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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Tuesday, June 11, 2024

The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayer

® (1005)
[English]
POINTS OF ORDER

ORAL QUESTIONS—SPEAKER'S RULING

The Speaker: 1 am now prepared to rule on the point of order
raised on May 30, 2024, by the member for Edmonton—Wetaski-
win regarding unparliamentary language.

During question period that day, the Chair intervened after the
member for Calgary Forest Lawn used the phrase “anti-Alberta
minister”. In his point of order, the member for Edmonton—We-
taskiwin asked the Chair to clarify what constitutes unparliamen-
tary language, because he asserted that the terms “anti-Alberta” and
“anti-Quebec” had been used in the past with no objection from the
Chair. The member expressed concern that the list of unparliamen-
tary terms is getting longer and longer. When the point of order was
raised, I promised to review the issue.

[Translation]

The Chair must take into account a whole range of factors before
forming an opinion on what members perceive as inappropriate lan-
guage.

I would refer members to page 623 of House of Commons Proce-
dure and Practice, third edition, and I quote: “[T]he use of offen-
sive, provocative or threatening language in the House is strictly
forbidden. Personal attacks, insults and obscenities are not in or-
der.”

However, a little later, on page 624, that book states the follow-
ing, and I quote: “In dealing with unparliamentary language, the
Speaker takes into account the tone, manner and intention of the
Member speaking, the person to whom the words at issue were di-
rected, the degree of provocation, and most important, whether or
not the remarks created disorder in the Chamber.”

[English]

In short, the Chair is required, often in the heat of the action, to
assess the content of remarks, but also to take into account more
subjective and contextual factors. As a result, a term found to be
unparliamentary in one situation may not be considered unparlia-

mentary in another. This may occur not because the Chair is being
inconsistent but rather because the tone, intention and reaction are
different.

Language found to be acceptable when used in a general sense
may be unacceptable when it targets a specific person. The Chair
may be stricter to prevent a given situation from degenerating,
while in other circumstances, the Chair would be inclined to let the
comment pass or issue a warning rather than rule it unparliamen-
tary. Each case must be considered in its specific context.

[Translation]

It is true that the term “anti-Alberta” has been used without being
deemed unparliamentary. However, calling a member or a minister
“anti-Alberta” could fall into either category. In the moment, out of
an abundance of caution perhaps, the Chair directed the member for
Calgary Forest Lawn to rephrase his question.

[English]

As for the second aspect of the member for Edmonton—Wetaski-
win's point of order, the Chair notes that no list of unparliamentary
words exists. As indicated in House of Commons Procedure and
Practice, third edition, at page 624, “language deemed unparlia-
mentary one day may not necessarily be deemed unparliamentary
on another day.”

As 1 just explained, it all depends on the context, tone, intention
and reaction. The Chair therefore encourages members to choose
their words with care so that we can have vigorous debates without
lapsing into incivility.

I thank all members for their attention.

* % %

PRIVILEGE

ALLEGED BREACH OF DEPUTY SPEAKER'S IMPARTIALITY—SPEAKER'S
RULING

The Speaker: 1 am also now ready to rule on the question of
privilege raised on May 30, 2024, by the member for London—
Fanshawe concerning an alleged breach of the Deputy Speaker's
impartiality.
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In her intervention, the member indicated that she had just been
made aware that a picture of the Deputy Speaker, wearing his
robes, was used to advertise a political event held last October for a
Conservative Party constituency association. She further noted that
he was identified with his title of Deputy Speaker and not as the
member for West Nova. She referenced other recent questions of
privilege where the issue of inappropriate use of the Speaker's
robes was also considered, which raised concerns over the use of
House of Commons resources and about the impartiality of the
Deputy Speaker.

[Translation]

In response, the member for Mégantic—L'Erable pointed out that
the photo used in the ad was a publicly available image that could
be found on the internet. He added that the ad contained no partisan
criticism and that the event was not a fundraiser. Referring to a rul-
ing made by Speaker Fraser on March 9, 1993, he also noted that
expectations differed between the positions of Speaker and Deputy
Speakers.

The Deputy Speaker, for his part, indicated that he had no knowl-
edge of the ad. He said that, had he been shown a draft, he would
have objected to it, and requested that it not be posted. He shared
his regrets for the confusion that this may have caused to the
House.

The member for London—Fanshawe intervened again on this
matter on June 6, noting that she accepted the apology from the
Deputy Speaker, but that the House was still owed an apology by
those responsible for this mistake.

[English]

Let me first elaborate on the process used to bring forward the
current matter. As I have indicated before, there is a mechanism to
raise concerns about the conduct of a chair occupant. House of
Commons Procedure and Practice, third edition, at page 323,
states, “The actions of the Speaker may not be criticized in debate
or by any means except by way of a substantive motion.” This is in
keeping with past precedents, which apply to deputy speakers as
well, though occurrences are rare.

In addition to the 1993 ruling, referenced by the member for
Mégantic—L'Erable, an interesting example can be found at pages
4365 to 4366 of the May 28, 1956, Debates. During what is known
as the 1956 Pipeline Debate, the impartiality of the chairman of
committee of the whole was questioned by the then leader of the
opposition. Speaker Beaudoin determined that what has now be-
come Standing Order 67(1)(p) should be used to call in question the
conduct of chair occupants. He stated:

There is therefore no doubt in my mind that the proper course to be followed is
for notice to be given of a substantive motion. Once the notice time has elapsed for
the motion on the order paper, it is placed upon the routine proceedings, namely un-
der “motions”. By virtue of [the Standing Orders] it is debatable and must be taken
up when it comes up.

This is the approach also taken from March 16 to 19, 1964, re-
garding the then deputy speaker and, in March 2000, towards
Speaker Parent. An alternative outcome was ultimately negotiated
between the parties in that case.

® (1010)

[Translation]

Placing a substantive motion on notice, as was described by
Speaker Beaudoin, therefore remains the usual course of action. As
imperfect as this mechanism may seem to some, members unsatis-
fied with the conduct of one of the Chair occupants should take this
very serious step. They should not be raising a question of privilege
or commenting on their conduct in debate.

After having made this determination, deciding today whether
the standard of impartiality expected of the Deputy Speaker was
met or not, seems less relevant. That is a matter for the House to
decide, not for the Speaker.

That said, interested members can refer to Speaker Fraser’s rul-
ing of March 9, 1993, where he stated at page 16685 of the De-
bates, that Deputy Speakers “remain members of their political par-
ty, may attend caucus if they choose and may even participate in
debate.”

[English]

This makes clear that their degree of participation in political ac-
tivities is an individual decision. Furthermore, House of Commons
Procedure and Practice,, third edition, at page 362, states that “the

LR}

Deputy Speaker must be governed by ‘good taste and judgement’.

As such, considering the practice of the House, the Chair does
not find that this is a prima facie question of privilege.

Beyond the specifics of this question of privilege, and recent
similar ones, this is a fundamental issue that once more has been
put before the House with profound implications. Now, through this
question of privilege, and in comments made here in the House,
two of the Deputy Speakers have been subjected to criticism. |
would caution the House against dragging the different chair occu-
pants into debate. It has a corrosive effect on their ability to effec-
tively preside over the proceedings of the House. I would beseech
all members to think twice before using the chair occupants as a
sort of political football to settle scores or to criticize their political
opponents. I have full confidence in each of the Deputy Speakers,
and the House should too.

I thank all members for their attention.

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS
[English]
GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO PETITIONS

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead-
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to Standing Order 36(8)(a), I have the honour to
table, in both official languages the Government's responses to five
petitions. These returns will be tabled in an electronic format.

While [ am on my feet, I move:

That the House do now proceed to orders of the day.
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The Speaker: If a member participating in person wishes that = Masse Mathyssen
the motion be carried or carried on division, or if a member of a x:(y}iic;“‘b"dge) mzz:“ald (Avalon)
recognized party participating in person wishes to request a record- McKinnoyn (Codquitlam-—Port Coquitlam) McLezd
ed division, I would invite them to rise and indicate it to the Chair. McPherson Mendicino
. Miao Miller
[Tmnslatlon] Morrice Morrissey
Mr. Tom Kmiec: Mr. Speaker, I request a recorded division. Murray Nagvi
Ng Noormohamed
The Speaker: Call in the members. O'Connell Oliphant
O'Regan Petitpas Taylor
® (1055) Powlowski Qualtrough
(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the  Robillard Rodriguez
following division:) Rogers Romanado
Rota Sahota
(Division No. 807) Sajjan Saks
Samson Sarai
YEAS Scarpaleggia Schietke
Members Serré Sgro
Shanahan Sheehan
Alghabra Ali Sidhu (Brampton East) Sidhu (Brampton South)
Anand Anandasangaree Singh Sorbara
Angus Arseneault Sousa St-Onge
Arya Ashton Sudds Tassi
Atwin Bachrach Taylor Roy Thompson
Badawey Baker Trudeau Turnbull
Barron Battiste Valdez Van Bynen
Beech Bibeau van Koeverden Vandal
Bittle Blair Vandenbeld Virani
Blaney Blois Weiler Wilkinson
Boissonnault Boulerice Yip Zahid
Bradford Briere Zarrillo Zuberi- — 170
Cannings Carr
Casey Chagger NAYS
Chahal Champagne Members
Chatel Chen
Chiang Collins (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek) Aboultaif Aitchison
Collins (Victoria) Cormier Albas Allison
Coteau Dabrusin Arnold Baldinelli
Damoff Davies Barlow Barrett
Desjarlais Dhaliwal Barsalou-Duval Beaulieu
Dhillon Diab Bergeron Berthold
Drouin Dubourg Bérubé Bezan
Duclos Duguid Blanchet Blanchette-Joncas
Dzerowicz Ehsassi Block Bragdon
El-Khoury Erskine-Smith Brassard Brock
Fillmore Fisher Brunelle-Duceppe Calkins
Fonseca Fortier Caputo Carrie
Fragiskatos Fraser Chabot Chambers
Freeland Fry Champoux Chong
Gaheer Gainey Cooper Dalton
Garrison Gerretsen Dancho Davidson
Gould Green DeBellefeuille Deltell
Guilbeault Hajdu d'Entremont Desbiens
Hanley Hardie Doherty Dowdall
Hepfner Holland Dreeshen Duncan (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry)
Housefather Hughes Ellis Epp
Hutchings lacono Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster) Falk (Provencher)
Idlout Ien Fast Ferreri
Jaczek Johns Findlay Fortin
Joly Jones Gallant Garon
Jowhari Julian Gaudreau Généreux
Kayabaga Kelloway Genuis Gill
Khalid Koutrakis Gladu Godin
Kusmierczyk Kwan Goodridge Gourde
Lalonde Lambropoulos Gray Hallan
Lamoureux Lattanzio Hoback Jeneroux
Lauzon LeBlanc Jivani Kelly
Lebouthillier Long Khanna Kitchen
Longfield Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga) Kmiec Kram
MacAulay (Cardigan) MacDonald (Malpeque) Kramp-Neuman Kurek
MacGregor MacKinnon (Gatineau) Kusie Lake
Maloney Martinez Ferrada Lantsman Larouche
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Lehoux Lemire Motion No. 1
Leslie Lewis (Essex) That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 81.
Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk) Liepert
Lloyd Lobb Motion No. 2
Maguire Martel That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 82.
May (Saanich—Gulf Islands) Mazier Motion No. 3
McCauley (Edmonton West) McLean
Melillo Michaud That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 83.
Moore Morantz Motion No. 4
Morrison Motz That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 84.
Muys Nater
Normandin Patzer Motion No. 5
Paul-Hus Perkins That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 85.
Perron Plamondon .
e Motion No. 6
Poilievre Rayes
Redekopp Reid That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 86.
Rempel Garner Richards Motion No. 7
Roberts Rood . .
Ruff Savard-Tremblay That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 87.
Schmale Seeback Motion No. 8
Shields Shipley That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 88.
Simard Sinclair-Desgagné .
Small Soroka Motion No. 9
Steinley Ste-Marie That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 89.
Stewart Strahl .
Stubbs Thériault [English]
Therrien Thomas Mrs. Rosemarie Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster, CPC)
Tochor Tolmie moved:
Trudel Uppal :
Van Popta Vidal Motion No. 10
Vien Viersen That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 90.
Vignola Villemure .
Vis Wagantall Motion No. 11
Warkentin Waugh That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 91.
Webber Williams Motion No. 12
Williamson Zimmer—— 146
That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 92.
PAIRED Motion No. 13
Members That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 93.
Khera Vecchio— — 2 Motion No. 14

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendés): |
declare the motion carried.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

BUDGET IMPLEMENTATION ACT, 2024, NO. 1

The House proceeded to the consideration of Bill C-69, An Act
to implement certain provisions of the budget tabled in Parliament
on April 16, 2024, as reported (with amendments) from the com-
mittee.

[English]
SPEAKER'S RULING

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendés):
There are 161 motions in amendment standing on the Notice Paper
for the report stage of Bill C-69. Motions Nos. 1 to 161 will be
grouped for debate and voted upon according to the voting pattern
available at the table.

[Translation]
I will now put Motions Nos. 1 to 161 to the House.

MOTIONS IN AMENDMENT
Mr. Jacques Gourde (Lévis—Lotbiniére, CPC) moved:

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 94.
Motion No. 15

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 95.
Motion No. 16

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 96.
Mr. Tom Kmiec (Calgary Shepard, CPC) moved:
Motion No. 17

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 97.
Motion No. 18

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 98.
Motion No. 19

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 99.
Motion No. 20

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 100.
Motion No. 21

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 101.
Motion No. 22

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 102.
Motion No. 23

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 103.
Motion No. 24

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 104.
Motion No. 25
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That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 105.
Motion No. 26

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 106.
Motion No. 27

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 107.

Mr. Jamie Schmale (Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes—Brock, That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 200.
CPC) moved:

Motion No. 28

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 108.
Motion No. 29

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 109.
Motion No. 30

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 110.
Motion No. 31

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 111.
Motion No. 32

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 147.
Motion No. 33

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 148.
Motion No. 34

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 150.
Motion No. 35

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 151.
Motion No. 36

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 152.
Motion No. 37

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 153.
Motion No. 38

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 154.

[Translation]

Mr. Tony Baldinelli (Niagara Falls, CPC) moved:

Motion No. 39

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 173.
Motion No. 40

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 174.
Motion No. 41

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 175.
Motion No. 42

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 176.
Motion No. 43

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 177.
Motion No. 44

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 180.
Motion No. 45

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 181.
Motion No. 46

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 184.
Motion No. 47

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 185.
Motion No. 48

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 186.

® (1110)
Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie (Joliette, BQ) moved:

Government Orders
Motion No. 49

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 198.

Motion No. 50

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 199.

Motion No. 51

Motion No. 52

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 201.

Motion No. 53

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 202.

Motion No. 54

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 203.

Motion No. 55

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 204.

Motion No. 56

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 205.

Motion No. 57

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 206.

Motion No. 58

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 207.

Motion No. 59

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 208.

Motion No. 60

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 209.

Motion No. 61

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 210.

Motion No. 62

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 211.

Motion No. 63

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 212.

Motion No. 64

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 213.

Motion No. 65

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 214.

Motion No. 66

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 215.

Motion No. 67

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 216.

Motion No. 68

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 217.

Motion No. 69

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 218.

Motion No. 70

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 219.

Motion No. 71

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 220.

Motion No. 72

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 221.

Motion No. 73

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 222.

Motion No. 74

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 223.

Motion No. 75
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That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 225.
Motion No. 76

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 225.
Motion No. 77

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 226.
Motion No. 78

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 227.

[English]

Mr. Jasraj Singh Hallan (Calgary Forest Lawn, CPC) moved:

Motion No. 79

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 269.
Motion No. 80

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 270.
Motion No. 81

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 271.
Motion No. 82

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 272.
Motion No. 83

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 273.
Motion No. 84

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 274.
Motion No. 85

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 275.
Motion No. 86

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 276.
Motion No. 87

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 277.
Motion No.88

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 278.
Motion No. 89

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 279.
Motion No. 90

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 280.
Motion No. 91

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 281.
Motion No. 92

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 282.
Motion No. 93

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 283.
Motion No. 94

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 284.
Motion No. 95

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 285.
Motion No. 96

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 286.
Motion No. 97

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 287.
Motion No. 98

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 288.
Motion No. 99

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 289.
Motion No. 100

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 290.

Motion No. 101

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 291.

Motion No. 102

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 292.

Motion No. 103

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 293.

Motion No. 104

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 294.

Motion No. 105

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 295.

Motion No. 106

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 296.

Motion No. 107

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 297.

Motion No. 108

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 298.

Motion No. 109

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 299.

Motion No. 110

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 300.

Motion No. 111

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 301.

Motion No. 112

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 302.

Motion No. 113

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 303.

Motion No. 114

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 304.

Motion No. 115

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 305.

Motion No. 116

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 306.

Motion No. 117

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 307.

Motion No. 118

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 308.

Motion No. 119

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 309.

Motion No. 120

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 310.

Motion No. 121

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 311.

Motion No. 122

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 312.

Motion No. 123

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 313.

Motion No. 124

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 314.

Motion No. 125

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 315.

Motion No. 126

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 316.

Motion No. 127
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That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 317.

Motion No. 128

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 318.

Motion No. 129

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 319.

Motion No. 130

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 322.

Motion No. 131

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 323.

Motion No. 132

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 324.

Motion No. 133

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 325.

Motion No. 134

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 326.

Motion No. 135

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 327.

Motion No. 136

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 328.

Motion No. 137

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 329.

Motion No. 138

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 330.

Motion No. 139

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 331.

Motion No. 140

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 332.

Motion No. 141

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 333.

Motion No. 142

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 336.

Motion No. 143

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 337.

Motion No. 144

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 338.

Motion No. 145

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 339.

Motion No. 146

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 442.

Motion No. 147

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 443.

Motion No. 148

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 445.

Motion No. 149

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 446.

Motion No. 150

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 447.

Motion No. 151

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 448.

Motion No. 152

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 449.

Motion No. 153

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 450.

Government Orders

Motion No. 154

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 461.
Motion No. 155

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 462.
Motion No. 156

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 463.
Motion No. 157

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 464.
Motion No. 158

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 465.
Motion No. 159

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 466.
Motion No. 160

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 467.
Motion No. 161

That Bill C-69 be amended by deleting Clause 468.

® (1125)
[Translation]

Mr. Jacques Gourde (Lévis—Lotbiniére, CPC): Madam
Speaker, once again I am privileged to rise in the House on behalf
of the people I proudly represent in Lévis—Lotbini¢re. Right from
the outset I would just say that back home, when it comes to the
word “budget”, we do not have the same definition, nor do we have
the same approach to budgeting as this Prime Minister, who does
not even know what the words “balance” or “economy” mean.

Once again, in my 18th year here in the House, I was in atten-
dance when the budget was delivered. Since 2015, it has been truly
ridiculous to see the Finance Minister and this Prime Minister stand
firm in their conviction that they are introducing a budget that is
good for Canadians. We are witnessing a spendthrift government
prove for the ninth year in a row that the Liberals are incompetent
and irresponsible. This government's particular talent is keeping us
in the financial hole we have fallen into, in spite of ourselves.

We are seeing sky-high interest rates on a debt we will never be
free of for as long as we live. The Prime Minister is proud to wear
the same rose-coloured glasses as the Finance Minister and the ex-
tended Liberal family. They are out of touch with our reality in this
country, when the facts and statistics speak for themselves. We are
far from being the envy of the G7, the way we once were. The un-
holy and catastrophic alliance between the Liberals, the NDP and
the Bloc has plunged thousands of persons and families into misery
and poverty.

Many of this Prime Minister's words ring false, starting with the
words “budget” and “economy”. These investments on credit bring
no value added to our GDP. We now have interest to pay down, in
amounts that I cannot even visualize; I can only imagine stacks and
stacks of cash in giant warehouses. Every one of my grandchildren
born in the last seven years will bear this debt for as long as they
live. They may never be able to buy a house. That is the case today
for thousands of Canadians for whom home ownership is a distant
dream.
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As the ultimate spendthrift, our Prime Minister is a prime exam-
ple of someone who never wanted for money as a child. He never
had to earn a single dollar to put in his piggy bank or bank account.
This same Prime Minister will be spending $40 billion in new mon-
ey on his new spending spree, with the unconditional support of the
NDP and now the Bloc Québécois.

The former Liberal governor of the Bank of Canada, David
Dodge, said that he thought this budget was the worst since 1982.
This year, Canada will spend $54.1 billion to service the debt, in
other words, to pay the interest. That is more money than the gov-
ernment sends to the provinces for health care. It is a real scandal.
The Bank of Canada and former Liberal finance minister John
Manley both told the Prime Minister that he was increasing infla-
tion with his spending, which was driving up interest rates. Obvi-
ously this spendthrift Prime Minister did not listen.

As a result, the Bank of Canada embarked upon the most aggres-
sive campaign to raise interest rates in its history. Millions of Cana-
dians are now realizing this more than ever as they renew their
mortgages. This Prime Minister is not going to help them. The Lib-
eral-NDP-Bloc coalition is undermining people’s confidence in
Canadian democracy and our institutions. Canadians did not vote
for this kind of hypocrisy in the last election. It is not the first time
in Canada’s history that a party that will never rise to power resorts
to scheming with the Liberals to achieve its goals.

How many people can no longer make ends meet, even when
they tighten their belts, even when they get higher wages? The in-
flation rate continues to increase the cost of mortgages, the price of
housing, the cost of groceries and all basic necessities. Before this
Liberal government, it took only 39% of an average salary to cover
the monthly payment on the average home. Today this figure has
increased to 62%.

Just last weekend I took part in the Relay for Life in Lotbiniére/
Lévis, a walk to raise money for cancer. I was worried when people
told me they no longer recognized the country we live in and no
longer feel safe with the direction the country is headed in. Life is
getting dire for millions of Canadians who have exhausted their
savings and their credit. They are at the end of their financial re-
sources. Many skip a meal a day, and more and more people have
to rely on food banks every week. When is this going to end? It is
just so sad.

Canada has the fewest housing units per 1,000 inhabitants of any
G7 country. The number of housing units per 1,000 Canadians has
been decreasing since 2016 because of the strong population
growth.
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We need more housing units to keep the ratio of housing units to
population stable. According to the CMHC, we need 3.5 million
more units than planned to restore accessibility. In 2024, this figure
will climb to 5.8 million.

The Prime Minister has stated yet again that he will bring in for-
eign workers to address the labour shortage when we already have
a hard time providing decent housing for the homeless, Canadian
families and seniors. No one can tell us when the promised units
will be built. Since the Liberals came to power, mortgage and hous-

ing costs have almost doubled. Stress and anxiety have become
facts of life for millions of Canadians. They are worried parents,
children and grandchildren who know opportunities are getting
harder to come by in Canada. Not so long ago, many believed they
would never find themselves in a precarious situation. They are
caught in a nightmare from which they cannot wake. In nine years,
the Liberals have brought us to a point from which there may be no
return.

Legalization of marijuana has not helped. Written briefs to the
House and the work of committees can attest to that. Countries that
legalized marijuana saw an increase in crime. Not surprisingly,
Canada is also now experiencing this, with an ever-increasing
crime rate. They also reported an increase in mental health prob-
lems. We too are seeing an increase in the number of people who
are facing mental health challenges. We are also seeing rising ad-
diction and deaths from hard drugs, which the Liberals pushed to
legalize at all costs. It is a disgrace. Our big cities now look like
places where zombies come to die. There are even neighbourhoods
where no one dares go anymore. What can we say about schools
and day cares with injection sites as neighbours, keeping parents
awake at night?

As they say in Quebec, you have to be tough to live in this reali-
ty. For many, that refers to the chaos and decline they are experi-
encing under this Prime Minister. Not so long ago, it could be said
that any problem could be dealt with through policy. That was be-
fore the Liberal-NDP-Bloc Québécois coalition.

We are powerless to stop these irresponsible budgets, which are
populist in the worst sense of the word. They do not correspond to
the reality that all responsible, well trained economists recognize.
No one in their right mind would deny that Canadians of every so-
cial class are paying far too much in taxes because this Liberal gov-
ernment is wasting too much money. Any right-minded individual
suffering day after day is looking forward to the upcoming elec-
tions to get the 