The decisions of the in‐
ternal appeal panel will be final, subject to appeal to the Supreme
Court of Canada, with leave.

The bill therefore strikes the right balance to ensure that the most
serious and complex cases are not only reviewed as thoroughly as
necessary, but that they are also completed in a timely manner.
What is more, rather than treating all cases as though they could
necessarily warrant the judge's removal, the new process will make
a wider range of possible sanctions available. This will allow cer‐
tain complaints to be resolved both quickly and fairly, avoiding, in
many cases, the need for public hearings.

[English]

Finally, through the reform process, the bill involves members of
the general public at key decision-making stages where appropriate
and ensures transparency and accountability to Canadians, while
balancing the interests of complainants and judges.

Bill C-9, as adopted unanimously in the chamber, is a balanced,
carefully considered and meticulously crafted bill that was born of
extensive consultations with judicial and legal stakeholders, as well
as members of the general public.

It benefits from the support of cornerstone judicial institutions,
most notably, the Canadian Judicial Council, which stands at the
very heart of the judicial conduct process that the bill seeks to re‐
form.

As Bill C-9 made its way through this chamber, I was delighted,
but not surprised, to see it benefit from significant approval and ul‐
timately receive unanimous support. Once again, I thank the critics
from all parties in every part of the House. However, the other
place has adopted several amendments to Bill C-9, the majority of
which simply cannot be accepted. While I am grateful for the thor‐
ough deliberations of the other place with regard to this bill, I am
disappointed to see the results of their second thoughts.



16154 COMMONS DEBATES June 15, 2023

Government Orders
Allow me to begin my overview with the amendments from the

other place on a positive note. I propose that we support the amend‐
ment that would strike the qualifier “As far as possible” from the
current text of proposed section 84 in clause 12 of the bill. This
provision requires that the Canadian Judicial Council make best ef‐
forts in ensuring that the roster of laypersons and puisne judges
from which the decision-makers for various stages of the proposed
new processes are drawn reflect the diversity of Canadians. The
amendment helps to bolster the message sent through our legisla‐
tive texts that our government, as well as all parliamentarians and,
indeed, all Canadians, value the great diversity of our nation and
are committed to ensuring that this diversity is reflected in our in‐
stitutions, including the decision-making bodies of the new judicial
conduct process.

We also welcome the amendment that would add complaints al‐
leging sexual misconduct to the types of complaints that cannot be
screened out by a screening officer and that must be reviewed by a
member of the council. The two other types of such complaints are
those that allege sexual harassment and those alleging discrimina‐
tion within the meaning of the Canadian Human Rights Act. The
spirit of this amendment aligns with the overall objectives of the
bill and does not otherwise undermine the operation of the pro‐
posed new judicial conduct process. While it was unlikely these al‐
legations would be screened out, it being clearly laid out in the text
does not undermine the legislation or any ongoing process.

This brings me to the remaining amendments. We cannot support
them because they substantially undermine the bill's excellent solu‐
tion to chronic delays in the current process in two ways. First, it
has been proposed to make the decisions of appeal panels review‐
able as of right by the Federal Court of Appeal instead of by the
Supreme Court of Canada with leave. I remind everyone that the
appeal panels provided for by this bill are designed to be the equiv‐
alent of an intermediate appellate court to give the judge the same
rights and the public the same level of transparency as a court like
the Federal Court of Appeal. By making this change, the other
place has added a second intermediate level of appeal to the pro‐
cess, giving a judge accused of serious misconduct a second kick at
the can, as it were, at the intermediate appellate level before trying
to do the same thing at the Supreme Court of Canada, something no
other Canadian gets.

This change would reintroduce a substantial portion of the costs
and the delays that plague the current process and that this bill was
in fact intended to excise. It completely undermines the most cen‐
tral objective of this bill, making the process faster and less costly
while maintaining its fairness. I would note that a similar effect was
deemed out of scope by our own justice committee.

● (2140)

[Translation]

Secondly, the Senate proposed to add laypersons where they
should not bring their perspectives. This would undermine the ef‐
fectiveness and fairness of the new process in the bill, and it would
particularly undermine the appeal mechanism. It is undeniable that
laypersons can make a meaningful contribution and add great value
to a process such as this.

That said, as with the other aspects of this bill, it was important
to strike the right balance between factors conducive to the inclu‐
sion of laypersons and the inherent limits to their participation. In‐
volving laypersons is certainly appropriate and useful for increasing
public confidence in the fact-finding stages of the process. This is
precisely where their involvement is provided for in Bill C‑9 as
passed by the House.

The Senate's proposed changes jeopardize this carefully estab‐
lished balance by proposing to include laypersons in appeal panels
while, in these processes, the appeal panels deal primarily with cor‐
recting errors in law. In the context of the judicial conduct process,
laypersons are defined as people with no legal knowledge, such as
people who do not have the training required to address matters of
law.

The Senate is proposing to add laypersons to two other stages of
the process where training will be required or considered an impor‐
tant asset. The Senate's proposed changes represent a fundamental
redefining of the role of laypersons as set out in the bill adopted by
the House at second reading. Accordingly, I believe that they are
simply not consistent with the stated purpose and cannot be re‐
tained.

● (2145)

[English]

The amendments proposed by the other place also undermine the
bill's sensitive balancing of confidentiality considerations with the
need for transparency. Here again the amendments in this respect
go so far as to be out of scope.

As it stands, Bill C-9 includes transparency guarantees that re‐
flect the broader public interest in open proceedings. However, the
bill rightly situates the public's interest in open proceedings by
building in adequate confidentiality safeguards that protect the
complainants and judges who are the subject of the disciplinary
proceedings. The other place's amendments would unravel this deli‐
cate balance by requiring, for example, ongoing disclosure, even
when proceedings have yet to conclude. Perhaps most significantly,
the other place's amendments lack safeguards to ensure that the
council can protect the identity of complainants who fear reprisals
from the subject of a complaint.

In the same vein, the final set of amendments require the collec‐
tion and public disclosure of an unwieldy amount of information
that would be gathered for the purpose of informing the Minister of
Justice in deciding whether or not to recommend to the Canadian
Judicial Council that new judicial education seminars be estab‐
lished on this information. Since the minister can speak to the coun‐
cil at any time about judicial education opportunities, such amend‐
ments are quite literally unnecessary and, as amendments whose
primary objective is the establishment of new judicial education op‐
portunities, they are also out of scope.
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Hon. members, we have reached a critical stage. As I have reiter‐

ated throughout my remarks, Bill C-9 is a bill about balance, bal‐
ancing interests that are in tension with one another: confidentiality
and transparency, fairness and efficiency, independence and ac‐
countability. Bill C-9, as adopted in this chamber by all parties, has
struck the right balance, a balance these amendments would upset
in arbitrary ways that run counter to the bill's central objective of
restoring public confidence in the judicial conduct process. As a re‐
sult, these amendments, quite simply, would defeat the purpose of
this bill. Bill C-9 is critical to ensuring nothing less than continued
public confidence in the independence of our judiciary and, by ex‐
tension, in our system of justice.

I look forward to working together toward the common goal of
ensuring that this important bill passes at the earliest opportunity. I
will again note the urgency raised by the Chief Justice of Canada
with regard to passing this legislation and I encourage all of my
colleagues in this place to make this happen.

Mr. Tako Van Popta (Langley—Aldergrove, CPC): Madam
Speaker, we agree that it is high time that Bill C-9 becomes law.

I am disappointed to hear that the government is rejecting an
amendment put forward by the other place that we think is very im‐
portant, and that is the right to appeal to the Federal Court of Ap‐
peal.

Right now Bill C-9 says that there can be an appeal to the
Supreme Court of Canada, but that is really just a right to apply for
leave to appeal, and very few applications for leave to appeal are
actually approved by the Supreme Court of Canada. It is something
under 10%. Witnesses at committee have said that this is really just
a faint hope for a judge who is perhaps going to lose his livelihood,
reputation and legal profession. In the opinion of those experts in
appeals, there should be one real appeal, and it should be to the
Federal Court of Appeal.

I wonder what the minister would say.
Hon. David Lametti: Madam Speaker, there has been a slight

misunderstanding here. There is already an appeal process after the
hearing panel decides in a case of removal. There is an appeal
heard by three members of the Canadian Judicial Council, three
chief justices of Canada, as well as two other puisne judges, which
is an old Norman French word. A panel of five judges, the two
puisne judges as well as the three others, would hear the first ap‐
peal. It is from there that a second appeal would go to the Supreme
Court.

What the amendment proposes is a lateral appeal to the Federal
Court. We are trying to eliminate that precisely because we have
seen a rather celebrated case of a judge who kept appealing every
single decision laterally to the Federal Court, and it ended up bog‐
ging the whole thing down and costing us a lot of money. We are
trying to eliminate that while still maintaining fairness.
● (2150)

[Translation]
Ms. Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ): Madam Speaker,

it is always a pleasure to hear from the minister, and I commend the
fact that he is with us so late tonight to debate his motion.

The Bloc Québécois will support this motion because we are sat‐
isfied with the work that has been done. However, I would like to
make a small clarification, and this is what I would like to hear the
minister talk about. We agreed to the amendment to delete the
words “as far as possible” with regard to reflecting diversity when
selecting judges and laypersons. By striking out the “as far as possi‐
ble” portion, it seems to me that we are moving from an obligation
of diligence to an obligation of result.

We have the following question: Knowing that this is an obliga‐
tion of result, is there a risk of restricting other characteristics, such
as knowledge of French or bilingualism for example, in the search
for candidates?

Hon. David Lametti: Madam Speaker, every lawyer who was
trained in Quebec like me knows the distinction between the obli‐
gation of diligence and the obligation of result. I fully understand
her question and, in principle, I completely agree with her.

That said, we are accepting the Senate's proposal, in the circum‐
stances, because we believe we can do it. We have consulted the ju‐
diciary, who believe they are able to live with the obligation of re‐
sult. That is why we accepted the amendment.

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I congratulate the minister on his work. Of course,
the NDP will also support the government's proposals. I must say
that I very much appreciated his praise for the member for Es‐
quimalt—Saanich—Sooke, who does a tremendous and excellent
job every day as the NDP justice critic.

We are talking about the Senate amendments, of course, but I
would like to come back to the House of Commons stage. The NDP
brought forward an amendment that broadened the definition of
“discrimination” in subclause 90(3) of the bill, adding something
very similar to discrimination. The government rejected this
amendment. I would like to know if the minister can explain why.
This is an NDP amendment brought forward by the member for Es‐
quimalt—Saanich—Sooke.

Hon. David Lametti: Madam Speaker, we used definitions that
are already known and accepted in the legal community. We believe
that we have found the right way to express the concept of discrimi‐
nation in the current bill. Of course, we worked with the hon. mem‐
ber for Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke and looked at what he had
brought forward. We sincerely believe that we have chosen a better
path.

[English]

Mr. Gary Anandasangaree (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister of Justice and Attorney General of Canada, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, this bill has had widespread support among all the
parties in the House and from the many stakeholders who have spo‐
ken in support of it across Canada.

We are at a very critical juncture here, in that we are reflecting
on some of the proposals from the other place. The bill has gone
through an extensive process in the House, and I am wondering if
the minister could tell us why it is important that we get this bill
passed before we rise and why it is important to ensure that the new
process is in place before September.
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Hon. David Lametti: Madam Speaker, I thank the hon. parlia‐

mentary secretary for his question and for his work on this bill and
all the other bills. If there was co-operation among the various crit‐
ics in this House on this bill, it was largely due to his work, and I
thank him for that.

When we conceived of this bill, there was a very high-profile
case going through the system, again with all those lateral proceed‐
ings to the Federal Court that were bogging everything down.
There is currently another one. We have also now seen, or at least
been able to infer by reading the papers in recent days, that there
has been a third case, this one at the level of Canada's highest court.
In every single one of these cases, this process would have been
better, both for initial evaluations and also for the ongoing proce‐
dures.

This will happen. There is an important value in trusting the judi‐
ciary and having confidence in the judiciary, and this will help. The
judges themselves want it, because they are the ones who felt most
acutely the problems of previous disciplinary cases.
● (2155)

Mr. Gerald Soroka (Yellowhead, CPC): Madam Speaker, the
Senate is supposed to be a place of sober second thought. On this
bill and on many other bills, it has continually brought forward rec‐
ommendations, which this government continually rejects.

I am wondering if the minister can confirm to me that he uses the
Senate as nothing more than a rubber stamp.

Hon. David Lametti: Madam Speaker, frankly, I think if there is
one minister who has not used the Senate as a rubber stamp, it is
the current Minister of Justice.

I have been successful, again with a great parliamentary secre‐
tary, in getting a number of pieces of legislation through this House
and the Senate in the past four and a half years.

I have compromised. I have accepted Senate amendments on a
number of bills; on others I have not, and I have come back to the
House to say that we should not.

However, I have a healthy relationship with the Senate. I some‐
times joke that I am there more often than some of its own mem‐
bers, but I will not say that in the other place. Indeed, I think there
is a healthy relationship there, and we have evaluated the amend‐
ments in this case very carefully.

Mr. Tako Van Popta (Langley—Aldergrove, CPC): Madam
Speaker, it is an honour for me to rise here this evening to engage
in the debate on Bill C-9, a bill to update the Canadian Judicial
Council review process for judges’ conduct.

The last time I spoke to Bill C-9 was in December 2022, when it
was here for third reading. At that time, I used an example of a case
that had gone through the court system. I think the Minister of Jus‐
tice referred to it as well. I think we are talking about the same one.

It was an example of a judge who abused the process to his own
advantage. In that case, there had been allegations of misconduct
outside of the courtroom. There was nothing about the judge's abili‐
ties in the courtroom. Of course, the judge denied all that. Early in
the review process, it became evident that his days as a judge were
numbered and that he would soon be asked to resign. However, he

used every trick in the book. He used every delay tactic, every ap‐
peal opportunity and every diversion, and he managed to drag the
process on for years at great expense to the public, because taxpay‐
ers paid for his substantial legal fees throughout the process.

There is one more thing: Throughout the whole process, which
went on for many years, this judge earned a full salary. On top of
that, his pension continued to accrue. Mercifully, at some point, he
resigned; he had a full pension by that point. The public became
very cynical about judges judging judges.

I said at the time that the reforms that Bill C-9 sought to bring to
the judicial review process were not about that one judge. That was
just a good illustration of why reform is so necessary. The process
must be simplified, shortened and clarified so that judges being re‐
viewed know what they are up against, the Canadian Judicial Coun‐
cil knows what its responsibilities are and the confidence of the
public in our judicial system is restored.

Judges judging judges can be a hard sell to the public, so let us
not make it more difficult and more opaque than it has to be. The
principle of judicial independence runs deep in our constitutional
fabric, and its integrity must be retained. That is why Bill C-9 is so
urgent.

My earlier speech was on December 9, 2022, at third reading.
The House voted unanimously to send it to the other place, and it
went through the chamber of sober second thought. Somewhat sur‐
prisingly, it met some resistance, and it has come back to this
House with some amendments. There are six in total, and I will get
to them.

Before I get into the merits of Bill C-9, as now proposed by the
Senate as amended, I want to give an update on what has been hap‐
pening in the world of judges in Canada. Six months ago, I raised
the example of a case that had gone wrong and had gone badly.

Today, sadly, we have another good example of why reform is
needed urgently, and that is the example of Mr. Justice Russell
Brown of the Supreme Court of Canada, who just resigned.

In the earlier case, the very clever and capable judge abused the
Canadian Judicial Council review process for his own advantage. In
this latter case, I would submit that the judicial review process
abused the judge.
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I am not going to get into the details, but I will summarize what

happened. During off-hours, the judge encountered a group of peo‐
ple, and security footage showed that they had consumed too much
alcohol. Details of who said what, who pushed whom and all that
were put before the Canadian Judicial Council. It should have been
a speedy process, but it was not. Six months later, the initial review
panel still had not completed its work; there was no light at the end
of the tunnel as to when a final decision might be made. In the
meantime, Justice Russell Brown was suspended from sitting with
the other nine judges; there were only eight sitting. His life was on
hold, as was his family's life.

As one legal academic described disciplinary hearings, the pro‐
cess itself is sometimes the punishment. Moreover, as another legal
expert stated more recently, “Justice Brown’s retirement constitutes
an honorable discharge of an honorable man in a dishonorable pro‐
cess.”
● (2200)

It does not need to be that way. If we are serious about maintain‐
ing judicial independence, the integrity of our justice system and
public confidence, while upholding the dignity of judges, reform is
urgent. That is why we need to expedite this bill through Parliament
as soon as possible.

How would Bill C-9 improve things? It would simplify the sys‐
tem. It would clarify some of the rules. Bill C-9 establishes a two-
stream process for complaints, first, that are serious enough to war‐
rant removal from office, and second, for other complaints that
would warrant less serious sanctions, such as orders for coun‐
selling, education, a reprimand or requesting an apology. There is a
wide range of things that the council could order.

In that two-stream process, Bill C-9 now establishes a five-step
streamlined process that should have the positive effect of speeding
up the process to final resolution. First, there is an initial screening
by a council official to decide whether the complaint has any merit
at all. For example, the complainant might be a disgruntled litigant
who is unhappy with the judge’s decision. That would be a com‐
plaint without merit. The draft legislation also clarifies the criteria
to guide the screening officer in their work. There is more pre‐
dictability, the rules are clearer and there is less fishing for irrele‐
vant facts.

Any case not dismissed by the screening officer then proceeds to
a review by an official to decide whether the complaint merits fur‐
ther investigation. The reviewing member is guided by the same
criteria as the screening officer. The reviewing member can dismiss
the case altogether or refer the matter to a review panel.

Once it gets to the review panel, the panel could either dismiss
the case or make orders, short of a recommendation to the minister
for removal. If the panel forms the opinion that the judge should be
removed, it directs the case to a full hearing panel. In all other cas‐
es, it has significant power to order lesser remedies or sanctions. I
have already mentioned the remedies. These powers would be
much broader, at this level, than they are under current legislation.
That is what makes this new process so unique and so important. In
theory, this allows the Canadian Judicial Council to directly address
all types of judicial misconduct and enables prompt resolution of
less-serious cases without a full hearing.

If the judge is unhappy with the order that has been made, he or
she could appeal the review panel's decision to a reduced appeal
panel. Appeals relating to remedies or orders short of removal go to
a reduced hearing. Those related to removal recommendations
would go to a full hearing.

The panel can hear evidence, take sworn testimony and, hopeful‐
ly, settle the case. However, if the judge is unsatisfied with that,
they could then have a final appeal within the system.

This internal appeal mechanism has no equivalent under the cur‐
rent system. Appeal panels replace, as the minister has said, the
current right to judicial review through the superior courts, where
cases are subject to court rules of evidence, potentially greater de‐
lays and substantially higher costs. Let us think of the earlier case,
where the judge dragged the process out for many years through the
superior courts using judicial review procedures that were available
to him. It was an abuse of the system. This legislation would put a
stop to that.

The whole process would stay within the four walls of the Cana‐
dian Judicial Council review process. There are no appeals from a
decision of the appeal panel, with one very important exception.
Under clause 137 of the legislation, either the judge or the present‐
ing counsel, which is like the Crown prosecutor, could apply for
leave to appeal to the Supreme Court of Canada. This is a party’s
only opportunity to appeal to the courts under the new process.

● (2205)

The purpose behind this restriction, of course, is to reduce oppor‐
tunities for endless delays by appealing into the court system. There
is one appeal to one court at the end of the internal process, and that
is it. Purportedly, according to the government, this limitation bal‐
ances the right to fairness with a need for expediency; in fact, it is
just a faint hope, because a right to appeal to the Supreme Court is
only a right to seek leave to appeal, to ask for permission. The
Supreme Court is very busy, and it receives many appeal applica‐
tions in any given year; however, it grants very few of them. As a
matter of fact, it grants fewer than 10%.

We had experts come to the Standing Committee on Justice and
Human Rights and testify that, in their opinion, this is just not suffi‐
cient, and that a judge should have at least one real right of appeal
into the court system. Conservative members of the committee sup‐
ported that, and for that reason, we put forward a motion to amend
Bill C-9 to give one more right of appeal, and that is to the Federal
Court of Appeal.
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In searching for the right balance between expediency and fair‐

ness, Conservative members of the committee felt that this was the
right place to land. However, the chair of the committee disagreed,
calling the motion “out of scope”. Bill C-9 came back to the House
without amendment, and it was that unamended bill that came be‐
fore the House for third reading in December 2022. The House ap‐
proved it unanimously. It went to the other place, and surprise, it
has now come back with six amendments, including the one the
Conservative members put forward. It was a remake of our amend‐
ment, so we support that amendment, of course.

Incidentally, we also support the other amendments concerning
more technical matters, such as the structure and composition of
hearing panels, reporting and transparency requirements and the
collecting of data. We looked at those, and they all make sense.

I want to turn back to the Russell Brown issue, which has been in
the news recently. At a press conference held earlier this week,
Chief Justice Wagner had this to say: “Since I became Chief Justice
in 2018, I realized that there was something to be corrected at the
Judicial Conduct Committee. The judicial conduct process
was...opaque. It was too long, too costly and...it was not possi‐
ble...for the public to have trust.... I was happy to see that govern‐
ment has decided to legislate on that issue, to be more transparent,
less costly.”

He went on to point out that this process of reform started several
years ago, but because of a number of delays, the bill fell off the
order table. We all know what those delays were. They were caused
by the Prime Minister's decision for prorogation of Parliament and
then later to ask the Governor General to dissolve Parliament and
force an election in the middle of the pandemic. It was an election
that nobody wanted, and the results after are exactly what they were
before.

The bill fell off the order table, and that was the cause of the de‐
lay. Parliament had to start over, and now the bill is once again be‐
fore us in the form of Bill C-9. It should have received royal assent
by now, and if the Liberals had agreed to the Conservative mem‐
bers’ common-sense amendment concerning the Federal Court of
Appeal, the bill likely would have been law by now already. How‐
ever, let us get it done now.

As I wrap things up here, I want to reflect on Russell Brown's
legacy. I will quote several legal scholars, whose words were
picked up by a publication.

Joanna Baron, executive director of the Canadian Constitution
Foundation, said, “[Justice Brown's] track record in just under eight
years on the SCC is extraordinary. It's sad to consider the counter-
history of what his judicial career might've been otherwise.”

● (2210)

Ms. Baron goes on to cite Justice Brown in the Greenhouse Gas
Pollution Pricing Act case of 2021. We should remember that Jus‐
tice Brown was writing in dissent; he was on the minority side of
this. Ms. Baron says, “He was skeptical of the move by the majori‐
ty to accept that Parliament could wade into provincial jurisdiction
to legislate reduction of carbon emissions under the ‘national con‐
cern’ doctrine, noting that such a move would permanently vest ex‐

clusive jurisdiction in Parliament over any matter said to be of the
vaguely defined ‘national concern’."

Sean Speer, editor of The Hub, writes about the distinction be‐
tween judges and scholars who are “living tree” proponents when it
comes to constitutional litigation, and those like Justice Brown who
pay deference to laws and regulations passed by Parliament and by
legislative assemblies.

Asher Honickman and Gerard Kennedy of the Advocates for the
Rule of Law had this to say about the vacancy created by Mr. Jus‐
tice Brown’s departure creates at the SCC:

Justice Brown’s departure robs this country of one of the greatest judicial minds
and legal writers to have presided over the Court in recent decades. We urgently
recommend that the Prime Minister appoint a successor from Western Canada
[where Justice Brown is from] who exhibits a similar legal brilliance and commit‐
ment to foundational principles.

I have another quote, from Howard Anglin, a doctoral student at
Oxford University, who had this to say about Justice Brown’s de‐
parture:

His departure leaves a yawning intellectual hole on the Court. The Supreme
Court today is a more jurisprudentially diverse body than it was eight years ago
when he joined it, but it is always a threat to resume its old ways of lazy collegiali‐
ty. If it does, at least future justices and scholars [and I would add law students] will
have Brown’s trove of fine writing and clear thinking to challenge, inspire, and
shake them out of that all-too-Canadian tendency to complacency.

I just want to have one more quote from Justice Brown read into
the record. This is another dissent. It is a case that is important to
me because it involves Trinity Western University when it was try‐
ing to establish a law school and was turned down by the Law Soci‐
ety of British Columbia. This is important to me because Trinity
Western University is a very important institution, highly regarded
and highly respected in my home community of Langley, and it is
also my alma mater. It is where I did my undergraduate degree
many years ago.

I am going to conclude with this quote from Justice Brown from
that case, again writing a dissent. That decision went the wrong
way, in my opinion, but Justice Brown's words, I think, are very
important. Hopefully they will form the basis of judicial scholar‐
ship going forward. They read, “the public interest in fostering a
liberal, pluralist society is served by accommodating religious free‐
dom...which freedom allows religious communities to flourish and
thereby promotes diversity and pluralism in the public life of our
communities.”

I would like to thank Mr. Justice Russell Brown for the great ser‐
vice he has given to Canada, to the Supreme Court and to legal
scholarship.

I am going to wrap this up, but I have a motion that I would like
to read into the record. I move:

That the motion be amended by deleting all the words after the word “That” and
substituting the following:

“the amendments made by the Senate to Bill C-9, An Act to amend the Judges
Act, be now read a second time and concurred in.”
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[Translation]
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): The

amendment is in order.
[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, that was an interesting contradiction, but there have been a
lot of contradictions within the Conservative Party in the last num‐
ber of hours.

I notice that the member says the Conservatives support the bill
and want to see the bill get passed, and now what the member does
at the very end is read a motion. The motion is an amendment. That
continues the tradition of the Conservative Party. Whether it sup‐
ports a bill or it does not support a bill, its members tend to want to
try to prevent legislation from passing.

The Minister of Justice just expanded on why there are some is‐
sues related to the Senate amendments, and why we cannot support
them. I do not quite understand. Is the Conservative Party really
wanting to see the legislation pass, or is the idea that it will move
an amendment in order to cause additional votes and maybe even
put up endless speakers? Is the member going to be the last speaker,
or can we get some sense of whether there are going to be another
25, 30 or 40 speakers who want to speak to the legislation?

Mr. Tako Van Popta: Madam Speaker, this is very important
legislation, and it has been dragging on for a long time, so some of
my colleagues want to speak to it. This is important legislation, and
we have important things to say about it. As for the amendment I
just put forward, it says to accept all the amendments put forward
by the other place. We think they are important. One of them is ac‐
tually our own, which the Senate has remade. As for the other
amendments, we are saying we agree with them, and we think the
legislation would be improved.

We are not trying to delay anything; we are just trying to make
the legislation better.
[Translation]

Ms. Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ): Madam Speaker,
I thank my colleague for his speech. I would like him to answer the
same question I asked the Minister of Justice.

Do we not run the risk of limiting the number of candidates who
could be added to the list of judges and laypersons if we strike “as
far as possible” from the sentence about selecting candidates who
reflect diversity, especially given that there is a shortage of judges?

The minister mentioned that the Canadian Judicial Council
seemed convinced it would be able to fulfill an obligation of result
in appointing people from diverse backgrounds. Does my colleague
share the Minister of Justice's optimism given the current shortage
of judges?
● (2220)

[English]
Mr. Tako Van Popta: Madam Speaker, some of the Senate

amendments we would be approving speak to exactly that, so we
are on record as saying we want to go forward with that.

As for there not being enough judges, that is another point I
could have raised. I did not, but the shortage of judges is an issue
Chief Justice Wagner raised as well in his press conference. There
are 80 vacancies right now.

At the justice committee, we are studying bail reform, and some
of the issues are that the trials are bogged down and bail hearings
are not happening the way they should, so it is hitting a crisis point.
We need the Minister of Justice and the Prime Minister to fill those
vacancies as soon as possible.

Mr. Richard Cannings (South Okanagan—West Kootenay,
NDP): Madam Speaker, it is not often I agree with the member for
Winnipeg North, but I am confused by the Conservative tactics
here.

This is a relatively non-controversial bill, something the Canadi‐
an Bar Association and the whole legal system has pointed out to us
that they would like passed as quickly as possible so judges who do
things that are improper would be properly handled and properly
sanctioned. However, here we have, with a few days left in this ses‐
sion, the Conservatives stalling again with amendments that they
know will not pass and that will delay other bills that are more im‐
portant and deserve more debate. Here we are, talking endlessly
about a bill that we basically all want to see pass.

Mr. Tako Van Popta: Madam Speaker, once again we have a
colleague saying we are delaying things. We are not.

On December 9, we passed this unanimously. It went to the other
place, which came up with some amendments, and we think they
make a lot of sense. One of the amendments is one of the amend‐
ments Conservative members put forward at the justice committee.
If it had not been ruled out of scope, and if the Liberal members
had voted with us on that, this likely would have received royal as‐
sent by now.

I am confused as to why the other members think we are delay‐
ing things. We are just trying to make the legislation better.

Mr. Philip Lawrence (Northumberland—Peterborough
South, CPC): Madam Speaker, I would say respectfully to the gov‐
ernment that, if it wanted this law passed, it should not have pro‐
rogued or called an unnecessary election. This could have been law
years ago.
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is not some tactic. We are talking about the livelihoods and reputa‐
tion of justices. In my opinion, it is not untoward to have a right of
appeal. Requesting leave to the Supreme Court is not real. One will
get no shot at it. This will not bog down the court system. There
might be a handful of cases that would make it to the Federal Court
of Appeal. Does the member agree with my comments?

Mr. Tako Van Popta: Madam Speaker, I would completely
agree with that. As the Minister of Justice said, there was an appeal
process built within the four walls of this legislation and likely that
is the end. However, the experts who came to committee said there
must be that one appeal into the court system that everybody recog‐
nizes as being fair, judicious and generally accepted by the Canadi‐
an public. I do not think it would bog things down at all.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, when the member first
talked about the bill, he spoke about how the legislation is good in
that it cuts down on the length and makes it more efficient. He even
made reference to how it could ultimately go to the Supreme Court.
At the end of his speech, he then came onside, saying that the Con‐
servatives support the amendments. That makes me question if
these are Conservative senator amendments or if they are from the
senators in general. It seems that they might be Conservative sena‐
tor amendments the member is proposing.

I wonder if he can expand on if he is perhaps being influenced by
the Conservative wing of the Senate.
● (2225)

Mr. Tako Van Popta: Madam Speaker, I do not even know
where to start with that.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Order.

Members who have not been recognized should not be speaking.

The hon. member for Langley—Aldergrove.
Mr. Tako Van Popta: Madam Speaker, I am not going to specu‐

late on that. This has come back from the Senate with amendments,
and we think they are good. One of them is an amendment that the
Conservatives put forward initially, and the Senate picked up on
that.

I do not know why the member would impute bad motives to the
senators. They are just trying to do their job to the best of their abil‐
ity. After a reflection of sober second thought, this is what they
think would improve the bill. We agree with them.
[Translation]

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie (Joliette, BQ): Madam Speaker, once
Bill C‑9 is adopted, should the Minister of Justice finally become
involved in the judicial appointment process in order to make it less
partisan and more effective?
[English]

Mr. Tako Van Popta: Madam Speaker, I completely agree that
the appointment of judges and people to the Canadian Judicial
Council should be non-partisan. One of the problems we have seen
is that it has become too partisan, so I completely support that.

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP):
Madam Speaker, Conservatives said that they wanted to pass the

bill. Now they have put in an amendment that provokes hours of
additional debate on the bill. How do they reconcile that contradic‐
tion of always blocking legislation, even when they say they sup‐
port it?

Mr. Tako Van Popta: Madam Speaker, I have been asked this
question a few times. We think these amendments make a lot of
sense. They improve the legislation. That is exactly the way the
process is supposed to work after the other place looks at it, and we
think the House should accept those amendments.

[Translation]

Ms. Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ): Madam Speaker,
even though it is late, we are wrapping up our work and we may be
a little jagged, it is a pleasure to speak to the return of Bill C‑9 as
amended by the Senate.

This all feels a bit like groundhog day. I was rereading the notes
from my last speech on Bill C‑9 and they begin with a reminder to
wish everyone a merry Christmas.

In my notes, I was talking about the fact that I had spoken to Bill
C‑9 or its equivalent, Bill S‑5, before the 2021 election. All that to
say that I have spoken to Bill C‑9 many times now. I feel like I am
repeating myself, unfortunately. It may be a feeling shared by my
colleagues, either in their own speech or in having to listen to mine
for the umpteenth time this evening.

This has been mentioned many times: There is a real urgency to
look into the misconduct of federally appointed judges, as current
events are reminding us. There is the case of Justice Brown, for in‐
stance, where there were unending delays in the probe of what
seemed to be alleged misconduct.

In a context where, unfortunately, there is a shortage of judges,
we are reminded that we need to streamline the process for study‐
ing misconduct and that we need to do so in two ways. First, Bill
C‑9 provides for fewer judges to study a case of misconduct. Sec‐
ond, it provides fewer possibilities for using delaying tactics
throughout the process to ensure that the work is done diligently
and that the judges are assigned for a shorter period of time.

With respect to the amendments proposed by the Senate, only
two were retained by the government and the rest were rejected. I
will spend a little more time on one of the amendments, which
prompted some questions that I have already asked my colleagues.
It concerns an amendment to clause 84, which follows up on the
clauses that provide for the creation of a list of judges and layper‐
sons who can be involved in the different stages of the process for
studying the misconduct. There is a diversity provision for this list.
The initial clause read as follows:

84 As far as possible, the Council shall name persons who reflect the diversity of
the Canadian population to the roster of judges and to the roster of lay persons.
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government would delete “as far as possible”. As I mentioned, this
points to a shift away from what seemed like an obligation of dili‐
gence to an obligation of result. To the extent possible, the aim was
to incorporate diversity into the list of judges and laypersons for se‐
lection. However, by deleting “as far as possible”, I get a sense that
we are creating more of an obligation of result, which raises a num‐
ber of issues.

We are told that there is currently a shortage of judges. We can‐
not change the current number of judges simply by snapping our
fingers. It would be nice if we could because we need them, but we
have to work with what we have. If we absolutely had to start re‐
flecting diversity now, with our very small pool of existing judges,
we could run into certain problems by selecting judges concentrat‐
ed in certain geographic areas, where there is better representation.
We could end up relying more heavily on specific locations to find
judges more representative of diversity. We could also run the risk
of sidelining certain other necessary or useful criteria in selecting
the judges we want to include on our lists. One example could be
knowledge of both official languages. By making diversity an obli‐
gation rather than something we are striving for or want, we could
be limiting our options at a time when resources are already scarce.
● (2230)

When I asked the minister whether it might not create obstacles
that are more difficult to overcome if we make it an obligation of
result rather than an obligation of diligence, I got the impression
that he somewhat agreed that it was perhaps not the best amend‐
ment that the Senate could have suggested. He seemed to be saying
that we can live with it, it is not so bad, but that, clearly, we could
have done without it.

When it comes to this aspect of creating an obligation of result
when drawing up a list, I think we could have done without this
amendment. It creates an obligation that may be difficult to fulfill. I
do not necessarily share the Minister of Justice's optimism when he
says that the Canadian Judicial Council is of the impression that it
will be able to fulfill this obligation.

The other amendment that was proposed and welcomed by the
government is to add the term “sexual misconduct” to the list of
complaints that cannot be systematically dismissed by a screening
officer who receives complaints. It therefore says that “A screening
officer shall not dismiss a complaint that alleges sexual misconduct
[that is the term being added] or sexual harassment or that alleges
discrimination on a prohibited ground of discrimination within the
meaning of the Canadian Human Rights Act.”

In the complaints analysis process, a complaint can be dismissed
from the outset if it is frivolous, vexatious or obviously unfounded
because the grounds for complaint are not sufficiently substantiat‐
ed. A complaint cannot be rejected if there is an element of sexual
misconduct, sexual harassment or discrimination.

This amendment is timely in the context of the #MeToo move‐
ment, as we increasingly seek to eliminate everything to do with
sexual misconduct. We do not want this to be such a specific criteri‐
on that we never reach it. We want to widen the scope. I think it is a
good thing to add “sexual misconduct” to the list of criteria for not
automatically dismissing a complaint.

In that regard, I believe that good work was done. In my opinion
and in the Bloc Québécois's opinion, the minister clearly explained
the reasons for which he supports these two amendments, although
we do not entirely agree with one of them. However, this will not
prevent us from voting in favour of the motion, because it will fi‐
nally make it possible to implement Bill C-9. This is becoming in‐
creasingly urgent. We need to get this done as quickly as possible,
so we can truly streamline the complaints analysis process.

The government rejected the rest of the Senate amendments in
order to prevent the complaints analysis process from becoming
more cumbersome, given that the original intent of the bill was to
streamline it. In our opinion, it was warranted to reject the proposed
amendments.

I want to come back to the fact that this bill was debated at
length on multiple occasions and in various incarnations. The
Standing Committee on Justice and Human Rights has done a lot of
work on this, and it seemed as though we finally had a version that
parliamentarians agreed on.

Bill C‑9 was unanimously passed at third reading. I think we
could have done without the Senate deciding to get involved and
adding its two cents. I will not get into the details of Bloc
Québécois's position on the very existence of a second chamber.
However, I would like to come back to the general purpose of the
bill. It is important to remind members of that. The community, all
jurists, have been asking for this bill for a long time.

What is more, as I mentioned recently, after the news broke
about Justice Brown, the Right Hon. Richard Wagner once again
emphasized the urgent need to take action and pass Bill C‑9. He al‐
so mentioned that it was too bad that the bill was still being exam‐
ined by the House.

● (2235)

This allows me to add this little grain of salt: If not for the snap
2021 election, we would already have a bill in place. I mention the
following purely as a hypothesis, since I do not have a crystal ball,
but Justice Russell Brown's case might have gone differently had it
been handled under the future version of Bill C‑9, which we will
likely adopt, instead of under the old complaints process, which is
several decades old.

This bill, which seeks to shorten the process and therefore lower
the cost, is well balanced. It helps speed up the process and make it
more efficient, while upholding the rights of any judge who may be
the subject of complaints for misconduct of all kinds within or out‐
side their practice.
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The other thing we really liked about the bill is that it gets us out

of a binary repression mode, a binary method for sanctioning com‐
plaints. In the first version, either the judge was cleared of the
charges and remained in their position, or they were found guilty of
the charges and had to be removed. There was no grey area be‐
tween the two for less serious misconduct, for example. That is
something that has been corrected in Bill C‑9.

I think it is still worth mentioning a few things that are now pos‐
sible. I did this last time, and I think it is still relevant to repeat it
again today. Clause 102 of the bill states: “If the review panel does
not refer the complaint to the Council under section 101, it may dis‐
miss the complaint or take one or more of the following actions if it
considers it appropriate to do so in the circumstances”.

One of the things the panel can do is “issue a private or public
expression of concern” about the judge's alleged conduct. It can “is‐
sue a private or public warning”. It can also “issue a private or pub‐
lic reprimand”. Once again, these measures may be more appropri‐
ate depending on the type of misconduct that may have occurred,
rather than an all-or-nothing approach, in other words removal or
no removal. The panel can also “order the judge to apologize, either
privately or publicly, by whatever means the panel considers appro‐
priate in the circumstances”. This means the judge can be supported
through an apology process that would be tailored to the situation.

It can “order the judge to take specific measures, including at‐
tending counselling or a continuing education course”. There is a
rehabilitation aspect. This is a much more positive approach that
shows a desire to retrain judges, if they make honest mistakes, for
example.

The panel can “take any action that the panel considers to be
equivalent to any of the actions referred to in paragraphs (a) to (e)”.
This provides the panel with a fair bit of latitude in the actions it
can take. Finally, the panel can, “with the consent of the judge, take
any other action that the panel considers appropriate in the circum‐
stances”. The fact that the judge's consent is absolutely required for
measures beyond the scope of those mentioned is perhaps the as‐
pect of the bill that made us hesitate a little more.

Generally speaking, this is a bill that has long been awaited and
desired by the judiciary and the bar associations. We are pleased to
finally see it come to fruition, to completion. We hope that, despite
the little game of ping-pong between the House of Commons and
the Senate, no more obstacles will be thrown in the way. I would
like to point out that the fact that another amendment has been pro‐
posed just this evening worries me a little. I hope that this will not
prevent the bill from being passed before the summer, or before
what could happen in the fall. Nobody here has a crystal ball. I
hope this will not be the umpteenth bill to die on the Order Paper.
We could fill a lot of shelves with all the bills that have died on the
Order Paper. Unfortunately, we are making a lot of work for shelv‐
ing manufacturers.

In general, we feel that the government's motion assessing the
Senate amendments is balanced.
● (2240)

It prevents excessive amendments from undermining the bill's
original substance and its original objective of streamlining the pro‐

cess and making it much more efficient. We still have some uncer‐
tainty about deleting the words “as far as possible” and imposing an
obligation of result. However, we can live with that uncertainty. I
think that voting in favour of the government's motion is worth‐
while, because it will finally allow the bill to be implemented.

With that in mind, the Bloc Québécois has no problem in sup‐
porting the motion. Most of all, we hope that the next steps will be
taken in a timely manner and will finally produce an acceptable
bill.

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, we have heard some of the stakeholders, particularly from
our judicial system, indicating that this legislation is sound and they
are recommending that the House of Commons pass it. I recognize
that the Bloc has been very supportive of the legislation since be‐
fore it went to the Senate. I wonder if the member could provide
her thoughts on respecting the independence of the courts and the
suggestion that they would really like to see this legislation pass.

[Translation]

Ms. Christine Normandin: Madam Speaker, one of the analy‐
ses I did in my first speech on Bill C‑9 was under section 99 of the
Constitution, which addresses judges' security of tenure. Different
jurists and analysts who worked on the bill mentioned that this
principle of immovability was respected. The foundation of the
analysis process for misconduct is that it is to be done by peers and
a judge must not be removed for minor issues. It was balanced.

The fact that the number of courts in the analysis process is being
reduced and that only a right of appeal to the Supreme Court is be‐
ing retained was balanced in context to still allow for the right of
defence for judges accused of misconduct. This is a bill that is bal‐
anced and respects the constitutional part on security of tenure.

● (2245)

[English]

Mr. Tako Van Popta (Langley—Aldergrove, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I thank my colleague for her well-thought-out speech on
this very important topic.

One of the amendments the Senate is recommending is that there
be one more appeal to the Federal Court of Appeal because the ap‐
peal to the Supreme Court of Canada is really a faint hope, likely
never to happen. One of the reasons the minister has given for there
not to be an appeal to the Federal Court of Appeal is to stop the
proliferation of appeal after appeal.

This is only one appeal, and I wonder what the member thinks
about that. I get a sense that the Bloc is going to vote with the gov‐
ernment on this, but just as an intellectual exercise, what does she
think about one more appeal to the Federal Court of Appeal?
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[Translation]

Ms. Christine Normandin: Madam Speaker, unfortunately, I
think we have seen abuses of process in the past. The case of Jus‐
tice Michel Girouard was an example. By eliminating some re‐
course to common law courts, we can avoid not only appeals, but
also everything that is incidental to an appeal. There are various
dilatory measures that can be taken in the case of an appeal in a
common law court. That is what is being minimized.

It is not ideal, but the judge does not completely lose his right to
a full defence. There seems to be a balance between the two, be‐
cause there are a number of steps. It's not a case of one person hav‐
ing the final say. There are several panels made up of a number of
legal experts. This is a more specialized form of internal appeal, so
to speak, than the appeal that could be made to a common law
court. It seems to me that the right balance has been struck.

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I always find it interesting to hear what my col‐
league from Saint-Jean has to say.

It has been 50 years since there has been any reform of the com‐
plaints process. We thought that we were just about to complete this
process, but then we just received an amendment from the Conser‐
vative Party that will add another debate on all these issues. I want‐
ed my colleague to tell me if she is worried, because we are starting
another debate on another amendment, when there have already
been very long delays.

Ms. Christine Normandin: Madam Speaker, I mentioned at the
end of my speech that adding another amendment raised some con‐
cern. What is that going to accomplish? That is ultimately the ques‐
tion.

I am not against ideas being debated or everyone being able to
express their point of view, but the way that it is done is sometimes
problematic. Is this a way to delay passage of the bill? If so, it is
absolutely deplorable. It has been dragging on for a very long time.
A lot of work has gone into it. Committees have worked on it many
times.

If the goal is simply to delay adoption, that worries me. If, in the
end, we add a little time for debate so that points of view can be
heard, then it may not be so bad. We will have to see. As they say,
the dose makes the poison. I think that is what will tell us whether
this was a motion for real debate or just a waste of time.

● (2250)

Mr. Xavier Barsalou-Duval (Pierre-Boucher—Les Patri‐
otes—Verchères, BQ): Madam Speaker, I would like to come back
to one specific aspect of my colleague's speech. In the Senate
amendments, there is a change to clause 84, which deals with im‐
posing greater diversity. I understand that, in post-1982 Canada,
there is a desire to promote diversity. However, diversity is promot‐
ed differently in Quebec than it is in Canada, plus Canada is now a
so-called postnational state. I get the impression that this is also re‐
flected in the bill with the Senate amendments that aim to shift di‐
versity from being encouraged and desirable to being imposed and
mandatory.

I would like to know what my colleague thinks about this shift,
which could be described as ideological in a regime where the
noose keeps tightening, despite the consequences it may cause.

Ms. Christine Normandin: Madam Speaker, we often like to
say in the House that good intentions do not necessarily make good
bills. I will not impute bad intentions to anyone with regard to this
amendment. On the contrary, I think it comes from a good place.

However, by setting a fairly strict obligation in its application,
we may be losing some flexibility. The Senate means well, but ulti‐
mately, this could cause other problems that could in turn make the
amendment less useful, even though it was well intentioned. I think
the problem lies more in the application than in the intention.

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie (Joliette, BQ): Madam Speaker, I want
to begin by commending my colleague from Saint-Jean on her great
speech.

I want to come back again to the amendment that removes the
expression “as far as possible”. In her question to the minister and
in her speech, my colleague reminded the House that, by now
adopting an obligation of result, we risk ignoring the other criteria
that should be considered. Could she remind the House of those
other criteria and the harmful consequences that such an amend‐
ment could have?

Ms. Christine Normandin: Madam Speaker, I understand that
clause 84 seeks to create a roster of people who could sit on various
panels. Since we do not know in advance which judge may have to
make representations before these panels for various types of mis‐
conduct, we would want to have a roster of people who have many
different qualities, including being bilingual, because there may be
French-speaking and English-speaking judges on the lists.

If we focus only on characteristics related to diversity, then other
qualities and characteristics, such as bilingualism, may end up tak‐
ing a back seat. That would mean that official languages will once
again suffer, and, unfortunately, it will not be the first time that that
has happened in the big federal system.

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I am pleased to rise at this late hour in Ottawa,
where it is almost 11 p.m., to speak to the Senate amendments to
Bill C-9.

I would like to start by saying hello to my constituents in New
Westminster and Burnaby. In British Columbia it is almost 8 p.m.
and so the sun is still up. I know that is also the case in the ridings
of the member for Langley—Aldergrove, the member for Kelow‐
na—Lake Country and my colleague from Skeena—Bulkley Val‐
ley. For the people of British Columbia and for everyone listening
to the debates in the House of Commons, we are in the thick of
things. I know that there are some constituents listening and I ap‐
plaud the fact that they are listening after supper to what is happen‐
ing in the House of Commons.
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The NDP will support Bill C-9 and the recommendation on the

amendments. I will come back to that in more detail later. First of
all, I am concerned that the Conservative Party is once again trying
to block a bill. This has been going on in the House systematically
for years. As I have said before, there are two blocks in the House:
the Bloc Québécois and the block-all Conservative Party, which
never misses a chance to block a bill, even the ones it says it sup‐
ports.

We just heard an excellent speech by my colleague from Lang‐
ley—Aldergrove who spoke about—
● (2255)

[English]
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I would

like to remind members that, if they have something to say, they
should be respecting the rules of the House and waiting until it is
time for questions and comments.

The hon. member for New Westminster—Burnaby has the floor.
[Translation]

Mr. Peter Julian: Madam Speaker, I was just complimenting
my colleague from Langley—Aldergrove by saying that he gave an
excellent speech. He talked about the fact that the Conservatives
support the bill and that they want it to be passed. After 50 years, it
is time for us to make that change.

However, at the end of his speech, after spending 20 minutes
talking about how important it is to pass the bill, he presented an
amendment that is going to further delay the passage of the bill. I
do not understand that contradiction at all.

What is more, earlier, the Conservatives voted against a motion
to maintain the hybrid Parliament. However, today, they used the
hybrid application 291 times to vote on the matter of a hybrid Par‐
liament. I have to say that that includes the Bloc members as well.
Together, they used the hybrid app 291 times to vote against the hy‐
brid Parliament. That is another contradiction. I think that everyone
can see that there is a problem here. Members are saying that they
do not want a hybrid Parliament, but then they are using the hybrid
application to vote against the hybrid Parliament. I will move on to
another subject because Parliament already ruled on that.

Let us get back to Bill C‑9. An amendment has been tabled that
will further delay the passage of the bill, and that is unfortunate.
The process has been lacking for 50 years. The public does not sup‐
port it and it is not particularly clear that justice will be served
through this process. Furthermore, it does not allow people to have
more confidence in our justice system.

It has been 50 years. First, there were the promises from the for‐
mer Harper regime, which wanted to amend this process. It did
nothing, and that is not surprising. There were a lot of broken
promises.

I spent 10 years in the House during the Harper regime, and we
saw that regime's lack of respect for Parliament. We saw broken
promises, including the promise to set up a process for judges and
for complaints about the judicial system. We saw that time and time
again.

Then the Liberals came to power and promised to do the same
thing. It was put off. I think that the member for Saint-Jean said it
well earlier. We ended up with a bill passed by the Senate, but it
took years to get to that point. This evening, we believed that the
bill would finally pass. There was a consensus. However, the con‐
sensus has just been broken again by the Conservative Party
amendment.

We certainly support this process to modify the entire complaints
process for the judicial system. We believe it is important to put this
in place as quickly as possible. This means that we must vote. It
seems to me that, once again, because of this party that blocks ev‐
erything, the government will have to resort to a time allocation
motion to pass the bill and bring the legislative process to a suc‐
cessful conclusion. Instead of going round in circles, we must pass
this bill.

As all parties have said, including my colleague from Langley—
Aldergrove, this bill is necessary. However, the Conservatives
moved an amendment to further delay passage of this bill.

● (2300)

[English]

There is no doubt that New Democrats support the moderniza‐
tion of the complaints process, no doubt at all. We also support as‐
pects of the bill that allow for varied sanctions, such as counselling,
continued education and other reprimands. With the current system,
which is hopefully not going to continue for much longer, though
with the delays that we are seeing provoked tonight, we will have
to see about that, the current option is really only removal from the
bench. That is why we believe that increasing public confidence in
federal judges is absolutely essential, and we need a modernized
complaints system.

We believe that this system could have been put into place al‐
ready. We will recall that this was moving along and then, all of a
sudden, the Prime Minister called what was, I think it is fair to say,
an unnecessary election in the midst of COVID. At a time when
Canadians were preoccupied with getting through COVID, the Lib‐
erals provoked an election. Canadians right across this country ba‐
sically told parliamentarians to get back work, that they were going
to give us the same Parliament we had before the Prime Minister
called the unnecessary election.

That has caused further delays that have brought us to tonight,
when we were hoping to see passage of the bill. That is obviously
not to be because of the blocking amendment brought forward by
the Conservatives. New Democrats believe there are many other as‐
pects of the judicial system that we need to be tackling. My col‐
league, the NDP justice critic from Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke,
has been extraordinarily eloquent about this. Yes, he worked on Bill
C-9, and yes, he worked to improve it. He brought forward a num‐
ber of amendments, which I will come back to in just a moment.
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The reality is the member from Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke had

a tremendous influence over this bill moving forward and the quali‐
ty of the bill. He sought to improve it at a number of different
stages, but he has said, and he is right, that we need to move on to
other things. There are other pressing issues, such as the opioid cri‐
sis and systemic racism in the judicial system. These are all things
that need to be tackled, yet we are still dealing with Bill C-9, hope‐
fully with not too many more delays.

Because it has taken so long, because COVID delayed it and be‐
cause finally, after 50 years of moving it forward, a completely un‐
necessary election derailed it, we have finally gotten to the point
where Bill C-9 was sent to committee. This is where the member
for Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke had substantial impacts. I am go‐
ing to talk about the amendments that he brought forward at the
committee stage that are very relevant to the recommendation we
have tonight, which is to accept two Senate amendments and reject
the rest. That was prior to the Conservative amendment that would
delay all of this discussion, but I think there was substantial consen‐
sus around the idea that two of the Senate amendments should be
brought forward.

What NDP members brought forward at committee is the follow‐
ing. First, there was an amendment that would have expanded the
definition of “discrimination” in clause 12 of Bill C-9 by adding
“or improper conduct that is substantially similar to discrimination”
to the grounds which would have prevented dismissal at the screen‐
ing stage in paragraph 90(3) of the act.

This concern, as we know, was brought to committee by the Na‐
tional Council of Canadian Muslims, which appeared as a witness
because, in both the current process and under new provisions in
Bill C-9, complaints could be dismissed without proper investiga‐
tion at the initial stage because the behaviour does not meet a nar‐
row legal definition of discrimination.

This was an important amendment brought forward by the mem‐
ber. As members would have heard when I asked the Minister of
Justice just a few minutes ago, ultimately Liberals and Conserva‐
tives voted against that amendment, so it failed. It would have
made a difference. We are talking about looking beyond the issue
of judicial conduct to the issue of discrimination, which is funda‐
mentally important, as the member for Esquimalt—Saanich—
Sooke has said on so many occasions, and as has our leader, the
member for Burnaby South, yet that amendment was rejected.
● (2305)

The second amendment that was brought forward added a re‐
quirement that when there is a decision to dismiss a complaint at
the initial stage, both the decision and the reasons for dismissing
that complaint would be conveyed to the complainant, instead of
just a summary of the reasons. The complainant would receive both
the decision and the reasons for the dismissal of the complaint.

This amendment was brought forward by my old colleague Craig
Scott, who was a member of Parliament. He was a fantastic mem‐
ber of Parliament for Toronto—Danforth who took over after Jack
Layton passed away. He is a law professor at Osgoode Hall Law
School and he appeared as a witness on this study. He detailed for
the committee that no such information was provided to him when
he was a complainant proceeding through the judicial review pro‐

cess. He had gone through the process and understood that informa‐
tion was not providing transparency. In other words, it was not
leading to that growth in public confidence that is so critical in a
democracy.

The amendment was aimed to provide openness and transparen‐
cy and, as one of the high points of Parliament at the committee
stage, all members of Parliament from all parties at the committee
agreed to that amendment. It helped to improve the bill.

The third amendment that the member for Esquimalt—
Saanich—Sooke tabled added a requirement that when a review
panel made a decision on a complaint, both the decision and the full
reasons would be given to the complainant. This added to what
Craig Scott, the former NDP MP for Toronto—Danforth, brought
forward.

Those two amendments, in series, helped to ensure that the bill
would increase transparency, and this was important.

There was discussion around the right of appeal to the Federal
Court of Appeal. The member for Langley—Aldergrove raised that
idea in his speech. The reality is that we now have a twofold system
of appeals, as the Minister of Justice described in discussing the
Senate amendments. In a very real sense, that has helped to provide
for the appeal process without making it an unduly long process.

Let us come now to the heart of the matter, which is the issue of
the Senate amendments. There are two amendments that the gov‐
ernment has proposed accepting from the Senate. The first is re‐
moving the words “as far as possible”. The member for Saint-Jean
talked about this a number of times during her speech.

It is from the section requiring panels that convene to investigate
complaints to reflect the diversity of Canada. We support this
amendment, as well as the Senate amendment that adds sexual mis‐
conduct to the list of complaints that may not be dismissed without
a formal investigation.

Those are two amendments that the Senate has put in place that
the government is proposing be retained and that the NDP supports
as well.

There were a number of other amendments, including the amend‐
ments regarding the Federal Court of Appeal. As I mentioned, we
now have a two-stage process for appeals, so the rejection of those
Senate amendments, to our mind, seems to be a fair-minded ap‐
proach.
● (2310)

[Translation]

The most important thing is that we have been going back and
forth for several years. There has been no change in the complaints
process for 50 years. Improvements are obviously needed. Howev‐
er, we have been going around in circles for three years now. At
committee, the member for Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke managed
to get the NDP amendments I just mentioned adopted to improve
the original bill, which is extremely important. This contributed to
the quality of the bill.

The bill was then referred to the Senate, which proposed a num‐
ber of amendments that we can support.
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As members know, supporting these two Senate amendments is a

bitter pill for the NDP to swallow. Our official policy is actually to
abolish the Senate, which is a second chamber made up of non-
elected members, as New Zealand and a number of other countries
have done. Senators have been appointed, and not elected, for
years. I would say they do not have the same credibility as the
members of the House of Commons.

Other countries have abolished their second chambers, but that is
not just an international phenomenon. Some of these upper, un‐
elected chambers have been abolished right here in Canada, includ‐
ing in Quebec, British Columbia, Manitoba and Ontario. It makes
no sense for unelected people to make decisions that have conse‐
quences for a population without being accountable. As members
of Parliament, we must be accountable.

When I make a decision, I have to be accountable to my electors
in New Westminster—Burnaby. I hope that some of them are
watching me this evening. Who are the senators accountable to?
That is the big question. I know that this is concerning and I know
that these questions are being reviewed. It is true that it is impor‐
tant.

Nonetheless, the NDP is voting in favour of these two amend‐
ments because they make sense, even though they originate from
the Senate. The most important thing to the NDP is that the bill be
adopted with the recommendations that the government proposed
and that it be sent back to the Senate so that it can get the Senate's
seal of approval. The process will then be complete and we will fi‐
nally have an improved judicial complaints process.
[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I am wondering if the member could expand on the issue
of the importance of public confidence in the system. For me per‐
sonally, that is one of the driving forces in terms of why Bill C-9 is
of the utmost importance, among other things, and I hope to be able
to expand on that shortly.

Mr. Peter Julian: Madam Speaker, public confidence comes
from transparency. The member is absolutely right that public con‐
fidence comes from a process that people feel makes them heard
and understood. That is why we would put all of these measures in
place and, I would suggest, have varied sanctions.

Part of the problem with the existing system is that it only has
one penalty, with the current option being removal from the bench.
However, there is a tendency to take other issues that may not war‐
rant removal from the bench less seriously, because there are fewer
options available to ensure that those complaints are upheld. Part of
the exercise of getting the bill through is to ensure improving pub‐
lic confidence by giving options so that a judge could have continu‐
ing education, other reprimands and counselling, all of which are
appropriate where there has been judicial malfeasance.
● (2315)

Mr. Jeremy Patzer (Cypress Hills—Grasslands, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I listened with great interest to the member's
speech, but I could not help but notice that, throughout the night,
the member being upset with us tabling an amendment.

Let me clear here. The member for Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke
moved an amendment to the bill earlier in the process, which was
removed by the government senators. We decided that we were go‐
ing to retable it to bring it back, because we thought it was a good
amendment, yet this member was actively speaking against us do‐
ing so. By doing so, he was actually speaking against his own col‐
league's amendment that he was so passionate about including into
the bill, which is a little bit ridiculous.

The member kept on saying throughout his speech, in effect, that
“We are doing all of this” and “We are doing that”, but I could not
help but wonder that he was speaking against his own colleague's
amendment. When he says “we” is he referring to “we” as him and
the government or him and his party? He has been speaking against
his own colleague, the member for Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke,
all night, because he does not want to accept the amendment we put
forward, which is the same amendment that his own colleague put
forward.

Mr. Peter Julian: Madam Speaker, I like my colleague. He does
engage in disinformation, and this is one of those examples.

What happened, of course, was that this was brought forward at
committee by the member for Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke. It was
not upheld at committee, and the reality is that there is now in place
a twofold appeals process that the member is aware of and that the
member for Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke has endorsed. In terms of
what needs to move forward from the Senate and what needs to be
tucked away, it is very clear.

However, the problem we have in terms of moving legislation
through is that the Conservatives are always putting forward
amendments or motions that block legislation. They do not move it
forward. In this particular case, given the length of time that this
has taken and given the importance of the issue and of actually
modernizing our judicial complaint process, when we were almost
at the finish line, the Conservatives have drawn us back again. That
is what I object to.

[Translation]

Ms. Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ): Madam Speaker,
I thank my colleague for his speech. He said it: This bill has been in
the works for a very long time and has been the subject of a lot of
work, particularly by the member for Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke.
The bill has been amended, improved and enhanced. The member
is somewhat disappointed tonight to see yet another amendment
from the Conservative side that risks delaying its adoption.

I just want to make sure that my colleague agrees with me that if
the Senate had not interfered, the bill would have been passed al‐
ready. We would not have had a Conservative amendment that fur‐
ther slowed the process. Basically, if it were not for the Senate, we
would not be here having this discussion tonight.

Does my colleague agree with me that this step, unfortunately,
may also have been too much?
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Mr. Peter Julian: Madam Speaker, the member for Saint‑Jean is

right. It is true. That is why the NDP has been calling for the aboli‐
tion of the Senate for decades.

We are talking about a Senate appointed by the Liberals and the
Conservatives. We have seen the Senate block very worthwhile
bills on several occasions. It is obvious that this process of sending
bills to an institution that is not democratically elected is detrimen‐
tal.

My colleague is quite right. In this case, the bill would have been
adopted already had there not been this step. That is something to
think about for Canadians who want to abolish the Senate.
● (2320)

[English]
Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Madam

Speaker, I was troubled to hear the leader of the official opposition
tell the national media that his party intends to use every opportuni‐
ty to obstruct the work of the chamber and gum up the works of
Canadian democracy. It makes it somewhat difficult to understand
whether interventions in this place, at this late day in the session,
are made in good faith or whether they are indeed part of this effort
to slow down the work of our Parliament. Could my dear colleague
reflect on Bill C-9 and offer his thoughts on what is going on here
when it comes to the Conservatives' interventions?

Mr. Peter Julian: Madam Speaker, my colleague from
Skeena—Bulkley Valley is an extraordinarily strong parliamentari‐
an. Every time when he rises in the House to ask a question or to
give a speech, I know that everyone listens to him very attentively
because he represents his constituents, who inhabit a region as big
as France, extremely well. It is just an enormous part of northern
British Columbia. They are incredible communities with extraordi‐
nary representation. The member does incredible work, and I know
that every weekend, he is down in another part of his riding, mak‐
ing sure that he is hearing his constituents.

The reality is that this does delay the bill, but we have seen Con‐
servatives blocking dental care, blocking a grocery rebate that thou‐
sands of people in each of their ridings would benefit from and
blocking affordable housing. All these things that the NDP is push‐
ing the government to do, Conservatives try to block. Blocking
dental care is incomprehensible to me. Eleven thousand people on
average in a Conservative riding would benefit, including seniors,
people with disabilities and families with youth under 18. Conser‐
vatives, including the member for Carleton, fought so that Canadi‐
ans in those Conservative ridings would not have access to dental
care. How does it make any sense at all to block something that is
in the interests of their constituents?

Mr. Tako Van Popta (Langley—Aldergrove, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I just want to set the record straight.

The member for New Westminster—Burnaby was suggesting
that my colleague from Cypress Hills—Grasslands was spreading
misinformation. I want to read into the record a quote from his col‐
league, the member for Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke, from Decem‐
ber 9. This was after he came back from committee for third read‐
ing, when we voted unanimously. He said:

As for the appeal and the fact that the Bloc did not support my amendment to
make it to the Federal Court of Appeal, I would just say again that the Supreme

Court is likely never going to hear an appeal regarding a judge's disciplinary com‐
plaint, because of the very high standard....

At that time, the member was still supporting the motion of the
member for Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke, and we had a similar
motion, to have one appeal to the Federal Court of Appeal. That is
what his colleague stood for. We were expecting to have support
from the NDP on this, because that is the way his colleague was
speaking in December.

Mr. Peter Julian: Madam Speaker, it was the process that I felt
was disinformation.

What we have is my colleague from Langley—Aldergrove,
whom I respect a lot, quoting directly from Hansard. I will certainly
look at that quote. I have no reason to doubt his quote. I know he is
an honest person. I will look at the blues and come back to him in
due time.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, before I start my comments on the bill, I want to recognize
a terrible and tragic traffic accident that members might have al‐
ready heard about. It was in Manitoba on the Trans-Canada High‐
way by Highway 5. A semi collided with a bus.

I do not know all the details, but as a result of that accident, 15
seniors have died and another 10 are in hospital. Which hospitals I
could not say; what we do know is that there will be a very high
fatality rate. Hopefully, those who are in hospital are able to recov‐
er. I would like to express my best wishes and prayers to the family
and friends of the deceased and to the family and friends of those
who are being taking care of.

As well, I compliment the first responders for the truly amazing
work they do. They were very quick to get to the scene, whether
SARS, ambulances, police or firefighters, and no doubt have con‐
tributed to saving lives. I just want to recognize that. I am sure my
colleagues here this evening, and in fact all members of Parliament,
share in the families' grief and wish them all the very best.

Having said that, allow me to share some thoughts on a very im‐
portant piece of legislation and issue that all of us are very much
aware of. This is legislation that would amend the Judges Act and
create a new process, and one would think that there would be ea‐
gerness to see this legislation pass.

I thought it started off so well. I might be a bit biased, but I think
that what the Minister of Justice had to say was very clear. A num‐
ber of amendments have been brought forward by the Senate, and
he provided detailed comments on the suggestions the Senate has
put forward. I can honestly say that generally speaking, at times the
Senate contributes to making legislation that comes through the
House that much stronger, and to that extent makes it better for
Canadians. I think it is quite encouraging when we get these
amendments coming forward.
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The Minister of Justice made comments, as I said. He explained

why we can accept a couple of amendments and why we cannot ac‐
cept some others. Then he went on to talk about the importance of
the legislation and why it was important that we attempt to see
quick passage of the legislation.

Right after that, when the member for Langley—Aldergrove, the
critic, began his speech, I started to feel pretty encouraged by his
opening remarks. He talked about how the legislation was good,
saying that the Conservatives support it and that they saw the value
in it when it was in here earlier.

The legislation has already gone through a number of steps. It
was introduced quite a while ago. Members were already familiar
with the legislation. It went to committee, and yes, there were some
healthy discussions that took place at committee stage. Then it went
through report stage and third reading and was passed, and off to
the Senate it went.

● (2325)

If one followed some of that debate and discussion, one might
have been of the opinion that the legislation had virtually unani‐
mous support of the House. It is always a good thing when we get
that kind of support. Then the member got to the tail end of his
speech, and at the tail end of his speech, what does he say? In fair‐
ness to the member, he might have been slipped the amendment; I
do not know. Maybe he created the amendment. Maybe the House
leadership told him to remember what the leader says: speak, speak,
speak and hold things up wherever he can. That is the essence of
what the modern Conservative far-right party says today.

The member then indicated very clearly that he does not like the
legislation to such a degree that he wants to see some amendments,
so he moved an amendment. In all honesty, I was not really sur‐
prised, because the member was putting in place a sequence that we
have seen the Conservatives do on many different pieces of legisla‐
tion. There is, however, a bit of a difference on this legislation, be‐
cause ultimately the member made it somewhat clear that they sup‐
port its passage.

I thought maybe there was a chance the bill would pass here this
evening after listening to the beginning of the comments. When he
moved the amendment, I think he surprised a lot of people. It sur‐
prised me to a certain degree. I was a bit disappointed, because af‐
ter all, as I said, the bill amends the Judges Act. In essence, it
streamlines the review and investigation process. Think about that.
Not only does that ensure there is a higher sense of equality, justice
and so forth, but it also makes the system a bit more efficient.
There is even money to be saved. Moving this particular amend‐
ment sends a message that it is similar to other pieces of legislation,
and I get the sense that the only way we are going to have a chance
at passing this legislation is if it is time allocated.

Once again, as a government, we have to go to the Bloc or the
New Democrats to try to explain the behaviour of the Conserva‐
tives, which is not that tough nowadays it seems, to ensure that we
can pass this legislation. It is the type of thing that we really cannot
make up. Think of the types of things we have witnessed, like how
they move amendments, and the type of voting we have witnessed.

I am kind of losing context of time, but a few hours ago or two
hours ago, we had a vote on the hybrid motion. I know the NDP
House leader made quick reference to it. It is a hard thing to resist.
It really and truly is. Think about it. We had a vote on something
the Conservatives oppose. They do not like the voting app and the
hybrid system, so they voted against it.

An hon. member: Until they have to use it.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, it is just as my col‐
league said: until they have to use it. They used it on the motion
that I just finished talking about, the motion that says we want to
enable members to vote by hybrid or vote using the voting applica‐
tion. Members would not believe that out of the 106 Conservatives
who voted, 77 actually used the voting application to vote. I do not
quite understand it. It is that Conservative logic. If we then fast-for‐
ward a couple of hours, what do we see? We see yet another
amendment brought forward as a tactic to postpone the vote on this
bill.

● (2330)

I asked the member for Langley—Aldergrove why he moved the
amendment and I asked him how many Conservative members he
would like to see speak now, and whether he could give us an indi‐
cation. Members were here for the response from the member. He
said his party had lots of members who want to be able to speak on
the legislation.

How many more days do we have until the normal session would
come to an end? It is somewhat limited, but I have told the House
leader that, personally, I do not mind. I enjoy being inside the
chamber. I enjoy the debates. Honest to God, with hand on heart, I
will come back in July, I do not mind, if the members opposite
want to have debate. Having said that, I think there might be a
number of members who would like to see the Conservatives stop
with the games and the filibustering and recognize that part of be‐
ing a responsible official opposition means allowing legislation to
pass without having to incorporate time allocation.

An hon. member: It helps Canadians.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: It does. It helps Canadians in a very re‐
al and tangible way.

An hon. member: This is the biggest audience you've had in a
while.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Yes, ever since the member from across
the way walked back over. This legislation would help Canadians.
In one of the questions I put across was the issue of public confi‐
dence.

The Minister of Justice and the parliamentary secretary on justice
talk about the importance of public confidence in the system. It is
important to recognize that, so when members say this legislation is
in the best interest of Canadians, it is. It would make a real and tan‐
gible difference. Canadians want to see the independence of our
whole judicial system, whether it is with policing, our courts or the
process of our Crowns laying charges.
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Around the world, Canada is recognized for our judicial system,

and it is complemented by the fact that there are many checks in
place to ensure that it is not politicized. We recognize that it is a
joint responsibility, where we work with the provinces, territories
and indigenous communities, to ensure we have a judicial system
that has the confidence of the public.

I do not say that lightly, because there have been incidents where
we have seen the need for reforms or changes. A good example of
that is with the former leader of the Conservative Party, Rona Am‐
brose. God, I wish she came back.

Rona Ambrose had an idea to make changes that would impact
our judicial system. It came about because of a number of judges
who had made comments regarding gender discrimination, if I can
put it that way. They offended a great number of people, and there
was a genuine concern among the public and questions of confi‐
dence in the system. Rona Ambrose, the former leader of the Con‐
servative Party, came up with the idea of instituting some sort of
educational program. I cannot remember all the details, because
this was a number of years ago, but government members, mem‐
bers of the Liberal caucus, saw the value in the principles of the
legislation, and we actually embraced the idea.
● (2335)

When we did the consultations and canvassed our judicial system
for its reflections on what was being proposed by the then leader of
the Conservative Party, we found it had garnered wide support,
much like Bill C-9. With that support, what did we eventually see?
Yes, there was some frustration, but it was not coming from the
government or the Liberal Party. In fact, caucus colleagues of mine
often talked about how we could ensure that legislation saw the
light of day. They wanted that legislation to pass.

We had the support of all members of the House, and it passed
unanimously. There was no trickery or anything of that nature. No
one said, “We'll pass this if you do this.” There was no trading or
bargaining process. We recognized the value of the legislation and
agreed to get it passed through the system.

Interestingly enough, I believe a couple of provincial legislatures
looked at this. My daughter raised the issue, and she is in the Mani‐
toba legislature. They were looking at what we did here in Ottawa
and how it could be potentially duplicated in provincial legislatures.
That is how Ottawa can demonstrate leadership on an important is‐
sue.

If one understands and appreciates the sense of independence of
our justice system, then factors in all of the work and effort that has
gone into this piece of legislation getting to the point it is at today,
one sees it has been a long journey, a journey that ultimately went
through all forms of different stakeholders. The ones I emphasize
are the courts, or those directly involved in courts, the judges.

There was consensus, a very broad consensus, that this is the
type of legislation communities, including the judicial community,
would accept and want to see passed. When the Minister of Justice
talked about the legislation earlier, he made it very clear to every‐
one that this is legislation where there has been pressure coming
from the outside, from the judicial community, suggesting that the
legislation be passed as quickly as possible.

Interestingly enough, and it might have been at third reading, but
I can recall talking about that previously. That is why I was encour‐
aged, even back then, because the Conservatives did not seem to
hesitate.

There are amendments and a number of things I am no doubt
missing, but having said that, let me suggest to members opposite it
is not written in stone. We could pass this legislation tonight, or at
least get it to a stage at which it could be voted on. Let me put it
that way because we cannot seek unanimous consent now, but we
can at least get it to a stage where it could be voted on as early as
tomorrow.

I would ask Conservatives to do what the Liberals did when
Rona Ambrose brought forward a good idea, which was to recog‐
nize the idea for what it is and support our judicial system. Let us
show the public we have confidence in the system, get behind the
legislation and allow it to get to a point where we can pass it tomor‐
row. That can be done.

● (2340)

Mr. Earl Dreeshen (Red Deer—Mountain View, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I am sure members would remember when we
were in Centre Block, when something similar with Standing Or‐
ders came about. It was basically because the Liberals did not get
up on a Monday morning, and the NDP had put a motion together.
They did not get enough people to pass it, so the Speaker then had
to actually get the vote so we could expand that.

What happened then was that the Liberal Party decided to put to‐
gether a motion to completely take away the role of the opposition.
That was when we ended up with the “elbowgate” issue. The only
reason that this motion stopped was because, for three days, people
were going after the Prime Minister for his active role.

As the members—

● (2345)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): The hon.
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Justice and Attorney
General of Canada is rising on a point of order.

Mr. Gary Anandasangaree: Madam Speaker, the member's
comments actually have no relevance with respect to Bill C-9.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): The
member's time for asking a question is up. I am sure the hon. parlia‐
mentary secretary could respond, if he so wishes.

I want to remind members that, when they are asking questions
and giving speeches in the House, what they say should be relevant
to what is before the House.

Mr. Earl Dreeshen: Madam Speaker, I rise on the same point of
order. I apologize for that, but my reaction was to the time he took
when he was speaking about the importance of Standing Orders.
That was the relevance.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, to put this on the
record, I believe the member was referring to Bill C-10.
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Virtually from the beginning, the Conservatives were all about

trickery and the types of things they could do to play that destruc‐
tive role. Nothing has changed. I am hoping that we will get a glim‐
mer of hope this evening from some individuals saying that this is
legislation they could support, that they do not have to continue to
delay it and that they could respect what has taken place and look at
it.

At the very least, the Conservatives could take into consideration
what we did as a Liberal Party when the Conservatives proposed
something with Rona Ambrose. There, we had unanimous consent;
it was passed through.

I am suggesting that, out of respect for the process and so forth,
this does not have to be one of the bills that the Conservatives are
playing games on.

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP):
Madam Speaker, does my colleague believe that a party should do
what it says it is going to do?

For example, with Bill C-9, if a party says we have to adopt this
bill immediately, and then offers a delaying amendment, is that
consistent? In the same way, if we have a hybrid Parliament and a
party votes against the hybrid Parliament, but votes overwhelming‐
ly using the hybrid tools that they were just saying needed to end, is
that consistent? Are these contradictions by the Conservative Party
that Canadians need to know about?

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, really and truly, we
just cannot make this stuff up. We have to see it to believe it. The
member is right on.

Canadians need to know just what the Conservatives are actually
up to. The idea that out of 106 people in the Conservative Party,
when it came time to vote to get rid of the voting app, 77 of them
actually used the voting app that they want to get rid of.

It may be that or saying that they support Bill C-9 and want it to
pass, but then they move an amendment. Traditionally, when the
Conservatives have done that, what they are really saying is they
want to talk and talk, as the leader of the Conservative Party said
last week about the budget. He said he was going to speak until the
Prime Minister changed the budget implementation bill. We did not
change it, and four hours later, it passed. It is a game.

Mr. Gary Anandasangaree (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister of Justice and Attorney General of Canada, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, I know there has been a lot of discussion about the
last-minute amendment brought forward by the good member for
Langley—Aldergrove, who is a very constructive member of the
justice committee.

I must say that I am quite disappointed that this is now being
used as a tool to delay the passage of a very important bill. As we
know, Justice Wagner, the chief justice of Canada, has asked for the
expeditious passage of Bill C-9. Could my friend and colleague
comment on why it is so important that we get this passed before
we rise?

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, I think it is important
to recognize the efforts and the judicial community as a whole.
However, it is not just the judicial community. Ultimately, I believe
it is about public confidence in the system. This streamlines the re‐

view and investigation process replacing the judicial review that
goes into Federal Courts into something that is far more effective. It
has been recognized as that. It will save time, it will save money; it
will assist in making sure that the public have confidence by
adding, for example, a layperson to the process. It will ensure addi‐
tional public confidence in our judicial system.

When we get a Supreme Court judge appealing to us to get it
passed, I do not know why the Conservatives would want to contin‐
ue to filibuster.

● (2350)

Mr. Jeremy Patzer (Cypress Hills—Grasslands, CPC):
Madam Speaker, in the Senate, the legal committee passed two
very important amendments that the government rejected. These
two amendments were supported by the Canadian Bar Association,
which has 37,000 lawyers as members, the Advocates' Society and
also the Canadian Superior Court Judges Association, which has
1,200 judges.

There is overwhelming support for the amendments that the gov‐
ernment is rejecting. These are solid amendments that would pro‐
vide a little more certainty and clarity around the entire process.

ISG senators, appointed by the Prime Minister, voted in favour
of these amendments, yet the Liberal government is yanking those
amendments from this bill. Why?

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, I understand that there
are senators who actually supported the amendments but they had
to originate from somewhere. My understanding, correct me if I am
wrong, is that they originated from Conservative senators who cau‐
cus with the Conservative members of Parliament still. I suggest
that maybe one is being influenced by the other. After all, the mem‐
ber even indicated that one of those amendments was introduced at
committee stage. There might be something at play there. I do not
know. I do not want to imply too much.

What I do know is that the Senate does a lot of fine work and the
Minister of Justice did address the issue of those that we will sup‐
port, those we will not, and gave an explanation for all.

Mr. Gary Anandasangaree: Madam Speaker, just to hone in on
one of the amendments that is being proposed by the Conserva‐
tives, which is with respect to leave to appeal to the Supreme Court,
my understanding is that when there is a case involving a judge that
is going forward, that leave is granted, but that is the law of the
land. In all cases involving the Supreme Court, leave needs to be
granted by the Supreme Court.

With the processes already in place to ensure there is due pro‐
cess, that is, the need to have safeguards for someone who is ac‐
cused of misconduct, with the processes that we are putting for‐
ward, leave like any other case is not automatic. I know that is
something that the Conservatives are quite insistent about.

I think it is clear that what we are trying to do is to streamline the
process so that it does not cost excessive money and does not take
an enormous amount of time for a resolution on a matter that in‐
volves the misconduct of a judge.
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I am wondering if my colleague could comment on that.
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, the member was right

when he commented about streamlining and making things more
efficient. As I have said, there are even potential cost savings. This
would also allow for an expanded disposition that could include
anything from apologies to educational programming. It creates a
better atmosphere in many ways.

Most importantly, given the independence of our courts and the
position taken by some judges in support of the legislation, I would
suggest that we accept that and move forward with the legislation.
● (2355)

Mr. Philip Lawrence (Northumberland—Peterborough
South, CPC): Madam Speaker, we are going to bring it home. For
their home, our home, my home, let us bring it home.

To begin, it felt great to be sitting momentarily over on that side
of the House. I know we will be there soon and I am looking for‐
ward to it.

There has been some discussion, and in the limited time left, I
want to present the framework before we actually discuss the
amendments. There has been some discussion as to whether we
should be debating these amendments or just rubber-stamping them
and going ahead.

I am going to read something. I do not normally do this and I
normally speak without notes, but this time I think it is important
that I get this right and read it word for word. An article states:

Our job as Official Opposition is to say, particularly when we agree with the
principles of the legislation, “Here are amendments that will make the legislation
stand up to scrutiny, and there are amendments that will actually make the legisla‐
tion do what it purports to do.” The problem on the government side is they consis‐
tently refuse those amendments.

The amendments we are putting forward have actually been sup‐
ported by many members of the judiciary. They are supportive.
They say they support the legislation, and it says here that we
should be able to bring the amendments forward, but according to
this, the government of the day was stopping it.

The article continues:
Even when they make sense, even when they’re reinforced by the public and by

experts, they systematically refuse all the amendments....

That is just what happened. Our amendments are being refused.

The article states, “...which is why they have a such a poor
record in terms of product recall.” That is interesting.

Let us read some more about this. The article says:
So we like to make the case for those amendments. Of course, if the government

were willing to co-operate, it would be in their interests...And if they said, first off,
“Okay, here’s a piece of legislation; we know you support it in principle; we’re ac‐
tually willing to work with you on amendments,” then I think it would be fair to say
the approach would be different and we wouldn’t have to make the case in the
House of Commons necessarily around those amendments because the government
would be working with us.

It seems like we had many negotiations. The amendments were
not put in place. That is exactly what is going on here.

Do members know who said that? It was the member for New
Westminster—Burnaby. That is his quote.

I think my comments, when I am over there, might be used
against me, but I do not think so. I do not think I will say the exact
opposite when I am in a coalition as opposed to when I am in oppo‐
sition.

Let us just continue. The article says, “The principle of this place
is members are here to represent their ridings”. I could not agree
more.

It continues, “They’re here to speak out on issues and they’re al‐
so here to offer suggestions to the government.” That is just like
what we are trying to do right now.

Then it says, “Now, we have a government that doesn’t want
those suggestions”.

Oh, my goodness; the government wants to bring in time alloca‐
tion. How many times have we had time allocation in this Parlia‐
ment so far? Number 40 is tomorrow. How many times did the
NDP rail against the Harper government?

Mr. Peter Julian: You did it 150 times.
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Order.

This is not the time for cross-debate. The hon. member only has
one minute before I cut him off, so I will let him continue on.

The hon. member for Northumberland—Peterborough South.
Mr. Philip Lawrence: Madam Speaker, I will finish off with

more of the quote. It says:
To say only 15 MPs are able to speak to all of your average bills, that is very

clearly contravening what Canadians want to see here. They want to see vivid de‐
bate, they want to see a government that actually listens to the improvements that
can be made to bills and they want to see their member of parliament being able to
speak out. When you say only 15 can speak on this, or only 12 can speak on this,
you’re disenfranchising all of those other ridings across the country....

I really believe my case is closed. I know our members have apt‐
ly talked about this, but there are two particular substantive amend‐
ments. This is not any type of minor thing; these are amendments
that have been supported by the NDP. Some of them were brought
to the floor by the NDP. We are standing strongly for these, one of
which is to have judicial review—
● (2400)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Unfortu‐
nately, the hon. member will have to wait until the next time this
matter is before the House. He will have 15 minutes to continue his
speech.

[Translation]

It being midnight, pursuant to order made on Tuesday, Novem‐
ber 15, 2022, the House stands adjourned until later this day at
10 a.m. pursuant to Standing Order 24(1).

(The House adjourned at 12 a.m.)
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