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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Friday, February 18, 2005

The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayers

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

©(1000)

[English]
STANDING ORDERS
Hon. Anne McLellan (for the Leader of the Government in the

House of Commons) moved:

That the Standing Orders be amended by replacing Standing Order 43 with the
following:

43. (1)(a) Unless otherwise provided in these Standing Orders, when the Speaker
is in the Chair, no Member, except the Prime Minister and the Leader of the
Opposition, or a Minister moving a government order and the Member speaking in
reply immediately after such Minister, shall speak for more than twenty minutes at a
time in any debate.

(b) Following any speech by the Prime Minister, the Leader of the Opposition, a
Minister moving a government order, or the Member speaking in reply
immediately after such Minister, and following any twenty-minute speech, a
period not exceeding ten minutes shall be made available, if required, to allow
Members to ask questions and comment briefly on matters relevant to the speech
and to allow responses thereto.

(c) Except as provided in Standing Orders 95 and 126(1)(a), following any ten-
minute speech, a period not exceeding five minutes shall be made available, if
required, to allow Members to ask questions and comment briefly on matters
relevant to the speech and to allow responses thereto.

(2)(a) The Whip of a party may indicate to the Speaker at any time during a debate
governed by this Standing Order that one or more of the periods of debate limited
pursuant to section (1) of this Standing Order to twenty minutes and allotted to
Members of his or her party are to be divided in two.

(b) Any Member rising to speak during a debate limited by section (1) of this
Standing Order to twenty minute speeches, may indicate to the Speaker that he or
she will be dividing his or her time with another Member

That the Standing Orders be amended by replacing Standing Order 50(2) with the
following:

(2) No Member, except the Prime Minister and the Leader of the Opposition, shall
speak for more than twenty minutes at a time in the said debate.

That the Standing Orders be amended by replacing Standing Order 66 with the
following:

66. (1) When a debate on any motion, except a motion for the concurrence in a
report of a standing or special committee, made after the start of the sitting (after
2:00 p.m. on Mondays and after 11:00 a.m. on Fridays) and prior to the reading of an
Order of the Day is adjourned or interrupted, the order for resumption of the debate
shall be transferred to and considered under Government Orders.

(2) A motion for the concurrence in a report from a standing or special committee
shall receive not more than three hours of consideration, after which time, unless
previously disposed of, the Speaker shall interrupt and put all questions necessary to
dispose of the motion without further debate or amendment, provided that, if debate
is adjourned or interrupted:

(a) the motion shall again be considered on a day designated by the Government
after consultation with the House Leaders of the other parties, but in any case not
later than the tenth sitting day after the interruption;

(b) debate on the motion shall be resumed at the ordinary hour of daily
adjournment on the day designated pursuant to paragraph (a) of this section and
shall not be further interrupted or adjourned; and

(c) when no Member rises to speak or after three hours of debate, whichever is
earlier, the Speaker shall put all questions necessary to dispose of the motion,
provided that, if a recorded division is requested on the motion considered on a
day designated pursuant to paragraph (a) of this Standing Order, it shall stand
deferred to an appointed time on the next Wednesday, no later than the expiry of
the time provided for Government Orders on that day.

(3) Not more than one motion for the concurrence in a report from a standing or
special committee may be moved on any sitting day.

That the Standing Orders be amended by replacing Standing Order 73(1)(d) with
the following:

73. (1)(d) after not more than five hours of debate, the Speaker shall interrupt the
debate and the question shall be put and decided without further debate.

That the Standing Orders be amended by replacing Standing Order 74(2) with the
following:

74. (2)(a) The Whip of a party may indicate to the Speaker at any time during a
debate governed by this Standing Order that one or more of the periods of debate
limited pursuant to paragraphs (1)(b) and (c) of this Standing Order, and allotted to
Members of his or her party, are to be divided in two.

(b) Any Member rising to speak during a debate governed by paragraphs (1)(b)
and (c) of this Standing Order, may indicate to the Speaker that he or she will be
dividing his or her time with another Member.

That the Standing Orders be amended by replacing Standing Order 76(7) with the
following:

76. (7) When debate is permitted, the first Member from each of the recognized
parties speaking during proceedings on the first amendment proposed at report stage
may speak for not more than twenty minutes, and no other Member shall speak more
than once or longer than ten minutes during proceedings on any amendment at that
stage.

That the Standing Orders be amended by replacing Standing Order 81(10)(a) with
the following:

81. (10)(a) In any calendar year, seven sitting days shall be allotted to the
Business of Supply for the period ending not later than December 10; seven
additional days shall be allotted to the Business of Supply in the period ending not
later than March 26; and eight additional days shall be allotted to the Business of
Supply in the period ending not later than June 23; provided that the number of
sitting days so allotted may be altered pursuant to paragraph (b) or (c) of this section.
These twenty two days are to be designated as allotted days. In any calendar year, no
more than one fifth of all the allotted days shall fall on a Wednesday and no more
than one fifth thereof shall fall on a Friday.

That the Standing Orders be amended by replacing Standing Orders 81(14) with
the following:

81. (14)(a) Forty-eight hours' written notice shall be given of opposition motions
on allotted days, motions to concur in interim supply, main estimates, supplementary
or final estimates, to restore or reinstate any item in the estimates. Twenty-four hours'
written notice shall be given of a notice to oppose any item in the estimates, provided
that for the supply period ending not later than June 23, forty-eight hours' written
notice shall be given of a notice to oppose any item in the estimates.
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(b) When notice has been given of two or more motions by Members in
opposition to the government for consideration on an allotted day, the Speaker
shall have power to select which of the proposed motions shall have precedence in
that sitting.

That the Standing Orders be amended by replacing Standing Order 81(16) with
the following:

81. (16)(a) Every opposition motion is votable unless the sponsor of such a
motion designates it as non-votable.

(b) The duration of proceedings on any opposition motion moved on an allotted
day shall be stated in the notice relating to the appointing of an allotted day or
days for those proceedings.

(c) Except as provided for in section (18) of this Standing Order, on the last day
appointed for proceedings on a motion that shall come to a vote, at fifteen minutes
before the expiry of the time provided for Government Orders, the Speaker shall
interrupt the proceedings and forthwith put, without further debate or amendment,
every question necessary to dispose of the said proceedings.

That the Standing Orders be amended by replacing Standing Order 81(22) with
the following:

81. (22) During proceedings on any item of business under the provisions of this
Standing Order, no Member may speak more than once or longer than twenty
minutes.

That the Standing Orders be amended by replacing Standing Order 84(7) with the
following:

84. (7) No Member, except the Minister of Finance, the Member speaking first on
behalf of the Opposition, the Prime Minister and the Leader of the Opposition, shall
speak for more than twenty minutes at a time in the Budget Debate.

That the Standing Orders be amended by replacing Standing Order 106(4) with
the following:

106. (4) Within five days of the receipt, by the clerk of a standing committee, of a
request signed by any four members of the said committee, the Chair of the said
committee shall convene such a meeting provided that forty-eight hours' notice is
given of the meeting. For the purposes of this section, the reasons for convening such
a meeting shall be stated in the request.

That the Standing Orders be amended by replacing Standing Order 107(1) with
the following:

107. (1)(a) The Chair of each standing committee, together with the Member of
the House from each standing joint committee who is the Chair of the said joint
committee, shall form a Liaison Committee, which is charged with making
apportionments of funds from the block of funds authorized by the Board of Internal
Economy to meet the expenses of committee activities, subject to ratification by the
Board.

(b) The Whip, or his or her designate, of any recognized party not having a

member on the Liaison Committee, may take part in the proceedings of the

Committee, but may not vote or move any motion, nor be part of any quorum.

That the Standing Orders be amended by replacing Standing Order 109 with the
following:

109. Within 120 days of the presentation of a report from a standing or special
committee, the government shall, upon the request of the committee, table a
comprehensive response thereto, and when such a response has been requested, no
motion for the concurrence in the report may be proposed until the comprehensive
response has been tabled or the expiration of the said period of 120 days.

That the Clerk of the House be authorized to make necessary editorial and
consequential alterations to the Standing Orders.

That these Standing Orders come into effect at 11:00 o’clock a.m. Monday, March
7, 2005 and remain in effect for the duration of the current parliament and during the
first sixty sitting days of the succeeding parliament.

©(1005)

Hon. Raymond Simard: Mr. Speaker, discussions have taken
place between the parties and I believe you would find consent to
deem Government Business No. 9 carried without debate.

The Speaker: Is it agreed that the motion be carried?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
(Motion agreed to)

FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL FISCAL ARRANGEMENTS ACT

The House proceeded to the consideration of Bill C-39, an act to
amend the Federal-Provincial Fiscal Arrangements Act and to enact
an act respecting the provision of funding for diagnostic and medical
equipment, as reported (with amendment) from the committee.

Hon. Anne McLellan (for the Minister of Finance) moved that
the bill, as amended, be concurred in.

(Motion agreed to)

Hon. Anne McLellan (for the Minister of Finance) moved that
the bill be read a third time and passed.

Hon. Larry Bagnell (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Natural Resources, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, thank you for the
opportunity to introduce at third reading Bill C-39, which provides
for $41 billion in new funding for provinces and territories under the
ten year plan to strengthen health care.

Canadians are justly proud of their social programs and are
determined to see them maintained and improved. In particular,
Canada's publicly funded, universal health care system stands as a
clear testament to its commitment to ensuring equality of opportunity
for all Canadians.

The Government of Canada recognizes the importance of
providing growing and predictable funding for Canada's health care
system to ensure its vitality. It also recognizes the importance of
improving transparency and accountability of health care spending.

After all, Canadians want to know that their tax dollars are being
spent wisely.

In short, the government is committed to strengthening Canada's
publicly funded health care system. It is committed to working with
the provinces and territories to make sure that happens. As the Prime
Minister has said, Canadians want solutions to health care problems,
problems in their communities, problems that affect their families.
Canadians also want to know that the health care system will be able
to provide the services they need in a timely fashion. They also want
to know that the health care system is secure for future generations.

Governments recognize the need to strengthen our health care
system. We understand the challenge. It is a challenge that falls to us
and we must act.

Last fall, federal, provincial and territorial governments all signed
the 10 year plan to strengthen health care. Bill C-39 would
implement the federal commitment supporting this plan by providing
$41 billion in new federal funding for provinces and territories for
health.

Indeed, the 10 year plan will strengthen ongoing federal health
support provided through the Canada health transfer, or CHT, as well
as to address wait times to ensure that Canadians have timely access
to essential health services and to provide additional funding for
diagnostic and medical equipment.

Before I outline the details of this ambitious new plan, I would
like to first provide some history of recent federal health care
funding in Canada.
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In September 2000, hon. members will recall an agreement by
first ministers for an action plan to renew our health care system. In
support of that agreement, the federal government invested $23.4
billion through the Canada health and social transfer and targeted
spending, including funding for medical equipment, to accelerate
and broaden health renewal and reform.

Drawing on that agreement, first ministers met again in February
2003, committing to the first ministers accord on health care
renewal. In response to the important reform and reporting
objectives it contained, the 2003 budget increased federal support
for health care by $34.8 billion over five years. It also contained an
additional payment of $2 billion contingent on funds being available
in 2003-04.

In January 2004, the Prime Minister announced that an additional
$2 billion would be provided to the provinces and territories. This
brought the total increase in federal support over the five year period
of the 2003 health accord to $36.8 billion. The majority of this
funding was provided to the provinces and territories through
increased transfer payments, including $16 billion over five years
through the new health reform transfer; $14 billion, including the $2
billion in additional funding, for increases to health and social
transfers; and $1.5 billion for diagnostic and medical equipment.

The remaining $5.3 billion was allocated to meet other
commitments made under the 2003 health accord, notably increased
funding for health programs for first nations and Inuit; the creation of
a compassionate care benefit under employment insurance; support
for research hospitals; and improved health care technology and
pharmaceuticals management.

©(1010)

The Government of Canada's investments over the period covered
by the health accord, and its other investments in health and social
programs, were implemented as part of a long term legislated
framework of predictable and growing support for provinces and
territories that includes both cash and tax transfers.

I would like to move on to the 10 year plan to strengthen health
care. Last September the Prime Minister and premiers signed a 10
year plan to strengthen health care. As I have already mentioned, the
plan will provide $41 billion in new health care funding over the
next decade. It also illustrates what we are capable of achieving
when the federal, provincial and territorial governments work
together toward a common goal.

At the heart of the 10 year plan is the commitment for stable and
increased funding starting with immediate funding in 2004-05, to
provide an additional $1 billion in this year through the CHT as well
as an additional $2 billion in 2005-06.

These investments lead me to the second step, which is the
establishment of a new $19 billion base for the Canada health
transfer, beginning in 2005-06. The new and higher base level of $19
billion for the Canada health transfer includes $500 million in
targeted funding for home care and catastrophic drug coverage, clear
priorities for many Canadians.

The plan also proposes a 6% escalator to the Canada health
transfer, effective in 2006-07, which will ensure predictable and
stable growth in federal transfer support, an unprecedented move to
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ensure predictable and stable growth in support from the federal
government. This commitment fully satisfies the recommendations
of the Romanow report on the future of health care in Canada. In
fact, this commitment exceeds the recommendations of that report.

Just what action does the 10 year plan take to improve our health
care system? It makes investments in these areas: reducing waiting
times and improving access, which I know are big desires in my
constituency; providing funding for medical and diagnostic equip-
ment; and improving access to home care and catastrophic drug
coverage.

I want to talk in more detail about reducing waiting times. What
united all the first ministers was a commitment to a meaningful
reduction in wait times for health care services. The plan provides
funding of $5.5 billion over 10 years for wait times reduction so that
Canadians can see tangible progress, particularly in key areas such as
cancer, heart treatment, diagnostic imaging, joint replacements and
sight restoration.

It is important to mention that the government recognizes that not
all provinces and territories are in the same situation regarding the
implementation of their wait times reduction strategies. Funding of
$4.25 billion from the total of $5.5 billion will be provided through a
third-party trust. Therefore, as part of the 10 year plan, provinces and
territories will have the flexibility to draw on the funding according
to their individual priorities in meeting their wait times reduction
commitments.

The funding can be used according to the respective priorities of
each province and territory, such as clearing backlogs, training and
hiring more health care professionals, building capacity for regional
centres of excellence, expanding appropriate ambulatory and
community care programs, and tools to manage wait times.

Beginning in 2009-10, $250 million will be provided through an
annual transfer to provinces and territories in support of health care
related human resources and tools to manage wait times.

Now I will talk about medical and diagnostic equipment, which is
also very important in my riding. No health care system would be
effective without medical and diagnostic equipment to support it.

That is why, as an integral part of a 10 year plan, the government
will provide to provinces and territories a further $500 million for
diagnostic and medical equipment in 2004-05. This funding builds
on previous investments in diagnostic and medical equipment under
the 2000 and 2003 health accords. It will help the provinces and
territories continue to improve access to the diagnostic services their
citizens need.
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Now I want to talk briefly about home care and catastrophic drug
coverage. Access to home care and catastrophic drug coverage is a
concern for Canadians. As I mentioned earlier, the new $19 billion
base level for the Canada health transfer includes an amount of $500
million, which is specifically aimed at addressing these concerns.

It is important to mention that the first ministers were committed
to improving access to home and community care services and
catastrophic drug coverage. Hon. members will appreciate the
importance of improving the quality of life for many Canadians and
ensuring that no Canadian suffers undue financial hardship in
accessing needed drug therapies.

Now I will talk briefly about reporting to Canadians on these
expenditures. As I mentioned earlier, Canadians want to know that
their tax dollars are in fact supporting tangible improvements in the
health care system. That is why Bill C-39 contains a provision for a
parliamentary review of progress made in implementing the 10 year
plan.

What I have described is not all the funding that is available to the
provinces and the territories. In the debate about federal health
funding to the provinces and territories, it is important to remember
that this is not their only source of funds from the federal
government. For example, equalization payments, which have been
in existence since 1957, address horizontal fiscal disparities among
provinces by ensuring that less prosperous provinces can provide
reasonably comparable levels of public services at reasonably
comparable levels of taxation.

Hon. members will recall that last fall federal officials met with
their provincial and territorial partners as part of the government's
commitment to increase equalization and territorial formula funding
by more than $33 billion over the next 10 years. Bill C-24, which is
currently before Parliament, sets out this new framework.

This represents a fundamental reform of these programs and
establishes the foundation for our commitment to bring greater
predictability to the federal government's payments to the less
prosperous provinces in support of key public services.

The $33 billion committed to equalization and territorial formula
financing payments, when combined with the $41 billion ten year
plan to strengthen health care, will result in federal transfers to the
provinces and territories of $74 billion. This significant increase in
federal transfers illustrates the government's commitment to provide
stable and growing funding to provinces and territories.

Although the 10 year plan to strengthen health care makes it clear
that money alone cannot sustain health care, the government fully
understands the importance of stable and predictable funding to the
provinces and territories in support of health and social priorities. In
short, the $41 billion 10 year plan represents the best of what the
Canadian federation can accomplish and underscores how coopera-
tive federalism has built a country with a standard of living that is the
envy of the world.

Before closing, I would emphasize the importance of the bill
receiving passage by the end of this fiscal year so that the provinces
and the territories can have access to 2004-05 funding and begin to

plan for the future. I therefore ask that hon. members continue to
provide the bill with timely consideration.

® (1020)

Mr. Rob Merrifield (Yellowhead, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is a
pleasure for me to speak on this very important piece of legislation,
Bill C-39, an agreement worked out between the provinces and the
federal government. It is the third accord we have had since 2000.
We have had the 2000 and 2003 accords and now this 2004 accord,
all giving money back to the provinces, money that was ripped out
of the provinces' hands unilaterally by the government. In fact, the
Prime Minister of this country is the only individual politician,
provincial or federal, who has ever taken money out of health care
over the last decade.

It is amazing to see the numbers put before us and to hear the
rhetoric that I just heard coming from the government side here a
few minutes ago, with the government side talking about this being
all about accountability and transparency. I would like to explain
why it is about neither of these.

What it is about is an amount of money going back into the health
care system, which we agree with. In fact, the numbers that are put
forward, the $41 billion put forward in this health accord, are closer
to our numbers. They are very much identical to our numbers for the
first six years, but are only half of what the Liberals promised in last
year's June election. During that election, the Liberals were not being
honest with the Canadian public with regard to the number of dollars
available for health care, nor were they honest about the number of
dollars they were going to give to health care.

As for the numbers that are here, thank goodness they are twice
what was promised. These numbers are what the provinces asked for
and what we suggested during that election. It is interesting to note
that during the election we were criticized because we said that we
would have to increase taxes before we could fulfill the promise we
made to the Canadian people during that campaign.

All that aside, it is time to put our swords on the table and deal
with health care in a non-partisan way, but before we can even get
into a debate on health care we have to understand the situation of
health care in this country.

This was not a fix for a generation, as was trumpeted by the Prime
Minister. He went across the country and said that this is what we
had to do, that we needed a fix for a generation to put health care on
a sustainable course. Before we can do that, we have to understand
that health care cannot be fixed in the next 10 years. The pressure
will not even start to hit our system with the intensity that it is going
to until we get to 2020, 2030 and up to about 2040, where it will
begin to peak.
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The pressure will intensify from now until that period of time
because of the demographics and the baby boomer population that is
going to hit the system. The baby boomers will be consuming large
amounts of dollars during that period of time as they become elderly.
It does not matter which area we want to look at in our health care
system. Whether it is pharmaceuticals, cancer, Alzheimer's or heart
disease, we can talk to any of the organizations across this country
and they all will tell us that the high costs of these treatments, plus
the numbers of patients afflicted with these kinds of diseases,
including HIV-AIDS, are going to intensify over the next
significantly short period of time and will continue to intensify over
the next 40 years.

Therefore, how we sustain our health care system during that 40
year period becomes the true debate. Until we understand what is
coming at us, we cannot possibly even start to open up an honest
debate on health care.

If we are going to paint the picture honestly, and that is what I
think we should do here, it is not only demographics that will inflict
a significant blow on and a challenge to our health care system, but it
is the obesity situation we have within our country. We have surveys
showing us that almost 20% of our students are overweight, almost
8% of them at obesity levels. These individuals will be hitting
serious problems, whether it is diabetes or heart and stroke problems,
in their thirties, not in their fifties, sixties and seventies. When we
couple this with the demographics we are headed into in our health
care system, when we understand what is about to hit us, we see very
clearly that the challenge will intensify because of more than just an
aging population.

There has been talk of a fix for a generation. That is what the
member and the Prime Minister have suggested, but we have been
given nothing to change the dynamics and the paradigm of health
care. We must do this. We must look not just at the health care
system, which is crisis management, but upstream much further, and
we must start talking about preventative health care.

®(1025)

Back in the early seventies, we had television advertisements
stating that a 30 year old Canadian was not as fit as a 70 year old
Swede. That is very much the case today. We see an epidemic of
obesity in our population, which suggests that we have to do much
more than crisis manage our health care if we are to sustain it over
the next 40 year period.

We have talked about what is coming. However, what does the
health care system look like today? Emergency rooms are absolutely
crowded. Patients cannot see doctors or they wait for unbelievable
amounts of time to see them. Some of them are reported as having
passing away in emergency rooms while waiting for a doctor. A
significant number in our population cannot obtain a family
practitioner. I think 3.6 million individuals are without a family
practitioner at the present time, and 2.4 million of those have given
up trying to find a one. We have some very serious problems.

Let us compare Canada to some of the OECD nations, which it is
important to do when it comes to diagnostics. Let us talk about
MRIs. That seems to be what people like to talk about when
discussing diagnostics. We do not rate very well. We rate 13th out of
20 for MRIs and 16th out of 21 for CT scanners. When we look at
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our health are system, we can see we have a significant problem with
trying to access services.

In the papers yesterday and on headline news last night, it was
reported that six doctors walked away from their practices in small
town Quebec. With the amount of stress on the family practitioners
and the nursing population, we can understand full well why we
have these kinds of problems. We have a shortage of human
resources. People have to understand that our health care system is
75% to 80% human resources.

We are told that 100,000 nurses will be leaving or retiring over the
next five year period. There are only a little over 300,000 nurses in
Canada today. A third of them are over the age of 50, and the
average nurse retires at the age of 55. We have a crisis when it comes
to the number of nurses.

To talk about nurses for a second, we have to understand that the
most unhealthy workplace in all of Canada is in the hospitals. Nurses
are the ones who take the most number of sick days off of any
occupation in Canada. That is because of the stress they are placed
under by the amount of work we ask them to do.

1 was at a meeting last week with the nurses on the Hill. They
explained to us that if they were asked to work beyond 55 to 60 or
65, we would have to create an environment for them so they could
function well within that job. To do that, we will have to provide
some relief and help for them. It is not only about paying them more
dollars.

When it comes to doctors, we have a significant problem. A
decade ago, when the government took the money out of health care,
the ideology was that the doctors drove the costs. Therefore, if we
removed the doctors from the system, we would remove the costs.
The Canadian Medical Association said at that time that if we did
that, in a decade we would run into trouble. We are now a decade
from that time and we are in serious trouble with a shortage
physicians in the system. That goes back to the kinds of headlines
yesterday. More are on their way.

We need 2,500 doctors per year to sustain our physician
profession. At the present time, we only educate 2,200 of them
per year. We have to understand that the problem is not just
educating more of them. They have to stay and work in Canada
where they are needed. We have a three-prong problem. When we
look at the legislation, do we address any of them? I would like to
look at the legislation and ask those questions.

® (1030)

The government has said that it has $5.5 billion to deal with the
wait list problem. The money is in a separate trust fund, and over a
10 year period the provinces can draw down on that money
whenever they like. It is quite ridiculous when we look at the
legislation and see how that is done. Of those dollars, $4.25 billion
of those dollars can be pulled down by the provinces immediately.
Why set up a separate trust? We might as well just write them a
cheque because that is exactly what they will do, draw down that
money.
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The money is to go into waiting lists. What does that really mean?
What criteria is on that money? They are to apply it to wait lists.
There are two chronic problems in the health care system, and that is
the shortage of human resources, the nurses and doctors, as well as
the long wait lists. How do we address it? There are no criteria for
how we will address it. It is a provincial jurisdiction, and I think that
is appropriate.

One of the good things about the legislation is it would not tie
hands, as was tried with some of the other past accords, with regard
to some of that money.

However, why not be honest? Why not just be clear to the
population of Canada and the health care system. Why does the
government not say that it will give the provinces the money and that
they should use it where they see fit in order to help the system.
However, it should not say that it has a great fix for the wait list
problem, which is to put $5.5 billion into a separate trust fund that
the provinces can draw down.

If we are going to be transparent, let us be transparent. If we are
going to be honest, let us be honest with the numbers. No longer is
there any room for playing politics in health care. What I see with
this accord is it is not a fix for a generation. It is a way to buy another
election. That is really what it will come out to be.

If members will remember, the 2000 accord came in just months
before an election. The 2003 accord was an attempt, after the
Romanow report, to do something. With regard to this one, the spin
is to fix it for a generation. It has nothing to do with fixing a
generation, it is to do with buying another election. We are doing it
with taxpayer dollars and we are doing it in a very dishonest way.

The dollars need to be there. That is why we support the
legislation. However, we have to do it in a way that is clear, honest
and is not confrontational.

The other thing that is so dishonest with the legislation is the idea
of a catastrophic drug coverage. This was supposed to be done long
before now. In fact, with catastrophic drug coverage and home care,
in the 2003 accord with the provinces there were performance
indicators and a timeline as to when these were supposed to be
triggered.

In this legislation, when it comes to catastrophic drug coverage, it
is pushes it back, and not to 2006 when the other was supposed to be
implemented. The only thing that will come forward In July 2006 is
a report suggesting that we might be able to proceed with some sort
of a catastrophic drug coverage plan.

When it comes to home care, it is the same thing. It is pushed back
again in this accord.

My hon. colleague talked about $500 million to medical
equipment. The last time that a fund was set up for medical
equipment was in the past two accords. When we traced that money
to find out whether it went to medical equipment, we found that
much of it went to, what we would say, pretty marginal medical
equipment like lawnmowers and ice cube machines. We thought that
if it hit the headlines, the government would put in more
accountability measures if it were to trigger and target a specific
amount of money to go to medical equipment.

However, in the finance committee meeting this last week I
challenged the Liberals on this. No further accountability measures
have been established. The way the fund is set up in this legislation
is exactly the same as the other one. If we do the same thing the same
way, we can expect the same kind of results. It is unfortunate that we
have to play these kinds of games with health care.

I could go on and on about the significant lack of accountability
within the accord. I want to just say that there is some accountability,
perhaps, and that will come from the Health Council, which was
struck in the 2003 accord. The Health Council of Canada is probably
our best hope for full disclosure from the provinces and the federal
government, with regard to what happens with taxpayer money.
Whether it is provincial money or federal money, it is all taxpayer
money.

My suggestion, as we move forward into health care, is to stop
this nonsense of playing politics with health care. We could not
afford it before and we cannot afford it now. Yet we still see the kind
of spins coming from the government side.

©(1035)

If the Liberals are going to be honest, the first thing they should do
is stand up and apologize to Canadians for the way they have treated
health care over the last decade. They should give that the money
back. Then they should consider how they will work together with
the provinces in a collaborative way to make it happen. They should
look at how we will deal with the next 40 years in health care. They
should look beyond the political cycle. Politicians like to work in
four year cycles because that gets us elected.

We can no longer do that with health care. We cannot do it
provincially nor can we do it federally. We need a paradigm shift. We
have to get away from crisis management on health care. We need to
start looking at how we deal with the needs of the individual patient
ahead of the system.

We think we have a great system in Canada. The World Health
Organization suggests that we are 30th in the world. Every time we
get into a health care debate, somebody wants to promote an
American health care system. Why would we do that? The
Americans rate 37th in the world. However, 30 other countries are
better than us. Why do we not take some of the examples from those
countries and use them pattern a health care system that will be in the
best needs of the Canadian population?

We have a good health care system, but we will be unable to
sustain it on the course we are on. We have to do more than just
come up with one-off accords that do not address accountability or
the health of the nation. They deal with crisis management. We agree
with the dollars in this accord, and we will support the legislation in
that respect. We are frustrated about how we got here and we are
frustrated that we have a government that is not more long-sighted
than this legislation.
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[Translation]

Mr. Stéphane Bergeron (Verchéres—Les Patriotes, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, it is a very great pleasure for me to take part in the debate
on Bill C-39, to implement the agreement entered into last
September between the federal government, Quebec, the nine
provinces and the three territories.

It is even more of a pleasure for me to speak today on a bill which,
you will recall, the Bloc Québécois opposed at second reading. We
did so because of the provisions of the bill at that point. In fact, we
pointed out one fundamental flaw at that time, and this was corrected
in committee. Consequently, we will be able to support it most
enthusiastically today.

I believe it would be a good idea to start with the health agreement
entered into between the federal government, Quebec and the
provinces and territories. We need to take a few moments in order to
have a proper understanding of the nature of Bill C-39.

Obviously, additional funds have been put into the health care
system by the federal government, but it must be acknowledged that
they are insufficient. I will return to that point later. We must also
acknowledge that the federal government has concluded a separate,
specific agreement with the Government of Quebec, which
stipulated the following, in particular:

—resting on asymmetrical federalism, that is, flexible federalism that notably

allows for the existence of specific agreements and arrangements adapted to

Quebec's specificity—.

Quebec will apply its own wait time reduction plan, in accordance with the
objectives, standards and criteria established by the relevant Quebec authorities—

The Government of Quebec will report to Quebeckers—

To be certain that there could be no confusion, the communiqué
went on to say:

Nothing in this communiqué shall be construed as derogating from Quebec's
jurisdiction. This communiqué shall be interpreted as fully respecting its jurisdiction.

So we have to acknowledge that a specific agreement with Quebec
was entered into. This was to be described—as it is in the
communiqué—as asymmetrical federalism. A few days ago, the
Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs referred to my having praised
the health agreement, to having nothing but good to say about it. Let
us not get carried away, here. Yes, I did have some good things to
say about it, to which I have referred here, but it must also be said—
and the minister took care not to—that the agreement suffers from
certain shortcomings. We have expressed a number of reservations
about it.

For example, reference was made to the so-called asymmetrical
federalism. Let us be clear that for the provinces and territories,
except Quebec—but a way including Quebec—there is an under-
standing that the federal government can encroach on a jurisdiction
that is exclusive to Quebec and the provinces. We cannot exactly call
that asymmetrical federalism. In fact, we should be calling it
asymmetrical interference.

The nine provinces and three territories have had no problem
recognizing from the outset that the federal government has a role to
play and can interfere in their exclusive jurisdictions. In a way,
Quebec has recognized that the federal government has a role to
play, but that its role needs to be well defined. We could only talk
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about asymmetrical federalism if the federal government allowed the
provinces and territories to encroach on federal jurisdictions. Only
then will it be possible to talk about asymmetrical federalism.

® (1040)

Furthermore, this side deal has been presented as quite an
extraordinary innovation. Need I remind this House that this side
agreement with the Government of Quebec is not a first.

The Government of Quebec has already negotiated side deals and
special administrative agreements with the federal government on
immigration with the Cullen-Couture agreement, on the pension
plan, or on the creation of the Caisse de dépot et placement du
Québec, to name a few. This type of negotiation is nothing new in
the history of Quebec and Canada.

We also notice that this asymmetrical agreement, described as
asymmetrical federalism, has yielded relatively modest results. The
Prime Minister had announced with great fanfare that he wanted to
resolve the problems in the health care system for a generation. We
can conclude at least that the government is apply a band-aid to the
problem in health care for the next few years, or maybe even months,
but it certainly has not solved anything for a generation.

I want to look at the numbers simply to understand the limits of
this agreement reached among the federal government and the
provinces, Quebec and the territories. For the Quebec government,
this represents $502 million, or 2.5% of a health budget of over
$20 billion. In concrete terms, this amount will run the health care
system for nine days. Thanks to this injection of federal funds, the
so-called health system will be able to operate for nine days. If, to
the Prime Minister, these mere nine days constitute resolving health
care problems for one generation, this agreement is obviously quite
limited.

It is all the more surprising since the federal government has been
literally swimming in the surplus for the current fiscal year. In fact,
this surplus is said to be close to $12 billion. So, it is hard to
understand the government being so tight-fisted when it comes to
ensuring that our constituents have access to the reasonably
acceptable health care services they deserve.

I want to come back to the concept of so-called “asymmetrical”
federalism. It must be concluded that this concept was strongly
contested, in short order, within the Liberal Party ranks. The Prime
Minister was even criticized in the newspapers by certain Liberal
Party luminaries, such as John Manley and Senator Joyal. So he was
criticized for apparently having been too generous to Quebec. Too
generous. What an idea. The Prime Minister was too generous to
Quebec.
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However, what happened—as later events attest—is that a few
weeks later, there was another federal-provincial conference, which
was supposed to focus on the much larger issue of the fiscal
imbalance, which some people, on the opposite side of the House,
call the “financial pressure” on the provinces, Quebec and the
territories.

The federal government, however, had first set the terms, given its
habit of being very authoritarian, to ensure that this conference
focused only on equalization. The federal government gave only
crumbs to the provinces, Quebec and the territories. As a result, the
so-called “asymmetrical federalism” proved its flaws, weaknesses,
and shortcomings just a few hours or days after being celebrated
amid great fanfare and praise.

® (1045)

The release regarding the agreement between Quebec and the
federal government said that the funding made available by the
Government of Quebec would be used by the Government of
Quebec to implement its own plan for renewing Quebec's health
system.It also said that the Government of Quebec would report to
Quebeckers on progress in achieving its objectives.

Moreover, it said that Quebec's health commissioner was
responsible for reporting to the Government of Quebec on Quebec's
health system and that he would cooperate with the Canadian
Institute for Health Information.

The agreement was very clear. But when we saw Bill C-39, to our
astonishment and irritation and disappointment as well, I must say,
we noticed that the bill made no reference to the side deal with
Quebec. To be fair, a very slight reference was made to it on page 4
of the bill, in section 25.9, dealing with parliamentary review, the
only reference to this side deal with the Government of Quebec.

Naturally, the Bloc Québécois checked with the government,
suggesting that there had probably been an oversight, a little
something left out. The government took the matter under
advisement and came back with a rather terse response, saying that
it would look into it. To make sure that the government would indeed
look into it, on February 10, I rose in this House to put a question to
the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs. The answer came from
the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Health.

With the arrogant, condescending and authoritarian attitude this
government is known for, the parliamentary secretary rose in this
House—of course, whenever remarks are made or an opinion
expressed by an opposition member, the people opposite suggest we
are not quite with it because, by definition, an opposition member
cannot be right. So, the parliamentary secretary rose in the House
and said that my concerns were unjustified. According to the
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Health, my concerns
about the provisions of the side deal with the Government of Quebec
not being reflected at all in the bill were totally unjustified.

This is strange. There is a side deal with the Quebec government.
The bill makes not mention of it. We are saying there is something
wrong, but we are told that there is no reason to be concerned, that
there is no problem, and they wonder why I am complaining again!
Of course, we pointed out to the government that the parliamentary

secretary was probably out to lunch himself, because the bill is
indeed totally silent on this side deal with the Quebec government.

So, the necessary adjustments were made in committee, at the
request of the Bloc Québécois, which had identified this problem,
this flaw. The government agreed to amend the bill and made the
necessary adjustments, so that Bill C-39 reflects, in its essence, the
agreement reached with the Quebec government, even though we
realize that this agreement is not perfect.

Let us be clear here, Nirvana, it is not. We will always agree with
the federal government investing more of its huge budget in health,
so that our fellow citizens can have access to proper care. We will
always agree with that and with the federal government respecting its
own Constitution and, consequently, the jurisdictions of the
provinces and territories, even though, in this particular case, this
respect may be tarnished by ill intentions.

Of course, we agree with this agreement. However, we realize that
it is flawed. It is incomplete.

©(1050)

As 1 said earlier, the money invested by the federal government
will only last nine days in the health care system. This is not enough.
The need is much greater. The Quebec government was expecting
something on the order of $3.3 billion in federal transfers, for 2004-
05 alone. However, as we know, the transfers are far below this
figure, both under the equalization program and the health care
agreement.

The result is that the Quebec government is still confronted with a
shortfall of some $2.4 billion. Therefore, the agreement is not
adequate. The federal government must further increase its transfers
to the provinces, to Quebec and to the territories. Having said that,
we are of course pleased, as I mentioned a few moments ago, that
there is more money and that the federal government reached a
specific agreement with the Quebec government.

However, it is very clear that the fundamental problem has not
been fixed. This fundamental problem is the fiscal imbalance that
some members across the way continue to call “financial pressures”.
The fiscal imbalance problem has not been fixed. We are hoping that
the federal government, in the budget that it will bring down next
week, will correct a few things and start to redress once and for all
this fiscal imbalance where the federal government collects more tax
money than it needs to meet its constitutional responsibilities, while
the tax base of the provinces is far too small to meet their
responsibilities, such as health and education.

We have to correct this fiscal imbalance. The problem will only
get worse, the result being, according to the Conference Board, that,
by 2015, the federal government will have accumulated a surplus of
some $166.2 billion while the provinces will be running deficits as
high as $68.7 billion.



February 18, 2005

COMMONS DEBATES

3691

That is what the fiscal imbalance is all about. While the federal
government shamelessly amasses surpluses, the provinces must
scrape the bottom of the barrel or even borrow to discharge the
responsibilities that are within their jurisdiction and that address
directly the needs of the public in terms of health, education and
welfare, for example. This is totally unfair and inequitable. Whatever
happens to Bill C-39, which we will support this time, we must fix
the problem of fiscal imbalance once and for all.

©(1055)

Mr. Pierre Paquette (Joliette, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I would like to
use my few remaining moments to congratulate my colleague on his
speech.

Perhaps he could remind the House—he mentioned it at the
beginning of his speech but I would like him to say more about it—
how essential the work of the Bloc Québécois has been in the case of
Bill C-39, and how, if there had been no sovereignists in this House,
we would have seen Quebec being weakened.

Mr. Stéphane Bergeron: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague from
Joliette who, in my opinion, has shed light on a situation that should
be obvious. The role of the Bloc Québécois in this matter has been
instrumental, crucial and fundamental. Had it not been for the
presence of the sovereignist members in this House, no one would
have raised that fundamental problem in Bill C-39.

An hon. member: Certainly not those Liberal bumps on logs.

Mr. Stéphane Bergeron: The doormats in the Quebec Liberal
Party have not said even one word about this problem. Yes-men that
they are, they have not said even one word about Bill C-39's silence
on the side agreement reached with the Quebec government.

Contrary to what the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Health said, namely that my worries were unjustified, it took the
Bloc Québécois standing in this House before the government would
apply appropriate corrective measures.

The Speaker: The hon. member has eight and a half minutes
remaining for questions and comments, after oral question period, if
consideration of this bill is resumed at that time.

STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS
[English]
LITHUANIA
Hon. Sarmite Bulte (Parkdale—High Park, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
February 16 is, and always will be, a significant and meaningful date
for Lithuanians. On Wednesday, the people of Lithuania and

Lithuanian Canadians gathered to celebrate the independence of
the land of their heritage.

This year marked the 87th anniversary of the independence of
Lithuania. It is on this day in 1918 that Lithuania declared its
independence from Russia and once again redeclared its sovereignty
in 1990.

After World War I this small nation achieved freedom and
proclaimed itself the Lithuanian Republic. On February 16, 1918 the
founders of this great nation asserted their country's independence
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and commitment to a government based on justice, democracy and
the rights of the individual. For decades, Lithuanians have been
commemorating this event, during Lithuania's independence,
oppression and subsequent independence.

I would like to offer my congratulations to the people of Lithuania
on this momentous occasion.

%* % %
® (1100)

PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES

Mrs. Cheryl Gallant (Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, disabled Canadians and their families who care for
them need and deserve our support.

The Minister of National Revenue is harassing senior citizens who
receive grants from the Ontario special services at home program to
care for disabled adults at home. This is a throwback to the days
when all developmentally disabled children were institutionalized.

The federal government insists on collecting payroll deductions,
and now penalties, from the parents of disabled children for grants
that are paid by the province for the support workers. These grants
allow disabled children to live at home rather than be institutiona-
lized.

I call on the federal government to stop harassing these disabled
adults and their families. Drop the government court actions that are
causing undue anxiety in what are already very stressful situations.

* % %

ACTS OF BRAVERY

Mr. Marc Godbout (Ottawa—Orléans, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, just
recently we heard the story of 10 year-old Kevin Frahani who fell
into a frozen pond in his neighbourhood of Avalon.

Kevin was out playing with his cousin when the ice gave way and
he fell in. His cousin ran to look for help. At the same time, Mr.
Stiles was out with his wife and heard the youngster crying for help.
He acted right away.

With the help of another man, Mr. Stiles tied pieces of clothing
together so he could safely crawl along the crackling ice. This way
the boy was able, after a few attempts, to pull himself closer to Mr.
Stiles, who grabbed his hands, while the other man pulled them to
shore. The boy was treated for mild hypothermia.

I would like to recognize and congratulate Mr. Todd Stiles, a
resident of Orléans, for his presence of mind and unselfish act of
bravery. He is now one of our local heroes and we are all very proud
of him.

[Translation]

ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE

Ms. France Bonsant (Compton—Stanstead, BQ): Mr. Speaker,
we learned recently that the Royal Canadian Mounted Police has
conducted operations against satellite television signal piracy in
Montreal and Drummondville.
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And so we are still wondering why nine RCMP detachments in
Quebec have been closed, including one in my riding and a number
near the border, and why the RCMP is bothering with satellite
television signals rather than illicit comings and goings at the border.

I do agree that the theft of signals is an offence that deprives the
economy—and the companies, particularly—of millions of dollars
each year. Nevertheless, our borders have not had any police
surveillance since the RCMP withdrew, and that means reduced
security for the local population.

As part of its mandate, the RCMP must enforce the law, prevent
crime and maintain order and security. The last point is the one I
wonder about. The RCMP appears to prefer protecting the incomes
of businesses rather than ensuring the safety of Quebeckers.

* k%

PAUL DE MONCHAUX

Hon. Marlene Jennings (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, today, I wish to congratulate a Quebec sculptor,
Paul de Monchaux. He was recently chosen to create a sculpture in
honour of Sir Winston Churchill, who, in a contest organized by the
BBC, was identified as the most famous Briton of all time.

[English]

Mr. de Monchaux's sculpture, called Song, was unveiled in
Parliament's historic Westminster Hall on Wednesday, February 9,
2005. It is the first contemporary sculpture ever to be displayed
there.

Paul de Monchaux is a former lad from Lachine. It is wonderful
that he has been chosen to create the sculpture celebrating the
greatest Briton of all time. He is, in my view, a fine example of
Lachine's great artistic heritage.

[Translation]

Congratulations to Paul de Monchaux for his remarkable work.

E
[English]

ZIMBABWE

Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox and Addington,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, since Zimbabwe's last election, opposition MPs
have been subjected to human rights abuses ranging from destruction
of property to detention and police torture.

In response, Amnesty International and Oxfam Canada initiated a
twinning program between Canadian and Zimbabwean MPs. Along
with 15 other MPs of all parties, I am a member of this initiative,
which seeks to protect parliamentarians by drawing enough attention
to their situation to cause the authorities to back off.

Sometimes this works and sometimes it does not. Last year my
twin, opposition MP David Mpala, died of injuries sustained under
police torture.

Given the rise in state sponsored violence which seems likely to
occur in the run-up to the March 31 Zimbabwean elections, Foreign
Affairs must abandon its hands-off approach to human rights and
appoint a special representative to Zimbabwe.

Only a strong response from Canada will prevent my new twin,
MDC National Youth Chairman Nelson Chamisa, and other brave
opposition MPs from being subjected to the same kind of human
rights abuses.

%* % %
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BLACK HISTORY MONTH

Ms. Yasmin Ratansi (Don Valley East, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
February is Black History Month in Canada. It is a time to reflect
upon those who have made significant contributions to building the
fabric of our society and to the strengthening of our country.

For the past eight years the Community Unity Alliance has
recognized the tremendous contributions of distinguished African
Canadians. This year the alliance recognized the hon. Alvin Curling,
Brandeis Denham Jolly, Bromley L. Armstrong and Delores
Lawrence.

As a woman, Delores Lawrence has long been recognized for her
business acumen, her commitment to the community, and her
philanthropic efforts. She currently sits as a governor of Seneca
College and as the chair of the academic and patient care committee
of Sunnybrook hospital. Delores has always been an inspiration to
all women from all walks of life.

To all four of these distinguished individuals, please accept the
heartfelt thanks of the people of Canada.

E
[Translation]

SYLVAIN LEFEBVRE

Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, I wish to congratulate Sylvain Lefebvre, who was recently
given the René-Thibault award of excellence, at the official opening
of the 42nd edition of the Mousquiri national Atom tournament, in
Richmond.

Sylvain Lefebvre is the 11th recipient of this award for, among
other reasons, his brilliant 14 season career in the National Hockey
League with the Montreal Canadiens, the Toronto Maple Leafs, the
Quebec Nordiques, the Colorado Avalanche and the New York
Rangers.

Sylvain Lefebvre, who was born in Richmond, was himself
involved in the Mousquiri tournament, both as a player and a
volunteer. Through his perseverance, he is an inspiration to young
hockey players from his community and region. To this day, he is
involved as a general manager and assistant coach of a hockey team.

This award is given by the tournament's organizing committee, in
cooperation with the City of Richmond. It was created in honour of
René Thibault, one of the tournament's founders and a great
volunteer in the community of Richmond, who passed away in 1994.



February 18, 2005

COMMONS DEBATES

3693

[English]
NETHERLANDS LIBERATION

Hon. Bryon Wilfert (Richmond Hill, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, in May
Canadians will join the people of the Netherlands in celebrating their
country's liberation.

I am sure we will all be moved just as we were 10 years ago by
televised images of our Canadian veterans on parade cheered on as
the heroes they are by the Dutch people. My own father was a
member of the Argyle and Sutherland Highlanders in 1944-45
during that liberation.

The Netherlands events overseas and the VE-Day celebrations
here in Canada will be major highlights during 2005, the Year of the
Veteran.

Veterans Affairs Canada is acknowledging Canadian veterans of
the liberation of the Netherlands who travel at their own expense to
the Netherlands to attend commemorative events between May 3 and
May 8 marking the 60th anniversary of the liberation. Already more
than 700 veterans have applied to Veterans Affairs Canada for the
travel subsidy reimbursement of up to $1,000 toward the costs
associated with their travel.

I encourage my hon. colleagues to learn more about the heroic
efforts of Canadians in the liberation of the Netherlands and join in
the celebrations for our great heroes.

* k%

RAILCAR REFLECTORS

Mr. Brian Pallister (Portage—Lisgar, CPC): Mr. Speaker, this
week someone in this country died in a car-train collision. The
saddest part of that is it could have been prevented.

Every working day in Canada there is a car-train collision. Many
of these occur at night because railcars are not properly equipped
with reflectors.

My urban colleagues need to understand that over 20,000
crossings in this country, mostly located in rural areas, are
uncontrolled. There are no overhead lights, no bells, no flashing
signals, no protective arms, no advance warning. There is just the
person in his or her vehicle on a quiet snow covered gravel road on a
peaceful night and without warning, suddenly out of the darkness a
train appears and it is too late.

The Liberal government is fazing in reflectors over seven years.
The Conservative Party asks why phase in something that could save
lives today? The government should do it now. The cost to equip a
train car is less than $200. The tragic cost of failing to do so is
eternally higher.

[Translation]

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Hon. Raymond Simard (Saint Boniface, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
from February 25 to March 4, 2005, a Franco-Manitoban delegation
will participate in an economic mission to Alsace, France. The
Premier of Manitoba, the provincial finance minister and 1 will
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accompany 75 delegates from the economic, cultural, research,
health and environmental sectors.

Led by the Economic Development Council for Manitoba
Bilingual Communities, this mission aims to develop business ties
with companies in Alsace and encourage commercial immigration to
Manitoba. In addition, it aims to position Manitoba as the gateway to
western North American and to promote Manitoba's francophone
culture.

This is the first time a delegation this size will go to France. This
mission is the result of a historic agreement on non-invasive surgery
reached between the St. Boniface general hospital and the IRCAD
research institute in Strasbourg.

I am proud of the contribution by this group of dynamic
francophones living in a minority situation. It is tangible proof of the
importance of the francophonie's added value to this country's
economic development.

®(1110)
[English]
POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION

Mr. Bill Siksay (Burnaby—Douglas, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the
International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights
came into force and was signed by Canada in 1976. One of its
provisions is that higher education shall be made equally accessible
to all on the basis of capacity by every appropriate means, and in
particular by the progressive introduction of free education. The
Simon Fraser Student Society in my riding is calling on the United
Nations to investigate Canada's non-compliance with this agreement.

The federal Liberals cut over $3 billion to the provinces for post-
secondary education. The B.C. Liberals have failed to maintain the
NDP's freeze on tuition fees, forcing tuition up by over 70% at
universities, and over 150% at colleges.

The time for action is long past. Access to post-secondary
education in Canada is threatened. Student debt is way too high.
Families are frustrated in the hope to ensure the best education for
their children. Post-secondary institutions must be fully funded. The
government must act now.

* % %

TRANSPORTATION

Mrs. Nina Grewal (Fleetwood—Port Kells, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
the traffic conditions on B.C.'s lower mainland have gone from bad
to worse. It not only affects the orderly flow of local traffic, but the
gridlock impacts on the transport of goods to and from our major
ports, railway terminals and the U.S. border.

The delay and inconvenience affects our competitiveness.
Residents and businesses, including the Surrey Chamber of
Commerce, have been pressing for a south Fraser perimeter road
linking the Fraser docks, railway terminals and highways 1, 99 and
15.
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Provincial and municipal governments and the GVRD are already
on board, but the federal government has not yet committed to its
funding. We also need money for initiatives like the twinning of the
Port Mann bridge, widening of Highway 1 to Langley, and improved
interchanges and overpasses.

I ask the transport minister and the federal government to make
that commitment without any further delay and to pay their share
now.

E
[Translation]

MONT GARCEAU'S

Mr. Pierre Paquette (Joliette, BQ): Mr. Speaker, 40 years ago, a
pioneer and true visionary from the village of Saint-Donat cleared
several acres on a mountainside so that the young and not so young
could have fun sliding on wooden boards on the snow. That pioneer's
name was Lauda Garceau and, thanks to him, we have Mont
Garceau, which is celebrating is 40th anniversary this year.

The entire team at Mont Garceau, including the owners Marcel
and Claudette Gauthier, are extremely proud to celebrate this 40th
anniversary with their customers, with the addition of a new quad
chair lift, increasing lift capacity to 6,000 skiers per hour.

Since opening in the winter of 1964-65, this small family business
has slowly grown into an important and modern intermediate ski
resort serving 120,000 skiers each year. It has greatly contributed to
the development of tourism in Saint-Donat and the Matawinie
region.

Happy birthday Mont Garceau and bravo to its owners and the
entire team.

% % %
[English]

THE PRIME MINISTER

Mr. Monte Solberg (Medicine Hat, CPC): Mr. Speaker, The
Economist magazine has noted that our Prime Minister has earned
the nickname Mr. Dithers. Sadly it is true and now he is taking his
dithering global. Yesterday he told us that Syria was in Lebanon to
keep the peace. Then he said that Syria should get out of Lebanon.
Then he said the Syrians should get out of Syria. It is just so hard to
decide.

And what of Kyoto? If you ask him, the Prime Minister will say
that he is very, very concerned about greenhouse gas emissions. He
is probably even mad as hell about greenhouse gases. I expect he
wants to get to the bottom of greenhouse gases and will leave no
stone unturned. I know he thinks that greenhouse gases will lead to
hell or high water, but still he cannot actually decide what to do
about greenhouse gases.

I know it is hard being the Prime Minister, what with having to
make all those decisions, but if making a decision is too difficult for
him, I have a solution. Instead of urging the Syrians to leave Syria,
how about the PM leaves the PMO?

WILLIAM HALL

Mr. Navdeep Bains (Mississauga—Brampton South, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, as we mark Black History Month I am proud to draw my
hon. colleagues' attention to the heroics of William Hall, the first
Nova Scotian and the first black person to earn the Victoria Cross,
the Commonwealth's highest award for bravery.

Mr. Hall was born in Horton Bluff, Nova Scotia and enlisted in the
Royal Navy in 1852. Mr. Hall served aboard the HMS Shannon
when it was dispatched to Lucknow, India and came under siege.
When all others on board were either killed or wounded, Mr. Hall
and a young officer kept loading and firing their 24 pound howitzer
until the relief of Lucknow had been secured. Mr. Hall received the
Victoria Cross in 1859. A permanent memorial in his honour was
erected in Hansport, Nova Scotia in 1947.

In this special Year of the Veteran, we cherish the memory of this
outstanding Canadian.

o (1115)

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS

Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
suggest that the terrible legacy of the Indian residential schools is
Canada's greatest shame. There has never been an injustice on this
scale or of this duration in the country. In spite of a national
consensus to apologize with compensation and reconciliation, of the
$125 million spent, only $1 million has actually gone to
compensation of the victims. The rest has been burnt up by
administration costs and legal fees fighting these claims.

I wish all members could have heard the testimony of 88-year-old
elder Flora Merrick at the House of Commons Indian affairs
committee yesterday. Her award of a paltry $1,500 is being appealed
by the federal government. It cost the government $30,000 to fight
her claim. She was awarded $1,500 and the government is appealing.

I implore the government to stop victimizing the victims of the
residential school tragedy; stop spending millions of dollars trying to
paint the abuse victims as liars. Eligibility for compensation should
be based on attendance at the school. We believe the victims.

ORAL QUESTION PERIOD
[English]

THE ENVIRONMENT

Mr. Peter MacKay (Central Nova, CPC): Mr. Speaker, once
upon a time the Prime Minister promised he would provide
Canadians with a step by step plan to achieve the international
commitments of Kyoto, and yet the Minister of the Environment has
said, quite clearly, that there is no firm plan to meet the targets.

It has been eight years since Kyoto was signed and two years
since it was ratified. While Mr. Dithers and Dithers junior dawdle on
decisions to decrease emissions, greenhouse gases continue to rise.
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Will the Prime Minister stop his pathological dithering and lay out
a specific made in Canada plan to give Canadians clean air, clean
water and clean land?

[Translation]

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Minister of the Environment, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, the opposition needs to clean out its ears. For once, it would
be nice if they understood that there is a plan. It has been in place
since 2002, and has resulted in progress. We rank third world-wide
in terms of improvements in energy efficiency.

[English]

The plan exists. We will improve it. Why is it so difficult to
understand?

Mr. Peter MacKay (Central Nova, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in
English we say that the minister is full of it.

The Liberal government has spent $4 billion on Kyoto measures
and emissions have actually gone up 30%. Next week the
government will announce that it will recycle $6 billion, dump the
term Kyoto and recycle the term sustainable development.

What does it all mean? There is still no plan and the details are
sketchy on Kyoto. Media reports say that the real program is aimed
at attracting voters in British Columbia and Quebec.

Why is the government once again trying to buy Canadians with
their own money, and when will it come up with a specific plan?

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Minister of the Environment, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, he understood and he knows but since he does not have any
critique to formulate he is repeating the same thing.

There is a plan. It will be improved. What is a shame is that I have
asked the finance critic of that party many times what he would
suggest to the Minister of Finance for the environment. The truth is
that he has suggested nothing, not a penny, nothing for the
environment, nothing for climate change and nothing for the parks. It
is a shame that party does not care about the environment.

Mr. Peter MacKay (Central Nova, CPC): Mr. Speaker, The
Economist magazine has joined the parade of people who refer to our
Prime Minister as Mr. Dithers. It says that the federal government
has been slow and hesitant.

By continuing to be timid and indecisive, the Prime Minister is
hurting Canada's international reputation. From federal appointments
to international commitments, the Prime Minister just cannot make
up his mind. We have had the mad as hell tour, the what the hell tour
and now Mr. Dithers goes global.

While the Prime Minister and his gaseous emissions minister
continue to dither, emissions are rising. When will the dithering stop
and some decisiveness begin? What's the plan, Stéphane?

The Speaker: The hon. member for Central Nova knows that
referring to hon. members by other than their title is not proper and
we have had a bit of a string of it during the question period.
Although it is not for the Speaker to decide who some of these
characters mentioned by the hon. member may be, the name
Stéphane does refer to a person who has been answering the hon.
member's questions and, of course, it is the Minister of the
Environment, as the member for Central Nova knows, and he will
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want to comply in every respect with the rules of the House and
address the minister correctly.

The hon. Deputy Prime Minister will answer this question.
® (1120)

Hon. Anne McLellan (Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of
Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
let us look at what the Prime Minister and the government have been
doing.

First, an historic health agreement, an agreement to which 13
provinces and territories placed their signatures. Let us look at the
new relationship with our cities and communities. Let us look at the
redefinition of Canada's role in the world. Let us look at redefining
our relationship with aboriginal peoples so that they have an
economic and social sustainability for their communities across the
country. Let us look at what we are doing in relation to child care, to
help families all over the country.

I think this government—
The Speaker: The hon. member for Carleton—Mississippi Mills.

* % %

CANADIAN FORCES

Mr. Gordon O'Connor (Carleton—Mississippi Mills, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, the government has $6 billion to blow on a phantom
Kyoto scheme but only spare change for our military, leaving them
barefoot in the barracks.

The rumoured budget increase is approximately $750 million.
This is woefully inadequate to meet the needs of the current military
and the one described by the new Chief of the Defence Staff. It is
less than one-quarter of what the military needs to overcome the
decay of the air force, army and navy.

Does the minister plan to muddle on and watch the military
decline, or does he plan to eliminate significant military capabilities?

Hon. Keith Martin (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of National Defence, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as the member knows very
well, the Prime Minister, the Minister of National Defence and this
government have a firm commitment to support all three elements of
our Canadian Forces. I am sure the member will look very
favourably next week when the budget comes out and we will have
a new investment into our military to strengthen their capabilities,
not only here at home but abroad.

Mr. Gordon O'Connor (Carleton—Mississippi Mills, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, that is classic muddling.

They talk about their commitment to the military but they never
follow through. It is always talk, talk, talk, but Liberal talk is cheap.
They make promises without commitment. Canadians expect our
military to defend our interests but the government never provides
adequate resources. They hope to muddle through from crisis to
crisis.
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Will the minister acknowledge that $750 million is inadequate and
that the military needs a much larger baseline funding increase?

Hon. Keith Martin (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of National Defence, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thought the member
heard what the Prime Minister has already said. We are making a
strong commitment. For example, we have made $7 billion of
financial commitments into critical areas, such as new search and
rescue planes, new mobile gun systems and new helicopters.

Furthermore, as the member would appreciate, being a general
himself, the Prime Minister made a commitment to add 5,000 new
members to our regular forces, plus another 3,000 members to our
reserves.

[Translation]

PARENTAL LEAVE

Ms. Monique Guay (Riviére-du-Nord, BQ): Mr. Speaker, today
is the deadline for reaching a final agreement in the matter of
parental leave. If there is no agreement today, the implementation of
the program will be compromised for 2006, and Quebec families will
once again be paying the price for the federal government's
stubbornness.

Does the minister realize that by refusing to reach an agreement
with Quebec beginning this year, he is delaying by one more year the
date when Quebec families will be covered by an improved system?
Do we have to wait until 2007 for some action in the parental leave
file?

[English]

Hon. Peter Adams (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Human Resources and Skills Development, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
the government has been very supportive of the negotiations with the
Government of Quebec with respect to parental leave. Our current
offer is financially much more advantageous than the offer of 1997.
We have high hopes of a successful conclusion to these negotiations.

[Translation]

Ms. Monique Guay (Riviére-du-Nord, BQ): Mr. Speaker, an
agreement with Quebec is still $275 million away. Since 1996, no
less than four federal ministers and four Quebec provincial ministers
have attempted to negotiate a parental leave agreement, but without
success. The ministers may change, but what does not change is the
federal government's refusal to negotiate an agreement that satisfies
Quebec. The deadline is today.

Can the minister tell us—yes or no—if an agreement has finally
been reached with Quebec?
® (1125)

[English]

Hon. Peter Adams (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Human Resources and Skills Development, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as
I said, we have been very supportive of the negotiations and we
know the negotiations are reaching a critical stage. We believe our
offer will allow the Government of Quebec to develop its own

program. We are looking forward to a successful conclusion to the
negotiations.

[Translation]

Mr. Yves Lessard (Chambly—Borduas, BQ): Mr. Speaker, as
we see, they have many excuses for delaying the signature of the
agreement on parental leave. When it is not the legal aspects, it is the
financial questions that pose a problem. Fewer excuses were found
when they had to reach an agreement with Newfoundland and
Labrador and Nova Scotia on natural resources.

How can they be so quick to transfer billions of dollars to
Newfoundland and Labrador and Nova Scotia, and still refuse to
return $275 million to Quebec for parental leave?

[English]

Hon. Peter Adams (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Human Resources and Skills Development, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
our objective in these negotiations is to reach a fair and equitable
solution, a solution that will help the parents of the province of
Quebec, and we have every hope we will reach such a solution.

[Translation]

Mr. Yves Lessard (Chambly—Borduas, BQ): Mr. Speaker, that
is a rather questionable answer. What is at stake here is the
establishment of the parental leave system on January 1, 2006. On
the eve of the last election campaign, there was supposedly an
agreement. And yet things are still dragging on.

Can the minister tell the House how many Quebec ministers it will
take before the government's representatives keep their promises?

[English]

Hon. Peter Adams (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Human Resources and Skills Development, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as
I said, we are very conscious of the fact that these negotiations have
reached a very important stage. They have been conducted in good
faith. Our offer has been an excellent one. We believe there is a
solution that will be good for the Government of Canada and, in
particular, good for the parents of the province of Quebec.

* % %

HEALTH

Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
my question is for the Minister of Health.

As he will know, his predecessor encouraged experiments with
credit card medicine, such as Ralph Klein's credit card hospitals in
Alberta and now the $2,000-a-knee operation in Montreal. During
the election, the Prime Minister asked people to vote Liberal to stop
credit card medicine.

What does the health minister intend to do to stop credit card
medicine in Montreal?

Hon. Ujjal Dosanjh (Minister of Health, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
first, we will be providing $41 billion over the next 10 years in
additional money to all of the provinces to ensure there is public
health care and public delivery.

Second, we shall be enforcing the Canada Health Act evenly right
across the country, without exception.
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Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): That is
another non-answer, Mr. Speaker.

When he was a New Democrat, he could make up his mind about
privatization. Now he has caught the dithers. I asked a very simple
question and want a simple answer.

For two elections the Liberals have pretended to oppose credit
card medicine. We have credit card medicine all over the place. Will
the minister either finally admit that the Liberals will do nothing to
stop credit card medicine or announce what action they will take in
Montreal to protect patients' pocketbooks?

Hon. Ujjal Dosanjh (Minister of Health, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
perhaps the hon. member needs a better hearing aid. I did answer the
question.

I said that we support public health. We will be supporting it with
$41 billion over the next 10 years in additional money. We shall
enforce the Canada Health Act right across the country, without
exception.

* % %

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Mr. Jeff Watson (Essex, CPC): Mr. Speaker, yesterday the Prime
Minister embarrassed Canada by saying that the illegal Syrian
occupation of Lebanon is necessary “to keep the peace”. This strange
statement is actually consistent with the government's track record.

Five years ago, Prime Minister Chrétien said that Syrian troops
were welcome in Lebanon. He met Hezbollah leader, Sheik
Nasrallah, defended a Syrian backed terrorist organization and the
government shovelled $26 million in aid to Syria.

Is it not true that the Prime Minister's statement yesterday actually
reflects longstanding Liberal policy to tolerate Syrian occupation in
Lebanon?
® (1130)

Hon. Anne McLellan (Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of
Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it
was made absolutely clear yesterday by both the Prime Minister and
the Minister of Foreign Affairs that Canada supports the United
Nations resolution 1559. We have supported that resolution since its
passage by the UN. That resolution indicates that Syria should
withdraw from Lebanon. That is the Canadian government's
position. It always has been and it continues to be.

[Translation]

Mr. Rahim Jaffer (Edmonton—Strathcona, CPC): Mr. Speak-
er, yesterday the Prime Minister embarrassed Canada by saying that
Syria's illegal occupation of Lebanon was necessary for keeping the
peace. Such bizarre comments are par for the course in the Liberal
camp. Five years ago, Jean Chrétien said that the Syrian troops were
welcome in Lebanon. He had met with Sheikh Nasrallah from
Hezbollah, a terrorist organization.

In his statement yesterday, why did the Prime Minister uphold the
Liberal tradition of tolerance toward the Syrian occupation of
Lebanon?

Hon. Dan McTeague (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the House has heard the
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comments by the member for Edmonton—Strathcona, but it has also
heard the comments and the response by the Prime Minister, as well
as the Minister of Foreign Affairs, to the questions asked.

It seems that the hon. member does not understand the response,
and yet it is simple. We, as a Parliament, as a government, support
Resolution 1559. We call for the withdrawal of Syria from Lebanon.
Period.

[English]
THE ENVIRONMENT

Mr. Mark Warawa (Langley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the environ-
ment ministry has had eight years to come up with a plan for Kyoto
and yet it has done nothing. There is no plan, just empty rhetoric.

Canadian air pollution levels have dramatically increased while
the Liberal government does nothing. Four months ago I met with
the minister about air pollution levels in the Fraser Valley. He had a
chance to stand up against a proposed U.S. polluter 500 metres from
the Canadian border but again did nothing.

When will he secure a cross-border agreement on air pollution and
when will we see the Kyoto plan?

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Minister of the Environment, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, the hon. member may easily have the Kyoto plan: it is
public. It was done in 2002. But we will improve it. We will have an
improved plan so compelling that I will be very pleased to hear the
reaction of the opposition. I will be very pleased to discuss the Kyoto
plan with them. Then we will see how much they do not care about
the environment.

The opposition has not been able to come forward with one
request in this budget for the environment. The opposition does not
give a damn about it, and the last ones who would like to see
negotiations with the United States would be the members of that
party.

Mr. Brian Jean (Fort McMurray—Athabasca, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, in English we say dithering is a contagious Liberal minister
disease. Yesterday, Mr. John Bennett, a director of the Sierra Club,
testified that Canada cannot possibly meet its international legal
obligations without giving billions of tax dollars to developing
countries to purchase clean air credits under Kyoto.

How can Canadians have any trust in the Liberal government as it
takes our taxes and burns them up in the smokestacks in overseas
factories that we paid for as Canadian taxpayers? If the biggest
proponents of Kyoto do not buy the Liberal snake oil any longer,
why should other Canadians?

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Minister of the Environment, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, it would be a terrible mistake if Canada was not doing its
best to become the leader of this growing market that exists about
trading emissions. All the other countries would be there and we
would not be there. Most of our friends will be, and Canada, when
we do something abroad, it will be to help the planet. It will be to
have a strong showcase for Canadian technology and Canadian
services for the environment.
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We will do it despite the opposition, which does not understand
the link between the environment and the economy. The opposition
does not understand that in global warming there is the word
“global”.

[Translation]

Mr. Michel Guimond (Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute-
Cote-Nord, BQ): Mr. Speaker, the Minister of the Environment is
trying to sound reassuring, saying that Quebec will not have to
assume more than its share in achieving the Kyoto objectives, since a
large part of the effort will focus on hydrocarbons and there are not
many of those in Quebec.

How can the minister state so categorically that everyone will do
their part, when there is no plan on which the targets to be met by
major polluters can be based? The minister has no plan or objectives,
but swears that everyone will do their part. When will the minister
stop indulging in wishful thinking?

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Minister of the Environment, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, the toughened plan to be announced will clearly state that
everyone is expected to do their part. [ will be able to discuss it with
the hon. member at that time. I am sure that he will come, very
politely and positively, to the conclusion that this is a plan that
Quebeckers and Canadians in general can work with to help the
planet face a serious problem where petty politics has no place.

®(1135)

Mr. Michel Guimond (Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute-
Cote-Nord, BQ): Mr. Speaker, the Minister of the Environment may
improvise all he wants and make one reassuring statement after the
other, he still cannot deny that his plan for implementing the Kyoto
protocol is a virtual plan with no substance.

Will the minister face the facts and admit that, without a plan, his
promises are nothing more than hot air?

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Minister of the Environment, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, speaking of air, I can promise that we will do a lot in the
area of wind energy. That is for sure. We will be more than ever
champions in that area.

I can also tell the hon. member that the rest of the world does not
view Canada as hot air. Pressure has been put on us to agree to host
in Montreal one of the biggest conferences on climate ever held. We
shall see, then, how much other countries rely on Canada, a united
Canada. Because, when they are united, Canadians accomplish great
things.

* % %

CHILD CARE

Mr. Stéphane Bergeron (Verchéres—Les Patriotes, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, last Wednesday, the Minister of Human Resources and
Skills Development exhibited, not inconsistency, but definite
confusion, in stating that a foundation was required in order to
transfer the funding for child care to Quebec with no strings
attached.

How can the government sanction such a statement from the
minister, when we are well aware that there have been transfers of
funds in the past, for manpower for instance, without any need of a
foundation?

[English]

Hon. Ralph Goodale (Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, [
am very proud that in the budget to follow next week as promised we
will deal with the issues related to child care. We will do so in a way
that helps parents and children across this country. I think the hon.
gentleman should wait for next week to see the exact mechanism we
choose to deliver.

[Translation]

Mr. Stéphane Bergeron (Verchéres—Les Patriotes, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, my question is for the Minister of Social Development, the
one who wanted to answer the previous question. The one who
claims to have children's interests at heart.

Is the one who claims to want to avoid bureaucratic wrangling
prepared to sign an agreement quickly, like the one signed for health,
which would allow the funding to be transferred to Quebec for child
care, with no strings attached?

[English]
Hon. Ken Dryden (Minister of Social Development, Lib.): Mr.

Speaker, the comments that the hon. member made are comments
that I did not make. That is all I can say to the hon. member.

* % %

HEALTH

Mr. Gary Goodyear (Cambridge, CPC): Mr. Speaker, there is
another dire warning, this time from the Health Council of Canada,
that unless this government actually does something to fix the doctor
shortage and wait times, we will have a crisis.

It is too late. Recently a 21 year old student died after waiting. Too
ill to sit and wait for nine hours to see a doctor, she went home and
died.

Last year the health minister said he was making progress. He is
confusing process with progress. When can Canadians expect results
on accreditation and on the reduction of wait times in this country?

Hon. Ujjal Dosanjh (Minister of Health, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
perhaps the member forgets that we just provided, six months ago,
an additional $41 billion over the next 10 years to the provincial
jurisdictions and to the territories so that they can deal with all of the
issues. Included in that money is money for training doctors and
nurses and other health care providers. The opposition is always
asking for tax cuts. That is where money needs to go: it needs to go
to health care. We have done that.

* % %

NATURAL RESOURCES

Mr. Loyola Hearn (St. John's South—Mount Pearl, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, my question is for the Minister of Finance. The government
has been talking about unloading its 8.5% share in Hibernia for some
time. Speculation is that it might be done soon. The Minister of
Natural Resources, however, says that shares are “not on the table”
and that “there are no plans to sell the shares and the topic hasn't
even been discussed”. Is the minister's statement correct or is he still
as confused as he was at the Atlantic accord?

Hon. Ralph Goodale (Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
as always, the Minister of Natural Resources is absolutely correct.
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CHILD CARE

Mr. Larry Miller (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the Minister of Social Development insulted families by
saying that “as parents we are all ambivalent about child care
because we feel guilty about not spending more time with our kids”.
This is demeaning to all parents who choose home care over day
care. The minister is telling stay at home parents that if they want
any government support for child care, go get a job.

Twenty-eight years ago, my wife and I made the decision to stay
at home and raise our three sons. Today one of my sons and his wife
are expecting my first grandchild. Will the minister commit to giving
my son and his wife that choice but with the same financial benefit
as working mothers?

® (1140)

Hon. Ken Dryden (Minister of Social Development, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I congratulate the hon. member on his grandchild.

As 1 said, as the member said, all of us as parents do feel
ambivalent about the amount of time that we do not spend with our
children, but what I also said was that what we do not feel
ambivalent about, what we feel very positive and very determined
about, is doing something for the development of our children, to do
as best as we can for our children. That is what we are not
ambivalent about.

* % %

JUSTICE

Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox and Addington,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, earlier this week the government reversed half a
century of Liberal policy by declaring that the Minister of Justice
favours retaining the power of disallowance, under which his cabinet
can unilaterally strike down provincial laws.

It was explained that his position is that the federal Liberals are
prepared to use this power under what were described to the House
as extraordinary circumstances. | invite the minister to explain to the
House which provincial laws, actual or hypothetical, he would
categorize as being sufficiently extraordinary to be disallowed by his
cabinet.

Hon. Irwin Cotler (Minister of Justice and Attorney General
of Canada, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, [ am not speculating on when such a
power would be used or if, even, such a power would be used. The
power is there. I do not speculate on hypotheticals.

* % %

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Ms. Yasmin Ratansi (Don Valley East, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
Canada has always played a constructive role to foster peace in the
international community. There have been many recent examples of
Canada's success on the international scene. One such was the
signing of the Naivasha agreement by south Sudan, thanks to the
efforts of Canada.

With opportunities opening up in Palestine, could the Parliamen-
tary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign Affairs inform the House of
what Canada is doing to assist the Middle East peace process?

Hon. Dan McTeague (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for the
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very thorough question and would advise her that the foreign affairs
minister's visit last week to the Middle East was indeed an
opportunity to assess how we can best support efforts toward peace.

Our focus is on helping the development of Palestinian capacity
building in preparation for Israeli withdrawal from Gaza and parts of
the West Bank. Mr. Abbas has of course provided us a list of items
that he wishes us to look at. On March 1 we will be in London
supporting the Palestinian authority in preparation for that with-
drawal and we hope that we will see progress in that area.

* % %

WAL-MART

Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, 10 years ago, the Levi Strauss clothing company had over
a dozen manufacturing plants in Canada, including in my hometown
of Hamilton, but then along came Wal-Mart, which forced Levi to
close all their North American factories and move their operations to
poverty-wage Asia, killing off thousands of Canadian jobs.

Recently fined for child labour violations, this anti-labour predator
could not care less about the damage it does to our economy. When
will the government wake up and take action to ensure that Canadian
manufacturing jobs are protected from corporate bullies like Wal-
Mart?

Hon. Joe Fontana (Minister of Labour and Housing, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, as I indicated, Canada is a signatory to international labour
laws and agreements and we believe it is the right of employees in
this country to organize. We believe it is the right for both employers
and employees to have collective bargaining, to work in concert, to
make sure that the well-being of employers and the well-being of
employees are at the forefront of our policy.

Canada does lead the international community in protecting
workers' rights and we would urge all parties to do so.

* % %

CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION

Mr. Bill Siksay (Burnaby—Douglas, NDP): Mr. Speaker, over
2,000 Vietnamese boat people remain in the Philippines. These
refugees from the war in Vietnam were never resettled and never
repatriated and are without status in the Philippines. They receive no
support from the UN.

Australia, the U.K., Norway and the U.S. are working to close the
book on this chapter of world history by resettling some of these
stateless refugees. The Canadian Vietnamese community is ready
now to do its part to help.

My question is for the Minister of Citizenship and Immigration.
Why has Canada refused to assist with this admirable humanitarian
project?
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Hon. Joseph Volpe (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member will know that Canada played
its role and did its part and did it very willingly. Over 50,000 such
refugees were welcomed into Canada and integrated into our
economy and society. We are proud to have been able to integrate
them fully. The situation to which the member refers is one that is
resident in the Philippines and that the Philippine authorities are in
the process of remedying. The fact that they are stateless creates a
little bit of difficulty for all of the nations that have an interest, but
the UNHCR is currently involved and engaged.

* % %

FISHERIES AND OCEANS

Mr. Gerald Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the Department of Fisheries and Oceans announced a $500
million plan to conserve wild salmon on the west coast.

Meanwhile, on the east coast, the Atlantic Salmon Federation
privately contributes $250,000 to smolt tracking research, $100,000
to the Greenland conservation agreement, and $10 million annually
to habitat stewardship and salmon restoration.

Will the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans commit to matching
these private funds and help save Atlantic salmon from extinction?

Hon. Stephen Owen (Minister of Western Economic Diversi-
fication and Minister of State (Sport), Lib.): Mr. Speaker, of
course the circumstances on the west coast fishery and the east coast
fishery are very different. They require different supports at different
times for different species under stress.

The Department of Fisheries and Oceans targets specialized care
and support that is appropriate for each side. I am sure that the
minister will want to consider the hon. member's question seriously
when he returns, but I can assure members that the circumstances on
the west coast and on the east coast are not comparable in many
areas.

* % %

EQUALIZATION PROGRAM

Mr. Bradley Trost (Saskatoon—Humboldt, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
today in Regina, Saskatchewan's Conservative MPs are meeting with
Premier Calvert, Saskatchewan Party leader Brad Wall, and even the
provincial Liberal leader. They have all agreed to work together to
get Saskatchewan an honest equalization deal.

My question is for the Minister of Finance. Will he ever stand up
for Saskatchewan? Will he ever stop cheating Saskatchewan of its
own natural resources? Will he ever give Saskatchewan the same
equalization deal as Newfoundland and Labrador?

Hon. Ralph Goodale (Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, [
am very proud to be the finance minister who corrected a long
anomaly, who delivered $120 million to Saskatchewan last year.

I am very proud to be the finance minister who put the floor under
the equalization system that brought Saskatchewan $590 million last
year.

I am proud to be the finance minister who set up the panel
approved by Premier Calvert and voted for by all those members just

three or four days ago to establish the independent panel that will
allow the issue of the treatment of natural resources to be resolved
once and for all in a way that is fair and equitable for all of Canada,
especially Saskatchewan.

* % %

GOVERNMENT APPOINTMENTS

Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the
Prime Minister said it was no longer going to be a matter of asking
who one knows in the PMO and that he would put an end to
cronyism.

He soon appointed John Harvard as Lieutenant Governor to make
way for his star candidate Glen Murray who failed to win. However,
Murray has been given a plum patronage position. It is time to get
the scores of defeated Liberals and their friends' heads out of the
trough and off the gravy train.

If the Prime Minister is as serious as he said last year about
condemning to history the practice and politics of cronyism, will he
allow Parliament to select the best people for the job?

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Minister of the Environment, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, this is the challenge. What is wrong with Mr. Murray's
curriculum vitae?

He has been a great mayor of the city of Winnipeg. He has a great
background regarding environmental policy. He will do a great job
helping us at this time when Canada faces tremendous challenges in
order for us to do our share for the planet.

I am very pleased to work with Mr. Murray. I am sure every
colleague of good faith will be pleased as well.

* % %

POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION

Mr. Peter Van Loan (York—Simcoe, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Bob
Rae's recent report on post-secondary education brought to light the
government's lack of support for higher learning.

We now know that program funding to colleges and universities
has been cut in half by the Liberal government. Students are paying
the price with higher tuition fees and student debts, and this
amazingly, when every credible authority is telling us that higher
education is fundamental to economic growth and personal
prosperity. The government pretends it cares about education, but
its actions show exactly the opposite.

Will the minister commit to establishing a dedicated transfer
committed solely to higher education?

® (1150)

Hon. Peter Adams (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Human Resources and Skills Development, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
the government has delivered more in the area of post-secondary
education than any federal government in history. Indirectly, through
transfers to the provinces, it is in the order of $8 billion or $9 billion.



February 18, 2005

COMMONS DEBATES

3701

Directly through scholarship programs and research programs,
which help students and universities to cover the indirect cost of
research, last year for the first time, it was possible to say in Canada
that the federal and provincial governments equally supported the
colleges and universities of this country.

E
[Translation]

YOUTH PROGRAMMING AND ANIMATION

Mr. Maka Kotto (Saint-Lambert, BQ): Mr. Speaker, a major
study by SARTEC and UDA was released this week. It indicates that
federal government actions have contributed to the decline of French
language youth and animation series. According to the report, out of
the $1.4 billion that went to animation, only 11% was for French
language series. I should point out that these were often Canada-
France co-productions and that many programs are dubbed abroad.

I would therefore ask, most calmly and politely, what the Minister
of Canadian Heritage intends to do to remedy this situation.

Hon. Liza Frulla (Minister of Canadian Heritage and Minister
responsible for Status of Women, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank my
colleague for his question. I am indeed concerned about the findings
of the report by SARTEC and the Union des artistes. I have asked
my officials to work with the Canadian Television Fund board of
directors to come up with some solutions by June 1.

Mr. Maka Kotto (Saint-Lambert, BQ): Mr. Speaker, had the
usual ratio been respected, the youth and animation sector would
have received $207 million in 2004, rather than the meagre $17
million that it did receive.

Does the Minister of Canadian Heritage intend to take the
necessary steps to put an end to the shameless pillaging of funds
earmarked for French language youth and animation series?

Hon. Liza Frulla (Minister of Canadian Heritage and Minister
responsible for Status of Women, Lib.): As I said, Mr. Speaker, the
answer is yes.

[English]
JUSTICE

Mr. Myron Thompson (Wild Rose, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in 1982
David Dobson murdered 15 year-old Darlene Prioriello. He sexually
assaulted her, committed unspeakable atrocities on her person, and
finally ended her suffering by dropping a cinder block on her head.
He then sexually assaulted her again.

Dobson taunted the police. He tried to contact the victim's family.
Dobson was convicted of first degree murder and is currently eligible
for day parole. If he is successful in gaining his freedom, his DNA
will not be in the databank.

Can the minister once again please explain why his government
does not believe David Dobson should be in the DNA databank?

Hon. Irwin Cotler (Minister of Justice and Attorney General
of Canada, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the whole issue with respect to
legislation regarding DNA and the expansion of databanks and the
like is before the justice and human rights committee. The hon.
member is a member of that committee. That is an appropriate forum
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where this matter can be dealt with as a matter of principle and
policy.

Mr. Myron Thompson (Wild Rose, CPC): Mr. Speaker, this is
something that should have been dealt with long ago.

In 1981 repeat offender Ralph Power beat Sheryl Gardner to death
with a hammer. When he was arrested after a failed attack on another
woman, Power had a list of 10 women he was intending to attack.
Power was convicted of first degree murder and is eligible to apply
for day parole as we speak. Power has only one murder conviction
and therefore he is not in the DNA databank.

Will the Prime Minister please explain, for the sake of protecting
Canadians, why his government does not believe Ralph Power
should be in the DNA databank?

Hon. Irwin Cotler (Minister of Justice and Attorney General
of Canada, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I respect the hon. member's concern
with cases which involve tragic victimization. We are reviewing the
legislation now. If there is a category that should be enhanced, it can
be enhanced through the legislative process.

* % %

[Translation]

CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION

Ms. Francoise Boivin (Gatineau, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the spouses
and common-law partners of permanent residents are currently
facing uncertainty during the review of their immigration applica-
tions. In the past, they had to leave Canada.

At the end of this magnificent St. Valentine's week, and with all
the love in the House, can the Minister of Citizenship and
Immigration tell us if he will stand by love to ensure the rapid
reunification of these families?

[English]

Hon. Joseph Volpe (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am delighted to give the hon. member really
good news and the House as well. I hope they will rejoice in it.

Consistent with our streamlining process in reducing backlog and
reuniting families, effective today, all spouses and common law
partners in Canada, regardless of their immigration status, are now
able to apply for permanent residence from within Canada under the
spouse or common law partner in Canada class.

At the same time, all spousal applications from abroad will be
prioritized and accelerated in their process. I hope the member will
also celebrate this news.
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INTERNATIONAL TRADE

Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Calgary East, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the
government just concluded a trade mission to China and close to 300
companies participated. These companies obviously know that it is a
market with huge opportunities, yet CIDA has poured over $1 billion
in aid money into China since the government took power. Yemen is
a poor country in the Middle East that is a beacon of democracy and
needs our help.

Clearly the government's foreign and trade policies are in an awful
mess. Why these misplaced priorities? Why?

Hon. Irwin Cotler (Minister of Justice and Attorney General
of Canada, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, CIDA is involved in China with
respect to measures to improve the legislative system, to improve
matters relating to judicial reform, in other words, to engage in the
kinds of projects and the kinds of initiatives which will help improve
the administration of justice and democratization in China.

* % %

BORDER SECURITY

Mr. Russ Hiebert (South Surrey—White Rock—Cloverdale,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, at the founding meeting of the border caucus
last week, MPs from border ridings across the country expressed
concern about the safety of border service employees and about our
national security. We have all heard stories in recent weeks of people
running the border in cars. I have heard directly from border workers
in my own riding of people simply walking across the line.

The border service appears to be lacking the resources to deal
effectively with this problem. Could the Deputy Prime Minister
please share with the House the plans she has to deal with this
critical issue?

Hon. Anne McLellan (Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of
Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
there are actually two components to the question, first of course
deals with the situation of the safety of our CBSA officers on the
front lines. In fact, we have completed risk assessments in relation to
all customs locations. We are ensuring that our front line officers
have both the training and the tools they need, whether that includes
batons, vests, pepper spray, and so on. I want to reassure the hon.
member that we are very committed to the safety of our front line
officers.

In terms of resources, quite—

Mr. Speaker, are you going to cut me off?

The Speaker: Yes. I am sure all hon. members were enjoying the
answer, but we do have time limits.

[Translation]

The hon. member for Chicoutimi—Le Fjord.

* % %

NATIONAL DEFENCE

Mr. Robert Bouchard (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, last week we learned that the decision to merge tactical
squadrons at the Bagotville military base has not yet been made. The

authorities keep repeating that this merger will not change a thing.
The people of Saguenay—Lac-Saint-Jean are not fooled; they want
only one thing: no merger at the Bagotville base.

Does the Minister of National Defence not believe that the best
assurance he can give residents in the riding of Chicoutimi—Le
Fjord is an immediate commitment that he will not authorize the
merger of these two squadrons?

[English]

Hon. Keith Martin (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of National Defence, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, | want to assure the
member and he can take back to his constituents that no decision has
been made at this point in time.

I also want to assure him, and this is important, that there will be
no change in the numbers of planes, no change in the numbers of
workers and no change in the effectiveness of the capabilities that are
now there in Bagotville.

We support the air force and we will continue to do that, but no
decision has been made on this particular issue at this point in time.

Mr. Borys Wrzesnewskyj (Etobicoke Centre, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, Canada's CF-18 fighter aircraft have been a key component
of the Canadian Forces for the past 20 years. They have helped to
protect Canadians here at home and they have made an important
contribution to international peace and security.

Can the Minister of National Defence tell the House, what is the
government doing to ensure that the CF-18 will remain a modern,
effective aircraft in the future so that our pilots have the tools to
proudly continue doing their important, international and domestic
security work?

Hon. Keith Martin (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of National Defence, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as the hon. member knows
and the House knows, we are strong supporters of our air force and
the men and women who work on our CF-18s.

I am very pleased to announce today that Boeing has been
awarded a contract in Montreal for $117 million to engage in phase 2
of the modernization of our CF-18s. This is good news for Canadian
industry, good news for jobs, good news for Montreal, and good
news for the Canadian Forces.

® (1200)
[Translation]

CANADA FOOD INSPECTION AGENCY

Mr. Yvon Godin (Acadie—Bathurst, NDP): Mr. Speaker, today,
we have learned that the Supreme Court of Canada will hear the case
of Le forum des maires de la Péninsule acadienne regarding the four
Canada Food Inspection Agency positions transferred from
Shippagan to Shediac. The Commissioner of Official Languages
found that the transfer violated the legislation. The Federal Court
found in favour of the agency, and the federal government took it to
the Court of Appeal. Now, minorities are being forced to go before
the Supreme Court.
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My question is for the Minister of Justice. Will the government
stop fighting minorities and finally support them, rather than forcing
them to take this to the Supreme Court? They are forced to defend
themselves each time—

The Speaker: The hon. Deputy Leader of the Government in the
House of Commons.

Hon. Mauril Bélanger (Deputy Leader of the Government in
the House of Commons, Minister responsible for Official
Languages, Minister responsible for Democratic Reform and
Associate Minister of National Defence, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the
hon. member is fully aware that, since this issue is now before the
courts, we should refrain from commenting on it.

Having said that, the hon. member also knows about the firm and
continuous commitment made by this government, both historically
and on an ad hoc basis, to Canada's minority official language
communities.

% % %
[English]

CANADIAN HERITAGE

Mr. Bill Casey (Cumberland—Colchester—Musquodoboit
Valley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, a chart obtained from Canadian
Heritage outlines a very unfair distribution formula for the federal
museums assistance plan. For instance, last year, one province,
Quebec, got 37% of all federal museum funding. Nova Scotia, in
comparison, got 1.3%. Quebec got 59 individual grants. Nova Scotia
got 4.

Will the minister explain this unfairness and inequity, and adopt a
formula so all provinces will be treated fairly?

[Translation]

Hon. Liza Frulla (Minister of Canadian Heritage and Minister
responsible for Status of Women, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, hon.
members must realize that it is important to us that each province
get its fair share of the budget of the Department of Canadian
Heritage.

However, I must say that, in some provinces, such as Ontario,
with the national capital, or Quebec, where several national
museums are located, there are institutions that require greater
support. If we look at the whole budget, things may look out of
proportion. However, the figures vary, depending on the national
institution and the support that we provide.

* % %

QUEBEC CITY BRIDGE

Mr. Roger Clavet (Louis-Hébert, BQ): Mr. Speaker, the
coalition to preserve the Quebec City bridge has been making
representations for a number of years to the federal government and
CN, asking them to complete the restoration of that bridge. As the
minister responsible for Quebec, the Minister of Transport should
realize the importance of this issue, particularly in the context of the
celebrations that will mark the city's 400th anniversary, in 2008.

Will the minister pledge today to do whatever is necessary, so that
the work can be completed on time for the celebrations of the 400th
anniversary of Quebec City?

Oral Questions
[English]

Hon. Jim Karygiannis (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister of Transport, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Transport Canada is
very much engaged in the bridge. It is a matter before us. It is a
bridge on which CN is working. We have committed a lot of money
over the next 10 years. I assure the member across the way that we
will be there working with all our stakeholders to ensure that all our
bridges as well as all our ports are safe.

The Speaker: Perhaps the Chair might be permitted to point out
to all hon. members the virtue of relative silence in the House. We
have completed the list of questions today, an unusual thing.

* % %

POINTS OF ORDER
ORAL QUESTIONS PERIOD

Mr. Peter MacKay (Central Nova, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
throughout question period today the Minister of the Environment
repeatedly referred to the government's plan on Kyoto in responding
to questions from the opposition. I would ask respectfully that he
table that plan for the House of Commons.

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Minister of the Environment, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, it was tabled publicly three years ago. I have no problem in
sending it to the member. It seems that he is a bit slow to read, three
years after.

OFFICIAL REPORT

Mr. Jason Kenney (Calgary Southeast, CPC): Mr. Speaker, [
would like to bring to your attention what I believe is an
inappropriate editing, by a member, of the blues to the official
Hansard transcript.

I refer to the record from the blues of yesterday wherein the Right
Hon. Prime Minister in responding to a question during oral
questions regarding the status of Lebanon said, “Mr. Speaker, I said
in French and I said in English that the Syrians should withdraw
from Syria. I have now said it three times. How many more times
need [ say it?”

The tapes will confirm that the blues were correct in the manner in
which they recorded this statement, as have media reports. However,
today's Hansard reveals that apparently somebody, presumably from
the Prime Minister's Office, submitted a substantive change to the
transcript so that it now reads, “I have said in French and I have said
in English that the Syrians should withdraw from Libya”.

As Your Honour will know, Marleau and Montpetit makes it clear
that only editorial changes ought to be made, and that “substantial
errors must be brought to the attention of the House by means of a
point of order as soon as possible after the sitting if the member
wishes to have the verbatim record changed”.

I would submit, Mr. Speaker, that the change which was made in
the official transcript was out of order and inappropriate, and I want
to bring this matter to your attention so you could ensure that such
substantive changes are not made in the future.
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Hon. Mauril Bélanger (Deputy Leader of the Government in
the House of Commons, Minister responsible for Official
Languages, Minister responsible for Democratic Reform and
Associate Minister of National Defence, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, in that
answer the Prime Minister gave yesterday, he said on a number of
occasions that indeed Canada's position was to invite Syria to leave
Lebanon. If you would check in that very answer to which the
member is referring, the Prime Minister repeated Lebanon I am sure
once and perhaps more than that.

Therefore, we are quite comfortable, Mr. Speaker, that once you
have reviewed perhaps the tape, the blues and Hansard that you will
see that the Prime Minister has been very consistent.

Mr. Jason Kenney: Mr. Speaker, in the spirit of my own point of
order, I need to correct the record. The Hansard transcript says that
the Prime Minister said, “Syrians should be withdrawn from
Lebanon”. I misspoke, Sir, when I said Libya. It is Lebanon. That
is what the transcript says.

The Speaker: I want to thank the hon. deputy government House
leader and of course the hon. member for Calgary Southeast for
raising this matter. I will look into the matter and come back to the
House.

I appreciate the diligence of the member for Calgary Southeast in
reading the blues and reading Hansard with such care and concern. I
certainly will look into the matter. Whether this is such a dramatic
change and will warrant intervention on the part of the Chair, I will
have to decide after I have had a chance to look at the matter, and 1
will do so and get back to the House in due course.

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS
[Translation]

PETITIONS
MISSILE DEFENCE SHIELD

Mr. Michel Guimond (Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute-
Céte-Nord, BQ): Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to submit a petition
signed by citizens from the riding of Montmorency-Charlevoix-
Haute-Cote-Nord, but also from the region of Quebec City. They
believe that Canada's participation in all or part of the missile
defence program would be contrary to their interests and values.
They also ask Parliament to take action to oppose any participation
by Canada in the U.S. missile defence program.

[English]
MARRIAGE

Mr. Maurice Vellacott (Saskatoon—Wanuskewin, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, this petition adds to probably some tens of thousands of
other petitioners at this point, and to hundreds of letters I have
received in my office on the subject.

These Canadians are calling upon Parliament to support the
traditional, historic definition of marriage. The petitioners urge
Parliament to be careful in its deliberations on the bill before us at
the present time. I table that for the consideration of the House.

®(1210)

Mrs. Cheryl Gallant (Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, the petitioners recognize that traditional marriage is the
best foundation for society, families and the raising of children and
that it is the exclusive domain of Parliament to uphold the definition
of marriage.

The petitioners, therefore, ask that Parliament define marriage in
federal law as the union of one man and one woman to the exclusion
of all others.

Mr. Mark Warawa (Langley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, | also rise
with two petitions. The first one is from residents of my constituency
of Langley.

The petitioners also ask that the House enact legislation to support
the traditional definition of marriage as being between one man and
one woman.

AUTISM

Mr. Mark Warawa (Langley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, my second
petition is from petitioners across our country asking for Parliament
to deem autism a medical essential treatment. The petitioners also
ask for academic chairs to be set up at universities in every province
to teach treatment for autism.

MARRIAGE

Mr. Charlie Penson (Peace River, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have
one petition today containing 25 signatures. The petitioners call
upon Parliament to recognize the institution of marriage as being the
lifelong union of one man and one woman to the exclusion of all
others.

[Translation]

QUESTIONS PASSED AS ORDERS FOR RETURNS

Hon. Raymond Simard (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Deputy Leader of the Government in the House of Commons,
Minister responsible for Official Languages and Minister
responsible for Democratic Reform, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, if
Question No. 26 could be made an order for a return, the return
would be tabled immediately.

The Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
[Text]
Question No. 26—Mr. Greg Thompson:

With regard to the Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency, what is the detailed
breakdown of the projects it has funded for the Atlantic Innovation Fund Program,
the Business Development Program, the Atlantic Trade and Investment Partnership
Program, the Strategic Community Investment Fund Program, and the Entrepreneur-
ship and Business Skills Development Partnership Program, from October 1, 2000,
to October 25, 2004, including: (a) the name, address and type of the recipient
business, post-secondary institution, research institute or community; (b) a complete
description of each project; (c) the date(s) and amounts of the financial contribution
(s); (d) whether each entity funded started to repay its financial contribution(s); (e)
the name and constituency of the Member of Parliament or Minister who signed off
on each project; and (f) whether the entity funded is still in business?

(Return tabled)
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[Translation]

Hon. Raymond Simard: Mr. Speaker, | ask that all remaining
questions be allowed to stand.

The Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[Translation]
FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL FISCAL ARRANGEMENTS ACT

The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-39, an
act to amend the Federal-Provincial Fiscal Arrangements Act and to
enact an act respecting the provision of funding for diagnostic and
medical equipment, be read the third time and passed.

Mr. Pierre Paquette (Joliette, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
speak to Bill C-39 because it shows the true nature of this
Parliament. It is unfortunate, but despite the fact we have a minority
Liberal government, the Liberals, as you know, have not lost any of
the arrogance that has been their trademark for 9 or 10 years, under
Mr. Chrétien and the new Prime Minister.

We saw this arrogance when we found out that Bill C-39 was not
consistent with the special agreement signed with Quebec at the
conference on health. As a matter of fact, Bill C-39 contained only
one mention of a specific agreement with Quebec, in clause 25.9.
Also, Quebec was not specifically excluded from other requirements
in the bill, like the Canadian Institute for Health Information or the
dedicated funds. Bill C-39 showed once more this arrogance of
downplaying the importance of a specific agreement with Quebec.
The agreement was quite clear. I will have the opportunity to deal
with this later on.

I mentioned at the start that Bill C-39 shows the true nature of this
Parliament because the Liberals, even though they are a minority
government, seem unable to suppress this arrogance towards Quebec
and this Parliament. Fortunately, the Bloc Québécois and its
members in this House immediately sounded the alarm and sent a
clear message to the government and the whole Parliament that the
bill was not consistent with the intent and the letter of the special
agreement with Quebec. Thanks to this intervention, especially by
the member for Verchéres—Les Patriotes, the Bloc Québécois critic
for intergovernmental affairs, and despite the reluctance of the
government, we were able to pass an amendment, and Bill C-39 is
now consistent with the intent and the letter of the agreement. We
think the bill is now quite acceptable and we will support it.

Just imagine what would have happened had the Bloc Québécois
not been here. Bill C-39 would probably have been passed
unchanged, and Quebec would have been penalized. This goes to
show how important it is to have members who stand for Quebec's
interests first and promote an exciting collective project—the
sovereignty of Quebec.

I mentioned that it cannot be by chance that the government
brought forward the original draft of Bill C-39 without taking into
account the specific agreement with Quebec, because that agreement
was very clear. For the benefit of people watching us, I would like to

Government Orders

cite it. In the specific agreement with Quebec, there was a very clear
written statement:

—resting on asymmetrical federalism, that is, flexible federalism that notably
allows for the existence of specific agreements and arrangements adapted to
Quebec's specificity—

Quebec will apply its own wait time reduction plan, in accordance with the
objectives, standards and criteria established by the relevant Quebec authorities—

The Government of Quebec will report to Quebeckers—

It could therefore not be any clearer than what I have just read.
However, the Government of Quebec, even though it is led by
federalists, knowing the reflexes of the federal government,
particularly when Liberals are in power, even had the following
disclaimer added at the end of the communiqué, to ensure that there
would be no confusion possible, and I quote:

Nothing in this communiqué shall be construed as derogating from Quebec's
jurisdiction. This communiqué shall be interpreted as fully respecting its jurisdiction.

Members will understand that we were quite surprised to see that,
in the original draft of Bill C-39, there were not more references to
the clause 25.9 in terms of that specific agreement. Let us recall that,
when that specific agreement was signed, for a few days, people
believed there really was a new approach on the part of the federal
government, which the Bloc Québécois leader, like MNA Louise
Harel, had called asymmetrical encroachment.

® (1215)

The federal government was therefore agreeing, in this specific
agreement, to respect Quebec's jurisdiction over health issues, as set
out in the Canadian Constitution. It was however an innovative
approach. In the recent years especially, with the fiscal imbalance
and the Liberal government's tendency to impose a federal presence
in all areas of Quebec's and the other provinces' jurisdiction,
particularly if there was some sort of visibility or political points
involved, this asymmetry in terms of intrusion seemed to be a step in
the right direction.

Unfortunately, this respect of Quebec's jurisdictions lasted only a
few days. Nothing new there. As I was saying, the defence of the
1867 Constitution caused an outcry in Canada. The member for
Verchéres—Les-Patriotes was talking about that. The former finance
minister, Mr. Manley, condemned that. All the dyed in the wool
Trudeau supporters told English Canada that the direction we were
taking posed a threat to Canada's unity. Since then, we have seen no
new asymmetrical intrusion initiatives since the one made at the
health conference.

Moreover, a few weeks later, during the funding conference, the
federal government unilaterally decided to restrict the conference to
the issue of equalization. It announced the amounts available, right at
the start, saying that the formula that had been unilaterally imposed
before the latest elections would continue to be used. It dealt with
none of the provincial concerns, particularly those of Quebec.
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When we saw the first draft of Bill C-39, which did not take into
account the distinct nature of the agreement entered into at the health
conference, the member for Verchéres—Les-Patriotes asked a
question on February 10, 2005, of the Parliamentary Secretary to
the Minister of Health in order to alert the Minister of Health to the
fact that there was no explicit reference to the specific agreement
with Quebec, except, once again, section 25.9, which was clearly
inadequate.

The parliamentary secretary answered that the member's concerns
were not justified. We were heading toward a dead end. You will
recall that, at second reading, we had opposed Bill C-39. Given the
inadequate reference to the specific agreement with Quebec, we
could not have supported it.

The Bloc Québécois proposed amendments to Bill C-39, in line
with the accord signed in September. First, we reincorporated in the
bill the fact that the funding made available by the Government of
Canada will be used by the Government of Quebec to implement its
own plan for the renewal of Quebec's health care system.

Those who have been following the politics of Quebec for the past
few years, know that there have been many studies to reform the
health care system, just as in a number of Canadian provinces. First,
there was the Rochon Commission, then the Clair Commission. The
reforms are now well underway. The so-called expertise of the
federal government in this domain is not needed at all. It manages
only a few veterans hospitals, which are constantly being criticized.

Second, in our approach regarding the amendments to Bill C-39,
we made sure that the Government of Quebec would be accountable
to the population of Quebec. We excluded any hierarchical
relationship where the federal government thinks that it is supposed
to decide on the validity of the actions of the Government of Quebec.
The Government of Quebec is accountable to the nation of Quebec,
to the people of Quebec only. When elections take place, Quebeckers
express their view of government management of health care and
many other things.

So our second concern was about the Government of Quebec
informing its own population of the progress achieved in the pursuit
of its goals.

The third aspect is the Health Commissioner of Quebec being
responsible for reporting to the Government of Quebec on Quebec's
health system. The Canadian Institute for Health Information should
not, therefore, be informing the public on advances by the
Government of Quebec, the health department and the other players
in the health care system, with respect to the concerns of the public
and issues such as the modernization of our health system. These
issues must take a number of challenges into account, in particular
the challenge of demography, which, as you know, is linked to the
aging of our population.

® (1220)

There obviously will be cooperation with Canadian Institute for
Health Information. Though it was never a problem, it should have
been made clear that Quebec's Health Commissioner was responsible
for reporting to the Government of Quebec and, through it, to the
public on the state of health care.

This amendment we moved was adopted by the committee. As |
mentioned, the original version was unacceptable, but we will
support the amended version of Bill C-39.

I mentioned that the concept of asymmetrical federalism, which is
in fact asymmetrical interference, was very short lived. To prove it, I
point out that on October 26 of last year, at the conference on the
provinces' financial situation, which covered more than just health,
which had been the only subject of conference in September, Ottawa
decided unilaterally that equalization would be the only item on the
agenda. The federal government said right at the start what amounts
would be available and announced that not one cent more would be
added to equalization and that the formula used in its calculation
would remain unchanged. I remind you that the formula had been
imposed unilaterally by the federal government a few months before
the last elections. Moreover, the Prime Minister refused once again
to admit that there was a fiscal imbalance and spoke only of fiscal
pressure on the provinces knowing full well that the situation is a lot
worse.

I repeat that that asymmetrical interference or asymmetrical
federalism, as they called it, did not last long. We saw it during
today's question period. There is still no agreement on parental leave
despite an agreement in principle signed before the elections. There
is still a gap of about $200 million between the positions of the
federal and Quebec governments. Here again, we can see the federal
government's hard line attitude common in its relations with Quebec.

So the problems go well beyond the area of health. Let me give
you another, more regional, example. As you know, there is a crisis
in the tobacco industry. It is a totally understandable crisis
considering anti-tobacco campaigns. Being a non-smoker, I support
those campaigns. But the fact is that there was a sharp decline in
demand for tobacco. Moreover, the three major tobacco companies
decided to stop buying tobacco in Quebec to concentrate their
purchases in Ontario.

The region that I represent, namely Joliette and Lanaudiére, was
home to virtually all tobacco farmers. Out of the 57 who were in
business three years ago, fewer than a dozen continue to produce a
small amount of tobacco, trying, naturally, to diversify their
operations, production and crops, and only three intend to continue
growing tobacco to meet the demand of independent manufacturers
like Lépine cigarettes and other manufacturers operating in first
nations reserves.

This is therefore an emergency. Tobacco farmers need assistance
to switch from one type of crop to another, such as Chinese cabbage
or kiwi; anything that can grow in sandy soil ought to be considered.
Anyway, these growers need assistance.
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Like parental leave, this assistance was announced a few days
before the election. Electoral democracy is good after all. A few days
before the election, approximately $70 million in assistance was
announced. That was many months ago, yet we are still waiting for
the terms and conditions of this aid package for tobacco farmers in
Quebec and Ontario to be defined.

® (1225)

It would appear, and this is more serious, that assistance for the 57
tobacco farmers in Quebec, 95% of whom are in the Lanaudicre
region, is being blocked by a dispute between Ontario farmers and
the provincial government of Ontario.

I find it completely absurd that producers in Quebec are being
taken hostage in a situation that is totally out of their control.
Naturally, for the federal government—and that is what we were told
by the parliamentary secretary in response to a question I put to him
last week—the same solution has to apply to producers both in
Ontario and in Quebec. Consequently, until an agreement has been
reached with Ontario farmers, no money will be made available to
the farmers in Quebec.

Their situation is totally different, though. These farmers in
Quebec have already stopped growing tobacco or started efforts to
quickly switch crop production. To conclude this brief aside, I want
to emphasize that the funding problems facing these tobacco farmers
is largely due to the fact that tobacco companies have forced them to
replace their dryers just two years before they decided to stop buying
any tobacco in Quebec.

They need help for converting their land because switching from
tobacco to asparagus does not just happen in one season. Often it
takes five years before production becomes efficient. They are also
burdened by debt, which they are unable to amortize with financial
institutions in the region.

As 1 was saying, this asymmetrical approach was nothing more
than a virtual approach, which did not even last long enough for the
ink to dry on the separate health agreement. The government no
longer mentions this approach. Again, refusing to acknowledge the
fiscal imbalance makes it impossible to find a definitive compre-
hensive solution to the funding problem. This is so for Quebec, but
also, unfortunately, for many other provinces. However, the federal
government has been much quicker and much more generous with
provinces such as Newfoundland and Labrador and others over the
past few weeks, while Quebec has to continue to struggle.

As I was saying, the agreement on health does not solve the fiscal
imbalance problem. It is like taking an aspirin to try to get rid of
cancer. | will give some figures, although the hon. member for
Verchéres—Les Patriotes already gave some earlier. Nonetheless, if
have time, I would like to go into more detail.

The specific agreement on health provides Quebec with
approximately $502 million more this year, out of a budget of $20
billion. Consequently, this fresh federal input represents only 2.5%
of the Quebec budget, or about 9 days of operation. That is just for
health, so what they have done is the equivalent of helping Quebec
meet its health care responsibilities for the equivalent of nine days.

The federal government boasts that it is getting close to the 25%
target the Romanow report recommended for health and social
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funding. When we look at all social spending, that is education,
social assistance, the areas covered by the Canada social transfer,
which is now, as we know, divided into a transfer for health and one
for social programs, it is obviously far from that 25% figure.
Especially because, as far as equalization payments are concerned,
the results have not been what might had been expected, that is, a
new formula that is fairer, more stable and more generous to the
provinces needing these federal transfers.

In fact, after the October conference on the provinces' financial
difficulties, which eventually shrank to nothing more than a
conference on equalization, Quebec will end up with a mere $300
million more in equalization payments.

Overall, in its “generosity”, this government will have transferred
$800 million more to Quebec this year, whereas the shortfall—
according to the Government of Quebec, or its finance department—
is in the order of $3.3 billion. As a result, the shortfall for Quebec, as
far as fiscal imbalance is concerned, is still $2.4 billion.

We must therefore hope that the federal government, with its
fabulous surplus of $9 billion last year—this year, some $11 billion
or $12 billion—will, in the budget to be tabled and debated starting
next Wednesday, get its act together and find some definitive
solutions by transferring the $2.4 billion Quebec still lacks to resolve
the extremely serious problem of fiscal imbalance.

® (1230)

Mr. Michel Guimond (Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute-
Cote-Nord, BQ): Madam Speaker, I greatly enjoyed what my
colleague from Joliette had to say, particularly his little aside on the
problem faced by farmers producing flue-cured tobacco in his riding
and the greater Joliette area. As a member from Quebec, he certainly
educated me on the problem of switching from one type of crop to
another.

I especially appreciated his saying that a farmer cannot stop
growing tobacco one year and immediately start growing asparagus
the next year. Apparently cultivating asparagus takes four or five
years to develop. I have friends who are asparagus farmers on L'ile
d'Orléans, in my riding, so I have some idea what the hon. member is
talking about.

Let me come back to the focus of his presentation, the
government's lack of recognition of the fiscal imbalance.

We know that the Bloc Québécois fought for amendments during
the negotiations among the three opposition parties following the
Speech from the Throne. We managed to get the government to pay
us lip service and recognize the fiscal imbalance.
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By the way, just as a reminder on this Friday, the person who
contributed the most to developing the concept of the fiscal
imbalance, who put a figure to it and recognized it, is Yves Séguin,
Quebec's former finance minister. We sovereignists recognized it a
long time ago. We must acknowledge the work done by Mr. Séguin,
the author of the Séguin report, which recognized the fiscal
imbalance.

Now, I would like my colleague from Joliette with his economics
background to explain a little further about the shortfall in Quebec
caused as a direct result of the fiscal imbalance. He said it was over
$2 billion, if I recall correctly.

® (1235)

Mr. Pierre Paquette: Madam Speaker, I would like to thank the
hon. member for Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute-C6te-Nord for
his questions and comments on tobacco farmers. The issue is not
well enough known, unfortunately. Every time we have a chance to
talk about it, we can put a little more pressure on the government to
settle the matter finally.

He is right. In my opinion, Mr. Séguin did a great deal, first to get
the concept of the fiscal imbalance recognized and then to explain
the size of this imbalance and the solutions that could be applied.

In a way, we have made considerable progress in this debate. We
all remember what the Quebec federalists said when we first talked
about the fiscal imbalance. And yet, the concept was not invented by
the sovereignists. The first person to mention it was Jean Charest,
now Premier of Quebec, when he was opposition leader. Some
people, including some editorial writers close to the Liberal Party of
Canada, have said that it is a concept invented by sovereignists to
promote sovereignty.

No one now denies the existence of the fiscal imbalance, except
perhaps the federal Liberal MPs from Quebec. Last week, I read an
article by Claude Piché, an economic reporter with whom I rarely
agree. This time, however, on the eve of the budget, he was also
calculating his expectations in terms of corrections to the fiscal
imbalance.

Perhaps 1 will mention a few figures. Just now I pointed out that
the negotiations in recent months concerning fresh transfers of
money to the provinces, to Quebec in particular, only came to an
additional $800 million, while the shortfall is estimated—according
to Mr. Séguin of the Quebec government, of those federalists who
often but not always have the interests of Quebec at heart—at
$3.3 billion. Thus, if the gap is $3.3 billion, and $800 million of
fresh money comes in, $2.4 billion is still needed in order to correct
the fiscal imbalance.

I have a few figures for the current year, 2004-05. The amount
transferred before the agreement, or the various agreements, was
$14.150 billion. Now, with the new funding that has been announced
—here I am not speaking only of Quebec, but of all the provinces—
funding of $2.125 billion, the new total for funding is
$16.275 billion.

Provincial spending on health is $83.133 billion. That means that
the federal government's share in health care funding is only 19.6%.
We are a long way from the 25% Romanow recommended. That is a
shortfall, just in health, of $4.5 billion, which the provinces would be

getting if the federal government were assuming 25% of health care
costs, but are not.

Since the agreement is spread over 10 years, it could be said that
things will be better in 10 years. Nonetheless, the calculations that
were done—I did not do them, it was the Conference Board which
published its report in August 2004—show that after all the
agreements, this 23.8% share of health care funding will remain
unchanged, if health care expenses increase at a limited pace.

We see that, if nothing is done to resolve the fiscal imbalance,
despite the agreements on health and equalization—and the health
accord is a relatively positive measure, as I said, but does not go far
enough—the fiscal imbalance will continue to grow. The financial
problems experienced by the provinces and Quebec will get worse.

While the federal government is paying down its debt—and I
remind the House that in recent years, an additional $60 billion was
misappropriated, from both the employment insurance fund and
excessive taxation by the federal government, to pay down the debt
—the provinces are having trouble balancing their budgets. A
number of them are running a deficit. So, this ensures that the
provinces and Quebec will continue to see their debt spiral.

I repeat again that there is no logic either financially or in terms of
services, because the provinces and Quebec pay a much higher
interest rate than the federal government. This means that money is
being taken from those paying significant interest on their debt, and
the federal debt, which has a lower interest rate, is being paid off.
Financially and in terms of services, there is no logic to this.

We must remember that a fiscal imbalance means fewer health
care and educational services. This will not fix itself over time.

® (1240)

For example, when a child is living in poverty because the federal
government has cut employment insurance and does not want to
transfer the money to which the provinces and Quebec are entitled,
via the social programs, that child is the one to pay the price. If the
federal government does not remedy this in five years, that child will
have lived in poverty for five years, and the impact will be life long.
This is something the bureaucrats in Ottawa just do not get. When a
jobless person does not get benefits, the situation will never be
remedied, because the economic and social insecurity of today will
have an impact for the rest of his life. Child poverty has the same
effect.

Every time the federal government puts off solving fiscal
imbalance, social and democratic and service levels are affected.
The harm done will never be remedied, even if we do manage to
force the government to remedy the situation.
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I will point out, before closing my remarks, that it is also a
problem of democracy, if legislative assemblies, the Quebec
National Assembly for instance, do not have the necessary resources
to translate their decisions into concrete action. Parental leave is an
excellent example of this. Since 1997, the Government of Quebec,
whether Parti Québecois or Liberal, has had this more generous and
more accessible parental leave on its books, but the National
Assembly is incapable of implementing a democratic decision that
reflects the will of the people of Quebec. We are dealing here with a
real democratic deficit caused by fiscal imbalance and by the federal
Liberals' lack of desire to correct it.

[English]

Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Madam
Speaker, I rise in support of Bill C-39. The NDP has already
indicated its support; however, I am compelled to speak about the
fact that there is a lack of accountability in the bill.

In order for Canadians to have continued confidence in our health
care system, they need to know how and where their money is being
spent and what the results are. This is not a lone voice in the
wilderness that is calling for accountability. It is supported by any
number of sources. I will quote from a number of different
documents.

The first is the “Health Care Renewal in Canada: Accelerating
Change” document put out by the Health Council of Canada. The
council is quite unequivocal in its statements around the need for
accountability. It starts out by talking about the fact that governments
are making significant investments in health care and how Canadians
will know whether the money is being spent on health care renewal.
The council goes on to talk about the fact that money is important. I
will quote directly from the document:

Inform Canadians as to whether the increased investments in health care are
supporting the change governments have agreed to implement—

The council stated:

We believe the public has a right to know how the money has been spent across
the country.

It will report about this in its annual reports, but it is very clear to
the council that there is a fundamental issue attached to the question
of money, how it is being spent, what the results are, and what is
being achieved.

The next document is quite an interesting one. It is called,
“Principles for Governance, Management, Accountability and
Shared Responsibility” and was put out by the Canadian Health
Care Association and the CCAF. Their opening statement is actually
a quote from an address by the Prime Minister at the first ministers
meeting on September 13, 2004:

When it comes to health reform, Canadians expect real and meaningful

accountability. They deserve to know what they should expect—and what they are
getting.

The document lays out some key principles around what we
expect out of accountability.

As the minister pointed out earlier today, we are spending
significant amounts of money in health care over the next 10 years.
Surely Canadians deserve to know how that money is being spent.
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One of the things the CCAF and CHA outline is that health system
partners need to demonstrate commitment to public transparency and
accountability. They do this by explaining to and involving the
public in what they plan to do, how well the system is performing,
and the implications of both. Surely these are the elements of good
practice in any kind of respect. They then go on to outline areas of
responsibility. Under public accountability and involvement, the
CHA and CCAF outline a principle which states:

Health system partners need to demonstrate commitment to public transparency
and accountability. They do this by explaining to, and involving the public in, what
they plan to do, how well the system is performing, and the implications of both.

Again, this is a fundamental principle on how Canadians need to
have access to how Canadian tax dollars are being spent.

They go on to talk about how these things might be reported.
Again, these are principles. These are non-profit bodies that are
talking about principles in terms of accountability and transparency.
They talk about reporting principles and standards being key to the
integrity and utility of reported information and a prerequisite for fair
comparison and benchmarking. They state:

Principles and standards may be issued as a pronouncement by the requiring
party, or developed cooperatively. Regardless of how they are developed, these
reporting principles and standards should be commonly understood and consistently
applied.

To me that means there is an agreement on what we should be
reporting, and it should be clearly understood by all parties,
including the Canadian public.

On the first ministers health care agreement the Canadian Health
Coalition actually issued a report card in September 2004. Under the
accountability and reporting aspect of the report card the government
was given a D. The coalition said that the agreement is based more
on trust and an assumption that the public will hold governments to
account. We are talking assumptions here.

®(1245)

Since the weak accountability facilitates privatization by stealth,
Canadians will have to be diligent to ensure real accountability.
Medicare is still on life support, not from lack of money, but because
of weak controls on where and how the money will be spent.

The Canadian Health Coalition is talking about the fact that what
we really need to do is follow the money. The CHC did a detailed
analysis on the 10 year plan to strengthen health care. I will quote
from the document on accountability and reporting to Canadians. I
talked about the fact that the agreement is based on trust. The
document states:
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It is no coincidence that the governments with the most resistance to meaningful
accountability (Alberta, Quebec and B.C.) are the ones determined to transfer the
delivery of insured health services over to commercial, for-profit health care
corporations. Proponents of private, for-profit health services do not want public
funds accounted for or traced but this is what true accountability requires. Canadians
don't realize that current accountability requirements in federal legislation are being
ignored by the federal government. Under the Canada Health Act, the Minister of
Health has a statutory duty to monitor, report and enforce compliance with the five
criteria of the Act. The Minister's annual report to Parliament on the Canada Health
Act consistently fails to identify, report and stop privatization initiatives underway in
several provinces. This poses a serious threat to the integrity and viability of
Medicare.

The CHC goes on to state:

We expect the Canadian Institute for Health Information and the Health Council
of Canada to include in their data collection and analysis a breakdown, by mode of
delivery of health care services specifically, for-profit and not-for-profit. A full public
accounting would expose unfavourable comparisons between private for-profit and
public not-for-profit....Citizens need an accountability mechanism which is
independent and in the public domain. The Health Council of Canada could grow
into that role with public pressure and direction. The first task for the Health Council
must include tracking every single dollar of public funds in health care in order to
monitor how much is going to investor-owned private for-profit health care, home
care, and long-term care and the health outcomes and financial performance
achieved. Canadians must also insist that the federal Minister of Health correct the
deficiencies in monitoring, reporting and enforcing the Canada Health Act.

It is clear that there is a reluctance by the government to report on
the dollars that are being spent, because it is en masse for profit
delivery that is creeping throughout Canada.

One of the things that is fundamental in the Canada Health Act
and one of the program criterion is public administration. It is a
fundamental criterion for receiving funds under the Canada Health
Act. The act itself states:

In order to satisfy the criterion respecting public administration,

(a) the health care insurance plan of a province must be administered and operated
on a non-profit basis by a public authority appointed or designated by the
government of the province—

In the prebudget consultation to the report on the Standing
Committee on Finance, which is talking about health care and how
money is spent, I quote:

Several witnesses spoke about specific aspects of the Canada Health Act. While
witnesses generally support the principles contained in the Act, there was concern
that some of the principles are not being respected and that information provided to
Parliament is not accurately indicating the degree to which privatization initiatives
are underway in several provinces. In particular, it was recommended that the
ministers of Finance, and Health fully enforce the accountability mechanisms in the
Canada Health Act and that provinces/territories be required to provide information
on the mode of delivery of health care services, in particular for-profit and investor
owned versus public and not-for-profit.

This is from the prebudget consultation which was clearly calling
for more accountability. Yet when we look at Bill C-39, any
mechanisms for accountability are absent from that bill. It is very
cold comfort to hear that there will be a review done in 2008. That is
like slamming the barn door shut after the horse has escaped.

We are talking about some of the pillars around public
administration and the issue that we are not able to look at the
impact health care dollars are having and where they are being spent.
In my own province we have a current P3 under way and the
government cannot tell me that this is a for profit situation.

® (1250)

We have an organization called Access Health Abbotsford, which
is a consortium that includes the Dutch bank ABN AMRO, U.S.

health giant Johnson & Johnson and Sodexho, a French cleaning and
food services company, that will be responsible for the design,
construction, financing and maintenance of the hospital that is being
built in Abbotsford. Surely that is a for profit organization, which
seems to be very dismissive of one of the key pillars of the Canada
Health Act.

How will Bill C-39 protect Canadian taxpayers from that kind of
creeping privatization. There are certainly any number of questions
about the quality of for profit health care. Again, independent studies
have been conducted and established on these kinds of private health
care delivery.

Canadians deserve to know how the money invested in health care
is being spent. Canadians are very passionate about their health care
system, and they want to continue to see a publicly funded and
publicly delivered health care system.

We are asking the Minister of Health and the Prime Minister to
honour their commitments. In the minister's own words, he stated
after being sworn in:

I can tell you that what we need to do is stem the tide of privatization in Canada

and expand public delivery of health care so we have a stronger health-care system
for all Canadians.

Those are very strong words. It would be shameful if the
government did not live up to its commitment around that.

I will go on and repeat the Prime Minister's words because they
bear repeating. He made a commitment around real and meaningful
accountability. He said was:

When it comes to health reform, Canadians expect real and meaningful

accountability. They deserve to know what they should expect—and what they are
getting.

Surely stating that Canadians deserve to know what they should
expect and what they get talks about accountability. It should be one
of the fundamental principles in the bill. It is glaringly absent.

I would urge that we quickly put in mechanisms to deal with the
accountability, so Canadians have some confidence in where their
health dollars are being spent, and that we can proudly stand up and
talk about the fact that we have a publicly funded and publicly
delivered health care system.

® (1255)

Mr. Bill Siksay (Burnaby—Douglas, NDP): Madam Speaker,
the member raises a crucial point around the question of
accountability in our health care spending. I agree with her that
this is a glaring omission from the legislation, particularly when we
look at the kind of feedback that she quoted from the Canadian
Health Coalition, which generally gives the government a “D” when
it comes to accountability in health care spending in its past efforts.
It does not give us much confidence for the future.

I also agree with her when she raises the serious concerns about
for profit health care, especially in our home province of British
Columbia. It always boggles my mind when we talk about for profit
health care. Just the very nature of for profit health care introduces a
major new expense into the system that we do not currently have.
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Profit is a huge expense to the health care system, to any system.
Taking profit out of the system, constitutes a major and significant
new expenditure. | have real problems with that.

Today, we heard the member for Nanaimo—Cowichan ask the
minister questions in question period around credit card medicine. [
was not too impressed with his response. The minister stood up and
said that he would defend the Canada Health Act. However, he was
not very specific. We have not seen much action on that front.

I am not one to heckle much in the House. My colleague from
Winnipeg heard that I came to that point today when the minister
was responding. I asked rhetorically for the minister to show us his
teeth behind his promise to enforce the Canada Health Act.

What does she think about the minister's response to her questions
today about credit card medicine in Canada?

Ms. Jean Crowder: Madam Speaker, in question period, the
minister's response was that perhaps I needed to turn up my hearing
aid. I guess my response to that would have been, for what? To hear
more empty promises around credit card medicine?”

However, on credit card medicine, again the Canadian Health
Coalition's analysis around the first ministers health care agreement,
and of course Bill C-39 is a result of it, was a D grade for stemming
the tide of privatization, as well. Again quoting from the analysis,
which is very appropriate. It states:

The First Ministers” Health Care Agreement is silent on the question of for-profit
delivery of healthservices. Indeed, the very day the agreement was signed the bold
headline in the National Post read:“Privatized Care Keeps Expanding”.

The proliferation of investor-owned private, for-profit clinics and facilities acts
like a viral infection inthe body of Canada’s public health care system. The for-profit
health care virus cannot exist withoutfeeding off and damaging public bodies.
Canada’s largest and richest provinces are laying thefoundations for a private parallel
for-profit regime. This trend threatens the integrity and the viabilityof the public
health care system. This is happening without any public discussion by First
Ministers.Indeed, it is a plan whose objectives no politician dare utter in public.

It goes on to say:

The corporate virus infection in Canada’s health care delivery system may have
been driven underground. However, it remains a serious threat as it can spread
through stealth, deception, and lack of accountability.

I interject here to underline “lack of accountability”.

It goes on to say:

It flourishes in the dark but runs from the light of public scrutiny. You don’t
stopthe spread of a life threatening virus by not talking about it. Instead, you first
isolate and then treatand eradicate the virus light of public scrutiny. You don’t stop
the spread of a life threatening virus by not talking about it. Instead, you first isolate
and then treat and eradicate the virus. The proliferation of initiatives to privatize
health care delivery undermines the letter (objectives) andthe spirit (purpose) of the
Canada Health Act. It represents a significant threat to the publicly fundedhealth care
system, in particular including the requirements that universal access to publicly
fundedhealth care be provided on uniform terms and conditions to all insured
persons.

I am quoting from Dr. Arnold Relman's testimony at the Kirby
Senate committee. He states:

The facts are that no one has ever shown, in fair, accurate comparisons, that for-
profit makes for greater efficiency or better quality, and certainly have never shown
that it serves the public interest any better. Never.

Why do so many First Ministers and their officials show no interest in the facts, or
the values uponwhich Medicare is built? The noticeable exceptions are Premier
Calvert of Saskatchewan andManitoba Premier Doer, who both explicitly referred to
not-for profit delivery of care. If Canadiansare gullible and listen to the true believers
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in the miraculous powers of the market to solvehealth care problems, we will pay
dearly for the mistake.

That is a very clear indictment of the kind of creeping
privatization happening in our health care system. Accountability
measures need to be open and transparent so Canadians can see
where their health care dollars are spent.

® (1300)

Mr. Richard Harris (Cariboo—Prince George, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I listened to the member from the NDP. I have to ask this.
Where was she between 1991 and 2000, when the NDP was in
power in British Columbia? It was doing to health care exactly what
that member is saying this government is doing. We saw the health
care in British Columbia sink to its lowest point of delivering service
and its highest point of waiting lists that that province or any
province has ever seen.

How on earth does she expect Canada to operate on what she is
saying when there are examples like British Columbia, an NDP
government in those years, that totally were a dismal failure in the
business of health care?

Ms. Jean Crowder: Madam Speaker, I am so pleased to get up
and respond to that question. Let us talk about the fact that federal
transfers to health care were continuously being reduced, crushing
provincial governments with a debt load that was unbelievable.

If we want to talk about where the responsibility for those kinds of
things lie, let us talk about where it really belongs. It started with
Conservatives and then ended up with Liberals.

What we want to talk about is the fact that slashing and cutting
does not ensure we have a health care system that remains on a stable
footing.

An hon. member: It is amazing it survived at all with you guys.

Ms. Jean Crowder: Absolutely. What we now have is a legacy. It
has a legacy that talks to the fact that we need to reinvest in
innovative health care, but it has to be publicly funded and publicly
delivered.

We need to take a look at some of the really excellent practices
happening throughout Canada. They talk about the fact that we can
make health care a quality, affordable, long term strategy for all
Canadians. That is where we need to spend our energy.

Hon. Marlene Jennings (Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime
Minister (Canada—U.S.), Lib.): Madam Speaker, the hon. member
on the other side might have a bit more credibility if she would admit
that the NDP government in B.C. made its independent choices as to
where it would put its money. It was responsible for any of the
problems that now exist in terms of various social health programs.

Why is the hon. member not prepared to admit that the provincial
NDP government was responsible for the problems in the health care
system? That government was a disaster. Why will she not admit
that?
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Ms. Jean Crowder: Madam Speaker, as soon as we talk about
accountability, it is interesting to note that members of the House
begin to point fingers at provincial governments. I thank the Bloc for
talking about fiscal imbalance and the crisis being by many of our
provinces.

Let me just talk about child care for example. British Columbia is
struggling with a lack of child care spaces, again, because funding is
not coming in on a consistent basis.

We need to talk about responsible partnerships between federal
and provincial governments and talk about responsible fiscal
arrangements that would allow provinces to fulfill their mandates
in the direct delivery of service.

Mr. Brian Pallister: Madam Speaker, I rise on a point of order.
For clarification, the government member opposite is blaming the
provincial NDP for the problems in health care in British Columbia.
[ am just—

The Acting Speaker (Hon. Jean Augustine): Order, please. The
member is well aware that is not a point of order.

Is the House ready for the question?
Some hon. members: Question.

The Acting Speaker (Hon. Jean Augustine): The question is on
the motion. Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
(Bill read the third time and passed)

* % %

CIVIL MARRIAGE ACT

The House resumed from February 16 consideration of the motion
that Bill C-38, an act respecting certain aspects of legal capacity for
marriage for civil purposes, be read the second time and referred to a
committee, and of the amendment.

Mr. Tom Wappel (Scarborough Southwest, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, it is a privilege to rise today to make some comments with
respect to Bill C-38. I want to divide my remarks into four basic
sections: first, I will briefly make some political observations;
second, I will deal with how I see the history of this matter; third, I
will discuss what I consider to be a duty to act; and fourth, I will
examine Bill C-38 and what I consider to be its weaknesses.

Just a few words on politics. I am privileged to be in my 17th year
as a member of Parliament. During that period of time I have served
with three leaders of the Liberal Party and one interim leader of the
Liberal Party. Throughout that time my opposition to same sex
marriage has been well known. Yet it is obvious by the fact that [ am
the first Liberal backbencher to speak, in fact the first Liberal to
speak immediately after the Prime Minister, that there is no
underhandedness in determining who will speak to this bill on this
side.

In 17 years under three leaders and one interim leader, never have
I been asked to submit a speech to anyone to have it reviewed or to
have it vetted. Not that it would work, but it has simply never

happened. I lament that there are situations where people seem to
think that is necessary in a House of free and open debate.

I would like to turn now to the history of this matter as I see it.
Back in Chilliwack, British Columbia, in 1994, I issued my first
speech on this matter. I predicted that if matters were not observed
quickly and a halt was not put to the movement, same sex marriage
would become a fact in this country.

In a paper dated November 16, 1994, which I distributed to all
members of Parliament, so anyone who was a member of Parliament
in 1994 received it, I outlined exactly how this would happen and the
steps that would be used to achieve this objective.

Sadly for me, because I hoped I would be wrong, matters have
proceeded exactly as I predicted almost 11 years ago. Unfortunately,
people refused to listen and they refused to believe.

I wrote a letter to former justice minister, Mr. Rock, pointing out
that there was a court decision in Ontario from the then divisional
court where two judges to one had decided in favour of traditional
marriage. My point was that the dissenting judge had found that
traditional marriage was unconstitutional. I warned the justice
minister of the day that two to one in favour of traditional marriage
today could be two to one against traditional marriage tomorrow, and
what was he going to do about it?

He had written a letter to a concerned Canadian and this is dated
February 24, 1997. I want to quote two paragraphs from it. It reads:

I take your concerns and those of Mr. Wappel seriously, but I do not agree that it is
necessary to legislate to define marriage in heterosexual terms and I would like to
take this opportunity to clarify why. The definition of marriage in law in Canada is
already the union of one man and one woman to the exclusion of all others.

Thus, the definition of marriage is already clear in law in Canada as the union of
two persons of the opposite sex. Counsel from my department have successfully
defended, and will continue to defend, this concept of marriage in court. Let me
assure you that this government remains committed to supporting Canadian families
and that there are no plans to change the concept of marriage in Canada.

I was not reassured by the reassurance and therefore I proposed a
bill to amend the Marriage Act of Canada to enshrine the traditional
definition of marriage into law.

®(1310)

I explained to the then justice minister why this was necessary
given the divisions that were beginning to appear in the courts in our
country. I brought that bill forward and it was vociferously opposed
by the Department of Justice of the day. A new justice minister took
up the cause and wrote to a supporter of my private member's bill on
April 24, 1998. Justice Minister McLellan stated:

I take your concerns and those of Mr. Wappel seriously, but do not agree that it is
necessary to legislate to define marriage in heterosexual terms, and I would like to
take this opportunity to clarify why.

Clearly, everyone can see it is the same wording as a year ago
from a previous justice minister. It continues:
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The definition of marriage in law in Canada is already the union of one man and
one woman to the exclusion of all others. It is not necessary to pass such legislation
as in legal terms it would not add to or clarify the present state of the law in Canada.

Thus, the definition of marriage is already clear in law in Canada as the union of
two persons of the opposite sex. Counsel from my department have successfully
defended, and will continue to defend, this concept of marriage in court. Indeed, the
same concept of marriage is present throughout the world. Even in the few European
countries...which allow limited recognition of same sex relationships, sometimes in
the same manner as common law spouses, a clear distinction is maintained in the law
between marriage and same sex partnerships.

The House considered a motion on June 8, 1999, which stated:

That, in the opinion of this House, it is necessary, in light of public debate around
recent court decisions, to state that marriage is and should remain the union of one
man and one woman to the exclusion of all others, and that Parliament will take all
necessary steps to preserve this definition of marriage in Canada.

That motion passed 216 to 55. Among the members of Parliament
who voted in favour of that motion were, according to Hansard, Mr.
Cauchon, Mr. Chrétien (Saint-Maurice), Madam McLellan (Edmon-
ton West), Mr. Martin (LaSalle—Emard), and Mr. Rock.

In the year 2000 the House passed legislation known legally as the
Statutes of Canada 2000, Chapter 12. In section 1.1 of that act, the
House of Commons, in a government bill, supported by the
Government of Canada, enacted the following legislation. This is not
a preamble; this is legislation.

For greater certainty, the amendments made by this Act do not affect the meaning
of the word “marriage”, that is, the lawful union of one man and one woman to the
exclusion of all others.

In the face of that, in June of 2003 along comes the Court of
Appeal decision in Halpern. In the meantime, the Prime Minister of
the day had mandated the justice committee of Parliament to go
across Canada to study this issue, make recommendations, and
deliver a report to Parliament so that Parliament could debate this
issue.

This brings me to the next part of my speech concerning duty
bound to act. I maintain that it was the duty of the prime minister of
the day and the justice minister of the day to uphold the laws and
integrity of Parliament. As we have already heard, two justice
ministers had already stated that the law was clear. A motion had
been passed by Parliament supported overwhelmingly, including the
government members and the cabinet, that the definition was
included in a statute of the Parliament of Canada and the justice
committee was mandated to study this issue.

After Parliament was adjourned and we were no longer sitting in
caucuses, the Court of Appeal decision came out. Contrary to this
duty to act to support the laws of Canada and the Parliament of
Canada and the integrity of the Parliament of Canada, the prime
minister of the day, without consultation with caucus, without
consultation with Parliament, and without letting the justice
committee finish its job, decided not to appeal the Court of Appeal
decision of the province of Ontario, effectively undercutting and
undermining his own legislation and the expressed will of
Parliament.

® (1315)

I would now like to explain my views on why I consider Bill C-38
to be discriminatory, a sham, and a hoax on parliamentarians and
Canadians. I am going to refer specifically to each of those
categories.

Government Orders

In my view this bill is discriminatory. It has been argued that same
sex marriage is somehow a right. This is not legally accurate. The
Supreme Court, in the reference decision, did not declare that
permitting same sex couples to marry was a right. Absolutely no
country in the entire world has declared it to be a human right,
including the two countries which presently allow same sex
marriages. No one has done that.

How can something be a right when it is not recognized in law by
anyone in any country in the world, including the Supreme Court of
Canada, as a declared right? Therefore, to say a right is a right in the
context of same sex marriage is legally wrong.

Then we have to turn to section 15 of the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms which talks about laws being enacted without discrimina-
tion; in this case, without discrimination on the basis of sexual
orientation. We have to look at the institution of marriage then.

Is the institution of marriage discriminatory? Of course it is, by its
very nature. We cannot get married unless we are of a certain age.
That is discrimination on the basis of age. We cannot get married if
we do not have proper mental capacity. That is discrimination on the
basis of disability. We cannot get married unless we are of the proper
bloodline. That is discrimination on the basis of who our parents are
or who our siblings are, including, as we will see later, adoptive
children.

It discriminates against religion because it says we can only have
in this country, not in the world but in this country, one spouse: one
wife or husband. This is discrimination on the basis of sexual
orientation because it says we must marry someone of the opposite
sex.

To my mind the bill seeks to “fix” discrimination on the basis of
sexual orientation by allowing people of the same sex to marry, but
at the very same time the bill continues to permit discrimination on
the basis of age. People still have to be of a certain age even though
according to our laws, they can legally have sexual intercourse at the
age of 14, but they cannot marry at the age of 14. It discriminates
continuously on the basis of mental capacity and who decides on the
mental capacity. It discriminates on the basis of bloodline and
indeed, this particular bill perpetuates that discrimination in clause
13. It states:

Subsection 2(2) of the Marriage (Prohibited Degrees) Act is replaced by the
following:

(2) No person shall marry another person if they are related lineally, or as brother
or sister or half-brother or half-sister, including by adoption.

It discriminates and continues to discriminate on the basis of
religion because it says in clause 2:

Marriage, for civil purposes, is the lawful union of two persons to the exclusion of
all others.

That discriminates against those religions that believe that it is
perfectly acceptable to have more than one spouse. That is
discrimination on the basis of religion.
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Therefore, why is it acceptable to remove discrimination on the
basis of sexual orientation but continue to permit and perpetuate in
legislation and common law other forms of discrimination? Either
we eliminate all forms of discrimination or we leave the current
definition alone. It has worked for millennia. If it ain't broke, don't
fix it.

That brings me to the subject of polygamy. Some say that raising
polygamy is a red herring and has nothing whatsoever to do with this
bill. That is utter legal nonsense. Polygamy is currently against the
law, section 293 of the Criminal Code.

® (1320)

At the stroke of a judicial pen, that section can be declared
unconstitutional on the basis of section 15 charter guarantees of
freedom of religion. People say that is not going to happen, but [ am
going to give two real life examples.

The first one is the very definition of marriage. The law of this
country was the common law for millennia. The law was that people
had to be of the opposite sex. With the stroke of a pen, that which
was illegal was made legal by the courts, not by the Parliament of
Canada.

Section 159 of the Criminal Code reads: “Every person who
engages in an act of anal intercourse is guilty of an indictable
offence...”. It goes on. There are exceptions: “...any two persons,
each of whom is eighteen years of age or more,both of whom
consent to the act.” That is fine. There is no problem there.

That section was challenged on the basis that it was discriminatory
because of age. Justice Abella of the Ontario Court of Appeal struck
that section down because it was contrary to the age discrimination
in section 15, in her view.What did that mean? That meant that for
the Criminal Code of Canada, written into the laws of this country,
which denied anal intercourse to people under the age of 18, with the
stroke of a judicial pen that which was illegal became legal.

Why would members think, when those two examples have
already occurred, it is beyond the pale that a judge at the stroke of a
pen will declare polygamy legal because the law against it
discriminates on the basis of religion?

Those who argue in favour of polygamy will say, “How can we
end discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation in marriage but
continue to permit discrimination on the basis of religious beliefs in
marriage?” Where is the logic in opposing this argument?

Why is this bill a sham? First, the preamble is sleight of hand. It is
meaningless legally. A court can refer to and follow preambles and
has, and a court can ignore and has ignored preambles. The courts
have already ignored the express will of Parliament, as I read from
section 1.1 of the Modernization of Benefits and Obligations Act, so
why does anyone think they will not ignore a preamble?

Why is the bill a hoax? Clause 3 of the bill states:

It is recognized that officials of religious groups are free to refuse to perform
marriages that are not in accordance with their religious beliefs.

The Supreme Court in the reference decision has stated clearly and
unequivocally that this subject matter is out of bounds to the federal
Parliament; it is ultra vires federal Parliament. That is not the

member for Scarborough Southwest speaking. That is the Supreme
Court of Canada speaking:
Legislative competence over the performance or solemnization of marriage is

exclusively allocated to the provinces under s. 92(12) of the Constitution Act,
1867....Section 2 of the Proposed Act is therefore ultra vires Parliament.

Section 2 of the proposed act was virtually the same wording that
is in Bill C-38. The court goes on to say:

While it is true that Parliament has exclusive jurisdiction to enact declaratory
legislation relating to the interpretation of its own statutes, such declaratory
provisions can have no bearing on the constitutional division of legislative authority.
That is a matter to be determined, should the need arise, by the courts. It follows that
a federal provision seeking to ensure that the Act within which it is situated is not
interpreted so as to trench on provincial powers can have no effect and is superfluous.

That section has no effect and is superfluous, according to the
Supreme Court of Canada. How can a justice minister put a section
into an act which the Supreme Court of Canada has already said is
ultra vires Parliament of Canada? He cannot do it.

In conclusion, I just want the people of my riding to remember
that I was very clear in my position. In June 2003 in my householder,
I said:

—Parliament, by statute, reaffirmed the definition of marriage as the union of one
man and one woman, to the exclusion of all others.

For me, there can be no other definition of this term.

®(1325)

This has been my consistent public position since I entered public
life in 1988, four elections ago. My position is firm and unalterable. I
will do all I can as an individual to try to preserve and promote the
only definition of marriage I know.

I ask the Parliament of Canada to defeat this legislation and ensure
that marriage remains between one man and one woman, to the
exclusion of all others.

Ms. Rona Ambrose (Edmonton—Spruce Grove, CPC):
Madam Speaker, many countries and states have extended or are
considering extending the same rights in law to same sex couples.
Some countries in fact have established provisions to recognize
partnerships as civil unions with some or all of the same rights in law
that married couples have. These include such countries as Denmark,
Finland, Greenland, Iceland, Norway, Sweden, Hungary, France and
Germany.

The government of the member opposite has said that the position
of the Conservative Party is not moderate or not reasonable. Given
that many of the European countries, as well as many moderate
governments around the world, have adopted positions similar to
ours, I wonder if the member opposite could comment on this.

Mr. Tom Wappel: Madam Speaker, the member is asking two
questions, one about civil unions and the other about politics.

Obviously the nature of this place is such that one side is going to
say that the other side is wrong. We saw what happened in the last
election. We saw what happened in the reports of the debates of the
leaders' speeches. This is a very emotional topic. People take their
positions very carefully and strongly. To my mind, this matter should
be debated in, if | may put it this way, a very legalistic manner, to
take a look and see what the ramifications are.
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From the point of view of civil unions, my answer would be this.
If we take the analogy of a hockey game, particularly a Stanley Cup
hockey game, one never worries about the next game until one wins
the period one is in. There is no point in even discussing civil unions
if the bill passes, because if the bill passes we will have same sex
marriage in this country. To my mind, the object is to defeat this bill.
Once Parliament has spoken and the same sex marriage bill is
defeated, then Parliament will have to come to grips with what the
alternatives are.

Clearly one of the alternatives is civil unions. That was discussed
when we were speaking to the pension benefits act. It was spoken to
in a whole series of discussion groups, both within the Liberal Party
and across the country. It is one of the alternatives that has been
suggested. The member is absolutely right: many countries have
adopted it.

® (1330)

The Acting Speaker (Hon. Jean Augustine): The member will
have seven minutes and thirty seconds at the next round of debate.

It being 1:30 p.m., the House will now proceed to the
consideration of private members' business as listed on today's
order paper.

PRIVATE MEMBERS' BUSINESS
[English]

DEFINITION OF MARRIAGE ACT

Mr. Rob Moore (Fundy Royal, CPC) moved that Bill C-268, an
act to confirm the definition of marriage and to preserve ceremonial
rights, be read the second time and referred to a committee.

He said: Madam Speaker,]I rise today to speak to my private
member's bill, Bill C-268, an act to confirm the definition of
marriage.

I was first elected to this House in June 2004. As a new member
of Parliament, I was pleased when I was drawn fourth overall in the
lottery on private members' business. Under the rules for private
members' business this meant that I would be able to introduce a bill
and have it considered, debated and voted on by members of
Parliament.

I must say, however, that my work on this bill has been a reality
check and illustrates to me that the democratic deficit our current
Prime Minister had promised to slay is indeed alive and well.

My bill is unique in that it is relevant to the debate we are having
in this House today on the Liberals' plan to change the definition of
marriage. It is also unique because it is the only private member's bill
in this session that has been deemed non-votable.

This private member's bill, like the government's Bill C-38,
provides a legislated definition of marriage. However, unlike Bill
C-38, my bill defines marriage as it always has been known: as the
union of one man and one woman, to the exclusion of all others.

However, my bill will not be voted on, as the Standing Committee
on Procedure and House Affairs ruled that my bill would be non-
votable. The Liberals prevented my bill from bill being voted on so

Private Members' Business

that this issue would only come forward to this House in their
timing.

This constitutes, in my opinion, a gross interference by the Liberal
government in private members' business. Private members' business
is limited to only a few hours per week and there is already too little
opportunity for members of Parliament to represent their constituents
in this House.

To say the least, I also found the rationale for the committee's
rejection of votable status for my bill to be without merit. I find that
the process that led them to the decision was certainly flawed.

First, the Subcommittee on Private Members' Business met in
private and in camera, without any representation from me, and acted
as judge, jury and executioner of my bill by declaring it non-votable.

I of course appealed this decision to the full membership of the
Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs, where the
membership also prevented my bill from being made votable. Their
flawed argument was that my bill was clearly unconstitutional.

To suggest that my private members' bill is clearly in violation of
the Constitution is to take on the role of justices of the court, not
parliamentarians. It is the constitutionality of the traditional
definition of marriage that was the very issue in the reference the
Attorney General of Canada put forward to the Supreme Court on
January 28 of last year. The reference question states:

Is the opposite-sex requirement for marriage for civil purposes, as established by
the common law and set out for Quebec in section 5 of the Federal Law-Civil Law
Harmonization Act, No. 1, consistent with the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms? If not, in what particular or particulars and to what extent?

The committee prejudged the outcome of this important reference
to the highest court of the land and therefore acted contemptuous to
both the Supreme Court of Canada and to the Attorney General of
Canada.

I argued at committee that if the constitutionality of even the
common law definition of marriage, let alone a legislated definition
of marriage, were clear, then there would be no need to ask the
Supreme Court of Canada the question.

The Attorney General had put a bona fide question to the court.
Why would the Attorney General waste taxpayers' money and the
high court's time to answer a question that clearly had already been
answered?

Under our judicial system, a decision of a provincial court only
has application within the province in which that decision was
rendered. The only court decision that applies to every province is
that of the Supreme Court of Canada. In fact, this is the definition
most recently upheld by Parliament as part of the Modernization of
Benefits and Obligations Act.

In this respect, the ruling of the committee was in breach of the
law passed by Parliament four years ago.
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The definition of marriage contained in the bill is the same one
that is the law in four provinces and two territories in this country.
Further, British Columbia and Ontario courts of appeals went to
great lengths to emphasize that they were changing the common law
definition of marriage and that there was no legislated definition of
marriage for them to deal with.

Bill C-268 contains a legislated definition of marriage with which
the courts have not yet dealt.

Oftentimes a provincial court of appeal decision is overturned by
the Supreme Court of Canada in favour of the reasoning of the
original court. In both B.C. and Ontario there are lower court
decisions that found the traditional definition of marriage was in fact
constitutional. Further, the Supreme Court of Canada has never
indicated in any ruling that the traditional definition of marriage was
unconstitutional. To the contrary, when the Supreme Court ruled in
the Egan case, Justice La Forest stated:

Marriage has from time immemorial been firmly grounded in our legal tradition,
one that is itself a reflection of long-standing, philosophical and religious traditions.

He went on to say, “In this sense marriage is by nature
heterosexual”.

In spite of all this, the committee found that my bill was clearly
unconstitutional.

The Standing Orders do not say that a bill is non-votable because
it may, could, likely, or possibly violates the Constitution. The
threshold is much higher. A bill must clearly violate the Constitution
to be deemed non-votable. I submit that in light of the facts that I
have already set out, my bill fell far short of that threshold.

In the meantime, since the committee ruled my bill non-votable,
the Supreme Court has finally rendered its decision in the reference
case. In the case it did not in fact find that the traditional definition of
marriage was unconstitutional. As a matter of fact, it did not answer
the very question that was put to it by the attorney general and
therefore it put the issue back into the hands of Parliament. This is
exactly what my bill would have done.

The great irony of my bill and the government's bill is that the
Supreme Court ruling did not in any way whatsoever indicate that
the traditional definition of marriage contained in my bill was
unconstitutional. However, the court did rule that the government's
bill, specifically the clause that purports to protect religious
freedoms, was in fact ultra vires and unconstitutional.

I think it is important for members to remember, and for
Canadians to understand, that allowing my bill to proceed through
our democratic process in no way indicates support for the substance
of the bill, but failure to do so clearly indicates suppression of
democracy. By denying parliamentarians the opportunity to vote on
my bill, we are subverting the limited democratic gains that we have
made in the House.

We must remember that it is the role of Parliament to legislate, not
to determine the validity of legislation. That role in our system is
filled by the courts. It is the responsibility of Parliament to deal with
matters of important social policy.

At every turn the Liberal government has sought to avoid
meaningful public consultation and debate on the very important and
foundational issue of marriage. When the House of Commons
considered the issue of same sex marriage in 1999, not that long ago,
the then justice minister and current Deputy Prime Minister clearly
stated to Canadians, “The government has no intention of changing
the definition of marriage or of legislating same sex marriages”.

At that time the government supported a motion which promised
to use all necessary means to defend the traditional definition of
marriage. In a true free vote the motion passed the House of
Commons by a margin of 215 to 55, with the current Prime Minister
and most of the then cabinet voting in favour of the traditional
definition of marriage.

We fast forward a few years and today the position of the
government stands exactly opposite to the position it promised to
uphold in 1999. Instead of using all necessary means to uphold the
traditional definition of marriage, the government is relying on a
whipped vote to force cabinet ministers and some parliamentary
secretaries to support legislation that would change the definition of
marriage. Simultaneously we know that intense pressure is being
applied on the government's own backbenches to ensure a
favourable outcome for the government's controversial legislation.

What occurred between 1999 and 2005? How can something that
is not considered a fundamental right in 1999 suddenly be so
promoted in 2005?

® (1340)

The simple answer is that over the past five years the government
has slowly, methodically and deliberately circumvented the demo-
cratic process. It has used litigation at lower court levels to try to
create a fait accompli on the issue of same sex marriage.

Over the past several years, individual judges in lower courts of
several provinces have struck down the traditional definition of
marriage. However, the federal government refused to appeal lower
court rulings, suddenly adopting the position that same sex marriage
constitutes a fundamental right.

The federal government went so far as to stack the justice
committee for an important vote on whether to appeal the Halpern
Ontario Court of Appeal decision in this matter. It has further argued
that Parliament itself has no right to respond to these rulings with
legislation to protect the traditional definition of marriage.

In essence, the government attempted to shut down all meaningful
debate on a vital question that has far-reaching policy implications. It
was especially urgent for the Liberals that this issue not be front and
centre in the last election, so they did all in their power to stifle
debate and public input.

Last year this hidden Liberal agenda hit its first major snag. The
government had referred the issue of same sex marriage to the
Supreme Court asking four questions, one of which was whether the
traditional definition of marriage was constitutional. Although
federal lawyers tried to argue before the court that the traditional
definition of marriage was not constitutional, the Supreme Court
refused to be drawn into the political debate and declined to answer
the question.
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As a matter of fact, the Supreme Court, when we read its decision,
contemplated answering the question either way. This has returned
the matter to Parliament, which is exactly where it should be, for the
consequences of what the government is attempting to do are
serious.

Same sex marriage could have a profound implication on freedom
of religion and freedom of conscience in Canada. For example, we
have seen already where marriage commissioners in several
provinces have already lost their jobs for refusing to agree to same
sex marriage because it goes against their conscience. In an
interview on CPAC on December 12, 2004, the deputy House
leader for the Liberals stated that public servants, such as marriage
commissioners, who refused to accept same sex marriage should be
sanctioned or fired. That is shameful.

There is now a great concern in Canada that if same sex marriage
is legalized, it will have a profound and long-lasting implication for
freedom of religion and freedom of conscience, and it will become
increasingly difficult for people who do not agree with same sex
marriage to participate in public life.

While the government has claimed that it will protect religious
freedoms, the evidence does not support this assertion. After all, past
promises to use all necessary means to protect the traditional
definition of marriage were violated in less than five years.

Moreover, a clear signal has already been sent by virtue of the fact
that even cabinet ministers will not be permitted a free vote on this
question. If even the rights of cabinet ministers to express their views
on an issue of personal conscience cannot be protected, one can
hardly place much confidence in promises to protect the freedom of
other Canadians.

Further, the justice committee heard evidence that warned of the
social impact on changing the definition of marriage. Experts
testified that we were embarking on a policy experiment that would
have a profound impact on the way we view relationships and value
marriage in our society.

It was for these reasons that I introduced my bill, so that
Canadians could be engaged in a debate that the Liberals tried to
prevent from taking place. I am pleased that we were able to spark an
interest in this issue. I am grateful to the thousands of Canadians
who expressed support for our effort to preserve our most basic
social institution.

In light of the fact that the committee members did not have the
benefit of seeing the Supreme Court's decision before they made
their own decision, and in light of the fact that the court has not ruled
that the traditional definition of marriage is unconstitutional, I would
now ask for unanimous consent that my bill be made votable.

® (1345)

The Acting Speaker (Hon. Jean Augustine): Does the hon.
member have the unanimous consent of the House?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: No.

Private Members' Business

Mr. Rob Moore: Madam Speaker, I wish that this debate would
have had meaning and that my bill, like all of the others in
Parliament, would have been votable.

I also look forward to the day when we truly address the
democratic deficit so that all bills, not just those that serve the
government's agenda, can be moved forward, debated and voted on
by duly elected members of Parliament.

Hon. Paul DeVillers (Simcoe North, Lib.): Madam Speaker, the
opposition has chosen to use some of the important time set aside in
the House for a private member's bill to discuss yet another bill
respecting the definition of marriage.

Does the proposal contained in Bill C-268 provide the House with
any additional insight that could move the debate forward to
constructive options? I regret to say that it does not. The bill has
been ruled non-votable as unconstitutional in its approach. It is just
another iteration of earlier bills which sought to reinstate the
opposite sex requirements for civil marriage.

In his comments the hon. member referred to the opposition day
vote in 1999. I was one of the 55 members who voted against that
opposition day motion which would have had the effect of restricting
marriage to people of the opposite sex. I did so for the very reason
that one could foresee that the courts would apply section 15 of the
charter and would hold that requirement discriminatory. Much has
been made about it but it was foreseeable from a reading of the
charter and a clear understanding of it.

[Translation]

Under our Constitution, the courts are mandated to review
legislation to determine whether it meets charter requirements. The
courts in seven provinces, namely British Columbia, Saskatchewan,
Manitoba, Ontario, Quebec, Newfoundland and Labrador and Nova
Scotia, and one territory, Yukon, have now determined that the
requirement that a spouse be of the opposite sex no longer satisfies
the equality guarantees under section 15 of the charter. It is
discriminatory towards Canadian gays and lesbians who want to get
involved to the same extent as any other Canadian. It is
discriminatory to deny them access to the civil institution of
marriage.

The courts also clarified that their decision applies exclusively to
civil marriage. They clarified that the charter also guarantees
freedom of religion and that any religious group is free to continue to
refuse to perform marriages that are not in accordance with their
religious beliefs.

® (1350)

[English]

As members of the House are well aware, the government does
not believe that this important matter should be decided by the courts
in a patchwork of decisions across the country. The government
believes that the courts are correct in their legal conclusions, but at
the same time the government also fervently believes that only
Parliament has the ability to look at the complete picture in
designing a Canada-wide approach.
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Courts and Parliament each have their distinct and complementary
roles under our Constitution. That is why the government set in place
last year an approach to this important question that involved a full
and formal debate in Parliament.

Members will recall that in June 2003 following the Court of
Appeal decisions in Ontario and British Columbia, the government
announced that it would be drafting a bill and referring the matter to
the Supreme Court.

The government did draft a bill that contained two important
provisions. The first defined marriage as “the lawful union of two
persons to the exclusion of all others”. The second stated, “Nothing
in this act affects the freedom of officials of religious groups to
refuse to perform marriages that are not in accordance with their
religious beliefs”.

The bill currently before the House, Bill C-38, is based on the bill
that was referred to the Supreme Court of Canada. The bill ensures
full respect for both of the important fundamental principles
identified by the courts: equality based on personal characteristics
like race, language, sexual orientation; and freedom of religion.

To further ensure that the government was correct in law that the
bill would not infringe on freedom of religion, one of the specific
questions asked of the Supreme Court was: Does the freedom of
religion guarantee in paragraph 2(a) of the Canadian Charter of
Rights and Freedoms protect religious officials from being
compelled to perform a marriage between two persons of the same
sex that is contrary to their religious beliefs? The court answered in
the affirmative.

[Translation]

Last year, during the third week of October, the Supreme Court of
Canada heard the arguments concerning the reference. The
governments and 27 out of the 28 intervening parties, including
the provincial governments of Quebec and Alberta, presented their
positions over the course of two days. These parties presented a wide
variety of opinions on many topics.

The government's purpose in referring the draft bill to the
Supreme Court was to clarify the options available to the members
of this House under the legislative framework of the charter. This
ensures a constructive and informative debate during the parliamen-
tary process. The purpose of the reference was not to bypass the
parliamentary process.

The members of this House now have before them an analysis of
legal topics by the Supreme Court. They also have an understanding
of the constitutional impacts and the legislative framework in
connection with the government's preferred approach with this bill
now before them. In addition, the hon. members have the affirmation
by the court that religious groups will be free to apply their own
meaning to marriage, in accordance with their beliefs. This affirms
the government's legal position.

[English]

The bill before us today does not do that. For starters, we already
know that its first provision, which seeks to once more restrict the
definition of marriage to a man and a woman, is unconstitutional
under the law. Indeed, the bill was drafted in such a way as to

completely ignore the events and debates of the last few years on this
point.

It is as if the hon. member for Fundy Royal actually believes that
legislation can be legitimately used to turn back the clock, ignoring
the same definition included in clause 2 has been declared
unconstitutional, not once but separately in binding court decisions
in eight jurisdictions of the 13 jurisdiction in Canada. This is an
effective means for this Parliament to find a workable solution to a
real complex and important question.

The only way that the capacity to marry can now be restricted
once more to opposite sex couples is for Parliament to deliberately
decide to invoke for the very first time in history the notwithstanding
clause in section 33 of the charter. That clause enables governments
to expressly declare that a statute shall operate notwithstanding that
it violates one of more of the fundamental rights and freedoms set
out in the Charter.

In other words, in order to do so Parliament would first have to
publicly acknowledge that it is aware of the discriminatory nature of
the law but are insisting that in any event the law be proclaimed
despite the fact that it deliberately discriminates against minority
rights.

I do not believe in discriminating against any minority, let alone
using the notwithstanding clause for the first time by the Parliament
of Canada, not to protect our national security, not to ensure our
collective safety but to deny to gay and lesbian couples who wish to
express the same degree of commitment in a way that is available to
any other couple; the ability to enter into and formalize one of the
most meaningful relationships in life. Deliberately discriminating
against one minority cannot be done without potentially placing
minorities at risk and is inconsistent with the Canadian Constitution.

® (1355)

[Translation]

I am a Franco-Ontarian and, as such, a member of a language
minority. The Charter of Rights and Freedoms protects such
minorities, and I am grateful that it does. If gays and lesbians were
to be removed from the protection of the charter, under the pretext
that this is not a legal issue but a moral one, this would mean that, in
the future, a similar application could be made to remove language
minorities from the protection of the charter, under the pretext that it
is too expensive. Consequently, it becomes an economic issue.

[English]

Therefore, we have a choice before us. Either go forward with Bill
C-38, the actual bill which is before the House, make the law
uniform for all of Canada or go back to the past using the
notwithstanding clause.

The proposed solution in the bill before us today does not exist,
and that is why it was declared non-votable by the House procedural
committee.
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Debate on Bill C-38 is the right way to proceed. Whatever one's
position may be on this issue, it is better than moving ahead today
with a debate on an approach that is a hollow sham and is no longer
possible in the Canadian constitutional and legal framework.

[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Paquette (Joliette, BQ): Madam Speaker, let me say
from the outset that I am against this motion, even it is not votable.

The Bloc Québécois finds that two equally important essential
values need to be protected and they are equality and freedom of
religion. Both these values are protected under the Quebec Charter of
Human Rights and Freedoms and the Canadian Charter of Rights
and Freedoms.

The Bloc Québécois wants to allow same sex partners to get
married if they so wish, in accordance with their right to equality,
while protecting the rights of religious organizations such as
churches, synagogues, temples or mosques to adhere to their beliefs
and refuse to perform religious marriages between same sex partners.
In our opinion, this is part of religious freedom.

When we look at the current law, we look at the Supreme Court
ruling. In this matter, four questions had been submitted by the
government to the highest court in Canada, as follows. First: does the
federal government have the exclusive jurisdiction to define
marriage? Second: does the charter allow religious groups not to
perform marriages they feel go against their religious beliefs? Third:
is the definition of same sex marriage constitutional? Fourth: is the
traditional definition of marriage, in other words the union between a
man and a woman to the exclusion of all others, constitutional?

In its ruling, the Supreme Court affirmed the federal government's
exclusive jurisdiction over the definition of marriage and clearly
established that the provinces have exclusive jurisdiction over the
solemnization of marriage.

Adopting Quebec's position, the court mentioned that Parliament
was encroaching on provincial jurisdictions with its draft provision
to uphold the right of churches to refuse to perform marriages
contrary to their religious beliefs. This falls under the solemnization
of marriage, which is a jurisdiction of Quebec and the provinces.

A central element of the court's decision was its recognition that
same sex marriage is consistent with the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms. It also said that compelling religious officials to perform a
marriage between two persons of the same sex that is contrary to
their religious beliefs would be an unjustified violation of their
religious freedom.

As for the fourth question, the court declined to answer it, citing
respect for the acquired rights of same sex couples who have relied
upon the finality of the decisions obtained in lower courts. On this
subject, the court wrote:

There is no precedent for answering a reference question—this is paragraph 68—
which mirrors issues already disposed of in lower courts—

The court is speaking here of decisions where an appeal was
available but not pursued.

The court also mentioned that the Attorney General of Canada
conceded, publicly and frequently, that the common law definition of
marriage was inconsistent with s. 15(1) of the Charter and was not
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justifiable under s. 1. Thus, the court decided that answering
question no. 4 would jeopardize the government's explicit goal of
harmonizing civil marriage rights in all of Canada. Thus we see that
moral questions are not within the scope of the decision Parliament
must make.

Moreover, to demonstrate the way this issue can be understood,
one of my constituents has written to me, saying that he is a
practising Catholic, very involved in his community and his church.
He wanted me to know that a number of Catholics think the Church
is not moving in the right direction by not recognizing the rights of
same sex couple to marry in a religious ceremony. I replied that,
while I was sympathetic to his idea, it was not my place as a member
of Parliament, or the place of Parliament, to pass judgment on
debates within the Catholic Church or the Protestant churches or
Muslim or Jewish congregations. That is the domain of moral
doctrine.

® (1400)

What we are being asked to do as parliamentarians is to decide
whether the state will give same sex couples the same right to marry
as opposite sex couples have. So, this is a legal issue and we should
not get involved in an internal religious debate, whether it is with the
Catholic Church or any other church.

I should also point out that, in terms of the rulings made by the
courts of various provinces, eight courts, in seven provinces and in
the Yukon, ruled that preventing same sex couples from getting
married violated their right to equality, as provided under the charter,
and that such a violation of a protected right could not be justified in
a free and democratic society.

The federal government decided not to appeal these decisions
from the courts of appeal. These courts of appeal form a majority,
since they represent seven provinces, including Quebec, and the
Yukon. However, the federal government referred the issue to the
Supreme Court to get its opinion. Earlier, I presented the court's
opinion on the four questions asked by the government.

So, the definition of marriage, as reviewed by these courts, is the
union of two persons for life, to the exclusion of all others, without
any reference to the sexual orientation of these persons. Conse-
quently, even if the bill introduced by the Minister of Justice were
defeated in the House—something I do not wish at all—the right of
same sex couples to marry would be maintained in those
jurisdictions where the courts have already ruled on this issue,
including Quebec.

I think we need to be very clear. I disagree with the motion
because of the issue that we are debating here. 1 agree that this
motion should not be a votable item, since it violates the Charter of
Rights and Freedoms. What we have to decide here, without
exceeding our jurisdiction, is whether the right to equality
necessarily involves the possibility for same sex couples that so
wish to have access to a civil institution, namely marriage.
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In this context, the member will understand that even if his motion
is not votable, the Bloc Québécois in no way supports it. We will
have the opportunity to examine in greater detail the provisions of
Bill C-38, introduced by the Minister of Justice. The leader of the
Bloc Québécois outlined his position on this bill during the speech
he made this week.

Still, I remind the House that the Bloc Québécois is allowing a
free vote on Bill C-38, even if I and most of my colleagues in the
Bloc Québécois intend to vote in favour of this bill. So, we in no
way support this motion before us.

[English]

Mr. Bill Siksay (Burnaby—Douglas, NDP): Madam Speaker, [

am pleased to rise today to speak to the private member's bill of the

member for Fundy Royal. I do not think it will come as any surprise
to anyone in the House that I am not supportive of the bill.

1 appreciate the concerns of the member though and his
disappointment that his bill will not come to a vote. While I do
not necessarily support his argument around that, I understand the
frustration of a member of the House who introduces private
member's legislation that he or she feels strongly about and hopes for
the day when it will receive a debate in the House.

I did that myself. I have a bill on the order paper on the question
of marriage. It is probably exactly opposite to the intent of the
private member's bill of the member for Fundy Royal. However, my
bill will not come to a debate now. Events have overtaken it. Court
decisions have overtaken it. I appreciate that my bill is now
somewhat redundant given the fact we are debating Bill C-38 in the
House. However, it was important for me to introduce the bill. When
I did it, it was done so it would put pressure on the government to
stop its delaying and get on with the important business of getting
the issue before Parliament and before the country.

That is one of the reasons why we introduce a private member's
bills. I hope I helped move that along with my bill. I regret it will not
have its day here in the House, but I am happy that Bill C-38 and the
issue is firmly on the parliamentary agenda now.

I have real trouble with the bill on a personal level. It seeks to
limit my participation in Canadian society and the participation of
other gay and lesbian people in Canadian society. It says that there is
a key institution of our society, a key institution which we in
Parliament have responsibility for which is out of our reach and
something in which we are limited in our participation. I cannot
accept that.

Hundreds of gay and lesbian couples have now been legally
married in Canada. That is thousands of Canadians. Thousands more
Canadians have supported them in taking that step. Lots of clergy
people as well have supported them in doing that. Many of those
couples were married in churches and perhaps synagogues as well. It
is something that has changed in our society, but the bill would seek
to limit that positive change for many Canadians.

I do not think the fact that gay and lesbian couples can now be
married in seven provinces and one territory has really changed our
society all that much. I do not believe it has changed our
understanding of marriage. I do not believe it has limited the ability,
or commitments, or obligations, or understanding of marriage or

traditions of marriage that heterosexual couples celebrate regularly in
our society. Life is going on. I do not think society has collapsed
because we now have hundreds of married gay and lesbian couples
in Canada.

The bill claims to be about the definition of marriage, and we
often talk lately about the definition of marriage. I do not think that is
really what we are talking about. We are talking about something
much more limited than that. We are talking about eligibility for
marriage. If we were talking about the definition of marriage, we
would be talking about things like love, commitment, faithfulness,
responsibility, security and the care for children. All those kinds of
things I think define marriage, not necessarily the gender of the
couple who presents itself to be married.

We miss the point in a very particular and important way if we
limit ourselves to considering the gender of the couple and not
considering these other very important qualities about marriage.
Love is something that is in short supply in our world. Commitment
is something that is often challenged in our world. Faithfulness is
sometimes very undervalued in our world. People need to be
encouraged to take responsibility for their lives and for their
relationships in our world.

© (1405)

All of us crave security and the creative space that builds for us
and our children. In gay and lesbian and heterosexual relationships,
we all know that having children in a secure setting does many
wonderful things for them. Those are the kinds of things, if we were
truly talking about defining marriage, we would be debating. What
we are talking about is something much more limited.

I want to read a quote from the Right Reverend Peter Short, the
Moderator of the United Church of Canada, who wrote an article
called “Let No One Be Turned Away”. In that article Reverend Short
describes marriage. He states:

Marriage lays a foundation, constructs a framework, and builds a house for love.
Since constant perfect love is impossible (that's another story) marriage provides a
structure, a habit of being together, a promise of faithfulness to carry us through those
times when we know we must act with love but do not feel like loving. Eventually
the house becomes a home, the wedding becomes a marriage, and the relationship
becomes a habit of the heart.

Marriage functions the way any good habit or discipline functions. It helps us
hang on through short-term ambiguity on the way to long-term freedom. The
ambiguity is in the conflict between feeling and commitment. The freedom is in
knowing there's a place to stand beneath the ambiguity—common ground. Common
ground is not the same as having things in common, but you find that out in time.

It is important to remember that we are talking about this kind of
commitment in this discussion. I do not think there is anything in the
statement by Reverend Short that is not accessible to gay and lesbian
couples. This is exactly what we hope for in our relationships and in
our marriages. We need to remember that there is nothing in being
gay or lesbian which limits our participation in that kind of love,
relationship and marriage.



February 18, 2005

COMMONS DEBATES

3721

I am concerned when I hear discussion, some of which we have
had this afternoon, that seems legalistic and very removed from the
real lives of Canadians. It is hard for me as a gay man to listen to
something which so affects on such an intimate level our lives and
loves being debated in an abstract and legalistic kind of way. [
remind people that when we are talking about this issue, we are
talking about real people and real commitments.

I do not believe marriage between gay and lesbian people will
change the lives of heterosexual couples in any way. I do not think it
changes the commitments they make. It does not change the
traditions they celebrate when they are being married.

I remember there was a demonstration outside our office about
marriage several years ago. My predecessor, Svend Robinson, went
out to speak to the people who were opposed the change in the
definition of marriage. He asked rhetorically if any of them believed
that his marrying his partner would change the other people's
relationships with their husbands or wives. He further asked people
to put up their hands if they thought his marriage to his partner, if he
chose to do that, would change the other people's marriages. Not one
of the people, who were there to oppose changing the definition of
marriage to include gay and lesbian people, put up their hand. That is
a significant indication.

I do not believe this change challenges religious freedom in
Canada. If I thought that for one second, I would be opposed to
doing it. I am an active member of the United Church of Canada. I
will not support anything that I believe tilts us in the direction of
limiting religious freedom in Canada. I do not believe raising this
issue does that. I do not believe it is a slippery slope to take us
toward that. I just do not think it is in the cards.

There is another thing I want to challenge. We hear that this
debate, discussion and changes are being forced on us by decisions
of the court and that somehow this is undemocratic. I do not think
that is the case at all. This change is before us now because couples
want to be married and want to uphold the traditions of marriage.
They strongly support the institution and champion it. They went
before the courts to say that they wanted to be married, that they
wanted to uphold that tradition. That is why this issue is before us,
not because of some legal process or some sort of judicial activism.
It is because gay and lesbian couples decided to challenge the law
and seek our full equality in society.

® (1410)

Mr. Jay Hill (Prince George—Peace River, CPC): Madam
Speaker, it is a pleasure for me to rise this afternoon to add some
words to the debate on Bill C-268. Specifically, I wish to address the
process that led my colleague from Fundy Royal to find that he was
the only member of Parliament in this Parliament thus far to have his
private member's legislation deemed non-votable. I want to deal with
that at the outset.

The hon. member for Burnaby—Douglas from the NDP ended his
10 minutes by talking about what was or was not democratic. |
would suggest, Madam Speaker, through you to the hon. member
and to the others who spoke from the Liberals and the Bloc, that a
great travesty was done back in December, I believe it was, to the
member for Fundy Royal. His democratic rights as a backbench
member of Parliament, an individual member of Parliament
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representing his constituents, were trampled on by the committee
and by the other other three parties which profess to believe in
democracy.

My colleague is the only member of Parliament thus far in this
Parliament who has been discriminated against by having his bill
ruled ineligible for a vote. I say shame on all those parties, and
shame on the Prime Minister who has professed to be somewhat
concerned about the so-called democratic deficit.

We see the truth come out in how his party, the Liberal party, the
government, and the other two parties have dealt with my colleague
and his intended legislation. My colleague from Fundy Royal so
clearly laid this out, not only today in the chamber, but when he
appeared before the procedure and House affairs committee, of
which [ am a member, on Thursday, November 25, to defend his bill.
He should never have had to do that, but he did an admirable job
defending it. He put to rest the bogus arguments that we heard from
the government members and other members who said that
somehow this was unconstitutional. He said that the very court that
determined the constitutionality of law in the country, the Supreme
Court of Canada. had not ruled on this.

In fact at the time when he appeared before that committee to
make his case to make Bill C-268 votable, we had not even received
the long awaited reference back from the Supreme Court on this very
issue. It was nothing short of censorship. We are talking about the
censorship of an individual member of Parliament and the legislation
that he brought forward on behalf of his constituents.

Ten minutes is such a short period of time, but I want to briefly
refer, as I did that day, to the process.

I have been a member of Parliament for 11 years. Some days I do
not take a lot of pride in saying that. On November 25, when the
other members of the other three parties voted down the appeal of
my colleague to make his bill votable, was one of those days.

What we had in previous Parliaments, of which I was a part, was a
flawed system for dealing with private members' legislation.
Everybody who drafted private members' legislation, be it a bill or
a motion, put it forward, introduced it to the House and their names
went in a draw barrel. It was a lottery. It was a crap shoot. If
members were lucky to clear the first hurdle and had their names
drawn, they had to go almost on bended knee before a
subcommittee, in camera, behind closed doors, and make their case
for why their bill or motions should be votable.

0 (1415)

Very few were made votable, because partisan politics began to
play once we got behind those closed doors. There were trade-offs.
This was not really on the merits of the bill.

An hon. member: Not at all.

Mr. Jay Hill: Not at all, as my colleague says. He was part of that
flawed process as well.
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So we moved in the dying days of the last Parliament to correct
that and ensure that all private members' legislation was votable. We
moved the onus from the private member, from the individual
member of Parliament, to the House. The committee, in representing
the House, would have to prove that it should not be votable rather
than the member having to prove that it should be.

Yet that process broke down in this one individual case. Why is
that?

Why is that on a subject that is this important? We see that now
with Bill C-38, the legislation now before the House. On a subject
that is so very important to the foundations of this country, why is it
that this particular bill was deemed non-votable?

I would contend that it is simply this. We know it is controversial.
It is highly divisive for the country, for the nation, and this
government feared that it might pass, because my colleague's
legislation reaffirming the definition of marriage as the union of one
man and one woman to the exclusion of all others preceded this
government's bumbling efforts on this front.

At the time the Liberals were hoping that the reference to the
Supreme Court would come back and do their job for them, because
that is the way this government operates. The Liberals want the
courts to do their work for them if it is an issue that is at all
controversial rather than taking on the leadership mantle that should
come with government.

1 say shame on them. I hope the viewing public clearly
understands what happened here: that these three parties that profess
to believe in democracy worked together to ensure that my
colleague's legislation did not come to a vote. They continued it
today when he asked for unanimous consent to make this votable.
This is the only bill that has been made non-votable.

I have only a few minutes left and I want to deal with the subject
that is before us, rather than the process I have spoken of. On Fridays
in my riding I have a weekly newspaper column. This week I wrote
for the very first time on this subject. | want to read for the House the
column that is running today in the newspapers in my riding of
Prince George—Peace River. It is about choices. It states:

How do I best convey to you, the constituents of Prince George—Peace River, the
position I have taken on one of the most controversial issues ever to be addressed by
Canada's Parliament?

Before I continue, please allow me to unequivocally state that I intend to vote NO
to Bill C-38, the federal Liberal government's legislation that would legalize same-
sex marriage.

Why? I considered listing some of the legal arguments, articles and research I've
read on the subject. I could discuss constitutional history and legal precedence...and
at some point in this debate, which is expected to last several weeks, I may.

For now, however, I want to discuss choices. As I've told my children ever since
they were knee-high to a grasshopper...“life is all about choices”. It is the choices we
make in life that determine our destiny.

So it is for governments as well. The Liberals chose not to appeal a court ruling
that declared the current definition of marriage unconstitutional. The Liberals chose
not to support a Canadian Alliance motion in 2004 calling upon Parliament to re-
affirm a commitment it made to a 1999 Reform Party of Canada motion vowing to
defend the traditional definition of marriage.

Now, disastrously, for the preservation of freedom of religious expression in our
country, the Prime Minister has chosen to relegate the historical, ages-old, traditional
definition of marriage as the union of one man and one woman, to the exclusion of all
others, to the scrap heap of history.

Every Prime Minister strives to leave a legacy...being forever known as the
executioner of traditional marriage and freedom of religious expression may well be
this Prime Minister's.
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[He] contends the Supreme Court dictated the need to legalize same-sex
marriage. Yet the Court not only refused to answer the federal government's reference
on the constitutionality of traditional marriage, but made it clear that it was up to
Parliament to decide—to make a choice—on this important social policy matter.

The Liberals promise they can protect religious freedoms. Yet, the Supreme Court
ruled the provision in the government's draft legislation regarding the right of
religious officials to refuse to perform gay marriages, is outside the jurisdiction of the
federal Parliament.

[The Prime Minister] has made a conscious choice to legalize same-sex
marriage—
The Acting Speaker (Hon. Jean Augustine): Order. The
member's time has expired. The member for Fundy Royal has five
minutes for right of reply.

Mr. Rob Moore (Fundy Royal, CPC): Madam Speaker, I want
to thank all my colleagues in the House today for their contributions
to this debate. I regret that it was only one hour of debate and there
will not be a second hour, as all the other private members' bills will
have, and a vote.

It raises an interesting point. This week the Prime Minister
introduced his version of a marriage bill. He argued it was a
fundamental human right and not once in his speech did he say “I
support changing the definition of marriage”. He does not want to
say that because probably somewhere deep down he does not believe
it, but he is going to do it anyway. I thought that was telling. He said
he supported all kinds of things but he would not say that he
supports changing the definition of marriage. He called it a
fundamental human right.

We do not pull fundamental human rights out of a hat. They are
fundamental. There is no other jurisdiction on earth that has treated
this issue as a fundamental human right. It is a social policy decision
that the government is embarking on.

I want to comment on something my colleague from Burnaby—
Douglas mentioned. He also introduced a bill on the definition of
marriage similar to the government's bill. I commend him because it
showed some leadership. It showed some courage. That is something
the Prime Minister completely lacks.

If the Prime Minister and the cabinet thought for one minute that
this was a fundamental right, then why were they not leading the
charge all along? Why did they not vote against that very definition
in 1999 if they truly believed it was a fundamental right?

The member for Burnaby—Douglas introduced his legislation.
The Prime Minister has been dragged kicking and screaming. He has
delayed the democratic process. The Liberals have had every
opportunity to allow Canadians to engage in this debate, to allow
Canadians input into the democratic process, and at every turn
Canadians were denied that input.

The definition of marriage is of importance to all Canadians. We
have heard that today in the House. There are those who are not in
favour of changing what that word marriage means. We feel that in
doing so we are embarking on a course and we do not know where
that will lead us.
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I feel very strongly that the onus is on those who would wish to
change the status quo. I commend the leadership that has been
shown within my own party. What we have done is we have come up
with where Canadians are at.

The Prime Minister is increasingly realizing Canadians are a
tolerant people. We believe in equality for all of our citizens, equality
before the law. We do not believe that involves changing what the
word marriage means, a word that predates Confederation, a word
that the federal government does not own. Governments do not own
what the word marriage means.

I am encouraged that we are now into a debate. We are hearing all
sides. If we wanted to hear what Canadians had to say, we are
hearing it now because we are receiving e-mails, letters and faxes by
the thousands. Canadians are finally engaged, much to the dismay of
the Prime Minister, much to the dismay of some who in 1999 voted
to uphold the traditional definition of marriage, knowing full well
that they were embarking on a course to change what that institution
means.

I find it ironic, and I mentioned this before, that the committee
found my bill to be unconstitutional, when we know from what the
Supreme Court has said that my bill is not unconstitutional.

Private Members' Business

However, and this is so important, the protection of other basic
fundamental rights in Canada are threatened by changing the
definition of marriage. The clause put into the government's bill is a
hollow shell. It contains no force and effect. The Supreme Court of
Canada has already said that this matter is not within the jurisdiction
of the federal government, it is unconstitutional.

I conclude by saying that I am pleased to have had this hour of
debate and I am thankful for the input from all sides. I look forward
to a day when we can really slay that democratic deficit, not just in
words but in actions.

® (1425)

The Acting Speaker (Hon. Jean Augustine): The time provided
for the consideration of private members' business has now expired.
As the motion has not been designated a votable item, the order is
dropped from the order paper.

It being 2:30 p.m., the House stands adjourned until Monday next
at 11 a.m. pursuant to Standing Order 24(1).

(The House adjourned at 2:30 p.m.)
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and Minister of State (SPOIt) ........covveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieaas Vancouver Quadra .............. British Columbia ........ Lib.
Pacetti, MaSSIINO ......cooiiiiiiiitit e Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel .. Quebec ................... Lib.
Pallister, Brian............cooviiiiiiii e Portage—Lisgar................. Manitoba ................. CPC
Paquette, Pierre........ooiuiiiiii i Joliette ..........coovvvvnniii.a. QuebeC ..., BQ
Paradis, Hon. Denis..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i Brome—Missisquoi............. Quebec ........cooiiiii. Lib.
Parrish, Carolyn ..o Mississauga—Erindale.......... Ontario ...............e... Ind.
Patry, Bernard ....... ... o Pierrefonds—Dollard ........... Quebec .....ovviiiiiiin Lib.
Penson, Charlie..........ooooiiiiiii Peace River...................... Alberta ................... CPC
Perron, Gilles-A. ... e Riviére-des-Mille-iles............ Quebec ......vvvviinn.... BQ
Peterson, Hon. Jim, Minister of International Trade.................. Willowdale ...................... Ontario ................... Lib.
Pettigrew, Hon. Pierre, Minister of Foreign Affairs .................. Papineau................o.oenes QuebeC ..., Lib.
Phinney, Beth..........ooiiiiii Hamilton Mountain ............. Ontario ................... Lib.
Picard, Pauline ..............oooiiiiiiiii Drummond ...................... Quebec ..., BQ
Pickard, Hon. Jerry, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
INdUSHEY ..o Chatham-Kent—Essex.......... Ontario ........ooeeeennnns Lib.
Plamondon, Louis ...... ... Bas-Richelieu—Nicolet—
Bécancour ....................... Quebec ............oeeene BQ
Poilievre, Pierre .........oooeiiiii Nepean—Carleton .............. Ontario .........ooeeenes CPC
Poirier-Rivard, Denise ...........ooeoiiiiiiiiiiii i Chateauguay—Saint-Constant.. Quebec ................... BQ
POWETS, RUSS ...ttt i Ancaster—Dundas—
Flamborough—Westdale ....... Ontario ..........c.eene. Lib.
Prentice, JIm......oooooiiiii Calgary Centre-North........... Alberta ................... CPC
Preston, JOe......ooinii i Elgin—Middlesex—London ... Ontario ................... CPC
Proulx, Marcel, Deputy Chair of Committees of the Whole......... Hull—Aylmer ................... Quebec ......oviiiiiin Lib.
Rajotte, James .........ooiiiiiiii Edmonton—Leduc.............. Alberta ................... CPC
Ratansi, Yasmin .......ooviuuniiiiiiie i Don Valley East................. Ontario ...........ccoeee... Lib.
Redman, Hon. Karen ............oooiiiiiiiiiiii i Kitchener Centre ................ Ontario ...........ccooe.... Lib.
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Regan, Hon. Geoff, Minister of Fisheries and Oceans ............... Halifax West .................... Nova Scotia.............. Lib.
Reid, Scott. .. ..o Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox
and Addington .................. Ontario ................... CPC
Reynolds, John ...........o.o i West Vancouver—Sunshine
Coast—Sea to Sky Country.... British Columbia ........ CPC
Richardson, Lee ......oooiiiiiiiii el Calgary Centre .................. Alberta ................... CPC
RItZ, GOITY .\ttt ettt e e e et e e s Battlefords—Lloydminster ..... Saskatchewan ............ CPC
Robillard, Hon. Lucienne, President of the Queen's Privy Council for
Canada, Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs and Minister of
Human Resources and Skills Development ......................... Westmount—Ville-Marie ........ Quebec ....vviiiiiiiinn Lib.
Rodriguez, Pablo ... Honoré-Mercier ................. Quebec ..., Lib.
Rota, Anthony ........c.oooiiiiiiii i Nipissing—Timiskaming ....... Ontario ................... Lib.
Roy, Jean-Yves ... Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis—
Matane—Matapédia ............ Quebec ......ovvveennnnn. BQ
Saada, Hon. Jacques, Minister of the Economic Development
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec and Minister
responsible for the Francophonie....................ccooveiiiiini... Brossard—1La Prairie ........... Quebec ....vvviiiiiiinnnn Lib.
Sauvageau, Benoft ...........ooiiiiiiii i Repentigny ...................... Quebec .....oviiiiiiinnn BQ
Savage, Michael............oooiiiiiiii e Dartmouth—Cole Harbour ..... Nova Scotia.............. Lib.
Savoy, ANAY ..ot Tobique—Mactaquac ........... New Brunswick.......... Lib.
Scarpaleggia, Francis .............ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiii i Lac-Saint-Louis ................. Quebec .....oiviiiiiin Lib.
Scheer, ANAIEW ......ouiiiii e Regina—Qu'Appelle............ Saskatchewan ............ CPC
Schellenberger, Gary ..........c.eeeinieiiiie i eas Perth—Wellington .............. Ontario .........oeeeennnes CPC
Schmidt, WeIner. . ....ooooiiiii e Kelowna—Lake Country....... British Columbia ........ CPC
Scott, Hon. Andy, Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern
Development and Federal Interlocutor for Métis and Non-Status
INIans ..o Fredericton ...................... New Brunswick.......... Lib.
Sgro, Hon. Judy .....oooviiiiii York West ......cooovviiiiiinn Ontario ........ooeveennnns Lib.
Siksay, Bill ... Burnaby—Douglas.............. British Columbia ........ NDP
Silva, Mario .......ooviiiiiii i Davenport ...............oolL Ontario ...............e... Lib.
Simard, ChriStian...........oooueiiiiit e Beauport—Limoilou............. Quebec ..., BQ
Simard, Hon. Raymond, Parliamentary Secretary to the Deputy
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons, Minister
responsible for Official Languages and Minister responsible for
Democratic Reform ... Saint Boniface................... Manitoba ................. Lib.
SIMMS, SCOE ...t Bonavista—Gander—Grand Newfoundland and
Falls—Windsor.................. Labrador.................. Lib.
Skelton, Carol .......ooueiiii i Saskatoon—Rosetown—Biggar Saskatchewan............ CPC
Smith, David ........ooiiiiiiiii Pontiac............ccoovvien... Quebec .....cvvvinn.... Lib.
SMIth, JOY ..t s Kildonan—St. Paul ............. Manitoba ................. CPC
SOIbErg, MONE ...\ttt ettt et e e ee e eaas Medicine Hat.................... Alberta ................... CPC
Sorenson, Kevin........ooooiiiiiiiiiiii Crowfoot ........coovvvveeiiii... Alberta ................... CPC
St-Hilaire, Caroline............covviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii et Longueuil—Pierre-Boucher .... Quebec ................... BQ
St. Amand, L1oyd .......c.ooiii Brant............o.ooooiii Ontario .........ooeeeenns Lib.
St. Denis, Brent ..o Algoma—Manitoulin—
Kapuskasing..................... Ontario ..........c..oeen. Lib.
Steckle, Paul...... ..o Huron—Bruce................... Ontario ...........c.o.een. Lib.
Stinson, Darrel ........c..oiviiiiiiii s Okanagan—Shuswap ........... British Columbia ........ CPC
Stoffer, Peter........ooooiiiiiiiii Sackville—Eastern Shore ...... Nova Scotia.............. NDP
Strahl, Chuck, Deputy Speaker and Chair of Committees of the
WHOIE e Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon.... British Columbia ........ CPC

Stronach, Belinda .............ooo i Newmarket—Aurora............ Ontario ................... CPC
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Szabo, Paul ... ... Mississauga South .............. Ontario .........oceeennnns Lib.
Telegdi, Hon. Andrew .........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieen Kitchener—Waterloo ........... Ontario ........ooeeeennnns Lib.
Temelkovski, Lul......ooooiuniiii i Oak Ridges—Markham ........ Ontario ...........ooo..... Lib.
Thibault, LOUISE ......ooiutiiii e Rimouski-Neigette—
Témiscouata—Les Basques .... Quebec ................... BQ

Thibault, Hon. Robert, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of

Health ... West Nova.........cooeevinnnnnn. Nova Scotia.............. Lib.
Thompson, GIEE ......oouuuiieitte et eeneeens New Brunswick Southwest..... New Brunswick.......... CPC
Thompson, MYTON .........ueeiiuiie et e s Wild Rose ........covvvvinnnn.n. Alberta ................... CPC
Tilson, David .........ooo i Dufferin—Caledon.............. Ontario ................... CPC
TOCWS, Vi . . i Provencher ...................... Manitoba ................. CPC
Tonks, Alan. ... ... York South—Weston ........... Ontario ................... Lib.
Torsney, Hon. Paddy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of

International CoOperation ............cevvuuieeiniieniiiieennneeannns Burlington ....................... Ontario .........ooeeeunnns Lib.
Trost, Bradley .......ooviiiiiii Saskatoon—Humboldt.......... Saskatchewan ............ CPC
Tweed, MEIV ...t Brandon—Souris................ Manitoba ................. CPC
Ur, ROSE-MATI€ ... Lambton—Kent—Middlesex... Ontario ................... Lib.
Valeri, Hon. Tony, Leader of the Government in the House of

(0703 1171410 1T Hamilton East—Stoney Creek . Ontario ................... Lib.
Valley, ROGET ...t e Kenora...........ooovviiiii. Ontario .........oceeennes Lib.
Van Loan, Peter ..o York—Simcoe................... Ontario ................... CPC
Vellacott, MAUTIICE . ......vuieee et Saskatoon—Wanuskewin....... Saskatchewan ............ CPC
Vincent, Robert...... ..o Shefford ......................... Quebec .....cvvviin..... BQ
Volpe, Hon. Joseph, Minister of Citizenship and Immigration ...... Eglinton—Lawrence ............ Ontario ................... Lib.
Wappel, TOM ..o Scarborough Southwest......... Ontario ................... Lib.
Warawa, Mark ........oooiiiiiii e Langley .......coovvvvvininennn British Columbia ........ CPC
Wasylycia-Leis, Judy .......oovvniiiiiiiiiii i Winnipeg North................. Manitoba ................. NDP
Watson, Jeff ... ..o ESSeX..ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiia Ontario ................... CPC
White, Randy .........coooiiiii Abbotsford ...l British Columbia ........ CPC
Wilfert, Hon. Bryon, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of the

Environment ........oo.uieiiiii i Richmond Hill .................. Ontario ........ooeeeennnes Lib.
Williams, John. ... ... Edmonton—St. Albert.......... Alberta ................... CPC
Wrzesnewskyj, BOTYS ......viiiiiiiiii i Etobicoke Centre................ Ontario ........ooeveennnn. Lib.
Yelich, Lynne.......oooviiiiiiiii e e Blackstrap ..............ooveinn Saskatchewan ............ CPC
Zed, Paul.... ... Saint John ....................... New Brunswick.......... Lib.

N.B.: Under Political Affiliation: Lib. - Liberal; CPC - Conservative; BQ - Bloc Quebecois; NDP - New Democratic Party; PC
- Progressive Conservative Party; Ind. - Independent
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ALBERTA (28)
ADIONCZY, DIANE ... .eeet e e Calgary—Nose Hill........................ CPC
AmDIose, RONA ... o Edmonton—Spruce Grove ................ CPC
ANders, ROD ... Calgary West ......oooviiiiiiiiiiieann, CPC
Benoit, Leom ...t Vegreville—Wainwright ................... CPC
Casson, RICK ... Lethbridge .......cooooviiiiiiie CPC
Chatters, David ........ooiiiiiii Westlock—St. Paul ........................ CPC
3 o T (= 1 Edmonton—Sherwood Park............... CPC
GOldring, Peter. ... .ottt e e Edmonton East............................. CPC
Hanger, Alt. ...t e e e e e Calgary Northeast.......................... CPC
Harper, Hon. Stephen ... e Calgary Southwest ...................oouues CPC
Jaffer, Rahim . ... o e Edmonton—Strathcona .................... CPC
Jean, BIian ..o Fort McMurray—Athabasca .............. CPC
Johnston, Dale ... ... Wetaskiwin ..............cooiiiiiiianeaaa... CPC
Kenney, Jasom........oooiiiii Calgary Southeast..................coouuee CPC
Kilgour, Hon. David..........c.oiiiiiiiiiit i e e Edmonton—Mill Woods—Beaumont .... Lib.
McLellan, Hon. Anne, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Public Safety and

Emergency Preparedness ..........o..oveiiiiiiiiiii e Edmonton Centre .......................... Lib.
Menzies, Ted ... ..o Macleod ..........ooviiiiiii CPC
Merrifield, ROD ... o Yellowhead ..................cooooiiiiial CPC
MIlLS, BOD ... RedDeer ... ... CPC
Obhrai, Deepak . .....oouuiiii e Calgary East.........ooooviiiiiiiiiiii, CPC
Penson, Charlie .........ccooiiiiiiiii Peace River...............oooiiiiiiiiinnnn. CPC
Prentice, JIM .....oii ittt e e e Calgary Centre-North...................... CPC
Rajotte, JAmMES. ...\ vetee e e Edmonton—Leduc ......................... CPC
Richardson, Lee.........o.ooeii i Calgary Centre ..........cc.ocevvvivnen... CPC
SOIDErZ, MONLE . ...nutiit ittt e Medicine Hat.....................coit. CPC
Sorenson, KeVIn .......oooiiiiiii i Crowfoot. ... CPC
ThompPson, MYTOM .....uuutii et e e Wild Rose «...vvviiiiiii CPC
WILHAMS, JONN ..o Edmonton—St. Albert..................... CPC
BRITISH COLUMBIA (36)
ADDOLE, JIM. ..ot Kootenay—Columbia...................... CPC
Anderson, Hon. David ... AV (o100} o - N Lib.
Bell, DOM ..o North Vancouver.......................o.... Lib.
Cadman, ChucCK . ... ... Surrey North .........cooovviiiiiiin... Ind.
Chan, Hon. Raymond, Minister of State (Multiculturalism)............................ Richmond................cooooi. Lib.
CroWder, JEan ... ....oooiiii e e Nanaimo—Cowichan ...................... NDP
Cullen, Nathan ..........ooiiiii e Skeena—Bulkley Valley................... NDP
Cummins, JONN ... Delta—Richmond East .................... CPC
Davies, LibDY ... Vancouver East..............ooooiiii NDP
Day, StoCkWell. ... ... Okanagan—Coquihalla .................... CPC
Dosanjh, Hon. Ujjal, Minister of Health...................coooiiiiiiiii i, Vancouver South........................... Lib.
Duncan, JONN ... Vancouver Island North ................... CPC

Emerson, Hon. David, Minister of Industry .............ccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieanan, Vancouver Kingsway ...................... Lib.
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Forseth, Paul .........oooi New Westminster—Coquitlam ............ CPC
Fry, Hon. Hedy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Citizenship and

IMMIGLation ......oontii e e Vancouver Centre ............c.oeevueennn.. Lib.
GOUK, JIM .t British Columbia Southern Interior....... CPC
Grewal, GUIMANE . .......eit ettt e e e e aee e Newton—North Delta ..................... CPC
Grewal, NINa . ..ottt e e Fleetwood—Port Kells .................... CPC
Harris, Richard........ ..o e Cariboo—Prince George .................. CPC
Hiebert, RUSS. ...ttt e South Surrey—White Rock—Cloverdale CPC
Hill, Jay oo e Prince George—Peace River.............. CPC
HInton, Betty. ... ..oei e Kamloops—Thompson—Cariboo......... CPC
JUlIAn, Peter .. oo Burnaby—New Westminster .............. NDP
Kamp, Randy .......c.ooiii i Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission.. CPC
1073 R G 7 1 Saanich—Gulf Islands ..................... CPC
Lunney, James .......oooinniiiii e Nanaimo—Alberni......................... CPC
Martin, Hon. Keith, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National Defence ... Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca ................. Lib.
MOOTE, JAMES ...ttt e et e Port Moody—Westwood—Port

Coquitlam ...........ccooiiiiiiiii. CPC

Owen, Hon. Stephen, Minister of Western Economic Diversification and Minister of

SAtE (SPOTL) - . v e e ettt e e Vancouver Quadra ......................... Lib.
Reynolds, JONN ... e West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea

to Sky Country.......coovvvuniieinnninannn. CPC

Schmidt, WEIneT .. ... s Kelowna—Lake Country .................. CPC
Siksay, Bill. .. ... Burnaby—Douglas..................... NDP
StNSon, DAITel .....onnet s Okanagan—Shuswap ...................... CPC
Strahl, Chuck, Deputy Speaker and Chair of Committees of the Whole.............. Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon................ CPC
Warawa, MArK .......oooeiiiii i e e e e e Langley ...coovvveniiiiiiii i CPC
White, RANAY .....veiei i e e Abbotsford. ... CPC
MANITOBA (14)
Alcock, Hon. Reg, President of the Treasury Board and Minister responsible for the

Canadian Wheat Board............coiiiiiiiii e Winnipeg South..................oooii Lib.
Bezan, James. .. ......ooii Selkirk—Interlake......................... CPC
Blaikie, Hon. Bill......oo i Elmwood—Transcona ..................... NDP
Desjarlais, Bev . .....ooiuiiii e Churchill ... NDP
FletCher, STEVEI .. ... v ettt Charleswood—St. James—Assiniboia.... CPC
MarK, INKY .ot Dauphin—Swan River—Marquette....... CPC
Marting Pat ... e Winnipeg Centre ..........cevvvnvieennnn. NDP
Neville, ANITa ... Winnipeg South Centre.................... Lib.
Pallister, Brian .........oooeiiiiiiii e Portage—Lisgar..............c.ooviinnt. CPC
Simard, Hon. Raymond, Parliamentary Secretary to the Deputy Leader of the

Government in the House of Commons, Minister responsible for Official Languages

and Minister responsible for Democratic Reform .........................oool. Saint Boniface................c.oooiiil. Lib.
SMIth, JOY ..o s Kildonan—St. Paul ........................ CPC
TOCWS, VIC ..ttt e e e Provencher.............ooiiiiii CPC
TWeEed, METV ..t Brandon—Souris...........oooiiiiii CPC
Wasylycia-Leis, JUdY . ......ooneiii e Winnipeg North ..., NDP
NEW BRUNSWICK (10)
Bradshaw, Hon. Claudette, Minister of State (Human Resources Development) ..... Moncton—Riverview—Dieppe ........... Lib.

D'Amours, Jean-Claude ...t Madawaska—Restigouche................. Lib.
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GOdIN, YVOI ..t e Acadie—Bathurst .......................... NDP
Hubbard, Charles .......coovuniii e i Miramichi.........coooviiiiii i Lib.
LeBlanc, Hon. Dominic, Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the Government in

the House 0f COMMONS ......uuuiettt ettt e e Beauséjour.........oooiiiiiiiii i Lib.
MoOOTE, ROD ... Fundy Royal ..., CPC
SaVOY, ANAY . ..o e Tobique—Mactaquac ...................... Lib.
Scott, Hon. Andy, Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern Development and Federal

Interlocutor for Métis and Non-Status Indians.................coooiiiiiiiiie.. Fredericton ...........c..cooviiiiiiiit, Lib.
ThOMPSON, GIEE ... e ittt ettt e et e e e e e e e e e e aeeens New Brunswick Southwest................ CPC
Zed, Paul ... ..o Saint John ................. ... Lib.
NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR (6)
Byrne, Hon. Gerry, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Intergovernmental

ATTAITS e Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Verte ......... Lib.
Doyle, NOIMAN ...ttt ettt et et ettt e e e e e eaees St. John's East..............ooooiiiiiiin. CPC
Efford, Hon. R. John, Minister of Natural Resources................ooovvviiiiiiii... Avalon ... Lib.
Hearn, Loyola.......ouiiiii e e e St. John's South—Mount Pearl ........... CPC
Matthews, Bill ... o Random—Burin—St. George's ........... Lib.
SIMMS, SCOtE. ... Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—

WiIndsor. .....oooeeiiiiii Lib.
NORTHWEST TERRITORIES (1)
Blondin-Andrew, Hon. Ethel, Minister of State (Northern Development)............. Western Arctic ......o.vvvvviieeinninnnnnn. Lib.
NOVA SCOTIA (11)
Brison, Hon. Scott, Minister of Public Works and Government Services ............. Kings—Hants ... Lib.
Casey, Bill ... e Cumberland—Colchester—
Musquodoboit Valley ...................... CPC

Cuzner, ROAGET ... e Cape Breton—Canso ...................... Lib.
Eyking, Hon. Mark, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of International Trade

(Emerging Markets) .......o.vueeeniieeit et e et eie e e eeeenas Sydney—Victoria ............ooevviennnn... Lib.
Keddy, Gerald.........ooiiiiii e South Shore—St. Margaret's .............. CPC
MacKay, Peter ........oooiiii Central Nova .........c.ocoviiiiiiin. CPC
McDonough, AlBXa.......oo.oiuiii i Halifax ..o NDP
Regan, Hon. Geoff, Minister of Fisheries and Oceans.....................oooeiine.. Halifax West.................oooiiiiiiil Lib.
Savage, MIChael ..ot Dartmouth—Cole Harbour ................ Lib.
Stoffer, Peter ..o Sackville—Eastern Shore.................. NDP
Thibault, Hon. Robert, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Health............ West Nova......ooovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaeee, Lib.
NUNAVUT (1)
Karetak-Lindell, Nancy ........ooouiiiiiiieiiiii e Nunavut.......ooooiiiiiiiiiin i Lib.
ONTARIO (106)
Adams, Hon. Peter, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Human Resources and

Skills DeVeIOPmMENt .. ....ouuiinttit i Peterborough ... Lib.
ALLSON, D@AN ..ot Niagara West—Glanbrook................. CPC
ANGUS, Charlie .......coi Timmins—James Bay ..................... NDP
Augustine, Hon. Jean, Assistant Deputy Chair of Committees of the Whole......... Etobicoke—Lakeshore..................... Lib.

Bains, NaVACED .. ...ttt ettt ettt Mississauga—Brampton South............ Lib.
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Barnes, Hon. Sue, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Indian Affairs and

Northern Development and Federal Interlocutor for Métis and Non-Status Indians London West ..................coooie.
Beaumier, Colleen ... ... Brampton West............cocevviiiiinin

Bélanger, Hon. Mauril, Deputy Leader of the Government in the House of Commons,
Minister responsible for Official Languages, Minister responsible for Democratic

Reform and Associate Minister of National Defence ..........................ol. Ottawa—Vanier .............c.coovveeennn.
Bennett, Hon. Carolyn, Minister of State (Public Health)........................... .. St. Paul's.......ooooiiiiii
Bevilacqua, Hon. Maurizio ........coouuuiiiiiii e Vaughan ........ccoooviiiiiiiiiiiiiia
Bonin, Raymond...... ... Nickel Belt .......ccooviiiiiiiiiii..
Boshcoff, Ken. .. ... Thunder Bay—Rainy River..............
Boudria, HOn. Domn ... ... s Glengarry—Prescott—Russell............
Broadbent, Hon. Ed ..o Ottawa Centre .............ccovvnnnnnnn..
Brown, BONNIE .. ......uii ittt Oakville. ...,
Brown, Gord ... ... Leeds—Grenville .........................
Bulte, Hon. Sarmite, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Canadian Heritage. Parkdale—High Park .....................
Cannis, JONM ......uoii e Scarborough Centre.......................
(073 o € 3 N Halton...........coooiiiiiiii,
Carrie, COLIN ... e Oshawa ...,
Carroll, Hon. Aileen, Minister of International Cooperation ........................... Barrie ...
Catterall, Marlene. ... ... Ottawa West—Nepean....................
Chamberlain, Hon. Brenda...........coooiiiiiiiii e Guelph ...
Chong, MIchael..... ..ot e Wellington—Halton Hills ................
Christopherson, David............ooiiiii e Hamilton Centre ..........................
COMATTIN, JOC ..ttt ettt et e ettt Windsor—Tecumseh......................

Comuzzi, Hon. Joe, Minister of State (Federal Economic Development Initiative for

NOTthern ONArIO) ... .vtteeet ettt et et et e et e e e e aiee e enneeenns Thunder Bay—Superior North...........
Cullen, Hom. ROY ...ooiniiii it e e eae e Etobicoke North...........................
DeVillers, Hon. Paul ... ... Simcoe North ..................ooooiineal.
Devolin, Barry .......oouii i Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes—Brock....
Dhalla, RUDY ... Brampton—Springdale ...................
Dryden, Hon. Ken, Minister of Social Development ..................ccooiiiiinon York Centre ..........coovviiiiiiiini..
Finley, DIane.........oooinniiii e Haldimand—Norfolk .....................
Fontana, Hon. Joe, Minister of Labour and Housing ...................coooiiiiiaee. London North Centre.....................
Gallant, Cheryl.......oo i e Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke ........
Gallaway, HOn. ROGEr. ... ..ottt e e Sarnia—Lambton .........................
GOdbOUL, MATC. ...ttt Ottawa—Orléans ..........................
Godfrey, Hon. John, Minister of State (Infrastructure and Communities)............. Don Valley West .........ccovvvvininnnnn.
GOOAYEAL, GATY .. ..ottt e e Cambridge .........ooevviiiiiiiiiii
Graham, Hon. Bill, Minister of National Defence .........................ooooiii Toronto Centre ............ccvvnnnnn...
Guarnieri, Hon. Albina, Minister of Veterans Affairs...........................oel Mississauga East—Cooksville ...........
Guergis, Helena. ... ... Simcoe—Grey......vvvviiiiiiiiiiii..
Holland, Mark ... e Ajax—Pickering ...
lanno, Hon. Tony, Minister of State (Families and Caregivers)........................ Trinity—Spadina.................ooooll
Kadis, SUSAN ...t Thornhill ...,
Karygiannis, Hon. Jim, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Transport ........ Scarborough—Agincourt .................
Khan, Wajid. . ... e Mississauga—Streetsville.................
Kramp, Daryl ... Prince Edward—Hastings ................

Lastewka, Hon. Walt, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public Works and

GOVEIMIMENT SEIVICES ...ttt et e et e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e eeanaaaees St. Catharines ................cevviiinnnnn
LaUZOMN, GUY .ttt ettt e et e e e et e e e e e e Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry ...
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Layton, Hon. Jack ..o e Toronto—Danforth......................... NDP
Lee, DETEK ...t Scarborough—Rouge River............... Lib.
Longfield, Hon. Judi, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Labour and Housing Whitby—Oshawa .......................... Lib.
MacKenzie, Dave. ... ... Oxford .....ooooeiiii CPC
Macklin, Hon. Paul Harold, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Justice and

Attorney General of Canada ...........ooiiiiiiiiiiiii Northumberland—Quinte West ........... Lib.
Malhi, Hon. Gurbax, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Human Resources

and Skills Development ..........o.uiiiiiie i Bramalea—Gore—Malton................. Lib.
Maloney, JONN ... e Welland ... Lib.
Marleau, Hon. Diane, Parliamentary Secretary to the President of the Treasury Board

and Minister responsible for the Canadian Wheat Board ............................. Sudbury....ooovviiii Lib.
LY T 1 T 03 42 Sault Ste. Marie................coovvnnnnn. NDP
MaSSE, BIIam .. ..o Windsor West ..., NDP
McCallum, Hon. John, Minister of National Revenue.................................. Markham—Unionville..................... Lib.
McGuinty, David .......o.ooieii Ottawa South............cooeeviiiiian.. Lib.
McKay, Hon. John, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Finance .............. Scarborough—Guildwood................. Lib.
McTeague, Hon. Dan, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign Affairs... Pickering—Scarborough East ............. Lib.
MIller, Larry ..o Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound............... CPC
Milliken, Hon. Peter, Speaker ...........coiiiiiiiiii i Kingston and the Islands .................. Lib.
Minna, Hon. Maria, Beaches—East York............coooiiiiiiiii e Beaches—East York ...............co.en. Lib.
Mitchell, Hon. Andy, Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food ......................... Parry Sound—Muskoka ................... Lib.
MYETS, LYNN ..ottt e e e e e e e Kitchener—Conestoga ..................... Lib.
Nicholson, Hon. RO ....... ..o e Niagara Falls ..., CPC
O'Brien, Pat ... London—Fanshawe........................ Lib.
O'Connor, GOTAON ... ..ttt e Carleton—Mississippi Mills............... CPC
Oda, BeV .ot Durham .................................... CPC
Parrish, Carolyn.......coouuiiii Mississauga—Erindale..................... Ind.
Peterson, Hon. Jim, Minister of International Trade .................................... Willowdale ....................l Lib.
Phinney, Beth ......oooiiii e s Hamilton Mountain ........................ Lib.
Pickard, Hon. Jerry, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Industry ............. Chatham-Kent—Essex..................... Lib.
POIHEVIE, PIEITE . ...ttt Nepean—Carleton ......................... CPC
POWETLS, RUSS ... oot Ancaster—Dundas—Flamborough—

Westdale ......coevviiiiiiiiiiiiii Lib.
PrEStOn, JOE ..ottt Elgin—Middlesex—London .............. CPC
Ratansi, YasImin. .. ......uiiiiiiiii ittt ettt Don Valley East.............coovvvennnn... Lib.
Redman, Hon. Karen ..........ooooiiiiiiii e Kitchener Centre .................cocvvnnnn. Lib.
REIA, SCOM .ttt e Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox and
Addington ... CPC

Rota, ANThONY .. ..o e Nipissing—Timiskaming .................. Lib.
Schellenberger, Gary ..........eeeuuieei i Perth—Wellington ......................... CPC
Sgro, HOon. JUAY ..oooniii s York West ..ovvviviiiiiiiiii i Lib.
A2 TV, 1 T TN Davenport ........ooovviiiiiiiiiiiiaa Lib.
St. Amand, LIoyd.......ooiii i Brant ... Lib.
St. Denis, Brent........oo.ooiiii Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing ..... Lib.
Steckle, Paul ... Huron—Bruce........................... Lib.
Stronach, Belinda ........ ... Newmarket—Aurora....................... CPC
Szabo, Paul. ... Mississauga South .................cooiee Lib.
Telegdi, HON. ANAIEW ......oiuueiii e Kitchener—Waterloo....................... Lib.
TemelKOVSKI, UL ..oovn e Oak Ridges—Markham ................... Lib.
THISON, DaVId ...ttt Dufferin—Caledon......................... CPC
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TONKS, ALAN . ... York South—Weston ...................... Lib.
Torsney, Hon. Paddy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of International

(7007011 13 T ) Burlington ...........coooiiiiiiii Lib.
UL ROSE-MATIE ... Lambton—Kent—Middlesex.............. Lib.
Valeri, Hon. Tony, Leader of the Government in the House of Commons............ Hamilton East—Stoney Creek ............ Lib.
Valley, ROZET. ... Kenora.......ooooviiiiiiiiiiiiii Lib.
Van Loan, Peter. ... ... York—Simcoe...........oooiiiiiii CPC
Volpe, Hon. Joseph, Minister of Citizenship and Immigration......................... Eglinton—Lawrence ....................... Lib.
Wappel, TOM ... e Scarborough Southwest.................... Lib.
Watson, Jefl . ESSeX i CPC
Wilfert, Hon. Bryon, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of the Environment... Richmond Hill ............................. Lib.
Wrzesnewskyj, BOTYS ..ot Etobicoke Centre.............ccvvvvvveennnn. Lib.
PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND (4)
Easter, HON. Wayne ........ooiiiiiiii e e e e e Malpeque ...o.vvveeeiie it Lib.
MacAulay, HOn. LaWIeNnCe. .......ovuuitiitit ittt e eeee e eaeenns Cardigan ...........covviiiiiiiiiinennn... Lib.
McGuire, Hon. Joe, Minister of the Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency ......... Egmont ... Lib.
Murphy, Hon. Shawn, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Fisheries and

OCANS . - . e ettt ettt et e e e e e e Charlottetown ............c.cooceiiiiiii.n. Lib.
QUEBEC (75)
N TG (T 1 Berthier—Maskinongé..................... BQ
ASSElin, GErard ... ..o Manicouagan ............ooevveeeinnieeannns BQ
Bachand, Claude....... ... Saint-Jean..................oooiiiiiiiiinn. BQ
Bakopanos, Hon. Eleni, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Social

Development (Social ECOnomy) ........c..ooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e Ahuntsic .......oooviiiiiiiiiiii Lib.
Bellavance, ANdré ... ..o Richmond—Arthabaska ................... BQ
Bergeron, Stephane ... Verchéres—Les Patriotes .................. BQ
Bigras, Bernard ..........c.oiiiiiiiii e Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie............... BQ
Blais, Raynald ........oooiiiiiii Gaspésie—iles-de-la-Madeleine............. BQ
Boire, Alain ..o Beauharnois—Salaberry ................... BQ
Boivin, FrangoiSe ... ........uuiiiiiiiiiiii et e Gatineau ...........ovvviiiiiiiiieeeaaaanas Lib.
Bonsant, France.............oooiiiiiii i Compton—Stanstead....................... BQ
Bouchard, RODEIt..... ... e Chicoutimi—Le Fjord ..................... BQ
Boulianne, Marc ... Mégantic—L’Erable ........................ BQ
Bourgeois, DIane ..........ooiuuuiiiiiit i Terrebonne—Blainville .................... BQ
Brunelle, Paule. ... ... Trois-Rivieres ...........cccovviiiienee.... BQ
Cardin, ST . .nuvtteettt ettt et e e e e e e e Sherbrooke ................oiiiiiiiin. BQ
Carrier, RODEIt .. ..o Alfred-Pellan ............................... BQ
Clavet, ROZET ...\ttt Louis-Hébert ...........coooeeviiiiiiiiine, BQ
Cleary, Bernard ...........ooiiuniiii e Louis-Saint-Laurent ........................ BQ
Coderre, HOn. Denis. ... ... Bourassa.................ooiiiiiiiii Lib.
COE, GUY - .eeetenttt ettt e et e et e e e e Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier................. BQ
Cotler, Hon. Irwin, Minister of Justice and Attorney General of Canada ............. Mount Royal ..o Lib.
Créte, Paul ... Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouraska—

Riviere-du-Loup..........ooooeiiiiii. BQ

Demers, NICOIE .. ..un e e e Laval.....oooooiiiiiiiii BQ
Deschamps, JOhANNe ...........oeiiiiiii e Laurentides—Labelle ...................... BQ
Desrochers, OdiNa ........oooiiiiiun e Lotbiniére—Chutes-de-la-Chaudiére........ BQ
Dion, Hon. Stéphane, Minister of the Environment..............................ooll Saint-Laurent—Cartierville................ Lib.
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Drouin, Hon. Claude, Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister (Rural

(0703 10700130 F 1 1<1) Beauce ......oooviiiiiii i Lib.
DUcePpe, Gilles ... oottt e Laurie—Sainte-Marie ..................... BQ
Faille, Meili ....oooiii e Vaudreuil-Soulanges ....................... BQ
Folco, Raymonde ... ..o Laval—Les fles ............................ Lib.
Frulla, Hon. Liza, Minister of Canadian Heritage and Minister responsible for Status

OF WOIMEN ... e Jeanne-Le Ber...............oooii Lib.
Gagnon, CHIISHIANE .......uitt ettt e et e e e e et e e e e e e aaeenns QUEDEC. .. e BQ
Gagnon, MarCeL. .......ouuiiei e e e e Saint-Maurice—Champlain................ BQ
Gagnon, SEDASTICIL . ...ttt ettt e e e Jonquiere—Alma.................ooeeiiil BQ
Gaudet, ROZET .. ... e Montcalm.........ooiviiiiiiii BQ
Gauthier, MiChel ... e Roberval—Lac-Saint-Jean................. BQ
GUAY, MONIQUE ... .ottt e e e et Riviere-du-Nord ..o BQ
Guimond, Michel ....... ..o e Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute-

Cote-Nord .......cooeiviiiiiiiiiii.. BQ
Jennings, Hon. Marlene, Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister (Canada—U.

1 Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine.......... Lib.
KOtto, MaKa. .. ..o e Saint-Lambert .............................. BQ
Laframboise, Mario.........ovuutieett ettt e e e Argenteuil—Papineau—Mirabel .......... BQ
Lalonde, Francine..............ooiiiiiiiiii et La Pointe-de-ITle..............ccoooiiii.. BQ
Lapierre, Hon. Jean, Minister of Transport ..............c.oooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinn... Outremont ...........ooeviiiiiiiii Lib.
Lapierre, Réal........cooiiiii Lévis—Bellechasse .................c.ooees BQ
Lavallée, Carole .........cooiiiiiiiiii et Saint-Bruno—Saint-Hubert................ BQ
Lemay, Marc .......oei e e Abitibi—Témiscamingue .................. BQ
LesSard, YVeS .. .nettttii ettt Chambly—Borduas ........................ BQ
VS qUE, Y VO . .ttt ettt et ettt et et e et e et e e e e Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou. BQ
LOUDICT, YVaN ...ttt ettt et e et e e e e e e Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot ................... BQ
Marceau, Richard ...... ... Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles ...... BQ
Martin, Right Hon. Paul, Prime Minister ..............ooiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieennn. LaSalle—Emard..............cccvvuein.... Lib.
Meénard, Réal..... ... o Hochelaga ..o, BQ
MENArd, SEIZE ...ttt Marc-Aurele-Fortin ........................ BQ
Pacetti, MasSImO . ..ottt e Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel ............. Lib.
Paquette, PIeTTe ......cooinniii Joliette ......ooeviiii i BQ
Paradis, HOn. Denis .........coouiiiiiiiiii i Brome—MIisSiSquOi......ouvveeiniiieann. Lib.
Patry, Bernard. .......oc.uiiiiiii i e Pierrefonds—Dollard ...................... Lib.
Perron, GIlles-A. ... ... Riviére-des-Mille-iles...................... BQ
Pettigrew, Hon. Pierre, Minister of Foreign Affairs....................cooiiiiiiiin. Papineau ..........oooiviiiiiiiiiii Lib.
Picard, Pauline ..........ooeiiii i Drummond ............coiiiiiiiiii BQ
Plamondon, LOUIS ........uuuiiiiiiii e Bas-Richelieu—Nicolet—Bécancour ..... BQ
Poirier-Rivard, Denise ...........ooiuuiiuiiitii i Chateauguay—Saint-Constant............. BQ
Proulx, Marcel, Deputy Chair of Committees of the Whole ........................... Hull—Aylmer ..., Lib.
Robillard, Hon. Lucienne, President of the Queen's Privy Council for Canada,

Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs and Minister of Human Resources and Skills

DeVEIOPIMENL . ...ttt Westmount—Ville-Marie .................. Lib.
Rodriguez, Pablo .........oooiiii Honoré-Mercier ...........ooovviiiiiiiin. Lib.
ROY, JEaN-YVES. ...ttt e Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis—Matane—

Matapédia .........oooiiiiiiiii BQ
Saada, Hon. Jacques, Minister of the Economic Development Agency of Canada for

the Regions of Quebec and Minister responsible for the Francophonie ............. Brossard—La Prairie ...................... Lib.
Sauvageau, Benoft..... ... s Repentigny ........coovvviiviiiiinnannnn... BQ
Scarpaleggia, Francis ...........oo.oiiuiiiiiiiii i Lac-Saint-Louis .............coooeiiennt. Lib.
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Simard, CRIISHAN ... ...u e e e e Beauport—Limoilou ....................... BQ
Smith, David ... ... PontiaC..............coooiiiiiiiii Lib.
St-Hilaire, Caroline ...........ooiiuiiiii i e Longueuil—Pierre-Boucher ............... BQ
Thibault, LOUISE ....contiiti e e Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les

Basques.........oooooiiiiiiiii BQ
Vincent, RODEIt ... ..o e Shefford ... BQ
SASKATCHEWAN (14)
Anderson, David.........o.uiiiii Cypress Hills—Grasslands ................ CPC
Batters, Dave. .. ..o Palliser......cooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaa . CPC
BreftkreUuz, Garry .....ooonuieii e Yorkton—Melville ...................... CPC
Fitzpatrick, Brian ..........oooiiii e Prince Albert ..........ccoooeeiiiiiiit. CPC
Goodale, Hon. Ralph, Minister of Finance ..............cccooooiiiiiiiiiiiiien. Wascana ......ooovviiiiiiiii i Lib.
HarmiSon, JEeremY ... ..ottt ettt e ettt e e e e Desnethé—M issinippi—Churchill River . CPC
Komarnicki, Ed ... Souris—Moose Mountain ................. CPC
Lukiwski, Tom .. ..o Regina—Lumsden—Lake Centre......... CPC
RiItZ, GOITY ..ot Battlefords—Lloydminster ................ CPC
SCREET, ANAIEW ...ttt e et e e e e e Regina—Qu'Appelle ....................... CPC
SKelton, Carol. ... ...t Saskatoon—Rosetown—Biggar........... CPC
Trost, Bradley .......oooneiii Saskatoon—Humboldt..................... CPC
VEllacott, MAUIICE . ....oovrnttt ettt ettt e e e et Saskatoon—Wanuskewin.................. CPC
Yelich, LYNNE ...ttt et e e e et e e Blackstrap ........ooovviiiiiiiiiii CPC

YUKON (1)
Bagnell, Hon. Larry, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Natural Resources . Yukon..................ooooiiiiiiiii.. Lib.
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Bill Casey Jeremy Harrison Bob Mills Robert Thibault
Rick Casson Loyola Hearn James Moore Greg Thompson
David Chatters Russ Hiebert Rob Moore Myron Thompson
Michael Chong Jay Hill Rob Nicholson David Tilson
David Christopherson Betty Hinton Gordon O'Connor Vic Toews
Jean Crowder Rahim Jaffer Deepak Obhrai Bradley Trost
Roy Cullen Brian Jean Bev Oda Merv Tweed
John Cummins Marlene Jennings Pierre Paquette Peter Van Loan
Rodger Cuzner Dale Johnston Pierre Poilievre Maurice Vellacott
Stockwell Day Peter Julian Jim Prentice Mark Warawa
Johanne Deschamps Randy Kamp Joe Preston Jeff Watson
Bev Desjarlais Gerald Keddy James Rajotte Randy White
Barry Devolin Jason Kenney Scott Reid John Williams
Ruby Dhalla Wajid Khan John Reynolds Borys Wrzesnewskyj
Norman Doyle Ed Komarnicki Lee Richardson Lynne Yelich
John Duncan Daryl Kramp Gerry Ritz
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISCAL IMBALANCE
Chair: Yvan Loubier Vice-Chair:
Rona Ambrose Don Bell Guy Coté Judy Wasylycia-Leis 5)

Associate Members




26

FISHERIES AND OCEANS

Chair: Tom Wappel Vice-Chairs: Gerald Keddy

Peter Stoffer

Raynald Blais
John Cummins
Rodger Cuzner

Jim Abbott
Diane Ablonczy
Dean Allison
Rona Ambrose
Rob Anders
David Anderson
Gérard Asselin
Dave Batters
Leon Benoit
James Bezan
Marc Boulianne
Garry Breitkreuz
Gord Brown
Gerry Byrne
Serge Cardin
Colin Carrie
Robert Carrier
Bill Casey

Rick Casson
David Chatters
Michael Chong
Paul Créte

Jean Crowder
Nathan Cullen
Stockwell Day
Barry Devolin
Norman Doyle

Loyola Hearn
Randy Kamp

John Duncan
Wayne Easter
Ken Epp

Diane Finley
Brian Fitzpatrick
Steven Fletcher
Paul Forseth
Cheryl Gallant
Yvon Godin
Peter Goldring
Gary Goodyear
Jim Gouk
Gurmant Grewal
Nina Grewal
Helena Guergis
Art Hanger
Stephen Harper
Richard Harris
Jeremy Harrison
Russ Hiebert
Jay Hill

Betty Hinton
Rahim Jaffer
Brian Jean

Dale Johnston
Nancy Karetak-Lindell
Jason Kenney

Bill Matthews
Shawn Murphy

Associate Members

Ed Komarnicki
Daryl Kramp
Guy Lauzon
Tom Lukiwski
Gary Lunn
James Lunney
Peter MacKay
Dave MacKenzie
Inky Mark

Ted Menzies
Rob Merrifield
Larry Miller
Bob Mills
James Moore
Rob Moore
Rob Nicholson
Gordon O'Connor
Deepak Obhrai
Bev Oda

Brian Pallister
Charlie Penson
Pierre Poilievre
Jim Prentice
Joe Preston
James Rajotte
Scott Reid
John Reynolds

Jean-Yves Roy (12)
Scott Simms

Lee Richardson
Gerry Ritz
Andrew Scheer
Gary Schellenberger
Werner Schmidt
Carol Skelton
Joy Smith

Monte Solberg
Kevin Sorenson
Caroline St-Hilaire
Paul Steckle
Darrel Stinson
Belinda Stronach
Greg Thompson
Myron Thompson
David Tilson

Vic Toews
Bradley Trost
Merv Tweed
Peter Van Loan
Maurice Vellacott
Mark Warawa
Jeff Watson
Randy White
John Williams
Lynne Yelich




FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND INTERNATIONAL TRADE
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Chair: Bernard Patry Vice-Chairs: Francine Lalonde
Kevin Sorenson
Maurizio Bevilacqua Alexa McDonough Ted Menzies Beth Phinney (12)
Stockwell Day Dan McTeague Pierre Paquette Belinda Stronach
Lawrence MacAulay
Associate Members
Jim Abbott Johanne Deschamps Randy Kamp Scott Reid
Diane Ablonczy Bev Desjarlais Gerald Keddy John Reynolds
Dean Allison Odina Desrochers Jason Kenney Lee Richardson
Rona Ambrose Barry Devolin Wajid Khan Gerry Ritz
Rob Anders Ruby Dhalla David Kilgour Pablo Rodriguez
David Anderson Norman Doyle Ed Komarnicki Anthony Rota
David Anderson John Duncan Daryl Kramp Michael Savage
Guy André Wayne Easter Guy Lauzon Andy Savoy
Claude Bachand Ken Epp Jack Layton Andrew Scheer
Larry Bagnell Mark Eyking Tom Lukiwski Gary Schellenberger
Navdeep Bains Diane Finley Gary Lunn Werner Schmidt
Dave Batters Brian Fitzpatrick James Lunney Mario Silva
Colleen Beaumier Steven Fletcher Peter MacKay Carol Skelton
Don Bell Raymonde Folco Dave MacKenzie Joy Smith
André Bellavance Paul Forseth John Maloney Monte Solberg
Leon Benoit Cheryl Gallant Inky Mark Brent St. Denis
Stéphane Bergeron Marc Godbout Keith Martin Darrel Stinson
James Bezan Peter Goldring Brian Masse Robert Thibault
Raymond Bonin Gary Goodyear David McGuinty Greg Thompson
Don Boudria Jim Gouk Rob Merrifield Myron Thompson
Diane Bourgeois Gurmant Grewal Larry Miller David Tilson
Garry Breitkreuz Nina Grewal Bob Mills Vic Toews
Ed Broadbent Helena Guergis Maria Minna Alan Tonks
Bonnie Brown Art Hanger James Moore Paddy Torsney
Gord Brown Stephen Harper Rob Moore Bradley Trost
Sarmite Bulte Richard Harris Anita Neville Merv Tweed
John Cannis Jeremy Harrison Rob Nicholson Roger Valley
Gary Carr Loyola Hearn Gordon O'Connor Peter Van Loan
Colin Carrie Russ Hiebert Deepak Obhrai Maurice Vellacott
Bill Casey Jay Hill Bev Oda Mark Warawa
Rick Casson Betty Hinton Brian Pallister Jeff Watson
Marlene Catterall Mark Holland Denis Paradis Randy White
David Chatters Rahim Jaffer Charlie Penson John Williams
Michael Chong Brian Jean Pierre Poilievre Borys Wrzesnewskyj
Roger Clavet Marlene Jennings Jim Prentice Lynne Yelich
Denis Coderre Dale Johnston Joe Preston Paul Zed
John Cummins Peter Julian James Rajotte
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE, TRADE DISPUTES AND INVESTMENT
Chair: John Cannis Vice-Chair: Ted Menzies
Mark Eyking Peter Julian Pierre Paquette Belinda Stronach @)

Marlene Jennings

Associate Members
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RIGHTS AND INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Chair:

Navdeep Bains
Diane Bourgeois

David Kilgour

Ed Broadbent

Vice-Chair:

Peter Goldring

Associate Members

Stockwell Day

Paddy Torsney @)

Chair:

Ken Boshcoff
Marcel Gagnon
Marc Godbout

Jim Abbott
Diane Ablonczy
Dean Allison
Rona Ambrose
Rob Anders
David Anderson
Dave Batters
Stéphane Bergeron
James Bezan
Frangoise Boivin
Garry Breitkreuz
Gord Brown
Colin Carrie

Bill Casey

Rick Casson
David Chatters
Michael Chong
David Christopherson
Guy Coté

Roy Cullen
John Cummins
Stockwell Day
Bev Desjarlais
Barry Devolin
Norman Doyle
John Duncan
Ken Epp

Diane Finley

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS AND ESTIMATES

Leon Benoit

Guy Lauzon
Diane Marleau

Brian Fitzpatrick
Steven Fletcher
Paul Forseth
Cheryl Gallant
Roger Gallaway
Peter Goldring
Gary Goodyear
Jim Gouk
Gurmant Grewal
Nina Grewal
Helena Guergis
Art Hanger
Stephen Harper
Richard Harris
Jeremy Harrison
Loyola Hearn
Russ Hiebert
Jay Hill

Betty Hinton
Rahim Jaffer
Brian Jean

Dale Johnston
Peter Julian
Randy Kamp
Gerald Keddy
Jason Kenney
Ed Komarnicki
Daryl Kramp

Vice-Chairs:

Joe Preston

Francis Scarpaleggia

Associate Members

Walt Lastewka
Derek Lee

Yvan Loubier
Tom Lukiwski
Gary Lunn
James Lunney
Peter MacKay
Dave MacKenzie
Inky Mark
David McGuinty
Ted Menzies
Rob Merrifield
Larry Miller
Bob Mills

James Moore
Rob Moore

Rob Nicholson
Pat O'Brien
Gordon O'Connor
Deepak Obhrai
Bev Oda
Massimo Pacetti
Brian Pallister
Charlie Penson
Pierre Poilievre
Jim Prentice
James Rajotte

Paul Szabo

Louise Thibault (12)
Randy White

Scott Reid

John Reynolds
Lee Richardson
Gerry Ritz

Benoit Sauvageau
Andrew Scheer
Gary Schellenberger
Werner Schmidt
Carol Skelton
Joy Smith

Monte Solberg
Kevin Sorenson
Darrel Stinson
Belinda Stronach
Greg Thompson
Myron Thompson
David Tilson

Vic Toews
Bradley Trost
Merv Tweed
Peter Van Loan
Maurice Vellacott
Mark Warawa
Judy Wasylycia-Leis
Jeff Watson

John Williams
Lynne Yelich




Chair:

Colin Carrie
Brenda Chamberlain
Jean Crowder

Jim Abbott
Diane Ablonczy
Dean Allison
Rona Ambrose
Rob Anders
David Anderson
Dave Batters
Leon Benoit
Stéphane Bergeron
James Bezan
Bill Blaikie

Don Boudria
Garry Breitkreuz
Gord Brown
Paule Brunelle
Bill Casey

Rick Casson
David Chatters
Michael Chong
Guy Coté
Nathan Cullen
John Cummins
Stockwell Day
Barry Devolin
Norman Doyle
John Duncan
Ken Epp

Diane Finley
Brian Fitzpatrick

Bonnie Brown

Nicole Demers
Ruby Dhalla

Raymonde Folco
Paul Forseth
Hedy Fry
Cheryl Gallant
Peter Goldring
Gary Goodyear
Jim Gouk
Gurmant Grewal
Nina Grewal
Helena Guergis
Art Hanger
Stephen Harper
Richard Harris
Jeremy Harrison
Loyola Hearn
Russ Hiebert
Jay Hill

Betty Hinton
Rahim Jaffer
Brian Jean

Dale Johnston
Peter Julian
Susan Kadis
Randy Kamp
Gerald Keddy
Jason Kenney
Wajid Khan

Ed Komarnicki
Daryl Kramp

HEALTH

Vice-Chairs:

Steven Fletcher
James Lunney

Associate Members

Guy Lauzon
Jack Layton
Yvan Loubier
Tom Lukiwski
Gary Lunn

Peter MacKay
Dave MacKenzie
John Maloney
Inky Mark

Keith Martin
Brian Masse
Alexa McDonough
Ted Menzies
Larry Miller
Bob Mills

James Moore
Rob Moore

Rob Nicholson
Gordon O'Connor
Deepak Obhrai
Bev Oda

Brian Pallister
Charlie Penson
Pierre Poilievre
Jim Prentice

Joe Preston
James Rajotte
Scott Reid

Réal Ménard
Rob Merrifield

Michael Savage
Robert Thibault

John Reynolds
Lee Richardson
Gerry Ritz
Andrew Scheer
Gary Schellenberger
Werner Schmidt
Carol Skelton
Joy Smith

Monte Solberg
Kevin Sorenson
Darrel Stinson
Belinda Stronach
Paul Szabo

Lui Temelkovski
Greg Thompson
Myron Thompson
David Tilson

Vic Toews
Bradley Trost
Merv Tweed
Peter Van Loan
Maurice Vellacott
Mark Warawa
Judy Wasylycia-Leis
Jeff Watson
Randy White
John Williams
Lynne Yelich
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HUMAN RESOURCES, SKILLS DEVELOPMENT, SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT AND THE STATUS OF PERSONS
WITH DISABILITIES

Chair: Raymonde Folco Vice-Chairs: Paul Forseth
Christiane Gagnon

Peter Adams Barry Devolin Yves Lessard Yasmin Ratansi (12)
Eleni Bakopanos Ed Komarnicki Tony Martin Peter Van Loan
Jean-Claude D'Amours
Associate Members

Jim Abbott Ruby Dhalla Randy Kamp Joe Preston
Diane Ablonczy Norman Doyle Gerald Keddy James Rajotte
Dean Allison John Duncan Jason Kenney Scott Reid
Rona Ambrose Ken Epp Daryl Kramp John Reynolds
Rob Anders Diane Finley Guy Lauzon Lee Richardson
David Anderson Brian Fitzpatrick Carole Lavallée Gerry Ritz
Dave Batters Steven Fletcher Judi Longfield Andrew Scheer
Don Bell Hedy Fry Tom Lukiwski Gary Schellenberger
Leon Benoit Marcel Gagnon Gary Lunn Werner Schmidt
Stéphane Bergeron Cheryl Gallant James Lunney Christian Simard
James Bezan Marc Godbout Lawrence MacAulay Carol Skelton
Alain Boire Yvon Godin Peter MacKay David Smith
France Bonsant Peter Goldring Dave MacKenzie Joy Smith
Ken Boshcoff Gary Goodyear Gurbax Malhi Monte Solberg
Garry Breitkreuz Jim Gouk Inky Mark Kevin Sorenson
Ed Broadbent Gurmant Grewal Alexa McDonough Darrel Stinson
Gord Brown Nina Grewal Ted Menzies Belinda Stronach
Paule Brunelle Helena Guergis Rob Merrifield Greg Thompson
Colin Carrie Art Hanger Larry Miller Myron Thompson
Bill Casey Stephen Harper Bob Mills David Tilson
Rick Casson Richard Harris James Moore Vic Toews
David Chatters Jeremy Harrison Rob Moore Bradley Trost
Michael Chong Loyola Hearn Anita Neville Merv Tweed
David Christopherson Russ Hiebert Rob Nicholson Maurice Vellacott
Denis Coderre Jay Hill Gordon O'Connor Robert Vincent
Jean Crowder Betty Hinton Deepak Obhrai Mark Warawa
Nathan Cullen Rahim Jaffer Bev Oda Judy Wasylycia-Leis
John Cummins Brian Jean Brian Pallister Jeff Watson
Rodger Cuzner Dale Johnston Charlie Penson Randy White
Libby Davies Peter Julian Pierre Poilievre John Williams
Stockwell Day Susan Kadis Jim Prentice Lynne Yelich
Nicole Demers

SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE STATUS OF PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES

Chair: Ken Boshcoff Vice-Chair: Carol Skelton

Ruby Dhalla Peter Julian Robert Vincent %)

Associate Members




SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE EMPLOYMENT INSURANCE FUNDS
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Chair: Rodger Cuzner Vice-Chair:
Jean-Claude D'Amours Yvon Godin Yves Lessard Peter Van Loan )
Associate Members
INDUSTRY, NATURAL RESOURCES, SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
Chair: Brent St. Denis Vice-Chairs:
Werner Schmidt
Serge Cardin John Duncan Lynn Myers Andy Savoy (12)

Michael Chong
Denis Coderre

Jim Abbott
Diane Ablonczy
Dean Allison
Rona Ambrose
Rob Anders
David Anderson
Gérard Asselin
Larry Bagnell
Navdeep Bains
Dave Batters
Don Bell

Leon Benoit
Maurizio Bevilacqua
James Bezan
Bernard Bigras
Raymond Bonin
Ken Boshcoff
Marc Boulianne
Garry Breitkreuz
Gord Brown
Sarmite Bulte
Colin Carrie
Robert Carrier
Bill Casey

Rick Casson
Marlene Catterall
David Chatters
David Christopherson
Guy Coté

Jean Crowder
John Cummins
Libby Davies
Stockwell Day
Barry Devolin

Brian Masse

Norman Doyle
Ken Epp

Diane Finley
Brian Fitzpatrick
Steven Fletcher
Paul Forseth
Hedy Fry
Sébastien Gagnon
Cheryl Gallant
Yvon Godin
Peter Goldring
Gary Goodyear
Jim Gouk
Gurmant Grewal
Nina Grewal
Helena Guergis
Art Hanger
Stephen Harper
Richard Harris
Jeremy Harrison
Loyola Hearn
Russ Hiebert
Jay Hill

Betty Hinton
Mark Holland
Rahim Jaffer
Brian Jean
Marlene Jennings
Dale Johnston
Peter Julian
Randy Kamp
Gerald Keddy
Jason Kenney
Ed Komarnicki

Jerry Pickard

Associate Members

Daryl Kramp
Mario Laframboise
Réal Lapierre
Guy Lauzon
Jack Layton
Yvon Lévesque
Yvan Loubier
Tom Lukiwski
Gary Lunn
James Lunney
Peter MacKay
Dave MacKenzie
John Maloney
Inky Mark

Tony Martin
David McGuinty
Ted Menzies
Rob Merrifield
Larry Miller
Bob Mills

James Moore
Rob Moore

Rob Nicholson
Gordon O'Connor
Deepak Obhrai
Bev Oda
Massimo Pacetti
Brian Pallister
Charlie Penson
Beth Phinney
Pierre Poilievre
Jim Prentice

Joe Preston
James Rajotte

Bradley Trost

Yasmin Ratansi
Scott Reid

John Reynolds
Lee Richardson
Gerry Ritz
Anthony Rota
Francis Scarpaleggia
Andrew Scheer
Gary Schellenberger
Bill Siksay

Scott Simms
Carol Skelton
David Smith

Joy Smith

Monte Solberg
Kevin Sorenson
Caroline St-Hilaire
Darrel Stinson
Peter Stoffer
Belinda Stronach
Robert Thibault
Greg Thompson
Myron Thompson
David Tilson

Vic Toews

Paddy Torsney
Merv Tweed
Peter Van Loan
Maurice Vellacott
Mark Warawa
Jeff Watson
Randy White
John Williams
Lynne Yelich
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Chair:

Diane Bourgeois
Joe Comartin
Roy Cullen

Jim Abbott
Diane Ablonczy
Dean Allison
Rona Ambrose
Rob Anders
David Anderson
Jean Augustine
Dave Batters
Leon Benoit
James Bezan
Bill Blaikie
Gord Brown
Paule Brunelle
Colin Carrie
Bill Casey

Rick Casson
David Chatters
Michael Chong
John Cummins
Libby Davies
Stockwell Day
Barry Devolin
Norman Doyle
John Duncan
Ken Epp

Diane Finley
Brian Fitzpatrick
Steven Fletcher

JUSTICE, HUMAN RIGHTS, PUBLIC SAFETY AND EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

Paul DeVillers

Paul Harold Macklin

John Maloney

Paul Forseth
Hedy Fry
Cheryl Gallant
Peter Goldring
Gary Goodyear
Jim Gouk
Gurmant Grewal
Nina Grewal
Helena Guergis
Art Hanger
Stephen Harper
Richard Harris
Jeremy Harrison
Loyola Hearn
Russ Hiebert
Jay Hill

Betty Hinton
Rahim Jaffer
Brian Jean
Marlene Jennings
Dale Johnston
Randy Kamp
Gerald Keddy
Jason Kenney
Ed Komarnicki
Daryl Kramp
Mario Laframboise

Vice-Chairs:

Anita Neville
Myron Thompson

Associate Members

Guy Lauzon
Derek Lee

Tom Lukiwski
Gary Lunn
James Lunney
Peter MacKay
Dave MacKenzie
Inky Mark
David McGuinty
Serge Ménard
Ted Menzies
Rob Merrifield
Larry Miller
Bob Mills

James Moore
Rob Moore

Rob Nicholson
Gordon O'Connor
Deepak Obhrai
Bev Oda

Brian Pallister
Charlie Penson
Pierre Poilievre
Jim Prentice

Joe Preston
James Rajotte
Scott Reid

Garry Breitkreuz
Richard Marceau

Vic Toews (12)
Mark Warawa

John Reynolds
Lee Richardson
Gerry Ritz
Andrew Scheer
Gary Schellenberger
Werner Schmidt
Bill Siksay

Carol Skelton
Joy Smith

Monte Solberg
Kevin Sorenson
Lloyd St. Amand
Darrel Stinson
Belinda Stronach
Greg Thompson
David Tilson
Paddy Torsney
Bradley Trost
Merv Tweed
Peter Van Loan
Maurice Vellacott
Tom Wappel
Jeff Watson
Randy White
John Williams
Lynne Yelich
Paul Zed

Chair:

Paule Brunelle

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOLICITATION LAWS

John Maloney

Hedy Fry

Vice-Chair:

Art Hanger

Associate Members

Libby Davies

®)




Chair:

Joe Comartin
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC SAFETY AND NATIONAL SECURITY

Paul Zed

Roy Cullen

Vice-Chairs:

Peter MacKay

Associate Members

Serge Ménard
Kevin Sorenson

Tom Wappel 7

Chair:

Leon Benoit
Don Boudria
Marlene Catterall
David Chatters
Paul DeVillers
Raymonde Folco

Claude Bachand
Bernard Bigras
Garry Breitkreuz
Ed Broadbent
Rick Casson
Bernard Cleary
Paul Créte

Jean Crowder
Meili Faille
Paul Forseth
Christiane Gagnon

Bonnie Brown

Gurmant Grewal
Susan Kadis

Nancy Karetak-Lindell
Anita Neville

Pat O'Brien

Yvon Godin

Jim Gouk

Nina Grewal
Monique Guay
Michel Guimond
Jeremy Harrison
Mark Holland
Dale Johnston
Gerald Keddy
Maka Kotto
Francine Lalonde

LIAISON

Vice-Chair:

Massimo Pacetti
Bernard Patry
Pablo Rodriguez
Brent St. Denis
Paul Steckle

Associate Members

Derek Lee

Yvan Loubier
Richard Marceau
Inky Mark

Pat Martin

Réal Ménard
Rob Merrifield
Lynn Myers
Charlie Penson
Pierre Poilievre

Roger Gallaway

Andrew Telegdi (23)
Alan Tonks

Maurice Vellacott

Tom Wappel

John Williams

Denise Poirier-Rivard
Lee Richardson
Gerry Ritz

Benoit Sauvageau
Gary Schellenberger
Werner Schmidt
Kevin Sorenson
Caroline St-Hilaire
Peter Stoffer

Paul Szabo

Chair:

Marlene Catterall
Gurmant Grewal

SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMITTEE BUDGETS

Bonnie Brown

Pat O'Brien

Vice-Chair:

Bernard Patry

Associate Members

John Williams

Andrew Telegdi @)
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Chair:

Larry Bagnell
Bill Blaikie
Betty Hinton

Jim Abbott
Diane Ablonczy
Dean Allison
Rona Ambrose
Rob Anders
David Anderson
Dave Batters
Leon Benoit
James Bezan
Bernard Bigras
Garry Breitkreuz
Gord Brown
Colin Carrie
Robert Carrier
Bill Casey
David Chatters
Michael Chong
Roger Clavet
John Cummins
Stockwell Day
Odina Desrochers
Barry Devolin
Norman Doyle
John Duncan
Ken Epp

Diane Finley
Brian Fitzpatrick
Steven Fletcher

NATIONAL DEFENCE AND VETERANS AFFAIRS

Pat O'Brien

Judi Longfield
Dave MacKenzie

Paul Forseth
Cheryl Gallant
Peter Goldring
Gary Goodyear
Jim Gouk
Gurmant Grewal
Nina Grewal
Helena Guergis
Art Hanger
Stephen Harper
Richard Harris
Jeremy Harrison
Loyola Hearn
Russ Hiebert
Jay Hill

Rahim Jaffer
Brian Jean

Dale Johnston
Peter Julian
Randy Kamp
Gerald Keddy
Jason Kenney
Wajid Khan

Ed Komarnicki
Daryl Kramp
Francine Lalonde
Guy Lauzon

Vice-Chairs:

Keith Martin
Gordon O'Connor

Associate Members

Tom Lukiwski
Gary Lunn
James Lunney
Peter MacKay
John Maloney
Inky Mark
Dan McTeague
Ted Menzies
Rob Merrifield
Larry Miller
Bob Mills
James Moore
Rob Moore
Anita Neville
Rob Nicholson
Deepak Obhrai
Bev Oda

Brian Pallister
Charlie Penson
Pierre Poilievre
Jim Prentice
Joe Preston
Marcel Proulx
James Rajotte
Scott Reid
John Reynolds
Lee Richardson

Claude Bachand
Rick Casson

Gilles-A. Perron (12)
Anthony Rota

Gerry Ritz
Andrew Scheer
Gary Schellenberger
Werner Schmidt
Scott Simms
Carol Skelton
Joy Smith

Monte Solberg
Kevin Sorenson
Caroline St-Hilaire
Darrel Stinson
Peter Stoffer
Belinda Stronach
Greg Thompson
Myron Thompson
David Tilson

Vic Toews
Bradley Trost
Merv Tweed
Rose-Marie Ur
Peter Van Loan
Maurice Vellacott
Mark Warawa
Jeff Watson
Randy White
John Williams
Lynne Yelich

Chair:

Larry Bagnell

Gordon O'Connor

SUBCOMMITTEE ON VETERANS AFFAIRS

Anthony Rota

Gilles-A. Perron

Vice-Chair:

Peter Stoffer

Associate Members

Betty Hinton

Rose-Marie Ur @)




Chair:

Guy André
Frangoise Boivin
Jean-Claude D'Amours

Jim Abbott
Diane Ablonczy
Dean Allison
Rona Ambrose
Rob Anders
David Anderson
Dave Batters
Leon Benoit
Stéphane Bergeron
James Bezan
Don Boudria
Garry Breitkreuz
Ed Broadbent
Gord Brown
Colin Carrie
Bill Casey

Rick Casson
David Chatters
Michael Chong
Joe Comartin
John Cummins
Stockwell Day
Barry Devolin
Norman Doyle
John Duncan
Ken Epp

OFFICIAL LANGUAGES

Pablo Rodriguez Vice-Chairs:

Odina Desrochers
Marc Godbout

Guy Lauzon
Andrew Scheer

Associate Members

Diane Finley Ed Komarnicki

Brian Fitzpatrick Maka Kotto
Steven Fletcher Daryl Kramp
Paul Forseth Jack Layton
Cheryl Gallant Tom Lukiwski
Peter Goldring Gary Lunn
Gary Goodyear James Lunney
Jim Gouk Peter MacKay
Gurmant Grewal Dave MacKenzie
Nina Grewal Inky Mark
Helena Guergis Ted Menzies
Art Hanger Rob Merrifield
Stephen Harper Larry Miller
Richard Harris Bob Mills
Jeremy Harrison James Moore

Loyola Hearn Rob Moore

Russ Hiebert Rob Nicholson
Jay Hill Gordon O'Connor
Betty Hinton Deepak Obhrai

Rahim Jaffer Bev Oda
Brian Jean Brian Pallister
Dale Johnston Charlie Penson
Peter Julian Jim Prentice
Randy Kamp Joe Preston

Gerald Keddy James Rajotte

Jason Kenney
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Yvon Godin
Pierre Poilievre

Raymond Simard (12)
Maurice Vellacott

Scott Reid

John Reynolds
Lee Richardson
Gerry Ritz

Gary Schellenberger
Werner Schmidt
Carol Skelton
Joy Smith

Monte Solberg
Kevin Sorenson
Darrel Stinson
Belinda Stronach
Greg Thompson
Myron Thompson
David Tilson

Vic Toews
Bradley Trost
Merv Tweed
Peter Van Loan
Mark Warawa
Judy Wasylycia-Leis
Jeff Watson
Randy White
John Williams
Lynne Yelich
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PROCEDURE AND HOUSE AFFAIRS

Chair: Don Boudria Vice-Chairs: Michel Guimond

Dale Johnston

Frangoise Boivin
Bill Casey
Yvon Godin

Jim Abbott
Diane Ablonczy
Peter Adams
Dean Allison
Rona Ambrose
Rob Anders
David Anderson
Dave Batters
Leon Benoit
Stéphane Bergeron
James Bezan
Ken Boshcoff
Garry Breitkreuz
Ed Broadbent
Gord Brown
Gary Carr
Colin Carrie
Rick Casson
David Chatters
Michael Chong
Joe Comartin
Jean Crowder
John Cummins
Rodger Cuzner
Libby Davies
Stockwell Day
Barry Devolin
Norman Doyle
John Duncan
Ken Epp

Jay Hill
Dominic LeBlanc

Diane Finley
Brian Fitzpatrick
Steven Fletcher
Paul Forseth
Cheryl Gallant
Michel Gauthier
Marc Godbout
Peter Goldring
Gary Goodyear
Jim Gouk
Gurmant Grewal
Nina Grewal
Monique Guay
Helena Guergis
Art Hanger
Stephen Harper
Richard Harris
Jeremy Harrison
Loyola Hearn
Russ Hiebert
Betty Hinton
Rahim Jaffer
Brian Jean
Randy Kamp
Nancy Karetak-Lindell
Gerald Keddy
Jason Kenney
Ed Komarnicki
Daryl Kramp

Judi Longfield
Pauline Picard

Associate Members

Mario Laframboise
Guy Lauzon
Tom Lukiwski
Gary Lunn
James Lunney
Peter MacKay
Dave MacKenzie
Richard Marceau
Inky Mark

Réal Ménard
Ted Menzies
Rob Merrifield
Larry Miller
Bob Mills

James Moore
Rob Moore

Rob Nicholson
Gordon O'Connor
Deepak Obhrai
Bev Oda

Brian Pallister
Carolyn Parrish
Charlie Penson
Pierre Poilievre
Russ Powers

Jim Prentice

Joe Preston
Marcel Proulx
James Rajotte

Karen Redman (12)
Scott Reid

Lee Richardson
Gerry Ritz
Andrew Scheer
Gary Schellenberger
Werner Schmidt
Mario Silva
Raymond Simard
Carol Skelton
Joy Smith

Monte Solberg
Kevin Sorenson
Darrel Stinson
Belinda Stronach
Greg Thompson
Myron Thompson
David Tilson

Vic Toews
Bradley Trost
Merv Tweed
Rose-Marie Ur
Roger Valley
Peter Van Loan
Maurice Vellacott
Mark Warawa
Jeff Watson
Randy White
John Williams
Lynne Yelich
Paul Zed

SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT UNDER THE CONFLICT OF INTEREST CODE FOR

Chair:

Yvon Godin

MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF COMMONS

Judi Longfield

Mario Laframboise

Vice-Chair:

Scott Reid

Associate Members

“)
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON PRIVATE MEMBERS' BUSINESS

Chair: Gary Carr Vice-Chair:
Bill Casey Rodger Cuzner Yvon Godin Pauline Picard 5)
Associate Members
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PARLIAMENTARY PRIVILEGE
Chair: Judi Longfield Vice-Chair:
Francoise Boivin Yvon Godin Michel Guimond John Reynolds 5)
Associate Members
PUBLIC ACCOUNTS
Chair: John Williams Vice-Chairs: Mark Holland

Dean Allison
Gary Carr

David Christopherson

Jim Abbott
Diane Ablonczy
Rona Ambrose
Rob Anders
David Anderson
Dave Batters
Leon Benoit
James Bezan
Robert Bouchard
Garry Breitkreuz
Gord Brown
Colin Carrie
Bill Casey

Rick Casson
David Chatters
Michael Chong
John Cummins
Stockwell Day
Bev Desjarlais
Barry Devolin
Norman Doyle
John Duncan
Ken Epp

Diane Finley
Steven Fletcher
Paul Forseth

Brian Fitzpatrick
Sébastien Gagnon

Cheryl Gallant
Peter Goldring
Gary Goodyear
Jim Gouk
Gurmant Grewal
Nina Grewal
Helena Guergis
Art Hanger
Stephen Harper
Richard Harris
Jeremy Harrison
Loyola Hearn
Russ Hiebert
Jay Hill

Betty Hinton
Rahim Jaffer
Brian Jean
Dale Johnston
Peter Julian
Randy Kamp
Gerald Keddy
Jason Kenney
David Kilgour
Ed Komarnicki
Guy Lauzon
Jack Layton

Daryl Kramp
Walt Lastewka
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