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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Tuesday, March 19, 2002

The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayers

● (1000)

[English]

POINTS OF ORDER

SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATES (B)

Hon. Lucienne Robillard (President of the Treasury Board,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member for St. Albert raised a point of
order yesterday, March 18, on the supplementary estimates. His
comments provided the answer to the issue he raised in the point of
order of whether there was statutory authority for the expenditures in
question. He indicated that section 12 of the Revolving Funds Act
states:

The provisions of this Act may be amended or repealed by an appropriation act.

The government is in no way attempting to legislate through the
estimates process. The Revolving Funds Act for the optional services
revolving fund sets a maximum limit of $200 million under section
5.3.

The government, through the supply process, sets appropriate
limits within the amount authorized. Section 12 states that the
provisions of the act may be amended or repealed by an
appropriation act. We have several precedents in this regard.

In the Supplementary Estimates (A), 1996-97, the aggregate of
expenditures was increased from $100 million to $200 million
through vote 17a.

In Supplementary Estimates (B), 1999-2000, an adjustment was
made to the limits in the Government Telecommunications and
Informatics Services revolving fund by reducing the amount from
$64 million to $45 million.

This request does not seek to extend or exceed a sum of money to
be paid out. Therefore, in our view, this request is consistent with
Speaker Jerome's ruling in 1977. On that basis alone, this request is
completely within the legislative authority established by the
Revolving Funds Act as passed by parliament.

The same argument applies to votes 7b, 8b and 9b included in this
point of order.

Since Speaker Jerome's ruling, we have acted this way on many
occasions and this approach has been accepted by successive
Speakers.

● (1005)

The Deputy Speaker: I thank the hon. President of the Treasury
Board for the additional information she has provided the Chair.
Yesterday I heard the original point of order raised by our colleague
from the official opposition, the member for St. Albert.

That matter was taken by myself under advisement and a decision
will be rendered by the Speaker later this day.

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS
[English]

ORDER IN COUNCIL APPOINTMENTS
Mr. Geoff Regan (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of

the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to table, in both official languages, a number of order in
council appointments made recently by the government.

* * *
● (1010)

GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO PETITIONS
Mr. Geoff Regan (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of

the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to Standing Order 36(8) I have the honour to table, in both
official languages, the government's responses to two petitions.

* * *

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER
Mr. Geoff Regan (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of

the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
Question No. 108 will be answered today.

[Text]

Question No. 108—Mrs. Carol Skelton:

Can the Department of Human Resources Development provide, for fiscal years
2000-01 and 2001-02, the complete list of grants and contributions by federal
constituency including: (a) the amount given; (b) the name and address of each
recipient individual, company, or organization; (c) the program under which each
amount was awarded; (d) the number of jobs created, if applicable; (e) the purpose of
the funding; and (f) the type of funding (i.e. grant, repayable contribution etc.) and
the date given?

Ms. Raymonde Folco (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister of Human Resources Development, Lib.): Human
Resources Development Canada, HRDC, is committed to being
open and transparent in providing information to Canadians about
the management of grants and contributions.
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HRDC has been asked to provide the complete list of grants and
contributions by federal constituency for 2000-01 and 2001-02.

Information regarding grants and contributions from HRDC is not
normally tracked by federal constituency. Considerable effort has
been expended in developing a new database to ensure complete and
accurate information that can be compiled and made available to
Canadians. The new database will be the source of information for
future releases of information about HRDC’s grants and contribu-
tions by fiscal year.

Information is being compiled for fiscal year 2000-01 and will be
posted on HRDC’s Internet site by June 2002.

The information for fiscal year 2001-02 is not yet available as the
fiscal year ends on March 31, 2002. Once the information is
available for 2001-02, it will be compiled and posted on HRDC’s
Internet site shortly thereafter.

* * *

[English]

QUESTIONS PASSED AS ORDERS FOR RETURNS

Mr. Geoff Regan (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, if
Question No. 105 could be made an order for return, the return
would be tabled immediately.

The Deputy Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

[Text]

Question No. 105—Mr. Werner Schmidt:

What was the total amount spent by each federal government department and
agency on wine products for the years 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000; and, for each
year, what was the amount spent on: (a) Canadian produced wine and (b) foreign
produced wine?

(Return tabled)

* * *

[English]

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER

Mr. Geoff Regan (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
ask that the remaining questions be allowed to stand.

The Deputy Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

[English]

SUPPLY

ALLOTTED DAY—KYOTO PROTOCOL

Mr. Bob Mills (Red Deer, Canadian Alliance) moved:

That, in the opinion of this House, the government should not ratify the Kyoto
Protocol, or bind Canada to its emissions reduction quotas, since:

(a) Canada’s principal economic competitor, the United States, together with most
of the world’s developing countries, would not be bound by the Protocol’s
emission reduction quotas;

(b) ratification of the Protocol would impose massive costs on the Canadian
economy and result in severe job loss; and

(c) the Kyoto Protocol would do little or nothing to benefit the environment.

The Deputy Speaker: Since today is the final allotted day for the
supply period ending March 26, 2002, the House will go through the
usual procedures to consider and dispose of the supply bills. In view
of recent practices, do hon. members agree that the bills be
distributed now?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Mr. Bob Mills: Mr. Speaker, I rise today to speak to one of the
most important issues facing Canadians in the coming months,
whether or not Canada should ratify the Kyoto protocol.

Our decision in this regard should not be taken lightly. Billions of
dollars, hundreds of thousands of jobs and even the natural
environment itself are at stake on this issue. Indeed, the very fabric
of our society may be damaged irreparably if we yield to
international and domestic pressure and ratify Kyoto without
thoroughly examining the relevant economic, social and environ-
mental implications.

For the sake of future generations of Canadians, we must take the
time to carefully and publicly assess the treaty and its implications
before making any decisions at all.

In November of last year I put forward in the House a private
member's motion which stated:

That, in the opinion of this House, the government should renew discussions on
climate change through the development of a new transparent, accountable
consultation process, based on sound science and economic study, that results in
realistic goals for carbon emissions reduction.

The government ignored that motion and it has led to the
predicament that we find ourselves in today.

Provincial premiers, industry groups and all thinking Canadians
are demanding that proper studies be done before the government
decides whether or not to ratify Kyoto.

The Liberals waffle on the issue. The Prime Minister and the
Minister of the Environment tell us that their goal is to ratify the
accord. The Minister of Natural Resources said that depending on
the results of the current studies and promised consultations we may
or may not ratify. The government's target dates for ratification also
constantly change.

First, the government said that it wanted to ratify by the G-8
meeting in Kananaskis in June. Then it said no, that it would be
September in time for the environmental conference in Johannes-
burg. Later it said that it wanted it ratified before the end of 2002.
Now it says that it does not know. The natural resources minister
even said last week that there was no deadline to meet at all. No
wonder Canadians are confused about the government's intentions.

Today I would like to address several key points. First, I will
discuss the dangers of ratifying before we have completed thorough
consultations and developed a sensible implementation plan.
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Second, I will describe how Kyoto is dangerous in that it takes our
attention away from the way in which humans have always reacted
to climate change, namely through adaptation.

Third, I will outline how extensive research and development into
cleaner energy technologies will give Canada a far better bang for its
buck than an enormously expensive climate change treaty.

Finally, I will describe how adherence to the Kyoto accord would
actually damage Canada's environment.

First, the risks of premature ratification. If Kyoto is ratified
without thorough and transparent studies and consultations, Canada
runs some very serious risks indeed. The economic uncertainty
would lead to new investment projects being cancelled. This is
already happening and is something business analysts warned could
be catastrophic for the future of Canada.

Without an understanding of the real costs and an informed
agreement among Canadians that such a sacrifice is worthwhile, we
would see significant divisions open up within our country: oil
producing regions against central Canada, consumers against
producers and ultimately Canada against the U.S.

It is also important to realize that if we ratify Kyoto, the protocol
will legally bind Canada to reduce its emissions to 6% below 1990
levels. One has to wonder what will happen if after ratifying we then
do not meet our treaty obligations. This will almost certainly happen
if we have not agreed upon a realistic and comprehensive plan
beforehand.

The international sanctions and penalties that could be imposed on
Canada are yet unknown. However they would undoubtedly be far
more serious than the political fallout of simply not ratifying in the
first place. Even while promising proper consultation and studies
before ratifying, the Minister of the Environment reminds Canadians
that the government can simply go ahead and ratify without the
support of the provinces.

● (1015)

He is right. The government does have the authority to ratify
international treaties on its own. However, doing so would be a big
mistake since the environmental and energy policies required to
actually meet Kyoto fall under the jurisdiction of the provinces.
Without provincial support, how could the government propose to
implement Kyoto?

The government could introduce policies through the tax system
or through transport policy. It could also go to court to seek authority
to proceed under the peace, order and good governance clause if it
can make a case that it is a critical issue of Canadian governments.
Either way it is very messy.

Ratification is permissible even if the federal government does not
have prior agreement from the provinces and an implementation
plan, but actually implementing policy would be grounds for a
lawsuit by the provinces. Alberta is already considering legal action.

There are so many important and unanswered economic questions
about the impact of Kyoto that we would need several years to
properly assess the treaty. The fact that the Liberals feel in a rush to
ratify is unquestionably their own fault. After all they are the ones

who have delayed, obstructed and denied proper debate on Kyoto
throughout the four years since they signed the accord. The
government cannot seriously expect Canadians to waive their right
for a proper and public cost benefit analysis just because the Prime
Minister wants to play hero on the international stage.

The government has apparently accepted the myth that we can
magically stop the earth's climate variations by simply fiddling with
our carbon dioxide emissions. In putting its faith in Kyoto to
accomplish this impossible task, the government has diverted us
from properly considering the ways humans have always coped with
change, whatever its cause, speed or direction, and that is through
adaptation and movement.

Regardless of what happens to greenhouse gas emissions, we will
unquestionably have to develop new crops through biotechnology,
new methods of irrigation and habitation and recognize that we
cannot afford to defend all our human and natural habitats against
change.

A good example of adaptation is illustrated by a NASA funded
study that found that cotton yields are likely to increase in the
southeastern United States if carbon dioxide levels continue to rise as
projected. However benefits such as these will be realized only if
farmers can adapt their agricultural practices to resulting climate
change.

What is the government doing to encourage adaptation? Not
much. It says it is worried about the prairie drought. How about an
honest evaluation of the state of the prairie irrigation infrastructure. It
says it is worried about the Saguenay floods. How about looking at
flood management infrastructure? These are real responses that are
needed regardless of the role, if any, of fossil fuels.

Money wasted on Kyoto is money that cannot be spent on
valuable adaptation measures. Adopting policies that would force up
the costs of energy for farmers will not help them with strategies to
deal with their water shortage.

Internationally, the situation is even more ridiculous. If the funds
that would be needed for the developed world to follow Kyoto were
used to help those less fortunate than ourselves, we would pay off
the public debt of the 49 poorest countries of the world.
Alternatively, the money wasted on Kyoto could provide clean
drinking water for everyone in the developing world. We have a
responsibility to help these countries develop economically. The
more developed they are, the better they can adapt.

If global warming is going to happen, Kyoto will not stop it or
even slow it down by any measurable amount. Estimates are about
six years.
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However, by reducing real incomes and economic growth, Kyoto
would make everyone less able to adapt to any climate changes that
do occur, regardless of the cost.

Clearly, we need a new national and international strategy for
constant technological adaptation to environmental change, remem-
bering always that it is the poor who suffer most from these changes.

Part of our adaptation to the new world we are approaching would
involve gradual movement away from fossil fuels toward renewable,
relatively clean energy sources. I am not talking about pie in the sky
approaches to quickly replace major nuclear or coal burning facilities
with solar or wind power. That would require enormous land areas
and produce significant amounts of pollution just in the building of
such massive facilities.

● (1020)

I am speaking about the use of alternative energy to supply what
will at first be modest amounts of localized power. Examples would
include using solar energy to heat water and to provide space heating
in residential and commercial facilities. I am also referring to the
further development and implementation of fuel cell technology in
automobiles and other forms of transportation. Already we see
hydrogen fuel cells being used in buses in Vancouver. By 2004 we
could be able to buy fuel cell powered automobiles directly from car
dealerships. We need much more support for this industry to allow
this to actually happen.

In the present climate of uncertainty and heightened security it
also makes sense to support the continued development of other
relatively clean domestic energy sources such as natural gas, ethanol
and hydro. It is fitting that I am able to speak in the House
immediately after attending the Globe 2002 conference in Vancouver
last week. The future was unfolded in front of us as speaker after
speaker demonstrated the new technologies that would help us solve
our environmental problems. Yet one got the numb feeling that the
government was not there to listen and could not understand the
direction we must take. Instead, it hangs on to last century's Kyoto
accord and its reliance on flawed concepts such as emissions trading.

Although alternative energy currently supplies only a tiny portion
of Canada's base load, there are many ways that this situation may
change significantly in the not too distant future. However to make
this goal a reality, we need to dedicate more serious funding to
research and development in the field. Last week the government
announced $7 million for climate change technology programs. Such
a small effort is hardly sufficient. The government says it has spent
$1.4 billion on Kyoto and $7 million over three years on new
technologies. That is disgraceful. If even a small fraction of the
billions of dollars that Kyoto would cost Canada were devoted to
alternate energy development, we would reap enormous benefits.

Let me use a few examples to emphasize the point.

I think one of the neat ones is where CO2 is sequestered in the
ground and pushed down to the coal beds that underlie the whole
country. Those coal beds are rich in methane gas. When the CO2 is
pushed down, it pushes the methane gas out and it is then collected.
Methane gas burns much cleaner than any fossil fuel we have today.
That is how we can use our coal resources.

There will be some new advancements in clean coal technology. A
new project using clean coal will be up and running by the year
2007. Everything that comes out of the stack will be captured and re-
used. These are the technologies that the government should be
involved in.

We could talk about some of the projects having to do with wind
power. I had the opportunity to visit a wind farm in Germany to see
how it operated. Ireland is installing a huge wind farm 50 kilometres
out in the ocean. It will have huge generators producing up to five
megawatts. These wind powered generators will provide enough
energy for 1,000 homes. This is what is happening in the world and
Canada is falling behind.

In Alberta a wind farm is being established by TransAlta . It has
committed to reduce its CO2 emissions to almost zero by 2020.

We have biomass where garbage and sewage is used to produce
methane gas, which is then used to heat water, which is then used to
heat homes and buildings. In Edmonton a recycling plant captures
between 70% and 80% of garbage, which is then turned into
compost and used to enrich poor soils.

A trial plant will be up and running in Toronto in two months
which will digest garbage using bacteria. That garbage can then be
used for compost. If it works, it will take care of all Toronto's
garbage. These new technologies are happening but not because the
government is dedicated to them.

There is a solar factory with a huge collector on top that rotates
with the sun. The factory captures the solar energy and takes it into
the plant. It splits the water molecule creating hydrogen which is
captured in pressurized tanks. It can then be used as a fuel for
factories, homes and cars. Oxygen is the end product that is given off
to the environment.

● (1025)

This is happening and it is not happening because of Kyoto. It is
happening because governments have a vision and know where they
are going on this kind of technology. If we show leadership in the
provision of tax incentives, public education, research and develop-
ment, I believe that we will see a time when these alternatives will
make a major contribution to Canada's energy mix. However, that
will only happen if we are prepared to open our minds to these
possibilities and excite the public about the clean energy future that
would lie ahead for Canada. Industry is waiting for direction from
the government.
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We also need to invest in technologies that allow us to use energy
far more efficiently. Here are just a few examples. We know what we
could do for public transit. Railways are a far more efficient method
of moving than trucks and cause less environmental damage. We
need the infrastructure however.

We need to conserve far more energy than we do by turning down
the heat, turning out the lights and using more efficient appliances. A
good example is a 100 watt light bulb. It can produce light using
25% of the energy. Just imagine, if we changed all the light bulbs of
the world we would save 75% of our electrical requirements. Instead
of building new power plants, we could get equivalent benefits
without any of the negative environmental effects by merely
focusing on conservation.

I had my four year old grandson, Nicholas, with me for one
session at the convention. It is his generation for whom we must act
when we make decisions today. Those decisions must be based on
the knowledge of what is possible, not the fearmongering we hear so
often from the government.

Kyoto is bad for the environment. Many people believe that we
should simply ratify Kyoto and get on with the business of meeting
the treaty restrictions of greenhouse gas limitations no matter what
the cost. After all, they say that protecting our environment is of
paramount importance and we must do that for future generations. If
I believed that, I could stand up here and support that as well. That is
an out of date piece of contract that we are opting into that just will
not work.

However most who support the Kyoto accord have yet to realize
that the treaty would actually hurt our environment. Reaching
Kyoto's greenhouse gas emission targets would lead to a recession in
Canada and that recession would mean that existing environmental
programs would be seriously compromised. Efforts to protect our
rivers, lakes, soil, air and even endangered species would all have to
be scaled back as the effects of Kyoto would devastate government
finances.

It would also reduce our ability to help developing nations
leapfrog the terrible industrial pollution levels that they will face in
the coming decades. We would no longer have the resources to help
them develop alternatives to the burning of dung or high polluting
coal using 1950s technologies. They would be forced to continue
massive damming projects and other environmentally damaging
practices. It would also mean that our greenhouse gas emissions
would not reduced but only omitted from other countries.

I do not have time to get into emissions trading, but obviously the
damage that would cause could be tremendous.

In conclusion, I have been an environmentalist for most of my life.
I have worked as a conservation biologist and have educated people
about energy efficiency and resource conservation. If I believed that
Kyoto would do any good for the environment, I would support it.
However the treaty is an enormous mistake. It hurts Canada and
indeed the whole world. All Canadians concerned about the future
for themselves and their children should do everything they can to
stop the Kyoto express before it runs over us all.

I look forward to the day's debate and the questions that will
follow from many other speeches.

● (1030)

[Translation]

Mr. Bernard Bigras (Rosemont—Petite-Patrie, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, I would like to begin with congratulations to my colleague,
who sits on the standing committee on the Environment, for his
motion and for opening up this fundamental debate on climate
change.

Along with the congratulations, however, I would like him to
know that I am far from being in agreement, not only with the
premises of the motion, but also with calling upon this parliament to
have Canada not ratify the Kyoto protocol.

I would like clarification of the third aspect of my colleague's
premise, which is that ratification of the Kyoto protocol “would
impose massive costs on the Canadian economy and result in severe
job loss”.

In recent weeks, we have heard statements being made by various
public figures, including Alberta's energy minister, who predicted a
cost of $40 billion for the economy, and the Chamber of Commerce,
whose estimate was $30 billion. However, there have been other
studies as well.

According to Nick Marthy, a researcher, the cost for Alberta alone
would be $9 billion, or an impact of 0.58% of the GDP. The recent
study by Environment Canada, dated March 4, which has had press
coverage, said that the impact on the Canadian economy would not
be that great: 0.14% of the Alberta growth rate.

My question then is as follows: His motion states that the costs for
the Canadian economy will be very high, so what is his evaluation of
the costs of ratifying the Kyoto protocol?

[English]

Mr. Bob Mills: Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for the
question. That is the point. Yesterday the minister tabled in the
House a paper which I hold in my hand. It tells about the studies
which have been done to this point. To try to justify the $300 million
the minister uses such things as the $5 billion cost of the prairie
drought and the $6 billion cost of the 1998 ice storm. He uses the
figures to say it would not cost much.

If we had signed Kyoto and it had been in effect for the last 20
years it would not have made any difference to the figures. That is
the point. Canada accounts for 2% of the world's CO2 emissions.
Unless we can get developing countries and major countries like the
United States and Japan onside we will not stop the effects.
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The government has a pie in the sky notion that it would stop
droughts. What Canadian believes that by ratifying Kyoto the
Canadian government would stop weather changes? There are ways
to stop it. If we want to get rid of CO2 we must help China do it. We
must help Brazil do it. We must help Mexico do it. We must use
some of the technology the Americans are developing.

Instead we put our heads in the sand and say we will sign the
accord and that will fix it all. We cannot change climate that easily.
That is the point. How can we estimate the costs? What has the
government been doing for four years? Why are the models not
here? Most of what it is doing is based on modelling anyway. It
could not model the last 100 years. There is no way it could have
modelled that and have been able to predict what would happen.
Members can check our weather forecasting and see how accurate it
is on a day to day basis.

● (1035)

Mr. Keith Martin (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, Canadian
Alliance): Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for his speech.
We are dealing with the issue of greenhouse gas emissions and
global warming. The question of whether there is global warming is
a valid one. The bulk of scientific experience says there is. Some say
there is not. Regardless, a precautionary principle must apply. The
question is, would Kyoto do the job?

Kyoto would involve the reduction of 5% to 7% of greenhouse
gas emissions based on 1990 levels. The United States, the most
important country dealing with the issue, has increased its green-
house gas levels by 30% since that time.

Kyoto would not achieve the objective of reducing greenhouse
gas emissions. The timeline is too rigid. The targets are too
inflexible. To accomplish the objective we must take other
approaches. These could include utilizing and expanding carbon
sinks, utilizing new technology, and perhaps utilizing our tax
structure to encourage companies to use new technologies.

The problem is that the technology we have and are developing
could not be implemented for Kyoto. That is why the United States
rejected it 95 to 0 in its senate, effectively killing the Kyoto protocol.

We need to be able to reduce greenhouse gas emissions over a
longer period of time, even more than what Kyoto asks for. Does my
hon. colleague believe the way to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
in the long term, which is most important, is to encourage the
development and protection of carbon sinks which include bogs and
forests? Does he believe we need greater investment in research and
development and new cleaner technologies? Does he believe we
need to use our tax structure to encourage the private sector to utilize
and embrace new technologies? Does he believe we need a
renegotiated deal that would involve more flexible targets over the
long term so we could bring in the United States and developing
countries and have the treaty ratified? At present Kyoto does not
have the international support we would like. Only one country in
the developing world, Romania, has ratified it.

Does my hon. friend see that what I have mentioned would be a
reasonable alternative for reducing greenhouse gas emissions over
the longer term so we would be able to address global warming in a
meaningful way?

Mr. Bob Mills: Mr. Speaker, we are not arguing about climate
change. Yes, there is climate change. Yes, humans are probably
having an impact on it. What will we do about it? The point we are
trying to make is that we need to show leadership. What is
happening today?

I learned last week that the world is moving forward to new
technologies. The Americans are probably leading the way in
developing the technologies but the Danish and the Germans are
close behind. The Canadians are not. That is because the government
has not provided the direction, the leadership or the excitement. It
has not involved Canadians or gotten them excited about the changes
that are possible. That is the point.

My hon. colleague mentioned protecting sinks. Yes, sinks are
important. Yes, we should do more with them and understand them
better. However the science is not there because we have not
developed it. We have used it as an excuse.

Let us look at emissions trading. We could trade emissions with
third world countries. For instance, the Dutch could send $300
million to buy emissions credits. Where would the money go? It
would go to the top guys in government in corrupt countries. It sure
would not end up helping the environment or helping industries in
those countries develop clean energy. It would go into Swiss bank
accounts. The countries would never develop. They would never get
cleaner. They would never get better.

If we want to fix the world's environment we must do something
about it. The government must show leadership and direction.

● (1040)

Mr. Julian Reed (Halton, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I will be sharing
my time with the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Natural
Resources.

An ancient Chinese proverb states that the journey of a thousand
miles begins with the first step. The proverb is as true today as it was
thousands of years ago. It is also true that there are two things on the
planet human beings need: air and water. Without one the other is
irrelevant.

My hon. friend from Red Deer said Canada was irrelevant because
it only produced 2% of the world's emissions. That 2% is the basis
for leadership in the world.
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My hon. colleague said we needed more research and develop-
ment and new technologies to begin to tackle what is now known as
the Kyoto accord but which is an old problem that began before the
turn of the last century. Does he not remember that all of Ontario was
industrialized with renewable energy? Has he forgotten that Ontario
became the heartland of the country with renewable energy before
oil was discovered in North America in the 1870s in southwestern
Ontario? Many of the technologies were mature by the turn of the
century but have fallen into disrepute and disuse. Reviving the
technologies would be a simple and straightforward move.

My hon. friend criticized emissions trading. He suggested the
money being transferred would go to corrupt governments that
would put it in Swiss bank accounts. The money would have to go to
non-polluting industries. Over time this would mean a transfer of
capital from polluting to non-polluting industries.

I will point out for the record that it has become timely to take
action as soon as possible because three major oil companies have
gone on record supporting renewable energy development. At least
one of them has publicly committed $100 million and set targets for
50% of its sales to be of renewable energy within 25 years. That
should say something to my hon. friend who comes from Alberta
where the oil companies reside. We did not go on the record. The
companies have gone on the record and are advertising it on
television today.

The hon. member suggested Kyoto was dangerous and would be
costly to the economy. That is economic fearmongering of the first
order. Many of the problems were happening before the Kyoto
accord and have been going on all through the years.

In Canada it is an established fact that there are 5,000 premature
deaths a year because of dirty air. The polar ice cap is much thinner
than it was. The Pacific Ocean has risen 12 centimetres. If the Pacific
Ocean were to rise one metre it would displace 95 million people in
China alone. This has been going on since long before Kyoto and the
debate about whether there was global warming.

● (1045)

Insurance companies came to the government years ago and told
us about the severity of insurance claims and how they were
increasing every year. They believed that global warming was real,
whether others did or did not.

My hon. friend talks about insufficient consultation. The minister
has told the House that consultation would go on as we speak and
would continue to go on. He made it very clear that within the next
six weeks or so the evidence that has been accumulated to this date
would be released for public consideration.

The suggestion that applying Kyoto would somehow stifle
industry has to be looked at in the light of what happened
historically in Ontario. International Nickel in Sudbury was told it
had to clean up its act. There was much wailing, gnashing of teeth
and wringing of hands in that industry. What happened as a result?
International Nickel had to stop and put on its thinking cap, develop
a way to utilize the sulphur that was damaging the environment
around Sudbury and make money out of the technological change.

I have said this a number of times and people grow tired of the
statement, but the strongest most powerful force on the face of the

earth next to gravity is the status quo. It is easy to preserve the status
quo. My friend talks about burying our heads in the sand. We can
ignore 5,000 premature deaths. We can ignore the permafrost leaving
the Mackenzie Valley and the disappearance of the Arctic ice cap.
But can we?

This process began a long time ago and has accelerated as our use
of combustible fuels has accelerated in the world. It will continue to
accelerate. I am not so naive as to believe that somehow we will put
a stop to that, but at least we can begin to turn the corner with our
ingenuity and our recognition of the problem. Canadians recognize
the need for parliament to do something concrete about global
warming. The people recognize it just as the government does.

Now is the time to take action and not wait any longer. As William
Shakespeare said:

There is a tide in the affairs of men
Which taken at the flood leads on to fortune;
Omitted, all the voyage of their life
Is bound in shallows and in miseries.
On such a full sea are we now afloat,
And we must take the current when it serves,
Or lose our ventures.

● (1050)

Mr. Bob Mills (Red Deer, Canadian Alliance): Mr. Speaker, I
really do not know where to start. First, the hon. member talked
about pollution. Kyoto is about CO2 emissions. CO2 is a natural gas
that plants use for photosynthesis. It is not a poison to humans. The
hon. member should first understand what Kyoto is.

Second, he talked about the transfer of capital. The transfer of
capital is a UN concept and passing it on to third world countries is
what it is all about. That would be great if it would help those people
in those poor countries but that would not happen.

The member talked about consultation. This document is an
example of consultation. The assumptions in here are ridiculous. I
have talked to the environment ministers of the provinces. They have
not been consulted. If we were to talk to Canadians and ask them
what they understand about Kyoto and if they were consulted I do
not think they would say that they have been.

Finally, as far as industry is concerned, it is waiting for leadership.
It is prepared and wants to deal with climate change. It is real and it
is good for business to deal with it but it needs to know where the
government is going based on facts and science.

That is what it is all about and what the member just told us deals
with none of those issues in any kind of depth. It is about as shallow
as I have ever heard.

Mr. Julian Reed: Mr. Speaker, I challenge the hon. member to go
into a chamber filled with carbon dioxide and write to me from in
there. If he does not think carbon dioxide has any poisonous qualities
I am not sure where he is coming from. He is the scientist and I am
not but I challenge him to do that.
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I also challenge him to investigate all of the work that the federal
government is doing in terms of technology development, partnering
with industry, which is happening as we speak.

Simply avoiding adopting these measures and taking the first step
of a thousand mile journey is just a way of burying our heads in the
sand one more time and going back to sleep which we have done in
the past. We did it in 1979 after crude oil prices which were
accelerating created a perceived crisis and then they dropped. Now
my hon. friend would like us to do it again. However, I want him to
talk to those three oil companies that have gone on record supporting
renewable energy.

Mr. John Herron (Fundy—Royal, PC/DR): Mr. Speaker, why
are we having this particular debate today? Is it because the
government for the last five years has done nothing to have an
informed debate on whether we are capable of meeting our
greenhouse gas target under the Kyoto protocol? I have a simple
question for the hon. member. All members in this Chamber should
agree, before having mere blind ratification, about what the
Government of Canada may or may not be getting this country into.

Would it not make sense for us to ensure to Canadians that we
carry out a sector by sector analysis, a province by province analysis
and that a full scale debate take place from coast to coast to coast on
what behavioural expectations the national government may have
upon them? Should those three analyses not be done prior to
ratification?

Mr. Julian Reed: Mr. Speaker, my hon. friend should know that
consultations with the provinces are underway.

● (1055)

Mr. Benoît Serré (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Natural Resources, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Government of Canada
is serious about reducing greenhouse gas emissions and as a result
has already invested or committed about $1.5 billion to implement a
broad based climate change action plan. When fully in place it is
expected to take us about one third of the way to our Kyoto target.

Our approach is multi-faceted: to reduce energy consumption
through conservation and greater energy efficiency; to promote
investment in capital stock turnover toward cleaner industrial
processes; to encourage the removal of CO2 from our atmosphere
through natural carbon sinks and industrial sequestration; and to
develop less carbon intensive power sources, including natural gas,
hydroelectricity and others, as well as a growing portfolio of
renewable and alternative energy supplies.

It is clear that to reduce greenhouse gas emissions we must
develop and deploy innovative, new technologies. These new energy
technologies are important to achieving sustainable development and
social and economic goals.

Canada has a well respected capability and experience in energy
research and development and in transferring leading edge
technologies. Investment in energy efficiency, renewables, alter-
native and cleaner fossil fuel technologies are central to our efforts.

Indeed, the Minister of Natural Resources has just announced at
Globe 2002 in Vancouver, eight new partnerships to develop and
deploy innovative technologies to mitigate greenhouse gas emis-
sions.

Canada's approach to energy research and development activities
is focused on working in partnership with national and international
clients and stakeholders to develop and deploy advanced energy
technologies that have strong economic and environmental impacts.
Partnership is a way of business for the Government of Canada.

Our plans address the transportation sector, upstream oil and gas
production, electricity generation, the industrial sectors, residential
and commercial buildings and communities. All of this is under-
pinned by determined efforts for innovation, the creation, dissemina-
tion and commercialization of new knowledge, the development and
deployment of new technologies.

Natural Resources Canada is Canada's catalyst in energy science
and technology, the key player in the network of public and private
sector collaboration.

Today we are starting to see the payoff from decades of research,
development and support in a wide range of energy technologies:
better energy efficiency, new transportation technologies, a slate of
renewable energy sources and new generation hydrocarbon based
technologies.

NRCan's long term vision for Canada's energy future sees a
Canada that enjoys: a sustainable Canadian hydrocarbon energy
supply with reduced emissions of greenhouse gases; a dramatically
increased contribution of renewable energy from biomass, wind,
solar and small scale hydro to Canada's energy mix; elimination of
noxious emissions, including greenhouse gases from large scale
combustion, notably from coal, and viable technologies and
techniques for cost effective CO2 capture and sequestration; fully
integrated small scale energy conversion systems; a low emissions
future transportation system; an eco-efficient processing sector in
Canadian industry; ultra-efficient buildings with low life cycle
impacts; and sustainable communities throughout Canada.

Canadian leadership in these energy areas would create new
opportunities for economic development, new jobs, scientific
sophistication and new trade potential. It would provide us with
strategic global positioning by making Canada a place of excellence
to whom the world would turn for the best energy and environmental
solutions.
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Like the decades of work that resulted in energy technologies we
are seeing today, reaching this energy future would take years of
patient research and development in a wide variety of potential
technologies. NRCan is committed to working with its public and
private sector partners and through available S&T programs to
develop and deploy the technologies we need to fulfill our vision for
tomorrow. We can be confident about these future technologies.
● (1100)

Let me offer a few examples that illustrate some of the exciting
advances Canada is making and our resolve to meet our climate
change objectives. Fuel cell technology is one such illustration.
Canada is in the forefront of this revolutionary field of research and
development, which could reshape the automobile industry and slash
emissions in the transportation sector. Today NRCan is working to
develop the fuel cell infrastructure, like the network of gas and
service stations. NRCan is partnering on the development of
technologies for hydrogen production, utilization, safety and storage
and is managing a program to demonstrate a variety of fuel cell
vehicle fueling facilities.

A Canadian company is a world leader in the development of
technologies for the production of biomass ethanol, a renewable,
virtually CO2 neutral transportation fuel. For more than 15 years,
NRCan has supported the development of Canadian biomass to
ethanol technology, an investment that has brought the process from
the idea stage past the demonstration phase and today to the brink of
commercialization.

NRCan is focusing on ways to improve industrial energy
efficiency through work on advanced industrial products, processes
and systems, advanced combustion technologies, process integra-
tion, intelligent sensors and controls, and bioprocessing technolo-
gies.

Canada's climate extremes have made this country a world leader
in housing and energy efficient building technologies, both in
retrofitting and new construction. NRCan's work in this area has led
to heating, ventilation and air conditioning technologies and
construction techniques that use almost half the energy and emit
significantly less carbon dioxide.

Solar energy is another promising area. Canadian innovations like
the Solarwall for ventilation air heating and the EnerWorks water
heating system have broken new ground, cutting both emissions and
energy supply costs.

On another technological front, Canadian scientists and our
private sector are perfecting the best techniques to capture CO2 from
our atmosphere and store it benignly and permanently underground
in older oil fields and deep coal seams.

NRCan is leading in the development of oil sands technology that
will make development cheaper and easier, working on, for example,
improved bitumen extraction processes that reduce tailings, save
energy, cut emissions of greenhouse gases, extract more bitumen and
recover process water and reuse it.

NRCan is working on technologies to negate environmental
problems, notably greenhouse gas emissions and air pollutants from
fossil fuel production, as well as technologies to improve our ability
and the economics of tapping into existing and new fossil fuel

sources, particularly coal. In fact, NRCan's national laboratory in
Bell's Corners, just west of here, is leading the national program of
research in advanced combustion and conversion of fuels to cleaner
sources of energy.

Although closing the combustion cycle is still a distant goal,
progress is being made in reducing emissions from fossil fuel
combustion. Emerging technologies include new forms of power
generation such as natural gas combined cycle plants and advanced
fluidized bed combustion.

These are some of the many innovative technologies the
Government of Canada is supporting. Clearly we are making
progress but we know we must do more. Our vision is to continue to
develop technologies that support sustainable energy production and
consumption for Canadians now and into the future.

By developing new technologies that mitigate climate change for
future generations we create opportunities for new businesses, new
jobs, new economic sophistication and new trade potential from
Canada's rich energy endowment. By transforming how we generate
and use energy, move people and materials, heat our homes and
operate our industries and businesses, Canadian technology is a
forerunner in addressing the challenges associated with climate
change, not only for today but for tomorrow.

The Deputy Speaker: Given the numbers of colleagues seeking
the floor for questions, if the questions and replies could be
somewhat brief then we will get as many as possible on the record.

● (1105)

Mr. Bob Mills (Red Deer, Canadian Alliance): Mr. Speaker, the
member mentions the commitment of the government to this matter
and that is great. Those words are great and all the things that he
mentioned are wonderful things, but the reality is that while we have
spent $1.4 billion on Kyoto we have just recently announced $7
million for some of these new technologies. That $1.4 billion went to
conferences and those kinds of things, not to new technology.

Does the member not think that we should be doing more to
encourage industry, possibly with incentives, tax breaks and those
kinds of approaches, like we see in the U.S. and in some European
countries? Would that not be a better way to encourage this to
develop even faster?
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Mr. Benoît Serré:Mr. Speaker, I would invite the hon. member to
look at the record of the government. The key word in reducing
greenhouse gas emissions is partnership. The hon. member was
asking the federal government to prove its leadership. We have done
that. Just last week the hon. Minister of the Environment announced
eight new partnerships, eight new programs in Vancouver worth
some $400 million. That proves the commitment of the government
to partnering.

We will give the private sector the guidance and the leadership it
needs and we will provide some funding. That is what we are doing,
with $1.5 billion. We did not wait to sign Kyoto to take action. We
are already taking it.

[Translation]

Mr. Bernard Bigras (Rosemont—Petite-Patrie, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, I would like to point out the member opposite's paradox
with regard to Canada's natural resources policy.

It is a bit of a paradox that he is talking to us about developing
clean modes of energy and promoting certain technologies. When it
comes to the facts, it is important to note that, since 1970, $40 billion
has been spent in fossil fuel exploration and development in western
Canada. All this, for what purpose? To promote and provide a better
supply of fossil fuels, or polluting energy, to the Americans.

My question is the following. Would it not be better for the
environment and sustainable development if, instead of using the
$40 billion invested since 1970 to explore western Canadian tar
sands and subsidize exports, this money were injected into
developing clean technologies?

Mr. Benoît Serré: Mr. Speaker, my hon. colleague seems to
forget that we live in a country that requires a great deal of energy.
We live in a very cold country.

If our government and previous governments had not invested in
the production of new energy resources in this country, we would
probably be freezing right now.

Our approach is a dual one. While developing our energy sources
and creating jobs for Canadians, we must also continue to develop
non-polluting sources such as hydroelectricity, wind energy and
others.

[English]

Mr. John Herron (Fundy—Royal, PC/DR): Mr. Speaker, I can
demonstrate how void the government has been when it comes to
taking action on this file or actually providing any kind of
leadership.

The member said that the government has been vigorous in
engaging industry on this issue and wanted to reward early action
taken by industry. For instance, the CME has advised Canadians that
greenhouse gas emissions already have been reduced by 2% below
1990 levels. Industry has done this on its own. Could the member
actually name just one regulation or one incentive whereby the
government actually fostered an industrial response to greenhouse
gases?

On November 2, 1999, the Minister of Natural Resources stated:

Mr. Speaker, Canada has engaged the active assistance of the provinces—

I doubt that.

—environmental organizations and the private sector all across the country in
developing a Kyoto implementation plan. The work is going ahead with a great
deal of vigour.

It has been three years since that statement so my question is quite
simple. Could he name one regulation whereby industry actually can
state that it really knows the rules of early action and engagement on
this file? Just one.

Mr. Benoît Serré: Mr. Speaker, I will remind the hon. member
that his party was in power for nine years and never put a dime into
climate change, but this government has acted. In budget 2000 and
the 2000 fall economic statement, the government committed $1.5
billion over five years for climate change initiatives. We have
increased that since then. These initiatives include the development
and demonstration of innovative technologies for reducing green-
house gas and other emissions, increasing the uptake of energy
efficiency.

Tonight I will be attending the Museum of Nature with my
colleague from the Ministry of Agriculture and Agri-Food and the
Minister of the Environment. We will announce a further $6 million
BIOCAP project. The government is serious about climate change
and we are acting.

● (1110)

[Translation]

Mr. Bernard Bigras (Rosemont—Petite-Patrie, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to rise today to address the Canadian Alliance
motion on the ratification of the Kyoto protocol.

I am taking this opportunity to sincerely thank the hon. member
for Red Deer for bringing forward this motion in the House, thus
allowing us to have a debate on this issue. We must not wait for the
government to consult us or to consult parliament, because there is
no consultation. Even though I basically disagree with the hon.
member's motion, I thank him for initiating this debate in the House
of Commons today.

During oral question period and debate, I have said repeatedly in
the House that, as far as we are concerned, the Kyoto protocol is
essential from an environmental point of view, not only to provide
increased protection for our ecosystems and our natural heritage, but
also to deal with the issue of costs now. It is not true that this
international agreement has only an environmental dimension, as I
will try to demonstrate over the next few minutes.

In our opinion, there is a major economic dimension to the
challenge posed by the Kyoto protocol. It is true that, in western
Canada, there is some opposition to the protocol as such, but all the
letters written by provincial premiers that I read show that they
support the principle underlying the Kyoto protocol. I emphasize the
term principle, because it is ultimately the essence of that agreement.
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In recent weeks, some provincial ministers from western Canada
—I am thinking of Alberta's energy minister—alluded to the
possibility of dire consequences for the Canadian economy, should
Canada ratify the Kyoto protocol. A cost of close to $40 billion to
the Canadian economy was mentioned. A few days later, the
Canadian Chamber of Commerce indicated that the costs to Canada
would be some $30 billion.

These figures attracted a great deal of attention because, after all,
they were from a provincial minister and a chamber of commerce.
However, we have seldom seen a breakdown of costs for each
province. This is why I have serious reservations about the figures
mentioned so far by some industry and private sector representatives.

There have been other studies, and it is important to mention this,
because the Alberta minister's presentations are not the only ones.
There is also Nick Marthy, a renowned researcher my colleagues
probably know, who did an estimate based on an econometric model
of the possible costs of ratifying the Kyoto protocol. It was his view
that the cost to Canada's economy would be on the order of 0.17% to
0.19% of GDP. Clearly, there would be an impact, but it would not
be as great as certain representatives of western Canada and the
Canadian Alliance claim.

The Canadian Alliance says that this impact would take the form
of negative growth of $2 billion a year for ten years. In other words,
a cost to Canada of approximately $22 billion, in 1995 dollars.

Representatives of western Canada have said that the costs would
be approximately $40 billion but, according to this researcher's
study, they would be only $5 billion to $9 billion for the Alberta
economy. This would be four to six times less than certain provincial
ministers from western Canada and Canadian Chamber of
Commerce representatives have estimated.

● (1115)

In terms of GDP, this would represent a reduction for the province
of Alberta of 0.58%, if the European formula is used, but I will come
back to this. We know that there are basically two methods of
sharing the burden of the Kyoto objective; the European method
based on a triptych approach to sharing the burden, or the 6%
approach, which is better known internationally.

Using the European approach, however, the impact on Alberta's
GDP would be 0.58%, while the impact on Canada's GDP using the
6% international approach would be 0.38%. What would a 0.19%
reduction in GDP mean for Ontario? It would mean $8.5 billion. For
Quebec, the reduction in growth would be 0.06%, or $1.4 billion.
And I could go on like this.

Having said that, studies must be considered in a context, because
it is impossible to come up with figures as astronomical as the ones
that some people have been suggesting over the last few weeks. I
obtained a copy of a brief from Environment Canada dated March 4,
2002, which forecasts that the annual costs would vary between
$300 million and $7.3 billion. This is a recent study prepared by
Environment Canada, and it demonstrates that there will indeed be
costs, as well an impact on the growth of the economy, but that the
costs are not as high as some would imagine.

We have talked of costs, however it is equally important to talk
about benefits. If we only see the Kyoto protocol in terms of how

much it will cost to implement, as seems to be the case with the
motion moved by the member for Red Deer, then we are not really
taking into consideration the reality of the situation. This is what
explains that the forecasts, the estimates indicate that the decline will
not as sharp as some would imagine.

It is important to point out that some industries will experience
growth, in particular those in the environmental sector, which are
expected to grow from $427 million to $7 billion per year. This
according to a study from November, 2001 by the analysis and
modelling group of the national climate change process. Therefore,
for some sectors of the Canadian economy, the benefits will be
considerable.

We also need to look at this issue in terms of social benefits. If
there is doubt about the science, and denial that climate change has
any effect on human health, we are not starting from the same
premise. I believe that greenhouse gases and fossil fuel production,
whether it be coal, natural gas or oil, have a direct impact on public
health.

The most recent studies on the social benefits, savings and health
advantages puts the savings at $500 million per year. These are
benefits relating to public health in economic terms.This is another
benefit resulting from the implementation of the Kyoto protocol.

There is one other major advantage, which my colleague has
mentioned. The Canadian insurance industry is probably in the best
position at this time to estimate the actual costs of climate change.
This industry has, and will continue to be, affected. To give Quebec
as an example, no one can forget that the two greatest natural
disasters relating to climate in Canada occurred in Quebec: the ice
storm and the floods in the Saguenay region.

● (1120)

The 1998 ice storm alone is estimated to have cost insurers
$3 billion, and this is for a single climate-related event. According to
current estimates for the Saguenay flood, the economic loss for the
region totals $6 billion.

All this to say that I am indeed in agreement with my colleague
that there are costs associated with ratification of the Kyoto protocol.
There cannot, however, be a fair, equitable and realistic evaluation
unless consideration is also given to the benefits as far as public
health is concerned, as well as the economic repositioning of certain
industries as far as the choices relating to the Kyoto protocol are
concerned. There are, therefore, major benefits as well.

I would like to quote the findings of one final study. They are not
the only ones who can make use of studies. A recent Standard &
Poor's study—a firm not to be taken lightly—feels that there will be
continuing growth. I will just read one except, which says:

Growth will continue in all regions of Quebec subsequent to ratification of the
Kyoto protocol. In Alberta, there will be an average annual downturn of 0.14%
between 2000 and 2014.
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I am not saying that there will not be a downturn. Growth will
slow down, but 0.14% is far from the catastrophic $40 billion
prediction by ministers of certain western Canadian provinces or by
the Chamber of Commerce. The latter predicted approximately
$30 billion would be lost to the Canadian economy.

As for Ontario and Quebec, this study continues:
—growth would develop at 0.10%.

For Ontario and Quebec, growth would develop at 0.10%, so this
would not be a downturn.

Why? Because there would be a repositioning of certain industries
within the Canadian economy.

This is the end of my presentation on costs, because this is now
being debated. I wanted to take at least half of my time, if not more,
to discuss the pros and cons of ratification of the Kyoto protocol.

There is one other aspect of the motion which troubles me, namely
paragraph (c), which reads as follows:

(c) the Kyoto Protocol would do little or nothing to benefit the environment.

Since when do greenhouse gas reduction requirements not provide
increased benefits to the environment? With all due respect for his
presentation, if this is the hon. member's premise, he must not
believe that fossil fuels, be it coal, natural gas or oil, or the energy
generated by these three sources, have a negative impact on the
environment. It seems to me that if we reduce greenhouse gas
emissions, it will benefit the environment.

I am also concerned by paragraph (a) of the motion, which reads:
(a) Canada's principal economic competitor, the United States, together with most
of the world's developing countries, would not be bound by the Protocol's
emission reduction quotas;

According to the hon. member, the fact that the United States are
not ratifying the Kyoto protocol will have a negative impact on
Canada.
● (1125)

When one is familiar with the emissions trading system, one
should know that if the Kyoto protocol is not signed by the United
States, this will directly impact on the costs of such trading, and thus
on demand. Therefore, it is wrong and biased to say that the fact that
the United States are not ratifying the Kyoto protocol will impact
negatively on Canada, quite the contrary. Our emissions trading
system will have a positive effect.

Some studies, which were not done in Canada but in other
countries and which I read just last week, confirm that this would
indeed be the case for Canada. I do not know whether there are
Canadian studies that demonstrate this, but last week I read studies
from foreign countries which show that there will be very positive
consequences resulting from the fact that the United States will not
be ratifying this protocol.

I cannot believe that there are still people who think that the
energy produced by the three fossil fuel sources I mentioned earlier
does not affect climate.

In 1998, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, founded
by the United Nations and jointly sponsored by the United Nations
environment programme and the World Meteorological Organiza-

tion, presented its conclusions regarding the level of knowledge
about climate change. Their 2001 report is even more pessimistic
than their earlier reports. Confirming the impact of human activity
on global climate, the group announced that temperatures will
continue to climb during the next century and could cause “serious
damage”, including a rise in sea level of 88 centimetres by 2100. The
group also reported that Arctic glaciers have already shrunk 15%
over the past 40 years and that the snow cover has retreated by 10%
over the past 30.

The report also gives various examples of the impact of human
activity on the increase in temperatures recorded over the past 50
years. It contains new analyses of data from certain cambium layers,
trees, corals, glacial core samples and northern hemisphere records
showing that the increase in temperature over the past 100 years has
undoubtedly been the greatest recorded for a single century in the
past 1,000 years.

The authors note that the 1990s have probably been the warmest
decade, and that 1998 has probably been the warmest year on record.

In conclusion, I wish to say that our party will not be supporting
the motion put forward by the member for Red Deer. Once again, I
thank him for having raised this issue in the House of Commons.

I see this evening's vote as follows: should this parliament vote
against the Canadian Alliance motion calling on the government not
to ratify the Kyoto protocol, the vote should be interpreted as
meaning that this parliament wants the federal government to ratify
the Kyoto protocol. It is all very fine and democratic to move this
motion, but there has to be consistency.

People should be aware that if parliamentarians vote against this
motion, it can only be interpreted as meaning that they want the
government to ratify the accord by June, as the Quebec coalition
requested last week, and we hope that this will extend to the rest of
Canada.
● (1130)

Hon. Charles Caccia (Davenport, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would
like to ask a question of our colleague from Rosemont—Petite-
Patrie. I am totally in agreement with his speech and the point he
raises.

He has done a good job commenting on parts (a) and (b) of the
motion, but I would invite him to say a few words on the third part of
the opposition motion, which reads:

(c) The Kyoto Protocol would do little or nothing to benefit the environment.

While not wishing to be unkind to our colleague from Red Deer, I
find this somewhat of an exaggeration. I hope that my colleague
from the Bloc Quebecois can comment on this third and very
important part of the motion.

Mr. Bernard Bigras: Mr. Speaker, I am especially surprised
about the third part of my colleague's motion, because over the last
weeks and months, there has been a certain evolution on the part of
some Canadian partners who would not be described as envir-
onmentalists. There are more and more of them who admit,
according to certain environmental groups—they too have noticed
this—that certain partners from western Canada acknowledge that
climate change and energy from fossil fuels have an impact on the
environment.
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I do not see how the member for Red Deer can believe that an
anticipated decrease in greenhouse gas emissions in a given territory,
be it 6% less than levels from 2008 and 2012, will not have a
positive effect on the environment. If he is basing his argument on
this premise, then my colleague who moved this motion must not
believe that producing energy using fossil fuels has an impact on the
environment.

Given that some provincial ministers have said that they agree
with the principle—and I stress this—of the Kyoto protocol, because
this is what I have seen in letters, I do not see how my colleague can
move a motion such as this one. He will certainly have an
opportunity to respond to my comments in a few minutes.

[English]

Mr. Bob Mills (Red Deer, Canadian Alliance): Mr. Speaker,
fossil fuels have an impact on the environment and on climate
change. We all agree that climate change is occurring.

I want to address my questions to the hon. member. First, should
the government not be doing something to encourage alternate
energy research faster? Is it doing enough?

Second, regarding the model we are to be seeing in April, the
U.S., where 90% of our trade is, is not part of it. China, India, Brazil,
Mexico, et cetera, are not part of this agreement. The Europeans can
change because the U.K. went from coal to gas. France is nuclear
and Germany through reunification deindustrialized the east bloc and
took advantage of it. Does he believe that the government's report
will consider all those things? If he does, we need to talk.

Third, does he believe that had we signed Kyoto the Saguenay
floods and the ice storm would not have happened?

[Translation]

Mr. Bernard Bigras: Mr. Speaker, as for the last question, I
cannot give the member any guarantee that the ice storm and the
Saguenay floods would not have happened. However, I do believe
the UN's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, which
predicts significant climate change. I will not comment on specific
cases. However, I would believe groups of international experts and
the UN before presuming that the ice storm would not have
occurred. Based on the comments made by the UN's Intergovern-
mental Panel on Climate Change, I do in fact believe that we need to
act right away.

Regarding the first question about renewable technologies, I
would simply say that in my opinion, when we look at the federal
government's investment of close to $40 billion since the 1970s in
tar sands development in western Canada, excluding the funds
allocated, it seems as though the time has come to make some big
changes. Perhaps we should reallocate funding, take the public
dollars that are invested in certain polluting sources of energy, and
redirect it toward renewable sources, such as wind and solar
energies.

● (1135)

Mr. Benoît Serré (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Natural Resources, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I note that Canadian
Alliance members are saying that, as a government, we are going too
fast with the Kyoto protocol. However, the other opposition parties

are telling us that we are not acting quickly enough. This makes me
say that we may be going at just the right speed.

I want to congratulate the Bloc Quebecois member for his
analysis, which is very well balanced between the costs and the
benefits that would result from the ratification of the Kyoto protocol.
I fully agree with him when he says that, in the long term, the fact
that the United States is not signing the agreement will benefit
Canadians and Canadian businesses involved in environmental
technologies. This will give us an economic advantage over the
Americans.

The hon. member spoke at length of the costs and benefits relating
to the Kyoto protocol, as well as studies on the subject. I wonder if
any data or studies were put together, that he is aware of, regarding
the social and economic costs that would result from not doing
anything about climate change and not ratifying the Kyoto protocol?

Mr. Bernard Bigras: Mr. Speaker, it is difficult to evaluate the
costs of non-ratification because we cannot predict what future
climate changes will be.

What we do know, based on studies done by Environment Canada
and by various Canadian companies, is that the social benefits would
amount to over $500 million a year. I think that when we look at the
public health benefits, it is clear that there are benefits not only for
individual citizens, but also for our public administration, in terms of
making better choices.

In terms of the economic costs alone of the Kyoto protocol, I am
prepared to debate the issue tomorrow morning if need be. I would
suggest instead that we hold a debate on both the costs and the
benefits.

I would be very open to debating the economic costs of the Kyoto
protocol tomorrow with any member of this House. I am certain that
I could convince my western Canadian colleagues.

[English]

Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I will
be sharing my time with the member for Winnipeg Centre. I am
pleased to rise today on behalf of the federal New Democrats to
speak to this motion. Having looked at the motion very carefully, we
in the NDP disagree with every line that it puts forward.

It is quite astounding to listen to the comments of the Alliance
member for Red Deer. They reminded me very much of the famous
novel 1984 by George Orwell. This is a very good example of
doublespeak.

The Canadian Alliance is telling the Canadian public that Kyoto is
dangerous and harmful to the environment, that we should not
proceed with it, that we should scotch the whole thing, pack it up and
go somewhere else.
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Alliance members are also saying that we should rely on human
adaptation. In other words, we should tell all farmers facing drought
or coastal communities facing flooding as a result of a rise in the
ocean level to adapt. I have never heard any comment as utterly
ridiculous. It completely flies in the face of real scientific evidence
that has been developed over decades which tells us that we are
facing an environmental catastrophe unless we as a global
community are willing to act.

While I am pleased to have the opportunity to debate the motion,
it is nothing more than a scare tactic. Reports from the Alberta oil
companies are telling us that it will cost $40 billion to implement the
Kyoto protocol.

Let us get real. There are costs to implementing Kyoto. Why
should there not be? It has taken a number of years for society to
destroy our environment. Destruction is all around us in terms of air
quality in urban communities and the quality of the oceans. Yes,
there is a cost to cleaning that up and to reversing the decisions we
have made, but it is not the kinds of economic costs now being put
forward by vested interests propagated by the Canadian Alliance.
One study from the national institute of public health in the
Netherlands shows that in Canadian terms it is something much
closer to $198 million to $700 million, not $40 billion.

If we wanted a proper examination of this issue, why would we
not put on the table one of the positive sides of Kyoto, the fact that it
has been estimated that it will produce 65,000 new jobs, and the
whole issue of the green economy? We could talk about investments
in public infrastructure. We could talk about investments in
retrofitting our buildings to save energy. Those are costs we would
actually save. Those are issues where we would produce jobs and a
green economy.

Contrary to what the hon. member for Red Deer was saying, that
Kyoto would lead to a recession, I find it very insulting that he
would put forward that kind of argument in the House to literally
scare people away from the true reality of what is facing them.

We must recognize that as Canadians we consume more energy
per capita than any other country in the world. We use more total
energy than 700 million people on the African continent.

We in the NDP understand that this is not just a Canadian issue.
This is an issue of global justice. This is an issue about what we do
in the north and what happens in the south. If we somehow expect to
maintain our privilege and our incredible levels of consumption and
to say to developing countries that they cannot do the same, that they
cannot enjoy the privileges we have, this truly is an issue of global
justice.

● (1140)

We also have to look at other costs to our society. Anyone who
has kids will know that there has been an incredible increase in
asthma among children. Why? Because of our environment, our
polluted air and global warming. We are now seeing a tremendous
impact in terms of environmental health issues, which is costing our
health care system billions of dollars.

I was very interested to hear the comments from my Bloc
colleague who spoke about the ice storm and its $3 billion impact

and about how those kinds of environmental catastrophes will
continue to happen.

I think the motion today gives us an opportunity to raise the
question as to whose interest is being served. It seems to me that the
true colours of the Alliance Party have come through very strong
today, colours, I might add, that are very polluted, because they are
clearly sending out a message. They are articulating and defending a
false position put forward by corporate Canada. I am proud to say
that we in the NDP are in the House to uphold the public interest and
I believe that is why we are elected.

Just in case the Liberals think they will get off scot free, I hope
they will vote against this motion and I know there are individual
Liberal members who have actually done a very good job of raising
these issues within their own government and have taken a very
good stand, but the Liberal government, I have to say, is not much
better. For five years now it has been waffling on this issue. We have
had conflicting statements from the Prime Minister, the Minister of
Natural Resources and the Minister of the Environment. They have
been all over the map and we are no further ahead. We want to call
on the Canadian government today to really show leadership and to
not only reject the motion but to move ahead and ratify the Kyoto
agreement and Canada's commitments.

By contrast, real leadership is coming from the community. We
have environmental organizations like the David Suzuki Foundation,
Greenpeace Canada and the Sierra Legal Defence Fund, all of whom
have been producing excellent information to show us the reality of
what will be happening in our environment if we do not adopt
Kyoto. In fact, Greenpeace and the Sierra Legal Defence Fund
released a study in February which shows that we could improve our
urban air quality and meet one-third of the Kyoto commitment if
only we would have stronger vehicle emission regulations on our
automobiles. It is pretty shocking to know that SUVs, for example,
will not be covered by any regulations until the year 2009. It is really
astounding that as we escalate the degradation to our environment,
regulations covering some of these very harmful gas guzzling
vehicles like SUVs will not even come into effect for another seven
years.

We have also seen a lot of leadership from groups like the
Federation of Canadian Municipalities. Jack Layton, president of
that group, has made it his business and his mission to bring together
the municipalities to say that if the federal government will not do
anything and the provincial governments are all mucking around,
then at least at the municipal level, where 80% of Canadians live in
urban environments, they will show leadership and take a stand on
this issue. We congratulate them for that.

Finally, let me say that we in the NDP have been unequivocal in
our support of Kyoto. Our member for Windsor—St. Clair, our
environment critic, has stood up in the House day after day pressing
the government as to why it is waffling on this issue. We will
continue to do that, along with the Canadian public, until the
government meets its commitments that were laid out in the Kyoto
accord. We have to hurry up and do this before it is too late. We have
to meet our commitment because the survival of our planet and the
future of our children depend on it.
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● (1145)

Mrs. Karen Redman (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of the Environment, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I listened with great
interest to the hon. member's intervention on this opposition motion.
While she touched on many aspects of the Alliance motion, one of
the things she did not talk directly to was the fact that the Alliance
Party feels this will make Canada uncompetitive.

The significance of Kyoto is actually the fact that it is a global
initiative and I have a question for my NDP colleague. Canada has
taken great pains to continue to bring the United States to the table,
and when we hear the fearmongering about the fact that it may cost
jobs and it may cost economic gains, I look south to the United
States. While it has opted out of being a signatory to Kyoto, it is
doing some very significant things. I look to the $4.6 billion package
of clean energy tax incentives that the president of the United States
announced. I wonder if my colleague would comment on the fact of
this assumption that there will be an economic downturn from this
because we are in such close partnership with the United States. I
know that jobs are something that her party is always keen to protect.

Ms. Libby Davies: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the comments from
the hon. member but I have to say that if the Canadian government
has been pressuring the U.S. government to ratify Kyoto we would
actually like to see some good evidence of that because that has been
one of our big concerns.

However, I certainly would agree that a mythology has been
developed that somehow Kyoto is bad for the economy and that we
will have a massive bleed of jobs. I think there is much evidence out
there to show that, first, those figures are grossly overrated and
overestimated and, second, that in actual fact a green economy is
something that will produce jobs, whether it is in terms of transit and
urban infrastructure, upgrading water plants or dealing with
agricultural issues. There is a lot of evidence to show that Kyoto
is good for the environment but is also good for our economy.

In terms of the U.S. position, it is very unfortunate that the
Alliance is playing this game of saying that such and such a country
will not ratify and will not do anything, so why should we? This is
an issue of international agreements. I would think that it is an
opportunity for Canada to show its leadership. If the U.S. is reluctant
and if Bush is changing his tune, as he does all the time, it is up to us
as their economic partners to convince them that this is the right path
to take and that Kyoto should be approved.

● (1150)

Mr. Bob Mills (Red Deer, Canadian Alliance): Mr. Speaker, I
have a couple of questions. I think what we are really saying is that
we need to move beyond Kyoto, that Kyoto is an out of date piece of
legislation because so many countries are not signing on.

I want to ask the member about the new jobs. I agree with her that
it would be great to have those new jobs, but the Canadian
government is not doing enough to help establish our environmental
industries so that those jobs will be there. The other countries are
progressing way beyond us. In Vancouver last week one could see
the technology levels of different countries.

What I really would like this member to explain is the transferring
of dollars from the rich countries to the poor countries to buy credits.
How is that really going to help, first, the people there, and second,

the environment? What we are doing is buying the credits so we can
release more CO2 into the environment. How does that help the
environment?

Ms. Libby Davies: Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. member for his
comments and questions. If he has been listening to the debates in
the House and question period over the last couple of years, he will
know that we in the NDP have been very clear about our position
that we do not buy into the whole notion of transfers of credits.

I tried to say in my comments that this is about an issue of global
justice. It is about the north taking responsibility for its history
environmentally and not saying that we will somehow palm it off on
other countries and have a little exchange going on. We believe it is
critical that Canada meets its commitments to reduce the greenhouse
gases. This is about lowering our consumption. If we say that is not
the case, then we are simply fooling ourselves. We have been very
clear on that point.

Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am
very pleased to be able to take part in this opposition day motion on
Kyoto from the Canadian Alliance.

Let me start by saying that the member for Red Deer has the
toughest job in the whole Canadian Alliance Party. It is not a beach
party being a member of that party lately anyway, but frankly he has
the job of trying to sell the Canadian Alliance position on Kyoto,
which has been one of shifting sands. Since I have been here in 1997
it has been an absolutely moving target. When Kyoto was brought
forward to the international arena, the Alliance's first position was to
deny it completely, to say that global warming was not the result of
human activity on this planet, that it was not a problem. That was its
first position. I heard the leader of that party say that a couple of
times. Those members were the chief apologists for the oil industry.
They were the corporate shills for oil interests or big oil.

They took that job very seriously until the oil industry matured
beyond their position. It is kind of embarrassing to be out-greened by
the oil industry in North America, but that is exactly what happened.
They were forced to shift their position and then they started
challenging the science by which the measurements were being
taken in terms of global warming. For the next six to ten months they
were talking about bad science and how could we commit our
country to such a radical change in the way we conduct business
when it was based on bad science, as if they had a team of scientists
somewhere that was better than the leading scientists in the world
who congregated at Rio and then at Kyoto to decide to finally do
something about global warming. They had members like the
members from Athabasca and Red Deer who were willing to
challenge the leading minds of the century on this issue.
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Then they were forced to recognize that the Pacific Ocean has
risen 12 centimetres. They were forced to recognize that on the
Canadian prairie due to global warming the area I come from and the
area that those members come from are close to being a desert. We
are two or three degrees of global warming away from going from a
prairie agricultural economy to the next Gobi Desert. That is the fear
in the area I live in, but their narrow, blinkered focus was only on the
oil patch. They had their heads deeply in the oil sands. They refused
to acknowledge the emergency taking place internationally when the
rest of the world was coming to an agreement.

Finally they had to give up on that and start admitting that given
the ice storms, given the change in climate, something goofy was
happening, that maybe mankind was in fact responsible for some of
this global warming. Maybe burning fossil fuels was soiling our own
nest to the point where human beings would not be able to live on
this planet.

Now they have had to shift their tactics again, to fearmongering
about how much it would cost to fix the problem, but not talking
about the cost of not fixing the problem. They are trying to sell the
fact that there is some immediate negative cash outlay necessary and
that is where they find themselves now.

A fourth angle that they have tried to float today is that Kyoto is
last century's solution and we are looking for a 21st century solution.
Kyoto was agreed upon in the very twilight hours of the last century
for implementation in this century, so let us not try to sell it as an
outdated ideology or as obsolete in any way. That is completely
disingenuous.

Now we find Canadian Alliance members scrambling to find
some way to be faithful to their old arguments and still recognize the
undeniable fact that this planet has agreed as a global entity that we
must do something about our global climate change.

I was lucky enough to take part in a cross-country conference on
climate change, in five different locations, with the global task force
on climate change which Canada hosted in 1993. Prior to Rio we
were dealing with these issues. One of the things that came up at that
time is that we are too much concerned with supply side
management and that maybe this is how we have to break out of
the box: we have to start talking more about demand side
management. As a contractor, a journeyman carpenter and the head
of a building trades union, for me it was absolute heresy to stand up
in any public setting and say that we were against building more
hydro generating stations, we were against building more nuclear
power plants or we were against building the oil tar sands in Fort
McMurray, because that was where the people I represented hoped to
get jobs. Therefore we had to do some research.

● (1155)

We had to get some real hard facts to find the trade-off . We were
happy to learn something which I am happy to share with the
members for Red Deer and Athabasca and the other champions of
the other point of view. Empirical evidence now exists that there is
far more job creation opportunity on the demand side management
of energy resources than there is in manufacturing on the supply
side.

If members are interested at all in demand side management they
will probably be interested in hearing this. A unit of energy that we
harvest from the existing system through demand side management
conservation measures is indistinguishable from a unit of energy that
we crank out at a generating station, except for a number of things.

First, it is available online immediately. As soon as I turn off the
light switch in my house that unit of energy is there so I can sell it to
someone else, instead of a five year lag period for building a new
generating station.

Second, it creates as many as seven times the number of jobs. A
unit of energy harvested from the existing system through demand
side management measures creates seven times the person years of
employment as a unit of energy created at a new generating station.

The third and most obvious benefit given this argument is that we
actually reduce harmful greenhouse gas emissions. Surely that is an
enormous benefit that we all want to achieve now that we have
convinced the Canadian Alliance that greenhouse gas and global
warming are in fact issues.

The fourth thing is that we do not have to borrow any money to do
it.

The final one is the real sinker. As it pertained to the building
trade unions that I represented, we offered a whole program where
we would energy retrofit public, private and municipal buildings free
of charge by using our union pension fund investment money to
undertake the retrofitting. In other words, we would create jobs with
our own union pension funds to renovate the building. The property
owner would then pay us back slowly out of the energy savings, so it
was off balance sheet, zero cost financing to retrofit every building
in the country.

We proposed this to the federal government and it agreed. The
federal government introduced the federal building initiative, albeit
on a painfully small scale, far smaller than we recommended.
However there are financiers out there who would be willing to
retrofit every one of the government's 68,000 buildings across the
country at no upfront cost to the taxpayer. This would reduce
operating costs by 40%, reduce harmful greenhouse gas emissions
by God knows how much and reduce fossil fuel consumption at no
cost to the taxpayer. Why are we not doing this right across the
country?

Why did the Canadian Alliance not use its opposition day
opportunity, a votable day I might add, to call for real leadership in
this cold, harsh, winter environment of Canada so that we could be
the centre of excellence in energy conservation and show the world
how to create jobs, conserve energy and save money all at the same
time? Perhaps some of that money that we would save by demand
side management energy conservation measures could be used
toward implementing our obligations under Kyoto.
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That is why it is painful for me to watch the House of Commons
seized for the entire day on whether Kyoto is real or not real, whether
we should implement or not implement it, and then have to listen to
bogus arguments that because we only generate 3% of the
greenhouse emissions, even if we cut our emissions by 50% it
would be meaningless on a global scale. That is nonsense.

We are a leading nation. We are one of the G-7 nations that could
by example show the rest of the world how to conserve energy and
reduce their consumption of fossil fuels through demand side
management measures. We could export that technology again so
that Canada could generate some benefit from the measures that we
take to come into compliance with Kyoto.

We call upon the government to ratify Kyoto and sign on despite
what the Americans are doing. We call on the members of the
Canadian Alliance to get with the 21st century, get their heads out of
the oil sands at Fort McMurray and come along with us as we speak
for Canadians and for the global community to reduce harmful
greenhouse gas emissions and hopefully breathe fresh air together.

● (1200)

Mr. David Chatters (Athabasca, Canadian Alliance): Mr.
Speaker, I cannot help but respond to those comments because,
clearly, there were some pretty sharp jabs at myself, my constituency
and the people who earn an honest living in my constituency.

We may have our heads in the oil sands but I would suggest that
the hon. member who just spoke perhaps has his head in another
orifice. He should perhaps remove his head and take a look at the
reality.

The whole concept, as he pointed out, of demand side economics
has merit. The government introduced its program with great fanfare
and great promise to retrofit government buildings. Strangely
enough we do not hear anything from the government, and have
not for some time, about the success of that program. We do not hear
why it did not catch on and why more of the many buildings the
government owns were not retrofitted. We would be interested to
know the reasons.

The government has launched a number of initiatives to deal with
climate change and emissions, including not only the retrofit of
buildings but also the conversion of the government fleet to a cleaner
burning fuel. Strangely enough, when it introduced that particular
program it committed to converting 75% of the government fleet to
cleaner burning fuel by the year 2000 but in reality only about 5.5%
was converted.

If these programs have such merit and would be of benefit to
Canadians, could the member explain why they are not being
implemented and why they have not caught on with Canadians and
caught the imagination of Canadians?

● (1205)

Mr. Pat Martin: Mr. Speaker, under the federal building
initiative, I believe that out of the 68,000 buildings that the
government owns, about 1,100 energy audits have taken place. Of
those 1,100 audits, about 100 comprehensive retrofits have in fact
taken place, many of them hugely successful, and the benefits have
been well monitored and well chronicled.

Rose Technology Engineering wanted to use the Harry Hayes
Building in downtown Calgary, right in the heart of oil country and
the oil industry, as an example of what one can do with the latest
technology in terms of energy conservation without comprising
comfort or having to freeze in the dark.

We are missing an opportunity. We have been calling upon the
government to actually do comprehensive retrofits on 1,000
buildings per year. It would still take 60 years but we should at
least let the private sector put out an RFP on the buildings. The
private sector engineers should be allowed to put forward proposals
stating “Here is a million square foot post office in Mississauga. We
believe that you are paying too much money in your energy costs.
We have ideas that we can retrofit that and do it at no upfront cost to
the taxpayer”.

Why in God's name would we not act on many of those buildings
and show by example to the private sector what can be done with the
new energy technology that exists in Canada today?

Hon. Charles Caccia (Davenport, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, would the
hon. member for Winnipeg Centre elaborate for a moment on the
study produced in Holland on Canada's predicted possible costs in
the ratification of the Kyoto process, something that was briefly
referred to by his colleague, the member for Vancouver East but only
en passant, as we say?

Mr. Pat Martin: Mr. Speaker, I doubt I could elaborate at length
for two reasons. First, I saw the report for the first time today when it
was circulated to my colleague, although I have been aware of the
report for quite some time. Second, I have very little time.

What is necessary to point out, and may be the key salient point
about the report generated from Holland on the impact of
implementing Kyoto in Canada, is that the cost, when one considers
the benefits versus the initial outlay, is more like $800 million for
implementation, not the $40 billion and $50 billion that we keep
hearing. Some people with vested interests have been fearmongering
about the cost of the implementation. We challenge that and we now
have good research to assist us in that challenge.

Mr. John Herron (Fundy—Royal, PC/DR): Mr. Speaker, the
hallmark of the government over the past eight years has been its
propensity to avoid dealing with difficult issues. We know as a point
of fact that Canada is now falling behind in critical areas where we
once led, whether it be the economy, the development of natural
resources, leadership or stewardship on the environment. This is a
very complex file. In true Liberal tradition, it has ducked the issue
essentially for the last five years without really engaging Canadians
on this particular issue of public policy.

I would like to tip my hat to the member for Red Deer for his
leadership within the context of his own caucus in actually
dedicating this supply day to this issue of public policy.

Having said that, I would have preferred if the wording of the
amendment had gone toward a more constructive debate so that we
could have actually held the government to account for its actions
and we could have focused on the need to postpone any decision on
ratification until Canada had developed a full implementation plan
that would have included a detailed impact analysis.
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The impact analysis has to be the starting point. We clearly need to
ensure that a detailed impact analysis is done on a sector by sector
and province by province basis before implementing any kind of
strategy .

The Government of Canada should fully engage the Canadian
public to inform them about what behavioural expectations the
federal government would have on the Canadian populous at large.

Given the void created by the government in actually providing
any kind of leadership on this issue, we have recently seen a myriad
of cost analyses or projections produced by a vast array of interest
groups and, quite legitimately.

Before I continue, Mr. Speaker, I will be sharing my time with the
member for South Shore who carries the natural resource file.

Various stakeholder groups have been advocating at least two
reasons for the need to have the analysis done. One reason is that
having an impact analysis in terms of what a ratification plan or an
implementation would be in terms of what cost that may have with
respect to the economy is a reasonable question to ask. I do not think
anybody would have any grave objection to that aspect of it.

The real aspect I would like to advocate is that the environmental
community has no desire for the Government of Canada to merely
ratify an accord that it clearly has no game plan in place or no
genuine interest to ever implement in the future.

The challenge of climate change is a very difficult file for most
countries to address but it is more complex in the Canadian context
than in most other industrialized nations. Canada has a large land
mass with a small population base that provides transportation
challenges. We have a cold climate. We have an export driven,
energy intensive economy.

When we look at our challenges we see other countries that are
facing the same challenges. Let us look at Sweden. The Swedes are
actually allowed to have a reduction rate significantly less than what
we have here in Canada. They have done their homework and have
convinced their EU partners that their country's circumstances make
climate change a more arduous process than perhaps it would be in
other EU based countries.

To state the obvious, the Government of Canada really did not
have its act together prior to going to Kyoto in the first place.

● (1210)

I was a member of the delegation involved in the Kyoto process.
On November 12 the federal government finally met with the
provinces. It thought it was a good idea to get together with them.
Regardless of what the national government may want to do, the
provinces will have to implement any decision the federal
government may take. We know in this federation that if we do
not have that consensus, it is very difficult to implement anything,
including this challenge on climate change.

The November 12 accord, I will call it, was agreed to by the
provinces. There was a consensus so that the Government of Canada
could at least go to Kyoto and say that we at least had our
subnational governments on board. What happened? The very next

morning the Globe and Mail quoted the Minister of Natural
Resources as saying that may be our position.

We got off to this process in a very haphazard way that really
betrayed the trust of the provinces. We went to Kyoto without any
plan for implementation and really without any target or timeline.
We were there to sort of take orders per se. Immediately upon return
from Kyoto, Ralph Klein, the premier of the province of Alberta,
said quite clearly that this accord, which was agreed to by Canada, in
no way reflected the Canadian position that was established in
Regina. That was said on December 12, 1997. The Alberta
environment minister, Ty Lund, also said at that time that only with
governments working co-operatively in partnership with industry,
environmental groups and individual Canadians could we reduce our
emissions of greenhouse gases and that together we could address
our international commitments in such a way that no region or sector
would be asked to bear an unreasonable share of the burden.

The Alberta government has actually led our nation in moving the
yardstick in reducing greenhouse gases by some of the issues it has
brought forward under the best efforts regime.

That is what the Government of Canada should have been doing
for the last five years. It has been five years and we still do not have
a provincial consensus.

I pay tribute to the member for Athabasca who asked a question in
question period yesterday. It was a very simple and genuine
question. He asked if the Government of Canada would agree to
have a consensus reached with the provinces before ratification. In
the view of the Progressive Conservative Party this is a necessary
component before even considering ratification.

We know there is a lot of trepidation within the Canadian
populace at large. There is a legitimate fear by individuals who live
in western Canada and even in the east where there is a
petrochemical industry in Nova Scotia and Newfoundland offshore.
The last thing they want from the government is another national
energy program. Without knowing what the rules and regulations
will be on an implementation strategy and without having that
impact analysis done sector by sector and province by province, it is
totally legitimate for these individuals to be concerned in that way.

Industry is indeed willing to do its part. The Canadian
manufacturers and exporters and the Canadian Association of
Petroleum Producers have really stepped up to the plate to take a
constructive approach as opposed to a mere rant. They have taken
the position that they are willing to do their part if the government
tells them what the rules are, but they need to be assured that the
objectives are achievable and will not wreak havoc with their
economy.

I wish to reiterate quite clearly that the Progressive Conservative
Party of Canada has not been in favour of blind ratification without
having the proper homework done, without having a provincial
consensus reached in advance and without having a detailed impact
analysis done industry by industry, sector by sector.

9808 COMMONS DEBATES March 19, 2002

Supply



● (1215)

I heard the member from the Bloc's interpretation of the motion.
We are taking the liberty to say that how we interpret the vote today
is that we would have preferred that the homework had been done,
with an impact analysis, sector by sector, province by province, and
it has not, so we will be supporting the Canadian Alliance motion
today.

Hon. Charles Caccia (Davenport, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
congratulate the member for his intervention which was quite fine
until the last few minutes when he indicated his party's policy. He
indicated the fact that there would not be any ratification on the part
of a Progressive Conservative government without provincial
consensus.

The hon. member is well aware of the fact that there are two
provinces that are and will continue to be definitely opposed to the
ratification of Kyoto, namely Alberta and Ontario. The question
therefore to the hon. member is this. Are the Progressive
Conservatives taking an ambiguous position, knowing very well
that two provinces will not agree to the ratification?

Mr. John Herron: Mr. Speaker, I would like perhaps to take a
moment to advocate what we have advocated all along in terms of
what should be done. I know that the chair of the environment
committee is a strong environmental parliamentarian. It is possible,
but maybe not probable, that he may not be here in the House of
Commons by the year 2008 or 2012 when Kyoto becomes more
binding. From that perspective, does he want the Government of
Canada to ratify a document that it has no genuine interest in ever
implementing?

We have been advocating a “no regrets” strategy all along by
having massive tax incentives on renewable sources of energy,
massive tax incentives fostering blended fuels such as ethanol,
massive tax incentives for the R and D on energy efficiency
initiatives as well as renewables in that regard and having a loan
guarantee program with respect to the retrofit of buildings that the
federal government would fund. These are things that would
complement the initiatives brought forth by the Canadian Federation
of Municipalities as well.

We have a simple position. We have never supported blind
ratification. If we cannot demonstrate that we have a plan in place,
tabled with the regulations about how that plan would be achieved,
why would we go forward and agree with any accord or any
agreement, regardless of whether it is Kyoto or any public policy
decision that the Government of Canada may undertake?

● (1220)

Mrs. Karen Redman (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of the Environment, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I too listened with great
interest to the speech of the hon. critic of the environment. I found
the last line very interesting as well, that they would feel compelled
to support the Alliance in its opposition day motion.

I want to respond to the cost of not ratifying Kyoto and the cost of
inactivity. We look to the fact that a billion dollars a month is spent
by Canadians on extreme weather situations. We heard today about
the 1998 ice storm that cost $5.4 billion. There is real climate change
and it is impacting Canadians. As we speak, we have seen the
warmest winter on record. We have seen droughts in western

Canada. I wonder about the position of the hon. member opposite
when he says that they will not ratify Kyoto. Can we afford not to?

Mr. John Herron: Mr. Speaker, my comment with respect to the
question that was asked was that regardless of whether we were in
the framework of the Kyoto protocol or not, the Government of
Canada would have to have a comprehensive climate change
strategy that would foster real reductions of greenhouse gases.

Our position is the Government of Canada has been grossly
negligent over the last five years. To this moment it still has not been
able to develop a provincial consensus. It has not even done its
homework on an impact analysis that the Aussies and the Swedes
did prior to Kyoto. We are still waiting for a sector by sector,
province by province analysis. Until that homework is done, until it
is proven that ratification makes sense or is even doable, then why
would we want to ratify it?

It is incumbent on the Government of Canada to provide that plan.
If that plan is reasonable and there is consensus by the provinces,
then it should be considered. However without a plan blind
ratification makes no sense. We are serving notice that we need to
have the provinces on board and a plan in place.

Mr. Gerald Keddy (South Shore, PC/DR): Mr. Speaker, like my
colleague from Fundy—Royal, let me say it is a pleasure to rise on
debate on this supply day motion brought forth by the member from
the Alliance Party.

Before I begin debate, I would like to reference some of the
comments made by my colleague from Fundy—Royal which are
extremely critical to the position we have taken on this supply day
motion and extremely critical to the entire issue of whether the
government ratifies the Kyoto accord or not.

He commented that there was no provincial consensus. The job of
the federal government is to go out and get provincial consensus. It
has had five years to do it. Where has it been? Where has it been on a
lot of other issues, which I will bring into my speech later?

The other point is there has been absolutely no sector by sector
impact analysis. This is on the verge of the asinine. This is
ridiculous. The government has a certain responsibility here. We are
trying to point out that responsibility to it. It should not be something
done at the last minute in great haste to satisfy some whim with
which the Prime Minister woke up one morning. We are talking
about a comprehensive, detailed, organized plan of how this could
even remotely begin to be implemented. It is not there.

I noticed there was one thing that all opposition parties agreed
upon, which is a point worth repeating. We did not all agree to
support the motion but we did agree that the government had shown
zero leadership on this file. That is absolutely true. It has been five
years since Kyoto. Where is the plan and how will it be
implemented?

The government itself is not singing from the same song sheet. Its
own ministers are contradicting one another. Regarding Kyoto, the
Minister of Natural Resources, as early as March 15, stated in
Calgary:

We have to make sure we do it right and that's what the government's intention is,
to make sure we have all the information, have an analysis and work with the
provinces and then make a decision on whether we can ratify or not
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I like that position. That is halfway responsible. On the same day,
reported in the same paper, was a quote from the Minister of the
Environment, who stated “We'd like to ratify and our aim is to
ratify”.

One person is saying that the government plans to ratify,
apparently at all costs, and the other minister is saying that maybe
it should take a second look at this because there are costs.

Let us take a look at what is being discussed here. For example,
we are talking about a government that is prepared to ratify an
accord without a number of issues being clearly defined. Canadian
negotiators are still pushing for clean energy credits. We have not
defined clearly whether or not we will be able to use our carbon
sinks, and we really have not defined clearly how emissions trading
might or might not work. However those are more clearly defined
than clean energy credits, which are not defined at all.

For example, Canadian negotiators who currently are pressing for
this, and are not expected in the short term to succeed, are arguing
that we should get credit for being a large producer and exporter of
relatively clean natural gas and hydroelectricity.

● (1225)

It is a good argument. The Canadian government argues this can
be used to displace energy sources, such as coal, which produce
higher levels of greenhouse gases.

Let us back up to the emissions trading that is at least quasi
recognized under the Kyoto protocol. This allows countries or
individual companies with higher emissions of greenhouse gases to
accumulate credits by investing in projects internationally that would
reduce emissions. This may allow a country to continue to emit
levels of greenhouse gases above its own targets without penalty.
This is being seriously discussed and allowed in the protocol. I will
say it again however that we are not being given any credit for the
thousands of megawatts of clean energy exported from Canada every
year in hydroelectricity and natural gas. The federal government has
a lot of homework to do on this file, as it has a lot of homework to do
on other files.

What are the facts? The Kyoto protocol which was signed by 186
nations in December 1997 committed Canada to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions by 6% from 1990 levels by 2012. We are 10 years
away from target, five years away from the original meeting in
Kyoto and there has been very little done, and what has been done
does not have an ounce of accountability from the government, not
even a wee bit.

The government does not even have real numbers to discuss. It
has said it has committed $1.5 billion to combat climate change.
From its own numbers it has committed $4.2 billion over the next
five, six or seven years. Most of that is completely unaccountable to
the general public, the auditor general and the Access to Information
Act.

Much of Canadian industry and most of the provinces are worried
that they will be at a competitive disadvantage if Canada ratifies the
accord, especially since our largest trading partner, the United States,
which happens to represent 25% of greenhouse gas emissions
worldwide has stated that it will not ratify the accord. Canada is
looking for recognition of its clean energy exports. I have already

discussed natural gas and hydroelectricity. Even if we did get
recognition of those clean energy exports, as long as the United
States does not sign on to the accord we do not get recognition from
it. It is a veritable Pandora's box. We are worse than the dog chasing
its tail. The government says one thing but on investigating what it
has been saying, there is nothing to back it up.

The Minister of Natural Resources has stated that natural gas and
electricity come from Canada but the environmental benefits occur
elsewhere. Yes, and what are we doing about that? The bottom line is
global emissions are lower because of our exports. We need to find a
way to encourage and recognize that trade and the use of cleaner
energy produced in exporting countries like Canada should not be
unfairly and unduly penalized as it will be if we sign on to the
accord.

Ten minutes is not a very long time to debate this subject. To
quickly sum up, the point I take issue with the most is the cost. I
challenge the government to do its math. It has all kinds of different
cost estimates out there, from $1.5 billion to $300 million to $3.3
billion. We are talking huge numbers of dollars.

● (1230)

I think most members here have read “Pain Without Gain:
Canada's Kyoto Challenge” by the Canadian Manufacturers and
Exporters Association. This is a matter of having faith in the ability
of the government to meet this challenge.

Mrs. Karen Redman (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of the Environment, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I was at a presentation
given by the Canadian Manufacturers and Exporters Association.
When asked what those very inflated statistics were based on, the
answer quite simply was that the statistics were two years old. A
survey was done of the association's membership who were asked
how many jobs they thought would be lost through climate change
and what a business would lose through climate change.

Is this the kind of lax and loose scientific data that my hon.
colleague would choose to move forward with on such an important
issue?

Mr. Gerald Keddy: Mr. Speaker, that would be the purview of
the Government of Canada.

What I find most interesting about what the Canadian Manu-
facturers and Exporters Association had to say is in its executive
summary which almost sounds like a mission statement. It expects to
be part of a meaningful international strategy for limiting atmo-
spheric greenhouse gases. I do not have a problem with that. It wants
to lead in a genuine reduction in greenhouse gas emissions that are
measurable, verifiable, practical and economically feasible. I do not
have a problem with that. It also wants to make a real and
meaningful contribution in controlling greenhouse gas emissions
over a long period of time. I would suggest that is what the
government should have been doing five years ago, not today.
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● (1235)

Mr. Bob Mills (Red Deer, Canadian Alliance): Mr. Speaker, the
environment minister has told us that we will get a report next
month. He also tabled something yesterday in the House which he
said was up to date information. However when we read this very
carefully we find a whole bunch of innuendoes. The cost of the
drought in Saskatchewan has been priced in. The cost of the 1998 ice
storm was also included. The government says that all of these will
be savings once Kyoto is in place.

What does the member think the report in April is going to be
like? Does he think it will be similar to this? Does he have
confidence the government will do its homework and that the
economic models designed by it will in any way relate to what the
real facts might be on the ground?

Mr. Gerald Keddy: Mr. Speaker, those are very good questions
and the member guessed my answers before he asked them.

I do not have any confidence the government will bring out a
report that is at all accountable.

Bill C-4, the Canada Foundation for Sustainable Development
Technology Act, which most opposition parties voted against, was
passed in the House by the government. It was supposed to reduce
greenhouse gases. The sum of $100 million was put into an open-
ended piece of legislation and the government is allowed to put more
money in at any time. It is not accountable to the auditor general's
office and the Access to Information Act is not applicable. The
government talks about spending money, but we have no idea how it
is doing it. There is no accountability in the legislation and there is
no accountability from government ministers.

Mr. Keith Martin (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, Canadian
Alliance): Mr. Speaker, my question is very simple. Does the
member agree with a more flexible level of objectives in terms of
greenhouse gas emissions over a longer period of time? That would
enable us to bring in countries like the United States and developing
countries so there would be a broader group of countries that could
adhere to a long process of diminishing greenhouse gases. Or does
he adhere to the Kyoto agreement that is determined to have an
effect on GDP of between 2% and 10% as well as not being able to
be ratified by the 55 countries required?

Mr. Gerald Keddy: Mr. Speaker, our future in energy and in
greenhouse gases is inextricably linked to the future of the United
States. Absolutely we need to find a way to move forward with our
partners, in particular the United States. It may not be through
Kyoto. Without question, we may have to find another avenue to do
it.

Mr. David Chatters (Athabasca, Canadian Alliance): Mr.
Speaker, it is a pleasure to engage in the debate on this topic today.

Certainly I do not pretend in any way to be a scientist. I am simply
a layman, as I think are the vast majority of members and Canadians.
I approach the topic from the position of a layman. From that
position, there are some glaring holes in the whole argument perhaps
on both sides of the issue.

I do not apologize for representing a riding that supplies 15% of
Canada's fossil fuel energy. I am proud to do that. My riding plays a
vital part in producing Canada's GDP and keeping the lights on and

homes warm in Canada. Industries in my riding are doing some
amazing things in an effort to reduce emissions. I approach the
whole issue from that perspective.

So many agendas appear to be at play on the issue of climate
change and the greenhouse effect that a layman has no idea who to
believe and who not to believe.

The whole thing started some time ago at the conference in Rio in
which Canada took part. Canada's delegation to Rio, as I understand
it, was headed by Canada's environmental representative to the
United Nations, Maurice Strong, a well-known figure. The member
for Davenport is shaking his head and I may be mistaken. However,
that particular individual has been very vocal on the issue. I
apologize if I am in error and he did not lead the delegation, but he
certainly was part of it and he certainly has had a lot to say about it.

It is my understanding that after promoting the need to reduce
CO2 emissions and emissions generally and to transfer huge amounts
of wealth to the underdeveloped world to allow it to catch up with
the technologies available in the developed world, that same
individual is now involved in an Asian power corporation
conglomerate. It is engaged in creating a huge electricity generating
development in China with the use of very polluting high sulphur
soft coal.

Those contradictions lead me to wonder about the legitimacy of
this whole issue. The list goes on and on.

Certainly the commitment Canada made in Rio was to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels. The government did not
even begin to meet that commitment and it has moved on now to
Kyoto where our commitment is in fact 6% below 1990 levels. This
will put us about 25% above 1990 levels by the time we are to make
that commitment and introduce those changes. We have a huge
distance to go. In my opinion the chances of our meeting that
commitment are very unlikely.

When we look at the requirement to do that, most Canadians think
that industry has a problem and in particular fossil fuel industries
have this problem they have to solve. However, the reality is that
only one-third of the problem has to be solved by industries,
including the fossil fuel industries. One-third of it has to be solved
through changes in the transportation system. One-third of it has to
be solved by the consumers, Canadians driving their cars, heating
their homes and all the other things they do.

● (1240)

Unfortunately it reduces the government's credibility on the issue.
Heading into Kyoto there was a lot of discussion in the House and in
political circles all over Canada about how we might meet our
commitment. Prior to the trip to Kyoto I attended a federal provincial
conference of energy and environment ministers in Regina where the
provinces in good faith engaged in a discussion of the commitment
we would make in Kyoto.
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Canada was the only country in the G-8 that did not have a public
position before going to Kyoto. That aside, the provinces in good
faith sat in a discussion and agreed we should do what we could to
invoke the precautionary principle. They hammered out an
agreement which was never made public by either level of
government. However we were told there was an agreement.

The Canadian delegation then went to Kyoto and far exceeded the
agreement reached in Regina. It broke faith with the agreement that
had been made with the provinces. It betrayed the confidence of the
provinces. It got caught up in the euphoria of saving the planet and
far exceeded what the provinces thought we could achieve.

That was just the beginning of the government's loss of credibility
on the issue. Here we are in 2002, five years later, and the
government has yet to produce a credible or verifiable plan to
implement Kyoto. Such a plan would need to take into consideration
the costs of Kyoto and what we are capable of doing. It would need
to commit Canada to becoming an expanded supplier of energy to
our neighbour the United States.

Even before the whole energy crisis and the George Bush energy
plan the provinces had legitimate concerns about our ability to reach
the Kyoto targets. After hearing George Bush's plea for a stable and
more reliable source of energy the federal Liberal government
jumped at the opportunity to commit Canada to be the supplier. The
Prime Minister went to Washington and encouraged Americans to
invest in Alberta's tar sands. He said there was enough potential there
to meet the U.S. demand for energy so it would not have to depend
on unstable Mideast sources.

At the same time the Prime Minister told Canadians and the House
he intended to ratify Kyoto. There seemed to be no question in his
mind he would do so.

His ministers are all over the map. The Minister of Natural
Resources says he would not sign a contract in his private life unless
he knew the cost of the contract. He says committing to sign
something when the cost is not known is an unacceptable and
dangerous business practice. I agree completely.

However the minister seems confident the government will come
up with a credible business plan to meet the Kyoto protocol. In
response to a question I had in the House the environment minister
produced a report yesterday by the federal provincial group studying
the costs of Kyoto and how we might achieve our targets. I got a
copy immediately after he had tabled it. I studied it and was amazed.
If it is the environment minister's idea of a credible plan it is
frightening.
● (1245)

I read the report as a layman. In the report the group acknowl-
edged the costs of meeting the Kyoto commitment would be
substantive. The report deducted the costs of the ice storm in Ontario
and Quebec and the drought on the prairies, thereby mitigating the
costs of the Kyoto agreement. In some instances it said it would be a
profitable commitment.

A couple of weeks ago I attended a conference on climate change
at the Chateau Laurier in Ottawa. A number of environmental groups
spoke and made presentations. It was acknowledged that when the
Kyoto commitment of 6% below 1990 levels was input into

computer systems there was no discernible effect on the environ-
ment. According to the computer models the effects of climate
change we are now seeing would continue under the Kyoto
commitment.

If that is the case and it is recognized by the experts, how in the
world could a working group studying the issue suggest that if we
met our commitment the costs of the ice storm and the drought on
the prairies could be deducted because they would no longer happen
under Kyoto? The computer model says they would continue to
happen as frequently as they do today because Kyoto would have no
discernible effect on the environment.

As a layman it raises all kinds of red flags for me. I have a
problem with the credibility of the minister in producing the report.
It frightens me that it is the minister's idea of a credible cost benefit
analysis Canadians can use when examining the whole Kyoto issue
and deciding whether we should make the commitment.

There has been discussion in the House that this is a foolish
position that would not do the climate any good. However the
scientists presented the position. It is not something our party
dreamed up.

The discussion goes on against a backdrop of nine years of the
government making promises and commitments, telling us things
that did not turn out, and citing costs that were unrealistic. I know
some members will take offence but I cannot help bringing up the
issue of gun registration, the old chestnut of our party.

When the Liberal government brought in gun registration it said
our party was fearmongering. It said we were incorrect because it
would make our streets safe and all the rest. It said the registry would
only cost $85 million. We are now in excess of $700 million and the
guns still are not registered.

Why would Canadians and laymen like myself believe the
government when it produces the kinds of figures in this report? It
says we are fearmongering. It says the costs would be nowhere near
that high. The government's history of credibility on the issues is
sadly lacking. It truly worries me.

The Prime Minister and several of his ministers have repeatedly
told western Canada not to worry because it would not be another
national energy program. They say they would not consider a carbon
tax because it would be out of the question. They say they made that
mistake once and would not make it again.

As the government is making these commitments government
bureaucrats are speculating publicly about the need to put carbon
caps on industry. They say the only way to do it is to put a cap on
industry. Then industries could produce so many tonnes of CO2 and
if they went above the cap they would either have to reduce the
emissions or buy credits to cover them.
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● (1250)

Carbon caps amount to a carbon tax. We can couch it in all kinds
of terms and use smoke, mirrors and rhetoric to hide it. However it is
a carbon tax by another name. In 1997 the former natural resources
minister promised no unreasonable share of the burden would be
placed on any region or sector in Canada. He said many times that
there would be no carbon tax.

Given the history of the country and the influence Quebec has had
on government policy, when we hear the representatives of the Bloc
Quebecois shouting in the House that we should immediately
implement Kyoto we have to wonder about their agenda. Quebec
produces huge amounts of hydroelectricity and non-emitting sources
of energy. It would be eligible for substantial credit for sale to parts
of the country that could not meet the commitment. As an Albertan I
am suspicious of the agenda being followed there.

In the House in February the Prime Minister said:

Mr. Speaker, that is why we hold meetings between the federal and provincial
ministers, in order to have all the facts on the table. The objective of this government,
however, is to ratify the Kyoto protocol when we have obtained satisfaction.

Satisfaction for who? All kinds of people might find satisfaction
for different reasons. The Prime Minister makes statements about
federal provincial consultations and at the end of the sentence says
he intends to ratify. Why in the world do we hold consultations in the
first place if the intention is to ratify regardless of what the
consultations produce?

Since the Prime Minister's remarks in February some ministers
have backed away from that position. The natural resources minister
did not quite say it but he suggested the government would probably
not ratify unless it could come to a consensus. That is a more
acceptable and reasonable business practice. I hope the Prime
Minister will adopt it. However I am suspicious.

I will spend a minute on the whole issue of the science. I am a
layman. I am not a scientist and would not pretend to be. However
there are issues around the science.

The government has a history of getting into trouble. The hon.
member for Davenport and other members in the House well
remember what happened regarding the issue of manganese in
gasoline. In the House and in committee we were presented with
bogus science on the issue. The government chose to go ahead and
ban the manganese additive in gasoline. The issue ended up in court
under the free trade agreement. The government lost because the
science was not reliable. The government and the taxpayers of
Canada paid $20 million to the Ethyl Corporation because of that
foolishness. I have a sense we are facing the same thing here.

The science that supports Kyoto is based on computer modelling.
I do not know how reliable the computer models are but I have
doubts. Environment Canada suggested if we inputted Canadian
weather data from the last 50 years into the same computers they
could not replicate what happened with the weather. Why would we
blindly believe the same computer models could predict what would
happen down the road?

I have no doubt whatsoever that climate change is happening.
Only a fool would not admit the climate of the globe is changing.

That is accepted. However is it a natural process or is it man made?
Questions are raised when we look at the drought on the prairies in
the 1930s and how oil was formed in the Arctic millions of years
ago.

● (1255)

Mr. Julian Reed (Halton, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I wonder if the
hon. member for Athabasca would agree with the ancient Chinese
proverb “a journey of a thousand miles begins with a single step”.

I wonder if he would also agree with the people who are the base
of his bread and butter in his own riding, namely, Suncor, Shell and
BP. They have set targets for the marketing of renewable energy over
the next 25 years. Suncor is the most vocal by committing $100
million and setting a target of 50% of its sales to be renewable
energy over the next 25 years. It considers itself to be in the energy
business now, not the oil business. It is the same with what were
British Petroleum and Shell Canada Ltd.

How does the member tout this line that flies right in the face of
his own oil companies that provide the base of his tenure here in the
House of Commons?

● (1300)

Mr. David Chatters: Mr. Speaker, I could only wish they were
my own oil companies. As far as the proverb is concerned any
journey of a thousand miles begins with the first step but it ends very
shortly if the first step is on a precipice. I am afraid perhaps that is
where this first step is taking us.

I fully intended in my presentation to talk about those very
companies that the member referred to. There are wonderful things
that the energy industry is doing and has done under the voluntary
challenge program. The energy industry itself has already under the
voluntary challenge program reduced greenhouse gas emissions by
some 15% with all kinds of new and innovative ideas on the horizon
that it is working on.

That has been the benefit of this whole Kyoto debate. It has
awakened Canadians to this whole issue of environment and
emissions and has produced some wonderful results and technolo-
gies that are on the horizon that will take us far past Kyoto. It will
take us to where Environment Canada says we must get to to
mitigate climate change and that is a 75% reduction in greenhouse
gas emissions.

We can get there but we cannot get there by the year 2010 and we
cannot get there by committing to spend billions of taxpayer dollars
funnelled into the developed world on projects that allow us to
continue business as usual. That would be an idiotic way to go in my
opinion.

Mr. John Herron (Fundy—Royal, PC/DR): Mr. Speaker, I
would like to provide two bits of information before I ask my
question relative to the hon. member's speech.
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First, on the issue related to MMT the Government of Canada
went wrong with that particular issue. It should have banned it as a
toxin under schedule 1 of the Environmental Protection Act. It then
would not have been subject to a challenge by Ethyl Corporation
because it was challenged on the basis that it was banning a tradable
commodity. The science on the precautionary perspective was fine. It
was how the Government of Canada went about banning that
particular substance.

Second, the United Nations and the scientific community as a
whole have said that there is a discernible human influence related to
greenhouse gases that are precipitating the change on a climatic
basis.

The hon. member asked a very constructive question in question
period yesterday. I would like to give him a chance to reiterate it.
The Government of Canada should at least have a consensus reached
with the provinces on whatever implementation strategy it may
develop before it goes for ratification.

Mr. David Chatters: Mr. Speaker, I do not want to get into the
debate on MMT again. We went around and around on that one. I
obviously do not accept the member's analysis. It was some time ago
and it makes no sense to go back to that. I only used it as an example
of where the government should have taken some time to analyze
what was before it and that it would not have gone down the road it
went down if it had been a little more objective in its analysis.

I am pleased to see the Progressive Conservative members
representing their party taking the position on this supply day motion
that they have because their position has not always been that way.
The former prime minister, the member for Calgary Centre, said in a
conference in Toronto that we had better follow through. He told the
conference if we were not to come through on our commitments we
would surely face fines or other financial penalties and, more
important, our reputation as a reliable responsible partner in
international agreements would be severely tarnished. He went on
to chastise the government for dragging its feet and taking too long
to meet the commitment that it made

I am glad to see the turnaround. It was probably led by the
prospective candidate in Calgary Southwest running for the
Conservative Party who emphatically said over and over again that
the Progressive Conservative Party was not in favour or ratifying
Kyoto. I am glad to see the positive influence it has had on the
members in the House today.

It has been my position from day one in the debate, and I think the
position of others here, that there is no question the climate is
changing. Having grown up in northern Alberta there is no question
the climate is changing. I worked for a good part of my working life
in the Canadian Arctic and the signs are certainly there, the climate is
changing.

However, the science, based on the computer modelling, that
attributes that change solely to the influence of man and the burning
of fossil fuels is suspect. The scientists involved have not been able
to get the computers to replicate the reality of what has already
happened and, therefore, it raises some questions.

I spent a lot of years drilling oil wells, looking for oil and gas in
the Canadian Arctic. It was pretty obvious when we checked the bit

cuttings as they came up from beneath the surface of the earth that
they were full of tropical plants and animal fossils from millions of
years ago. In fact, science tells us that oil and gas are formed from
the rotting and the dying of plants and animals. Over eons it becomes
compressed and produces coal and oil and gas. It was clear that at
some time in the past history of the planet the Canadian Arctic was a
tropical region.

There is all kinds of evidence through ice samples and scientific
analysis from Greenland and the Canadian Arctic that there were
times in our past history when CO2 in the atmosphere was much
higher than it is now.

It is clear that the climate of the planet is continually changing. It
will always be changing. For us to think that we have the power to
overcome nature, to mitigate climate and to control climate is giving
us far more credit than we as humans deserve.

Let us stop and give some sober second thought to this thing. Let
us do what we can to develop the technologies that reduce all kinds
of emissions in Canada and around the world. We can then sell those
technologies and get way past Kyoto, as we must. We can end our
dependence on fossil fuels and we shall.

* * *

● (1305)

POINTS OF ORDER

SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATES (B)

Mr. John Williams (St. Albert, Canadian Alliance): Mr.
Speaker, I rise on a point of order subsequent to my intervention
of March 18 with regard to the Supplementary Estimates (B) for
2001-02.

I have uncovered additional information through further research
and would like to amplify my argument for striking the votes from
the Supplementary Estimates (B) which I mentioned in my previous
intervention.

In 1968 the standing orders were amended to clearly separate
debate on legislation and the supply process. It was agreed, and I
pointed out numerous references yesterday, that we cannot legislate
through the estimates process. Marleau and Montpetit on page 742
states:

Although, theoretically, a Supply bill is debatable, and therefore amendable, at all
stages after first reading, it generally passes without debate or amendment on the last
allotted day.

There is generally no debate because the supply bill does not
contain legislative amendments. Footnote 275 on the same page
states:

On occasion, through special orders, the House has agreed to debate a Supply bill
at the second reading stage and at the Committee of the Whole stage.

And examples are given.
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The estimates are presumably debated in committee prior to the
supply bill being introduced which is why there is normally no
debate on the supply bill itself assuming there are no legislative
changes. Proposed legislative changes are always debatable in this
House, therefore Mr. Speaker, if you rule that my point of order
yesterday is out of order and that the votes are to remain in the
supply bill, I ask that you allow debate on the supply bill when it is
before the House later this day.

● (1310)

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bélair): I thank the hon. member for
St. Albert for the information which will be added to his point of
order of yesterday. The Speaker will rule on it as soon as possible.

* * *

SUPPLY

ALLOTTED DAY—KYOTO PROTOCOL

The House resumed consideration of the motion.

Ms. Judy Sgro (York West, Lib.):Mr. Speaker, I will be splitting
my time with a fellow maritimer, the parliamentary secretary to the
House leader, who represents Halifax. Too often we find ourselves
going over issues that are now beyond serious debate. I am surprised
that 15 years after the first global climate change conference held in
Canada I have to continue reminding people why it is so important to
take action on greenhouse gases. Today's debate shows that it is
needed again and I will state the case as clearly as I can.

Scientists have pointed out that we are already approaching the
end of the 19th consecutive season of above normal temperatures
across Canada. The 20th century was the warmest century of the last
millennium. The 1990s were the warmest decade of the last century,
and 1998 and 2001 were the warmest years yet. The U.S.
government reported two weeks ago that its country had just
experienced the warmest temperatures for the November through
January period in 107 years since it began keeping national records.
These are clear facts on which there can be no dispute.

Around the world we are seeing record losses and damages due to
extreme weather events, losses that cannot simply be explained by
changes in population or in settlement patterns. The 1996 Saguenay
flood cost $1 billion and repeated itself not long ago. The 1997 Red
River flood caused the evacuation of more than 25,000 people in
southern Manitoba. It also resulted in over $300 million in damages.

The ice storm we experienced in eastern Canada a few years ago
saw three million Canadians without electrical power and total
damages of about $5.4 million. The impact of southern Alberta's
current drought problem may be $5 billion, pressuring prairie
agriculture revenues and crop insurance. Clearly these are issues
about which my colleagues across the way should be concerned.

The best estimates of scientists about climate change are that we
will see more of these severe weather events, not fewer. We will see
more people affected by floods or drought in the country, not fewer.
We will see more impacts on agriculture and our forests, not fewer.

Our government is tackling the issue of climate change. We are
doing it through our own initiatives and in collaboration with the
widest range of partners domestically and internationally. We are
taking action in the context of the Kyoto protocol and in the context

of the commitment that the Prime Minister made some five years ago
to reduce our emissions of greenhouse gases in Canada to 6% below
the 1990 level by 2012. That is quite a commitment.

There is much I could say about the climate change issue, the
Kyoto protocol and what it may mean for Canada. I could spend all
my allotted time in this debate responding to the parade of comments
and claims that have been advanced recently. Instead I will focus on
making it clear that our government will continue to take action by
building on the solid base of initiatives we have implemented
already. Before I do so I must respond to the claim that Kyoto will do
little or nothing to benefit the environment.

I remind that House the every long journey starts with a single
step. If we are not prepared to take that step we are doomed to stay
where we are forever. International trade negotiations started more
than 50 years ago and only developed countries were involved.
Perhaps the opposition believes we should not have taken the small
steps that got these negotiations started because they were not to do a
lot for international trade.

Let us talk about our financial commitments. Since 1995 the
Government of Canada has spent $1.95 billion to develop new
climate change programs and to enhance existing ones in an effort to
meet its various climate change commitments. Even before the
Kyoto protocol took shape in 1997 we began efforts to support
innovative new technologies. We began to address the potential
offered by energy conservation measures and improved energy
efficiency throughout the entire economy. We began our outreach to
Canadians to help them understand what they could do. We started
this process in a major way in the 1998 federal budget when we
established a new climate change action fund.

● (1315)

In the 2000 budget the government announced $625 million for
climate change initiatives. That decision coincided with a consulta-
tion process involving experts from across Canada to help us identify
priorities on which we could act. That consultation process helped to
shape Government of Canada action plan 2000 that we launched in
October 2000. That action plan was supported by an additional $500
million on top of budget 2000 commitments.
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A further $390 million worth of measures were announced in
budget 2001. The action plan 2000 commitments was designed to
get Canada well on its way toward our Kyoto goals. Companies
across Canada such as Dow Chemical, Shell, British Petroleum and
Ford have invested in improved processes and facilities that have cut
greenhouse gas emissions and saved money through a more efficient
use of fuel and other resources. Our government is getting its own
house in order in terms of our energy use choices and other
initiatives.

Municipalities across Canada are tapping the methane from
landfill sites as an energy source with great success. Individual
Canadians are improving the energy efficiency of their homes and
workplaces through the leadership shown by the government.

The list goes on and on but my point is quite straightforward.
Climate change is not something that Canadians or the government
have just discovered. It is one on which we already have a
substantial record of commitment and results. It is an issue on which
our previous action has generated a lot of the momentum that will
allow us to meet our goals.

Let me conclude with a few final thoughts. We will reshape the
future in a way that gives us cleaner air, cleaner water and a more
stable climate. We will reshape the future to give us a more efficient
and less wasteful economy, to improve the health of Canadians and
to have a better protected environment for all living creatures.

Mr. Rick Casson (Lethbridge, Canadian Alliance): Mr.
Speaker, my question is for the member who just spoke. She piqued
my interest when she mentioned the drought in southern Alberta.

My riding is in southern Alberta and drought are a terrible
problem facing it right now. Some of the people most adversely
affected by the drought is a group of farmers down around Foremost,
the county of Warner and over toward the Sweetgrass hills. They
have been trying to get a water system brought in. They have been
working on it for years. They have the provincial government and
everyone else on side. Now the Canadian environmental assessment
process has kicked into gear and threatens to hold the project up or
even stop it from going ahead.

The member mentioned the drought. I remind her that we are very
much aware of the drought situation in southern Alberta. One of the
programs that has been put in place to help alleviate some of the
ramifications of drought has been held up by her government.

She spent a lot of time talking about other issues that have affected
the climate. No one is saying the climate is not changing. It is just to
the degree we need to act to bring it around. The Canadian Chamber
of Commerce has put out one estimate of $30 billion a year for
implementation. Would she comment on what effects she feels it
would have on the families in her riding?

● (1320)

Ms. Judy Sgro: Mr. Speaker, as the minister has indicated
previously, there is an ongoing mechanism for consultation with the
provinces and all other partners over and above the board of trade. I
believe at the end of the day we will all share the same commitment
on the issue of trying to find a way of meeting our target of having
cleaner air while at the same time wanting to make sure we achieve
our goals in co-operation with the others.

Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
listened with interest to the member's comments. She is also the chair
of the Liberal urban task force. She spoke about the government
taking first steps in Kyoto with regard to improving our environ-
ment. The comment I would have is that the first step is taking an
awfully long time. We are talking about five years of the government
dragging its feet on Kyoto.

Are all the ministers of the government taking the same first step?
We have had very conflicting information in the House from the
Prime Minister, the Minister of Natural Resources and the Minister
of the Environment on where we are at with Kyoto. There is a very
big question of whether or not the federal government is committed
to ratifying Kyoto. Would the member comment on when that will
be, or will we simply have to live with more task forces?

Ms. Judy Sgro: Mr. Speaker, the issue of consultation with all
partners that I indicated earlier is clearly very important. I am the
first one to recognize along with my colleague how frustrating it gets
when we are trying to move the Titanic.

By the same token we have to recognize how important the
initiative is and how we have to make sure we bring in these
initiative in a positive way. We do that in collaboration and with no
intentions of having extreme negative impacts on anyone.

As we need patience to deal with these issues and want it moved
along faster, we have to recognize that it will have significant impact
on a variety of businesses and people. We want to make sure that we
have thoroughly consulted with everyone.

Mr. Kevin Sorenson (Crowfoot, Canadian Alliance): Mr.
Speaker, the hon. member stood in the House and brought forward
some good points. I have listened to a number of members across the
floor today talk about the first step. It reminds me of NDP members.
When they talk about the first step in world peace the first step
would be to lay down our guns. I guess that is one way to have a first
step toward peace, but it is also one quick way to get shot in some
conflicts.

This is not really a step. It is a kick to Alberta and its economy. It
is a kick that will cause nothing but grief down the road. Many
countries are not signing on to Kyoto. My quick summation of it is
that when other countries do not sign on, when we have ratified the
agreement and when costs of production and other costs are difficult,
those other countries can go into production much more easily. This
will hurt our economy.

Ms. Judy Sgro: Mr. Speaker, it is interesting that on one side of
the House we hear about a step and on the other side it is figured to
be a kick.

The original agreement was signed in 1997. I made reference to
moving the Titanic along. We are still moving along in the right
direction, but we are trying to do it in consultation with all other
partners to make sure it is the best deal we can make. We will
continue on with those discussions. Hopefully they will move
quickly rather than slowly.
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Mr. Geoff Regan (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
am delighted to speak to this very important topic. I am certainly
pleased the issue of the Kyoto protocol has been raised.

Personally, I hope the government will ratify the treaty. The
government is going through an important consultation process
which will continue. I hope it will lead to ratification by this country
and many other countries.

We should reflect for a moment on what has led us to this. People
have become more and more concerned in recent years about climate
change, global warming and the CO2 gases that are increasingly
leading to global warming. We once had the idea that there was lots
more where that came from, whether it be air or water, but it has
become clear to us that these are limited things. In our lifetime we
have had to question the idea that there is no end to our water and no
end to our air.

I heard the member for Red Deer say that CO2 occurs naturally,
that trees consume CO2, as they do, and return it to the earth as
carbon. That is accurate, but we have to consider the fact that we can
have too much of a good thing. In other words, carbon is a necessary
part of life, a necessary part of trees and of the environment but it
does not mean it is impossible for us to have too much of it. It does
not mean it is impossible for us as a civilization to produce too much
of this gas and thereby cause real damage to our atmosphere. It does
not mean our atmosphere is unlimited.

We can actually measure how much oxygen there is in the
atmosphere around the world. People who have gone to the moon
talk about looking at Earth and how tiny it seems to be. We can
recognize that it seems awfully enormous to us but in fact there are
limits to the amount of water and oxygen we have.

Going back to the matter of CO2, it is true also that water is
essential for life. We know that. We have talked about it. We have
seen it. We have looked at whether there is water on Mars. There are
indications there may be ice on Mars. It is very interesting. Scientists
say it may indicate that at some point there could have been or could
be life on Mars.

Water is essential to us. We all need it to survive. It is essential to
allow the nourishment we take in to go throughout our bodies, yet
we can drown. Water can kill us.

The suggestion that we should not worry about CO2 because it is a
naturally occurring gas is ridiculous. The point is we can have too
much of it. As a member said earlier, if we were put in a room with
only CO2, we would not last very long. If we were put in a room
with only water, we would not last very long. We need a balance of
these elements on our planet.

It would be awful if our children or our children's children were
unable to enjoy the natural beauty of our planet the way we do today.

Unlike many in the Alliance and in the PC/DRC I believe
protecting our environment at a moderate cost to industry is the only
responsible thing to do. We have to do this for the future. It is
difficult and it will not be easy, but are we going to allow our planet
to become overheated? What would that do? What would happen if

the planet got hotter and hotter? In the last decade we have seen the
hottest years on record.

I heard the idea across the way previously that this was happening
naturally and why are we so convinced that the production of all
these gases is because of human action? It is conceivable that in the
course of the changing environment over millions of years, as
science tells us, there have been changes in temperatures. Sometimes
they have been rather swift.

When scientists in the 1970s and 1980s began to look at this
question, they became concerned about it and predicted what would
happen. They predicted violent weather patterns, increasing numbers
of storms and so on. We are beginning to see it is not just a question
of it being an accident. It is becoming more clear that it is probably
being caused by human actions, that human actions are producing
CO2 and other gases. All the pollution we create is having more of
an impact on the world.

● (1325)

We can no longer say there is lots more where that came from. We
have to be concerned about what we are doing to the water in our
oceans, lakes, streams and rivers, about what we are doing to our air
and to our environment generally. We have to be concerned about all
of those things.

For us only to consider things like job losses, the possible costs
are short term. These are important considerations. We have to weigh
these things as the government is doing as it considers and consults
on these issues. At the same time those costs are short term when
compared to the health of our planet and what is at stake for the
future.

The truth of the matter which is often overlooked is that there is a
real and immediate opportunity for Canada to make up ground lost to
harmful industries by becoming a world leader in green industries.
Areas like fuel cell technology, alternative energy and cleaner,
renewable sources of power like ethanol provide bountiful
opportunities for Canadian businesses already poised to take
advantage of them.

As Jeff Passmore, executive vice-president of Iogen Corporation
said in the Ottawa Citizen recently:

The whiners and complainers lining up against Canadian ratification of the Kyoto
Protocol are masters of single ledger accounting. Whether Canada likes it or not, the
world is moving in the direction of reducing greenhouse gas emissions and we can
either be a participant or a non-participant in this new world. But if we choose not to
participate, there will be significant economic and social penalties to pay.

The development of these green industries will undoubtedly work
to counteract possible losses from lessening the use of fossil fuels. In
fact, we have not heard from the Alliance or the PC/DRC on this.
When they talk about the costs, we have not heard about the benefits
of moving to more green industries. We have not heard about the
benefits to our health. We have not heard about the benefits to our
health care costs of having to pay less when dealing with respiratory
illnesses and other kinds of illnesses that result from air pollution and
overheating.
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There has been a great increase in the heat in the last few years.
Last year was the hottest year on record. When we actually say this
was predicted to happen and that every year seems to be the hottest
on record, we ought to get a little concerned. When is it going to
happen?

I recognize that not every Canadian is seized with this issue and is
convinced it is vital that we act now. More and more Canadians are
becoming concerned. Year after year we see more very warm years
and more causes for alarm. We recognize that yes, there have been
storms in the past and that ratifying Kyoto will not prevent those
storms that have already happened, but we also have to think about
the future. Those storms are harbingers of things to come.

We have to consider what other storms there will be in the future
and what will happen in the future if the global climate keeps heating
up. What will it mean for our ability to produce food? How will we
grow anything on our prairies? In the Annapolis Valley how will we
grow apples if it is too hot to grow anything, if our crops cannot
survive? We have to consider these vital questions.

Members across the way should know that the American senate is
currently considering legislation that would put renewable fuels in
all gas sold in the U.S. Would that not be a remarkable stance. That
is a case where hopefully it is moving forward in the area of a
renewable fuel, whether it is ethanol or other things of that nature.

To quote again from the article I mentioned earlier, it states:
The United States is already the second largest producer of renewable fuels in the

world (after Brazil), consuming more than six billion litres annually in the form of
ethanol.

This has created 192,000 jobs, improved the U.S. trade balance by
$2 billion and provided a net annual savings to the federal treasury of
$3.6 billion.

We can see that the use of ethanol and other kinds of renewable
energy sources is a way for us to go. It can be a source of economic
growth. It can be a counterbalance to some of the costs associated
with trying to reduce our CO2 emissions and our other emissions. We
cannot just leave it at CO2. We have to consider the impact on our
overall environment.

In southwestern Nova Scotia many of the rivers and lakes are
dying. Fish cannot live in the rivers in much of my province. In fact,
something like 10% of the pollution that drops in my province
comes from Canada. The rest comes from the U.S.

● (1330)

I hope members will oppose the motion today and that the
government will support ratification of the Kyoto agreement.

● (1335)

Ms. Wendy Lill (Dartmouth, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I listened with
interest to the member.

I share the city of Halifax-Dartmouth with the member. Some say
it is the tailpipe of the continent. We suffer from the smog and
pollution that comes up from the eastern states. Our hospitals tell the
tale. There are extremely high levels of asthma as the member across
the way mentioned.

The member asked when we will correct the problem. I would like
to throw the question back to him. One of the very obvious ways we
could start dealing with this would be to look at fuel emissions.

A report recently said Canada could improve urban air quality and
meet one-third of its Kyoto commitments by enacting stronger
vehicle emission regulations right away. I would like to hear what
kinds of means the government has to immediately work on very
obvious problems such as fuel emissions and regulations around
SUVs, which we have been told will not be in place for another five
years.

Mr. Geoff Regan:Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for raising the
questions and pointing out that these days sometimes our dear
province is unfortunately referred to as the tailpipe of the continent.
What is most unfortunate is not that it is said but that it seems to be
reasonably accurate. The amount of emissions that arrive from the
Ohio River valley and areas across the continent is cause for great
concern.

On the question of the costs, it is important to recognize that we
have to consider what the impacts will be. The government is
consulting with the provinces and industry on how we can
implement the Kyoto protocol. It is important to do that. We cannot
ignore those impacts. We cannot ignore the fact that while Canadians
are concerned about the environment, they are also very concerned
about their families and their jobs. They are concerned about the
health of their families and having clean air and also about providing
their families with their needs day to day.

It is important to look at the question of fuel emissions and for
ways to reduce those emissions constantly. I am confident the
government will keep doing that. It is vital. There are other ways to
do things in the cities.

I am a member of the urban issues task force which was referred
to earlier. We are looking at a number of things which we think are
important, investments that need to be made in our cities to assist
them. We must make sure they are more environmentally friendly
and that they operate better, that there are better transit systems.
Perhaps we can encourage cities to do things in a way so that their
development processes do not lead to more traffic and air pollution.
There are very important things we can do in those areas.

Mr. David Chatters (Athabasca, Canadian Alliance): Mr.
Speaker, it is presentations like the one the hon. member just made
that reduce the credibility of this whole argument.

This debate is about lowering the emission of greenhouse gases.
Those greenhouse gases would include mainly water vapour, carbon
dioxide and some other much more minor things. When members
wander off and talk about water and air pollution, smog in cities and
all the rest of it, it takes away from the credibility of this argument.
As a matter of fact, the greenhouse industry in Canada pumps carbon
dioxide into greenhouses because it makes plants grow much better.

Could the member opposite focus on the issue we are debating,
which is the reduction of greenhouse gases?
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Mr. Geoff Regan: Mr. Speaker, as I said, while we are talking
about this it is important to focus on and mention that also as an
aside. Perhaps the member did not hear all my comments.

When we talk about carbon dioxide it is clear to me that as we cut
the emissions, for example from automobiles that produce carbon
dioxide, we will also cut other kinds of pollutants into the
atmosphere. That has a significant benefit. It is important not to
ignore that benefit. It is vital that we act on those things as well.

It is not reasonable to say that we only talk about CO2. Certainly
that is the issue of Kyoto but does that mean we as a government or
we as members of parliament should ignore other air pollutants?
Should we ignore the impact on respiratory illnesses? Should we
ignore the impact on the ability of people to breathe and plants to
survive? I do not think so.

● (1340)

Mrs. Betty Hinton (Kamloops, Thompson and Highland
Valleys, Canadian Alliance): Mr. Speaker, I will be splitting my
time with the member for Calgary Southeast.

During negotiations at the Kyoto protocol, Canada fought to have
carbon sinks included in the wording. Apparently it wanted the 6%
credit it can claim for sinks to offset the 25% reduction in
greenhouse gas emissions our country has to implement by 2010.
Once again the Liberal government has jumped on the easy way out
with little thought as to how this would affect the people in the fields
and the forests of this country. Is this yet another example of
exploiting the rural areas to compensate for urban sprawl, for the
pollution spewing transportation and industrial equipment of large
urban areas? Perhaps.

What is a carbon sink? It is not some place in the kitchen where
one's better half does the dishes. A carbon sink is a method of using
plants, soil and trees to sequester, store and absorb carbon. Many
environmentalists and scientists are saying it is the biggest loophole
to be found in the Kyoto protocol. Why? It avoids the main issue the
protocol was designed to address: reducing the emissions of carbon
dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, sulphur hexafluoride, hydrofluor-
ocarbons and perfluorocarbons.

The Liberal government concluded quite cavalierly that carbon
sinks are found in existing forest and prairie lands anyway and are
encouraged by agricultural practices such as low tillage. Apparently,
the thinking of the Canadian negotiators was that if they are there
already let us take credit for them.

Yes, they are there already and they may not be a problem when
they occur as a natural course of events, but what costs will there be
if creating carbon sinks becomes the prime focus on our lands and
forests? How much is too much when it comes to storing carbon in
large amounts? Do we know? Does the government side of the
House care?

When Bill Hare, climate policy director of Greenpeace Interna-
tional, talked of the inclusion of sinks in the protocol, he said:

If the rules of the Kyoto Protocol were to allow this kind of loophole, its
environmental integrity would go out the window.

I agree.

Are we not just a little embarrassed that Canada was the country
pushing for the inclusion of this so-called loophole? We did not have
the nerve, as our cousins to the south did, of dropping off the
protocol altogether. Instead we asked for an out without fully
researching what that out might do to the future use of our lands.

Some scientists have indicated that the maintaining of carbon sink
forests for long periods will be difficult. David O. Hall says that
although trees and other forms of biomass can act as carbon sinks at
maturity, they must eventually be used as a source of fuel or timber
product as the carbon will be lost through decay or naturally
occurring forest fires.

Where will the drive to create these carbon sinks stop? Will the
government encourage clear cutting of old growth forests so that it
may claim extra carbon credits from the resulting reforestation? With
everything else that has been thrown at our forest industry, what is
one more environmental component to deal with? Is that the
thinking?

With regard to our farmers, what reward will they get for
participating in the storage of carbons on their lands? Many farmers
out there, as the agriculture committee heard in its travels across the
country, are dealing with an increase in pressure from a variety of
sources. Whether it is encroaching urban development, difficulty
with crown land issues or adhering to the strict fisheries and oceans
codes regarding streams, it is all time taken away from the
production of the food necessary to feed this country. When they
try to help the environment by such methods as organic farming and
integrated production, both of which are good for the environment,
society and the economy, are they rewarded? No. We slap more
regulations on their operations.

The whole concept of sinks was hotly debated at the Kyoto
negotiations. In 1999 the topic closed down talks being held in the
Hague. The idea was objected to by those countries that believe we
need to do something to eliminate the greenhouse gases that are
being created by all of us. Canada chose to support the sinks, thereby
creating a way to bypass the intent of the protocol. Earlier this
month, the Prime Minister even associated the ratification of Kyoto
with the importance of clean air. This is a ridiculous argument.

● (1345)

Kyoto is designed primarily to control CO2 emissions. Unlike
nitric oxides, sulphur dioxide and soot, CO2 is not a pollutant.
Indeed, it is the very elixir of life. It is the primary nutrient of plants,
and without its warming effect earth would be stuck in a perpetual
ice age. A far better way to control real pollution would be to expand
upon targeted and far less expensive pollution control programs, or
in other words, use some common sense.
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No one seems sure what stockpiling of carbon dioxide in plants
and soil eventually will do to our ecosystems. Carbon dioxide is a
natural byproduct of fossil fuel combustion, volcanoes and rotting
vegetation as well as breathing. Carbon dioxide pollution has been
on the rise since humans moved away from the rural lifestyle and
embraced the industrial age.

Now we are asking those in rural communities to fix the mess
urban sprawl has created. Considering how we treat our farmers
when they ask for assistance or how we treat our forest workers
when they are attacked by foreign lobby groups, do we now have the
nerve to ask them to rescue us?

In addition to asking the hewers of wood and the tillers of the land
to carry the burden of stored carbons, there is also the concept of
storing carbons under the sea, an idea that could have a great impact
on our fish farmers. Science News magazine says that many of the
proposed biological storage schemes may have short term benefits at
best and some may actually spawn huge problems of their own.

If we decide to use the oceans as a large carbon reservoir, what
happens to the micro-organisms called phytoplankton? These tiny
creatures live near the surface of the ocean and form a broad base of
the ocean's food supply. They also serve as a biological pump. They
take in carbon dioxide as they grow. Those that do not get eaten
carry the carbon they have absorbed to the bottom of the ocean when
they die. There, if undisturbed, they form a layer that eventually
turns into limestone sediment. Has anyone researched what the
addition of 10%, 25% or 50% more carbon will do to this delicate
balance?

As my colleagues have indicated, the Kyoto protocol is not the
answer to our environmental woes. We need to address the gas
emissions, not avoid them by sweeping the offending gases under
the rug.

Mr. Roy Cullen (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, in
reference to the remarks of the member opposite, one of the things
that often has puzzled me in the debate around CO2 is that we seem
to miss out on methane gas from time to time. As I understand it,
methane gas is perhaps 20 or 21 times more damaging than CO2 in
terms of the ozone layer and greenhouse gases.

If we look around Canada, we see all these landfills. If a landfill
does not have a ducting system underneath to suck out the methane,
the methane travels up into the atmosphere. It can cause incredible
damage to the ozone layer. In fact in Toronto, where my riding is,
there was a proposal to haul garbage to northern Ontario and put it in
a big hole without any ducting or piping system to capture the
methane. That methane would have risen up into the atmosphere.

I am wondering if the member opposite is aware of the
technologies that can convert municipal solid waste into electricity
and avoid the release of methane and whether she thinks that would
be a less painful route on which to proceed.

Mrs. Betty Hinton: Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. member for the
question. The city of Edmonton actually is addressing some of the
concerns he has raised today.

On the subject of methane gas, we are in partial agreement. I
believe that the member's government should be helping out. It
should be giving grants for that kind of research. That is the key

here: research and development. We need to find solutions and they
need to be practical solutions.

Mrs. Karen Redman (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of the Environment, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I too was listening intently
to the speech just given by the Alliance member. I am a little puzzled
and I would ask her to reconcile the two points of views that I hear
her putting forward.

She talks about greenhouse gas emissions as largely an urban
issue and the fact that we are looking at sinks in agricultural practices
as a way, in her words, to sweep it under the rug. Yet at the Kyoto
protocol negotiations in Bonn, Germany, Canada was not alone.
Canada was part of an umbrella group with Australia, Japan and
Great Britain. We were looking at the kind of flexibility needed in
order to ratify Kyoto and make it workable. Indeed, rather than
pitting rural and urban Canada against each other we were looking at
some kind of indication as to how we could reach those goals
realistically.

Carbon sinks are not tree museums. There is an acknowledgement
that we will have to figure out how to deal with this as we go along.

● (1350)

Mrs. Betty Hinton: Mr. Speaker, I am sorry, I did not actually
hear a question, but I will address some of what was said. My
understanding is that European countries signed the Kyoto
agreement under the understanding that Canada was to use these
sinks. That is what they are using, but just because Europe went that
way does not make it right. It does not change anything that I talked
about with regard to the sinks. It is the wrong way to approach this.
The fear is that we will be using old growth to keep these levels up to
meet the protocol. It is the wrong way to do it. We need to use
common sense in this entire issue.

Yes, there are all kinds of carbon dioxide producers, including
breath, but what we have to concentrate on is what is happening in
the major cities in transportation. We need to look at research and
development for alternative fuels. Those are the kinds of things on
which we should concentrate our energy if we really want to change
this world and make it better.

Mr. Jason Kenney (Calgary Southeast, Canadian Alliance):
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise in debate on the opposition motion
which I would like to read again into the record. It states:

That, in the opinion of this House, the government should not ratify the Kyoto
Protocol, or bind Canada to its emissions reduction quotas, since:

(a) Canada’s principal economic competitor, the United States, together with most
of the world’s developing countries, would not be bound by the Protocol’s
emission reduction quotas;

(b) ratification of the Protocol would impose massive costs on the Canadian
economy and result in severe job loss; and

(c) the Kyoto Protocol would do little or nothing to benefit the environment.

Colleagues of mine have already addressed various aspects of this.
I, as finance critic, have a particular concern about the enormous
devastating, not potential but very real, and concrete economic
consequences of this utopian scheme should it be imposed on our
economy.
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Sources, including the Government of Canada's own Department
of Industry, the government of Alberta, the Canadian Manufacturers
and Exporters Association, and various private sector and non-
partisan think tanks have all made assessments of the cost to our
economy at reducing emission targets as outlined in the Kyoto
protocol. All agreed the cost would be massive to our economy. It
could be as much as 5% of our gross domestic product, could result
in as many as 400,000 jobs lost across the country, 70,000 alone in
my province of Alberta, and would deal a crippling blow to our
economy's efforts to become more productive and competitive.

In the past 10 years Canada has seen its relative ranking as a
productive and competitive economy slide against those of other
developed countries. If we were to ratify we would be giving a free
pass to countries, including Mexico, our NAFTA partner, including
the People's Republic of China, the largest major developing
economy in the world, to continue emitting enormous pollutants
through carbon emissions where they would not be bound to the
targets included in this agreement.

Colleagues of mine have already addressed these issues and others
will throughout the course of the day. I must say that I turn with
some great interest to my friends in the Progressive Conservative
Party. I understand that they intend to vote in support of this motion.
I will be interested to see if they do so. If they do it will be totally
contradictory to everything they have stated on the record as a matter
of policy in this place and in federal politics since the Kyoto deal
became an issue in 1997.

It is shocking of the environment critic of the Tory Party, and I
hear one of the Tory members who was elected as an Alliance MP
heckling. I hope she is uncomfortable with the fact that she now
belongs to a party which has consistently for five years supported the
economy destroying policy of Kyoto.

I do not invent this position. I have looked at all of the statements
of that party's critic for the environment, and in fact its leader, and its
previous leader. I will ask the Tory member for South Surrey—
White Rock—Langley to listen to what her own environment critic
has to say. At an environment committee meeting in 1997 he said
“we need drastic initiatives or policy changes in order for us to get
any hope for civilization by the year 2010”.

If there is to be any hope for civilization eight years from now we
need drastic initiatives or policy changes. The member for Surrey
South—White Rock—Langley, the environment critic, said that five
years ago. The same member also said that Canada should still
proceed with its own initiatives with respect to developing its own
implementation program to meet the Kyoto objectives if the deal did
not go through. What he said five years ago was that if Kyoto was
not agreed to, which is still a possibility that 59 countries do not
ratify it, Canada ought to proceed to getting to the 1990 targets by
the year 2010 anyway.

● (1355)

His party signed on to the recommendations, of the environment
committee in that year, whereas the official opposition at that time
issued a dissenting report drawing on the excellent presentation
before the House at that time by the then member for Calgary
Southwest.

The Tory Party signed on to recommendations, including that the
Prime Minister assume responsibility of implementing Canada's
climate change commitment in Kyoto. It was very clear, in black and
white. It included that Quebec tax expenditures and other subsidies
to the fossil fuel industry be gradually eliminated. What was meant
by that? Finally, the committee recommended that the federal
government initiate a discussion and consultative process to ensure
efficient and full implementation of the Canadian commitment at
Kyoto.

That is the record. I turn to remarks the member made in 1998 in
the House. Usually when he is expostulating his environmental
scaremongering he does so in the relative obscurity of committee
where he does not think that sensible people like those involved in
the energy industry will see where his party stands. He said that he
believed categorically in the science of climate change. Well, there is
enormous evidence that there is no categorical, conclusive evidence
on that front.

STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS

[Translation]

POLYVALENTE LA SAMARE IN PLESSISVILLE

Mr. Gérard Binet (Frontenac—Mégantic, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to rise today to pay tribute to young people in the riding
of Lotbinière—L'Érable. On March 21, 22 and 23, a theatre group
from Polyvalente La Samare in Plessisville will be presenting its
14th production.

The Ensemble theatre company was started at the Plessisville
comprehensive school in 1988 by its community and spiritual
awareness department. It has nearly 100 members between the ages
of 14 and 17, and its mission is to raise awareness of certain social
and human realities.

The group promotes values dear to the hearts of Canadians:
tolerance, respect, justice and solidarity.

The young performers are noteworthy for their leadership and the
good examples they set both in school and in the community.
Through theatre, song and dance, this is a generation of young
people who are expressing a vision of a better society.

These young people are being trained to be responsible and
committed members of their community. Congratulations to these
young people of Lotbinière—L'Érable.

* * *

[English]

AGRICULTURE

Mrs. Carol Skelton (Saskatoon—Rosetown—Biggar, Cana-
dian Alliance): Mr. Speaker, there appears to be a breakdown in
communication between the federal and provincial Liberals. In
Saskatchewan, the Liberal leader is saying there is indeed federal
money available for drought stricken farmers.
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If the federal agriculture minister's own provincial colleague
maintains that there is money for farmers, why does the government
continue to refuse to help? Last year the Saskatchewan government
asked for $250 million in additional assistance. The government
delivered a paltry $1.5 million. Considering the devastating effect of
the current drought in Western Canada, this was a slap in the face to
farmers.

The government's own provincial colleague declares there is
federal money available. When will the agriculture minister do the
right thing, the civilized thing, and deliver working agricultural
programs that are adequately funded to suffering Saskatchewan farm
families?

* * *

● (1400)

THE ENVIRONMENT

Hon. Charles Caccia (Davenport, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, ratifying
the Kyoto protocol will result in energy efficiency, innovation and
conservation to Canada's great economic advantage. Rather than
talking about the cost of ratifying Kyoto we should act because of
the increasing cost of inaction.

Current temperature levels several degrees above normal
accompanied by floods and ice storms are causing economic
damage to many sectors including the shipping, insurance and
tourism industries.

In addition, farmers and ranchers face severe economic damage
because of droughts. Droughts also lead to more frequent forest fires.
Thus, the cost of inaction is overtaking the cost of ratifying Kyoto.
Industry Canada reports that $7 billion in economic activities can be
generated by the ratification of Kyoto. By contrast, the projections
made by the petroleum association, Esso, the BCNI and the chamber
of commerce are wrong and misleading.

The benefits from energy efficiency and innovation are enormous.
Let us catch up with the technological progress and the economic
opportunities before the cost of inaction becomes too great.

* * *

JOHNNY LOMBARDI

Ms. Judy Sgro (York West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honour the passing of a remarkable man, Johnny Lombardi, founder
of CHIN radio and TV.

I knew Johnny Lombardi very well and his wonderful family.
Indeed, it seemed that everyone in Toronto knew him or at least
knew his name. Johnny Lombardi led the way in broadcasting in
Canada in a manner that embodies the very heart of our nation. As an
immigrant he understood the cultural diversity of Canada and
through radio and TV gave our multicultural communities a public
voice.

Johnny Lombardi built a broadcasting empire based on talent,
energy, drive and passion. He was passionate about broadcasting but
was equally passionate about Canada and served them both with
honour and dignity. Johnny has left a legacy that will continue so
that hundreds of Canadians who arrive here from all over the world
can enjoy the voice of this nation for many years to come.

We express our deepest regrets to the Lombardi family.

* * *

[Translation]

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Mr. Mauril Bélanger (Ottawa—Vanier, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, on
January 27, 2001, Catherine MacLean and Catherine Doré, both of
Ottawa—Vanier, were hit by a drunk driver while walking on an
Ottawa sidewalk. Catherine MacLean lost her life, tragically, and
Catherine Doré was seriously injured.

A Russian diplomat, Andrei Knyazev, was at the wheel of the
vehicle involved. We have learned today that this same individual
has been found guilty and sentenced to four years detention in a
Russian penal colony.

After serving his sentence, he will not be allowed to drive for three
years. He must also pay the travel expenses of the members of the
MacLean and Doré families who attended the trial in Moscow.

[English]

Mr. Knyazev's sentence will not lessen the loss of Ms. MacLean
nor will it take away the injuries suffered by Mrs. Doré. However, I
am certain that the residents of the national capital region are pleased
that justice is being served.

I congratulate the Department of Foreign Affairs, the current
minister and the immediate past minister for their total and constant
support to the families involved in this matter.

* * *

[Translation]

SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT FUND

Mr. Pierre Paquette (Joliette, BQ): Mr. Speaker, the UN
conference on the funding of development, which the Prime Minister
will attend, began yesterday in Monterrey. We are urging the Prime
Minister to promote the idea of a development fund for the
Americas, as are doing Mexico's president, Vicente Fox, the leader
of the Bloc Quebecois and the Quebec government.

On Friday, in Mexico, the Inter-Parliamentary Forum of the
Americas, or FIPA, unanimously passed a resolution to promote a
social development fund to build social infrastructures that would
reduce the gap between the very rich and the very poor. The support
of the Bloc Quebecois and of the Quebec civil society was stressed
by the Mexican delegation that made the proposal.

The resolution adopted by the parliamentarians representing 23
countries of the Americas will be sent to the Monterrey conference.
The Prime Minister of Canada must seize this opportunity. The have
nations of the Americas have a responsibility to work to eliminate
social and economic inequalities.

Should the Government of Canada oppose the creation of this
development fund, it would not show the solidarity that it is
supposed to show to its partners from the Americas.
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● (1405)

CHARLES SCRIVER

Mrs. Marlene Jennings (Notre-Dame-de-Grâce—Lachine,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, a resident of my riding of Notre-Dame-de-
Grâce—Lachine, Dr. Charles Scriver, who is a researcher emeritus in
human genetics, was just inducted in the Canadian Medical Hall of
Fame, and I am taking this opportunity to pay tribute to him here in
the House.

[English]

Dr. Scriver is recognized worldwide for his active involvement in
the field of applied and clinical genetics research. His work has
focused on children and infants and his discoveries have been
invaluable in improving the conditions of children nationally and
internationally. Dr. Scriver is also the founder of the DeBelle
Laboratory in Biochemical Genetics at the Montreal Children's
Hospital.

It is a privilege and honour to pay tribute to such a distinguished
man of science and to congratulate him on having been inducted in
the Canadian Medical Hall of Fame.

* * *

DALTON CAMP

Ms. Alexa McDonough (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, remem-
bering Dalton Camp is what Canadians are doing today in every
nook and cranny of this country which Dalton loved so passionately
and so vehemently.

A staunchly partisan figure in earlier life Dalton left partisan
politics behind to become a distinguished political commentator and
a respected voice for progressive wisdom. With wit and insight,
eloquence and ferocity Dalton strove to bring to bear on public life
values embraced by Canadians.

In an era where cynicism about politics is too common Dalton
spoke in favour of public service, celebrated citizens' participation
and championed vigorous public discourse. Dalton's philosophy is
best remembered in his own words, “Do what you think you have to
do. Do it the best you can. And never look back.”

On behalf of the New Democratic Party I extend heartfelt
condolences to Dalton's family. It is a privilege to count myself and
my partner, David, among his host of friends. Our grief is shared by
Canadians across the country as we say farewell to Dalton.

* * *

VETERANS AFFAIRS

Mrs. Elsie Wayne (Saint John, PC/DR): Mr. Speaker, the
French government is reviewing plans to build a third airport for the
city of Paris on the battlefields in the Somme area. The proposed
airport will disturb the resting place of more than 1,200 soldiers who
died fighting in the great wars.

The graves of 412 Canadian soldiers, almost one-third of the
marked graves which includes a Victoria Cross recipient, will be
affected by the proposed airport.

Should this plan go ahead, regardless of where the airport is
located, the airport will be on sacred land where the cemeteries sit, as
it will be placed over the bodies of thousands of unknown soldiers.

I am happy to hear that the Minister of Veterans Affairs is
committed to fight against the airports planned location.

This plan should stop in the planning stages. I would encourage
the Minister of Veterans Affairs, in co-operation with the War Graves
Commission and other affected Commonwealth countries, to make
this a top priority.

Urban expansion is an issue that affects cities around the world
but there is only one Somme battlefield and the marked and
unmarked graves of thousands of soldiers should be left to rest in
peace.

* * *

DRUG SAFETY

Mr. Rob Merrifield (Yellowhead, Canadian Alliance): Mr.
Speaker, two years ago today, 15 year old Vanessa Young collapsed
and died in front of her father. The Oakville teenager had been taking
Prepulsid, an anti-heartburn drug that had already been linked to 80
deaths in the United States and 25 deaths in Canada.

CBC Marketplace warned about Prepulsid back in 1999. Health
Canada knew about the concerns in 1996.

A coroner's inquest into Vanessa's death heard about serious
problems in adverse drug reporting schemes at Health Canada. The
failure to adequately inform doctors and patients about associated
risks was highlighted.

The jury recommended one year ago that a joint body be created
to review and monitor drug safety in Canada.

We are calling for an independent drug safety agency. The
government's inaction has left a trail of deaths. The time for action
has long since passed. Human lives are in the balance.

* * *

[Translation]

POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION

Ms. Hélène Scherrer (Louis-Hébert, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this
week, members of the Canadian Alliance of Students' Associations
are on the Hill to bring to the attention of senators, MPs and
ministers the difficulties being encountered by their 310,000
members enrolled in post-secondary programs.

With their theme “Education Builds a Nation”, these young
students want to get across the message that they want the
Government of Canada to realize that it has a role to play in
encouraging higher education.

Their recommendations have mainly to do with accessibility for
all Canadians to grant and scholarship programs. They are also
reminding us that the significant increase in students' living expenses
is not reflected in the size of scholarships. Finally, they are getting us
to focus our attention on the need for greater flexibility in the
repayment process criteria for the debt reduction program, which
was introduced by the Canadian government in 1998.
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I urge all my colleagues to open their offices and their minds and
to be receptive to what these young people have to tell us as they
take charge of their future.

* * *

● (1410)

CHRIST-ROI CHURCH IN CHÂTEAUGUAY

Mr. Robert Lanctôt (Châteauguay, BQ): Mr. Speaker, it is with
regret and disappointment that we learned of the destruction of
Christ-Roi church in Châteauguay this morning. In minutes, the
flames, which were suspicious in nature, destroyed a part of our
history and our religious heritage.

Parish priest Gaétan Daoust said he was deeply saddened by the
loss which, according to him, is a heavy one for the parish and for
the entire Châteauguay community.

As the member for the riding of Châteauguay, I am saddened by
this terrible news and hope that those responsible for this tragedy
will soon be found and made to face the consequences of what they
have done.

My thoughts are with all members of the community at this
difficult time.

* * *

[English]

DALTON CAMP

Mr. John Bryden (Ancaster—Dundas—Flamborough—Al-
dershot, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, yesterday Canada lost its favourite
curmudgeon of political commentary with the passing away of
Dalton Camp.

Familiar, especially to Toronto Star readers, Mr. Camp was an
intelligent and witty writer whose Tory vision of Canada was too
liberal for some and not conservative enough for others, but
enormously influential nonetheless.

Dalton Camp passionately cared about the political process and
the Progressive Conservative Party in particular. He deplored
extremism of every stripe and was outspoken in his criticism of
political opportunism. He demanded intellectual honesty of friends
and enemies alike.

Mr. Camp has left an indelible mark on the political history of
Canada and we all shall miss him.

As one of his former editors who knew firsthand something of his
peppery personality, it is with both sadness and fondness that I say a
final 30, a goodbye to Dalton.

* * *

CHRISTINE DIOTTE

Mr. Kevin Sorenson (Crowfoot, Canadian Alliance): Mr.
Speaker, exactly one month ago today I rose in the House to pay
respect to Toronto police constable, Laura Ellis. Constable Ellis was
killed while responding to an emergency call.

It is with a very heavy heart that I rise again, this time out of
respect for RCMP constable, Christine Diotte, who also lost her life

in the line of duty. The 35 year old constable was killed near Banff
last week as she investigated a highway accident.

Yesterday, 600 police officers from across Canada joined other
emergency workers and the small community of Banff to bid
farewell to their fallen comrade.

Christine's death is a tragic loss. It is a tragic loss to the RCMP
force. It is a tragic loss to the many people of the community that she
assisted in the DARE program. It is a tragic loss to all Canadians
who owe a great deal of gratitude to all police officers who daily risk
their lives to make our lives safer.

* * *

INDIAN AFFAIRS AND NORTHERN DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Bill Casey (Cumberland—Colchester, PC/DR): Mr. Speak-
er, the recent census report indicating that Canadians are moving to
major population centres in Canada and away from rural Canada
comes as no surprise to us in rural Canada. Government policies
since 1993 that encourage this phenomenon are a virtual attack on
rural Canada and smaller communities.

A perfect example is the recent effort by Indian affairs to relocate
its Atlantic regional office from the small town of Amherst, Nova
Scotia, to a larger centre, which will result in the displacement of 140
employees and their entire families. These employees would prefer
to stay right where they are but senior officials in the department are
determined to move the office. The cost would be high with no
improvement in service. Families will be split up. Once again, we are
a victim of the Liberals' attack on rural Canada. There is no
justification for this move.

I ask the minister of Indian affairs to cancel the study and leave
the regional office right where it is.

* * *

GOLDEN JUBILEE MEDAL

Mr. Lynn Myers (Waterloo—Wellington, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as
we all know, this year is the golden jubilee of Queen Elizabeth II.

To celebrate her 50 years as Queen of Canada, the Governor
General has struck a commemorative medal to mark this occasion.
This golden jubilee medal will be awarded to about 46,000
Canadians who have made an outstanding contribution to their
fellow citizens, their community or to Canada. The recipients will be
selected by federal, provincial and territorial governments, profes-
sional, educational and cultural organizations, and charities.

This medal is a part of the jubilee year celebrations organized by
the Department of Canadian Heritage. It was established to honour
those Canadians who have made Canada what it is today and who
will impact the Canada of tomorrow.

I ask the House to join me in saluting all the potential nominees
and, indeed, all Canadians whose achievements have shaped this
great country of ours.
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ORAL QUESTION PERIOD
● (1415)

[English]

GRANTS AND CONTRIBUTIONS

Mr. John Reynolds (Leader of the Opposition, Canadian
Alliance): Mr. Speaker, yesterday the Minister of Public Works and
Government Services said that the sponsorship contracts given to
Groupaction were fine and that the contracts had gone to the lowest
bidder.

Today the minister said that he will send it to the auditor general
and possibly even to the police to investigate these contracts. How
things change in a day.

Does the minister now admit that this contract was nothing but a
kickback scheme for the Liberal cronies operating within his
department?

Hon. Don Boudria (Minister of Public Works and Govern-
ment Services, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member is confusing
two issues. Insofar as the advertising contracts are concerned, I
indicated to the member yesterday that they were awarded
competitively.

Insofar as the issue of the report is concerned, even though a
sworn affidavit was produced yesterday, which I have and am ready
to table in the House, I am not satisfied the reports were different.
Therefore, I have asked the auditor general to conduct an audit.

Mr. John Reynolds (Leader of the Opposition, Canadian
Alliance):Mr. Speaker, the minister can say what he wants but it is a
fact that an influence peddling scheme, headed by Pierre Corbeil,
existed inside the government and inside the Liberal Party.

Companies, including Groupaction, gave almost a quarter of a
million dollars in donations to the Liberal Party for government
contracts, including half a million for a report that was never written.

Will the minister assure the House that the investigation will not
only examine the missing report but also whether there was any link
between Groupaction's contracts and its donations to the Liberal
Party?

Hon. Don Boudria (Minister of Public Works and Govern-
ment Services, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member already made
an allegation in the beginning part of his question in which he
suggested wrongdoing. He does not even know that yet, let alone the
rest of it.

I have asked the auditor general to investigate forthwith. I
personally spoke to her this morning and she agreed to do the job
and to produce a report. I have undertaken to table that report here in
the House of Commons.

Mr. John Reynolds (Leader of the Opposition, Canadian
Alliance): Mr. Speaker, the minister will be tabling things day after
day. Yesterday things were fine and now we have the auditor general
and possibly the police looking into things.

This is not only about the possibility of Groupaction defrauding
the taxpayer, it is also about the government's decision to spend tax
dollars on companies that give the Liberal Party big donations.

Will the Prime Minister explain how his government's plans are to
clear the air and prove that there was no link between Groupaction,
Groupe Everest and other firms getting work for their donations to
the Liberal Party?

Hon. Don Boudria (Minister of Public Works and Govern-
ment Services, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the hon. Leader of the
Opposition should know that the Auditor General of Canada is a
person who he and his own colleagues have said does work of
unimpeachable integrity. We trust the auditor general, a servant of
the House and parliament, to do a proper and thorough job regarding
this.

I invite the hon. member to wait for the tabling of the report.

Mr. Peter Goldring (Edmonton Centre-East, Canadian
Alliance): Mr. Speaker, on March 14 the minister stated that the
information received confirmed that the work was carried out.

Yesterday I informed the House that it was my opinion that the
report was never written and that a full refund must be demanded.

Today the minister agreed with my request and he is now about to
ask for a full refund.

While the minister is asking for a full refund from Groupaction,
will the Liberal Party also be asked for a full refund of its
commission cheque from Groupaction?

Hon. Don Boudria (Minister of Public Works and Govern-
ment Services, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I will ignore the last part of the
question because it obviously has nothing to do with the functioning
of government. I will respond to the issue raised by the hon. member.

What I asked the auditor general, which is clear in the note I sent
to him—and I contacted him personally to offer him a copy—is that
should the auditor general determine that it is the same report we will
then proceed to recover the funds and take any other action,
including police action, should that be necessary.

Mr. Peter Goldring (Edmonton Centre-East, Canadian
Alliance): Mr. Speaker, the report was visible when the cheques
were written. The report was visible when the Liberal contribution
was made. The report went invisible when a copy was requested
from government. The report remained invisible when a copy was
requested from Groupaction. The minister then vanished, or was
banished, to Denmark when the heat started to be turned up?

Will the minister tell the taxpayers that the gross mismanagement
of the past will not be repeated again?

● (1420)

Hon. Don Boudria (Minister of Public Works and Govern-
ment Services, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, my predecessor did a very good
job for the people of Canada. He defended the interests of his
constituents and of Canada. He did an honourable job of being a
member of the House and a member of the government.

These accusations are not necessary. The auditor general is
conducting an audit. The hon. members asked for that. Now they
should wait for the reply. They should be able to take yes for answer
for a change.
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[Translation]

Mr. Gilles Duceppe (Laurier—Sainte-Marie, BQ): Mr. Speak-
er, in April 1998, Groupaction was awarded an initial contract for
$550,000. Strangely, Groupaction received a second contract in May
1999 to do the same thing, this time for $575,000. Worse yet, Public
Works agreed to pay the entire amount to Groupaction, even without
the qualitative analysis called for in the contract.

Will the Minister of Public Works admit that, not only is the 1998
report nowhere to be found, as I think he has admitted, but
Groupaction never fulfilled its mandate, even if the company was
paid not once but twice for the same contract and the second one was
never completed?

Hon. Don Boudria (Minister of Public Works and Govern-
ment Services, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member claims that the
second job was not completed. This is specifically what the Auditor
General of Canada is going to determine.

I accept that the Auditor General of Canada is going to do so
independently. The hon. member across the way should accept the
same thing, and wait for her report to be produced. I make a
commitment to table it in the House, and then the truth will be
known. The accusations being made by the members across the way,
even before the evidence has been heard, do not represent the truth.

Mr. Gilles Duceppe (Laurier—Sainte-Marie, BQ): Mr. Speak-
er, one needs only to read the exchange of correspondence between
Groupaction and the department to see that it admits that the
qualitative aspect was not met but that nevertheless $575,000 had
been paid out.

On May 8, 2001, a senior department official wrote about a
“request for upward amendment” in connection with the qualitative
component. In other words, he is saying that there may be a request
for more. They admit that they did not, but the payment was made
regardless. There is no need to seek proof, it is already there.

Was there a third contract, as requested by Groupaction, for the
qualitative component. In addition to the two contracts, was there a
third, by any chance?

Hon. Don Boudria (Minister of Public Works and Govern-
ment Services, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member refers to
affidavits. Affidavits have been signed by a senior government
official who was in place at the time, indicating that he had received
the documentation, that there were two distinct reports involved, and
so on.

Today the Auditor General of Canada has been mandated to carry
out this audit. She will do so. She will table her findings. I will table
them in the House of Commons, and we will take whatever action is
necessary.

Mr. Ghislain Lebel (Chambly, BQ): Mr. Speaker, in the 1999
contract, the one that was never lost, we know that the “qualitative
analysis” component was abandoned at some point by Groupaction,
which focused its efforts strictly on the listing of events.

Since the mandate was only partly fulfilled—I would say about
half the job was completed—could the minister of public works tell
us whether a refund claim or a formal claim has yet been sent to
Groupaction?

Hon. Don Boudria (Minister of Public Works and Govern-
ment Services, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the question may be turned
around 14 times, the facts will not change. The facts are the
following: the Auditor General of Canada will conduct the audit;
following that, she will make recommendations. I pledge to table
that document in the House and to take appropriate steps, including
getting a refund or involving the police, if necessary.

Mr. Ghislain Lebel (Chambly, BQ): Mr. Speaker, it is obvious
that the minister has not read the report he tabled in this place. It is in
the file.

How does the minister explain that Public Works Canada, which
awarded a half a million dollar contract, did not automatically ask
Groupaction for a refund when the minister realized—assuming he
read the documents—that only half of the job had been done?

In law, this is called a “claim for overpayment”. Will the minister
make such a claim?

● (1425)

Hon. Don Boudria (Minister of Public Works and Govern-
ment Services, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, again, we asked the auditor
general to conduct an audit. Members opposite, at least some of
them, asked for exactly the same thing.

Why can they not take “yes” for an answer to the question they
asked?

[English]

Ms. Alexa McDonough (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, my
question is for the Prime Minister. Canada's name is still worth
something abroad, although there is an astounding lack of self-
respect within the government. The public works minister asks us to
await the auditor general's report on the Groupaction fiasco.

Pending the auditor general's report, will the Prime Minister do the
decent thing and suspend the appointment of the new ambassador to
Denmark?

Right Hon. Jean Chrétien (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
I think we have allegations here. If something has been proven then
one acts, but we cannot act on a smear campaign when there is no
proof. We do not know the facts. When we know them we will act.

It is completely unacceptable to hear these smear attacks all the
time about a member of parliament who served parliament for years
in a very honourable way.

Mr. Bill Blaikie (Winnipeg—Transcona, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
have a supplementary question for the Prime Minister. The Prime
Minister knows that it is quite common political practice, or it used
to be, for ministers to resign or for appointments to be suspended
pending an inquiry into matters that might reflect on the integrity of
the appointee.

I say this to the Prime Minister. He can make history by being the
first Prime Minister to recall an ambassador before he even gets
there. Let us have the inquiry. For the sake of Canada's honour, let us
make sure that nothing untoward happened in Mr. Gagliano's
department before he became the ambassador.
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Right Hon. Jean Chrétien (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
there are no allegations at all against the minister. Something might
have been wrong in the department. The auditor general will find out
the facts. It is completely premature to claim that there is a link
between some work in the bureaucracy and the minister. I want to
know the facts. When I have the facts, as usual, I will act.

Right Hon. Joe Clark (Calgary Centre, PC/DR): Mr. Speaker,
it would be interesting to know what other departments have paid for
reports they did not receive.

My question is for the public works minister and it is simple. Will
the auditor general's investigation include an indepth review of other
reports that public works has paid for that may be missing from the
files? Specifically, will her officers investigate every contract that
was signed or approved by the former executive director of the
communications co-ordinating service branch, Mr. J.C. Guité?

Hon. Don Boudria (Minister of Public Works and Govern-
ment Services, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this is a gratuitous accusation
against a senior civil servant who worked both for our government
and for the government of the right hon. member across. I do not
know why he chooses to accuse civil servants.

The direct answer to the question is that the auditor general is
verifying both reports in order to reconcile and determine whether
they are the same or whether they are different. Then her
recommendations will be provided to me, and I have undertaken
to table them in the House of Commons.

[Translation]

Right Hon. Joe Clark (Calgary Centre, PC/DR): Mr. Speaker,
the minister has admitted that public works paid $500,000 twice for
the same report.

Now he wants the auditor general to look at the contracts awarded
to Groupaction. But she has no authority to determine whether
Groupaction acted illegally, or criminally. That would require the
RCMP.

Why was this problem not referred immediately to the RCMP?
Why not two investigations at the same time?

Hon. Don Boudria (Minister of Public Works and Govern-
ment Services, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the right hon. member opposite
said that I had admitted that the two reports were the same. I made
no such admission.

I ask the right hon. member opposite to establish the proof before
making these accusations.

I have asked the auditor general to establish the proof. Proof, truth
and the right hon. member are not necessarily synonymous.

* * *

[English]

NATIONAL DEFENCE

Mr. Leon Benoit (Lakeland, Canadian Alliance): Mr. Speaker,
Canadian troops continue to do a great job in spite of this
government not because of it. The Prime Minister has left the
military with a wounded minister of defence. General Fitch says that
the army is on starvation rations. General Jeffery says that the
military is living on borrowed time. We have 30 year old helicopters

and planes with no sign of replacements in the near future. We have
to rely on the Americans to get our troops around and the Prime
Minister says that he is happy with that.

Has the Prime Minister now closed the door on purchasing
strategic airlift for our Canadian forces?

● (1430)

Right Hon. Jean Chrétien (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
I said that only the United States and Great Britain have the type of
plane to do that type of job. The French, the Germans and other
countries do not need it. I think the best way is to rent when we need
them.

In terms of the helicopter they refer to all the time, they do not
mention to the Canadian people that the president of the United
States uses exactly the same type of helicopter to go from the White
House to Camp David.

Mr. Leon Benoit (Lakeland, Canadian Alliance):Mr. Speaker, I
think it was the wrong answer. The Prime Minister was incorrect
when he said it was only the United Kingdom and the United States
that have strategic airlift, so do Russia, Belarus, the Ukraine and
others. No wonder the Americans are now saying that the Prime
Minister does not quite get it. Canadians have been saying that for
years.

The current U.S. ambassador to Canada has suggested that
Canadians start finding its own ride to get its troops places.
Unbelievably, it is the Americans who had to lift our troops from
western Canada to eastern Canada during the ice storm. It was the
Americans we had to depend on to respond to the Manitoba floods in
1997.

How can this Prime Minister possibly justify this—

The Speaker: The hon. member I am afraid has run out of time.
The hon. Minister of National Defence.

Hon. Art Eggleton (Minister of National Defence, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, we are part of an alliance such as NATO. We are allied with
the United States in terms of this continent, and we work together.
Yes, the Americans help us in a number of areas but we also help
them. For example, we have the Coyote vehicle which is in
Afghanistan. They do not have that kind of vehicle. We both
contribute to the teamwork going on there. At one point not too long
ago, we were leading an American force as part of the operations in
Afghanistan. We work together as team and will continue to do that.

Instead of being picky like this, the hon. member should be
focusing—

[Translation]

The Speaker: The hon. member for Mercier.

* * *

GRANTS AND CONTRIBUTIONS

Ms. Francine Lalonde (Mercier, BQ): Mr. Speaker, in what we
have to call the Gagliano affair, the Prime Minister's response is that
these are only allegations, the same attitude government representa-
tives took in the CINAR affair.
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Is this fine assurance not, in fact, a way to play down the
importance of these allegations? Would it not be more prudent, given
that the ambassador is the chief person concerned, to postpone his
assignment and keep him here until an investigation has laid to rest
any doubts regarding him?

Right Hon. Jean Chrétien (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
I do not believe that these sorts of insinuations deserve the attention
the member is seeking.

The individual in question served this House very well. There will
be no ties between a contract awarded by his department and the
former member.

These allegations are completely unfounded, and I think that the
ambassador to Denmark is an honourable man who will represent
Canada very well.

Ms. Francine Lalonde (Mercier, BQ): Mr. Speaker, given
Mr. Gagliano's track record, how can the Prime Minister refuse to
put off his assignment until the end of the investigation, given the
serious credibility issue now hanging over his ambassador?

Is this an indication that the Prime Minister is trying to tell us that
regardless of the results of the investigation, his mind is made up,
and that ambassador Gagliano will stay in Denmark, to the detriment
of the interests of Canadians and Quebecers?

Right Hon. Jean Chrétien (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
these are pure allegations at this point, and that is not how we
operate.

It is a law in this country that the benefit of the doubt shall prevail.
Accusations are made without proof, and then, someone has to carry
this with them for years.

Mr. Gagliano served his constituents very honourably for many
years, and he served this House exceptionally well.

* * *

● (1435)

[English]

THE ENVIRONMENT

Mr. David Chatters (Athabasca, Canadian Alliance): Mr.
Speaker, the report tabled in the House yesterday by the Minister of
the Environment lacks scientific credibility. The report acknowl-
edges the economic costs of implementing Kyoto but then goes on to
propose deducting the cost of the drought in the prairies and the ice
storm in Ontario and Quebec.

By their own admission, the computer models show that
implementing the Kyoto commitment will have no discernable
impact on climate change. If implementing Kyoto will not mitigate
the effects of climate change, how does the minister justify
deducting the costs of prairie drought and the eastern ice storm
from the economic cost of Kyoto when these events will continue in
their opinion?

Hon. David Anderson (Minister of the Environment, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, that is exactly the type of question that has come up in the
House during their opposition day debate on Kyoto, which we are
having today. Unfortunately the member is mixed up as to what part
of the day he is in.

On climate change and on the report I tabled in the House
yesterday, there is a variety of analyses done by a number of
international agencies ranging from New Zealand to Australia to
Holland. The hon. member dismisses them all as being irrelevant. I
suggest he look at them a little more carefully. Not everyone
everywhere happens to be as consistently wrong as he is.

Mr. David Chatters (Athabasca, Canadian Alliance): Mr.
Speaker, it is pretty clear that the environment minister cannot
provide us with any credible analysis at this time. The finance
department has been conducting economic research and analysis to
assess the potential cost of policy options to reduce emissions of
greenhouse gases.

To start the public consultations, will the Minister of Finance
immediately table the reports of his department that it has already
produced on the cost of implementing the Kyoto accord?

Hon. David Anderson (Minister of the Environment, Lib.):Mr.
Speaker, the critical words of the hon. member's question are “at this
time”. He knows, because it has been said in the House time after
time, that there is a federal-provincial-territorial working group of
officials involving 14 governments looking at the impact of
implementing Kyoto on the Canadian economy and other matters.

If he is willing to wait until this group of federal-provincial-
territorial officials do their work, he will find out what they come up
with. That is expected at the end of next month or early in May.

* * *

[Translation]

TAXATION

Mr. Yvan Loubier (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot, BQ): Mr. Speak-
er, last week the Minister of Finance said that he was prepared to
include fiscal imbalance on the agenda for the next meeting of
finance ministers, provided he was asked to do so.

Pauline Marois has specifically made that request in a letter dated
March 8, 2002.

Is the Minister of Finance going to include this topic in the agenda
of the next meeting of finance ministers?

Hon. Paul Martin (Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
have answered this twice already. If my provincial counterparts ask
me to put a certain item on the agenda, I am certainly very open to
doing so.

Mr. Yvan Loubier (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot, BQ): Mr. Speak-
er, since 1997, the provincial first ministers, and their finance
ministers moreover, have spoken out against fiscal imbalance.

Since Mrs. Marois is basing her request for discussion of this
matter at the meeting of finance ministers on the very recent and very
credible Séguin commission study on fiscal imbalance, should the
minister not be faithful to his own word and announce clearly and
formally today that he agrees to have this matter discussed at the
meeting to be held this coming April 25 and 26?

Hon. Paul Martin (Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
again, I have made it very clear to the House that I am prepared to
discuss the conference board projections, projections which
demonstrate unequivocally that there is no fiscal imbalance.
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[English]

EMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

Mr. Randy White (Langley—Abbotsford, Canadian Alliance):
Mr. Speaker, let me quote one EI umpire: “The board agrees with
Mr. Wong that no claimant should have to repay more in benefits
than what they have received”. Let us think about that: penalties,
wrongly assessed victims where the government actually makes
money, is a tax. That is a Liberal fundraiser.

Would the minister stop blaming everyone else and be responsible
enough to fix this problem and repay all those individuals who were
wrongfully assessed moneys out of their pockets?

Hon. Jane Stewart (Minister of Human Resources Develop-
ment, Lib.):Mr. Speaker, the persistence of these questions suggests
to me that perhaps the hon. member does not fully understand the
process at play here. Let me try to explain it again.

In these cases we are talking about individuals who are in receipt
of employment insurance benefits and at the same time have
earnings because they worked, received back pay, shift premiums or
vacation pay and did not declare the earnings.

In these cases the government sets up an overpayment and works
to collect that amount of money which is equivalent to the
undeclared earnings only, except in very rare cases associated with
the two week waiting period.

● (1440)

Mr. Randy White (Langley—Abbotsford, Canadian Alliance):
Mr. Speaker, talk about not understanding the problem. The minister
just does not quite get it. The formula is wrong. Subsection 19(3) is
incorrect. That is why the government changed it. It realized it was
wrong. We are talking about a five year period where the
government ripped off a whole bunch of workers and will not admit
it is wrong.

Why does the minister not stand in the House and say she will
look at all these problems, try to fix them, and give these people
back the money that came out of their pockets incorrectly?

Hon. Jane Stewart (Minister of Human Resources Develop-
ment, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member is suggesting that
somehow we created some additional overpayment or penalties.
With great respect that is not the case.

Let me very clear that what we changed in August 2001 was an
administrative practice. Right now the overpayment will only be
deducted from the specific weeks in which the undeclared earnings
were received. In the past the undeclared earnings could be collected
over the whole period of the claim. The amount of the overpayment
remains the same pre or post regulatory change.

* * *

ZIMBABWE

Ms. Jean Augustine (Etobicoke—Lakeshore, Lib.): Mr. Speak-
er, we are all concerned about the situation in Zimbabwe. Is there
anything new? What is Canada's position? Could the Prime Minister
update us on the situation in Zimbabwe?

Right Hon. Jean Chrétien (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
a few minutes ago I had the occasion to speak with the president of

South Africa, and Zimbabwe has been suspended from the
Commonwealth.

I congratulated Mr. Mbeki who told me that yesterday he and
President Obasanjo met with Mr. Mugabe. They told him that
Zimbabwe was to be suspended. They talked about reconciliation
and they invited the government to take some people in the
opposition to be part of the government.

I had discussions with these two leaders and the prime minister of
Australia over the weekend. I have urged them to act positively
because it was unacceptable—

The Speaker: The hon. member for Burnaby—Douglas.

* * *

GRANTS AND CONTRIBUTIONS

Mr. Svend Robinson (Burnaby—Douglas, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
that is very good news indeed. The auditor general is investigating
whether there was fraud in the Groupaction contracts and the RCMP
may be investigating whether there is corruption in the awarding of
those two contracts.

In view of the fact that the potential fraud and corruption occurred
on the watch of Alfonso Gagliano when he was minister of public
works, I want to ask the Prime Minister just what action he is
prepared to take.

The Prime Minister said that if something is proven one acts. Will
the Prime Minister clearly act to fire Alfonso Gagliano as
ambassador if these allegations are proven accurate?

Hon. Don Boudria (Minister of Public Works and Govern-
ment Services, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, what is being audited by the
auditor general right now are two documents, not the former
minister. They are two documents: the 1998 report and 1999 report.

She will produce a report on that which I have undertaken to table
in the House of Commons and to take whatever corrective actions
are necessary at the time.

* * *

PHARMACEUTICALS

Ms. Judy Wasylycia-Leis (Winnipeg North Centre, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, two years after the tragic and preventable death of Vanessa
Young and six years after the government first learned about possible
fatal reactions from the drug Prepulsid, has the government taken
any concrete steps? Not one.

Have we even seen something as basic as the mandatory reporting
of adverse drug reactions recommended by the Ontario coroner? No.
What do we have? A lot of talk and maybe another office being set
up to review and monitor drug safety.

Will the health minister at least ensure Canadians that any office
she sets up will be separate from the administrative quagmire in her
department and totally free of any influence from the drug industry?

Hon. Anne McLellan (Minister of Health, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
let me reassure the hon. member and everyone in the House that we
take very seriously our regulatory obligations in post-marketing
surveillance of drugs in relation to their safety and efficacy.
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Obviously the Vanessa Young situation was a terrible tragedy. My
department, Health Canada, is responding to the 14 recommenda-
tions of the coroner's inquest. As Dr. Peterson who heads up the drug
approval agency in my department mentioned earlier today, as of
April 1 we will create a new directorate in the Department of Health
to ensure that—

● (1445)

The Speaker: The hon. member for Edmonton North.

* * *

CANADIAN HERITAGE

Miss Deborah Grey (Edmonton North, PC/DR): Mr. Speaker,
the case of the missing reports just simply does not end. There is
trouble now in the heritage department and who knows where else
across there.

In 1996 that department gave a $56,000 contract to Olson &
Olson to provide land use regulations for Lake Louise, but guess
what? Six years later we find out that there is only a “draft
document”. There is not a hint of a final report yet. “Drafts R Us”
seems perfectly acceptable to the government. Why?

Right Hon. Jean Chrétien (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
the minister has replied to all the questions. The auditor general is
looking into that situation and we will know exactly what happened.

If there was a document that was lost we will find out. One thing I
know is that it took three elections for the hon. member to find the
proper form to sign for her pension.

Miss Deborah Grey (Edmonton North, PC/DR): Mr. Speaker, I
can understand it is hard for them to keep up with, but that is the
wrong scandal. This was another report out of the heritage
department.

The Prime Minister obviously cannot even keep control of his rat
pack. He eliminated honest John Nunziata a few years ago over the
GST. Tobin is toast. The minister of binders seems to just heartily
defend photocopies of a draft report. Now nobody's baby has
nobody's report. Why has the Prime Minister not taught his rat pack
the value and defence of taxpayer dollars?

Hon. Don Boudria (Minister of Public Works and Govern-
ment Services, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, all of us on this side of the
House are unanimous in ensuring the proper expenditure of taxpayer
dollars. That is why I have asked the Auditor General of Canada to
do a verification pursuant to these two documents and I have
undertaken to table it in the House of Commons.

* * *

FINANCE

Mr. Monte Solberg (Medicine Hat, Canadian Alliance): Mr.
Speaker, the province of Manitoba has said it cannot even deliver a
budget until this mess with the $3.3 billion that the government
overpaid the provinces has been sorted out. Manitoba is supposedly
owing $608 million. That is a lot of money for a province the size of
Manitoba.

Could the finance minister explain to Canadians why their
provincial governments have been left hanging while this govern-
ment figures out whether or not it will clawback the $3.3 billion?

Hon. Paul Martin (Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
when one has to go back as far as one has to go back to determine
what all the facts are, quite clearly it will not surprise the hon.
member to know that this becomes a matter of considerable
complexity.

The fact is that the government wants to act fairly. It wants to act
fairly certainly in the case of the province of Manitoba as well as all
the other provinces. That is why it takes time.

Mr. Monte Solberg (Medicine Hat, Canadian Alliance): Thank
you, Arthur Andersen. Mr. Speaker, the provinces have been trying
to get answers for weeks. They have been petitioning this minister,
the revenue minister and the auditor general.

Will the finance minister force the province of Manitoba and the
other provinces to pay up for what is yet another Liberal screw up?

Hon. Elinor Caplan (Minister of National Revenue, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, the context of the member's question is wrong. We have
been working very closely with the provinces. We shared
immediately that there was a problem.

In fact we told them that our intention was to act fairly with both
Canadian taxpayers as well as the provinces. They have been fully
informed and we are working together.

* * *

[Translation]

HIGHWAY INFRASTRUCTURE

Ms. Jocelyne Girard-Bujold (Jonquière, BQ): Mr. Speaker,
recently, the Minister of Finance told the House that Quebec could
count on funding other than that allocated to the Strategic
Infrastructure Fund for the highway construction promised by the
Liberals before and during the last election campaign.

Knowing the five priorities of the government of Quebec, those
being highways 175, 30, 50, 185 and 35, will the Deputy Prime
Minister tell us whether, with the money in the fund and the other
amounts mentioned by the Minister of Finance on Wednesday, he
intends to invest in these five projects? If not, which highways will
be his priorities?

● (1450)

Hon. David Collenette (Minister of Transport, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, as I have already explained, I met with my counterpart,
Mr. Ménard, and we discussed all the highways in the province of
Quebec.

I emphasized that we had infrastructure money in this budget and
in the Minister of Finance's 2000 budget. We also have a strategic
program for highways. We have many programs and we are going to
discuss this issue.

I noted, however, that the Bloc Quebecois voted against the
budget yesterday and is therefore not in a position to criticize our
government.

Ms. Jocelyne Girard-Bujold (Jonquière, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I
challenge the Minister of Transport to tell us whether Bill C-49
contained any reference to the highways I mentioned earlier.
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March 31 is 12 days away. Not only did the government make all
sorts of election promises with respect to Quebec's highway system,
but it promised $2 billion in its budget for infrastructure.

What does it intend to do between now and March 31? Will it use
these 12 days to hand over this money in order to keep its promises,
which everyone, including the government of Quebec, is waiting for
it to do?

Hon. David Collenette (Minister of Transport, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, it is obvious that the Bloc Quebecois is against the
infrastructure program, including the highways, because yesterday it
voted against the budget.

* * *

[English]

IMMIGRATION

Mr. Paul Forseth (New Westminster—Coquitlam—Burnaby,
Canadian Alliance): Mr. Speaker, my question is for the minister of
immigration. Canadians have a right to be upset. Even after the
revelations of September 11 the government continues with low
border security at Pearson airport. A people smuggling ring brings in
dozens of phony refugees every week from countries such as Costa
Rica and India which are both democracies.

When will the government bring in a list of third safe countries
and stop this abuse of a well intentioned law?

[Translation]

Hon. Denis Coderre (Minister of Citizenship and Immigra-
tion, Lib.) Mr. Speaker, this is obviously a very serious matter.
People smuggling is a serious crime. We are taking the necessary
action.

For certain countries, we require a visa when necessary. With the
new immigration and refugee protection legislation, we are able to
give our immigration officers the tools they need.

Right now, we are keeping an eye on the situation and, if
necessary, I will take the necessary action.

[English]

Mr. Paul Forseth (New Westminster—Coquitlam—Burnaby,
Canadian Alliance): Mr. Speaker, human cargo may travel via
many countries to get to our soil for social and legal benefits. A lot
of money changes hands to be smuggled into Canada by criminals.
The refugee system is being abused and the minister knows it.

When will the government bring in a list of safe countries such as
the European Union and the United States to raise our security and
reduce the trade in people?

Hon. Denis Coderre (Minister of Citizenship and Immigra-
tion, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, regarding safe third countries we are
already negotiating with the Americans. I think it is a good
proposition also to look to our European friends. We have to look
ahead, and that is exactly what we have planned right now.

However we have to be very careful. This is the week against
racial discrimination. I do not want to put the label of human
smuggling on every refugee. We must be very careful of that.

THE ENVIRONMENT

Mr. Tony Valeri (Stoney Creek, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, my question
is for the Minister of Finance. There has been a lot of discussion on
the issue of brownfield sites and municipalities are suggesting
changes to the tax system to allow the deduction of the capital costs
of remediation in the year incurred.

Other G-7 countries are ahead of Canada in dealing with this
issue. When can we expect action on this file so that more
brownfield development opportunities can be acted upon?

Hon. Paul Martin (Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
thanks in large part to the hon. member's encouragement and interest
in this field, the government is acting on a number of fronts.

We are examining increased support in terms of remediation, that
is, both applied and basic research. As the hon. member also knows,
we have asked the National Roundtable on the Environment and the
Economy to look at ways to remove obstacles to brownfield
development and at the same time provide tax incentives. I am also
pleased to announce once again that as a result, the $250 million
green fund is now eligible for brownfield development.

* * *

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS

Mr. Reed Elley (Nanaimo—Cowichan, Canadian Alliance):
Mr. Speaker, today I met with the Manitoba chiefs to discuss their
concerns about the proposed first nations governance act and how it
is to be implemented in Manitoba under the existing framework
agreement initiative. The FAI is in place until the year 2004 and
through negotiation is intended to take Manitoba first nations out
from under the Indian Act.

How does the minister intend to get a first nations governance act
equally applied across the country when he already has a signed
agreement in force to do the very same thing with the Manitoba first
nations?

● (1455)

Hon. Robert Nault (Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern
Development, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member is factually
incorrect.

We have an agreement to negotiate and discuss governance with
the first nations in Manitoba. We have been doing that for the last
almost eight years. We are a long way from arriving at an
arrangement outside the Indian Act. We will move forward with
the governance initiative as an interim step toward self-government
in the future.
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[Translation]

SHIPBUILDING

Mr. Antoine Dubé (Lévis-et-Chutes-de-la-Chaudière, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, the entire area of Lévis fought to save Davie Shipbuilding
Limited, and now the shipyard is in danger of falling victim to a
grave injustice by the federal government, which is apparently
contemplating awarding a frigate repair contract to the second lowest
bidder, in Halifax.

Given that we all fought for this shipyard, does the minister of
public works intend to assure us that this contract will be given to the
lowest bidder, Davie Shipbuilding, and not to another yard?

Hon. Don Boudria (Minister of Public Works and Govern-
ment Services, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. member for his
question, and I also thank my colleagues, the Secretary of State
responsible for the Economic Development Agency of Canada for
the Regions of Quebec, who raised this issue yesterday, as well as
other members from this side of the House.

Davie Shipbuilding, through its trustee, was the lowest bidder.
Earlier today, I asked that Davie be given an extension until Friday at
4.00 p.m. to produce the necessary guarantees that they have not
been able to provide until now to satisfy the call for tenders. If they
cannot, then obviously at that point, but not before then, the
government will have to go to the next lowest bidder.

* * *

[English]

POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION

Mr. Loyola Hearn (St. John's West, PC/DR): Mr. Speaker, one
of the main flaws with the Canada student loans program is that it
does not take into consideration the issue of regional disparity.

Will the minister responsible make the necessary revisions so that
loans are adjusted for students who live in the more affluent areas
and require extra funding and for people who come from outside the
university towns where board and lodging is a factor? Both groups
need much more than the average funding they can get under the
present program.

Hon. Jane Stewart (Minister of Human Resources Develop-
ment, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, assisting Canadians with higher education
is a priority for the government. That is why every year we invest
$1.6 billion in the Canada student loans program and assist 350,000
Canadians. That is also why we have expanded our Canada study
grants. It is why we introduced the millennium scholarship program.
It is why in 1998 we introduced and implemented a series of debt
management measures and expanded interest relief and debt
reduction.

We continue to look at the effective tools that Canadians need. We
will commit to work with Canadians to ensure that in the 21st
century they have what they need to participate fully in our
economy.

[Translation]

LINGUISTIC MINORITIES

Mr. Dominic LeBlanc (Beauséjour—Petitcodiac, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, it was vital that minority language communities in Canada
be able to develop.

Can the Minister of Human Resources Development tell us what
measures she has taken to ensure that these rights are respected by
her department?

Hon. Jane Stewart (Minister of Human Resources Develop-
ment, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to announce today that
$24 million will be allocated over two years to official language
minority communities throughout Canada.

[English]

Our objective is to assist both language communities in building
their capacity to improve their socioeconomic development. The
government will continue to work with minority communities, in
French and in English, to ensure they have the tools they need to be
full participants in Canada.

* * *

GUN REGISTRY

Mr. Garry Breitkreuz (Yorkton—Melville, Canadian Alli-
ance): Mr. Speaker, documents from the justice minister's own
department reveal that he has already lost track of over 38,000
licensed firearms owners, despite the fact that firearms owners can
get a two year prison term if they do not report their change of
address.

The same problems that plagued the old handgun registry since
1934 are clearly evident in the new one, namely huge errors in the
system.

How can the police rely on a gun registry that is missing hundreds
of thousands of guns and missing tens of thousands of gun owners?

● (1500)

Hon. Martin Cauchon (Minister of Justice and Attorney
General of Canada, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, first of all the government
is very proud of the choice it has made in terms of policy. We are
proceeding with gun registration, making sure as well that to carry
sidearms in this country will be seen as a privilege and not as a right,
and including the framework to ensure we will continue to have a
safe and secure country and communities.

Second, the gun registry system works well. Of course we did
proceed with it lately and public works department will proceed with
outsourcing to ensure that we keep offering the population very good
services. The licence process is over and now we are proceeding
with the registration.

9832 COMMONS DEBATES March 19, 2002

Oral Questions



[Translation]

CANADA CUSTOMS AND REVENUE AGENCY

Mr. Claude Bachand (Saint-Jean, BQ): Mr. Speaker, recently,
the Canada Customs and Revenue Agency fired about 20 customs
officers who had excellent evaluation reports and who had been
given increased powers by the federal government to protect our
borders.

At a time when the government claims that national security is the
number one priority, how does the Minister of National Revenue
explain that she is firing valuable and well-trained officers and
replacing them with students who do not have the necessary
qualifications, and who are not authorized to use the increased
powers provided under the law?

[English]

Hon. Elinor Caplan (Minister of National Revenue, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I thank the member for the question because in fact there is
a misperception.

Customs officers are not replaced by students. There has been a
student program in place at customs since 1960. That is for summer
students. Since 1987 students have been hired year round for peak
periods. All students are properly and appropriately trained for the
duties that they have. They have full supervision. They pose no
security risk whatever. In fact, they are properly and appropriately
supervised and trained. As a result of monitoring the work they do,
they provide excellent work. I hope the member will support the
student program.

* * *

NANOOSE BAY

Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the
federal court recently struck down the expropriation of Nanoose Bay
by the federal government. Now we have learned that the
government is not only seeking a stay of judgment, but is going
forward with an appeal amid speculation that it is a stalling tactic
while negotiating a sweetheart deal with Gordon Campbell.

Will the Minister of Public Works and Government Services
assure the House that the terms of a new lease will include an
assurance that no nuclear powered vessels or weapons will be
allowed at Nanoose and that there is a commitment to clean up the
horrible mess that is already there? Will he give that assurance?

Hon. Don Boudria (Minister of Public Works and Govern-
ment Services, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I can confirm that Canada has
appealed the decision by the federal court and has filed an
application for a stay of the order pending a hearing of the case.
Given that the issue is now back before the court, obviously it would
be inappropriate to discuss anything else about the case.

The Speaker: Before proceeding with orders of the day, there are
a number of issues that the Chair has to deal with.

[Translation]

I received notice of a question of privilege from the hon. member
for Mercier regarding an incident that took place in committee today.
We will consider this matter first.

[English]

We will then go on to hear the members who are replying to a
question of privilege raised on February 28 by the hon.
Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister relating to comments
made in connection with the inquiry now before the Standing
Committee on Procedure and House Affairs. They are the hon.
member for Portage—Lisgar, the hon. member for Lakeland, the
hon. member for Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke and the House
leader for the official opposition.

* * *

[Translation]

PRIVILEGE

STANDING COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND INTERNATIONAL
TRADE

Ms. Francine Lalonde (Mercier, BQ): Mr. Speaker, let me first
present the facts.

A motion was tabled on February 14, 2002, and adopted on
February 19, to have Mr. Gagliano appear before the committee,
regarding his appointment to the position of Canadian ambassador to
Denmark. This notice to appear was made in compliance with
Standing Orders 110 and 111, and more specifically Standing Order
111(2), which reads, and I quote:

(2) The committee, if it should call an appointee or nominee to appear pursuant to
section (1) of this Standing Order, shall examine the qualifications and competence
of the appointee or nominee to perform the duties of the post to which he or she has
been appointed or nominated.

This is the reason why Mr. Gagliano was summoned.

We had a right to expect to be able to ask appropriate questions
regarding the candidate's ability to duly fulfill his duties, including
his previous work experience, considering that he does not come
from the diplomatic circles.

In fact, the House of Commons Procedure and Practice provides
the following on page 876, and I quote:

The scope of a committee's examination of Order-in-Council appointees or
nominees is strictly limited to the qualifications and competence to perform the
duties of the post.

This is precisely why we wanted to ask him about his
qualifications and his competence. His curriculum vitae, as
forwarded by the minister, dealt only with his political and
ministerial experience.

However, the opposition's questioning, particularly mine, was
interrupted and not allowed by the chair, who felt that any questions
regarding Mr. Gagliano's previous work history as a minister were
out of order, because they were irrelevant to his ability to perform the
duties of ambassador.

She referred to page 876 of House of Commons Procedure and
Practice, which provides that:

Questioning by members of the committee may be interrupted by the Chair, if it
attempts to deal with matters considered irrelevant to the committee's inquiry.

But, still on page 876, it is also clear that, and I quote:
Any question may be permitted if it can be shown that it relates directly to the

appointee's or nominee's ability to do the job.
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It is therefore obvious that the chair was in no way entitled to use
this passage to interrupt the opposition's questions.

Furthermore, in a Department of Foreign Affairs document, it is
stated that:

Ethical values such as honesty, integrity and probity, which mean the ability to
hold a public trust and to put the common good ahead of any private or individual
self-interest must be considered.

The decision by the Chair of the Standing Committee on Foreign
Affairs and International Trade not to allow me the right to question
the witness properly prevented me from examining the appointment
of Mr. Gagliano as ambassador pursuant to Standing Orders 110 and
111.

The opposition appealed this decision to the committee, to no
avail. That is why I am appealing to you, Mr. Speaker, as, to quote
House of Commons Procedure and Practice, at page 261:

—guardian of the rights and privileges of Members and of the House as an
institution.

My parliamentary privileges have been violated. I have been
denied freedom of speech. Yet, this same reference work says, again
on page 261, that:

Freedom of speech may be the most important of the privileges accorded to
Members of Parliament; it has been described as:

—a fundamental right without which they would be hampered in the performance
of their duties. It permits them to speak in the House without inhibition, to refer to
any matter or express any opinion as they see fit, to say what they feel needs to be
said in the furtherance of the national interest and the aspirations of their
constituents.

● (1505)

Mr. Svend Robinson (Burnaby—Douglas, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
I am intervening in support of the matter of privilege raised by my
hon. colleague from Mercier.

I too was in committee this morning, and as you are well aware,
Mr. Speaker, this affects more than what goes on in committees. The
chair is indeed the guardian of the privileges of all members of
parliament.

[English]

Standing Order 111(2) of the House states:
The committee...shall examine the qualifications and competence of the appointee

or nominee to perform the duties of the post to which he or she has been appointed or
nominated.

In calling Alfonso Gagliano before the Standing Committee on
Foreign Affairs and International Trade today an essential element of
the responsibility to examine qualifications and competence was to
examine the standards in place for heads of missions representing
Canada.

The standards are set out in the conflict of interest and post
employment code for the public service. Mr. Gagliano signed a
document certifying he had read and understood the code. According
to the code every employee shall conform to the following
principles:

Employees shall perform their official duties and arrange their private affairs in
such a manner that public confidence and trust in the integrity, objectivity and
impartiality of government are conserved and enhanced.

It is clear that in his capacity as the head of mission the
ambassador to Denmark is in a position to make decisions with

respect to the hiring of locally engaged staff. He is also in a position
to let contracts. Clearly the ambassador designate has had experience
in precisely those roles. The letting of contracts and the hiring of
personnel are within his qualifications and competence and should
have been permitted in the context of the examination.

It was denied. As members of the committee we were muzzled,
shut down and prevented from doing our job on behalf of the people
of Canada. For that reason this is a serious question of privilege.

The chair of the committee is here today. I have great respect for
the chair but she made it clear she would not permit any questions
that related to the conduct of the minister prior to his appointment as
ambassador to Denmark. How on earth can we examine the
qualifications and competence of the minister if we are not in a
position to ask questions that relate directly to his role as ambassador
about the time that he served as minister?

The Speaker knows there was a serious cloud with respect to the
conduct of the minister. There are suggestions he hired and
recommended the hiring of friends and political cronies. There are
suggestions he helped his son in law's firm get a contract. All this is
directly relevant to the qualifications and competence of the
ambassador designate but we were not permitted to ask questions
about any of it.

Mr. Speaker, we are in your hands.

● (1510)

[Translation]

For this reason, it is very clear that I very strongly support the
question of privilege raised by the hon. member for Mercier.

If the ambassador were in Denmark at this time, he would be
having to make very important decisions concerning embassy
employees and contracts. If there is already an odour of corruption
surrounding this former minister as a result of his actions while
minister, it is totally unacceptable and repugnant for the committee
members not to have been able to ask questions on his behaviour
while a minister.

For this reason, I support the question of privilege of the hon.
member for Mercier.

[English]

Mr. Brian Pallister (Portage—Lisgar, Canadian Alliance): Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of the motion brought by the hon. member
for Mercier. I will add some comments I hope will help you in your
deliberations.

Our diplomatic corps is vital to the effective execution of
Canadian foreign policy. It is clear that our diplomatic corps should
represent Canadian values and interests abroad. Canadian ambassa-
dors are the standard bearers for our country and Canadian values.
Given the importance of the role it would seem important to select
ambassadors according to a rigorous screening process. However
such is not the case for political appointees.

9834 COMMONS DEBATES March 19, 2002

Privilege



New ambassadors recruited from within the foreign service
typically possess a minimum of 20 years experience. They must go
through a competitive and exhaustive process to ensure their merits
are examined in detail and taken into account before they are made
into ambassadors.

The current nominee has no diplomatic experience. Today's
committee meeting was to be our sole means of reviewing his merit
or lack thereof.

It is central to our responsibilities as members of the committee to
examine behaviour. Ethical behaviour is vital for an ambassador.
That goes without saying. One must adhere to the values Canada
wishes to project abroad if one is to represent those values.

I think most Canadians consider fairness, honesty and merit to be
ethics we should follow and associate ourselves with at all times.
There have been numerous accusations against the nominee we were
to question today that call into serious doubt his adherence to those
ethics. Today again was our sole opportunity to examine his ethics.

Oxford defines ethics as the moral principles governing or
influencing conduct. If we are unable to consider and examine the
conduct of an applicant how can we possibly examine the ethics of
the person?

The responsibilities charged to us under the standing order tell us
we should examine the qualifications and competence of appointees.
Today we were not permitted to raise questions about numerous well
publicized allegations concerning the former public works minister. I
will not repeat the allegations here but they are numerous.

I can understand the chair, to a degree at least, trying to make sure
factual information is presented prior to a question being asked.
However when the chair decides to rule out all references and
questions relating to past political activity it is going too far.

Mr. Speaker, what that does and what you will do if you do not
rule in favour of the motion is say it is all right to charge committees
with responsibility for examining the competence of individuals but
render them unable to examine the way the individuals have fulfilled
their responsibilities. In other words, we would be totally unable to
make references to past behaviour in the examination of witnesses. If
we cannot make references to past behaviour how can we possibly
establish whether a person before us is credible or not?

My father used to tell me not to listen to what a man says but to
look at what he has done. That is the way to evaluate a person's
ethics, capabilities and competence. How can we possibly do that in
committees which are not allowed to raise questions about a person's
past conduct?

Mr. Speaker, I understand you will need to rule based on certain
precedents. On numerous occasions the committee has examined
applicants for foreign ambassadorial postings. If you examine the
minutes of those meetings you might well find that questions about
the past activities of such applicants as Sergio Marchi and others
abound. Questions about their behaviour, decisions and conduct as
ministers of the crown are in the minutes of the committee meetings.

● (1515)

There is a well established precedent of the committee being
charged with the responsibility of examining and evaluating the
capability of applicants. Perhaps not all applicants have been
burdened with the same allegations of misconduct as this one.
Nonetheless, applicants have had to be examined by committees of
their former colleagues which were able to raise questions about
their past decisions and activities as political people.

Departing from that precedent would render the committee unable
to ask questions about the past actions of applicants. When the Prime
Minister chose to appoint colleagues to foreign ambassadorial
positions ahead of others who were much more deserving, as he has
continued to do, the committee would be unable to properly examine
them.

Why have the committee? It would be a rubber stamp. It would
exist only to give the appearance of credibility to something
incredible. It would give the perception of validity to something
totally invalid. It would give the appearance of legitimacy to
something entirely illegitimate. The activity this morning was an
insult to the intelligence of the Canadian people.

Mr. Speaker, I urge you to find in favour of the suggestion of my
hon. colleague from Mercier.

Mr. Bill Casey (Cumberland—Colchester, PC/DR): Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to support the motion by the hon. member for Mercier.

I will be brief. There are two issues I will raise. First, at an earlier
meeting I asked that the committee be allowed to hear witnesses to
explain how the process of appointing ambassadors or high
commissioners works. We were refused the witnesses. We were
told we could have access to all the material the Department of
Foreign Affairs and International Trade had. We were told we could
have briefings and all the information ambassadors are provided
with.

We went along with that. We had a briefing. However when we
asked for the material it was refused until this morning at 9 o'clock.
The moment the meeting started it was placed on our table. We had
asked for it as early as February. The instructions said the committee
did not need witnesses because we had access to the material.
However we were denied the material until 9 o'clock this morning,
the minute the committee started. It made it impossible to do any
homework or be prepared for the meeting.

Second, in the briefings we had with foreign affairs officials we
asked what the criteria were for ambassadors or high commissioners.
One of the main ones is the quality of the people and their track
record of ethical behaviour. The only way we can determine whether
the ambassador designate has a good track record or strong
principles is to question him about his track record as a minister.
We were denied the right to ask even one question about his
background. We wanted to ask him about certain allegations but we
could not do our job and determine whether he had done a good job
in the past.

It is not we who are making the allegations. In the paper today it
says “Boudria blames predecessors: Gagliano was in charge of
department”. The opposition is not making the charges. The
government is making them. We want to find out if they are real.
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If an ambassador representing our country is tainted with
allegations which may or may not be true we should find out if
they are true. If he is tainted it taints the entire foreign service. It
tarnishes the reputation of Canada which is so important to all of us.
I therefore support the motion.

● (1520)

Hon. George Baker (Gander—Grand Falls, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
I will say a few words concerning the motion. You will have noticed
that the hon. member from the official opposition mentioned the
word ethics a moment ago. He asked, how else can we as a
committee examine the word ethics? Then he gave a definition of the
word ethics. Mr. Speaker, you know full well that the word ethics
does not appear in the outline of any examination of any witness
who appears before a standing committee that is to judge the person's
qualifications as an ambassador, or of anybody else.

Where does the word ethics come from? It comes from the
direction to the U.S. senate. The senate in the United States, under
the U.S. constitution, examines the qualifications of every
ambassador, by law.

Mr. Peter MacKay: This is Canada.

Hon. George Baker: That is right and that is the point. That is
exactly right and that is why members from the opposition should
get it straight. This is Canada. This is not the United States.

Not only in the U.S. under the constitution are the ambassadors
examined, but also members of the cabinet and also members of the
supreme court in the United States. That is in the constitution of the
United States. Now what is in the constitution of Canada? We know
that it is the Prime Minister, the executive branch of government,
that appoints those three groups of people: the ambassadors, the
cabinet and the supreme court.

So the word ethics is in the U.S. senate direction under the
constitution that determines what the senate committee will report to
the senate and to the government. They have an ultimate veto. In
other words, the president of the United States has to go back after
the senate determines that someone is not appropriate and the
president of the United States has to delay it and go back to it the
next year.

What is in the Canadian act? What is in Standing Order 111 in the
House of Commons? What are the words found there? I do not hear
anybody from the opposition mentioning what the words are. The
words were determined by a standing committee headed by a
member of the official opposition, supported by the NDP, and were
voted on by every party in the House wholeheartedly and passed.
What were those words? The words were “qualifications and
competence”. That is from Standing Order 111 of our standing
orders. It gives the committee 30 days after the tabling of the name
of the nominee or the appointee to a position by order in council.

Here is the point. Under our rules, Beauchesne for the Canadian
House and Erskine May for the British house, if we look at citation
863, there is a famous paragraph. What it states is that any witness
who appears before a standing committee cannot claim not to answer
because his answer might incriminate him. He cannot say that. A
witness cannot refuse to answer on the basis that he or she took an
oath in a cabinet. No, our rules are very clear, as are the rules in the

British house, as are the rules in the Australian house. It is in citation
863. Members can look it up. It says a person cannot claim as an
excuse a contract or solicitor-client privilege. It also states, in one
clear sentence, that in regard to the excuses used for witnesses not to
answer in a court of law, because in a court of law there are certain
things that a witness can say and refuse to answer, that is not the case
before a standing committee of the House of Commons.

● (1525)

That famous Newfoundlander James McGrath, who was a PC but
pretty straightforward and a good thinker, chaired the committee in
1986, just after—

Mr. Bill Blaikie: You are abusing his memory now.

Hon. George Baker: If the hon. member would listen he might
learn something.

It was just after the charter was brought in. Members of the House
of Commons, if the hon. member will remember correctly, brought
in a unanimous report. In that unanimous report, which Mr. Blaikie
cannot remember, although I am not supposed to mention the name
of the hon. member for Winnipeg—Transcona, he cannot seem to
remember very clearly, he took part in it and he should remember it.
He should remember what is in the committee, but anyway—

The Speaker: The hon. member for Winnipeg—Transcona is
rising on a point of order.

I am not sure I should recognize him since this is a question of
privilege, which takes precedence, but I hope he will clarify
something for the House.

Mr. Bill Blaikie: Mr. Speaker, it is odd that in the course of
lecturing others about parliamentary decorum the member should
break one of the fundamental rules of the House.

I would remind the hon. member that, as he said, I was a member
of that committee, I am the last member of that committee in the
House, I remember what we recommended, and it is far different
from the codswallop that the hon. member is trying to put before the
House now.

The Speaker: I had a suspicion this was not a point of order, but
we have had some elucidation from the hon. member for
Winnipeg—Transcona as the last surviving member of that
committee.

Hon. George Baker: Mr. Speaker, the first committee that
examined this question was held in 1976. Members of that
committee included the hon. Stanley Knowles and also the hon.
Walter Baker and James Jerome, and also myself in 1976, so I
predate the hon. member by about 10 years.

The hon. member has raised an interesting question: What was in
that report? What was in that report is exactly this: that the power of
veto would be used for regulatory bodies such as the CRTC. Does
the hon. member remember that? He recommended a veto power by
committees for appointees to the CRTC, to the Canadian Transport
Commission, to regulatory bodies, to positions of the House of
Commons. Just imagine that, but this was a very good recommenda-
tion.
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The final recommendation the committee made on veto, which all
members of the House agreed to, concerned not only regulatory
bodies, but also the privacy commissioners, commissioners that are
appointed by cabinet.

The point is this: that what the committee recommended
unanimously was that there would not be a veto for positions that
included ambassadors or anybody else and that is what is in our
standing orders. That is what the opposition agreed to and that is
now what it is disagreeing with.

● (1530)

Mr. Randy White: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. This is
an opposition day of debate. I ask the members, in particular the
member who just got through babbling on for 20 minutes, to try to
get to the point. We do have another point of order coming up that is
rather lengthy.

The Speaker: Of course the Chair is very interested in getting to
the point. I thought we got to the point. The hon. member for
Gander—Grand Falls has completed his remarks. It was perhaps a
circuitous route to get to the point he wanted to make, but we will
now hear from the government House leader.

Hon. Ralph Goodale (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Minister responsible for the Canadian Wheat
Board and Federal Interlocutor for Métis and Non-Status
Indians, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I note that my great friend from
Newfoundland always has such a calming influence on the House of
Commons that I am delighted to be able to speak after him on the
very important point he has made. I have four quick points I wish to
make very briefly.

First, having listened to the discussion over the last number of
minutes involving people who were participants in the committee
work earlier today, what I hear from those representations is
obviously a disagreement among committee members with respect to
work that went on in the committee this morning. Some obviously
are satisfied with what the committee did, others are dissatisfied, but
it is important to note that what we have here primarily is a dispute
among members with respect to the satisfactory nature, or not, of the
committee's work.

Second, it would appear that some members in the committee
wish to pursue a line of questioning that has to do with certain
allegations and accusations. I think that in all of the representations
that have been made, it has been conceded that while different
members may have different views with respect to those allegations
and accusations, they are in fact in the category of things that are
unproven and unsubstantiated, allegations or accusations that
members may or may not believe but are not in the realm of that
which is proven.

Third, it appears to me from the time during which I was able to
watch some of those committee proceedings through the television
service of the House of Commons that the ambassador designate
provided a very fulsome and extensive description of his view of his
qualifications and his aspirations as a representative of Canada
overseas. He was very fulsome in coming forward with his
description of those things. I would note that in fact it was a three
hour meeting, which provided a very substantial opportunity for
views to be expressed and questions to be asked.

Finally, I would note that in any event, as is well established by
the procedures of the House, a committee is in fact the master of its
own procedure. There is obviously a complaint about the
committee's work on the part of some members, but I would
observe that whether a member is particularly happy or unhappy
with what a committee has done, a complaint about the nature of the
work does not constitute a question of privilege. In fact, what we are
left with is a disagreement among members about what that work
was, the overriding consideration being that the committee is in fact
the master of its own procedure and is able to determine these things
for itself.

Mr. Bill Blaikie (Winnipeg—Transcona, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
just briefly because I know you probably would like this to end and
so would the official opposition so they can get back to the business
of their opposition day, I have a few things to say.

I would not want you to pay too much attention, Mr. Speaker, to
the remarks of the hon. member from Newfoundland, because he
was refuting an argument that nobody is making. Nobody is arguing
that the committee has the power to veto the appointment of Mr.
Gagliano as ambassador to Denmark. As fine an argument as that is
and as well grounded in the facts of the McGrath report as it is, it is
completely irrelevant to the claim being made on the floor of the
House here today, which really is about what would constitute the
full power of the committee to review, not to veto, the appointment
of Mr. Gagliano.

What is being argued here is basically that by virtue of the
decision that was taken in committee today, the committee is not able
to live up to the responsibilities that it is assigned by the standing
order that came out of the McGrath report, not some imaginary
standing order that the member from Newfoundland has done such a
great job of refuting, but the real standing order, which says that
there shall be an ability to:

examine the qualifications and competence of the appointee or nominee to
perform the duties of the post to which he or she has been appointed or
nominated.

It would seem very odd to me that in fulfilling this kind of
responsibility it would be against the rules to inquire of anyone about
the job the person just had, about the responsibility the person just
finished executing. That is the nub of the debate here: whether or not
the ruling in the committee today prohibits members from asking
questions about the newly appointed ambassador's former respon-
sibility. That is the question before the House, not whether or not
there is a veto, not whether or not we are the United States, and not
all the other things that the member from Newfoundland brought up
to sort of puff up and fill the House with gas and have us diverted
from the real point.

I would urge you to rule on the real point here, Mr. Speaker, and
not on the straw man that the member from Newfoundland has
erected for our entertainment but certainly not for our enlightenment.

● (1535)

Mr. Paul Szabo (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Public Works and Government Services, Lib.):Mr. Speaker, I was
at the three hour committee meeting. The member for Portage—
Lisgar made reference to past accusations against Mr. Gagliano. I
think that with due care there have been no accusations against the
former minister.
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In fact, this issue has to do with allegations and innuendo. Other
than the Groupaction issue which has come up now, all of the other
allegations or innuendo are all matters which have been before the
House previously, all matters which have been disposed of by the
ethics councillor or otherwise disposed of.

The last speaker, the member for Winnipeg—Transcona, also
questioned whether the prior job was relevant to the ability to do the
job. He is quite right, Mr. Speaker, and I think you would agree that
the experience and expertise of an individual is relevant. What is not
relevant though is whether or not we can dig into allegations and
innuendo. There have been no charges laid; there have been no legal
proceedings. There have been no questions that have been
unanswered.

Mr. Speaker, from this standpoint the issue is a matter of using
allegations as the basis for questions and fishing rather than using
proven facts and evidence that is prima facie.

Finally I point out that the Minister of Public Works and
Government Services did not, as a headline suggests, blame some
issue on some previous member. All he simply did was to refer to the
fact that there have been three directors general and two ministers
since this event occurred. That was a spin of the media and certainly
not the representation of the minister.

The chairman of the committee was very forthright with the
committee. He read out the terms of reference and also outlined in
great detail exactly what we could do in terms of the examination
under question. There was also a reaffirmation by the clerk of the
committee and there was a ruling. As soon as the issue came up in
the first instance by the member for Portage—Lisgar, it was
challenged on the basis that the chair had laid it out. There was a
challenge to the chair and the chair's decision was sustained.

The committee fully exhausted the grounds on which it could
explore this thing. It did not exclude references to any aspects of the
job and prior jobs of Mr. Gagliano, but it certainly dealt directly with
allegations and innuendo as being inappropriate in regard to that
examination.
Mr. Peter MacKay (Pictou—Antigonish—Guysborough, PC/

DR): Mr. Speaker, I concur with the suggestion that this issue of the
veto has been really put forward as an attempt to lay out some rabbit
tracks, so I will not delve into the gaseous emissions from the
Newfoundland member.

With respect to the actual report and the relevance of the
committee work I think what is important in your ruling on this
point, Mr. Speaker, is the ability of the committee to bring forward a
negative report, that is, if members of the committee wish to bring
forward a negative finding and in order to do so need to expound
upon the evidence that would enable them to do so.

This goes to the very root of committees work, its ability to garner
evidence that allows it to bring forward a negative report, a
dissenting report, other than that which the Liberal dominated
majority of the committee may decide upon. That is the crux of the
matter here. It is important that you, Mr. Speaker, take that into
consideration.

As for the delay, I will not touch upon the Janus faced tears of the
official opposition House leader when he suggests that somehow this

is an important matter to discuss. Of course it was important for him
to delay a supply day motion on behalf of the PC/DR coalition just
last week so I will leave that to the Chair.

● (1540)

[Translation]

Ms. Francine Lalonde: Mr. Speaker, thank you for hearing us. I
have a great deal of respect for the chair of our committee, but my
question goes beyond my respect for her, because I believe—and this
is what I would like you to consider—that the committee was not
able to exercise its powers pursuant to Standing Order 111(2).

The order reads, “—examine the qualifications”, therefore he is
accountable, “and competence—”.

If in the French version, there is a distinction between skills and
competence. The only way to examine someone's competence is to
look at their experience. There is no other way. If we cannot consider
their experience, there is no way of gauging their competence, and if
that is the case, we are not able to exercise our judgment.

Then, the French version refers to the ability of the appointee or
nominee to perform the duties. We said, and it is a fact, or at least it
is a fact in Quebec, that the reputation of the hon. Gagliano is
seriously tarnished and damaged. This is a fact. This is not an
allegation, but a fact. The committee, and its review, cannot ignore
this, and we cannot help but ask the ambassador for his thoughts
about carrying out the duties of his future position.

Therefore, we were not able to do our job, and that is what I want
to point out to you.

The Deputy Speaker: I would like to thank the hon. member for
Mercier for raising this question, as well as all of the hon. members
who took part in the discussion: the member for Burnaby—Douglas,
the member for Winnipeg—Transcona, the member for Pictou—
Antigonish—Guysborough, the member for Cumberland—Colche-
ster, the member for Gander—Grand Falls, the member for
Mississauga South, as well as the Leader of the Government in
the House of Commons. I hope I did not forget anyone.

I will take the matter under advisement and get back to the House
later with my decision on this important matter.

We can carry on. The hon. member for Portage—Lisgar has
another question of privilege.

[English]

CANADIAN ALLIANCE COMMUNICATIONS MATERIAL

Mr. Brian Pallister (Portage—Lisgar, Canadian Alliance): Mr.
Speaker, on February 28 the Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime
Minister raised a question of privilege claiming that the dignity of
the House was in question and suggested that it had something to do
with statements I made outside the House.

I have the utmost respect for the House, its members and the
authority of the Speaker. I have the utmost respect even for the
member for Leeds—Grenville but I take offence to these kinds of
accusations.
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The member's charge of contempt involves my charge of
contempt against his colleague, the Minister of National Defence.
His case appears to be more a prima facie case of tit for tat than it is
one of contempt.

I raised my question of privilege against the Minister of National
Defence because I believed that parliament deserved, and its
members required, truthful and precise information. The fact that it
was a minister of the crown involved made it that much more serious
because the principle of ministerial responsibility provides the
foundation of our constitutional system for the control of power.
Providing parliament with accurate information and being respon-
sible for that information is a key responsibility of a minister.

The parliamentary secretary would have us believe that he is
protecting the dignity of the House. The way I see it and the way
Canadians will see it is that the Prime Minister through his
parliamentary secretary is trying to protect the Minister of National
Defence and the reputation of his government. If he were interested
in the dignity of the House he would not be trying to censor the
opposition from exposing his government's disrespectful and
dismissive view of the House and its members. As John Diefenbaker
once said:

If parliament is to be preserved as a living institution, His Majesty's Loyal
Opposition must fearlessly perform its functions. The reading of history proves that
freedom always dies when criticism ends.

My accuser is noticeably upset with my charge of contempt
against his colleague, the Minister of National Defence. He
desperately wants the criticism of the way his government is
handling this issue to end but it will not end. If anything, the way in
which the government has responded to this criticism will encourage
it.

My responsibility and the responsibility of members on this side
of the House is to protect Canadians from the tyranny of the
majority. Such tyranny must be guarded against. We saw ample
evidence of that this morning in the committee examining the
ambassadorial appointment of former public works minister Alfonso
Gagliano.

The government has aborted the committee's inquiry into the
defence minister's conflicting statements about prisoners in Afghani-
stan in order to prevent further embarrassment for the minister.
Liberal MPs vehemently opposed requests for more evidence after
going through a preliminary round of 11 witnesses. The Liberals on
the committee used their majority to defeat motions, to call
witnesses, to gather more facts, to get more information, to recall
the minister, and to resolve questions raised by contradictions
between his testimony and that of the Canadian military chief of
staff.

● (1545)

Mr. Joe Jordan (Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime
Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. If the
member were to review the transcript and look at the point of
privilege I raised he would see that it was a very specific issue. The
issue was that the language that was being used on the question of
privilege one was allowed in making the charge before the Speaker
by using phrases like deliberately misled when making the charge.

My question of privilege pointed out, and I backed it up with
transcript evidence, that it continued outside this place, that is the use
of words and phrases like, lied and deliberately misled, which were
unparliamentary. My question of privilege dealt with the issue of
whether a member of the House can say outside the House what the
member is not allowed to say inside the House. It is as simple as that.
The re-arguing of the issue that was before the committee does not
have any relevance to the point of privilege.

As far as I am concerned the issue is very straightforward. If it
cannot be said in here members cannot say it outside the House. That
is the issue, Mr. Speaker, that you need to rule on.

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Leeds—Grenville
had an opportunity to bring his case to the House through the Chair. I
would hope and will do my best not to allow a debate to take place. I
would like to hear further from the hon. member for Portage—
Lisgar.

* * *

POINTS OF ORDER

TABLING OF DOCUMENT

Hon. Don Boudria (Minister of Public Works and Govern-
ment Services, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order.

First, I apologize to the hon. member.

I am willing to table the document “Affidavit—Analysis and
Sponsorship Opportunities”. This is the affidavit provided by the
company Groupaction that was promised.

[Translation]

So, this is the sworn affidavit provided by Groupaction which I
promised to table in the House, and I am doing so right now.

* * *

● (1550)

[English]

PRIVILEGE

CANADIAN ALLIANCE COMMUNICATIONS MATERIAL

Mr. Brian Pallister:Mr. Speaker, again my intention is to address
the member's question of privilege. Despite his admonitions to the
contrary I am attempting to deal with the specific accusations he has
levelled against me, as frivolous as I believe them to be.

The statements by the minister of defence to the committee, which
were contradicted subsequently by the chief of defence staff and by
the deputy chief of defence staff, would be something that hon.
members would think committee members would want to get to the
bottom of. I raise this as an example of something that illustrates
where the tyranny of the majority who want to get to the end of the
process rather than the bottom of it was used.
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I give this as an example to you, Mr. Speaker, because I think it is
important. The Prime Minister's parliamentary secretary who has
raised this question of privilege against me, said in advance of the
committee's work that he would vote against all motions for more
witnesses. That he would vote against all witnesses coming before
the committee clearly betrays the government's desire to simply get
to the end of the process as fast as it can, not to get to the bottom of
it.

Now the Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister is trying to
use a question of privilege to discourage the opposition from
criticizing the minister. I would like to tell the parliamentary
secretary through you, Mr. Speaker, that he cannot silence me and he
will not silence the members of the Canadian Alliance in this way.

He cannot end allegations of cover-up and manipulation of
information on the part of the government by continuing that kind of
behaviour. If he wants to end the criticism, he should begin for
example by telling the member for Toronto—Danforth to stop
threatening the witnesses who appear before the committee. He
should urge the minister of defence to come clean and apologize. He
should suggest to the Prime Minister that he get a new minister of
defence. This bogus question of privilege will not end a thing.

As I said earlier, I respect the rules of the House and your
authority, Mr. Speaker. I would not accuse any member of
deliberately misleading the House unless I was prepared to formally
raise it as a question of privilege with a motion so that the House
might make a decision.

I did so in the case of the minister of defence in accordance with
our rules and practices. Accordingly you, Mr. Speaker, permitted me
to move my motion. I noted that the government members tried to
spin your ruling and claim that you did not find a prima facie
question of privilege.

At the Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs on
Thursday, February 28, Joseph Maingot, the author of Parliamentary
Privilege in Canada, was asked that specific question. He responded
by saying that finding a prima facie question of privilege was the
only basis on which the Speaker could allow a motion to be put.
Apart from unanimous consent that is the procedure.

Just because the Speaker did not use those words does not mean
there was no prima facie question of privilege. To the disappoint-
ment of certain members, a prima facie question of privilege was
found. A motion was moved. The motion was adopted. The matter
was then sent to the Standing Committee on Procedure and House
Affairs for consideration.

In my presentation in the House and at committee, I had no choice
but to use words such as “deliberately misleading” in reference to the
minister's behaviour because that was my specific charge. The rules
require that I make a specific charge when I raise a question of
privilege.

I reviewed the presentation of the Parliamentary Secretary to the
Prime Minister and I see no specific charge against me. The member
claims that material put in the public domain reflects on the dignity
of the House. It is fair to say that it reflects on the reputation of the
minister of defence. That is the consequence of being charged with

such a serious offence as the minister of defence has been charged
with.

It is ironic that what I assert is that the minister was deceptive in
his behaviour to the House, but I have not asserted his incompetence.
If the minister in his own defence claims he is neither devious nor is
he incompetent, he is incompetent to understand his own briefings,
he is incompetent to forward relevant information to the Prime
Minister. It is ironic that he would contradict in his own testimony,
the testimony of the chief of defence staff with whom he has to work
so closely and that the committee would then dismiss that issue as if
it meant nothing when of course it does.

● (1555)

The committee's behaviour and the conduct of the member for
Leeds—Grenville as a member of that committee demonstrate again
better than I can the irony of this situation. In their attempt to pass
this process on and to move it quickly forward, what they have done
is they have raised more questions about the competence of the
minister of defence than the opposition could ever have raised.

In closing, I followed the procedures of the House with respect to
my charge against the minister. I respected the rules. My remarks
were parliamentary. What I said was said at the appropriate time in
the appropriate way.

With respect to the remarks I made outside the House referred to
by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister in his
presentation, it should be noted that what I said outside the House
was consistent with what I said inside the House and it was
consistent with what I said in committee. If the circumstances
allowed me to use certain words uttered inside the House, uttered
inside committee, then those same circumstances allow for the same
words to be uttered outside the House.

The charge against me is weak. It is a poor and desperate attempt
to diffuse the real affront facing parliament today. The real affront
facing parliament is the behaviour of the government and its flippant
and arrogant attitude toward the processes of the House and the
principle of responsible government.

As an opposition member of parliament I will continue to expose
wrongdoing when I see wrongdoing, corruption when corruption is
found. I shall continue to defend the dignity of the House. I will call
to task any minister who deliberately misleads the House.

As Lester Pearson once said, the opposition functions as the
detergent of democracy. It has been my experience that the dirtier
things are, the more important it is to have good detergent.

The Deputy Speaker: If I may, before recognizing the hon.
member for Lakeland, the Chair has tried to demonstrate some
latitude to both the member for Portage—Lisgar and of course the
Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister, but I hope that with
the other testimony we can focus somewhat as quickly as we
possibly can on the question of privilege raised by the parliamentary
secretary.
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Mr. Leon Benoit (Lakeland, Canadian Alliance): Mr. Speaker,
the Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister has raised a
question of privilege claiming that I brought up issues in public
which should have been left under the auspices of the committee and
dealt with by committee. The fact is that this debate was already in
the public domain.

The charges against the minister are widespread and have been
openly discussed in public and had been at the time we put out our
press release. They have been in televised meetings of the procedure
and House affairs committee. They have been talked about in scrums
and in the media in quite a wide way. I have said nothing that can be
considered new that has not first been said at either the procedure
committee or even discussed by the minister himself outside the
confines of the House of Commons. What did I say that had not been
said before by someone else? I think the answer to that is nothing.

We have not said anything that differs from what was said inside
or outside the House by the government itself in fact. We are simply
stating the obvious and what the minister himself has already
admitted to in some detail and very clearly in fact. Several major
newspaper editorial boards have also come to the same obvious
conclusion. I think almost everyone in the country has come to the
same conclusion except the government members on the committee.

As well, I personally have heard government members say in
scrums and in media interviews that there is nothing they have heard
yet which constitutes contempt. In other words, they themselves
outside committee have been saying that from what they have heard
at committee, there is no reason to find the minister in contempt. The
hon. parliamentary secretary has come to the House and has claimed
that because members of the opposition have gone outside the House
that somehow they are in breach of his privilege. Why on the one
hand is it wrong, but when it is government members doing exactly
the same thing it is not wrong? I cannot understand that.

The parliamentary secretary is simply trying to stifle open debate
on this important issue. That is exactly what is going on. We have
seen this type of goonish bullying lately by the government whip.
This type of intimidation may work with frightened timid Liberal
backbenchers but I can tell the House that it will not work with me
and it will not work with my colleagues on this side, nor should it
work. We will not be intimidated.

I will fight to the end for my right as a member of parliament to
free speech regardless of whether or not it offends the government or
that particular member. It is important that I can speak on behalf of
myself and on behalf of my constituents without coming under this
type of attack that I find myself under right now.

It is important to read the press release the member was referring
to in his presentation to the House when he claimed this breach of
privilege. It is important that the press release he referred to be read
into the record. I hope everyone understands that when I read this, of
course I cannot use the names as they are in the press release. What I
will do is change those names to the name of the riding as is
appropriate in the House. It is critical that we have all of this on the
record for the public to see, for members of the House to see, and for
you to see, Mr. Speaker.

The title of the press release is “Eggleton's Excuses Contradicted”.

● (1600)

The Deputy Speaker: The practice of the House is quite clear
that we cannot do indirectly what we cannot do directly. If the
reference is to the Minister of National Defence, maybe the member
for Lakeland would like to start over.

Mr. Leon Benoit: Mr. Speaker, just after I said I would change
the names to the ridings or to the position I went ahead and read the
name. I apologize for that.

The press release states:

It is clear that [the] Minister of Defence...deliberately misled the House of
Commons when he changed his story about when he knew about the full details of
capture and turnover of prisoners by Canadian soldiers in Afghanistan, say several
members of the Official Opposition.

The Canadian Alliance reasserted charges against the Minister today after
testimony by Vice-Admiral Gregg Maddison before the Procedure and House Affairs
Committee. Maddison, under questioning from the Alliance Justice Critic...described
the briefing he gave [the Minister of National Defence] on January 21—

“The Minister was briefed that we had been on a successful mission, that we had
followed the appropriate rules of engagement, that none of our people were hurt, that
we had captured suspected Afghani terrorists, or al-Qaida terrorists, that they had
been transported safely, that they had been turned over to the Americans”.

The press releases further states:

“The Minister's feeble defence that he did not fully understand the extent of
Canadian involvement has been shot full of holes by senior military commander”,
said Canadian Alliance Foreign Affairs Critic...[The Canadian Alliance foreign
affairs critic] was the first witness before the committee to testify about [the Minister
of National Defence's] misleading statements in the House. “Vice-Admiral Madison
made it...clear today that the briefing he gave the Minister on January 21 was
complete and unambiguous”, said [the foreign affairs critic for the Canadian
Alliance].

“The evidence is now very clear that [the] Minister [Minister of National
Defence] deliberately misled the House of Commons and Canadians”, said—

The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I am again experiencing
some difficulty with regard to the same principle of not being able to
do indirectly what we cannot directly do in the House. All members
would recognize that if a member accused another member of
“deliberately misleading”, he or she would be asked to withdraw.

I know it is difficult and I know the member is doing everything
possible to meet the spirit and the letter of the rules of the House by
naming the portfolios and the riding, but I hope we can avoid that in
what remains in the particular correspondence or press release that is
being read.

Mr. Leon Benoit: Just two short quotes left, Mr. Speaker. It is
very difficult when four members of the official opposition brought
before the House a claim of breach of privilege when we cannot read
into the record the press release that the claim is based upon. I am
sure you can understand that.

The last two paragraphs of the press release state:

The evidence is now very clear that [the] Minister [Minister of National Defence]
deliberately—

I am sorry, Mr. Speaker, but I do not know how else to say this to
get it on record.
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● (1605)

The Deputy Speaker: The Chair has, as best as I possibly can,
shown some latitude. I obviously did not interrupt the first time it
was stated but I would hope that we could avoid that same charge
that has already been laid and has been part of a press release, I
believe, by the hon. member and some of his colleagues using the
words “deliberately misled”.

However, I must state again that it is not our practice nor do we
ever accept it. It is already on the record. I would hope we could
avoid that in the remaining paragraph or two that the hon. member
for Lakeland might have.

Mr. Leon Benoit: Mr. Speaker, I certainly do not want to do
anything to offend you.

The last two paragraphs are as follows:

“The evidence is now very clear that [the] Minister [Minister of National
Defence...misled the House of Commons and Canadians”, said [the member from
Lakeland, the Canadian Alliance defence critic]. “Of course the Vice-Admiral would
give the Minister a full briefing—our military personnel are thorough and
professional at all times. It's a shame that the Minister chose to [mislead] Canadians.
And it's sad that we had to pull Mr. Maddison away from his important duties to
show that the deception was indeed intentional”.

[The] Alliance Deputy House Leader [the member for Renfrew—Nipissing—
Pembroke] added, “I hope that [the] Minister [Minister of National Defence] will
now be willing to come forward and admit that his misleading statements were
indeed intentional. Now that his explanation has been contradicted, the right thing to
do would be to admit that he...misled the House of Commons, and Canadians”.

That was the press release upon which these allegations were
made. I appreciate being allowed read it for the record because it was
important.

The Liberals were successful in using their majority to shut the
committee down and to kill the democratic process but I will not
allow them to intimidate or stop me from voicing my views or the
views of my constituents. I have taken an oath as a member of
parliament and have an obligation to protect my freedom of speech
and to protect the freedom of speech of my constituents. I think the
member is interfering in that right.

The behaviour on the part of the parliamentary secretary is the
type that has marginalized this House and its committees over time.
This government has mused and mouthed words that it wants
parliamentary reform. We hear that in here all the time. However,
until it actually backs its words up with appropriate behaviour, its
lofty pledges concerning parliament will be dumped into the trash
bin of history.

Mrs. Cheryl Gallant (Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke, Cana-
dian Alliance): Mr. Speaker, I rise to respond to the question of
privilege raised by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister
on Thursday, February 28.

First, I ask for the Speaker's indulgence in the remarks that I am
about to make. I have had a considerable amount of time to reflect on
the events surrounding the Minister of National Defence and the
Prime Minister which have led to the question of privilege by the
Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister.

While I appreciate that my comments are to be directed to the
matter at hand and not debate, the seriousness of the issue at hand

demands a full discussion as the health of our parliamentary
institution is at stake.

Let us examine what was said outside the House and how it was
said. The Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister is objecting
to a media release that was posted on the Canadian Alliance website.
Specifically, he gives the following quote attributed to me:

I hope that [the Minister of National Defence] will now be willing to come
forward and admit that his misleading statements were indeed intentional. Now that
his explanation has been contradicted, the right thing to do would be to admit that he
deliberately misled the House of Commons, and Canadians.

As a member of the Standing Committee on Procedure and House
Affairs, I want the record to show that I have indeed been very
careful in not seeking out media interviews or issuing any media
releases from my office on the subject before the committee.

On the other hand, my colleagues on the government side have
had freedom of speech outside the House when referring to
committee proceedings.

It is with much consideration then that I look at this question of
privilege, particularly when the Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime
Minister makes the comment that he is uncomfortable with the
timing of his question of privilege.

Perhaps the Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister would
be more uncomfortable if he would be required to confirm to you,
Mr. Speaker, and to this House that at precisely the same time he was
rising in the House on his question of privilege, the Prime Minister's
deputy minister, the Clerk of the Privy Council, delivered a letter to
the chair of the Standing Committee on Procedure and House
Affairs, the member for Peterborough.

The letter accuses me, in the words of the Prime Minister's deputy,
of alleging that the Deputy Clerk of the Privy Council, and I quote
the letter:

—that the Deputy Clerk...may have intentionally misled Parliamentarians with
respect to the deployment of the JTF-2 on a military operation outside Canada.

By way of explanation, the Prime Minister's deputy then quoted
the Chief of the Defence Staff, as if the Deputy Clerk himself were
not able to answer on his own when in fact he is counsel, security
and intelligence co-ordinator for the Privy Council.

I ask, Mr. Speaker, that you dismiss this question of privilege on
the grounds that it is an attempt to intimidate a member of parliament
for the questions asked in a committee of this House looking into the
misleading statements that were made by the Minister of National
Defence.

I believe this point to be of such a serious nature that I will now
read into the record the relevant sections from the Prime Minister's
deputy's letter to the chair of the Standing Committee on Procedure
and House Affairs as well as my response to the chair. It states:

I must also express to you my strong concern about the allegation by the Member
for Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke—

● (1610)

Mr. Geoff Regan:Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I need to
ask how this is relevant to the question of whether the member did or
did not make certain statements outside the House. I do not see how
this is relevant to whether she did or did not.
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The Deputy Speaker: I know from past experience that the
matter of relevance can be stretched a great distance. However, in
most cases, if not all times, we get back to the essence of the subject
matter. Sometimes we need a little bit more time to make the case.

The Chair has demonstrated the same latitude to both sides of the
House. I would ask members to bear with the Chair and give
colleagues an opportunity to make their case and then we can come
to a ruling at some point in time.

Mrs. Cheryl Gallant: Mr. Speaker, I promise in the end of my
statements to show my comments now relate to the matter at hand.

I am quoting from the letter from Mr. Cappe, the Clerk of the
Privy Council, to the chairman of the Standing Committee on
Procedures and House Affairs. He states:

I must also express to you my strong concern about the allegation by the Member
for Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke that the Deputy Clerk of the Privy Council, Mr.
Richard Fadden, may have intentionally misled Parliamentarians with respect to the
deployment of JTF-2 on a military operation outside Canada.

I will now quote my letter to the chair of the Standing Committee
on Procedure and House Affairs in response to the allegation of the
deputy of the Prime Minister's. It states:

As a Member of Parliament for Her Majesty's Official Opposition, my
constitutional role is clearly defined to scrutinize the actions of government in an
atmosphere of professionalism.

A careful perusal of the unedited transcripts of our committee show at no point
did I use the word “intentional” in reference to deputy clerk Fadden's testimony. It
was a statement of the facts given to our committee on this point by Fadden and
certainly if he was in error on a key historical fact as to whether or not Joint Task
Force 2 (JTF2) had been deployed outside Canada in the past, then he might have
been in error on other points. I was not aware that questioning the reliability of a
witness, regardless of who they are, in that manner is inappropriate.

I believe you recognized this when you acknowledged that I kept to
parliamentary language in my questioning.

It would seem that it is Mr. Cappe who is drawing an inference from my remarks
and stating it as a given fact in his letter when he writes “intentionally misleading”. I
draw your attention to the actual exchange:

(Myself):

As part of the combined force sent to Rwanda, elements of the JTF2 were also
deployed. Given those facts, would you not agree that your deputy clerk has
misinformed the committee?

(The Clerk of the Privy Council):

Did he mislead the committee? I don't think he did it intentionally, if that was
your inference.

It is clear from this exchange and the rest of my testimony that at no point did I
use the words “intentionally” or “misled”. Curiously, Mr. Cappe is not denying that
Mr. Fadden may have misled the committee, only that he did not do so intentionally.
In fact it would appear that Mr. Cappe was drawing an inference from my use of the
word “misinformed” even though I pointed out that Mr. Fadden had not qualified his
words when he repeated that the JTF2 had never been deployed outside Canada for
any reason previously.

As the most senior political appointment to the federal public service by the Prime
Minister, the Clerk of the Privy Council does have a duty and a responsibility to
maintain the professional integrity of all servants. Equally so, I am sure you will
agree, Mr. Chairman, that it would be inappropriate for a public servant, even if it
was unintentional, to suggest limits on parliamentarians, certainly when it comes to
what is appropriate in a parliamentary committee.

Unfortunately in my experience this is not the first time the Privy
Council, through the counsel of security and intelligence co-
ordinator, has found it necessary to write to the chair of the Standing
Committee on Procedure and House Affairs to clarify comments to
our committee recently. Mr. Fadden wrote to our committee chair on
January 2 of this year regarding the contempt charges against the

Minister of Justice in the premature release of the information
outside the House on Bill C-36.

This evidence demonstrates that the Prime Minister's parliamen-
tary secretary is not alone in this campaign of intimidation. The
Prime Minister's ministry, the Privy Council, has been fully engaged
in this campaign of intimidation. After the Deputy Clerk of the Privy
Council appeared before the committee, and after I questioned the
Prime Minister's deputy, the Liberal member for Toronto—Danforth
openly threatened to fire witnesses who contradicted the Minister of
National Defence.

These are hardly the actions of people concerned about the dignity
of parliament. These actions themselves should be considered
contempt. From the procedural book written by the member for
Scarborough—Rouge River, The Power of Parliamentary Houses to
Send for Persons, Papers & Records, at page 78 it references a
resolution passed by the U.K. House from March 8, 1688.

● (1615)

The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I hope you will find that the
Chair has been patient. However, in fairness to the House, I have a
suspicion that maybe there is a fair amount in that text remaining and
yet another colleague to be heard and possibly others. As I stated
earlier with regard to relevancy, I have tried to demonstrate some
latitude but I would hope that in the next minutes we could focus on
the actual, if I may use the term charge or more appropriately the
question of privilege. It would be very helpful to the Chair and to the
House.

Without taking anything away from the member's ability to state
her case, could the Chair ask for as much co-operation as possible
without minimizing the ability of the member to state her own case
in this very important matter.

Mrs. Cheryl Gallant: Mr. Speaker, the arrogance of the
government, its track record of intimidation and ruthlessness are
cause for concern. You must take these factors into consideration in
your role as defender of the minority against the tyranny of this
majority.

I will give you, Mr. Speaker, another example as to why you
should not allow this matter to proceed.

I participated in three contempt charges against a minister at the
Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs. Despite the
testimony, the Liberal majority on the committee failed to take any
action to curtail ministers from making a mockery of parliament and
members of parliament. They did not invoke any consequences to
the former minister of justice with respect to her briefing the media
on Bill C-15 ahead of members and before the bill was tabled in the
House. They let her off the hook entirely the second time when Bill
C-36 was also leaked to the media.

It appears that the outcome of the question of privilege involving
the minister of defence is heading in the same direction of a Liberal
cover-up as a result of public comments made in advance of the
Standing Committee and Procedure and House Affairs report to the
House.
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We have witnessed over the years the persuasive powers of the
Prime Minister in directing the Liberal majority in the House. I
cannot accept that the Prime Minister's parliamentary secretary has
been permitted to pursue this question of privilege if the government
were not concerned that the truth could become known to the
Canadian people. This is obviously just an intimidation tactic.

My colleagues have already made the point that the use of words
such as deliberately misleading outside the House, under these
circumstances, is perfectly in order and does not amount to
contempt. No statements contributed to me and my colleagues in
any way tarnish the reputation of the minister of defence. Public
debate has already passed comment on the competence of the
minister.

The point I do want to make is the fact that there is a real attempt
on behalf of the government members and the Prime Minister's
deputy minister to intimidate opposition members. In this situation,
the only protection afforded to us is your decision not to allow the
Prime Minister's parliamentary secretary to move his motion because
once the motion is moved, our fate is in the hands of the Liberal
majority, which is controlled by the Prime Minister.

The Prime Minister is bent on defending his minister at all costs.
His determination and ruthlessness in doing so has no bounds.

We had an example the other week, during the election of the
chairman of the finance committee. The government whip was
threatening opposition members and staff, as well as government
members, to get the Prime Minister's choice for chairman elected.

It would be irresponsible to hand over to the majority Liberal
government the fate of opposition members whose only crime is that
we were being effective members of the opposition. That is what you
are charged with protecting. In this scenario, that means you should
sooner as opposed to later rule that this matter is not a prima facie
question of privilege.

From a communications point of view, bringing this matter up in
the way the parliamentary secretary has done, has been calculated as
doing less damage than a positive finding in the committee. If the
actions of the defence minister embarrasses the government, then
why is it inviting more debate in the House? If it is worried about
hearing the words deliberately misleading associated with the
minister of defence, then I point out that because of this question
of privilege I have heard those words again several times.

I looked at the Hansard from February 28, when the parliamentary
secretary first brought up this matter. The words deliberately
misleading were mentioned at least six times in the short debate
on the question of privilege of that day. I would not be surprised if it
is repeated a few more times before we complete today.

Maybe now the parliamentary secretary gets it. The issue is before
parliament in a formal way, as a formal charge. Therefore, we can
say the D word and the M word. We are not fooling anyone by not
saying them. Everyone knows what the issue is.

Through you, Mr. Speaker, to the parliamentary secretary, I stand
by my statement. I will not be intimidated. This I do to protect our
democratic institution and the rights of all Canadians.

● (1620)

Mr. Dennis Mills (Toronto—Danforth, Lib.):Mr. Speaker, I had
no intention of participating here this afternoon, but I was listening
to the member's remarks in my office. The member suggested that I
had instructed or wished that witnesses would lie, when in fact that
was not the case.

What I did say was that anybody who worked for me who tried to
publicly embarrass me on national television, I would dismiss them.
In no way, shape or form did I ever suggest that the deputy chief of
defence staff should lie.

I would ask the member to please withdraw her remarks that I
suggested that those people lie. I have served in the House—

The Deputy Speaker: Respectfully to the hon. member for
Toronto—Danforth, I believe we are engaging in debate. I do not
want to hear any more about that matter.

● (1625)

Mr. Dennis Mills: Mr. Speaker, I have served in the House for 14
years and you are aware of my high regard for both you and the
chair. I do not believe it is right that it be left to stand on the record
that a member can refer to me as lying in the House. I do not find
that acceptable.

The Deputy Speaker: Respectfully again to the hon. member for
Toronto—Danforth, with regard to the specifics of the matter raised
by him, I will review the blues to be certain as to what might have
been said.

I do not believe, in my limited experience from the chair, that I
could ask a member to withdraw something that was said about
someone else. I want to be sure exactly what the transcripts say
before I make any ruling or follow up on the point of order raised.
Upon review of the blues, if necessary, I will return to the House to
continue on that particular matter.

Mr. Randy White (Langley—Abbotsford): Mr. Speaker, I have
several comments. My colleague read a speech which she is
checking to determine exactly what she said and we will get back to
you on that.

Through no fault of the Canadian Alliance, this was brought up at
a time when we were debating the circumstances around the Kyoto
agreement. Would the House be prepared to give unanimous consent
to allow us to continue that debate for the time lost as a result of
bringing this question of privilege forward. It was not at our request.

The Deputy Speaker: Does the House give its consent?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: No.

Mr. Randy White: Mr. Speaker, I advise the House that we will
take appropriate time during the government debates to use its
allotted times in concurrence motions and so on. We will get our
time back on this whether government members like it or not. They
will have to pay for the time.
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This is a serious accusation placed before three of my colleagues
which cannot go without action, so I will recommend a motion here
today that perhaps will fix the issue. It is time that perhaps we take
this issue to a committee and study it. We will also be insisting on a
various number of witnesses, which I will outline a little later. We
have no problem at all in bringing this to a committee and having
that motion brought up.

My contribution to this question of privilege will point out a few
flaws in the argument put forward by the Parliamentary Secretary to
the Prime Minister. The member's complaint has identified press
releases and statements made outside the House by certain members
of the opposition regarding the minister of defence, namely that the
minister of defence deliberately misled the House.

The Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister has not
demonstrated how his privileges have been breached by statements
made by other members about another member. On page 247 of
Joseph Maingot's Parliamentary Privilege in Canada it states:

In the event that another Member wished to have these same matters debated, the
matters would have to be brought forward on notice...

On the other hand, the Minister of National Defence being the so-
called victim could raise this matter with you, Mr. Speaker, and seek
your opinion on whether he has a prima facie question of privilege
which, as you know, would allow him to move a motion without
notice and have that motion take precedence over all other business.
It is not up to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister to
bring the grievances of the Minister of National Defence to this
House.

It was suggested by the member for Okanagan—Shuswap on
February 28 at page 9389 of Hansard:

As the member across the way has stated, this issue is being dealt with in
committee. I would think that is where it should be dealt with first.

If the member were to demonstrate how these statements are
offensive to the committee he is free to do so, but I fail to see how
these words would be offensive to the committee when these words
describe the mandate of the committee's study.

On February 28 the Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister
claimed on page 9388 of Hansard:

...even though when a member brings a question of privilege, at that particular
time and during that motion...the member is allowed to use a term like misleading
the House. That language is not allowed in parliament under normal
circumstances and the fact that this charge has been made in the House and
referred to committee I would suggest does not give licence for members to be
repeating these things outside the House.

Mr. Speaker, I would argue the very opposite is true. By virtue of
a legitimate procedure of this House a charge against the minister of
defence of misleading this House has been laid. A decision of the
House has sent that charge to committee. Because of these decisions
the question of whether or not the minister deliberately or
inadvertently misled this House is in the public domain.

The member for Lakeland and the member for Renfrew—
Nipissing—Pembroke did not put it there. While the member for
Portage—Lisgar initiated this debate he did so legitimately as he
described earlier.

Mr. Speaker, once you put the motion to the House it was this
House that put the issue of the minister's reputation in the public

domain and on the records of the House and of the Standing
Committee on Procedure and House Affairs. My colleagues have
been invited to and have a duty to comment on this issue.

On page 86 of Marleau and Montpetit Speaker Fraser is quoted as
saying on April 14, 1987:

“The privileges of a Member are violated by any action which might impede him
or her in the fulfilment of his or her duties and functions. It is obvious that the unjust
damaging of a reputation could constitute such an impediment.”

I can see that the reputation of the minister of defence is damaged,
but it is damaged by his own actions and the decision of this House
and the investigation presently underway by the Standing Committee
on Procedure and House Affairs into the conflicting statements he
made in the House. The damage to his reputation is not unjust. This
House has the right to question a minister's actions and the standing
committee has an obligation to question the minister's intent.

Mr. Speaker, if you review the comments made by my Alliance
colleagues and cited by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime
Minister, you will note that they never detract from the question
before the standing committee. They do not introduce any new
charge or accusation that would further tarnish the reputation of the
minister of defence.

For example, the press release dated February 26 cited by the
Prime Minister's parliamentary secretary states:

It is clear that Minister of Defence Art Eggleton deliberately misled the House of
Commons when he changed his story about when he knew about the full details of
capture and turnover of prisoners.

One of the tasks of the committee is to determine whether or not
the minister deliberately misled the House. Therefore this statement
is a fair comment considering the committee's mandate and the
debate emerging in and out of committee. The parliamentary
secretary read more of the press release into the record basically
saying the same thing but implicating other members. He attributes
the following statement to the member for Lakeland:

The evidence is now very clear that the Minister of Defence deliberately misled
the House of—

● (1630)

The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. Again, I would ask the co-
operation of the hon. member. I know we have already put that
phrase on the record knowing that in the House the Chair would not
accept one member from one side of the House to charge another
with that type of action. If we could at best blank the word
deliberate, it would be helpful.

I know it is difficult when we have taken the time to prepare text
to respond to a question of privilege but I do ask for the utmost co-
operation possible from the hon. member.

Mr. Randy White: Most editorials and Canadians concluded the
same thing and have the right to grapple with the question and
consider the evidence presented in an open public meeting of the
Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs.

The parliamentary secretary, in an effort to cast his web further
and implicate the member for Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke,
cited her statement:
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I hope that the Minister of Defence will now be willing to come forward and
admit that his misleading statements were indeed intentional. Now that his
explanation has been contradicted, the right thing to do would be to admit that
he...misled the House of Commons, and Canadians.

I did not use the word deliberately, Mr. Speaker.

All of these statements address the issues of the question of
privilege raised by the member for Portage—Lisgar. These issues are
legitimately being considered by a committee of the House in an
open forum. The reputation of the Minister of National Defence in
this matter cannot be attributed to the statements made by the
member for Lakeland, the member for Renfrew—Nipissing—
Pembroke or the member Portage—Lisgar.

It is the House that brought the question of the minister's capacity
as a member into public view. In the public and parliamentary debate
words such as deliberately misleading are being used.

Words are very important to communicate and the proper words
are essential to do it right. If someone is being fined for spitting on
the sidewalk words like spitting and sidewalk must be used. If one
were trying to determine a murder case then the m word must be
used in order not to send someone away for 25 years for poor
hygiene and bad manners.

Further evidence that the question of privilege of the Parliamen-
tary Secretary to the Prime Minister had no legs emerged from the
testimony of Joseph Maingot when he appeared before the Standing
Committee on Procedure and House Affairs as an expert witness. On
Thursday, February 28 at 3.30 p.m. the member for Halifax West
asked Mr. Maingot:

What is the responsibility of members of the committee looking at a question of
privilege, a charge of contempt in terms of not prejudging the matter? If they make
comments indicating that they have prejudged the matter, what is your view of that?

Mr. Maingot responded:
Well, that's just human nature I think. It's human nature to do that sort of thing,

but then eventually you sit down and look at all the facts and decide as a body,
putting everything together and even though comments have been made by members,
it's still a question of deciding, of looking at everything that's been said and done and
you govern yourselves according to your own integrity.

So it is human nature that the members would comment and draw
conclusions on the testimony of the committee. I submit they did so
responsibly and I venture a guess that public opinion is on their side.

It is not uncommon for politicians to raise public support for their
point of view. In fact, some Liberal members have commented in the
media on the very same issue. While they have taken a different
view, their comments drew attention to the issue. The issue being
whether or not the Minister of National Defence is guilty of
contempt for his misleading statements. We cannot pretend that this
is not the issue by restricting members' use of certain words.

Mr. Speaker, I draw to your attention a similar case made to the
House not that long ago. On Monday, December 10, 2001, the hon.
member for New Westminster—Coquitlam—Burnaby referred to
statements of the then Minister of Citizenship and Immigration
quoted in a newspaper article.

He argued that the statements constituted a personal attack on him
and an offence against the dignity of parliament. The minister
suggested that the member's conduct in parliament was treasonous.
The Speaker ruled that he had no authority to rule on statements

made outside the House by one member against another. The
Speaker could not find that a prima facie question of privilege
existed.

I suggest that there is no prima facie question of privilege in this
case either.

For the record, I do not condone those members who would make
unfounded accusations against another member inside or outside of
the House. I would not expect members to send out press releases
containing libellous and unjust statements against a colleague. That
would be wrong.

If we examined all the prima facie cases of contempt involving
members making statements about another member outside the
House we would discover that the statements were not based on any
formal charge but a personal opinion expressed by a member that
could be considered damaging to another member's reputation.

● (1635)

The reference made by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime
Minister from Joseph Maingot's Parliamentary Privilege in Canada
on page 9389 of Hansard addresses my point. I looked at the
Speaker's ruling associated with that reference. It is from June 4 and
5, 1964 at pages 3919-3920 and 3971 and 4139 to 4141 of Hansard.

That specific case had nothing to do with comments made of a
member charged with contempt by the House. All precedents cited in
the ruling did not involve statements made of a member who had
been formally charged with an offence by the House. The reference
the parliamentary secretary attempts to use in Joseph Maingot's book
addresses statements made by members that were unfounded.

The charges against the minister of defence which led some
members to comment publicly are not unfounded. They are by virtue
of your decision, Mr. Speaker, prima facie. There is enough evidence
against the minister of defence to give these charges priority
consideration by the House and the Standing Committee on
Procedure and House Affairs. The discussion of these charges by
the committee may very well lead to the conclusion that the minister
deliberately misled the House. It would be impossible to come to that
conclusion without being allowed to use the words necessary to
describe the conclusion.

It is perfectly in order for the members for Lakeland, Portage—
Lisgar and Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke to use the words they
used to describe the legitimate charges against the minister of
defence.

I challenge the Standing Committee on Procedure and House
Affairs to make the case against these members. Unlike the
government we have nothing to hide. While I have just made the
case that a prima facie question of privilege does not exist, this does
not preclude the House from considering this matter or sending it to
committee.

On page 270 of Joseph Maingot's Parliamentary Privilege in
Canada it references a Speaker's ruling from June 19, 1959:

“In finding that a question of privilege of the House is not prima facie...I am
making a procedural decision the effect of which will not prevent the further
discussion by the House of the matters in issue.”

9846 COMMONS DEBATES March 19, 2002

Privilege



Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I would suggest to you that it is fully in
order for the House to deal with the motion upon your decision.

The motion we would like to see is that the Standing Committee
on Procedure and House Affairs undertake a study into the
allegations made against the member for Lakeland, the member
for Portage—Lisgar and the member for Renfrew—Nipissing-
Pembroke by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister
and that the witnesses include but not be limited to the following
persons: the Minister of National Defence, various editorial boards,
various officers from the national defence department, and witnesses
from the PMO and the PCO. Let us not forget we should have this
televised. We are quite open to that. If the hon. member on the other
side thinks we were the least bit intimidated about this he has another
thing coming.

I reiterate in the House that because this has been brought up by
the government it has cost us now well over an hour, probably two
hours of debate and this will cost the government double time in its
debates.

● (1640)

[Translation]

Mr. Michel Guimond (Beauport—Montmorency—Côte-de-
Beaupré—Île-d'Orléans, BQ): Mr. Speaker, first, I want to tell
Canadian Alliance members that I have no intention of unduly
extending my presentation, so as not to penalize them further on their
opposition day on a topic very important to the Bloc Quebecois,
namely the Kyoto protocol.

However, before beginning my presentation, I need some
clarification from the Chair. I would like to know if it is allowed
to mention the name a member of parliament when that name is
included in an article. When we quote from a newspaper article in
which the name of a member of parliament is mentioned, are we
allowed to quote it verbatim?

The Deputy Speaker: The rule has always been that we cannot
do indirectly what we are not allowed to do directly in the House.

Therefore, if we have a quote from a newspaper article or other,
we must be very careful not to repeat words that would normally be
deemed to be unparliamentary in the context of a debate here, in the
House of Commons. This is the best advice I can give to the hon.
member, and I hope that he will comply with these rules.

● (1645)

Mr. Michel Guimond: Mr. Speaker, I believe that the question of
privilege raised by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister
is a clear case. There are three colleagues involved in this question of
privilege on which you need to make a ruling. While taking nothing
away from the presentations by the other Canadian Alliance
members, I was particularly sensitive to, and appreciative of, the
approach taken by the hon. member for Portage—Lisgar in his
presentation.

We must acknowledge that there is a direct connection between
the fact that the hon. member for Portage—Lisgar himself has
submitted a question of privilege concerning the minister of defence,
a question currently under study by the Standing Committee on
Procedure and House Affairs, on which I sit, and the question raised
by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister.

In my opinion, Mr. Speaker, you have before you a clear case of a
member who is the victim of intimidation—I would be tempted to go
still further and say harassment—by another colleague. He has
merely made use of a parliamentary privilege to which he is entitled
as an elected member of this House.

I am certain that you will give this question all due attention and
will examine it with the care which we are accustomed to seeing you
use on such matters, and which we are entitled to expect from a
Speaker.

In connection with the questions raised by the Parliamentary
Secretary to the Prime Minister regarding a release that I have no
intention of rereading—to avoid doing indirectly what cannot be
done directly—and the comments made by colleagues outside of the
House, through a press release, I would respectfully submit that
certain government members of the Standing Committee on
Procedure and House Affairs do this.

Allow me to quote the member for Halifax West, from an article
published in the Globe and Mail on February 28, 2002, entitled
“Eggleton Committee concludes inquiry”, signed by Allison
Dunfield. In this article, the member for Halifax West is quoted.
This quote is placed in quotation marks. Therefore, he uttered the
words; he cannot therefore deny having spoken them. The reporter
quotes him with quotation marks. The member for Halifax West told
a CBC Newsworld reporter, and I quote, “I think it has become a
huge bit of a circus”.

The member for Halifax West should also then be cited for a
question of privilege for having commented the issue outside the
House.

Mr. Speaker, to conclude, I would like to thank you for the
numerous times that you prevented the members of the Canadian
Alliance from repeating the word “deliberately”. When we drafted
the report of the Standing Committee on Procedure and House
Affairs this week, the Liberal majority said to us repeatedly “The
notice of motion, the order of reference do not mention the word
'deliberately'”. You yourself mentioned that if we use the word
“deliberately” in reference to comments made by a colleague, it
would be considered unparliamentary.

● (1650)

This explains why, in the order of reference for the Standing
Committee on Procedure and House Affairs, the word “deliberately”
does not appear. We have our work cut out for us.

I thank you for the countless times you said that the word
“deliberately” needed not be considered. This will be extremely
useful when we consult the blues and prepare our report.

[English]

Mr. Joe Jordan (Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime
Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate you because
these issues are not easy issues to preside over. I think you have
allowed a certain amount of latitude as we are trying to work through
this issue.
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I feel I need to point out a couple of key points. One is that the
issue of hearing this today was not a decision by the government. It
was a decision by the Speaker. If opposition members have a
problem with that I suggest they take it up with the Speaker's office.
I brought this issue on February 28 because under the rules of the
House I had an obligation to bring it to the House at the earliest
opportunity and that is what I determined to be my earliest
opportunity. I would ask if the issue of timing could be addressed in
the ruling, because it has been brought up numerous times that this
issue somehow was not raised properly. I think if we could clear that
up it would go a long way to moving this discussion forward.

Second, in no way and at no time did I ever try to imply that
opposition members could not do their job. My entire point deals
with the language that they used, not their right to do their job.

I would conclude by reading one paragraph from Maingot's
Parliamentary Privilege in Canada, at page 254. I think this is
demonstrated and reinforced by the fact that the opposition was not
allowed to read the press release here. It states:

Language spoken during a Parliamentary proceeding that impugns the integrity of
members would be unparliamentary and a breach of order contrary to the Standing
Orders. But not a breach of privilege.

If it is spoken in the House.
Spoken outside the House by a Member the same language reflecting on the

Member's Parliamentary capacity would be considered contempt of the House.

That was the issue I was raising. I think it is a very narrow and
simple issue. The opposition members have confirmed they made the
statement.

Mr. Speaker, the ruling is in your hands and I look forward to your
judgment.

The Deputy Speaker: Let me give my assurance to the House
that the Chair has in fact taken this matter very seriously, from the
outset when the question of privilege was first raised by the
parliamentary secretary. The ruling will reflect the seriousness of the
matter. I am sure that it will be made in the most reasonable time
allowable to in fact give it the serious consideration and study that is
required.

I wish to thank the hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime
Minister, the Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the
Government in the House of Commons and the hon. member for
Toronto—Danforth, on whose issue within the context of one of the
interventions from an opposition member I will again recommit
myself to reviewing the blues and returning to the House if it should
be necessary.

I want to thank the hon. member for Portage—Lisgar, the hon.
member for Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke, the hon. member for
Lakeland, l'honorable député de Beauport—Montmorency—Côte-
de-Beaupré—Île-d'Orléans pour leurs interventions, and also let me
not forget the hon. member for Langley—Abbotsford, the House
leader of the official opposition. I thank everyone for their
participation and also their co-operation in what has been a sensitive
and difficult matter to deal with, particularly from the context
sometimes of what is parliamentary and not parliamentary within the
confines of our Chamber under normal circumstances, understanding
that I think the latitude was fairly distributed. I thank members for
their co-operation.

I would like to return to the debate on the official opposition
motion. The hon. member for Calgary Southeast has approximately
three minutes remaining in his debate, with five minutes of questions
and comments.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

[English]

SUPPLY

ALLOTTED DAY—KYOTO PROTOCOL

The House resumed consideration of the motion.

Mr. Jason Kenney (Calgary Southeast, Canadian Alliance):
Mr. Speaker, before question period I was reiterating the record of
the Progressive Conservative Party on the Kyoto accord and quoting
at some length from transcripts, from here and at the environment
committee, of the environment critic of that party and the leader of
that party who clearly and consistently have since 1997 supported
the Kyoto accord. In fact during question period my friend from
Fundy—Royal challenged me to come up with a quote where he
actually explicitly supported the accord. He has been very artful
about trying to play both sides of the field, but not artful enough,
because he actually let honesty get the better of him on March 5,
1999, when he said in the House:

The Minister of Finance should step into the real world and see that climate
change is for real and so is the Kyoto challenge. The truth of the matter is that we are
25% behind our goal and environmental issues continue to be a low priority for this
Liberal government. Another Liberal budget has just passed and so has another
opportunity for the minister to take concrete action to combat climate change. When
will this government put an end to its paltry environmental record and announce new
and significant economic instruments so Canadians can meet their Kyoto target?

What could be clearer? I do not know. He then went on to state:

A target a decade or more away is likely to become irrelevant as the science
continues to evolve. However the PC party will accept reaching 1990 levels by the
year 2010 as an interim target—

I understand. If he opposes Kyoto, it is because the targets are not
aggressive enough and the economic damage done is not big
enough. His own leader said in a recent op-ed on February 20:

Should it be made evident, following an analysis of the impact and the costs of the
Kyoto protocol...I will actively support ratification.

That is the comment of the leader of the fifth party.

Finally, in a press release today the member for Fundy—Royal
very clearly said in regard to the Tory Party:

We would have engaged in more constructive debate...on the need to postpone
any decision on ratification—

It is quite clear that the member from the Tory Party and his party
are consistently in favour of this devastating accord. We will not be
fooled by the political trickery of their trying to support this motion.

In closing, pursuant to Standing Order 26(1), I move:

That the House continue to sit beyond the ordinary hour of daily adjournment for the
purpose of considering the supply motion in the name of the member for Red Deer.
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● (1655)

The Deputy Speaker: If I could just beg the indulgence of the
House to deal with another housecleaning item before 5 o'clock, it is
my duty pursuant to Standing Order 38 to inform the House that the
question to be raised tonight at the time of adjournment is as follows:
the hon. member for Acadie—Bathurst, National Defence.

The House has heard the terms of the motion. Will those members
who object to the motion please rise in their places?

And more than 15 members having risen:

The Deputy Speaker: More than 15 members having risen, the
motion is deemed to have been withdrawn.

● (1700)

Mr. John Herron (Fundy—Royal, PC/DR): Mr. Speaker, I tried
to be quite judicious in my earlier comments. The hon. member for
Athabasca has made some constructive comments in the debate as
has the hon. member for Red Deer. However we have seen the hon.
member for Calgary Southeast sink to an all time low. It is indicative
of the company he keeps in terms of people like Ezra Levant and his
dear friend from Calgary Southwest.

I will talk about—

Mr. John Williams: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I
thought we were debating an environmental issue, not talking about
friends of the hon. member for Calgary Southeast. I ask that the hon.
member restrict his remarks to the issues before the House.

The Deputy Speaker: If we are talking about relevance, I have
seen it stretched to the limit from time to time. In fairness the hon.
member was just warming up. I am sure he would have gotten to the
relevance of the question before the House today.

Mr. John Herron: Mr. Speaker, I will talk about the flip flops we
have seen from the Canadian Alliance in terms of its position.

The Alliance Party had a protracted debate challenging the science
with respect to climate change. It asked whether there was
discernible human influence or proof that carbon dioxide was
causing climate change. Alliance members are now saying they
endorse it. The member for Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca stated here in
the House earlier that he wanted to go beyond Kyoto in terms of
carbon dioxide reductions. That has been another change. We have
seen a flip flop of massive proportions.

The only party in the House that ever proposed a carbon tax was
the Reform Party. Bill Gilmour, the former Reform critic, was quoted
in the Ottawa Citizen on October 24, 1997 as saying environmental
taxes could be part of the equation if they were dedicated. Reform
and the hon. member for Calgary Southeast advocated carbon taxes
at one point in time. I call it the Kenney-Levant-Gilmour tax.

Why does the hon. member spend so much time worrying about
the Tories when it is the government we need to hold to account? We
cannot have blind ratification of the accord without a sector by
sector, province by province impact analysis and a provincial
consensus. That is the minimum we owe Canadians. Canadians need
to know the behavioural expectations the Government of Canada
would put on them.

On what date did the hon. member begin to believe in the science
of climate change?

Mr. Jason Kenney: Mr. Speaker, it is peculiar that the Tory
environment critic would say I have sunk to a new low. My entire
speech consisted of quotes from his words in the official
parliamentary transcript. He thinks that is a new low and I can
understand why.

I did not focus my remarks on the government because its position
is absolutely clear. The Minister of the Environment has been clear
that he is in favour of ratifying the accord the government has
negotiated. It does not care about the disastrous economic
consequences. It does not care about the fact that other countries
including the United States are not signing on.

One party in the House has tried to have it both ways. That is a
level of political dishonesty I will not accept. The hon. member says
he supports economic instruments so Canada can meet its Kyoto
targets. He says the PC party would accept reaching 1990 levels by
the year 2010 as an interim target. He says Kyoto would be an
interim target.

His leader said if certain studies were commissioned and done and
more talk and blabber went on he would actively support ratification.
In the hon. member's news release today he suggested we needed to
“postpone any decision on ratification”.

I commend the Minister of the Environment who is absolutely
clear about the issue. He wants to ratify. He does not care about the
jobs that would be lost. However the member of the Tory Party is
trying to have it both ways. It is clear from the record that he
supports the Kyoto protocol and does not care about its economic
consequences. Shame on him for trying to shade it. Why does he not
come out and tell us he thinks the Kyoto protocol should be ratified
and that it is merely an interim target? He wants binding, job killing
targets that go beyond Kyoto. That is what he said on the record.

● (1705)

Mr. John Herron: Mr. Speaker, the Progressive Conservative
Party of Canada is saying that regardless of whether we are part of
the Kyoto protocol, as a modern country and a modern society we
must have a plan to ensure we live up to our responsibilities in the
world community of addressing the challenges of climate change.

My attack is not directed toward the government at the moment,
but it has been unable to develop a plan in the context of the last five
years. Until it has tabled an implementation strategy of which
Canadians know the impact on a sector by sector, industry by
industry, province by province basis, and until we know the plan can
get us there, I am not advocating that we ratify something the
Government of Canada has no plan to implement.
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The Progressive Conservatives are trying to have a balanced
approach. If the Government of Canada can demonstrate it has a plan
which can get us there without evoking serious economic harm we
will look at it. However we are not in favour of blind ratification. We
never have been. The hon. member can look through his notes as
much as he wants but he will not find a quote. We have never
supported blind ratification.

Mr. Jason Kenney: Mr. Speaker, I spent ten minutes and then
another two answering the hon. member's first question. I quoted the
PC party as saying it would accept reaching 1990 levels by 2010 as
an interim target. The party's leader said if more studies were done
he would actively support ratification.

The hon. member is like a watermelon. He is green on the outside
but red on the inside. In 1997 he said:

—we need drastic initiatives or policy changes in culture in order for us to get to
any hope for civilization by the year 2010.

The hon. member should be ashamed of himself. As a watermelon
he should stand and take pride in his support for destroying the
Canadian economy through the accord.

The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. Does anyone care to listen to
the Speaker? I do not know how members can expect to be heard
when I am standing.

If the hon. member for Lac-Saint-Louis is rising on a point of
order I will hear the point of order. However I will put something on
the table. The proceedings this day on the official opposition motion
must conclude at 5.15 p.m. and the question must be put.

I have indication from the government side that the Minister of the
Environment is the next to speak. That would leave him five minutes
and then I must make a ruling. If we can put aside any other
procedural matters I will give the floor to the hon. Minister of the
Environment.

● (1710)

Hon. David Anderson (Minister of the Environment, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate the opportunity to contribute to the debate. It is
an important one. I am amazed the Alliance has managed to
filibuster its own motion on an opposition day, a motion critical of
the government.

The Alliance motion is based on three premises, all of which are
flawed. First, with respect to the United States, Ambassador Cellucci
said today in the Globe and Mail:

A major component of our international (and continental) effort will be co-
operation with Canada. On March 7, the United States and Canada announced an
agreement to expand and intensify our existing bilateral efforts to address global
climate change...This can benefit both our environments and both our economies. I
look forward to working closely with Canada's political leadership to see that North
America is as innovative in addressing climate change as it always has been in
responding to global environmental and economic challenges.

The ambassador reaffirmed the president's commitment to the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change and its
goal of stabilizing greenhouse gas emissions. The article reads:

—Mr. Bush reaffirmed the U.S. commitment to the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change and its central goal, to stabilize atmospheric
greenhouse-gas concentrations at a level that will prevent dangerous human
interference with the climate.

The United States is taking action. As the ambassador has made
abundantly clear, we are working extremely closely with them. I will
skip the remaining paragraphs of the ambassador's interesting article.
However I urge all hon. members to read it.

Second, the motion makes flawed assumptions about the costs of
ratifying the protocol.

[Translation]

In recent months, there has been a wide range of estimates thrown
around regarding the impacts of ratification on the Canadian
economy. Many of the estimates were built on old data and old
assumptions, and not on the most recent elements of Canadian plans
or the Bonn and Marrakesh agreements.

[English]

This part of the motion focused solely on out of date studies and
costs which are irrelevant to the issues we must face tomorrow. The
federal provincial territorial Analysis and Modeling Group of the
National Climate Change Process co-chaired by the federal and
Alberta governments is working to complete its analysis of the
economic costs and benefits of the Kyoto protocol. As I said in
question period in response to a question from the Alliance, we
expect to have its results at the end of April or early May. They will
provide the most current understanding of the issue.

This is why the motion is so inopportune at this time. As we have
said time after time, we are waiting for the federal provincial
territorial group to finish its work. We cannot come to the same
conclusions as the Alliance motion because the work has not yet
been completed.

We should recognize that a number of companies have done
excellent work in reducing greenhouse gas emissions and thus the
threat of climate change. British Petroleum has reduced emissions
between 8% and 10% over the last four years. According to the
British deputy prime minister the value of the company went up 640
million pounds in the same period. It is not impossible.

The scaremongers in the Canadian Alliance who assume Canadian
companies are incapable of competing with international companies
deny we can do what other nations can. However Canadian
corporations are doing just that. There are many examples. Alcan
is one. It is doing a great job.

Third, the motion says Kyoto would do little or nothing for the
environment. That is rubbish. It is an international agreement
involving about 179 countries. It is the first step in the process of
reversing a trend which has been taking place for the last 200 years.
It is vital that we start now.
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● (1715)

POINTS OF ORDER

SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATES (B)—SPEAKER'S RULING

The Deputy Speaker: I am now prepared to rule on the point of
order raised on Monday, March 18, by the hon. member for St.
Albert concerning the procedural acceptability of vote 6b under
Public Works and Government Services in Supplementary Estimates
(B), 2001-02.

[Translation]

I would like to thank the hon. member for St. Albert for having
drawn this matter to the attention of the Chair and to thank as well
the hon. President of the Treasury Board for her contribution on this
subject.

[English]

In raising this issue the hon. member for St. Albert pointed out
that the one dollar item in vote 6b under Public Works and
Government Services concerning the optional services revolving
fund is included expressly for the purpose of amending section 5.5 of
the Revolving Funds Act, Revised Statutes of Canada, chapter R-8
as amended.

He pointed out that dollar items, that is amounts of one dollar
which are included in the estimates to authorize various sorts of
financial transaction using only existing funds or financial
authorities, may be used only for certain very specific purposes.
The hon. member for St. Albert cited House of Commons Practice
and Procedure at page 733 which states:

Supplementary Estimates often include what are known as “one dollar items”,
which seek an alteration in the existing allocation of funds as authorized in the Main
Estimates. The purpose of a dollar item is not to seek new or additional money, but
rather to spend money already authorized for a different purpose. Since “estimates”
are budgetary items, they must have a dollar value. However, because no new funds
are requested, the “one dollar” is merely a symbolic amount. Dollar items may be
used to transfer funds from one program to another, to write-off debts, to adjust loan
guarantees, to authorize grants, or to amend previous appropriation acts.

[Translation]

The citation continues:
The inclusion of one dollar items in the Estimates also gave rise to the issue of

using Estimates to “legislate” (i.e., Estimates going beyond simply appropriating
funds and attempting to obtain new legislative authority which would otherwise
require separate enabling legislation through the regular legislative process, outside
the Supply procedure).

[English]

Previous speakers have ruled very clearly concerning the
procedural acceptability of legislating by way of an appropriation
act. The hon. member for St. Albert quoted from a ruling by the hon.
Speaker Jerome on March 22, 1977, who stated at page 607 of the
Journals:

—it is my view that the government receives from Parliament the authority to act
through the passage of legislation and receives the money to finance such
authorized action through the passage by Parliament of an appropriation act. A
supply item in my opinion ought not, therefore, to be used to obtain authority
which is the proper subject of legislation—

The Hon. President of the Treasury Board pointed out in her
remarks that, as the hon. member for St. Albert stated in raising this
matter, explicit permission to amend the Revolving Funds Act by an

appropriation act is provided for in the Revolving Funds Act itself.
She went on to provide a number of examples when such
amendments have been approved in this way.

That, I point out in passing, is the solution to the difficulty raised
by the hon. member for St. Albert concerning the amount that is
being affected by the recurrent request. Section 5.5(3) of the
Revolving Funds Act as it appears on the justice department website
indicates that the amount in the optional services revolving fund by
which expenditures may exceed revenues is $200 million.

In vote 6b the government is seeking the approval of parliament to
reduce the amount in that section from $75 million to $35 million.
The justice department website was last updated on August 31,
2001, at which time the figure of $200 million was accurate. In
December 2001 parliament, by approving Appropriation Act No. 3,
2001-02, approved the reduction of that amount from $200 million
to $75 million. What is now before the House is a request to further
reduce the amount from $75 million to $35 million.

As the hon. President of the Treasury Board indicated, section 12
of the Revolving Funds Act which authorizes the amendment of that
act by an appropriation act was approved by parliament. Parliament
has in fact used this method of amending the Revolving Funds Act
on a number of occasions, as recently as this past December as I
have just indicated. There exist therefore both statutory authority and
past practice of the House to justify the current method of
proceeding. This applies to votes 7b, 8b and 9b as well as to vote
6b. Under these circumstances I cannot find that the hon. member for
St. Albert's point of order is well founded.

● (1720)

[Translation]

In addition to a ruling on the specific issue before us, the hon.
member, in raising this matter, sought some guidance as to how our
rules concerning one dollar items are to be understood. It might be
useful in this regard to return to the words of Speaker Jerome.

[English]

In addressing the request for a decision concerning the use of one
dollar items he stated at page 606 of the Journals of March 22, 1977:

—this conflict leads to some consideration of the function of the Chair, which is
not to dictate what Parliament can or cannot do but, rather, to ensure that what
Parliament attempts to do is procedurally correct.

In a subsequent ruling on the issue of one dollar items Mr. Speaker
Jerome outlined the basis for separating substantive legislation from
the supply process at page 184 of the Journals of the House of
Commons of December 7, 1977:

—it has long been a tenet of the House that supply ought to be confined strictly to
the process for which it was intended; that is to say, for the purpose of putting
forward by the government the estimate of the money it needs, and then in turn
voting by the House of that money to the government, and not to be extended in
any way into the legislative area, because legislation and legislative changes in
substance are not intended to be part of supply, but rather ought to be part of the
legislative process in the regular way which requires three readings, committee
stage, and, in other words, ample opportunity for Members to participate in debate
and amendment.

He continued at page 185:
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The point at issue is whether the...items seek legislative authority which does now
exist or does not exist...The test to which I put them is whether or not in these items
the government is putting forward a spending estimate under authority it already
possesses, or whether it is seeking new legislative authority for these...items.

In the present case parliament has given its approval to the
Revolving Funds Act following the usual legislative process,
including the provision in section 12 which permits modification
of the dollar limit in the optional services revolving fund by way of
an appropriation act.

With respect to the question raised earlier today by the member for
St. Albert concerning the necessity of debating the measures
contained in the supply bill, I simply point out that in permitting
that amendments be made to the Revolving Funds Act by an
appropriation act, section 12 makes no suggestion that any other than
the normal supply process be followed.

Members have the opportunity to give detailed consideration to
the estimates at the committee stage. Further, there is nothing to
prevent any party from making consideration of any part of the
estimates the subject of an opposition supply day motion. Finally, the
House could under our rules as currently framed choose to debate the
supply bill at its various stages on the final supply day, provided it
did so before the end of government orders and within the
parameters contained in the standing orders.

Under the circumstances, while I commend the hon. member for
St. Albert for his admirable vigilance in matters related to supply, I
can see no justification to depart from our usual practices in this
case.

* * *

SUPPLY

ALLOTTED DAY—KYOTO PROTOCOL

The House resumed consideration of the motion.

The Deputy Speaker: It being 5.24 p.m. it is my duty to interrupt
the proceedings and put forthwith every question necessary to
dispose of the business of supply.

The question is on the motion. Is it the pleasure of the House to
adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: No.

The Deputy Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will
please say yea.

Some hon. members: Yea.

The Deputy Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay.

Some hon. members: Nay.

The Deputy Speaker: In my opinion the nays have it.

And more than five members having risen:

The Deputy Speaker: Call in the members.

● (1755)

[Translation]
(The House divided on the motion, which was negatived on the

following division:)

(Division No. 248)

YEAS
Members

Abbott Anders
Bachand (Richmond—Arthabaska) Bailey
Benoit Breitkreuz
Cadman Casson
Chatters Clark
Duncan Elley
Epp Fitzpatrick
Forseth Gallant
Goldring Gouk
Grey Harris
Hearn Herron
Hinton Jaffer
Johnston Keddy (South Shore)
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Lunney (Nanaimo—Alberni)
MacKay (Pictou—Antigonish—Guysborough) Mark
Martin (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca) Meredith
Merrifield Mills (Red Deer)
Pallister Pankiw
Penson Reid (Lanark—Carleton)
Ritz Schmidt
Skelton Solberg
Sorenson Spencer
Stinson Strahl
Toews Vellacott
Wayne White (Langley—Abbotsford)
Williams Yelich– — 52

NAYS
Members

Alcock Anderson (Victoria)
Assad Assadourian
Augustine Bachand (Saint-Jean)
Bagnell Baker
Bakopanos Barnes
Beaumier Bélair
Bélanger Bellehumeur
Bennett Bertrand
Bevilacqua Bigras
Binet Blaikie
Blondin-Andrew Bonin
Boudria Bourgeois
Bradshaw Brien
Brown Bryden
Bulte Byrne
Caccia Calder
Cannis Caplan
Cardin Carignan
Castonguay Catterall
Chamberlain Charbonneau
Chrétien Coderre
Collenette Copps
Crête Cullen
Cuzner Dalphond-Guiral
Davies Desjarlais
DeVillers Dion
Discepola Dromisky
Drouin Dubé
Duceppe Duplain
Eggleton Eyking
Finlay Fontana
Fournier Fry
Gagnon (Québec) Gagnon (Champlain)
Gallaway Gauthier
Girard-Bujold Godfrey
Godin Goodale
Guarnieri Guay
Guimond Harb
Harvard Harvey
Jackson Jennings
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Jordan Karygiannis
Keyes Kilgour (Edmonton Southeast)
Kraft Sloan Laframboise
Laliberte Lalonde
Lanctôt LeBlanc
Lee Leung
Lill Lincoln
Longfield Loubier
MacAulay Macklin
Mahoney Malhi
Manley Marceau
Marcil Martin (Winnipeg Centre)
Martin (LaSalle—Émard) Matthews
McCallum McDonough
McGuire McKay (Scarborough East)
McLellan McTeague
Mills (Toronto—Danforth) Minna
Mitchell Murphy
Myers Nault
Neville Normand
Nystrom O'Brien (Labrador)
O'Brien (London—Fanshawe) O'Reilly
Owen Pagtakhan
Paquette Paradis
Parrish Patry
Peric Perron
Peschisolido Peterson
Phinney Picard (Drummond)
Pickard (Chatham—Kent Essex) Pillitteri
Plamondon Pratt
Price Proulx
Provenzano Redman
Reed (Halton) Regan
Richardson Robillard
Robinson Rocheleau
Rock Saada
Sauvageau Savoy
Scherrer Scott
Serré Sgro
Shepherd Speller
St-Hilaire St-Jacques
St-Julien St. Denis
Stewart Szabo
Telegdi Thibault (West Nova)
Thibeault (Saint-Lambert) Tirabassi
Tonks Valeri
Vanclief Venne
Volpe Wasylycia-Leis
Wilfert Wood– — 178

PAIRED
Members

Asselin Bellemare
Bergeron Bonwick
Carroll Desrochers
Easter Graham
McCormick Ménard
Roy Tremblay (Lac-Saint-Jean—Saguenay)
Tremblay (Rimouski-Neigette-et-la Mitis) Ur– — 14

The Speaker: I declare the motion lost.

ALLOTTED DAY—SOCIAL PROGRAMS

The House resumed from March 18 consideration of the motion.

The Speaker: The House will now proceed to the deferred
recorded division on the motion regarding the business of supply.

[English]

Ms. Marlene Catterall: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. If
you were to seek it I think you would find consent in the House that
those who voted on the immediately previous motion be recorded as
voting on this motion, with Liberal members voting no.

The Speaker: Is there unanimous consent to proceed in this
fashion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Mr. Garry Breitkreuz:Mr. Speaker, Canadian Alliance members
will vote yes to this motion.

[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Brien: Mr. Speaker, Bloc Quebecois members will
vote in favour of this motion.

Mr. Yvon Godin: Mr. Speaker, NDP members will vote yes to
this motion.

Mr. André Bachand: Mr. Speaker, in addition to the hon.
member for Cumberland—Colchester, PC/DR coalition members are
pleased to support this motion.
(The House divided on the motion, which was negatived on the

following division:)

(Division No. 249)

YEAS
Members

Abbott Anders
Bachand (Richmond—Arthabaska) Bachand (Saint-Jean)
Bailey Bellehumeur
Benoit Bigras
Blaikie Bourgeois
Breitkreuz Brien
Cadman Cardin
Casey Casson
Chatters Clark
Crête Dalphond-Guiral
Davies Desjarlais
Dubé Duceppe
Duncan Elley
Epp Fitzpatrick
Forseth Fournier
Gagnon (Québec) Gagnon (Champlain)
Gallant Gauthier
Girard-Bujold Godin
Goldring Gouk
Grey Guay
Guimond Harris
Hearn Herron
Hinton Jaffer
Johnston Keddy (South Shore)
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Laframboise
Lalonde Lanctôt
Lill Loubier
Lunney (Nanaimo—Alberni) MacKay (Pictou—Antigonish—Guysborough)
Marceau Mark
Martin (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca) Martin (Winnipeg Centre)
McDonough Meredith
Merrifield Mills (Red Deer)
Nystrom Pallister
Pankiw Paquette
Penson Perron
Picard (Drummond) Plamondon
Reid (Lanark—Carleton) Ritz
Robinson Rocheleau
Sauvageau Schmidt
Skelton Solberg
Sorenson Spencer
St-Hilaire Stinson
Strahl Toews
Vellacott Venne
Wasylycia-Leis Wayne
White (Langley—Abbotsford) Williams
Yelich– — 93

NAYS
Members

Alcock Anderson (Victoria)
Assad Assadourian
Augustine Bagnell
Baker Bakopanos
Barnes Beaumier
Bélair Bélanger
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Bennett Bertrand
Bevilacqua Binet
Blondin-Andrew Bonin
Boudria Bradshaw
Brown Bryden
Bulte Byrne
Caccia Calder
Cannis Caplan
Carignan Castonguay
Catterall Chamberlain
Charbonneau Chrétien
Coderre Collenette
Copps Cullen
Cuzner DeVillers
Dion Discepola
Dromisky Drouin
Duplain Eggleton
Eyking Finlay
Fontana Fry
Gallaway Godfrey
Goodale Guarnieri
Harb Harvard
Harvey Jackson
Jennings Jordan
Karygiannis Keyes
Kilgour (Edmonton Southeast) Kraft Sloan
Laliberte LeBlanc
Lee Leung
Lincoln Longfield
MacAulay Macklin
Mahoney Malhi
Manley Marcil
Martin (LaSalle—Émard) Matthews
McCallum McGuire
McKay (Scarborough East) McLellan
McTeague Mills (Toronto—Danforth)
Minna Mitchell
Murphy Myers
Nault Neville
Normand O'Brien (Labrador)
O'Brien (London—Fanshawe) O'Reilly
Owen Pagtakhan
Paradis Parrish
Patry Peric
Peschisolido Peterson
Phinney Pickard (Chatham—Kent Essex)
Pillitteri Pratt
Price Proulx
Provenzano Redman
Reed (Halton) Regan
Richardson Robillard
Rock Saada
Savoy Scherrer
Scott Serré
Sgro Shepherd
Speller St-Jacques
St-Julien St. Denis
Stewart Szabo
Telegdi Thibault (West Nova)
Thibeault (Saint-Lambert) Tirabassi
Tonks Valeri
Vanclief Volpe
Wilfert Wood– — 138

PAIRED
Members

Asselin Bellemare
Bergeron Bonwick
Carroll Desrochers
Easter Graham
McCormick Ménard
Roy Tremblay (Lac-Saint-Jean—Saguenay)
Tremblay (Rimouski-Neigette-et-la Mitis) Ur– — 14

The Speaker: I declare the motion negatived.

[English]

SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATES (B), 2001-02

CONCURRENCE IN VOTE 5B—INDUSTRY

Hon. Lucienne Robillard (President of the Treasury Board,
Lib.) moved:

Motion No. 1

That Vote 5b, in the amount of $131,520,000, under INDUSTRY—Department—
Grants and contributions, in the Supplementary Estimates (B) for the fiscal year
ending March 31, 2002, be concurred in.

Ms. Marlene Catterall: Mr. Speaker, I think you would find
consent in the House that the vote on the previous motion be applied
to Motion No. 1 in reverse.

The Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
(The House divided on Motion No. 1, which was agreed to on the

following division:)

(Division No. 250)

YEAS
Members

Alcock Anderson (Victoria)
Assad Assadourian
Augustine Bagnell
Baker Bakopanos
Barnes Beaumier
Bélair Bélanger
Bennett Bertrand
Bevilacqua Binet
Blondin-Andrew Bonin
Boudria Bradshaw
Brown Bryden
Bulte Byrne
Caccia Calder
Cannis Caplan
Carignan Castonguay
Catterall Chamberlain
Charbonneau Chrétien
Coderre Collenette
Copps Cullen
Cuzner DeVillers
Dion Discepola
Dromisky Drouin
Duplain Eggleton
Eyking Finlay
Fontana Fry
Gallaway Godfrey
Goodale Guarnieri
Harb Harvard
Harvey Jackson
Jennings Jordan
Karygiannis Keyes
Kilgour (Edmonton Southeast) Kraft Sloan
Laliberte LeBlanc
Lee Leung
Lincoln Longfield
MacAulay Macklin
Mahoney Malhi
Manley Marcil
Martin (LaSalle—Émard) Matthews
McCallum McGuire
McKay (Scarborough East) McLellan
McTeague Mills (Toronto—Danforth)
Minna Mitchell
Murphy Myers
Nault Neville
Normand O'Brien (Labrador)
O'Brien (London—Fanshawe) O'Reilly
Owen Pagtakhan
Paradis Parrish
Patry Peric
Peschisolido Peterson
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Phinney Pickard (Chatham—Kent Essex)
Pillitteri Pratt
Price Proulx
Provenzano Redman
Reed (Halton) Regan
Richardson Robillard
Rock Saada
Savoy Scherrer
Scott Serré
Sgro Shepherd
Speller St-Jacques
St-Julien St. Denis
Stewart Szabo
Telegdi Thibault (West Nova)
Thibeault (Saint-Lambert) Tirabassi
Tonks Valeri
Vanclief Volpe
Wilfert Wood– — 138

NAYS
Members

Abbott Anders
Bachand (Richmond—Arthabaska) Bachand (Saint-Jean)
Bailey Bellehumeur
Benoit Bigras
Blaikie Bourgeois
Breitkreuz Brien
Cadman Cardin
Casey Casson
Chatters Clark
Crête Dalphond-Guiral
Davies Desjarlais
Dubé Duceppe
Duncan Elley
Epp Fitzpatrick
Forseth Fournier
Gagnon (Québec) Gagnon (Champlain)
Gallant Gauthier
Girard-Bujold Godin
Goldring Gouk
Grey Guay
Guimond Harris
Hearn Herron
Hinton Jaffer
Johnston Keddy (South Shore)
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Laframboise
Lalonde Lanctôt
Lill Loubier
Lunney (Nanaimo—Alberni) MacKay (Pictou—Antigonish—Guysborough)
Marceau Mark
Martin (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca) Martin (Winnipeg Centre)
McDonough Meredith
Merrifield Mills (Red Deer)
Nystrom Pallister
Pankiw Paquette
Penson Perron
Picard (Drummond) Plamondon
Reid (Lanark—Carleton) Ritz
Robinson Rocheleau
Sauvageau Schmidt
Skelton Solberg
Sorenson Spencer
St-Hilaire Stinson
Strahl Toews
Vellacott Venne
Wasylycia-Leis Wayne
White (Langley—Abbotsford) Williams
Yelich– — 93

PAIRED
Members

Asselin Bellemare
Bergeron Bonwick
Carroll Desrochers
Easter Graham
McCormick Ménard
Roy Tremblay (Lac-Saint-Jean—Saguenay)
Tremblay (Rimouski-Neigette-et-la Mitis) Ur– — 14

The Speaker: I declare Motion No. 1 carried.

[Translation]

The next question is on Motion No. 2 under opposed votes.

[English]

Ms. Marlene Catterall: Mr. Speaker, I think you would find
consent in the House that the vote taken on Motion No. 1 be applied
to Motions Nos. 2, 3, 4 and 5.

[Translation]

The Speaker: Is there unanimous consent to proceed in this
fashion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

[English]

CONCURRENCE IN VOTE 1B—PUBLIC WORKS AND GOVERNMENT
SERVICES

Hon. Lucienne Robillard (President of the Treasury Board,
Lib.) moved:

Motion No. 2

That Vote 1b, in the amount of $34,826,049, under PUBLIC WORKS AND
GOVERNMENT SERVICES—Department—Operating expenditures, in the Sup-
plementary Estimates (B) for the fiscal year ending March 31, 2002, be concurred in.

(The House divided on Motion No. 2, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 251)

YEAS
Members

Alcock Anderson (Victoria)
Assad Assadourian
Augustine Bagnell
Baker Bakopanos
Barnes Beaumier
Bélair Bélanger
Bennett Bertrand
Bevilacqua Binet
Blondin-Andrew Bonin
Boudria Bradshaw
Brown Bryden
Bulte Byrne
Caccia Calder
Cannis Caplan
Carignan Castonguay
Catterall Chamberlain
Charbonneau Chrétien
Coderre Collenette
Copps Cullen
Cuzner DeVillers
Dion Discepola
Dromisky Drouin
Duplain Eggleton
Eyking Finlay
Fontana Fry
Gallaway Godfrey
Goodale Guarnieri
Harb Harvard
Harvey Jackson
Jennings Jordan
Karygiannis Keyes
Kilgour (Edmonton Southeast) Kraft Sloan
Laliberte LeBlanc
Lee Leung
Lincoln Longfield
MacAulay Macklin
Mahoney Malhi
Manley Marcil
Martin (LaSalle—Émard) Matthews
McCallum McGuire
McKay (Scarborough East) McLellan
McTeague Mills (Toronto—Danforth)
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Minna Mitchell
Murphy Myers
Nault Neville
Normand O'Brien (Labrador)
O'Brien (London—Fanshawe) O'Reilly
Owen Pagtakhan
Paradis Parrish
Patry Peric
Peschisolido Peterson
Phinney Pickard (Chatham—Kent Essex)
Pillitteri Pratt
Price Proulx
Provenzano Redman
Reed (Halton) Regan
Richardson Robillard
Rock Saada
Savoy Scherrer
Scott Serré
Sgro Shepherd
Speller St-Jacques
St-Julien St. Denis
Stewart Szabo
Telegdi Thibault (West Nova)
Thibeault (Saint-Lambert) Tirabassi
Tonks Valeri
Vanclief Volpe
Wilfert Wood– — 138

NAYS
Members

Abbott Anders
Bachand (Richmond—Arthabaska) Bachand (Saint-Jean)
Bailey Bellehumeur
Benoit Bigras
Blaikie Bourgeois
Breitkreuz Brien
Cadman Cardin
Casey Casson
Chatters Clark
Crête Dalphond-Guiral
Davies Desjarlais
Dubé Duceppe
Duncan Elley
Epp Fitzpatrick
Forseth Fournier
Gagnon (Québec) Gagnon (Champlain)
Gallant Gauthier
Girard-Bujold Godin
Goldring Gouk
Grey Guay
Guimond Harris
Hearn Herron
Hinton Jaffer
Johnston Keddy (South Shore)
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Laframboise
Lalonde Lanctôt
Lill Loubier
Lunney (Nanaimo—Alberni) MacKay (Pictou—Antigonish—Guysborough)
Marceau Mark
Martin (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca) Martin (Winnipeg Centre)
McDonough Meredith
Merrifield Mills (Red Deer)
Nystrom Pallister
Pankiw Paquette
Penson Perron
Picard (Drummond) Plamondon
Reid (Lanark—Carleton) Ritz
Robinson Rocheleau
Sauvageau Schmidt
Skelton Solberg
Sorenson Spencer
St-Hilaire Stinson
Strahl Toews
Vellacott Venne
Wasylycia-Leis Wayne
White (Langley—Abbotsford) Williams
Yelich– — 93

PAIRED
Members

Asselin Bellemare
Bergeron Bonwick
Carroll Desrochers
Easter Graham
McCormick Ménard
Roy Tremblay (Lac-Saint-Jean—Saguenay)
Tremblay (Rimouski-Neigette-et-la Mitis) Ur– — 14

The Speaker: I declare Motion No. 2 carried.

CONCURRENCE IN VOTE 5B—PUBLIC WORKS AND GOVERNMENT
SERVICES

Hon. Lucienne Robillard (President of the Treasury Board,
Lib.) moved:

Motion No. 3

That Vote 5b, in the amount of $22,916,944, under PUBLIC WORKS AND
GOVERNMENT SERVICES—Department—Capital expenditures, in the Supple-
mentary Estimates (B) for the fiscal year ending March 31, 2002, be concurred in.

(The House divided on Motion No. 3, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 252)

YEAS
Members

Alcock Anderson (Victoria)
Assad Assadourian
Augustine Bagnell
Baker Bakopanos
Barnes Beaumier
Bélair Bélanger
Bennett Bertrand
Bevilacqua Binet
Blondin-Andrew Bonin
Boudria Bradshaw
Brown Bryden
Bulte Byrne
Caccia Calder
Cannis Caplan
Carignan Castonguay
Catterall Chamberlain
Charbonneau Chrétien
Coderre Collenette
Copps Cullen
Cuzner DeVillers
Dion Discepola
Dromisky Drouin
Duplain Eggleton
Eyking Finlay
Fontana Fry
Gallaway Godfrey
Goodale Guarnieri
Harb Harvard
Harvey Jackson
Jennings Jordan
Karygiannis Keyes
Kilgour (Edmonton Southeast) Kraft Sloan
Laliberte LeBlanc
Lee Leung
Lincoln Longfield
MacAulay Macklin
Mahoney Malhi
Manley Marcil
Martin (LaSalle—Émard) Matthews
McCallum McGuire
McKay (Scarborough East) McLellan
McTeague Mills (Toronto—Danforth)
Minna Mitchell
Murphy Myers
Nault Neville
Normand O'Brien (Labrador)
O'Brien (London—Fanshawe) O'Reilly
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Owen Pagtakhan
Paradis Parrish
Patry Peric
Peschisolido Peterson
Phinney Pickard (Chatham—Kent Essex)
Pillitteri Pratt
Price Proulx
Provenzano Redman
Reed (Halton) Regan
Richardson Robillard
Rock Saada
Savoy Scherrer
Scott Serré
Sgro Shepherd
Speller St-Jacques
St-Julien St. Denis
Stewart Szabo
Telegdi Thibault (West Nova)
Thibeault (Saint-Lambert) Tirabassi
Tonks Valeri
Vanclief Volpe
Wilfert Wood– — 138

NAYS
Members

Abbott Anders
Bachand (Richmond—Arthabaska) Bachand (Saint-Jean)
Bailey Bellehumeur
Benoit Bigras
Blaikie Bourgeois
Breitkreuz Brien
Cadman Cardin
Casey Casson
Chatters Clark
Crête Dalphond-Guiral
Davies Desjarlais
Dubé Duceppe
Duncan Elley
Epp Fitzpatrick
Forseth Fournier
Gagnon (Québec) Gagnon (Champlain)
Gallant Gauthier
Girard-Bujold Godin
Goldring Gouk
Grey Guay
Guimond Harris
Hearn Herron
Hinton Jaffer
Johnston Keddy (South Shore)
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Laframboise
Lalonde Lanctôt
Lill Loubier
Lunney (Nanaimo—Alberni) MacKay (Pictou—Antigonish—Guysborough)
Marceau Mark
Martin (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca) Martin (Winnipeg Centre)
McDonough Meredith
Merrifield Mills (Red Deer)
Nystrom Pallister
Pankiw Paquette
Penson Perron
Picard (Drummond) Plamondon
Reid (Lanark—Carleton) Ritz
Robinson Rocheleau
Sauvageau Schmidt
Skelton Solberg
Sorenson Spencer
St-Hilaire Stinson
Strahl Toews
Vellacott Venne
Wasylycia-Leis Wayne
White (Langley—Abbotsford) Williams
Yelich– — 93

PAIRED
Members

Asselin Bellemare
Bergeron Bonwick
Carroll Desrochers
Easter Graham
McCormick Ménard

Roy Tremblay (Lac-Saint-Jean—Saguenay)
Tremblay (Rimouski-Neigette-et-la Mitis) Ur– — 14

The Speaker: I declare Motion No. 3 carried.

CONCURRENCE IN VOTE 15B—PUBLIC WORKS AND GOVERNMENT
SERVICES

Hon. Lucienne Robillard (President of the Treasury Board,
Lib.) moved:

Motion No. 4

That Vote 15b, in the amount of $3,451,000, under PUBLIC WORKS AND
GOVERNMENT SERVICES—Communication Canada—Program expenditures, in
the Supplementary Estimates (B) for the fiscal year ending March 31, 2002, be
concurred in.

(The House divided on Motion No. 4, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 253)

YEAS
Members

Alcock Anderson (Victoria)
Assad Assadourian
Augustine Bagnell
Baker Bakopanos
Barnes Beaumier
Bélair Bélanger
Bennett Bertrand
Bevilacqua Binet
Blondin-Andrew Bonin
Boudria Bradshaw
Brown Bryden
Bulte Byrne
Caccia Calder
Cannis Caplan
Carignan Castonguay
Catterall Chamberlain
Charbonneau Chrétien
Coderre Collenette
Copps Cullen
Cuzner DeVillers
Dion Discepola
Dromisky Drouin
Duplain Eggleton
Eyking Finlay
Fontana Fry
Gallaway Godfrey
Goodale Guarnieri
Harb Harvard
Harvey Jackson
Jennings Jordan
Karygiannis Keyes
Kilgour (Edmonton Southeast) Kraft Sloan
Laliberte LeBlanc
Lee Leung
Lincoln Longfield
MacAulay Macklin
Mahoney Malhi
Manley Marcil
Martin (LaSalle—Émard) Matthews
McCallum McGuire
McKay (Scarborough East) McLellan
McTeague Mills (Toronto—Danforth)
Minna Mitchell
Murphy Myers
Nault Neville
Normand O'Brien (Labrador)
O'Brien (London—Fanshawe) O'Reilly
Owen Pagtakhan
Paradis Parrish
Patry Peric
Peschisolido Peterson
Phinney Pickard (Chatham—Kent Essex)
Pillitteri Pratt
Price Proulx
Provenzano Redman
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Reed (Halton) Regan
Richardson Robillard
Rock Saada
Savoy Scherrer
Scott Serré
Sgro Shepherd
Speller St-Jacques
St-Julien St. Denis
Stewart Szabo
Telegdi Thibault (West Nova)
Thibeault (Saint-Lambert) Tirabassi
Tonks Valeri
Vanclief Volpe
Wilfert Wood– — 138

NAYS
Members

Abbott Anders
Bachand (Richmond—Arthabaska) Bachand (Saint-Jean)
Bailey Bellehumeur
Benoit Bigras
Blaikie Bourgeois
Breitkreuz Brien
Cadman Cardin
Casey Casson
Chatters Clark
Crête Dalphond-Guiral
Davies Desjarlais
Dubé Duceppe
Duncan Elley
Epp Fitzpatrick
Forseth Fournier
Gagnon (Québec) Gagnon (Champlain)
Gallant Gauthier
Girard-Bujold Godin
Goldring Gouk
Grey Guay
Guimond Harris
Hearn Herron
Hinton Jaffer
Johnston Keddy (South Shore)
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Laframboise
Lalonde Lanctôt
Lill Loubier
Lunney (Nanaimo—Alberni) MacKay (Pictou—Antigonish—Guysborough)
Marceau Mark
Martin (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca) Martin (Winnipeg Centre)
McDonough Meredith
Merrifield Mills (Red Deer)
Nystrom Pallister
Pankiw Paquette
Penson Perron
Picard (Drummond) Plamondon
Reid (Lanark—Carleton) Ritz
Robinson Rocheleau
Sauvageau Schmidt
Skelton Solberg
Sorenson Spencer
St-Hilaire Stinson
Strahl Toews
Vellacott Venne
Wasylycia-Leis Wayne
White (Langley—Abbotsford) Williams
Yelich– — 93

PAIRED
Members

Asselin Bellemare
Bergeron Bonwick
Carroll Desrochers
Easter Graham
McCormick Ménard
Roy Tremblay (Lac-Saint-Jean—Saguenay)
Tremblay (Rimouski-Neigette-et-la Mitis) Ur– — 14

The Speaker: I declare Motion No. 4 carried.

CONCURRENCE IN VOTE 1B—PRIVY COUNCIL

Hon. Lucienne Robillard (President of the Treasury Board,
Lib.) moved:

Motion No. 5

That Vote 1b, in the amount of $4,546,087, under PRIVY COUNCIL—
Department—Program expenditures, in the Supplementary Estimates (B) for the
fiscal year ending March 31, 2002, be concurred in.

(The House divided on Motion No. 5, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 254)

YEAS
Members

Alcock Anderson (Victoria)
Assad Assadourian
Augustine Bagnell
Baker Bakopanos
Barnes Beaumier
Bélair Bélanger
Bennett Bertrand
Bevilacqua Binet
Blondin-Andrew Bonin
Boudria Bradshaw
Brown Bryden
Bulte Byrne
Caccia Calder
Cannis Caplan
Carignan Castonguay
Catterall Chamberlain
Charbonneau Chrétien
Coderre Collenette
Copps Cullen
Cuzner DeVillers
Dion Discepola
Dromisky Drouin
Duplain Eggleton
Eyking Finlay
Fontana Fry
Gallaway Godfrey
Goodale Guarnieri
Harb Harvard
Harvey Jackson
Jennings Jordan
Karygiannis Keyes
Kilgour (Edmonton Southeast) Kraft Sloan
Laliberte LeBlanc
Lee Leung
Lincoln Longfield
MacAulay Macklin
Mahoney Malhi
Manley Marcil
Martin (LaSalle—Émard) Matthews
McCallum McGuire
McKay (Scarborough East) McLellan
McTeague Mills (Toronto—Danforth)
Minna Mitchell
Murphy Myers
Nault Neville
Normand O'Brien (Labrador)
O'Brien (London—Fanshawe) O'Reilly
Owen Pagtakhan
Paradis Parrish
Patry Peric
Peschisolido Peterson
Phinney Pickard (Chatham—Kent Essex)
Pillitteri Pratt
Price Proulx
Provenzano Redman
Reed (Halton) Regan
Richardson Robillard
Rock Saada
Savoy Scherrer
Scott Serré
Sgro Shepherd
Speller St-Jacques
St-Julien St. Denis
Stewart Szabo
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Telegdi Thibault (West Nova)
Thibeault (Saint-Lambert) Tirabassi
Tonks Valeri
Vanclief Volpe
Wilfert Wood– — 138

NAYS
Members

Abbott Anders
Bachand (Richmond—Arthabaska) Bachand (Saint-Jean)
Bailey Bellehumeur
Benoit Bigras
Blaikie Bourgeois
Breitkreuz Brien
Cadman Cardin
Casey Casson
Chatters Clark
Crête Dalphond-Guiral
Davies Desjarlais
Dubé Duceppe
Duncan Elley
Epp Fitzpatrick
Forseth Fournier
Gagnon (Québec) Gagnon (Champlain)
Gallant Gauthier
Girard-Bujold Godin
Goldring Gouk
Grey Guay
Guimond Harris
Hearn Herron
Hinton Jaffer
Johnston Keddy (South Shore)
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Laframboise
Lalonde Lanctôt
Lill Loubier
Lunney (Nanaimo—Alberni) MacKay (Pictou—Antigonish—Guysborough)
Marceau Mark
Martin (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca) Martin (Winnipeg Centre)
McDonough Meredith
Merrifield Mills (Red Deer)
Nystrom Pallister
Pankiw Paquette
Penson Perron
Picard (Drummond) Plamondon
Reid (Lanark—Carleton) Ritz
Robinson Rocheleau
Sauvageau Schmidt
Skelton Solberg
Sorenson Spencer
St-Hilaire Stinson
Strahl Toews
Vellacott Venne
Wasylycia-Leis Wayne
White (Langley—Abbotsford) Williams
Yelich– — 93

PAIRED
Members

Asselin Bellemare
Bergeron Bonwick
Carroll Desrochers
Easter Graham
McCormick Ménard
Roy Tremblay (Lac-Saint-Jean—Saguenay)
Tremblay (Rimouski-Neigette-et-la Mitis) Ur– — 14

The Speaker: I declare Motion No. 5 carried.

Hon. Lucienne Robillard (President of the Treasury Board,
Lib.) moved: that supplementary estimates (B) for the fiscal year
ending March 31, 2002, except any vote disposed of earlier today, be
concurred in.

Ms. Marlene Catterall: Mr. Speaker, I think you would find
consent in the House that the vote taken on the previous motion be
applied to the motion now before the House.

The Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 255)

YEAS
Members

Alcock Anderson (Victoria)
Assad Assadourian
Augustine Bagnell
Baker Bakopanos
Barnes Beaumier
Bélair Bélanger
Bennett Bertrand
Bevilacqua Binet
Blondin-Andrew Bonin
Boudria Bradshaw
Brown Bryden
Bulte Byrne
Caccia Calder
Cannis Caplan
Carignan Castonguay
Catterall Chamberlain
Charbonneau Chrétien
Coderre Collenette
Copps Cullen
Cuzner DeVillers
Dion Discepola
Dromisky Drouin
Duplain Eggleton
Eyking Finlay
Fontana Fry
Gallaway Godfrey
Goodale Guarnieri
Harb Harvard
Harvey Jackson
Jennings Jordan
Karygiannis Keyes
Kilgour (Edmonton Southeast) Kraft Sloan
Laliberte LeBlanc
Lee Leung
Lincoln Longfield
MacAulay Macklin
Mahoney Malhi
Manley Marcil
Martin (LaSalle—Émard) Matthews
McCallum McGuire
McKay (Scarborough East) McLellan
McTeague Mills (Toronto—Danforth)
Minna Mitchell
Murphy Myers
Nault Neville
Normand O'Brien (Labrador)
O'Brien (London—Fanshawe) O'Reilly
Owen Pagtakhan
Paradis Parrish
Patry Peric
Peschisolido Peterson
Phinney Pickard (Chatham—Kent Essex)
Pillitteri Pratt
Price Proulx
Provenzano Redman
Reed (Halton) Regan
Richardson Robillard
Rock Saada
Savoy Scherrer
Scott Serré
Sgro Shepherd
Speller St-Jacques
St-Julien St. Denis
Stewart Szabo
Telegdi Thibault (West Nova)
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Thibeault (Saint-Lambert) Tirabassi
Tonks Valeri
Vanclief Volpe
Wilfert Wood– — 138

NAYS
Members

Abbott Anders
Bachand (Richmond—Arthabaska) Bachand (Saint-Jean)
Bailey Bellehumeur
Benoit Bigras
Blaikie Bourgeois
Breitkreuz Brien
Cadman Cardin
Casey Casson
Chatters Clark
Crête Dalphond-Guiral
Davies Desjarlais
Dubé Duceppe
Duncan Elley
Epp Fitzpatrick
Forseth Fournier
Gagnon (Québec) Gagnon (Champlain)
Gallant Gauthier
Girard-Bujold Godin
Goldring Gouk
Grey Guay
Guimond Harris
Hearn Herron
Hinton Jaffer
Johnston Keddy (South Shore)
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Laframboise
Lalonde Lanctôt
Lill Loubier
Lunney (Nanaimo—Alberni) MacKay (Pictou—Antigonish—Guysborough)
Marceau Mark
Martin (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca) Martin (Winnipeg Centre)
McDonough Meredith
Merrifield Mills (Red Deer)
Nystrom Pallister
Pankiw Paquette
Penson Perron
Picard (Drummond) Plamondon
Reid (Lanark—Carleton) Ritz
Robinson Rocheleau
Sauvageau Schmidt
Skelton Solberg
Sorenson Spencer
St-Hilaire Stinson
Strahl Toews
Vellacott Venne
Wasylycia-Leis Wayne
White (Langley—Abbotsford) Williams
Yelich– — 93

PAIRED
Members

Asselin Bellemare
Bergeron Bonwick
Carroll Desrochers
Easter Graham
McCormick Ménard
Roy Tremblay (Lac-Saint-Jean—Saguenay)
Tremblay (Rimouski-Neigette-et-la Mitis) Ur– — 14

The Speaker: I declare the motion carried.
Hon. Lucienne Robillard moved that Bill C-51, an act for

granting to Her Majesty certain sums of money for the public service
of Canada for the financial year ending March 31, 2002, be read the
first time.
(Motion deemed adopted and bill read the first time)

● (1800)

[Translation]

Hon. Lucienne Robillard moved that Bill C-51 be now read the
second time and referred to committee of the whole.

[English]

Ms. Marlene Catterall: Mr. Speaker, I think you would find
consent in the House that the vote taken on the previous concurrence
motion be applied to the motion now before the House for second
reading and referral to committee of the whole.

The Speaker: Is it agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 256)

YEAS
Members

Alcock Anderson (Victoria)
Assad Assadourian
Augustine Bagnell
Baker Bakopanos
Barnes Beaumier
Bélair Bélanger
Bennett Bertrand
Bevilacqua Binet
Blondin-Andrew Bonin
Boudria Bradshaw
Brown Bryden
Bulte Byrne
Caccia Calder
Cannis Caplan
Carignan Castonguay
Catterall Chamberlain
Charbonneau Chrétien
Coderre Collenette
Copps Cullen
Cuzner DeVillers
Dion Discepola
Dromisky Drouin
Duplain Eggleton
Eyking Finlay
Fontana Fry
Gallaway Godfrey
Goodale Guarnieri
Harb Harvard
Harvey Jackson
Jennings Jordan
Karygiannis Keyes
Kilgour (Edmonton Southeast) Kraft Sloan
Laliberte LeBlanc
Lee Leung
Lincoln Longfield
MacAulay Macklin
Mahoney Malhi
Manley Marcil
Martin (LaSalle—Émard) Matthews
McCallum McGuire
McKay (Scarborough East) McLellan
McTeague Mills (Toronto—Danforth)
Minna Mitchell
Murphy Myers
Nault Neville
Normand O'Brien (Labrador)
O'Brien (London—Fanshawe) O'Reilly
Owen Pagtakhan
Paradis Parrish
Patry Peric
Peschisolido Peterson
Phinney Pickard (Chatham—Kent Essex)
Pillitteri Pratt
Price Proulx
Provenzano Redman
Reed (Halton) Regan
Richardson Robillard
Rock Saada
Savoy Scherrer
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Scott Serré
Sgro Shepherd
Speller St-Jacques
St-Julien St. Denis
Stewart Szabo
Telegdi Thibault (West Nova)
Thibeault (Saint-Lambert) Tirabassi
Tonks Valeri
Vanclief Volpe
Wilfert Wood– — 138

NAYS
Members

Abbott Anders
Bachand (Richmond—Arthabaska) Bachand (Saint-Jean)
Bailey Bellehumeur
Benoit Bigras
Blaikie Bourgeois
Breitkreuz Brien
Cadman Cardin
Casey Casson
Chatters Clark
Crête Dalphond-Guiral
Davies Desjarlais
Dubé Duceppe
Duncan Elley
Epp Fitzpatrick
Forseth Fournier
Gagnon (Québec) Gagnon (Champlain)
Gallant Gauthier
Girard-Bujold Godin
Goldring Gouk
Grey Guay
Guimond Harris
Hearn Herron
Hinton Jaffer
Johnston Keddy (South Shore)
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Laframboise
Lalonde Lanctôt
Lill Loubier
Lunney (Nanaimo—Alberni) MacKay (Pictou—Antigonish—Guysborough)
Marceau Mark
Martin (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca) Martin (Winnipeg Centre)
McDonough Meredith
Merrifield Mills (Red Deer)
Nystrom Pallister
Pankiw Paquette
Penson Perron
Picard (Drummond) Plamondon
Reid (Lanark—Carleton) Ritz
Robinson Rocheleau
Sauvageau Schmidt
Skelton Solberg
Sorenson Spencer
St-Hilaire Stinson
Strahl Toews
Vellacott Venne
Wasylycia-Leis Wayne
White (Langley—Abbotsford) Williams
Yelich– — 93

PAIRED
Members

Asselin Bellemare
Bergeron Bonwick
Carroll Desrochers
Easter Graham
McCormick Ménard
Roy Tremblay (Lac-Saint-Jean—Saguenay)
Tremblay (Rimouski-Neigette-et-la Mitis) Ur– — 14

The Speaker: I declare the motion carried. Accordingly the bill
stands referred to a committee of the whole. I do now leave the chair
for the House to go into committee of the whole.

(Bill read the second time and the House went into committee
thereon, Mr. Kilger in the chair)

The Chairman: Order, please. House in committee of the whole
on Bill C-51.

(On clause 2)
Mr. John Williams (St. Albert, Canadian Alliance): Mr.

Speaker, could the President of the Treasury Board confirm that
the bill is in its usual form for an appropriation bill and that the $125
million donation to the Pierre Trudeau foundation and opposed by
the opposition is actually in order?

[Translation]

Hon. Lucienne Robillard: Mr. Speaker, the presentation of this
bill is identical to the one used for the previous supply period.

The Chairman: Shall clause 2 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.
(Clause 2 agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall clause 3 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.
(Clause 3 agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall clause 4 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.
(Clause 4 agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall clause 5 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.
(Clause 5 agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall clause 6 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.

(Clause 6 agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall clause 7 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.

(Clause 7 agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall clause 8 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.
(Clause 8 agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall schedule 1 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.
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(Schedule 1 agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall schedule 2 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.
(Schedule 2 agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall clause 1 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.
(Clause 1 agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall the preamble carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.
(Preamble agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall the title carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.
(Title agreed to)
(Bill reported)

Hon. Lucienne Robillard moved that Bill C-51be concurred in at
report stage.

The Speaker: Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion?

[English]

Ms. Marlene Catterall: Mr. Speaker, I think you would find
consent in the House that the vote on the motion at second reading
and referral to committee of the whole be applied also to concurrence
at report stage and to third reading.

The Speaker: Is it agreed to proceed in this fashion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 257)

YEAS
Members

Alcock Anderson (Victoria)
Assad Assadourian
Augustine Bagnell
Baker Bakopanos
Barnes Beaumier
Bélair Bélanger
Bennett Bertrand
Bevilacqua Binet
Blondin-Andrew Bonin
Boudria Bradshaw
Brown Bryden
Bulte Byrne
Caccia Calder
Cannis Caplan
Carignan Castonguay
Catterall Chamberlain

Charbonneau Chrétien
Coderre Collenette
Copps Cullen
Cuzner DeVillers
Dion Discepola
Dromisky Drouin
Duplain Eggleton
Eyking Finlay
Fontana Fry
Gallaway Godfrey
Goodale Guarnieri
Harb Harvard
Harvey Jackson
Jennings Jordan
Karygiannis Keyes
Kilgour (Edmonton Southeast) Kraft Sloan
Laliberte LeBlanc
Lee Leung
Lincoln Longfield
MacAulay Macklin
Mahoney Malhi
Manley Marcil
Martin (LaSalle—Émard) Matthews
McCallum McGuire
McKay (Scarborough East) McLellan
McTeague Mills (Toronto—Danforth)
Minna Mitchell
Murphy Myers
Nault Neville
Normand O'Brien (Labrador)
O'Brien (London—Fanshawe) O'Reilly
Owen Pagtakhan
Paradis Parrish
Patry Peric
Peschisolido Peterson
Phinney Pickard (Chatham—Kent Essex)
Pillitteri Pratt
Price Proulx
Provenzano Redman
Reed (Halton) Regan
Richardson Robillard
Rock Saada
Savoy Scherrer
Scott Serré
Sgro Shepherd
Speller St-Jacques
St-Julien St. Denis
Stewart Szabo
Telegdi Thibault (West Nova)
Thibeault (Saint-Lambert) Tirabassi
Tonks Valeri
Vanclief Volpe
Wilfert Wood– — 138

NAYS
Members

Abbott Anders
Bachand (Richmond—Arthabaska) Bachand (Saint-Jean)
Bailey Bellehumeur
Benoit Bigras
Blaikie Bourgeois
Breitkreuz Brien
Cadman Cardin
Casey Casson
Chatters Clark
Crête Dalphond-Guiral
Davies Desjarlais
Dubé Duceppe
Duncan Elley
Epp Fitzpatrick
Forseth Fournier
Gagnon (Québec) Gagnon (Champlain)
Gallant Gauthier
Girard-Bujold Godin
Goldring Gouk
Grey Guay
Guimond Harris
Hearn Herron
Hinton Jaffer
Johnston Keddy (South Shore)
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Laframboise
Lalonde Lanctôt
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Lill Loubier
Lunney (Nanaimo—Alberni) MacKay (Pictou—Antigonish—Guysborough)
Marceau Mark
Martin (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca) Martin (Winnipeg Centre)
McDonough Meredith
Merrifield Mills (Red Deer)
Nystrom Pallister
Pankiw Paquette
Penson Perron
Picard (Drummond) Plamondon
Reid (Lanark—Carleton) Ritz
Robinson Rocheleau
Sauvageau Schmidt
Skelton Solberg
Sorenson Spencer
St-Hilaire Stinson
Strahl Toews
Vellacott Venne
Wasylycia-Leis Wayne
White (Langley—Abbotsford) Williams
Yelich– — 93

PAIRED
Members

Asselin Bellemare
Bergeron Bonwick
Carroll Desrochers
Easter Graham
McCormick Ménard
Roy Tremblay (Lac-Saint-Jean—Saguenay)
Tremblay (Rimouski-Neigette-et-la Mitis) Ur– — 14

The Speaker: I declare the motion for concurrence carried.

Hon. Lucienne Robillard moved that the bill be read the third
time and passed.

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 258)

YEAS
Members

Alcock Anderson (Victoria)
Assad Assadourian
Augustine Bagnell
Baker Bakopanos
Barnes Beaumier
Bélair Bélanger
Bennett Bertrand
Bevilacqua Binet
Blondin-Andrew Bonin
Boudria Bradshaw
Brown Bryden
Bulte Byrne
Caccia Calder
Cannis Caplan
Carignan Castonguay
Catterall Chamberlain
Charbonneau Chrétien
Coderre Collenette
Copps Cullen
Cuzner DeVillers
Dion Discepola
Dromisky Drouin
Duplain Eggleton
Eyking Finlay
Fontana Fry
Gallaway Godfrey
Goodale Guarnieri
Harb Harvard
Harvey Jackson
Jennings Jordan
Karygiannis Keyes
Kilgour (Edmonton Southeast) Kraft Sloan
Laliberte LeBlanc
Lee Leung
Lincoln Longfield
MacAulay Macklin

Mahoney Malhi
Manley Marcil
Martin (LaSalle—Émard) Matthews
McCallum McGuire
McKay (Scarborough East) McLellan
McTeague Mills (Toronto—Danforth)
Minna Mitchell
Murphy Myers
Nault Neville
Normand O'Brien (Labrador)
O'Brien (London—Fanshawe) O'Reilly
Owen Pagtakhan
Paradis Parrish
Patry Peric
Peschisolido Peterson
Phinney Pickard (Chatham—Kent Essex)
Pillitteri Pratt
Price Proulx
Provenzano Redman
Reed (Halton) Regan
Richardson Robillard
Rock Saada
Savoy Scherrer
Scott Serré
Sgro Shepherd
Speller St-Jacques
St-Julien St. Denis
Stewart Szabo
Telegdi Thibault (West Nova)
Thibeault (Saint-Lambert) Tirabassi
Tonks Valeri
Vanclief Volpe
Wilfert Wood– — 138

NAYS
Members

Abbott Anders
Bachand (Richmond—Arthabaska) Bachand (Saint-Jean)
Bailey Bellehumeur
Benoit Bigras
Blaikie Bourgeois
Breitkreuz Brien
Cadman Cardin
Casey Casson
Chatters Clark
Crête Dalphond-Guiral
Davies Desjarlais
Dubé Duceppe
Duncan Elley
Epp Fitzpatrick
Forseth Fournier
Gagnon (Québec) Gagnon (Champlain)
Gallant Gauthier
Girard-Bujold Godin
Goldring Gouk
Grey Guay
Guimond Harris
Hearn Herron
Hinton Jaffer
Johnston Keddy (South Shore)
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Laframboise
Lalonde Lanctôt
Lill Loubier
Lunney (Nanaimo—Alberni) MacKay (Pictou—Antigonish—Guysborough)
Marceau Mark
Martin (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca) Martin (Winnipeg Centre)
McDonough Meredith
Merrifield Mills (Red Deer)
Nystrom Pallister
Pankiw Paquette
Penson Perron
Picard (Drummond) Plamondon
Reid (Lanark—Carleton) Ritz
Robinson Rocheleau
Sauvageau Schmidt
Skelton Solberg
Sorenson Spencer
St-Hilaire Stinson
Strahl Toews
Vellacott Venne
Wasylycia-Leis Wayne
White (Langley—Abbotsford) Williams
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Yelich– — 93

PAIRED
Members

Asselin Bellemare
Bergeron Bonwick
Carroll Desrochers
Easter Graham
McCormick Ménard
Roy Tremblay (Lac-Saint-Jean—Saguenay)
Tremblay (Rimouski-Neigette-et-la Mitis) Ur– — 14

The Speaker: I declare the motion for third reading of this bill
carried.

(Bill read the third time and passed)

* * *

[Translation]

INTERIM SUPPLY

Hon. Lucienne Robillard (President of the Treasury Board,
Lib.) moved:

That this House do concur in interim supply as follows:

That a sum not exceeding $16,908,361,503.73 being composed of:

(1) three twelfths ($9,693,448,943.00) of the total of the amounts of the items set
forth in Schedule 1 and Schedule 2.2 of the Main Estimates for the fiscal year ending
March 31, 2003 which were laid upon the Table Thursday, February 28, 2002, and
except for those items below:

(2) eleven twelfths of the total of the amount of Foreign Affairs and International
Trade Vote 15, National Defence Vote 10, Treasury Board Vote 5 (Schedule 1.1), and
Canadian Heritage Vote 115 (Schedule 2.1), of the said Estimates,
$1,024,624,519.41;

(3) nine twelfths of the total of the amount of Industry Vote 70 and Parliament
Vote 10 (Schedule 1.2) of the said Estimates, $43,402,500.00;

(4) seven twelfths of the total of the amount of Canadian Heritage Vote 65 and
Human Resources Development Vote 20 (Schedule 1.3) of the said Estimates,
$4,689,416.67;

5) six twelfths of the total of the amount of Agriculture and Agri-Food Vote 35,
Canadian Heritage Vote 15, Fisheries and Oceans Vote 10, Indian Affairs and
Northern Development Vote 5, Privy Council Vote 45 and Public Works and
Government Services Vote 15 (Schedule 1.4) of the said Estimates, $337,166,000.00;

(6) five twelfths of the total of the amount of Canadian Heritage Vote 60,
Environment Vote 15, Finance Vote 15, Indian Affairs and Northern Development
Vote 15, Justice Vote 1, Solicitor General Vote 5, and Transport Votes 1, 20, and 25
(Schedule 1.5) of the said Estimates, $2,829,504,249.99;

(7) four twelfths of the total of the amount of Canadian Heritage Votes 20, 35, 45
and 75, Citizenship and Immigration Vote 5, Finance Vote 30, Foreign Affairs and
International Trade Vote 45, Health Votes 1 and 5, Human Resources Development
Vote 5, Industry Votes 40, 105 and 115, Justice Vote 30, Public Works and
Government Services Votes 1, 10 and 20, Solicitor General Votes 10, 35 and 40,
Transport Vote 30 and Treasury Board Vote 2 (Schedule 1.6) of the said Estimates,
$2,975,525,874.66;

be granted to Her Majesty on account of the fiscal year ending March 31, 2003.

● (1805)

[English]

Ms. Marlene Catterall: Mr. Speaker, I think you would find
consent that the vote taken on report stage and third reading stage be
applied also to the motion now before the House.

The Speaker: Is it agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 259)

YEAS
Members

Alcock Anderson (Victoria)
Assad Assadourian
Augustine Bagnell
Baker Bakopanos
Barnes Beaumier
Bélair Bélanger
Bennett Bertrand
Bevilacqua Binet
Blondin-Andrew Bonin
Boudria Bradshaw
Brown Bryden
Bulte Byrne
Caccia Calder
Cannis Caplan
Carignan Castonguay
Catterall Chamberlain
Charbonneau Chrétien
Coderre Collenette
Copps Cullen
Cuzner DeVillers
Dion Discepola
Dromisky Drouin
Duplain Eggleton
Eyking Finlay
Fontana Fry
Gallaway Godfrey
Goodale Guarnieri
Harb Harvard
Harvey Jackson
Jennings Jordan
Karygiannis Keyes
Kilgour (Edmonton Southeast) Kraft Sloan
Laliberte LeBlanc
Lee Leung
Lincoln Longfield
MacAulay Macklin
Mahoney Malhi
Manley Marcil
Martin (LaSalle—Émard) Matthews
McCallum McGuire
McKay (Scarborough East) McLellan
McTeague Mills (Toronto—Danforth)
Minna Mitchell
Murphy Myers
Nault Neville
Normand O'Brien (Labrador)
O'Brien (London—Fanshawe) O'Reilly
Owen Pagtakhan
Paradis Parrish
Patry Peric
Peschisolido Peterson
Phinney Pickard (Chatham—Kent Essex)
Pillitteri Pratt
Price Proulx
Provenzano Redman
Reed (Halton) Regan
Richardson Robillard
Rock Saada
Savoy Scherrer
Scott Serré
Sgro Shepherd
Speller St-Jacques
St-Julien St. Denis
Stewart Szabo
Telegdi Thibault (West Nova)
Thibeault (Saint-Lambert) Tirabassi
Tonks Valeri
Vanclief Volpe
Wilfert Wood– — 138

NAYS
Members

Abbott Anders
Bachand (Richmond—Arthabaska) Bachand (Saint-Jean)
Bailey Bellehumeur
Benoit Bigras
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Blaikie Bourgeois
Breitkreuz Brien
Cadman Cardin
Casey Casson
Chatters Clark
Crête Dalphond-Guiral
Davies Desjarlais
Dubé Duceppe
Duncan Elley
Epp Fitzpatrick
Forseth Fournier
Gagnon (Québec) Gagnon (Champlain)
Gallant Gauthier
Girard-Bujold Godin
Goldring Gouk
Grey Guay
Guimond Harris
Hearn Herron
Hinton Jaffer
Johnston Keddy (South Shore)
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Laframboise
Lalonde Lanctôt
Lill Loubier
Lunney (Nanaimo—Alberni) MacKay (Pictou—Antigonish—Guysborough)
Marceau Mark
Martin (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca) Martin (Winnipeg Centre)
McDonough Meredith
Merrifield Mills (Red Deer)
Nystrom Pallister
Pankiw Paquette
Penson Perron
Picard (Drummond) Plamondon
Reid (Lanark—Carleton) Ritz
Robinson Rocheleau
Sauvageau Schmidt
Skelton Solberg
Sorenson Spencer
St-Hilaire Stinson
Strahl Toews
Vellacott Venne
Wasylycia-Leis Wayne
White (Langley—Abbotsford) Williams
Yelich– — 93

PAIRED
Members

Asselin Bellemare
Bergeron Bonwick
Carroll Desrochers
Easter Graham
McCormick Ménard
Roy Tremblay (Lac-Saint-Jean—Saguenay)
Tremblay (Rimouski-Neigette-et-la Mitis) Ur– — 14

The Speaker: I declare the motion carried.

[Translation]

Hon. Lucienne Robillard moved that Bill C-52, an act for
granting to Her Majesty certain sums of money for the public service
of Canada for the financial year ending March 31, 2002, to be read
the first time.
(Motion deemed adopted and bill read the first time)

Hon. Lucienne Robillard moved that the bill be read the second
time and referred to committee of the whole.

The Speaker: Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion?

[English]

Ms. Marlene Catterall: Mr. Speaker, I think you would find
consent that the vote on the previous motion be applied to the motion
now before the House.

The Speaker: Is it agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 260)

YEAS
Members

Alcock Anderson (Victoria)
Assad Assadourian
Augustine Bagnell
Baker Bakopanos
Barnes Beaumier
Bélair Bélanger
Bennett Bertrand
Bevilacqua Binet
Blondin-Andrew Bonin
Boudria Bradshaw
Brown Bryden
Bulte Byrne
Caccia Calder
Cannis Caplan
Carignan Castonguay
Catterall Chamberlain
Charbonneau Chrétien
Coderre Collenette
Copps Cullen
Cuzner DeVillers
Dion Discepola
Dromisky Drouin
Duplain Eggleton
Eyking Finlay
Fontana Fry
Gallaway Godfrey
Goodale Guarnieri
Harb Harvard
Harvey Jackson
Jennings Jordan
Karygiannis Keyes
Kilgour (Edmonton Southeast) Kraft Sloan
Laliberte LeBlanc
Lee Leung
Lincoln Longfield
MacAulay Macklin
Mahoney Malhi
Manley Marcil
Martin (LaSalle—Émard) Matthews
McCallum McGuire
McKay (Scarborough East) McLellan
McTeague Mills (Toronto—Danforth)
Minna Mitchell
Murphy Myers
Nault Neville
Normand O'Brien (Labrador)
O'Brien (London—Fanshawe) O'Reilly
Owen Pagtakhan
Paradis Parrish
Patry Peric
Peschisolido Peterson
Phinney Pickard (Chatham—Kent Essex)
Pillitteri Pratt
Price Proulx
Provenzano Redman
Reed (Halton) Regan
Richardson Robillard
Rock Saada
Savoy Scherrer
Scott Serré
Sgro Shepherd
Speller St-Jacques
St-Julien St. Denis
Stewart Szabo
Telegdi Thibault (West Nova)
Thibeault (Saint-Lambert) Tirabassi
Tonks Valeri
Vanclief Volpe
Wilfert Wood– — 138

NAYS
Members

Abbott Anders

March 19, 2002 COMMONS DEBATES 9865

Supply



Bachand (Richmond—Arthabaska) Bachand (Saint-Jean)
Bailey Bellehumeur
Benoit Bigras
Blaikie Bourgeois
Breitkreuz Brien
Cadman Cardin
Casey Casson
Chatters Clark
Crête Dalphond-Guiral
Davies Desjarlais
Dubé Duceppe
Duncan Elley
Epp Fitzpatrick
Forseth Fournier
Gagnon (Québec) Gagnon (Champlain)
Gallant Gauthier
Girard-Bujold Godin
Goldring Gouk
Grey Guay
Guimond Harris
Hearn Herron
Hinton Jaffer
Johnston Keddy (South Shore)
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Laframboise
Lalonde Lanctôt
Lill Loubier
Lunney (Nanaimo—Alberni) MacKay (Pictou—Antigonish—Guysborough)
Marceau Mark
Martin (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca) Martin (Winnipeg Centre)
McDonough Meredith
Merrifield Mills (Red Deer)
Nystrom Pallister
Pankiw Paquette
Penson Perron
Picard (Drummond) Plamondon
Reid (Lanark—Carleton) Ritz
Robinson Rocheleau
Sauvageau Schmidt
Skelton Solberg
Sorenson Spencer
St-Hilaire Stinson
Strahl Toews
Vellacott Venne
Wasylycia-Leis Wayne
White (Langley—Abbotsford) Williams
Yelich– — 93

PAIRED
Members

Asselin Bellemare
Bergeron Bonwick
Carroll Desrochers
Easter Graham
McCormick Ménard
Roy Tremblay (Lac-Saint-Jean—Saguenay)
Tremblay (Rimouski-Neigette-et-la Mitis) Ur– — 14

The Speaker: I declare the motion carried. Accordingly, the bill
stands referred to a committee of the whole.
(Bill read the second time and the House went into committee

thereon, Mr. Kilger in the chair)
(On clause 2)

Mr. John Williams (St. Albert, Canadian Alliance): Mr.
Chairman, could the President of the Treasury Board confirm that
the bill is in the usual form for an appropriation bill?

[Translation]

Hon. Lucienne Robillard: Mr. Speaker, the presentation of this
bill is essentially identical to that used during the previous supply
period.

[English]
The Chairman: Shall clause 2 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed

Some hon. members: On division.

(Clause 2 agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall clause 3 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed

Some hon. members: On division.

(Clause 3 agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall clause 4 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed

Some hon. members: On division.

(Clause 4 agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall clause 5 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed

Some hon. members: On division.

(Clause 5 agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall clause 6 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed

Some hon. members: On division.

(Clause 6 agreed to)

[Translation]

The Chairman: Shall clause 7 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.

(Clause 7 agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall schedule 1 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.

(Schedule 1 agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall schedule 2 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.

(Schedule 2 agreed to)

[English]

The Chairman: Shall clause 1 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed

Some hon. members: On division.

(Clause 1 agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall the preamble carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed

Some hon. members: On division.
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(Preamble agreed to)

The Chairman: Shall the title carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed

Some hon. members: On division.
(Title agreed to)
(Bill reported)

[Translation]

Hon. Lucienne Robillard moved that the bill be concurred in at
report stage.

The Speaker: Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion?

[English]

Ms. Marlene Catterall: Mr. Speaker, I think you would find
consent in the House that the vote on second reading and referral to
committee of the whole be applied as well to concurrence in report
stage and third reading.

The Speaker: Is there unanimous consent to proceed in this way?

Some hon members: Agreed.

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 261)

YEAS
Members

Alcock Anderson (Victoria)
Assad Assadourian
Augustine Bagnell
Baker Bakopanos
Barnes Beaumier
Bélair Bélanger
Bennett Bertrand
Bevilacqua Binet
Blondin-Andrew Bonin
Boudria Bradshaw
Brown Bryden
Bulte Byrne
Caccia Calder
Cannis Caplan
Carignan Castonguay
Catterall Chamberlain
Charbonneau Chrétien
Coderre Collenette
Copps Cullen
Cuzner DeVillers
Dion Discepola
Dromisky Drouin
Duplain Eggleton
Eyking Finlay
Fontana Fry
Gallaway Godfrey
Goodale Guarnieri
Harb Harvard
Harvey Jackson
Jennings Jordan
Karygiannis Keyes
Kilgour (Edmonton Southeast) Kraft Sloan
Laliberte LeBlanc
Lee Leung
Lincoln Longfield
MacAulay Macklin
Mahoney Malhi
Manley Marcil
Martin (LaSalle—Émard) Matthews
McCallum McGuire
McKay (Scarborough East) McLellan
McTeague Mills (Toronto—Danforth)

Minna Mitchell
Murphy Myers
Nault Neville
Normand O'Brien (Labrador)
O'Brien (London—Fanshawe) O'Reilly
Owen Pagtakhan
Paradis Parrish
Patry Peric
Peschisolido Peterson
Phinney Pickard (Chatham—Kent Essex)
Pillitteri Pratt
Price Proulx
Provenzano Redman
Reed (Halton) Regan
Richardson Robillard
Rock Saada
Savoy Scherrer
Scott Serré
Sgro Shepherd
Speller St-Jacques
St-Julien St. Denis
Stewart Szabo
Telegdi Thibault (West Nova)
Thibeault (Saint-Lambert) Tirabassi
Tonks Valeri
Vanclief Volpe
Wilfert Wood– — 138

NAYS
Members

Abbott Anders
Bachand (Richmond—Arthabaska) Bachand (Saint-Jean)
Bailey Bellehumeur
Benoit Bigras
Blaikie Bourgeois
Breitkreuz Brien
Cadman Cardin
Casey Casson
Chatters Clark
Crête Dalphond-Guiral
Davies Desjarlais
Dubé Duceppe
Duncan Elley
Epp Fitzpatrick
Forseth Fournier
Gagnon (Québec) Gagnon (Champlain)
Gallant Gauthier
Girard-Bujold Godin
Goldring Gouk
Grey Guay
Guimond Harris
Hearn Herron
Hinton Jaffer
Johnston Keddy (South Shore)
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Laframboise
Lalonde Lanctôt
Lill Loubier
Lunney (Nanaimo—Alberni) MacKay (Pictou—Antigonish—Guysborough)
Marceau Mark
Martin (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca) Martin (Winnipeg Centre)
McDonough Meredith
Merrifield Mills (Red Deer)
Nystrom Pallister
Pankiw Paquette
Penson Perron
Picard (Drummond) Plamondon
Reid (Lanark—Carleton) Ritz
Robinson Rocheleau
Sauvageau Schmidt
Skelton Solberg
Sorenson Spencer
St-Hilaire Stinson
Strahl Toews
Vellacott Venne
Wasylycia-Leis Wayne
White (Langley—Abbotsford) Williams
Yelich– — 93
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PAIRED
Members

Asselin Bellemare
Bergeron Bonwick
Carroll Desrochers
Easter Graham
McCormick Ménard
Roy Tremblay (Lac-Saint-Jean—Saguenay)
Tremblay (Rimouski-Neigette-et-la Mitis) Ur– — 14

The Speaker: I declare the motion carried.
● (1810)

Hon. Lucienne Robillard moved that the bill be read the third
time and passed.

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 262)

YEAS
Members

Alcock Anderson (Victoria)
Assad Assadourian
Augustine Bagnell
Baker Bakopanos
Barnes Beaumier
Bélair Bélanger
Bennett Bertrand
Bevilacqua Binet
Blondin-Andrew Bonin
Boudria Bradshaw
Brown Bryden
Bulte Byrne
Caccia Calder
Cannis Caplan
Carignan Castonguay
Catterall Chamberlain
Charbonneau Chrétien
Coderre Collenette
Copps Cullen
Cuzner DeVillers
Dion Discepola
Dromisky Drouin
Duplain Eggleton
Eyking Finlay
Fontana Fry
Gallaway Godfrey
Goodale Guarnieri
Harb Harvard
Harvey Jackson
Jennings Jordan
Karygiannis Keyes
Kilgour (Edmonton Southeast) Kraft Sloan
Laliberte LeBlanc
Lee Leung
Lincoln Longfield
MacAulay Macklin
Mahoney Malhi
Manley Marcil
Martin (LaSalle—Émard) Matthews
McCallum McGuire
McKay (Scarborough East) McLellan
McTeague Mills (Toronto—Danforth)
Minna Mitchell
Murphy Myers
Nault Neville
Normand O'Brien (Labrador)
O'Brien (London—Fanshawe) O'Reilly
Owen Pagtakhan
Paradis Parrish
Patry Peric
Peschisolido Peterson
Phinney Pickard (Chatham—Kent Essex)
Pillitteri Pratt
Price Proulx

Provenzano Redman
Reed (Halton) Regan
Richardson Robillard
Rock Saada
Savoy Scherrer
Scott Serré
Sgro Shepherd
Speller St-Jacques
St-Julien St. Denis
Stewart Szabo
Telegdi Thibault (West Nova)
Thibeault (Saint-Lambert) Tirabassi
Tonks Valeri
Vanclief Volpe
Wilfert Wood– — 138

NAYS
Members

Abbott Anders
Bachand (Richmond—Arthabaska) Bachand (Saint-Jean)
Bailey Bellehumeur
Benoit Bigras
Blaikie Bourgeois
Breitkreuz Brien
Cadman Cardin
Casey Casson
Chatters Clark
Crête Dalphond-Guiral
Davies Desjarlais
Dubé Duceppe
Duncan Elley
Epp Fitzpatrick
Forseth Fournier
Gagnon (Québec) Gagnon (Champlain)
Gallant Gauthier
Girard-Bujold Godin
Goldring Gouk
Grey Guay
Guimond Harris
Hearn Herron
Hinton Jaffer
Johnston Keddy (South Shore)
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Laframboise
Lalonde Lanctôt
Lill Loubier
Lunney (Nanaimo—Alberni) MacKay (Pictou—Antigonish—Guysborough)
Marceau Mark
Martin (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca) Martin (Winnipeg Centre)
McDonough Meredith
Merrifield Mills (Red Deer)
Nystrom Pallister
Pankiw Paquette
Penson Perron
Picard (Drummond) Plamondon
Reid (Lanark—Carleton) Ritz
Robinson Rocheleau
Sauvageau Schmidt
Skelton Solberg
Sorenson Spencer
St-Hilaire Stinson
Strahl Toews
Vellacott Venne
Wasylycia-Leis Wayne
White (Langley—Abbotsford) Williams
Yelich– — 93

PAIRED
Members

Asselin Bellemare
Bergeron Bonwick
Carroll Desrochers
Easter Graham
McCormick Ménard
Roy Tremblay (Lac-Saint-Jean—Saguenay)
Tremblay (Rimouski-Neigette-et-la Mitis) Ur– — 14

The Speaker: I declare the motion carried.
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(Bill read the third time and passed)

PRIVATE MEMBERS' BUSINESS
[English]

CRIMINAL CODE
Mr. Bob Speller (Haldimand—Norfolk—Brant, Lib.) moved

that Bill C-330, an act to amend the Criminal Code (desecration of
the Canadian Flag), be read the second time and referred to a
committee.

He said: Mr. Speaker, today I have the honour to present to the
House my private member's bill, Bill C-330, desecration of the
Canadian flag.Like many people in the country, when I see people
desecrating the Canadian flag on television, I feel a profound sadness
for those people and what they are doing to the memory of many
Canadians who fought for that flag.

I put the bill forward to speak on behalf of many people in the
Royal Canadian Legion, not only in my area but across the country
who wrote members of parliament to ask them to bring forward this
very important issue for debate in the House.

The proposed section 56.1 outlined in my bill would read:

(1) Every one who, without lawful excuse, wilfully burns, defaces, defiles,
mutilates, tramples upon or otherwise desecrates the national flag of Canada is guilty
of an offence and liable on summary conviction

(a) for a first offence, to a fine of $500; and

(b) for a second or subsequent offence, to a fine of a minimum of $500 and a
maximum of $15,000.

(2) No person is guilty of an offence under subsection (1) if the person disposes of
the national flag of Canada because the flag has become worn, soiled or damaged.

The purpose of the bill is to make it illegal for anyone to wilfully
desecrate the Canadian flag, which I believe is cherished by
everybody in the country. Although I and many others believe that
the act of desecrating the Canadian flag runs contrary to the values of
this nation, warranting a criminal code provision, I believe most
people think it is not serious enough to be punishable by jail time.

It is in this regard that my bill differs from other bills in the House
that have come before in that they proposed as a penalty jail time for
this offence.

I want to make it clear that there are many instances where the
Canadian flag will need to be destroyed because it has become worn,
or soiled or inadvertently damaged. In these instances it would be
irresponsible for parliamentarians, with this bill, to place people who
were properly disposing of their flags in violation of the criminal
code. That is why in proposed subsection 56.1(2) of the bill I made it
perfectly clear that no one is guilty of an offence when they are
properly disposing of a flag for the purposes of the stated reasons in
the bill.

I believe this issue is a very important one. It is not only important
to me and my constituents, but it is important to members of the
Royal Canadian Legion who from across the country wrote members
of parliament and ask them to take action.

I want to read from a letter I received from the Royal Canadian
Legion in my area. It states:

In support of The Royal Canadian Legion Dominion Executive Council, we wish
to raise the issue of safeguarding our national flag.

Since 1994, Dominion Command has been presenting resolutions to the Federal
Government urging legislation against willful and indiscriminate acts of desecration
to the flag. They are not satisfied by the bureaucratic response, and are now asking
for individual and Branch support.

It is our desire to make you aware that Royal Canadian Legion Branch...support
100% the position of our Dominion Command. This position is stated quite clearly. I
quote: “We want the government to enact legislation which would make it a crime to
willfully desecrate the flag. We do not want the punishment to be so onerous that
offenders are put in prison, but we do want the offence to carry a suitable penalty
such as...$500 - $15,000—

That is exactly what I have in this proposed legislation. The letter
continues:

The Legion is sensitive to the right guaranteed in Section 2 of the Charter of
Rights and Freedoms, to 'freedom of expression'. Our veterans offered the supreme
sacrifice to protect this and other freedoms for all Canadians. We also believe the
Charter was never meant to protect those who would violate the freedoms and rights
of others. In this regard, we maintain that those who would trample, burn and
desecrate the national flag of Canada have committed a criminal act in destroying
property which belongs to all Canadians. It is our view that to desecrate the Canadian
flag is to dishonour the memory and sacrifice of those who died protecting it.

...we ask your support of our views, and urge you to help implement the
legislation required to ensure our flag will be honoured with the respect and
dignity it deserves.

● (1815)

That came from members of the Port Rowan Legion in my
constituency. Essentially they are saying to the House that they
believe the flags they have fought under should be protected by laws.
Also many have represented Canada around the world with that flag
since 1965. I totally agree with the letter. I stand before the House to
try to protect the institutions and what this flag symbolizes. I believe
many other speakers will speak in favour of this also.

This raises an interesting point. While many people will argue that
the public desecration of the flag is protected under section 2 of the
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, meaning that it is
protected as a freedom of expression, it is not my intention to limit
the freedoms that people have and that this great nation enjoys.
However I will argue that the Canadian flag is not an acceptable
means of expression. Desecrating the flag is not in any way against
the expressions that are found in the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms.

This flag is not a piece of cloth with a neat design on it. What it
expresses are the ideals of our nation. It does not represent a
particular government policy, or an institution or a party; it
represents the nation itself. It supercedes any other actions taken
by government in that it is a representation of what this nation stands
for and has stood for since 1867. It is this country that the flag
symbolizes. It is not the government. The desecration of the flag is
not a political means of expression. What they are desecrating is
what this country has stood for since Confederation.
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The ideals of this nation are what over 100,000 Canadians
unselfishly gave their lives to protect during World War I, World War
II and the Korean War. For the people who were alive during these
wars, their lives were profoundly touched. People of all ages and of
all races and of all social classes did whatever they could to help
protect the cause. Many of them served in various roles in the
military where others helped out on the home front. It was a
collective effort by the entire nation where many people were forced
to give the ultimate sacrifice and indeed sacrifice their lives. They
fought for freedom, for justice and for Canada. They also fought for
freedom of other countries around this world. Even though it is not
the present day flag that these people fought under during the war,
these flags are symbolic and they are of one flag. I know members of
the Royal Canadian Legion today see it that way.

They fought for the ideals of this nation. They fought for this
parliament and they fought for what we as parliamentarians represent
in this country. Because of the sacrifice of so many, to most of us war
is something that we see on television or a journalist's recount of
events. Where our closest emotional contact with war is usually of
our knowing someone else who was there or from old diaries or
letters and memorabilia, it is because of their sacrifice that we now
sometimes take for granted the freedom that we have.

It is because of these people, members of the Royal Canadian
Legion and other veterans organizations, that I stand here today with
this bill. Not only is it for them though, we also have Canadians in
Afghanistan.

● (1820)

Canadians around the world wear the Canadian flag on their
shoulders. It is also for them that we stand in the House today to
bring forward this legislation.

It is important that we take a look at how this flag came about. As
we know, on July 1, 1867, Canada was proclaimed a nation. It was
still a colony of Great Britain with strong colonial ties to that
country. As a result Canada did not have its own national flag. It had
Great Britain's Union Jack. However, Canada often used the Red
Ensign as a flag. It was a flag that showed its individuality from
Great Britain. It actually took the House many years of debate to
come forward with an agreement from all sides on the Canadian flag
that we have today.

Lester B. Pearson proclaimed during the election campaign of
1963 that Canada would have its own flag. It was a promise that Mr.
Pearson did not forget. It was really in the spirit of non-partisanship
that people from all sides of the House came together and voted in
favour of a Canadian flag on December 15, 1964. The vote was 163
to 78 in favour of the flag.

The Senate approved the flag two days later and the Queen gave
her approval on Christmas Eve. She signed the official proclamation
on January 28, 1965. On February 15 of the same year the maple leaf
flag became the official flag of Canada with an extensive flag raising
ceremony not only on Parliament Hill but cross the country and
indeed around the world at Canadian embassies, consulates and high
commissions.

The intention of the Canadian flag was to honour all of the
founding nations of this country which denoted allegiance and was

devoid of its colonial independence. This is the flag that represents
the diversity of this nation, its independence and freedom. This is not
something that we should be taking for granted. It is something that
we should cherish and which I believe Canadians do cherish.

For the few that would use it for their own political means to
express to the House, to government and to Canadians that they
somehow dislike what is going on in this country, I and many
Canadians cannot take it.

We believe that sort of action should have consequences. That is
why I bring forward legislation in the House to make sure that all
Canadians understand that if they want to attack the memories of the
hundreds of thousands of Canadians who have stood by that flag and
its previous flags in representing this country overseas there are
consequences for their actions.

I understand that people's sense of patriotism cannot be legislated.
It is not something that we can force upon people. It is something
that people feel within themselves. It is an ideal of their nation. For
the most part we do not need to remind people of how sacred our
flag is. However, for those few who find that they should offend
these values and the ideals of this country I believe that in fact there
should be consequences and that they should suffer those
consequences.

I wish to say that we have had support from all parties on this
issue. I wish to send a message to Canadians that even though this
piece of legislation will not come to a vote because of some of the
political goings on in the House, we feel it is important enough for us
to remind them of what it is they do when they desecrate the flag.

● (1825)

I thank all hon. members who have given me their support for this
piece of legislation. I look forward to hearing from my colleagues in
the House and their views on how we can assure Canadians that their
flag, and the ideals behind their flag, will be protected and cherished
for years to come.

Mr. Roy Bailey (Souris—Moose Mountain, Canadian Alli-
ance): Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the member for not only
presenting the bill to the House but for his fine delivery and the
sentiments he carried in his speech.

The unfortunate part is that when members on both sides of the
House bring a private member's bill or motion to the House, if it
bears enough weight, as does the hon. member's motion, it is
mockery in some sense that the people who sit on both sides of the
House do not have an opportunity to stand and vote yes or no on a
bill such as this.

That is the problem because the hon. member has just delivered as
fine a speech as one would want to hear across Canada. We are
assured, and I am as sure as I am standing here, that 90% plus would
agree with the bill. Why then do people from both sides of the House
not have the opportunity to stand and show Canadians how they feel
about this issue?

I myself introduced the first reading of a bill similar to this on
January 30. It is a private member's bill, an act requiring the national
flag of Canada to be flown at half-mast every November 11. If it is a
good enough bill to be drawn, it is a good enough bill to be votable.
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What will happen to the hon. member's bill now? Yes, one
member from each party will discuss it. Then where will it go? What
will happen to it? This is a non-votable bill and it will die, but the
sentiment of the bill should not go that way.

The Royal Canadian Legion, which I have supported for years and
which represents the majority of veterans in Canada, wrote to the
justice minister three times over the period of one year. It never
received an answer. This issue that my hon. colleague has brought up
is a fulfilment in part of what the Royal Canadian Legion has asked
over and over again.

The government has said that to make this a law, to make it illegal
to desecrate the flag, would run contrary to the charter of rights and
freedoms. If our charter of rights and freedoms deny the right to
enshrine within the country the protection of the symbol of our flag
then maybe we should take a look at the charter of rights and
freedoms.

When I was a young lad going to school the flag went up every
morning and there was a statement we all made: Emblem of liberty,
justice and truth, flag of our country we salute. That was said
regularly every day. That does not happen anymore. I remember a
poem:

It's only an old piece of bunting
It's only an old coloured rag
But there are thousands who died for its honour
And fell in defence of our flag.

That is the message we should be getting out but it is a non-
votable bill.

I will pose one question to help enforce what my colleague
opposite has said. Does the government forget our veterans were the
ones who fought to ensure we could have a charter of rights and
freedoms in the first place? Everyone knows the answer. The answer
is that we can pass all kinds of laws that put reasonable limits on our
rights and freedoms. For example, the charter limits our ability to
hurt one another, to damage other people's property and so on, but
why is it that we cannot pass a law which would make it an illegal,
criminal offence to desecrate that symbol of Canada?

● (1830)

There is something wrong on both sides of the House when a bill
like this does not become a votable item. Some may not have the
same feeling toward the flag, but surely everyone will agree that it is
the emblem of Canada. Approximately 114,000 Canadians spilled
their blood all over this world in honour of that flag, and yet it is not
a votable bill. Members should think about that.

When we were leaving Taiwan I commented to one of the
Taiwanese chaps who had been with us that I really appreciated their
beautiful tiled fences. Wherever I visited in that country I never saw
one word of graffiti on any of them. Another chap asked him about
freedom of expression. That Taiwanese gentleman said that people
could paint their houses and their fences, but could not paint another
individual's house or fence or a fence belonging to the government.

Canadians become obsessed with freedom of expression. Recently
at the summit here in Ottawa we watched as people not only
desecrated the flag but trampled all over the Tomb of the Unknown

Soldier. We sat idly by with our hands folded and said it was
freedom of expression.

I will never forget one thing I learned from an old Welsh
professor. He said that whenever we take anything to the extreme we
are not sometimes wrong but always wrong. I suggest tonight that
those who would not allow the bill to be votable are wrong. We are
not sometimes wrong, but always wrong when these kind of bills
come before the House and are not votable.

My private member's bill requests that the flag be flown at half-
mast. Can we imagine that bill coming to the House for a vote? Can
we imagine a member facing his or her constituents at home who
would not dare to stand and support it? If my hon. colleague's bill
had a free vote in the House, it would pass unanimously, but
unfortunately it will go in the dust bin.

In closing I want to quote part of an old patriotic song:

At Queenston Heights and Lundy's Lane,
Our brave fathers, side by side,
For freedom, homes, and loved ones dear,
Firmly stood, and nobly died;
And those dear rights which they maintained,
We swear to yield them never!
Our watchword evermore shall be,
The Maple Leaf forever!

I hope that some day we will be able to bring items like this to the
House and they will indeed be votable items.

● (1835)

[Translation]

Ms. Christiane Gagnon (Québec, BQ): Mr. Speaker, the bill
tabled by the hon. member for Haldimand—Norfolk—Brant arouses
strong feelings.

This is a private member's bill that is not a votable item, but would
make it an offence under the criminal code to wilfully desecrate the
Canadian flag. This bill seems to be patterned on the 1989 U.S.
legislation called the Flag Protection Act.

There is, however, a difference in terms of penalties. The bill now
before the House is more moderate than the U.S. legislation, which
provides, in addition to fines, jail sentences of up to one year. By
contrast, Bill C-330 would fortunately only impose monetary
penalties.

It is strange that, at a time when Canada is increasingly trying to
preserve its cultural and economic sovereignty, the government is
often lagging behind the Americans when it comes to developing
new legislation, particularly in the penal field. However, today I
would rather use my time making a brief historical comparison of the
Canadian and Quebec flags.

As the Bloc Quebecois critic on Canadian heritage issues, I want
to say first off that, like the flag of every province, the Canadian flag
is an important symbol which deserves respect, as it represents the
aspirations of a country.
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We are particularly aware of that in Quebec, because we chose to
have a national flag. Our emblem, the fleur de lys, has had a special
place in our hearts for over 50 years now. We know that the fleurs de
lys pointing towards the sky symbolize the strength of the Quebec
traditions.

On January 21, 1948, Premier Maurice Duplessis had our
distinctive flag raised for the first time over the central tower of
the Quebec parliament. The premier thus fulfilled the wish of
Quebecers, who longed to be officially represented by the fleur de
lys since the beginning of the 20th century. That initiative had been
proposed for years by an independent MNA, René Chaloult,
seconded by André Laurendeau.

Today, I want to pay tribute to them for having fought that battle.
Historian Robert Rumilly explained that the Liberals of the day
wanted to wait until the federal government adopted a Canadian flag,
because they feared that adopting a Quebec flag might adversely
affect the adoption of a Canadian flag. Quebec would then have had
to wait a long time. I am pleased that public pressure convinced the
premier of the day, Maurice Duplessis, to change his mind.

Laurendeau, Chaloult and a few others have fought doggedly for a
flag with a connection to our history, one that assembles us and
resembles us, to be able to fly freely and celebrate our identity.

There is a long history behind the choice of the symbols on our
flag. I would like to give hon. members a brief historical review.
Way back in 1534, when Canada was discovered, Jacques Cartier
raised the fleur de lis standard of the King of France, François I.

With the founding of Quebec City in 1608, Samuel de Champlain
extended the limits of New France to a vast territory encompassing
Acadie and the Great Lakes region.

The vessels involved in this colonization flew a blue flag with a
white cross. From that time onward, until the Conquest in 1759, this
French representation of the flag was to fly over almost half of North
America, from the Rockies to the Gulf of Mexico.

In 1758, at the end of the French regime, a banner flew high above
the Carillon encampment. It was sky blue, and bore the shield of
France, with a silver fleur de lis in each corner. This banner, dubbed
the Carillon, is recognized as the direct ancestor of the Quebec flag.

In 1759 came the defeat at the Plains of Abraham. From then on,
the Union Jack was to replace the flags of the King of France, which
the chevalier de Lévis ordered burned on Île Sainte-Hélène rather
than let them be turned over to the enemy.

If Quebec has had its own flag since 1948, Canada continued to
search for its own colours. On July 11, 1946, the House of Commons
was to adopt a modification of the British Navy Red Ensign, with the
Union Jack and the Royal Coat of Arms of Canada.

● (1840)

Since 1925, however, a Privy Council committee had undertaken
a search for ideas for a national flag, to no avail. In 1946, a similar
mandate was given to a royal commission and, despite a multitude of
proposals, no resolution was brought before parliament.

To make a long story short, Prime Minister Lester B. Pearson
made known his desire to adopt a national flag in 1964. And on

February 15, 1965, the maple leaf was proclaimed Canada's flag by
the Queen of Canada. The colours chosen, red and white, are the
national colours which were assigned to Canada by King George V
in 1921.

The reason for this speedy little history lesson is simply to remind
the House how an emblem such as a flag is inextricably bound up in
the patriotic fibre of a nation.

The House should also remember how, during the 1965 campaign
to promote what is now the Canadian flag, Quebecers rallied to the
idea in large numbers. For a reason which is relatively simple but
solidly fixed in the head of every francophone, Quebecers or
francophones living elsewhere in Canada, the Union Jack, which we
were forced to fly as a national flag, was a bitter reminder, even after
all these years, of the English victory on the Plains of Abraham, a
victory which has marked our psyche and history.

Furthermore, on February 27, 1946, the Legislative Assembly of
Quebec unanimously passed a motion calling on the federal
parliamentary committee to choose a truly Canadian flag.

It was therefore the francophones of Canada, and particularly
those of Quebec, who urged the Canadian parliament to fly a real
flag: an odd reversal of history.

Even though Quebec has been trying to affirm itself as a nation
and have its flag recognized as the symbol of Quebec since the late
1960s, it must be pointed out that, if the flag of Canada is to be
respected, it would be best not to overuse it, not to fall into simplistic
patriotism and to make it a cult object.

It would be best not to overdo this symbol, to stop the ostentatious
displays which may well put the public off in the long run and which
detract from its meaning.

Unfortunately, this is a trend that we see all too often among
members of the current Liberal government, particularly at the
Department of Canadian Heritage.

Members will recall that in September 1999, the department,
either as a clumsy demonstration of patriotism or as propaganda,
tried to require Canadian publishers to print the maple leaf in every
book that was published. Luckily, the justifiable protests from
publishers and commentators of all political stripes stopped the
process. We know of her propensity to plaster the flag at cultural and
sporting events abroad and at home. This often antagonizes those
participating in these events.

So it pays to remember that Quebecers, while differing in their
language, culture and institutions, also differ in their sense of
belonging to a nation, which causes them to define their ties to
Canada quite differently than other Canadians. The Canadian flag
does not resonate the same way in Quebec as is does in Alberta, for
example. These are not my words, but those of Alain Dubuc, from
his editorial in La Presse dated September 22, 1999, who cannot be
considered part of the sovereignist camp.

I understand what prompts some members, and the member who
introduced this bill, to call for this type of legislation. However, there
is no guarantee, and I am not convinced that criminalizing the
desecration of the flag will bring people to respect the Canadian flag,
or any of the provincial flags for that matter.
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First, because of its important symbolism, the flag must be treated
seriously, and not overused to the point of becoming a propaganda
tool. I could also quote other journalists who have commented on
this aspect, this overuse of the flag.

● (1845)

According to journalist Gilles Lesage, the flag is an object of pride
and a symbol to be rallied around, not an object to entertain or reject.

He quotes the Minister of Canadian Heritage in her propensity—

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bélair): I am sorry to interrupt the hon.
member, but her time is up. The hon. member for Pictou—
Antigonish—Guysborough.

Mr. Peter MacKay (Pictou—Antigonish—Guysborough, PC/
DR): Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate the Bloc Quebecois
member. She has offered a unique and very important perspective.

[English]

She stated in conclusion the importance of not using flags for the
purpose of provocation, which I think was a very good point to
make. Yet throughout her remarks, the remarks of the mover of the
motion and of others present it is quite clear that the sense of pride
and symbolism attached to these inanimate objects, these flags, is
quite apparent and very much behind the motivation of the mover in
bringing forward the motion.

I commend the hon. member for Haldimand—Norfolk—Brant
because he is motivated by patriotism and by the desire to safeguard
these very important symbols. The flag in particular for a country
such as ours is an incredibly important symbol. It is a rallying point.
It is a point to which we can refer when we try to encapsulate the
entire country.

Just this week the Prime Minister and members paid tribute to the
paraolympian athletes. Whether it be in the fields of war or in the
athletic exploits of our athletes, the flag allows us to collectively
come together under that banner and feel a sense of collective pride.

There is certainly incredible merit in what the hon. member
presented. There is merit in sending the very important message that
many symbols, and in particular the flag, are not to be desecrated or
not to be besmirched.

The history of this flag has been set out. It was presented first to
Canadians in 1964 by the government of Lester B. Pearson. Ken
Donovan, the assistant parliamentary director for supply for the
Government of Canada of the day, had his daughter actually stitch
together the very first flag.

I think that would be the making of a good CBC vignette, the
vignettes we often see stirring up a sense of pride and historic
belonging in the country. The history of the Canadian flag is a very
interesting one.

The idea of having a criminal offence attached to the desecration
of a flag in particular is one which certainly has merit. However I
would direct hon. members to the fact that there are current criminal
code provisions. In particular, section 430 of the criminal code
speaks to mischief to property which would allow police forces,
whether they be RCMP, constabulary or municipal, to lay an offence

or a charge if an individual takes a flag and destroys it and it is the
property of someone else.

This is the point where there is a bit of a stepping off for me. The
fear I have is that there could be, and albeit a somewhat bizarre
circumstance, an individual who purchases a flag and decides to
destroy it in an inappropriate way. Theoretically by virtue of the bill
there is the possibility that the individual could be charged with a
criminal offence.

I appreciate the fact that the hon. member has crafted the bill in
such a way that it deals with monetary fines rather than any form of
imprisonment as a sentence that could be meted out. However there
is also the serious attachment of a criminal record which in and of
itself is very much a deterrent and a denunciation of a particular
activity.

I know that his intent in having this criminalized is to send that
message, to deter any individual or any like minded individual from
destroying a flag.

I was reminded of another scenario that illustrates my point about
making this a criminal offence by my colleague from British
Columbia who suggested the scenario we saw played out during the
Olympics. The Canadian Olympic women's hockey team was
playing the American hockey team and rumours abounded that the
women from the United States had placed the Canadian flag on the
floor of their locker room, had stamped on it and had done various
inappropriate things. Theoretically under the bill those members of
team U.S.A. could have been charged with a criminal offence.

● (1850)

The extent to which this law could be exploited, I am afraid, in
some ways undercuts the serious issue that the hon. member has
highlighted here and brought forward.

There is much merit in preserving and protecting the sanctity of
our symbols. The Canadian flag is the epitome of a symbol that we
want to enhance, embrace and protect and yet, rather than having this
criminalized, the debate could be furthered by perhaps having an
opportunity to bring it to a committee to look at how we might bring
about the effect that the hon. member seeks to have addressed.

This is not in any way to denigrate or to disparage the hon.
member's bill. However, by criminalizing the activity there is some
fear that the law itself might be trivialized in the way in which it
might be interpreted.

If it is about sending a message and about reminding individuals,
particularly youth, I am also concerned that the type of activity that
is reprehensible and offensive to many is what we have seen very
often played out on television during protests where Canadian flags,
flags of other countries and flags of Quebec and other provinces
might be burned or destroyed. I would far rather see an item, albeit a
very important symbolic item, destroyed rather than acts of violence
perpetrated.
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I ask members to follow the logic here. If this allows individuals
to express their disdain, or whatever it is that they are trying to send
as a message, by destroying a flag, I would far rather have that occur
than for it be played out in some violent act or in some destruction of
a building or of an item that has more monetary value, I suppose,
than the value of the flag.

I realize that is a dangerous road to go down. I know that the
Quebec premier, Mr. Landry, made disparaging remarks about the
red rag and the flag of Canada.

Again I want to be very clear in my remarks. I am not suggesting
in any way that there is any merit at all in partaking in an activity that
is meant to portray antagonism or to somehow enrage the passions of
our adversaries by destroying their flag. However, it is a form of
expression, albeit reprehensible to most I would suggest, but it has
been a form of political expression for many years.

The American example is perhaps the one that is very often
pointed to because the Americans cherish their flag as much as any
in the world. Americans are perhaps the most fervent in their
patriotism symbolized by the stars and stripes and yet they tolerate
the desecration of their flag. That is not to say that they in any way
like it or that they in any way encourage it, and yet it is there.

I would suggest that the way in which the criminal code is
currently drafted there is protection for individual flags. There is
protection for the flag of a person who chooses to display it in front
of a building or in front of their cottage or their home. If another
individual removes that flag, the individual is subject to theft
provisions. However, if they do so for the sole purpose of destroying
it, current criminal code sections would attach. Mischief to property,
under section 430 of the criminal code, particularly, allows for
summary offence charges to be laid by the police.

I do commend the hon. member for having brought the bill
forward. If in fact there is a willingness on the part of members
present to send the bill to committee I would not stand in the way of
that. However I would suggest that the bill itself, in its current for,
would perhaps not achieve the goals which the hon. member seeks to
achieve.

I thank the hon. member for the opportunity to debate this. I think
the bill, in and of itself, has achieved much of the merit and much of
the goal that he sought to bring forward.

● (1855)

Mr. John Cannis (Scarborough Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
am very pleased to have this opportunity to add my voice to the
debate tonight because we are talking about a symbol and symbols
that speak on behalf of not just the country but on behalf of us.

I want to compliment my colleague from Haldimand—Norfolk—
Brant for bringing forth Bill C-330. It has given us the opportunity,
as other members have and as he has, to express our views on a most
important issue. This is not an issue that is just being discussed
today. It has been discussed for many years.

The member for Pictou—Antigonish—Guysborough gave us a
couple of illustrations. He also referred to section 430 of the criminal
code with respect to mischief to property, and rightfully so.

Let us be very frank. We have heard over the past several months,
certainly post-September 11, how our world has changed and how
things have changed. We have seen pre-September 11 and post-
September 11 demonstrations and we have seen people react in
different ways.

The G-20 meeting was held in Ottawa several months back. We
have all grown up and we live in a wonderful country, a free and
democratic society that gives us the opportunity to demonstrate and
express our views. Many people called my office to tell me of the
property damage, of window displays being broken during the G-20
meeting in Ottawa, and of the things that happened during the APEC
meeting in British Columbia some years back. They wanted to know
why people who wished to demonstrate needed to commit violent
acts and destroy property just to express a certain view.

That goes to the heart of Bill C-330. What Bill C-330 states, in my
opinion, is that people should demonstrate and they should express
their views, but the flag, our symbol, does not deserve to be torn,
desecrated, burned, trampled on or whatever. I believe that is what
my colleague is saying.

There have been several initiatives. I am glad the member's bill is
being debated. I know the Canadian Alliance has a similar bill. I
have one as well. The committees which select what is votable and
what is not, chose, in their wisdom, and I question that, not to make
the bill votable because of section 430 of the criminal code.

We make laws to protect nature, and so we should. We make laws
to protect endangered species, and so we should. We also make laws
to protect ourselves as individuals. As time goes by these laws are
amended, fine tuned and changed.

We are living in a different world. We all agree to that. We are
now seeing initiatives like Bill C-330 which my good friend has
brought before us. In his wisdom he is saying that things have
changed and that we must make changes to the criminal code.

We need to send a message that we will not tolerate the
desecration, the destruction, the burning, et cetera, of a symbol that
cannot speak. We are the ones who hopefully can put some
legislation in place to speak on its behalf.

I am pleased we are having this debate because it gives us a
chance to express ourselves. However I am greatly disappointed
because no firm initiative has been put forward to make amendments
to the criminal code as the proposal is saying.

In flipping my paper, I cannot help but refer to a letter I received
not too long ago from a former member of parliament, Alexandre
Cyr, the member of parliament for Gaspé from 1963 to 1984. He
wrote a letter to thank us for the initiatives he heard about and to
encourage us.

● (1900)

I find it very puzzling that so many people are saying this and the
301 members of parliament elected by over 30 million people cannot
come together. This is not a partisan issue. We either stand up and
believe in what we say or we do not. I am disappointed that this
effort by my colleague and others will only go as far as providing
this opportunity. I am sad to say that it will not come to a successful
end.
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I do not buy the fact that there were provisions in section 430 that
referred to mischief to property. That addresses a certain aspect of
destroying and defacing property but does not specifically address
the national symbols that represent Canada, such as the maple leaf or
the various provincial flags that represent the provinces and
territories. It is high time that we collectively found room in our
hearts to make changes.

I speak on behalf of my colleagues from Haldimand—Norfolk—
Brant, Scarborough Centre and I am sure others when I say that we
will continue to lobby to make parliament understand that we have to
send the signal out that this symbol does not deserve desecration and
that we will speak on behalf of this symbol through whatever
legislation or amendment.

Mr. Paul Harold Macklin (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister of Justice and Attorney General of Canada, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to speak to the private member's bill
introduced by my hon. colleague from Haldimand—Norfolk—
Brant. The purpose of Bill C-330, an act to amend the criminal code
concerning the desecration of the Canadian flag, is to make it a
criminal offence to desecrate the national flag of Canada.

As my fellow parliamentarians would agree, the issue deeply
touches all Canadians. Our Canadian flag symbolizes democracy,
freedom, liberty and Canadian unity. The Canadian flag and all it
represents must remain the pride of all Canadians as it always has.

To better understand the issue before us it is important to recall the
beginning of our national flag, as others have this evening. The idea
of a new flag was born as early as 1925 when a committee of the
privy council researched possible designs for a new Canadian flag.
Unfortunately the project was never completed.

The issue came up again in 1946 when an appointed
parliamentary committee requested submissions for a new flag and
received a noteworthy 2,600 submissions. Parliament did not
formally vote on a design at the time.

It was during the fall of 1964 that the search for a national flag
began which led to the present design. It came to be thanks to Prime
Minister Lester B. Pearson who wanted a distinctive national flag to
promote unity. John Matheson provided the conceptual framework.
Dr. George Stanley provided the concept for the flag that is now seen
across the country.

Although the significance of our national flag has occupied
discussions on various occasions, the words that best describe our
flag were spoken by the hon. Maurice Bourget, Speaker of the
Senate in 1965, during the inauguration ceremony held on
Parliament Hill before parliamentarians and thousands of Canadians.
Unknowing of the issue that would one day rise before us, he rightly
stated:

The flag is a symbol of the nation's unity, for it, beyond any doubt, represents all
citizens of Canada without distinction of race, language, belief or opinion.

It is to the last item that I draw the House's attention. We are all
troubled when a symbol of our great country is mistreated. Burning,
defacing, defiling, mutilating, trampling or otherwise desecrating a
nation's flag will arouse the anger of all Canadians. However the
question that arises is whether the acts, offensive as they may be, are
sufficient to justify creating an offence under our criminal law.

Canadians are proud to be a tolerant and respectable people. We
value our diversity of culture, religion and belief. We have
incorporated into our constitution and legal system the fundamental
principles of this wonderful country. One of these, derived from the
value of tolerance, is freedom of expression.

It is well understood in our country that the actions Bill C-330
would prohibit amount to little more than an expression of political
opinion. As troubling as they may be to some and perhaps most
Canadians they are not deemed a criminal offence. If the government
were to prohibit such actions against our national flag what other
symbol of our nation should be so protected? Would the maple leaf
be next? Where would we draw the line?

Other jurisdictions have attempted to deal with issues of this
nature. Countries such as Ireland, the United Kingdom and the
United States have refrained from criminalizing the desecration of
their flags. Attempts were made to do so but the legislation was
deemed unconstitutional.

● (1905)

Mr. Ken Epp:Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I would like
to hear what the parliamentary secretary has to say. Could we have
unanimous consent to hear him to the end of his speech? That would
be a great idea.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bélair): Is there unanimous consent
for the parliamentary secretary to complete his speech?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: No.

Mr. Bob Speller: Mr. Speaker, it is too bad that the hon. member
for Northumberland could not complete his remarks. I know coming
from the riding he does he would be very supportive. I appreciate the
support that he has given me on this piece of legislation. I thank all
hon. members who today rose in their place and spoke on behalf of
what I think Canadians feel are their values and some of the things
that they cherish. I am speaking of course of our Canadian flag.

Unfortunately this piece of legislation will not be voted upon. It
has been deemed by a committee of the House which has a member
from all parties that the bill and in fact previous bills should not be
voted upon. On that committee we need unanimity to get items voted
upon.

That aside, Canadians from across the country need to take this
issue and speak out. They need to call their members of parliament,
provincial MPPs and put forward either petitions or letters to tell
those who are in power and in the public service that they understand
the feeling out there on this issue.

I want to address one issue raised by the member for Pictou—
Antigonish—Guysborough. He suggested that in the bill anybody
who might dispose of the flag inadvertently might be charged with a
criminal offence. If the member reads subsection 56.1(2) of the
criminal code it says:

No person is guilty of an offence under subsection (1) if the person disposes of the
national flag of Canada because the flag has become worn, soiled or damaged.
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There is no question that this is not the case. It is too bad the
member has left the Chamber but I would hope that he would have
read and understood that point. There are a number of people in the
House who support the bill and I am wondering if I could get
unanimous support to have the bill votable.

● (1910)

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bélair): Is there unanimous consent?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: No.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bélair): As the motion has not been
designated as a votable item, the order is dropped from the order
paper.

ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS

A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed
to have been moved.

[Translation]

NATIONAL DEFENCE

Mr. Yvon Godin (Acadie—Bathurst, NDP): Mr. Speaker, on
December 13, 2001, I asked the following question of the Minister of
National Defence here in the House:

Mr. Speaker, 45-gallon containers of PCBs and Agent Orange have been
discovered on the old Tracadie-Sheila firing range in New Brunswick

Is this firing range a dumping ground for National Defence or is it really a
Canadian Forces firing range?

Before I was elected in 1997, my predecessor, Doug Young, came
to Tracadie-Sheila with $20 million to clean up the firing range. For
the information of those listening to us, the Tracadie-Sheila firing
range has been in use since 1942; DND conducted training at that
range. The government decided to close it down and at the same time
assumed the responsibility for cleaning it up. The amount allocated
for this was $20 million.

I have done some research and found that I sent a letter to the
Minister of Defence on April 20, 2000, another on July 4, 2000,
another on August 11, another August 31 and another September 1,
2000. The regional press often writes articles about the contamina-
tion of this military camp.

It is not that people do not want this military facility; it represents
one third of the land on the Acadian Peninsula. This site could easily
be used for regional or economic development purposes.

Allow me to quote from the editorial of L'Acadie nouvelle, under
the heading “Taken hostage”.

This week we learned that the decontamination work carried out on the site—
remember that it covers one third of the area of the Acadian Peninsula—is a surface
operation. Basically, it is a travesty of a clean-up.

These are not my own words, but those of the editorialist of
L'Acadie nouvelle. After a little research, it has become clear that
everyone in the region is concerned.

This is why I have raised this issue in the House, and more than
once. I asked questions to the minister, who needs to take

responsibility before someone gets hurt. We are told that there are
bombs underground in this area, and that there could be PCBs and
Agent Orange. Why is the government waiting for something to
happen before doing something? The best thing that could happen
would be for DND to send in experts to check the ground again.

Allow me to continue reading from L'Acadie nouvelle:
When it comes from a former Corporal in the Canadian Armed Forces, we should

listen. According to Luc Perron, who knows the area like the back of his hand, an
additional $20 million would be necessary to do the work properly after the
scheduled 2001 deadline.

This is worrisome. The Minister of National Defence replied, and
I quote:

Mr. Speaker, the Department of National Defence takes it environmental
responsibilities very seriously.

In fact the reports from the environmental auditor have generally indicated that
defence has been one of the leaders with respect to dealing with such matters. We
will continue to do that on this site and on any other site. I would be happy to provide
further details with respect to the Tracadie site to the hon. member.

That was on December 13, 2001, and today, March 19, 2002, the
minister has yet to contact me to discuss the matter.

Again, I am asking the Minister of National Defence to take the
Tracadie-Sheila issue seriously and do a complete cleanup. I would
like to hear the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National
Defence, because he certainly had time to review the matter, given
how long we have been discussing it in the House.
● (1915)

[English]
Mr. John O'Reilly (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of

National Defence, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, sustaining and protecting the
environment as well as human life are priorities for the Department
of National Defence.

The Tracadie Range was used for various military purposes from
1939 until its closure in 1994. The Department of National Defence
agreed to transfer the Tracadie Range to the province of New
Brunswick in 1997. The agreement stated:

All environmental contamination...will be remediated or cleaned up by the
Department of National Defence at its own risk and expense in a timely fashion.

The agreement clearly demonstrates the Department of National
Defence's commitment to assuming its responsibilities with respect
to environmental matters. The overall aim of the cleanup work is to
allow the re-utilization of the site for forestry and blueberry
cultivation as well as recreation and tourism.

A five year plan for ammunitions related areas cleanup of
unexploded ordnance was also established and was completed in
summer 2001. Thus far, the department has already spent $20
million at the Tracadie Range.

With respect to the putative presence of PCBs and Agent Orange
on the site last year, which my hon. colleague referred to in his
question, an investigation conducted last June showed no con-
taminants above provincial guidelines. Moreover, the barrels that
were found on the site and mistaken for Agent Orange were indeed
orange in colour but full of holes, indicating their use for target
practice, not for the storage of toxic contaminants. In this case, as in
many others, the Department of National Defence responded
promptly.
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The Department of National Defence is well aware of the
environmental impact of its past and present activities and is
committed to addressing environmental issues across Canada in a
proactive manner. The Department of National Defence takes its
public safety responsibilities very seriously. It has always had an
open relationship with local residents, consulting and working with
them to respond to their concerns. We also have a close working
relationship with Environment Canada and provincial officials and
we ensure that all our activities comply with provincial standards and
regulations.

As one of the federal government's largest landholders, with
responsibility for more than 20,000 square kilometres of land, DND
remains deeply committed to minimizing the impact of its activities
and operations on the environment. The department's first sustain-
able development strategy was tabled in 1997. Building on this
strategy, in February 2001 the department tabled a new strategy that
further took into account the input of an array of stakeholders from
inside the defence team, other government departments, non-
government organizations and our allies.

The new sustainable development strategy demonstrates our
continuing commitment to integrating environment considerations
into all the department's activities and practices. A commitment to
sustainable development, to the implementation of an environmental
management system that is comparable with the International
Organization for Standardization, better known as ISO 14001, and
to the code of environmental stewardship are all integral components
of the defence environmental policy. In accordance with the code of
environmental stewardship, the department will integrate environ-
mental concerns into all its activities.

I want to thank the member for Acadie—Bathurst for bringing this
forward. I hope we have been able to clarify some of his concerns,
that is, there is no Agent Orange or other contaminant on the site.
● (1920)

[Translation]

Mr. Yvon Godin: Mr. Speaker, I regret to say that I disagree
completely with the hon. member. I want him to take note that the
day that there is a problem at the Tracadie-Sheila military camp, the

Liberal government will be entirely responsible, and I will be there
to bring up the subject again.

The secretary of state says that there is no problem in Tracadie. It
is sad to say such a thing. They are only cleaning up the surface. Last
week, I met with people working at the Tracadie-Sheila military
facility. They had found unexploded bomb fragments and bullets.
This is not the first time that this has happened.

It would be too bad to have a tourist site, as the member has just
mentioned, and people afraid to visit it because of bombs. Does this
make any sense? Is this all the Acadian peninsula means to the
government? We will give these people a firing range, but we will
give them a bomb, an area which has not been cleaned up.

It is simple. Once again, all I am asking is for the minister to
conduct an independent study for the safety of the people of
Acadie—Bathurst.

[English]

Mr. John O'Reilly:Mr. Speaker, let me sum up by saying that the
department is committed to improving the level of environmental
awareness throughout the department and the Canadian forces
through environmental awareness training and to encouraging and
recognizing the actions of personnel that have a positive impact on
the environment.

Since 1992 the department has had a dedicated funding program
in place to deal with major environmental issues facing DND and the
Canadian forces. Between 1992 and 2000, $400 million was
allocated to this program, the majority of which went to clean up
contaminated sites.

[Translation]

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bélair): Pursuant to Standing Order 38
(5), the motion to adjourn the House is now deemed to have been
adopted.

Accordingly, this House stands adjourned until tomorrow at 2 p.
m., pursuant to Standing Order 24(1).

(The House adjourned at 7.24 p.m.)
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