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® (1105)
[English]

The Chair (Mr. Kody Blois (Kings—Hants, Lib.)): I call this
meeting to order.

Welcome to meeting number 100 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Agriculture and Agri-food.

I have a few reminders, colleagues. We know that this meeting is
taking place in a hybrid format. As you know, during the proceed-
ings, those who are speaking will be the ones who are broadcast.

Pursuant to the order of reference of Wednesday, January 31,
2024, and the motion adopted by the committee on Thursday,
February 8, 2024, the committee is proceeding with its clause-by-
clause consideration of Bill C-355, an act to prohibit the export by
air of horses for slaughter and to make related amendments to cer-
tain acts.

We have a number of witnesses here today who can be called up-
on if needed. From the Canada Border Services Agency, we have
Graeme Hamilton, acting director general of the traveller, commer-
cial and trade policy directorate, and Cathy Toxopeus, director gen-
eral of the commercial programs, commercial and trade branch.

From the CFIA, we have Dr. Mary Jane Ireland, who is no
stranger to the committee and is the executive director of the ani-
mal health directorate and the chief veterinary officer for Canada.

From the Department of Agriculture and Agri-Food, we have
Marie-Noélle Desrochers, executive director, supply management
and livestock policy division, and from the Department of Justice,
we have Guilton Pierre-Jean, senior counsel in legal services, and
Shela Larmour, who is counsel in legal services.

There are a number of people you can call upon, colleagues, if
needed.

I'll turn to my annotated agenda. I've already introduced our ex-
pert witnesses, the folks who can help. We do have our procedural
and legal folks here as well.

Pursuant to Standing Order 75(1), consideration of the preamble
and clause 1, the short title, is postponed.

Shall clause 2 carry?

(Clause 2 agreed to on division)
The Chair: Shall clause 3 carry?

(Clause 3 agreed to on division)

(On clause 4)

The Chair: That's ultimately something that has to be called. I
have amendment CPC-1, if you'd like to call it, Mr. Barlow.

Mr. John Barlow (Foothills, CPC): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

We do have an amendment on clause 4. I think everybody has the
amendment in front of them.

It was quite clear from the testimony of most of the witnesses
who spoke as part of the study for this proposed legislation that the
end use of the animals going to Japan wasn't their concern; their
concern was animal welfare during the transportation of those hors-
es to Japan. When witnesses were questioned by members of this
committee about their concerns with horse slaughter in Canada or
for horses being food in other parts of the world, that didn't seem to
be a concern. Our questions were around why the focus of this leg-
islation isn't more on transportation and on improving the regula-
tions around the transportation of those horses.

If the impetus of this bill is to improve the health and safety of
animals in transportation, which I think all of us would agree
should be paramount, we should have animal welfare top of mind
when we're doing regulations. This should be for all horses that are
being transported by air. Dr. Ireland, who is here, was quite clear in
her testimony that:

The rules for horses with respect to their movement, their transport, are the same
regardless of whether the horses are destined for another country for whatever
purpose. Whether it's for show purposes, a competition or a feedlot, the same
rules apply.

That is a quote from Dr. Ireland's testimony.

I know that there were comments in the preamble, which we will
get to, about being cramped, which I don't feel is wording that
should be used in legislation, but there has been no alternative pro-
posed in this legislation as to what exactly should be used.

If indeed the focus of this legislation for Mr. Louis is to address
animal welfare and the transportation of horses to Japan or any oth-
er destination, the focus should be on all horses, not just horses for
slaughter, although I think that is a misdirection. I think that if that's
indeed the focus, then it should apply to all horses being transport-
ed by air, not just for slaughter.
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The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Barlow.

As all colleagues around the table would know, as part of our due
diligence—I say “our” as the chair—I am guided by our legislative
clerk and our deputy legislative clerk to see whether or not the
scope of the amendment is in order.

Mr. Barlow, you talked about the “impetus” of the bill. Again,
I'm actually quite sympathetic to the argument you're making
around trying to “improve” the situation, but I have had to rule on
this bill. I have taken some guidance from the legislative clerk.

Ultimately, Bill C-355 provides for the ban of the exportation by
air of live horses for the purpose of being slaughtered. The amend-
ment proposes to allow for the exportation to happen under certain
conditions, which is contrary to the principle of the bill as adopted
at second reading at the House. House of Commons Procedure and
Practice, third edition, states the following on page 770: “An
amendment to a bill that was referred to a committee after second
reading is out of order if it is beyond the scope and principle of the
bill.”

I'm of the opinion that for the aforementioned reasons, the
amendment is contrary to the principle of the bill and is therefore
inadmissible. I can be challenged on my ruling.

Again, | want to make sure that the record shows, Mr. Barlow,
that I'm actually quite sympathetic to the suggestion you're putting
forward, but I am guided by what has to happen procedurally in this
place. I have been advised by our legislative clerk that it is inadmis-
sible.

There is some flexibility for a chair. On Bill C-234, for example,
I did not take the advice, but I think this is too far outside the scope
of the advice I have been given, so I have to rule that this amend-
ment is inadmissible.

As I would say, colleagues, I am subject to be challenged, but
that is the advice I have been given and that's the ruling I have
made thus far.

Go ahead, Mr. MacGregor.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor (Cowichan—Malahat—Langford,
NDP): I have a question, Chair. Maybe the clerk can help answer
this.

Just hypothetically, if a committee ever did challenge a chair
who had made a ruling on the admissibility of an amendment be-
cause it was outside the scope, and then that bill was reported back
to the House, would the Speaker then be compelled to intervene,
ruling that the committee had strayed past its mandate and had ig-
nored the second reading will of the House?

The Chair: Mr. MacGregor, this committee is well within its
right to challenge the procedural ruling that has been made thus far.
The only way in which a Speaker would then intervene would be
subject to a member of Parliament raising a point of privilege and
suggesting that the committee had gone outside its scope. The
Speaker then would seek procedural counsel, wherein what I'm rul-
ing right now would probably be upheld. I think that would be the
case.

It really depends on whether any member of the House would
choose to use parliamentary privilege if I were successfully chal-
lenged.

Go ahead, Mr. Steinley.

Mr. Warren Steinley (Regina—Lewvan, CPC): As we saw on
Bill C-234, we can challenge the chair's ruling. Let's put it to a vote
so that we can have it on record that we have had a common-sense
amendment put forward. I think you're right; it is appropriate to
have this conversation. I would like to have a vote on the ruling and
see where it lands.

Thank you very much for your comments. They're appreciated.

Mr. Barlow has a comment as well.

The Chair: I have Mr. Drouin first, and then I will go to Mr.
Barlow.

Mr. Francis Drouin (Glengarry—Prescott—Russell, Lib.):
I'm just saying that we can vote, but the outcome will be the same
in the House. Even though we challenge it, the Speaker will uphold
the ruling anyway.

I understand where you're coming from, but the outcome would
be the same. The amendment would be ruled inadmissible in the
House of Commons by the Speaker, I think, from what I under-
stand, but we can vote on it.

The Chair: Go ahead, Mr. Barlow.
® (1115)

Mr. John Barlow: I have a procedural question. I'm looking at
Monsieur Perron's amendments, BQ-4 and BQ-5, which also make
some changes in terms of adding to the scope of the bill with regard
to feeding and watering horses during transportation as well as hav-
ing an attendant on the flight.

Chair, if those two amendments were passed, changing the scope
of the bill because they are specifically on those points, would that
change the position of our amendment? Do you understand what
I'm saying?

The Chair: Without giving out future surprises down the line,
basically the way it was framed to me from a procedural side—and,
again, I'm sympathetic to the idea of trying to allow the transporta-
tion under certain conditions—was that the scope of the bill, in the
way it is drafted, is that it's all or nothing. This bill is to prevent
horses from being exported for slaughter for any reason. The
amendments that are being considered in the package allow that to
happen under certain conditions.

You mentioned in your remarks, Mr. Barlow, that the impetus of
the bill is to try to improve their travel. The bill is not drafted in a
way that allows for any provision of travel, so it's quite black and
white.

As 1 said with regard to Mr. Steinley's point, in other times that
I've chaired there has been a bit more discretion, but in this case the
legislative counsel has been quite clear that this would be outside
the scope of the bill. I would be really stretching the bounds of my
procedural authority in this committee.
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Although I am sympathetic, a number of amendments that talk
about having adjustments and conditions attached, including Mr.
Perron's proposed amendments, are ultimately going to be ruled
outside of procedural order.

Some of what you have put forward, Mr. Barlow, will be in or-
der, particularly the adoption of when this would come into force.
However, with regard to the elements around trying to allow horses
to still be exported with certain conditions or further parameters,
the advice I've been given is that it is outside the scope of what is
contemplated by the bill.

Mr. John Barlow: I appreciate your diligence, Mr. Chair, but [
still want to challenge your decision on this, just as a matter of prin-
ciple.

Clearly the witnesses who were brought forward by the propo-
nent of this legislation were very adamant that this was not about
the end use of the horses but about the safety and welfare of the an-
imals. I think the misdirection of this legislation is what frustrates
us.

For that reason alone, I want to challenge the decision and put it
to a vote.

The Chair: Yes, it is well within the right of every member of
this committee.

Again, Mr. Steinley talked about Bill C-234 and others for which
I've been allowed some discretion where it's been a bit more grey.
This one is a bit more cut and dried, based on what has been said by
the procedural experts who have advised me.

I will go to Mr. MacGregor.

There is not usually much room for debate, but this committee
does operate quite well, and we will go to a vote afterwards.

Go ahead, Mr. MacGregor.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: | have a question, because sometimes
the wording of what we're voting on can be confusing.

Is this voting to uphold the chair's ruling? Can the clerk just ex-
plain what a yea or a nay vote is in this case?

The Chair: This is on whether the decision of the chair shall car-
ry. Mr. Barlow would like to challenge the chair.

As I understand it, if you're voting in favour, it's to maintain the
decision of the chair. If you're voting against, it's to overrule the
procedural decision that I've given and to move on in a different di-
rection.

Madam Clerk, I'll have you call the vote in favour of the chair or
not.

(Ruling of the chair sustained: yeas 6; nays 5)

The Chair: Ultimately, the chair's ruling is upheld by the com-
mittee.

Unfortunately, Mr. Barlow, your first amendment is inadmissible.

Colleagues, now that CPC-1 is ultimately defeated, CPC-4,
CPC-5, CPC-6, CPC-8 and CPC-9 cannot be moved, as they are
consequential to CPC-1. They are inadmissible.

Go ahead, Mr. Perron.
® (1120)
[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Regarding
amendment CPC-9, you are saying it is not admissible. If however
we adopt the new Bloc Québécois amendment that you received
this morning and that replaces amendments BQ-4 and BQ-5, I think
amendment CPC-9 would once again be relevant.

Is that correct?
[English]
The Chair: Yes.

Okay. I believe it's in our package. We'll now move to the first
amendment from the Bloc Québécois, numbered 13016781.

Colleagues, I can repeat the ruling, but it's very similar. As I've
already outlined—

I'm sorry, Mr. Perron. Would you like to move your amendment?
[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: Yes, if [ understand correctly, you want to dis-
cuss amendment BQ-1.

Amendment BQ-1 would amend clause 4 of Bill C-355 by delet-
ing line 12 on page 2.

Line 12 on page 2 refers to the pilot....
I'm sorry, I don't seem to have the right amendment.

Let me start over. I am talking about amendment num-
ber 13016781, which was provided at the last minute this morning.
It replaces amendments BQ-4 and BQ-5, which become moot.

Apologies for submitting the amendment late, but we think it is
more likely to be admissible in this form and at this place.

1 propose that Bill C-355, in clause 4, be amended by replacing
lines 5 to 12 on page 2 with the following:

4 (1) It is prohibited to export a horse from Canada by air unless the exporter
has, in the form and manner specified by the Minister, provided the Minister
with a written declaration that, as the case may be,

(a) attests that, to the best of their knowledge, the horse is not being exported for
the purpose of being slaughtered or fattened for slaughter;

(b) if the horse is being exported for the purpose of being slaughtered or fattened
for slaughter,

(i) attests that the horse will be accompanied on board the aircraft by a person
who is trained to, among other things, feed, water and provide care to it during
transport, and

(ii) includes a detailed plan for the care to be provided to the horse during trans-
port.
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This amendment will address the problem relating to transport
conditions, which differ according to the ultimate purpose of the
animal's transport. This is in keeping with the concerns and testi-
mony the committee has heard.

The Chair: You have the floor, Mr. Drouin. Please be brief.

Mr. Francis Drouin: I have just one question and it is for the
clerk.

If Mr. Perron's amendment is carried, and please correct me if I
am wrong, wouldn't that make my colleague's amendment, which
would amend lines 13 to 27, inadmissible? Would it mean we
would be amending a line more than once?

[English]

The Chair: You just have to let me get there, Mr. Drouin. Yes,
just in terms of....

First of all, I will rule on the admissibility, which is going to be a
problem, but yes, if this were to be adopted, LIB-0.1 could not be
moved as a result of the line conflict.

[Translation]
Thank you very much for your amendment, Mr. Perron.

As with Mr. Barlow's amendment, your amendment would make
it possible to include a provision regarding the export of horses,
with conditions.

The opinion from the procedural clerks is very clear: The amend-
ment exceeds the scope of Bill C-355.

® (1125)
[English]

As I said to Mr. Barlow, I'm sympathetic, Monsieur Perron, to
what you're saying about trying to have further conditions to make
sure there is adequate care for the horses, but on the similar princi-
ple that I just read out for Mr. Barlow, the advice I'm being given
by the procedural clerks is that this is outside the scope, because the
bill was very narrow in the way it was drafted, and it is black and
white. Either you allow the export of the horses for slaughter....

I'm sorry, but there is no room for conditions. There is no room
for improving the way in which the horses.... It is a very clear leg-
islative bill that says this activity just cannot happen, regardless of
whether or not there are other measures that can be taken.

Unfortunately, this amendment—I'm going to rule in the same
manner—is inadmissible. I can read the text, but it follows the ex-
act same procedural elements that Mr. Barlow's amendment had.

I can be challenged, and I invite you to do so if you'd like. I don't
know if it will change based on the last vote, but you can challenge
it if you like.

[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: I do not want us to vote three times on the

same thing, but I have a question for legislative counsel.

According to our analysis, since we wish to retain the provisions
that prohibit the transport of horses for slaughter in the first subsec-
tion, we thought this might strengthen the bill.

Perhaps I am a bit naive since I am not a lawyer, but I thought
the amendment would be much more admissible since it would
strengthen the bill rather than contradict it.

Was I mistaken? Perhaps you can convince me not to challenge
the chair's decision.

The Chair: The principle and first clause of the bill are very
clear. They completely prohibit the export of horses for slaughter.

Unfortunately, based on the advice of the procedural clerks, I
think the amendment exceeds the principle of the bill.

[English]
That's the advice.

I was asking similar questions. As the chair of the committee,
yesterday I asked about a number of different ways, but I have to be
guided in part. No matter how sympathetic I might be to the
amendment that's being moved, I have an obligation to follow the
procedural elements of this House and follow parliamentary proce-
dure.

The advice I'm getting is quite clear. There are other times when
I've had a bit more discretion—when it's been a little less black and
white—but unfortunately, this is the one that I'm being told would
be precedent-setting.

I am willing to be challenged based on the advice I'm given, but I
don't know if the vote will be any different.

What would you like to do next, Monsieur Perron?
[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: I will not make you vote on the same thing
two or three times.

[English]

The Chair: Then we'll move forward to LIB-0.1.

That's you, Mr. Louis. Would you like to move that amendment
that you have put forward?

Mr. Tim Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga, Lib.): Thank you,
Chair. Thank you to everyone for being here.

This is LIB-0.1 It's a very small change, but it's something that
we heard from a number of stakeholders.

It just adds the phrase, “or any other document that is satisfactory
to the minister”.

It's a small change, but it amounts to a policy difference and it's
going to give flexibility. We heard of the need for that kind of flexi-
bility.
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Horses being transported by air for racing or equestrian events or
recreation reasons already have documentation that could be sup-
plemented easily. This, in effect, will help reduce red tape and any
unintended consequences.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Louis.
Go ahead, Mr. Steinley.

Mr. Warren Steinley: I have a couple of questions, Mr. Louis.
One is this: What do you mean by “any other document™?

We showed cattle our whole lives and we had registration forms
and things like that. Would a registration form from the breeder
showing that it's going to a show...?

Could you give some examples of some of the documentation?
It's pretty vague, and I think if we're going to put this in legislation,
it has to be a bit more clear.

That would be a question I have off the top of my head. A couple
of examples would be helpful to see where we're at.

® (1130)

Mr. Tim Louis: Thank you. That's a valid question and that's
why I left the flexibility of anything that is “satisfactory to the Min-
ister”.

When we talk about horse racing, the horses actually have pass-
ports that can be somehow amended.

When we talked to Equestrian Canada—I've had many meetings
with them—they have a lot of documents, and it would simply add
another box to it. Instead of a declaration, it's just adding a box to
an existing document or something down the road. I didn't want to
pigeonhole it into a specific document.

Mr. Warren Steinley: Would that be a list in the regulations af-
terward? A person is not going to send the registration or the docu-
ment to the minister, and then the minister says, “Yes, okay”, and
sends it back. That's a lot of red tape. Are you thinking there'll be a
list In the regulations of what would be acceptable?

I'm just saying that you're not going to make it so that basically
the minister has to see the documentation first and then approve it.
Would there be a list of things that would be approved, and then
they could show it at the airport?

The Chair: Go ahead, Mr. Louis.

For what it's worth, I'm not in a position to fully satisfy that
question, but usually when the minister.... We're contemplating, ob-
viously, public officials and what that would....

I think you're right, Mr. Steinley, that it would follow some type
of regulatory authority under the legislation that would allow....

We do have officials here from Agriculture and Agri-Food
Canada. Would that question be better directed to the officials?

Mr. Warren Steinley: Yes. Perhaps we could have a couple of
examples of what the minister would consider official documenta-
tion so that the transportation documentation is not more burden-
some on the breeders or on the officials at the airports. We heard
from the pilots that it will be much more strenuous for them and

will give them more roles and responsibilities—roles and responsi-
bilities that they don't want, I might add.

What would that type of documentation look like?

Mr. Graeme Hamilton (Acting Director General, Traveller,
Commercial and Trade Policy Directorate, Strategic Policy
Branch, Canada Border Services Agency): Mr. Chair, the CBSA
is responsible for administering over 100 acts at the border. Many
of them include very similar vague language. For example, under
IRPA, which allows Canadians and foreign nationals to enter
Canada, people with the right of entry into Canada do not need to
show a passport. What they need to be able to do is establish their
right of entry into Canada. They give you that through a variety of
different ways. Obviously, the one that is most familiar to everyone
is to just show your passport, but perhaps you lost your passport
while you were travelling in the States. If you can satisfy a border
services officer that you are in fact Canadian by showing a driver's
licence or some other type of documentation, they will then rule on
your admissibility into Canada.

Similarly, in the amendment that's being advanced now, the CB-
SA would be looking at the different documentation that's being
provided. We would probably lean in to our CFIA counterparts to
ask them to help us determine whether the documentation that's be-
ing provided is in fact satisfying the requirements under the legisla-
tion that we're enforcing at the border. We would call over to our
CFIA colleagues.

As we heard in the previous testimony, as live horses are export-
ed from Canada, they are accompanied by inspectors from the
CFIA. We would engage with them in order to make a determina-
tion about whether or not the documentation that's being provided
satisfies the requirement in the legislation.

I hope that's clear. I'm happy to answer any other questions you
may have.

The Chair: Go ahead, Mr. Barlow.

Mr. John Barlow: Chair, I just want to make sure I'm clear on
this.

Mr. Louis, the concern that folks raised on this additional step
was that there would have to be a declaration to the minister. In my
opinion, you're making this more vague rather than more specific. |
would have preferred that you got rid of this additional step entire-
ly. We certainly heard, from our conversations with the Calgary
Stampede, Spruce Meadows and groups like them that this will be
an onerous process for them to go through. Now it seems to be
more vague.
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I'll ask you this, Mr. Louis. Let's say this amendment passes and
then we go to LIB-1. If you're removing the whole declaration of
detention clauses on the pilots, why aren't you doing the same thing
with the steps you're asking the exporters to take on the declaration
in this one? Is that a fair question?

We certainly heard from the pilots about the onerous step or the
onerous responsibility that you're going to remove, and I think
that's a good decision, but we heard similar concerns from those or-
ganizations that are transporting horses not for slaughter. You're not
giving them the same respect, for lack of a better word, that you are
to the Air Line Pilots Association, who talked about their responsi-
bility with this being imposed on them. You're still imposing simi-
lar responsibilities and red tape on the transporters who are not
moving horses for slaughter. They're still having to go through this
declaration process.

I would prefer if we just got rid of that entirely, rather than
adding to it.

® (1135)
The Chair: It's over to you, if you'd like, Mr. Louis.

Mr. Tim Louis: I know that we have some experts here. We just
want to make sure that there's basically a tracking of horses, which
exists already. There needs to be a process in place. This offers
flexibility down the road. I think if we vote on this, when we get to
LIB-1, those two will work together.

The Chair: Go ahead, Mr. Steinley.

Mr. Warren Steinley: 1 appreciate the conversation back and
forth, respectfully, but the question is this, Mr. Louis: If we're going
to ban the export of horses for slaughter, and there are already pro-
cesses in place for other transportation of horses, and that part is
gone already, why the extra step? That's what I'm saying.

As Mr. Barlow said, you're taking away the need for the pilots to
do extra documentation. If the ban on horses for slaughter goes
through, there are already processes in place for horses that are be-
ing shipped for other reasons. Why the extra step? Shipping horses
for slaughter is already done, then, and that process is there. I don't
think we need it. It's just adding to a process that's already in place.
Do I have that correct?

Mr. Tim Louis: It's just to say that this is there for enforcement
and tracking.

The Chair: Okay, so assuming there are no other comments, I'm
happy to ask the question of whether or not LIB-0.1 shall carry, and
we can have a recorded vote.

Go ahead, Madam Clerk.

(Amendment agreed to: yeas 7; nays 4 [See Minutes of Proceed-
ings])

The Chair: Thank you.

We now turn to LIB-1. Would you like to move that, Mr. Louis?

Mr. Tim Louis: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

LIB-0.1 and LIB-1 work together. LIB-1 will change the declara-
tion from a requirement—which we heard concerns about, tying
things up for any horse shipped by air—to a reporting mechanism,

so LIB-0.1 and LIB-1 work together. It's a reporting mechanism
that can be followed up for enforcement and tracking reasons. It's
what the pilots, Equestrian Canada, Racetracks of Canada and
many of these organizations were asking for, so I believe this solves
a lot of the problems on which we heard good testimony from many
stakeholders and good questions from our panel.

The Chair: Colleagues, for your benefit, if this amendment is
adopted, then BQ-1 and BQ-2 will become moot and will not be
able to be moved and G-1 will not be able to be moved because of a
line conflict.

Go ahead, Monsieur Perron.
[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: As long as we achieve the desired result, we
don't mind if our amendments disappear. I would however ask the
legislative counsel to guarantee that we have achieved our purpose,
which was to free the pilot from responsibility for the paperwork.

[English]

The Chair: I think that question on whether that obligation is re-
moved would be for some of our experts here. This is more proce-
dural.

To your question, Monsieur Perron, about whether or not, if
LIB-1 is successful, it satisfies the concerns about eliminating the
obligation to pilots, I'll maybe let one of our....

Do you have a question directed at any particular agency there?
® (1140)
[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: In my opinion, yes, because the amendment
removes the same lines. So it should work.

Mr. Guilton Pierre-Jean (Senior Counsel, Legal Services, De-
partment of Agriculture and Agri-Food and Canadian Food In-
spection Agency, Department of Justice): Mr. Chair, thank you
for the question, but I would like to see a copy of the amendments
before I answer.

The Chair: Do you think that is necessary, Mr. Perron?

Mr. Yves Perron: It's not necessary. The goals of my amend-
ments are included in lines 11 to 22. I was asking as a precaution,
but we can go ahead and vote.

[English]

The Chair: I don't think it's necessary. Monsieur Perron is satis-
fied. He was asking the question, of course, because Monsieur Per-
ron also has similar amendments to try to remove the obligation to
pilots. That will be satisfied by Mr. Louis's amendment, so that's
why yours, BQ-1 and BQ-2, will not be necessary. It's because of
this.
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Also, G-1 cannot be moved because of a line conflict.

Seeing no debate, shall amendment LIB-1 carry? We can ask for
a recorded vote, or would you like to do it on division?

An hon. member: On division.

(Amendment agreed to on division [See Minutes of Proceed-
ings])

The Chair: Go ahead, Monsieur Perron.
[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: I would like to go back to amendment G-1. |
had not understood that the proposal would eliminate this amend-
ment. If you are amenable to that, it is fine with me.

[English]
The Chair: Mr. Drouin, would you like to speak on G-1 and

whether or not there's a necessity to move that? Obviously there is
a line conflict.

Mr. Francis Drouin: I'm not moving G-1, so I'm not going to
speak to it.

The Chair: Okay.

Unfortunately, Mr. Perron, it can't be moved, because there's a
line conflict.

What I heard was “on division”, and we always work quite well
in this committee on consensus, so we'll move forward. LIB-1 has
carried.

We will now go to BQ-3.

[Translation]

Mr. Perron, you have the floor.
Mr. Yves Perron: My earlier doubt has just been confirmed.

Amendment BQ-3 is essentially designed to further free the pilot
from responsibility.

I propose therefore that Bill C-355, in clause 4, be amended by
adding after line 27 on page 2 the following:
(5) A pilot in command of an aircraft with a horse on board in respect of which

the chief officer of customs did not receive a copy of the declaration is not liable
if they were authorized to take the aircraft on its flight.

According to the testimony we heard during our study on this
subject, primarily from people representing pilots, the pilot is first
responsible for safety and the schedule, among other things. We do
not want to also make them responsible for checking documents.

That is the reason we are putting forward this amendment. A pi-
lot who has been cleared for takeoff could not be held responsible if
it were proven that a prohibited export of a horse for slaughter had
occurred. It is a kind of insurance policy to free the pilot of respon-
sibility.

[English]
The Chair: Mr. MacGregor, please go ahead.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: First, my assumption is that since we
have removed subclauses 4(2), 4(3) and 4(4), this would be renum-
bered as subclause 4(2), if adopted.

Second, if we were to adopt this, would it make sense to add it to
the bill if none of the other stuff is still in there? Would it just be
floating by itself? That's my question, from a legal standpoint, to a
jurilinguist. Does it make sense to add this section if we've re-
moved the preceding three subclauses?
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The Chair: Mr. MacGregor, what this contemplates is the decla-
ration, which still does exist in 4.1. You're correct that it would now
become 4.2 in a logical sequencing, if you follow me.

There's 4.1 in the 