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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Tuesday, March 30, 2010

The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayers

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS

® (1005)
[Translation]

CANADIAN HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION

The Speaker: I have the honour to table the 2009 annual report of
the Canadian Human Rights Commission.

[English]
Pursuant to Standing Order 108(3)(e), this document is deemed to

have been permanently referred to the Standing Committee on
Justice and Human Rights.

* % %

SPONSORED TRAVEL BY MEMBERS

The Speaker: Pursuant to section 15(3) of the Conflict of Interest
Code for Members of the House of Commons, it is my duty to lay
upon the table the list of all sponsored travel by members for the year
2009 as provided by the Conflict of Interest and Ethics Commis-
sioner.

* % %

BALANCED REFUGEE REFORM ACT

Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and
Multiculturalism, CPC) moved for leave to introduce Bill C-11,
An Act to amend the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act and
the Federal Courts Act.

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

* % %

COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE
CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION

Mr. David Tilson (Dufferin—Caledon, CPC): Mr. Speaker, [
have the honour to present, in both official languages, the second
report of the Standing Committee on Citizenship and Immigration in
relation to best practices in settlement services.

PETITIONS
AIR PASSENGERS' BILL OF RIGHTS

Mr. Jim Maloway (Elmwood—Transcona, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
I present a petition regarding an air passengers' bill of rights.

Thousands of Canadians are calling on Parliament to adopt
Canada's first air passengers' bill of rights. Bill C-310 would
compensate air passengers on all Canadian carriers, including
charters, anywhere they fly.

The bill provides compensation for overbooked flights, cancelled
flights and long tarmac delays. The bill deals with issues such as late
and misplaced baggage. It requires all-inclusive pricing by airlines
on all of their advertising. The airlines would have to inform
passengers of flight changes, either delays or cancellations. The new
rules would have to be posted at the airports. Airlines would have to
inform passengers of their rights and the process to file for
compensation. If the airlines followed these rules, it would cost them
nothing.

Legislation of this type has been in effect in Europe for five years.
Why should an Air Canada passenger be treated better in Europe
than in Canada? The petitioners call on the government to support
Bill C-310, which would introduce Canada's first air passengers' bill
of rights.

©(1010)
EARTHQUAKE IN CHILE

Mr. Jim Maloway (ElImwood—Transcona, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
my second petition is signed by Canadians calling on the Canadian
government to match funds personally donated by the citizens of
Canada for the victims of the earthquake in Chile. On February 27,
2010, an 8.8 magnitude earthquake occurred in southern Chile.

Canadian communities have mobilized and have held fundraising
events. At least two events have been held in Winnipeg in the last
few weeks. When will the Prime Minister and the government give
the same treatment to the victims of the earthquake in Chile as was
done for the victims of the earthquake in Haiti and match funds
personally donated by Canadians to help the victims of the
earthquake in Chile?

ABORIGINAL HEALING CENTRES

Mr. Tony Martin (Sault Ste. Marie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
present petitions this morning from hundreds of people across this
country, including people from my own riding.
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People are very concerned about the move by the government to
end funding to the aboriginal healing centres. The petitioners claim
that this is not in keeping with the apology that was given by the
Prime Minister in the House on the commitment to resources for
healing and reconciliation.

Funding will come to an end at the end of this month. There are
programs in two aboriginal communities bordering on Sault Ste.
Marie where excellent work is going on to help survivors of
residential schools. These petitioners, my constituents and people
from across the country ask the government passionately to please
continue the funding so that this healing can continue.

NORTH KOREAN REFUGEES

Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I am presenting a petition on behalf of over 100 residents of
the greater Toronto area, Etobicoke and Mississauga. These people
are largely representatives of the Korean community who are
concerned about the treatment of North Korean refugees in China.
The Chinese government continues to send these refugees from
oppression in North Korea back to North Korea when they are
found.

The petitioners, citizens of the greater Toronto area, call upon the
House of Commons and the Government of Canada to support my
Motion No. 383 and vigorously participate in the international effort
to urge the Government of the People's Republic of China to ensure
the safe passage of North Korean refugees who leave North Korea to
South Korea.

LEIF ERICSSON DAY

Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, as Canada's
second Finnish Canadian MP, I am very proud to rise today to
present a petition to honour the voyage of Leif Ericsson and to
recognize the contribution of Scandinavian people to Canada.

The petitioners specifically ask for support of former Motion No.
37, and that the government honour the historical voyage made by
Leif Ericsson who became the first European to visit North America
over a thousand years ago, and recognize the contributions of
Scandinavian people from Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Iceland and
Finland to Canada by joining other nations in declaring October 9 as
Leif Ericsson day.

The petitioners and I look forward to the government's response.
ASBESTOS

Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
present a petition signed by literally thousands of Canadians who
call upon the House of Commons to take note that asbestos is the
greatest industrial killer the world has ever known and yet Canada
remains one of the largest producers and exporters in the world,
dumping nearly 200,000 tonnes of asbestos into underdeveloped
countries every year.

The petitioners point out that Canada also spends millions of
dollars subsidizing the industry and blocking international efforts to
curb its use.

The petitioners call upon the government to ban asbestos in all of
its forms and institute a just transition program for asbestos workers
who may be put out of work and for the communities they live in; to

end all government subsidies of asbestos both in Canada and abroad,;
to stop blocking international conventions, such as the Rotterdam
convention, which are designed to protect workers from asbestos;
and also, as the United States Senate has done, to recognize April 1
as asbestos disease awareness day.

[Translation]
CANADA POST

Mr. Yves Lessard (Chambly—Borduas, BQ): Mr. Speaker, this
morning I am presenting a petition signed by more than 670
residents of Saint-Jean-Baptiste-de-Rouville, a semi-urban, but
primarily rural, community, where the people are worried about
the potential closure of their post office. Although the government is
trying to reassure us about maintaining the moratorium, this
community is very worried about the debate that has been opened
on this issue. We know that when the post office is closed in a semi-
rural community like this one, the centre and very heart of the
community is compromised.

I have the honour to present this petition on behalf of the people of
Saint-Jean-Baptiste-de-Rouville, in my riding of Chambly—Bor-
duas.

®(1015)
[English]

Mr. Glenn Thibeault: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. |
wonder if you could ask the House for unanimous consent to
introduce my private member's bill.

The Speaker: Is there unanimous consent to revert to the
introduction of private members' bills?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

* % %

NATIONAL STRATEGY FOR AUTISM SPECTRUM
DISORDER ACT

Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP) moved for leave to
introduce Bill C-504, An Act respecting the establishment of a
National Strategy for Autism Spectrum Disorder.

He said: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the House for giving
consent to move this bill forward.

I am pleased to rise in the House to introduce a bill that would
provide relief to thousands of Canadians across the country who
have loved ones living with autism.

If passed, Bill C-504, An Act respecting the establishment of a
National Strategy for Autism Spectrum Disorder, would establish
national standards for the treatment and delivery of autism-related
services, study the possibility of transferring federal funds to assist
provincial governments in providing treatments, establish a medical
surveillance program monitored by the Public Health Agency of
Canada, and estimate the amount of funding required for health
research into treatments and service delivery for autism.

If passed, this bill would bring relief to thousands of Canadian
families who have loved ones living with autism.
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(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed)

* % %

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER

Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, |
ask that all questions be allowed to stand.

The Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[Translation]

CANADA-COLOMBIA FREE TRADE AGREEMENT
IMPLEMENTATION ACT

The House resumed from March 25 consideration of the motion
that Bill C-2, An Act to implement the Free Trade Agreement
between Canada and the Republic of Colombia, the Agreement on
the Environment between Canada and the Republic of Colombia and
the Agreement on Labour Cooperation between Canada and the
Republic of Colombia be read the second time and referred to a
committee, and of the motion that this question be now put.

Mr. Thomas Mulcair (Outremont, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is once
again an honour for me to speak about this proposed agreement
between the Conservative government and Colombia.

One might initially wonder why anyone would oppose a free trade
agreement with a country that could benefit from the economic
growth such an agreement could bring. The answer is found in the
details of the agreement, of what it does and does not do.

We feel that this discussion should be about fair trade as well as
free trade. By definition, fair trade means fully respecting human
rights as a precondition for all trade deals.

Tragically, the number of people executed in Colombia for
working towards better human rights, particularly labour rights, has
now reached the hundreds. These workers are executed in different
ways, often by brigades that represent the state in some form or
another.

Unfortunately, even though the Bloc Québécois and NDP both
feel it is important to oppose this agreement, the Liberals—in
keeping with their lack of principles and beliefs in anything—are
saying one thing and then the very opposite, just as they did last
week in response to a Bloc motion about the Quebec bridge.

We all remember that, instead of saying they wanted Canada to
reclaim the Quebec bridge so that repair work could be completed in
the interest of public safety, the Liberals said that maybe the
government could split the bill with CN. But CN had already
committed to doing the work. This is a bold new trend for the
Liberals. They do not want to offend anyone. After all, they consider
themselves the “natural governing party”. They are just sitting there,
biding their time until it is their turn to govern again. It was
interesting to hear the Liberal leader say that people are looking for

Government Orders

an alternative. The mere fact that he said so suggests that he does not
consider himself to be that alternative.

When it comes to issues like the free trade agreement with
Colombia, the Bloc and the NDP have the political courage to speak
out against an agreement with a country that does not respect human
rights. This is a matter of principle, and human rights principles are
non-negotiable.

By once again seeking the middle ground, the Liberals are
showing their intellectual and moral weakness. Their latest tactic is
to ask the government responsible for failing to respect human
rights, the Colombian government, to self-assess. Imagine asking
students to grade themselves. That is more or less what we are
asking Colombia to do.

This agreement is an utter failure when it comes to human rights.
Moreover, as a former environment minister, I can say that when it
comes to the environment, the proposed agreement with Colombia
has the same weakness, the same flaw as the North American Free
Trade Agreement.

In the early days of the North American Free Trade Agreement,
the United States was worried that maquiladoras—industrial parks,
for want of a better word—would spring up all along the U.S. border.
People were worried about poorly paid jobs. After all, that is the
purpose of a free trade agreement: to pay workers as little as
possible. In other words, because Mexico's environmental standards
are inferior to those of the United States, people were worried that
American jobs would be outsourced to jurisdictions with lower
environmental standards to bring down production costs.

NAFTA was the first agreement in the world to take environ-
mental considerations into account, albeit in a side agreement. As
proof that these considerations are not an integral part of the free
trade agreement, not a single case has been successfully prosecuted
since NAFTA was signed. Nevertheless, this has opened up the
possibility of doing better for the future.

What is tragic about this is that instead of learning from NAFTA,
we are in the process of making the same mistake again. The
wording in the agreement with Colombia has been lifted word for
word from NAFTA.

©(1020)

Instead of learning from its mistakes, the Conservative govern-
ment wants to repeat them. There is only one explanation for this: it
does not want any environmental standards to apply to these
agreements.

In any case, since the Conservatives came to power, they have
been constantly doing things that are detrimental to the environment.
In last year's budget, they scrapped the Navigable Waters Protection
Act. In the budget implementation bill introduced yesterday, they
confirmed their desire to scrap the environmental assessment process
in Canada. It is appalling, but once again they are relying on the
weakness of the Liberals who last year—it is always worth pointing
these things out—sided with the Conservatives to scrap the
Navigable Waters Protection Act.
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This year, the budget implementation bill will pass because, as
usual, enough Liberal members will go and hide behind the curtains
to give a de facto majority to the Conservatives, despite their
minority status. This is the sad reality in Canada at this time.

This is the Conservatives' fifth budget since coming to power and
they are trashing all environmental laws. Not only are they leaving a
fiscal and financial debt to future generations, but they are also
leaving serious environmental liabilities that only future generations
will be able to absorb. However, those future generations will not
even have the money to do so because nothing will have been done
to build the economy of the future, a green economy where jobs are
created and clean and renewable energy infrastructure is established.
There is no vision for this. The government only has eyes for the oil
sands and that is starting to have devastating effects on our economy.
It is therefore not surprising that the Conservatives are prepared to do
even more damage with the Canada-Colombia free trade agreement.

I remember the first time I faced this issue. I was a law student at
McGill University in the early 1970s. I was president of the McGill
Law Students’ Association and Ralph Nader took part in a debate on
multinationals, involving Eric Kierans, Ralph Nader and me. I
remember Ralph Nader telling us to be careful because multi-
nationals were becoming more powerful than nation-states. To be
perfectly honest, I did not believe him. I thought nation-states were
becoming a thing of the past and that the way of the future was
globalization. Globalization of values, perhaps; globalization of
cultures, perhaps; but when globalization is aimed at just one thing,
namely making working people poorer, that is when everyone needs
to start asking questions. When globalization seeks the lowest
common denominator in terms of the environment and human rights,
we must stand up and oppose it.

For that reason, I am pleased that the NDP and the Bloc, the
progressive forces, are standing together to stop this agreement with
Colombia. For the same reason, I am shocked that a party that has
the gall to continue calling itself liberal is trying to find all
imaginable and possible excuses to support an agreement that
violates the environment and human rights, and that will only
impoverish the people, particularly those working in Colombia's
agricultural sector. It is inexcusable coming from those who call
themselves progressive.

They are unmasked on a regular basis and it is worthwhile, each
time, to point out that the Liberal Party of Canada, as Mr. Fowler
stated at the weekend conference, has but one thing on its mind:
telling people what they want to hear in the hope of being elected.
Once elected, it does nothing. That is the sad reality of the Liberal
Party of Canada.

Let us see what has happened since NAFTA was signed. The
Ethyl Corporation was awarded tens of millions of dollars in
damages from the Government of Canada because, in order to
protect public health, we prohibited the use of a gasoline additive.
Dow Chemical is taking Canada to court. We will be watching to see
if Canada decides to defend itself because Quebec has decided to ban
2,4-D. That is tragic because it is a carcinogen. It is in the public's
interest to prevent Dow Chemical from using it. However, under this
agreement, the government will probably be weaker than Dow
Chemical.

It is for such reasons that we must oppose these types of
agreements. We in the NDP will stand up and oppose this agreement
with Colombia.

©(1025)

[English]

Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind-
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, with reference to the political nature that
exists within the House, I would ask my colleague to subtract that for
just a moment. Instead of the orange, red and blue teams playing a
little game with each other, would he specifically respond to how, in
this particular agreement, he personally would strengthen the labour
agreements within it?

NDP members have mused openly about how they would include
this within the text of the particular bill but I would like the member
to be more specific. I would ask that he avoid the politics of the
situation for just a moment and get to the gist of the matter. If he is
claiming that the mistakes we learned from NAFTA should be
applied here, could he tell us what those mistakes were? How would
he fix this particular agreement when it comes to labour standards?

[Translation]

Mr. Thomas Mulcair: Mr. Speaker, when we hear a question like
that, it is clear that the person asking the question has not read the
agreement.

Believe it or not, there is a provision of up to $15 million for fines
on people who kill labour activists. When someone kills a labour
activist, they pay a fine. That is what the Liberals are supporting
here.

We have obligations in terms of human and environmental rights,
and towards future generations. But here we are, signing an
agreement with a country that does not respect these rights and that
will not respect them. Canada must at least set an example: if a
country wants to trade with us, it must prove that it is able to respect
human rights. The country cannot simply keep tabs on itself and pay
fines when someone kills a labour activist.

® (1030)

[English]

Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I thoroughly enjoyed the speech by the member for
Outremont. He certainly understands trade issues and is one of the
foremost members in the House on trade issues.
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I want him to comment on the incredible condemnation across the
country of the Liberal backroom deal that has happened in the last
few hours. The Liberals tried to spin this self-assessment of the
Colombian government but the Council of Canadians is calling this
amendment a Liberal sellout on human rights. The Canadian Union
of Public Employees is saying that it is unconscionable that the
Liberals plan to whitewash this deal. Various other organizations
from across the country, such as the Canadian Labour Congress, are
saying that the bad bill just gets worse. The British Columbia
Teachers' Federation finds it incredible that Liberal MPs have
proposed an amendment that would have the same government of
Colombia make a report on whether there are human rights
violations. The Canadian Auto Workers are calling for an immediate
halt, as well as the United Church and the Public Service Alliance of
Canada.

Nobody agrees with this appalling Liberal sellout of human rights.
As Robert Fowler said last weekend, the Liberals are in the process
of losing their souls. Could the member for Outremont comment on
that?

Mr. Thomas Mulcair: Mr. Speaker, I must take issue with the
affirmation that the Liberals would be losing their souls because they
do not have them to lose. That point needs to be made to begin with.
They have none to lose because they have no principles. They do not
believe in anything. The only thing they believe in is power and
telling people what they want to hear in the hopes of winning the
next election. That was Mr. Fowler's point.

With regard to this deal and the long list that my colleague from
British Columbia has just read of groups across Canada that are
denouncing the Liberal Party's sellout and its abject failure to stand
up for human rights, we should remember the good words of
someone else who was at the thinkers conference on the weekend,
Eddie Goldenberg, former chief of staff to Jean Chrétien, who had
the merit of being one of the only Liberals to ever tell the truth.

In a speech to the London Chamber of Commerce in the spring of
2007, Eddie Goldenberg mentioned, on an issue related to this treaty,
that when the Liberals signed the Kyoto protocol they did it “to
galvanize public opinion”. It was a public relations stunt. He
admitted that they had no plan to respect the timing and the
exigencies of the Kyoto protocol. They signed it to get votes and
then went on to have the worst record in the world in terms of
greenhouse gas production. That is what the Liberal Party is about.

Interestingly enough, once Eddie Goldenberg had finally let the
cat out of the bag and told people what was going on—

Mr. Mark Holland: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I am
sure the member will want to correct the record. He would not want
to infer that any member of the House does not speak the truth. In his
statements he referred to all members of a particular political party
not speaking the truth. I am sure he wants to correct that record.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): I am not sure that is
what the hon. member for Outremont said. Could the hon. member
for Outremont very quickly complete his comment?

M. Thomas Mulcair: Yes, Mr. Speaker, and I thank you for
listening, unlike the Liberal member who does not like anybody
saying anything negative against him. This is Parliament and it is a
place for speaking and for debate.

Government Orders

The subject of debate is a free trade agreement with a country that
does not respect human rights and does not respect the environment.
The Liberals are in favour of it because they have no principles on
either of these two issues.

[Translation]

Ms. Johanne Deschamps (Laurentides—Labelle, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, here we are again debating the bill on the implementation
of the Canada-Colombia free trade agreement, which is now called
BillC-2.

Today, just as when we dealt with it as Bill C-23, the Bloc
Québécois is totally opposed to Bill C-2. The difference now is that
the Liberals, like the Canadian government, will become accom-
plices to the many human rights violations in Colombia.

Just like their Conservative colleagues, the Liberals could not care
less about all the recommendations made by the unions and human
rights organizations opposed to the free trade agreement between
Canada and Colombia because that country has one of the worst
track records in the world when it comes to human rights. We see
that there are two parties and two views, but one and the same
vision.

It is no secret that acts of violence and intimidation, as well as
fearmongering against Colombian unionists and aboriginal and Afro-
Colombian communities, are widespread in Colombia. While dozens
of union activists are murdered each year and aboriginal people are
evicted and expelled by force from their lands in order to attract
foreign investors, Canada is preparing to sign an agreement with a
government criticized for its involvement in corruption scandals.

And that is an understatement. The fact that the bill on the
implementation of the free trade agreement between Canada and
Colombia is the first bill submitted to the House by the Conservative
government confirms that party's desire to rush it through, in order to
cut off debate on the agreement and to silence its opponents.

Why is the Conservative Party still insisting on implementing this
agreement even before an assessment of its impacts on human rights
is carried out? Such an assessment would help to measure the impact
of policies, programs, projects and actions on human rights and
would help to evaluate the repercussions of the legal obligations in
the agreement.

The Liberals' proposed amendment to the Canada-Colombia free
trade agreement, which the member for King's—Hants introduced
last week in the House, is not enough for the Bloc Québécois to
support Bill C-2. Any assessment of the agreement's human rights
impact must be carried out by an independent agency. Otherwise, it
will have no legitimacy.

It is vital that an independent, transparent, neutral assessment be
conducted before the free trade agreement is implemented. Even the
Public Service Alliance of Canada is calling for one:

—any human rights impact assessment must be carried out by credible third party,
independent human rights experts, before the deal is implemented.
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Recently, a delegation of 22 election observers, including four
Canadians, took part in a two-week international election monitoring
mission in Colombia. I would like to share some of the delegation's
observations from the field. Speaking on behalf of the delegation,
Ms. Pickard said this:

Our first-hand experience contradicts claims the free trade deal will strengthen

Colombia's democracy. We found widespread evidence of human rights violations,
corruption, resurgent paramilitary groups, and drug violence.

There's a climate of fear among the population, which makes basic democratic
principles that Canadians take for granted—Ilike open debate, freedom of political
association and participation in the election process—extremely dangerous for
Colombians to pursue.

The group's findings show that the free trade deal being pursued
by Ottawa is not the way for Canada to be supporting democracy in
Colombia. Instead, the Canadian government should be demanding
an independent human rights assessment and fundamental reforms in
that country before moving forward with the trade deal.

Why a free trade deal with Colombia?
®(1035)

The sole objective of the free trade agreement between Canada
and Colombia is to facilitate Canadian investment in that country,
particularly in the mining sector.

The Bloc Québécois is not against treaties that relate to protecting
investment. The Bloc is opposed to implementation of the Canada-
Colombia free trade agreement because it contains clauses copied
from chapter 11 of NAFTA. That chapter has been criticized by
many people. As soon as a law, for example on environmental
protection, reduces the profits of foreign investors, the national
government is exposed to huge lawsuits.

The provisions of the agreement will be prejudicial to small
farmers and will lead to the expulsion of indigenous peoples, Afro-
Colombians and rural communities to the benefit of the mining
companies, which, on the strength of their investors’ rights, will be
able to exploit the resources with no real constraint. The situation in
Colombia is already unfavourable to these people. Armed groups
and paramilitary groups are taking over millions of hectares and
using violence to force the displacement of the local population and
thus profiting from investments in the oil or mining sectors.

As was confirmed by a member of the Groupe de recherche sur
les activités miniéres en Afrique, or GRAMA, when he appeared
before the Standing Committee on International Trade, they could
not find a mechanism of ensuring that a Canadian mining investment
could be made with any sense of security that there was no previous
violation of human rights, that the investment would not be
potentially supporting people who had engaged in human rights
violations, potentially encouraging them to continue that activity,
and reinforcing their position, or that the land tenure of the leases,
the mineral leases and so on, could be assured to be conflict-free.

This same person recommended that the free trade agreement be
subject to a human rights impact assessment. The assessment would
eventually lead to the establishment of mechanisms guaranteeing the
right of the Colombian government to revoke an exploration
concession on lands that were clearly identified as having been a
place of forced displacement or massive human rights violations.

As has been mentioned, the Canada-Colombia free trade
agreement tends to grant greater protection to Canadian companies
that invest in the mining sector and exploit its resources.

The Bloc Québécois fears that the investment protection measures
provide disproportionate protection to Canadian investors to the
detriment of local peoples and the environment.

The Colombian government may pass legislation governing the
activities of mining companies, but the Bloc Québécois has always
preferred the adoption of mandatory standards and accountability
measures to govern the foreign operations of Canadian mining
companies.

The Canadian government prefers to dismiss the recommenda-
tions of the National Roundtables on Corporate Social Responsi-
bility and the Canadian Extractive industry in Developing Countries,
which included the adoption of mandatory standards on social
responsibility and the creation of an independent ombudsman
position. The Canadian government prefers to please the mining
lobby by proposing standards for voluntary social responsibility.

The serious concerns which led the Standing Committee on
International Trade to request a study of the impact of the Canada-
Colombia free trade agreement on human rights have not
disappeared. It is for this reason that implementation of an
independent, impartial and complete study of the impact of this
agreement on human rights is essential.

If the Conservatives and the Liberals insist on implementing the
Canada-Colombia free trade agreement, they will be sending a
negative message to Quebeckers and Canadians. The Canadian
population will become passive witnesses to the violation of human
rights in Colombia. In fact, Canada will become complicit in human
rights violations in Colombia.

© (1040)
[English]

Mr. Jim Maloway (Elmwood—Transcona, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
the fact of the matter is that this bill was dead. This was a dead deal
until the government got an unexpected gift from the Liberal Party.
The Liberal critic rode into town and made a deal with the
Colombian government, and surprise. The government is probably
still in a state of shock over this development. The Liberal Party is
facilitating this deal that was effectively dead until a couple of weeks
ago.

I would like to ask the member if she would like to comment on
the Liberal role in this process?
©(1045)
[Translation]

Ms. Johanne Deschamps: Mr. Speaker, I would like to say
something intelligent but it is very hard to know where the Liberals
stand these days, as the New Democratic member mentioned. The
Liberals say one thing and do another.
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They reversed their position on the free trade agreement and I am
hardly surprised to see them changing position again on Bill C-23,
which has become Bill C-2.

[English]

Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind-
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the history of both the Bloc and the Parti
Québécois is that they have been historically in favour of free trade
agreements. Certainly, when the debate evolved back in the 1980s
and the 1990s, they were certainly on board with the free trade

agreement with the United States, which eventually evolved into
NAFTA.

Now, her colleague from the NDP talked about the fact that we
should learn from mistakes made in NAFTA and apply them in this
particular free trade agreement, and perhaps the Canada-Jordan
agreement coming up, and to others as well.

Specifically, what has changed from what was NAFTA and what
is in this particular agreement that creates so much passion for her to
be against it?

[Translation]

Ms. Johanne Deschamps: Mr. Speaker, we have seen great
problems with chapter 11 of NAFTA on investment. It enables
foreign investors to appeal directly to international tribunals,
bypassing the filter of the public good that governments would

apply.

The concept of expropriation is so broad that any legislation that
would have the effect of reducing an investor’s profits can be
deemed expropriation and result in a lawsuit. The amount of the suit
is not limited to the amount of the investment and includes all
potential future profits. It is totally abusive.

This chapter has been condemned by everyone. As soon as a piece
of legislation, for example to protect the environment, reduces a
foreign investor’s profits, the government of the country that
welcomed the investor is exposed to astronomical lawsuits. Under
the Conservatives, now with Liberal support, Ottawa is turning up
the heat and negotiating many such agreements.

The Bloc Québécois is opposed to the bill implementing the free
trade agreement between Canada and Colombia because of the
provisions copied from chapter 11 of NAFTA.

That is my answer.

Ms. Nicole Demers (Laval, BQ): Mr. Speaker, as always, it was a
pleasure to listen to my colleague. In listening to what she had to say,
I realized something. More and more, the Liberals support
Conservative Party positions, even though those positions, especially
in regard to human rights, richly deserve our condemnation.

Last week, the Liberals supported the Conservatives again by
voting against their own motion. Does my colleague see another
worrisome development there? Are the Liberals and Conservatives
basically the same?

Ms. Johanne Deschamps: Mr. Speaker, everything my colleague
just said is true. We have been wondering where the Liberals are
going ever since Parliament resumed, and even before the House was
prorogued.
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I can only agree with what she said, which is all too true.
[English]

Hon. Lisa Raitt (Minister of Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to share with members the details of the labour cooperation
agreement that was negotiated in parallel with the Canada-Colombia
free trade deal. Trade is the engine of economic growth around the
world and Canada is a nation that derives its wealth from exports.

In 2008 the free trade agreement was signed between Canada and
Colombia. When this bill is implemented, Canadian businesses and
exporters will gain unprecedented open access to Colombia. We are
not alone in our efforts.

The European Free Trade Association consisting of Norway,
Iceland, Switzerland and Liechtenstein has concluded free trade
negotiations with Colombia, and so has the United States. The
economic opportunities in Colombia are significant. This is an
emerging market of 44 million people and an economy that is
growing. Forecasts suggest that 4.7% growth in Colombia's GDP
will occur over the next five years.

In 2009 two-way merchandise trade between Canada and
Colombia totalled more than $1.3 billion with hundreds of Canadian
companies doing business with Colombia. It is also an investment
destination for over 50 Canadian companies, principally in mining,
oil exploration and manufacturing, sectors that are vital to Canadian
prosperity and innovation.

As the Prime Minister noted earlier this year in his address to the
World Economic Forum, we need to embrace enlightened sover-
eignty in the context of international trade. He said:

Notions rooted in a narrow view of sovereignty and national self-interest must be

reconsidered. We cannot do business as though for one to have more, another must
have less.

In other words we need to grow and prosper together. That is the
Canadian way of doing business and it is an idea that is worth
bringing to international markets.

I would like to speak briefly about how this new agreement will
be of benefit to citizens of both countries. Here in Canada, many of
our citizens have been dealing with hardship caused by the global
economic recession. Now there are many encouraging signs that a
sustained recovery is underway and that is thanks to our sound
financial system, our resilient private sector, and of course our
government's decisive response through the economic action plan.

It is important that the Government of Canada and its citizens
continue to stay focused on improving the economy and to do this
we need to create opportunity by investing in long-term growth and
competitiveness. However, it is just not enough to do this in a
manner that only benefits Canadians. We take our international
leadership obligations seriously and we want to help improve the
lives of those with whom we do business.

Not only is trade responsible for generating much of the world's
economic wealth, it also has lifted many people around the world out
of poverty and despair. Under the terms of this agreement both
parties are committed to ensuring that their laws respect the
International Labour Organization's 1998 Declaration on Funda-
mental Principles and Rights at Work.
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This means that both countries are committed to ensuring that
their laws respect basic values including: the right to freedom of
association, the right to collective bargaining, the abolition of child
labour, the elimination of forced or compulsory labour, and the
elimination of discrimination in the workplace.

However, the labour cooperation agreement that we have reached
with Colombia does not stop there. To further protect the rights of
workers we are also committed to ensuring acceptable protections
for occupational health and safety and minimum employment
standards such as minimum wage and hours of work.

Finally, the agreement helps to ensure that migrant workers
receive the same legal protection as nationals with respect to
working conditions. This labour cooperation agreement demon-
strates that Canada is eager to share the values it cherishes with those
who it engages as business partners.

It is worth noting that what we have achieved with this new
agreement is part of a wider set of objectives that our government
has established for engaging with other countries in the Americas.

©(1050)

In addition to building increased trade and investment linkages,
we see to strengthen and promote our fundamental values of
freedom, democracy and human rights.

I would like to take a moment now and address, specifically, the
matter of human rights and of how this agreement will help to
concretely make a difference in the lives of citizens of Colombia.

Progress on human rights will not happen by shunning Colombia.
We need to engage it as a trading partner so we can talk about how to
improve the lives of its citizens, and this is the right course of action.

Over the past four decades, Canada's development assistance
program has invested $355 million in Colombia, with a pronounced
focus on human rights. Over the last three years alone, we have
provided $32 million in development assistance to Colombia. We are
one of the largest supporters of the work of the Organization of
American States to support peace and demobilize paramilitary forces
in Colombia.

Our global peace and security fund is helping to promote peace,
protect victims rights and strengthen Colombia's judicial system.
Canada also enjoys a frank and open dialogue with Colombia's
government at the most senior levels.

Engaging with foreign governments that have made significant
gains in improving human rights is the most effective way to secure
progress and development. We are committed to working with
Colombia to ensure it is able to meet the obligations of the new
agreement. To complement this agreement, Canada is providing
Colombia with $1 million in labour-related technical assistance
funding.

It would be a mistake for Canada to turn its back on Colombia and
its people. To do so would risk undermining the will Colombia has
shown with improving its track record on security and human rights.
The labour provisions negotiated in the context of this FTA are some
of the most comprehensive and robust ever negotiated by Canada
with any of its trade partners.

The labour cooperation agreement commits both countries to
enforce their domestic labour laws and to respect internationally
recognized core labour standards.

It creates institutions and mechanisms for intergovernmental
consultations and joint activities, as well as for independent
evaluations and dispute settlement. Citizens can submit complaints
to Canada and Colombia concerning any of the obligations found in
the agreement.

It also sets out clearly that there are some very real financial
consequences for those who fail to respect the obligations in this
agreement, with penalties up to $15 million annually. These
penalties will accrue in a special cooperation fund. This fund was
negotiated to ensure the proper resources were available to improve
fundamental human rights in the case where one partner was not
living up to the obligations under the agreement.

This fund cannot be used without Canada's approval, ensuring that
these key labour issues will be addressed in the most efficient and
effective manner. Labour unions and other associations have called
for those measures, and we have delivered.

The NDP has falsely claimed that this and other free trade
agreements will allow foreign companies to commit serious crimes
and to only pay a fine, and this could not be further from the truth.
We expect that every country we sign a free trade agreement with
will uphold the rule of law including prosecuting those who murder
activists and trade unionists.

However, we also recognize that certain criminal acts are part of a
larger campaign to undermine fundamental human rights. That is
why we negotiated the establishment of this cooperation fund to
ensure proper resources exist to tackle systemic challenges to
fundamental human rights.

This is an important year for Canadian economic leadership on the
world stage. Canada is hosting the meeting of G8 leaders as well as
the G20 summit in June 2010. Engaging with foreign governments
that have made significant gains in improving human rights is the
most effective way to secure progress and development.

©(1055)
[Translation]

Mr. Bernard Bigras (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, I was astounded to hear what the minister had to say today,
someone who has always described herself as the minister of natural
resources. She basically did it again in this speech. The agreement
before us is not a trade agreement but an agreement to protect
investors.

The minister must admit that Colombia is especially rich in
mineral resources. Gold, coal and nickel are often extracted using
traditional methods with little concern for even minimal environ-
mental standards.

Will the minister admit that this is not a trade agreement but an
agreement to protect investors for the sole purpose of weakening
international environmental rules?
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[English]

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Mr. Speaker, actually what the member says is
completely erroneous, except for the fact that I was the minister of
natural resources, and am fully aware of the importance of natural
resources to a country's economy and prosperity.

However that being said, the important part of this aspect of the
free trade agreement, the labour cooperation agreement, is to make
sure that when one is investing in the country, one is also helping
that country and its citizens to raise their labour agreements and their
workplace conditions, to work with them and to ensure we have
competitiveness of Canadian exporters and service providers in the
sectors that are focused on here, including manufacturing,
agriculture and agri-food, financial services, mining, oil and gas.

That is extremely important, but what is important as well is
utilizing these tools of trade in order to lift the sustenance and the
abilities of the citizens of Colombia, through something like a labour
cooperation agreement. The two actually go quite well together.

Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I must admit I feel sorry for the minister, because the Prime
Minister's office speaking notes are absolute rubbish.

The minister should know full well, if she read any American
newspaper, that the U.S. Congress has refused to ratify any
agreement with Colombia, that the European Union is refusing to
participate and move forward, and that Norway in EFTA has pulled
out of any agreement with Colombia as well. The United Kingdom
has pulled out of its troop agreement with Colombia because of the
massacres and the massive human rights violations taking place from
the military arm of the Colombian regime.

Every single human rights organization and labour organization
disagrees with the minister and disagrees with the government. The
latest of so many reports indicates there are consistent and clear
patterns and clear areas where companies risk benefiting from
human rights violations and/or benefiting those responsible for
human rights violations.

The government could prove its case by having an independent
human rights assessment. Why has it not done that? Why has it not
gone to human rights organizations and actually tested its theory on
the practitioners of human rights?

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Mr. Speaker, as I indicated already, the Canada-
Colombia labour cooperation agreement actually raises the bar for
labour and human rights, while providing Canada with an
opportunity to share its best practices in labour standards.

Our government is committed, as we indicated in the Speech from
the Throne, to increasing economic development and labour rights to
support Colombia in its efforts to improve the prosperity of its
citizens. We have said before and will say again that engaging with
foreign governments that have made significant gains in improving
human rights is the most effective way to secure progress and
development in these countries.

The question the member poses does not look at the bigger
benefits that are available to the citizens of Colombia as well. We
want to engage Colombia, and that is why this free trade agreement
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is so important. But more important is the fact that we are including
within this free trade agreement a labour cooperation agreement that
will allow us to share our best practices.

Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am
very proud to rise in the House today, and I hope there will be many
more members who rise after me to debate this bill and to defeat this
bill, because that is what we are aiming to do.

It was very interesting to hear the Minister of Labour just a few
moments ago. I guess the Conservatives are feeling a bit vulnerable
with respect to this bill now, feeling they have to send in more
ministers to defend their very bad position on this Bill C-2, the
Canada-Colombia free trade agreement.

I want to begin my remarks by thanking the NDP trade critic, the
member for Burnaby—New Westminster, who has done such an
amazing job of bringing public awareness to this agreement and how
devastating it will be for the people of Colombia.

We are the fourth party in the House, but I will say that we pack a
lot of punch. With our friends in the Bloc, we have been holding up
this bill for more than a year, and I know this is very troubling to the
Conservative government. As with everything else, the Conserva-
tives would just like to ram this bill through. They do not have any
respect for this place. In fact, they are quite contemptuous of the
House and its proceedings. Should we dare to actually debate
something in depth and give analysis, they consider that to be very
problematic. But I am really glad we are debating this bill and are
shedding the full light of day on what this agreement is all about.

It strikes me that so often these terrible trade agreements are
negotiated by nameless bureaucrats and appointees and representa-
tives in backrooms. God knows where they meet; it is all done in
secret. We know, in fact, that this particular deal took over one and a
half years to negotiate.

There is so little we know about the process. There is so little
vested in citizen participation. In fact, there is not any citizen
engagement. More and more people, not only in Canada but around
the world, are rejecting the whole notion of trade taking place
through secret agreements done behind closed doors. This
manifestation of globalization, this delegation of power to people
who are not accountable and not elected, is something more and
more people are disturbed about and are rejecting.

I am really glad we are taking this on in the House and are saying
we will not put up with it. We will not allow this agreement to go
through and we will do everything we can to stop this free trade
agreement from being ratified by the House of Commons. As the
member for Burnaby—New Westminster has pointed out, the U.S.
Congress and the European parliaments have taken a similar stance.
It is the present Conservative government and the Liberal Party that
is supporting it who are way out of step and way out of line.
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I have heard a number of the speeches in the House on this
agreement. | remember when it came up a year ago. It was then Bill
C-23. We debated this same bill and I heard many of the arguments.

I remember some comments that the member for Elmwood—
Transcona made a few days ago in debating Bill C-2. He pointed out,
and rightly so, that citizens, consumers themselves, are saying they
want to see fair trade. People as consumers are rejecting products
and services that are based on trading practices that they know to be
exploitative and based on the whole ideology of the race to the
bottom and the conferring of greater and greater rights on
multinational corporations. The member's comments were just the
tip of the iceberg in terms of reflecting that there is a change in
society and that people are no longer willing to put up with these
kinds of agreements.

We are being fed a line that somehow this agreement will be good
for the people of Canada and for the people of Colombia. There is
really no evidence to show that. We do know, however, that it will be
very good for corporations that will benefit from this trade
agreement. There lies the evidence of what is going on here.

As parliamentarians, we have a responsibility and a duty to
examine these agreements from the point of view of the public
interest, not from the point of view of private and corporate interests.
That is what we are here to do, to defend the public interest and the
rights and potential and the vision of what citizens in both countries
want to see in terms of their own personal development, their
community and their society at large. That is only one of the reasons
this agreement should be rejected.

®(1105)

I read some of the background information to the bill and noted
that information has been provided by the Canadian Labour
Congress and Human Rights Watch in the Now magazine. They
have compiled a lot of information about the bill and came up with
10 reasons why it should be rejected. They call it the Colombia
count. Their number one reason is that more labour leaders are killed
every year in Colombia than in the rest of the world combined: 474
since 2002 and 2,865 in the last 25 years. That is truly an appalling
record and very disturbing when we couple that with the fact that
Colombia has labour laws that actually shut down and stifle workers'
rights, that its rate of unionization is less than 5%, the lowest of any
country in the western hemisphere, and that we have had these
paramilitaries, these deadly groups that have been murdering people
and stifling rights. In 2008 alone, 27 high-ranking army officials
were accused of kidnapping and executing civilians. The litany of
the horrors goes on and on.

While we heard from the labour minister today that this side
agreement is somehow lifting the bar and that we should be proud of
it, members of the NDP reject the whole premise that there is some
kind of side agreement which is not in the main body of the text. We
are calling for an independent human rights assessment. That is the
least that should be done in terms of any movement on the bill. We
owe it to our brothers and sisters in Colombia. We owe it to the
memory of all of the labour leaders and the community activists who
have been murdered, harassed or imprisoned and prevented from
doing the kinds of things that we would consider to be entirely
legitimate and democratic here in Canada. We owe it in their

memory to ensure that there is an independent human rights
assessment.

I believe that if we had the courage to turn down this agreement,
we would actually have support from people in Canada. In my own
community in east Vancouver, we have businesses up and down
Commercial Drive, which is a very well-known place in Vancouver
and a wonderful place to visit. Many of the businesses are engaged
in a program and a campaign to promote fair trade. We believe it is
the first street in Canada to be named a fair trade street where
businesses are encouraged to both sell and use products that are as a
result of free trade. It is really remarkable that small, independent
businesses are actually choosing to take that route. They are actually
saying that they have made the choice not to buy products from
suppliers, companies or corporations that have been engaged in the
exploitation of workers and engaged in practices that degrade the
environment.

It is a wonderful thing when we see that expression coming
forward from the grassroots, the local communities. It tells us that
there is another path, another vision, an alternative that is based on
the notion of trade that supports the rights of people, and that is the
fundamental test.

These trade agreements are about the privileges and the huge
benefits that these multinational corporations get. We should
completely reverse that and say that these agreements need to be
about the rights of workers, of civil society, of the environment and
of social standards. If we could base our agreements on that, we
would see very different agreements in place. We would be prepared
to look at that and negotiate those kinds of agreements.

I would like to see more people up in the House defeating Bill
C-2. We do not want it to go ahead. This is a bad bill. Let the House
of Commons speak for the people of Canada and say that we reject
this free trade agreement because it is a bad trade agreement that will
only hurt the people of Colombia.

® (1110)

Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
in her speech, the member for Vancouver East touched on the human
rights violations and specifically talked about trade unionists but I
would like her to address another issue.

Canada's Coalition to End Global Poverty has put together a very
good document dealing with the fact that Colombia's civil society
organizations are concerned that the free trade agreement would not
impact on the kinds of egregious human rights violations that we see.
They point to very deep connections between human rights
violations and commerce in their country. These range from
systematic attacks on the trade unionists who resist the liberalization
and deregulation of local industry to the dispossession and
disappearance of peasants, Afro-Colombians and other indigenous
populations. The indigenous populations often live on the lands
where the mining and other economic activity is taking place.

Could the member for Vancouver East talk about the fact that
indigenous populations are being forced off their lands and are
losing access to their culture and language? What would she like to
see done to protect those indigenous populations?
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Ms. Libby Davies: Mr. Speaker, the member for Nanaimo—
Cowichan has raised a whole other area of the trade agreement that is
of deep concern to us and that is the impact on indigenous people.

When we look at this trade agreement we see that it has all kinds
of benefits and luxuries. It is lined with profits for the huge
multinational corporations that go into these resource-rich areas.
Basically, indigenous people are taken off their land and their rights
are trampled on. That is just another reason why this agreement
should be rejected.

For an agreement to superimpose itself on traditional practices,
take away people's land and destroy the land is something that is
serious. It is something we have not fully understood the
consequences and impacts of what that will mean in those local
communities. I respect the member for raising this because it is
another reason to reject this agreement.

Mr. Ron Cannan (Kelowna—Lake Country, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for Vancouver East for her
presentation on an issue that is very important to our country and to
the province of British Columbia for the opportunities for expanding
trade and opening new markets.

As a member of the international trade committee, I had the
privilege of travelling to Colombia a few years ago and meeting with
the folks on the ground. I would be the first to agree that it is a very
challenging situation but caring Conservatives in our country are
looking at this issue through a different lens.

We heard from Connie Watson, the CBC reporter who travelled to
Colombia and listened to the people on the ground. She said that a
rising tide lifts all boats and that expanding opportunities for the
Colombians will open new markets. How will the status quo help the
folks from Colombia get out of the poverty that they are in today?

Ms. Libby Davies: Mr. Speaker, I am not sure that is exactly what
the CBC reporter said. I think her words have been taken out of
context. What does expanding trade and opening new markets
actually mean? It sounds good but I am concerned that the primary
purpose of government has become more new markets, more goods
and more consumerism, and I think we need to question that.

I think a lot of people are questioning both the use of resources
and how natural resources are being exploited but are also
questioning how that exploitation is also an exploitation of human
beings, human rights and labour rights. This agreement is flawed
because it does not address what is taking place in Colombia. It does
not give protection to people. While it might create new markets, the
consequences of that are devastating on local communities in
Colombia.

[Translation]

Mr. Bernard Bigras (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, I am just delighted and very distressed at the same time to
speak today to the bill to implement the free trade agreement
between Canada and Colombia.

It is quite something to see the government decide, unlike its
neighbour to the south—which it often emulates—to negotiate and
sign an agreement with a country that fails to respect a number of
fundamental rights. Workers' and human rights, in particular, come
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to mind. Colombia also does not honour certain environmental
regulations and standards that, elsewhere in the world, are a given.

I can already hear the government opposite claiming that the
members on this side of the House oppose all international trade
agreements. That is totally false.That is what the government is
claiming, but it is not true. We do not oppose international trade
agreements, but we think they should come with regulations and
standards. In addition, agreements ensuring human rights must be an
integral part of the agreement. This is not about adding side
agreements such as those the government is claiming it negotiated in
the wake of previous agreements or of the Canada-Colombia
agreement. We must have agreements that will truly change
behaviour and practices nationally and internationally.

We cannot support this agreement because it is not a trade
agreement. It aims first off to protect investors. There are provisions
allowing certain investors to take to court any foreign government
that would take measures resulting in a reduction in investment or
profits. It is clear that this allows certain multinationals to take
national governments to court because they chose to implement the
best environment and labour practices.

This agreement will have the counterproductive effect of
weakening the social safety net and environmental protection
measures. All international agreements should raise standards and
promote fair and responsible trade.

One of Colombia's greatest assets are its natural heritage and its
extraordinary ecosystems. Colombia is the second richest country in
the world in its biological, animal and plant diversity—10% of the
world's animal and plant species are found there. Given this natural
heritage and biodiversity, we must protect these resources essential
to the survival of the people in order to build long lasting societies.

So, what does the government do? It decides to sign an agreement
that will weaken environmental protection. In Colombia, there are
considerable mining resources—gold, emeralds, carbon and nickel—
which, unfortunately are still being mined using methods considered
rudimentary in the rest of the world.

® (1120)

This means there are many rivers and lakes in Colombia that are
now polluted. We see populations displaced within Colombia,
particularly among the indigenous people, precisely because these
water resources are threatened by mineral exploration and extraction
methods that are archaic and worthy of the stone age. It undermines
local communities, particularly indigenous populations.

In addition, these mineral resources that are being extracted with
these old-fashioned methods use a vulnerable labour force. I am not
the one saying this. In 2005, the International Labour Organization
estimated that on the Latin American continent, Colombia was one
of the countries that unfortunately had the largest proportion of
children working in mineral resource exploitation and extraction.
This means that 400,000 children in Colombia work extracting its
mineral resources. That is completely unacceptable.
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We are not talking about workers’ rights, we are talking about
social rights, human rights. If we believe that our children should not
be cheap labour to be used for making profits, we cannot accept this.

During this time we have a government opposite that is
negotiating international agreements and telling us this agreement is
a trade agreement, when fundamentally it is an agreement that
protects investors. Protects them at whose expense? At the expense
of the 400,000 young people working in the mines and extracting the
resources? At the expense of union organizers and workers who do
not even have a legal framework for collective bargaining? At the
expense of the ecosystems that are threatened?

We must never allow international trade agreements designed to
protect investors at the expense of natural resources and human
rights to flout human rights and children’s rights. We cannot agree to
that. Canada decided to sign the Convention on the Rights of the
Child at the United Nations, and it specifically provides that we must
fight against child labour and defend these young people and
children being used as cheap labour in the mines. Canada must fight
that.

But it gets worse. This government, which often follows the lead
of the United States, should now follow its lead before implementing
the Canada-Colombia agreement. In 2006, the Americans called a
halt to it. They put their foot on the brake when it came time to
implement the agreement with Colombia they had signed in 2006.
They said they would go no further and would not ratify the
agreement if minimum labour standards and protection for union
activity were not guaranteed.

I will conclude with this. What we expect from the government is
that it honour its international human rights commitments and that it
not try to sell us an agreement that includes side agreements on the
pretext that human rights and environmental protection are
guaranteed.

® (1125)
[English]

Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Mr. Speaker, my hon.
colleague made a great speech.

The NDP has been pushing for progressive fair trade and fair trade
agreements that look at the things the member was talking about,
such as promoting human rights, a win-win on jobs, raising the
quality of jobs and raising Canadians' standard of living, and
respecting and enhancing environmental stewardship.

The Canada-Colombia free trade agreement does the contrary. It
clearly fails the human rights test and has only marginal positive
economic impact for Canada, and of course destroys the environ-
ment.

I would like to hear the hon. member's comments as to what this is
actually going to do in terms of the environment and human rights.

[Translation]

Mr. Bernard Bigras: Mr. Speaker, it will have a disastrous effect.
We will basically be agreeing to rules which are already
unacceptable. The government should draw inspiration from the
June 2008 report of the Standing Committee on International Trade.

What did this House of Commons committee recommend? It
recommended that the agreement include legislated provisions
requiring Canadian companies and businesses to act responsibly
where human rights and environmental law are concerned. This goes
to show that Canada and the members of this House who are the
majority on the committee, in other words opposition members,
approved this June 2008 report. We are not against international
trade or free trade agreements. We want legislated provisions to be
included to ensure that Canadian companies will act responsibly in
terms of human rights and environmental law.

® (1130)

Mr. Yves Lessard (Chambly—Borduas, BQ): Mr. Speaker, |
congratulate my colleague from Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie on his
remarks.

There is a saying that goes: Tell me who your friends are and I'll
tell you who you are. I would like to hear the member on this coming
together of the Canadian government and the Liberals concerning
the Colombian regime, when we know that this is a regime that
actually violates human rights and labour rights. There is also the
issue of tolerance toward paramilitaries, the almost incestuous ties
between the government and these paramilitary groups committing
crimes. We can see that the Liberals are siding with the
Conservatives to ensure that this free trade deal can be closed. This
goes beyond trade.

Mr. Bernard Bigras: Mr. Speaker, it is completely unacceptable
and it goes beyond the issue of trade.

I was talking about the fact that we know entire populations are
being displaced in Colombia because natural resources are
disappearing, among other things. Take farmers, for example, who
are threatened by these armed groups. Entire populations of farmers
are being displaced, and the threat is always there. It is nothing new.
It is also nothing new in the labour world. More than 2,600 union
activists have been killed since 2006. The Liberals knew about this.
They were in power. They knew about the situation these people
were facing. In 2007 alone, 39 union activists were murdered, and 46
were murdered in 2008, an increase of 18% in one year. The Liberals
were aware and are aware of the situation. By supporting the
government, they are condoning these actions.

[English]

Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am very
glad to join other members of the House, my caucus and our party's
international trade critic, the member for Burnaby—New Westmin-
ster, to once again voice my strong opposition to Bill C-2.

It would be extremely irresponsible for the government to push for
the passage of this free trade agreement with Colombia, a country
that by far has the worst human rights record in the western
hemisphere and is one of the most dangerous countries in the world
for trade unionists.

The Conservatives' claims that trade will bring human rights
improvements to Colombia are entirely contradicted not just by the
facts that I will raise in my address today, but also by the text of the
agreement.
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The latest in this debate is the proposal by the member for Kings
—Hants to allow the Colombian government to assess its own
human rights record. The Liberals are joining forces with the
Conservatives vis-a-vis letting the Colombian government report on
itself. This proposal is lacking in all forms. Could members imagine
allowing elementary school kids to give themselves their own grades
or allowing criminals to choose their own punishments?

Recently another government added its voice to the growing
chorus against this trade deal. The Flanders government, another
European government, rejected investment trade between Colombia
and Belgium. What were its reasons for doing so? The Flanders
government stated that in Colombia there is a huge gulf between the
human rights rhetoric and the reality. The Belgian government at
least understood that full respect for fundamental human rights must
be a precondition for any trade agreement.

It is disappointing that the Liberal Party has backtracked from its
earlier position that a full and independent human rights impact
assessment should be carried out before a final free trade agreement
is ratified with Colombia, especially considering the fact that nothing
has changed in Colombia.

Recent UN and Amnesty International reports show escalating
violence against indigenous and Afro-Colombian communities,
including murder and forcible displacement from communal lands.

The National Labor School of Colombia reported that 45 trade
unionists were murdered in 2009. These reports and unacceptably
high impunity rates have in the past been enough to stall and even
stop similar free trade agreements in allied countries, including
Belgium and the United States.

During recent legislative elections in Colombia in which President
Uribe's allies were the big winners, polling stations in one-third of
the country's municipalities were at risk of violence, corruption or
fraud according to the ombudsman's office and election observers
who reported vote buying and pressure on voters.

A pre-election observation mission to Colombia in February
predicted this would happen based on a tour of the country. The
mission's Canadian members concluded that entering into a free
trade agreement with Colombia now would not only send the wrong
message to Canadians and the Colombian regime, it also may make
Canada and Canadian companies passive supporters of continued
violence in Colombia.

The reality is there is no chance that rights assessments could
fairly be carried out after ratification of the free trade agreement and
then by the Colombian government.

The Liberals need to respect the June 2008 recommendation by
the Standing Committee on International Trade that an impartial
human rights impact assessment be carried out by a competent body
which is subject to independent levels of scrutiny and validation
before Canada considers ratifying and implementing an agreement
with Colombia.

Now that I have talked about the most fundamental flaw in the
updated bill, let us go over the main flaws in the agreement and some
facts about the current situation in Colombia. The three most
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appalling aspects of the Canada-Colombia free trade agreement are
the following.

First and foremost, this agreement fails due to its lack of labour
rights protection. Colombia is one of the most dangerous countries in
the world for trade unionists. They are victims of violence,
intimidation and assassination from paramilitary groups linked to
the Colombian president. In fact, 2,690 trade unionists have been
murdered in Colombia since 1986. In 2008, the number of murders
was up by 18% over the previous year.

®(1135)

There are some important facts about the Colombian government
and President Uribe. Uribe's government has been accused by
international human rights organizations of corruption, electoral
fraud, complicity in extrajudicial killings by the army, links to
paramilitary and right-wing death squads and the use its security
forces to spy on the supreme court of Colombia, opposition
politicians, government politicians and journalists.

With this type of reality in Colombia, it is clear that in its current
form the agreement does not include strong enough labour standards.
The division of labour provisions from the main text of the
agreement, in addition to the absence of any substantial enforcement
mechanism, will do nothing to encourage Colombia to improve its
horrendous human rights situation for workers. In fact, in its current
form, the agreement could, in many cases, justify the use of violence.

For example, in the agreement the penalty for non-compliance is
currently determined by a review panel, one that has the power to
require the offending country to pay up to $15 million annually into
a co-operation fund, which means basically money is taken from one
pot and put into another.

Unfortunately, this type of enforcement measure will do little to
encourage the government to change its current approach to trade
unionists. If and when a trade unionist is killed, under the provision,
all the government would be required to do is pay into this
development fund capped at $15 million per year, essentially
equating the murder of a trade unionist to paying a fine.

The second way in which the agreement fails is its lack of
environmental protection. Environmental issues are addressed in a
side agreement, this time with no enforcement mechanism to force
Canada or Colombia to respect environmental rights. One fact is
nearly 200,000 hectares of natural forest are lost in Colombia every
year due to agriculture, logging, mining, energy development and
construction.

Another fact is almost four million people in Colombia are
internally displaced persons. Sixty per cent of this displacement has
been from regions where there is a rich supply of mineral,
agricultural or economic resources. In these areas, private compa-
nies, their government and paramilitary supporters have come in and,
in turn, forced local communities and individuals from their homes.

The side agreement process has serious flaws. In the past, we have
witnessed how these side examples are unenforceable. For example,
in the case of NAFTA, not a single successful suit has been brought
forward under the labour side agreement.
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The third major flaw in the agreement is found in the investor
chapter. Copied from NAFTA's chapter 11 investor rights, the
CCFTA provides powerful rights to private companies. The
provision in this chapter gives private companies the ability to sue
governments, enforceable through investor state arbitration panels.
The arbitration system set up by the investor chapter gives foreign
companies the ability to challenge legitimate Canadian environment,
labour and social protections.

Canada needs to set the example. It would be highly irresponsible
to turn a blind eye to the Colombian situation. We cannot allow
Canada to abandon its values and its support of internationally
recognized human rights in order to gain economic advantage for its
companies at the expense of millions of displaced impoverished
Colombians.

The proposed amendment by the member for Kings—Hants will
do nothing to stop many instances of human rights violations and
will not hold the Colombian government accountable to anyone but
itself. I call on all parliamentarians to join me and my caucus in our
strong opposition to Bill C-2.

® (1140)

Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, we have not seen either Conservatives or Liberals stand to
defend their position. It is very simple why they have not. It is
because their position is fundamentally indefensible. I would like the
member for Sudbury, who spoke very eloquently on this issue, to
comment on the flood of national organizations that have
condemned the Liberal sellout on human rights.

Every group from the Public Service Alliance of Canada, the
United Church, Canadian Auto Workers, British Columbia Teachers'
Federation, Canadian Labour Congress, Canadian Union of Public
Employees, Council of Canadians, and it goes on and on, all see this
as a massive sellout to the Colombian government. It is a
government whose president grew in his political career through
his connections with the Medellin Cartel. It has been continually
connected with paramilitary groups, murderous thugs who have
killed dozens of human rights advocates and labour activists in
Colombia, as well as the brutal Colombian military that regularly
kills innocent Afro-Colombians and aboriginal Colombians.

Given all that, why does the member think the Liberals and
Conservatives are concocting this sellout of fundamental Canadian
values, of Canadians' fundamental concerns for human rights?

Mr. Glenn Thibeault: Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. member for
his constant work on this issue. He spoke a bit about the
organizations that have come out against this trade deal, from many
of the local unions, to our church groups, right across our great
country. | had the opportunity to sit down and talk with a local
farmer from my riding who heard my speech on this bill prior to
prorogation, Bill C-23. As a farmer, he asked me why the
Conservatives thought he truly want to sell his product with blood
on his hands at the expense of trade unionists, at the expense of the
environment. No one wants to see this and that is what the trade deal
would do.

The New Democrats want to ensure we bring forward fair trade.
We have been talking about fair trade. That is what we need to bring
forward when we look at trade agreements with other countries.

®(1145)

Mr. John Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to
Sky Country, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I admire the passion with which
my colleagues have advocated their position.

As a lawyer, I have been in the courts on human rights matters. I
was the former chair of Canadian Food for the Hungry and a member
of the B.C. Bar Association. I remember a letter from a Colombian
jurist who asked for help. The individual needed the assistance,
support and the encouragement of the legal world in other countries.
It is personal relationships that will break the cycle of violence. It is
not abandoning countries like Colombia, but it is embracing it,
getting to know the people, working with them and sharing our
values. We do that not only through the commerce of ideas but the
commerce of goods and services.

That is what our government advocates. We will break that cycle
of violence. We will help the people in Colombia and we will do it
by working with them, not by walking away.

Could I hear my friend's response to that?

Mr. Glenn Thibeault: Mr. Speaker, I do not think anyone is
saying that we should walk away from Colombia. What we have
said, as I mentioned earlier, is we would like to see a fair trade
agreement.

In relation to the relationships, it is important to recognize that
when a fund is set up and money has to be paid into that fund if a
trade unionist is killed is not what we want to see in a free trade
agreement. We want to see fair trade. We would be more than happy
to discuss what we could put into a fair trade agreement with
Colombia, but as it stands right now, this free trade agreement is not
something New Democrats can support.

[Translation)

Ms. Nicole Demers (Laval, BQ): Mr. Speaker, | am also rising
for the second time to speak to this issue, which is particularly
important to me.

I am responsible for status of women issues, and the last time I
rose in the House to speak to this bill, which was then Bill C-23, I
did not have enough time to make an eloquent speech, because all 1
did was read out the names of the women who worked in unions and
who had been killed because they were union activists. Naming the
women killed in 2008 took up all of my time.

Despite what the Minister of Labour had the audacity to say this
morning, things have unfortunately not changed, and it is wrong to
believe that other countries are working with Colombia and have
signed free trade agreements with Colombia, fully aware of the
human rights issues.
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That is all very easy for us because we are far from Colombia. We
are very far from the people who are suffering. We are very far from
the people who are being killed. It is easy for us to say we can use
human relations to improve the fate of people who have only known
suffering so far and whose rights have been denied. It is very easy to
say.

It is easy as well to think that a free trade agreement can improve
the living conditions of Colombians. It is easy to think such a thing,
but we are not that naive. On this side of the House—at least in this
party because I should not speak for the other one—we are not naive.
Our eyes are wide open.

The government is agreeing to sign an accord with a country
whose government is widely known to be shot through with
corruption, a country that engages in international drug trafficking, a
country that still commits acts of violence and even murder on a
regular basis. It is taken for granted. People there are afraid to walk
down the street because they never know when they might die.

There is a very surprising fact that I would like my Conservative
and Liberal colleagues to ponder. Why do they think the countries
that have a common border with Colombia refrain from signing any
free trade deals with it when they would be the most likely to do so,
given their shared border? Have my colleagues ever wondered about
that?

It is only natural that these countries do not sign any such
agreements because the people there are very close to what goes on
every day in Colombia. They see and hear what we in this House
choose not to see and hear.

It is very sad that the government refuses to listen to all the
requests we have received from unions, groups that take an interest
in humanity, and all the groups that defend rights here in Quebec and
Canada. All these groups are begging us not to pass this bill without
ensuring it has iron-clad guarantees, because Colombia is continuing
to do what it always does.

Instead of that, the government imposes constraints as easy as
putting a price on someone’s heads. The head of an employee, a
worker or a union member is currently worth $200,000. That is what
they say. But what is $200,000 to a drug trafficker or a hired gun?
That is the question they need to ask themselves.

There are fines for committing murder. Can someone tell me
where are we headed? Where are we headed as human beings?

® (1150)

It is confusing sitting in this House when we see what goes on.
Does the government over there not have anyone who thinks for
themselves? Can it not make decisions without CFAC? Is that the
problem? It always needs someone to tell it what to do and then it
does so with blinkers and with no thought and no consideration for
the consequences.

As 1 was saying, it is easy not to think of the consequences when
one lives far away, when one is not there every day with the people
who are suffering and the people who are dying. It is very easy, but
for the love of heaven, at some point in time the ministers of this
government will have to start talking to each other, read more and
look at what is happening in the world. Rather than read
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L'Osservatore Romano, which only covers religious matters, let
them look at what is going on in Colombia and get on with the job
that should have been done long ago.

We do not ask a country to sign a free trade agreement and ignore
the workers. That is not done. What the government has tried to have
us believe this morning, though its Minister of Labour, is that
everything was just fine in the best of worlds, that every country
wants a free trade agreement with Colombia, perfect country that it
is. Once we get there after concluding our free trade agreement with
Colombia, it will become perfect. The government will no longer be
corrupt. There will be no more murders. Employees and workers will
have decent working conditions. Everyone will have a roof over
their head. No one will be worried, and no one will be selling
cocaine. That might upset some of them.

1 think we have to be serious when we talk about people's lives.
The government is refusing to bring back home people who are
accused and risk getting killed in other countries, like the two young
men from Montreal who had an unfortunate accident in a schoolyard
in Kuwait. It refuses to bring them back home. Nothing is being
done for them, but now prices are being put on the heads of union
leaders in a country we know nothing about.

We were in Argentina last week. My colleagues and I had
discussions with people who look after trade among South American
countries. Brazil, Argentina, Uruguay and Paraguay have agree-
ments together and work together because it is a good thing to have
free trade agreements, but these agreements take into account the
needs of each as well as human rights, unlike the free trade
agreement the government wants us to approve here in this House.
How is it that Argentina, Brazil, Uruguay and Paraguay, which have
a lot to offer and need a lot, have not concluded a free trade
agreement with Colombia?

Who are we to think that we are better than others and will
succeed where others have failed? Colombia has to clean up its yard,
it must clean up its human rights record, recognize its errors and
implement the practices and procedures that will ensure respect for
human rights and protect the lives of individuals, even if they are
union workers. Let Colombia do that, and then we will reconsider.
So long as this does not happen, we are not going to ask the fox to
tend the henhouse. That is what we are doing at the moment.

So, we will continue to say no to this agreement, as we have done
in the past. My only regret is that the Liberal Party changed its mind
on this.

® (1155)

Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP):
Mr. Speaker, I thoroughly enjoyed the speech by the hon. member
for Laval, who has a very good understanding of the situation in
Colombia.

I would like her to comment on all the national organizations
which have been denouncing for the past few days the Liberal Party's
flip-flop on human right issues in Colombia.
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Under its previous leader, the Liberal Party expressed concern
about the human rights situation in Colombia and said it did not want
to proceed with the agreement until an independent, impartial
assessment of the situation had been carried out and the impact of
this agreement, which raises many concerns with those involved
with human rights, were known.

The Liberal Party's flip-flop drew an outcry from many national
organizations. Its new leader seems to have little concern for human
rights.

I would like to hear the member for Laval on that.

Ms. Nicole Demers: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague from the
New Democratic Party, the only other party in this House besides the
Bloc Québécois that refuses to sign on to this agreement.

Why is he surprised? The Liberal Party has become unrecogniz-
able. It is now voting against its own motions and voting with the
government while contending to vote against it. How can this flip-
flop by the Liberal Party surprise him? Personally, I do not find it
surprising. The leader of that party condoned torture, under certain
conditions, and the war in Iraq, under certain conditions.

What I find surprising is that the Liberal Party is holding on to its
leader. If the members of that party no longer wish to be Liberals, all
they have to do is cross the floor.

® (1200)
[English]

Mr. Jim Maloway (Elmwood—Transcona, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
the fact of the matter is it is even worse than that. The current
government had essentially given up on this deal because the
opposition members had stalled it now for a year. The government
was walking away from this deal. Then, all of a sudden, the new
Liberal critic took the initiative on his own to usurp the power of the
government and met the president of Colombia. He came up with an
amendment and then came to the government and saved it with this
bill.

So, we are here solely because of the Liberals, at this stage. It had
nothing to do with the government.

[Translation]

Ms. Nicole Demers: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my
colleague. He is right, of course.

This situation is inexplicable. Life is full of such mysteries. The
mayor of Quebec City, who was misled over the past few weeks,
would agree that we have the right to be angry because we were
misled by people whom we believed were as liberal as they claimed
to be. Unfortunately, the opposite has turned out to be true. Today, it
is clear that the Liberal Party will do whatever it takes to maintain
the status quo and avoid an election, just as the Conservative Party is
prepared to do and say whatever it takes, to stoop to new lows just to
keep its hold on power for a little longer before going to the polls
because it is not ready. I think that what is going on here now is
deplorable. This is a very sad day for democracy. I hope that they
will have the courage to do something different.

[English]

Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to rise in the House today to speak in opposition to Bill
C-2.

I want to acknowledge the tireless work that our trade critic, the
member for Burnaby—New Westminster, has undertaken in trying to
raise some of the important issues about what is wrong with this
agreement.

It has been over a year that the member and my colleagues, both
from the New Democratic Party and the Bloc Québécois, have
managed to hold up this piece of legislation. I hope that our
arguments in the House will convince other members to vote against
it.

We have heard from the government that New Democrats oppose
trade. That is actually not correct. What New Democrats consistently
speak about in and outside the House is the need for fair trade.

New Democrats have outlined some elements of what a fair trade
agreement would look like. A fair trade agreement would promote
human rights, be a win-win situation on jobs, raise the quality of
jobs, raise Canadians' standard of living, respect and enhance
environmental stewardship, and preserve Canada's ability to legislate
in areas vital to its interests. It is these kinds of elements of a fair
trade agreement that the people of Nanaimo—Cowichan and
throughout Canada would be interested in.

The member for Vancouver East talked about a fair trade zone on
Commercial Drive in her riding. In my riding of Nanaimo—
Cowichan many businesses and organizations are very interested in
fair trade. They would like to see the elements of fair trade
agreements promoted not only internationally but in Canada as well
because sometimes our projects do not respect environmental
stewardship, for example,

People have talked about this trip to Colombia. My understanding
is that the trade committee, after it came back from Colombia, made
a number of recommendations. One of them included the following:

The Committee recommends that an independent, impartial, and comprehensive
human rights impact assessment should be carried out by a competent body, which is
subject to levels of independent scrutiny and validation; the recommendations of this
assessment should be addressed before Canada considers signing, ratifying and
implementing an agreement with Colombia.

I am going to focus my speech on human rights. I am going to be
quoting extensively from the February 2010 Amnesty International
report entitled “Colombia: The struggle for survival and dignity:
Human rights abuses against indigenous peoples in Colombia”.
Because this is such a recent report, I believe it reflects the reality on
the ground in Colombia.

We have heard the arguments that we need this trade agreement in
order to deal with human rights. That is not what the labour activists
and the indigenous people of Colombia are saying. They are
concerned that this type of agreement will actually make the
conditions in their communities worse.
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I want to begin with this quote because the indigenous people of
Colombia have consistently refused to get involved with any of the
violent factions, no matter which side they are on. This is a quote
from the Cauca Regional Indigenous Council, February 12, 2007. It
states:

In each moment of tragedy we have relied on our roots and our word, each time
they beat us we respond with reason and the strength of unity, each time it is
necessary, the mobilization of thought and peaceful action is our tool to live.

The indigenous people of Colombia have seen some of the most
egregious acts of violence. To be able to stand and still promote
peace as a way to resolve the difficulties that they are facing requires
a tremendous amount of courage. I want to cover a few points in this
report. Under a section on the internal armed conflict, the report
states:

There is little agreement on the underlying causes of the long-running conflict in
Colombia. However, the fighting has provided a useful cover for those seeking to
expand and protect economic interests. More than 60% of displaced people in
Colombia have been forced from their homes and lands in areas of mineral,
agricultural or other economic importance.

That statement raises all kinds of concerns because there is no
protection in this agreement. The recommendation that the trade
committee put forward has not been incorporated. There is no
protection to have indigenous people not removed from their land.

® (1205)

Again, quoting from the report:

The impact of Colombia’s long-running internal armed conflict on Indigenous
Peoples has been profound and destructive. They have been killed, harassed and
driven from their lands by all the parties to the conflict. Despite their determined
refusal to be drawn into the hostilities, the threats facing Indigenous Peoples are
intensifying.

They give an example:

The Awa Indigenous People were particularly hard hit in 2009 and, according to
ONIC, accounted for more than half of all killings of Indigenous people during the
year. The catalogue of human rights abuses inflicted on the Aw4 is emblematic of the
dangers facing Indigenous Peoples in Colombia today.

In 2009, at least two massacres were carried out against the Awa in Narifio
Department. The first, on 4 February, was carried out by the FARC and resulted in
the deaths of 15 people, including two pregnant women, in Barbacoas Municipality.
On 26 August 2009, 12 Aw4, including six children and an eight-month old baby,
were killed and several more injured in El Gran Rosario by gunmen wearing military
uniforms and hoods who attacked the community at 5 a.m.

That is just one example. This was in 2009. I have heard
government members opposite talk about how much better things
have become. Clearly, in 2009, that was simply not the case for the
people of Awa.

In case people in the House think only New Democrats, the Bloc
and Amnesty International are raising the issue, in July 2009, the UN
Special Rapporteur on the situation of human rights and fundamental
freedoms of indigenous people visited Colombia and expressed
concern at the grave, critical and profoundly worrying situation
facing indigenous peoples in the country.

The report goes on to say:

The UN Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination, in its concluding
observations on Colombia published in August 2009, expressed concern “over the
continuation of acts of violations of human rights against Afro-Colombians and
indigenous peoples, including killings, extra-judicial executions, forced recruitment
and enforced disappearances in the context of the armed conflict”. It also noted that
“while illegal armed groups bear significant responsibility for violations, reports
continue to indicate the direct involvement or collusion of State agents in such acts
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and that members of the armed forces have publicly stigmatised Afro-Colombian and
indigenous communities”.

The report continues:

According to ONIC, the survival of 32 Indigenous groups is at grave risk as a
result of the armed conflict, large-scale economic projects, and a lack of state
support. The risks faced by these Indigenous Peoples are so serious that in his
January 2010 report on Colombia, the Special Rapporteur on indigenous people
called on the Colombian state to invite the UN Special Adviser on the Prevention of
Genocide to monitor the situation faced by these communities.

In terms of the prevention of genocide, Indigenous peoples in
Colombia are so seriously threatened that the United Nations has
been called upon to intervene.

Another section, “Caught in the Conflict”, says:

Killings, kidnappings, enforced disappearances, threats and forced displacement
—all continue to ravage Indigenous communities in Colombia. ONIC has estimated
that more than 1,400 Indigenous men, women and children were killed as a result of
the conflict between 2002 and 2009. They also recorded more than 4,700 collective
threats against Indigenous communities during this period, as well as 90 kidnappings
and 195 enforced disappearances. Those responsible for these abuses, be they
members of guerrilla groups, paramilitaries or members of the security forces, are
rarely held to account.

I am not equating our own country to Colombia by any stretch of
the imagination, but we have seen the tragedy of displacement for
the indigenous peoples of Canada through residential schools and
forced relocations. We have seen loss of language and loss of
culture.

That is essentially what the section entitled “The Tragedy of
Displacement” is dealing with. It says:

Displacement is one of the greatest threats facing Indigenous communities. Often
living in areas of intense military conflict and rich in biodiversity, minerals and oil,
Indigenous Peoples are at particular risk of forced displacement. Although
Indigenous Peoples make up only around 3.4% of the population, they account for
7% of Colombia’s total displaced population, according to the Director of the Office
in Colombia of the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights.

A quotation by the Constitutional Court says:

We are haunted by the images of the anguish when we had to leave, running with
what little we had or could carry in order to outrun death and desolation. Amidst this
anguish, we are in charge of our families, accepting activities that are not traditional
in our cultures, such as getting jobs as domestic servants or, in the worst of cases,
even selling our bodies...As Indigenous women we have to fight for recognition as
displaced people, fight for access to [a] health and education [system] that is not ours,
prepare meals with food that is alien to our culture and body; fight so that our
families don’t disintegrate and our sons and daughters don’t lose our culture.

® (1210)

The report goes on to say:

This fracturing can result in a breakdown of cultural continuity as young people
find themselves in alien environments and deprived of the social and cultural
networks and practices necessary for the survival of their communities.

The section, “A Question of Land, Consultation and Consent”,
says:

A critical issue for Indigenous peoples is their right not to be removed from their
traditional lands without their free, prior and informed consent—one of the core
rights contained in the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.
Economic development on their traditional lands must also be subject to the free,
prior and informed consent of Indigenous Peoples. Consent must be given freely
without manipulation, threat, or fear of reprisal.
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Recently in the throne speech, we heard the Conservative
government indicate that it was now prepared to take the next steps
around the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. We
have a situation in Colombia where clearly there has not been that
free, prior and informed consent of the indigenous peoples. Why
would the Conservative government sign an agreement that was not
supportive of the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples?

Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Madam
Speaker, the member for Nanaimo—Cowichan has done a terrific
service to the House of Commons by speaking about the impact on
aboriginal peoples.

The Assembly of First Nations has raised major concerns about
this agreement, ignored by both the Liberal and Conservative
Parties. Concerns have been raised by other human rights
organizations. I would like to just cite one report, from MiningWatch
Canada and CENSAT/Agua Viva, which said:

Testimony gathered in the course of this study suggests consistent and clear
patterns in key areas where companies risk benefiting from human rights violations
and/or benefiting those responsible for human rights violations. Under these

circumstances, increased investment in the extractive sector is at risk of entrenching
and even expanding the already astonishing toll on the human rights of Colombians.

Every Conservative and Liberal member is aware of this. They
know about the impact on aboriginal peoples, because it is primarily
aboriginal peoples in Colombia who are impacted by this violent
forced displacement from land. Why are the Conservatives and
Liberals ignoring aboriginal people?
® (1215)

Ms. Jean Crowder: Madam Speaker, that is a very good
question.

I want to come back to the Amnesty International report just for
one moment, because there had been a number of recommendations
made that would actually protect indigenous peoples in Colombia.
One of them is that the free, prior and informed consent as outlined
in the UN Declaration of the Rights of Indigenous Peoples must be
implemented.

In addition, they have asked that the trade agreement comply with
the January 2009 Constitutional Court ruling on indigenous peoples
and displacement, which calls on the government to devise and
implement a plan to guarantee the rights of displaced and
endangered indigenous peoples.

If the Conservative government and their Liberal colleagues were
truly concerned about the rights of indigenous peoples in Colombia,
there are a number of key recommendations that they would see
were entrenched within this agreement to absolutely protect those
rights.

Mr. Ron Cannan (Kelowna—Lake Country, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague from Nanaimo—Cowichan for
her comments. Coming from British Columbia, I know we have
some leaders in the first nations communities right in our own
backyard, Westbank First Nation and Osoyoos First Nation, and we
are concerned about rights of all Canadians and people around the
world.

As a member of the trade committee, as I mentioned, I had an
opportunity to go to Colombia. We are concerned about the situation

and we want to reach out and help them, so the status quo will not
help. We want to find ways to lift up both economies.

I heard the member comment about free and fair trade. Canada is a
trading nation. Over two-thirds of our GDP relies on trade. We
continue to grow and have the best country in the world. Our quality
of life is the envy of folks around the world.

My hon. colleague talks about free and fair trade, but her
protectionist party is not the positive way. Could she elaborate on
one trade agreement in the history of Canada that the New
Democratic Party has supported?

Ms. Jean Crowder: Madam Speaker, that is a very interesting
question. I am actually going to flip it the other way around.

My riding of Nanaimo—Cowichan has been directly impacted by
the softwood lumber agreement and we have seen job after job leave
my community. So when I talk about a fair trade agreement, 1 want
an agreement that protects my community, that makes sure that jobs
stay in my community, that there is environmental stewardship, that
when we contract with another country in the world, we actually
make sure that we are not dragging down the standards in our own
country.

That is what a responsible member of Parliament should do.

[Translation]

Mr. Daniel Paillé (Hochelaga, BQ): Madam Speaker, I would
have liked my learned colleague from Abitibi—Témiscamingue to
ask a question, but that will come, I am sure.

This morning the member for Outremont also talked about his
knowledge of environmental matters, because he was an environ-
ment minister. My colleague from Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie came
next and talked about his ideas on that. They have experience in this
area.

I had the great honour of being minister of industry, trade and
commerce in Quebec for a time. And so I am going to try to talk a
little more about the commercial, industrial and investment variables
that an agreement of this nature should include.

To begin, I think that, as a matter of principle, what we must not
flout are the principles themselves. A principle cannot be negotiated.
A principle is not something we adopt if it suits us and change later
when the wind changes. That is not how it works. People on the
government side, in the Conservative Party, have somewhat hard
heads, as we know, and they are digging their heels in. They say they
want to sell this bill as a matter of principle. That is fine, they are
entitled to do that. And we are entitled to oppose it. Our principles
are not the same.

From time to time, the official opposition is, on principle, with us
and with the NDP, which stands by its principles. But I am
wondering how it is that the official opposition has decided, for
somewhat nebulous reasons and on principle, to change sides.

The purpose of a government is to propose things. The purpose of
opposition members and the House is to improve them, or to oppose
them if the necessary improvements cannot be made.
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The government has introduced a bill that, in our opinion, must
be widely denounced. Even Human Rights Watch, in February 2010,
said that the social situation in Colombia was out of the ordinary and
was not improving. If it is not improving, can we, as a government
and as parliamentarians, bring pressure to bear to improve it, at the
same time as this government wants Canada to sign an agreement
with which we are in complete disagreement?

We know very well that the agreement in front of us is not a trade
agreement because there is very little trade between Canada and
Colombia. It is not the same volume of trade that there is between
Canada and the United States, for example. It is an agreement for
investments. When we look at it more closely, we see that these
investments will be made by corporations from here in mines down
there. The investments are not in the urban core and not part of the
urban fabric. They will be made in remote areas, where the people
live off the land and where the natural resources are, ready to be
exploited. So there will be investments.

In a former life, people often hired me to make investments for
them. There are some standard provisions. For example, it is normal
to have provisions so that if something happens, the business plan
cannot be followed as originally laid out. In business speak, those
provisions are called covenants, or obligations to do or not do
something. I sign a contract and say that if 4 happens, 4 being
something that will decrease the value or profitability of my
investment, I have various avenues of recourse. The final recourse is
a refund because of a given situation. Unfortunately, it has happened
that an investment was made and it was not profitable. The investor
is then reimbursed.

®(1220)

There is still one thing in this agreement that I do not understand.
If events were to diminish the profitability of their projects, the
companies—and not the state—could basically take justice into their
own hands. They could sue the government because their expected
production was not met. They could ask for a full reimbursement of
their investments and the profits that were not made. That is rather
odd. That clause makes no sense in terms of trade.

What types of events could decrease the expected profitability laid
out in an investor's business plan? Almost anything, really. If, in
order to protect the environment, equipment needed to be added to
purify the air, treat waste and improve extraction methods, the
expected profitability would obviously decrease.

All environmental aspects would be excluded because, in the short
term, they are costly. They might be lucrative in the long term—we
see this more and more—but in the short term, for a private investor,
they involve costs. The same is true concerning how the labour force
is treated. Countries like this use child labour. People there are forced
to work, and the working conditions are not like ours. If we want to
improve working conditions and reduce the number of children
working in mines, what will happen? Salaries will increase,
profitability will decrease and businesses would then be able to
sue the government. This kind of argument makes no sense.

It goes too far. The concept of expropriation is too broad. Legal
proceedings can be far too onerous. We are told that if we invest in a
country and expropriation takes place, there will be compensation.
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I do not understand why this government is about to give
compensation to Canadian businesses and investors in Colombia, yet
it refuses to give Quebec any compensation for harmonizing its sales
tax. Zero. Nada. Niet. Nothing. What a double standard.

As a final point, I would like to talk about the impact of this
agreement, which goes only one way, since it will be Canadian
investors who will invest in Colombia. How will this affect
Colombia? It will perpetuate the current system. In Canada, it will
mean unfair competition for Canadian companies that do not invest
in that country, but must compete with other companies that invest
there. Workers will no longer be allowed to organize themselves or
execute business plans. The only executions will be of those who
organize workers and a number of union leaders, as some members
have already mentioned.

For all these reasons, the Bloc Québécois and the NDP, out of
respect for our principles, will vote against this bill.

® (1225)

Mr. Marc Lemay (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, BQ): Madam
Speaker, I listened with interest to my colleague's comments. I am
not going to refer back to his vast experience. He sort of reminds me
of my former colleague Réal Ménard, whom he replaced very
effectively in the riding of Hochelaga, when he used to make his
speeches. The hon. member's comments are accurate, they focus on
the main issue and they are straight to the point.

As [ usually do, I am going to ask a direct question on something
that is of interest to me personally. I would like my colleague to
elaborate on the possibility of getting compensation. 1 read the
agreement, and this issue is not clear. The possibility of using
NAFTA's chapter 11 would allow businesses to be compensated by
the Canadian government for losses incurred in Colombia. If this is
indeed the case, this agreement not only does not make sense, but it
is also very bad.

I have another question. Can the hon. member think of companies
that might be interested in doing business with Colombia, other than
mining and mineral exploration companies?

Mr. Daniel Paillé: Madam Speaker, it is an honour to be
compared to my predecessor, Réal Ménard, who, I am told, was a
great orator here. To have succeeded him, both in Hochelaga and in
this House, is an honour that I share with the constituents of
Hochelaga.

I did have the opportunity to travel to Colombia to assess
investments that were not made at the time. We tried to look at the
issue of risk management. Indeed, investing implies the management
of risks. We put money down and we may end up getting more or
less than our investment. In particular, when we invest abroad, there
may be various ways to get compensated when events that are out of
our control occur such as, for example, the full nationalization of a
specific mineral. The decision is made by the country. I have nothing
against compensation, but not huge compensation on an investment
and on the expected return.
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So, what is going to happen? Mining companies, but also other
types of businesses are going to invest in Colombia. A former NDP
leader used to talk about corporate bums. These people will invest
there, and if things do not work out, they are going to get a refund
that will even include a return. This does not make sense. It does not
make any sense.

® (1230)
[English]

Mr. Bruce Hyer (Thunder Bay—Superior North, NDP):
Madam Speaker, the hon. member seems to have significant interest
in the aspect of this free trade agreement that is related to investor

confidence, fairness between countries and fairness for Canadian
investors.

I am a small-business person myself and have been for decades. [
am a Spanish speaker, and I am the kind of potential investor who
would be interested in investing in a Colombia that is fair and
sustainable, and I could capitalize on the biodiversity and interesting
cultures there.

I would ask whether the hon. member has considered that the shift
from traditional agriculture and traditional cultures and the rainforest
to large plantations by large multinationals would be the kind of
concern he would have, as we shift and put pressure upon those
economies.

[Translation]

Mr. Daniel Paillé: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for his
question. Of course, we cannot give the whole picture in ten minutes.
I focused on investments, but if we take agriculture, for example, the
situation is clear and there is no need to travel to Colombia to see it.
We can see it in Quebec right now. Some entrepreneurs and investors
come from China, for example, and buy our farmland. We see it in
Quebec. We are fighting against that. We think it does not make
sense. The food that feeds people comes from the land. Therefore, it
is very important to own our land. So, if this is happening here, one
can well imagine that it can easily happen in Colombia.

Mr. Marc Lemay (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, BQ): Madam
Speaker, it is my honour to take the floor on this matter of the
possible free trade agreement between Canada and Colombia.

After hearing my brilliant colleague from Hochelaga, I am
flabbergasted to think that Canada might possibly sign a free trade
agreement with Colombia. This cannot be.

I am even more flabbergasted to learn that the Liberal Party,
which established the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms,
will be supporting this proposed agreement. I can understand why
the Conservatives’ belief in the charter might be questionable. Their
focus is more on prison than anything else. But can we be seeing this
from the Liberals, who created the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms? One woman, Ms. Betancourt, has been detained inside
her country by the guerrillas for more than 22 months. At the
moment, over 130 persons all over Colombia are being held by
guerrillas.

I went to Colombia in 1995 for the world road cycling
championships. I can assure my colleagues that the situation has
definitely not changed, because Colombia has tried to get other
international competitions and been refused. Fortunately the army

was there, but four trucks full of cycling equipment were stolen all
the same.

There is no security in Colombia for persons who want to invest
there. The proof of this is that they have stopped counting the
number of murders by Colombian paramilitary groups. If only for
that, we should vote against this proposed free trade agreement. It
makes no sense.

We in Abitibi—Témiscamingue are now host to the head of the
Colombian postal union. I will not say where he lives, because I
might have the misfortune to be heard by certain paramilitary forces,
who could then come and kill him. This person was threatened to
such a degree—two of his brothers and his sister were murdered and
his wife threatened with death—that in the end he managed to obtain
refuge in Canada. He has found shelter, let us hope, with us, in the
north.

Will a country such as Canada sanction the displacement of
communities? It is not we who claim this: Amnesty International
says that 305,000 people were displaced in that country in 2007
alone. In 2008, 380,000 persons had to flee their home or their
workplace because of the violence. Generally speaking, this does not
happen in Bogota or Cali, but rather in the small villages or small
remote regions, because the land is wanted to operate a mine there,
or to engage in farming on some long stretch of property.

In Quebec there is probably unanimous support for this position,
apart from a few members of the Liberal Party, who will, I hope, be
absent for the vote. At least I hope those members will be absent
when the vote is held. In Quebec we are against this free trade
agreement, because it flouts the most basic rights of the individuals
who live in that country. Down there, it is not “my way or the
highway”, it is “my way or you die”.

I invite my colleagues opposite who are preparing to vote in
favour of this Canada-Colombia free trade agreement to go and see
the film called The Coca-Cola Case.

®(1235)

Once they have seen The Coca-Cola Case, 1 hope that, first, they
will stop drinking Coca-Cola and, second, they will decide not to
vote for this free trade agreement between Canada and Colombia.

This agreement has only one purpose, and that is to help mining
companies make more money. All the Xstratas, the Rio Tintos and
the Algomas of this world are already in Colombia or will set up
operations there. Colombia does not treat its people very well. In my
riding, which is a mining area, we know that people in Colombia are
not only displaced, but threatened and even murdered to clear the
way for a mine.

We believe that this House must take a stand, and I appeal to my
Liberal colleagues. You can say what you like about the Liberals, but
they were the ones who brought in the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms. I hold the belief, the hope and the deep conviction that
Canada is still a highly democratic country where all forms of
expression are possible, even though sometimes not everyone is
happy with what is said. The same cannot be said of Colombia, and
this free trade agreement will not make any difference.
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Coca is and will remain the raw material most widely cultivated
and sold in Colombia. I would say that if we approve the free trade
agreement, we will be sending a signal that we agree with the
virtually non-existent fight Colombia is waging to do away with all
the coca plantations.

Today, a great many people in Colombia are being kidnapped and
held by Maoist and Trotskyist guerrillas. Colombia currently does
not have the sort of democracy we enjoy here. I have a hard time
believing that members are going to approve this supposed free trade
agreement, whose sole purpose is to help certain mining companies
go ahead with more mineral exploration and mining.

Since 1985, 4.6 million people in Colombia have been forced out
of their homes and off their land. This figure alone should give pause
to my Conservative and Liberal colleagues across the way and
convince them to vote against this deal. We must vote against this
free trade agreement. It is unacceptable, and we should not allow it
to go ahead.

I will close by saying that I hope we will all take a stand. I can say
that the Bloc Québécois will never agree to this free trade agreement
between Canada and Colombia.

©(1240)
[English]

Mr. Jim Maloway (Elmwood—Transcona, NDP): Madam
Speaker, in the days since the Liberals breathed new life into what
was a dead agreement and a dead deal, basically allowing the
Colombian government to self-assess, numerous Canadian organiza-
tions have responded against what the Liberals are doing here. The
Council of Canadians, the Canadian Union of Public Employees, the
B.C. Teachers' Federation, the CLC, the Canadian Auto Workers, the
United Church of Canada, the Public Service Alliance and many
other organizations have responded against what the Liberals are
doing to help the government get this agreement through.

Does the member understand what the interests of the Liberal
Party and Liberal caucus are in supporting the Conservatives to get
this very bad agreement through this House?

[Translation]

Mr. Marc Lemay: Madam Speaker, I had forgotten to mention
this, but the hon. member from Gaspésie—iles-de-la-Madeleine
correctly drew my attention to it and wanted me to point it out;
because I am a lawyer, | am very familiar with this matter.

In reply to the hon. member's question, I do not know why the
Liberals are going to support this agreement. I hope at least that
Liberals from Quebec will not do so and will be absent or abstain
from voting. That is the least that Quebec is asking. If they do
otherwise, they will have to live with their consciences.

When I look at it, in fact, members of this House are not the only
ones who are opposed to this agreement. We all represent
associations in our constituencies. In mine, it is unanimous: the
mayors, the municipalities, the associations and the unions in
Abitibi-Témiscamingue are all opposed, be it the FTQ, the CSN, the
Canadian Labour Congress' representatives in our area, and every
other association, such as Development and Peace.
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People from Development and Peace have met with me on a
number of occasions. The government should meet with them as
well. This agreement does not benefit Canada; the benefits will go to
Canadian corporations. No citizen of Canada will benefit, because
citizens of Canada even have a hard time going to Colombia to work,
and do not want to, especially not in the union movement.

® (1245)

Mr. Raynald Blais (Gaspésie—iles-de-la-Madeleine, BQ):
Madam Speaker, 1 will not dare to ask my learned colleague why
lawyers feel obliged to say that they are lawyers. Every time we hear
them, it seems that they feel some need to do so. So I will not ask
him about the bicycle race he entered in Colombia either. We might
like to know the results of the competition, but we can talk about
them later between ourselves.

A little more seriously, Madam Speaker, I would like to hear what
the hon. member has to say about workers' rights. I have been a
union member, a trade unionist; I was proud to be one and am proud
to declare it again. So when workers' rights are mentioned in the
context of a trade agreement, we have to make sure that trade can
take place, of course, but also that rights are respected in the country
with which the trade is to take place.

Mr. Marc Lemay: Madam Speaker, I want to thank the hon.
member. [ will quickly answer the first part of his question.
Clara Hughes, who just won a medal at the Olympic games, made
her first appearance at the World Championships in Colombia, and
she won a silver medal.

To answer the rather obvious questions that the hon. members did
not ask, I did not participate in the World Championships. I was the
Canadian cycling association president at the time and the
international president of mountain biking, and I went to check
out a possible site. I assure you that we never went back to
Colombia.

That being said, to answer the question so cleverly asked by the
hon. member, I do not think that, if I were a trade unionist, Colombia
is the place where I would choose or want to choose to go to and
help workers. I had a chance to meet the president of the Colombian
postal union, who has now found refuge with us. He told me that he
was lucky to have found refuge outside his country, as he would be
dead otherwise. So I do not think that working as a trade unionist in
Colombia is a very good idea.

Mr. Raynald Blais (Gaspésie—iles-de-la-Madeleine, BQ):
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise again to speak to this issue.
Perhaps I will speak somewhat longer this time so I can add a little
more to what the hon. members for Hochelaga, Abitibi—
Témiscamingue and others have said on this subject.

The first questions I had upon seeing the Canada-Colombia free-
trade agreement file were the following: Who is it for? Why? What
does it mean? It is much more easily understood from Canada's
perspective. But, as for Colombia, it is a country that people rarely
visit except to watch biking competitions or to attend conferences.
Personally, I have never been to Colombia. I have heard about it, and
I am well aware that it is a country in South America.
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Recently, I read that Colombia has around 50 million inhabitants.
So it is relatively populous. It is situated very close to the equator. It
is quite mountainous and even has glaciers. A population of
50 million is fairly large. But, according to figures, that population is
mostly poor. It is very unfortunate. The country is so poor that 48%
of its people, according to statistics for 2006 or 2007, live below the
poverty line. That shows just how rampant poverty is in Colombia.

What kind of trade do we have with Colombia? Our imports
amount to $644 million, according to the 2008 figures, and our
exports to $704 million. That gives us a better idea of our imports
and exports. Canada exports mainly motor vehicles and automotive
parts, as well as grain. These exports accounted respectively for 23%
and 19% of the total in 2007.

Most Canadian investment in Colombia is in the mining sector.
This is where we start to understand a little better what the agreement
is all about. A country like Canada has an interest in signing a free
trade agreement. We already have one with the United States and one
with Mexico. We are busy negotiating another with Europe. I could
come back to that another time. The Europeans lecture us about the
seal hunt, but we overlook that entirely. They call us barbarians. That
is more or less what they did last June by voting—not just at the
Council of Europe but in the European Union—to ban all products
derived from seals. This only shows that when we are considering
doing business with someone, it is important that the other country
involved be careful about expressing opinions on our way of doing
things.

Getting back to the agreement between Canada and Colombia,
this is not a mere hockey game or soccer match. Who will benefit?
What interests do they want to protect? Why are they so interested in
Colombia? Is it to help Colombians emerge from extreme poverty?
Is it to ensure we get a military base there? That is not it at all. But
there are Canadian interests in Colombia, and they have to do with
mines. That is where the real interest lies. It all becomes obvious
why they are suddenly so interested in Colombia and in doing
business there. It is not really about doing business as such, because
free trade agreements are generally intended to improve trade and to
increase Canadian exports and Colombian imports. In this agree-
ment, they want to protect investors, or actually those who invest in
mines.

® (1250)

In view of the way in which these infamous mines are exploited,
the word exploited is well chosen. The people who work there are
exploited. That is why our colleagues in the Liberal Party, who are
supposedly very concerned about workers’ rights, should take a
closer look at the agreement.

That is not even mentioning human rights. The mere fact that
children work in these mines and we are completely closing our eyes
to the situation is reason enough to object to the free trade
agreement. Colombia exploits children for purely speculative
reasons and to serve a system in which more and more profits are
made at the lowest possible cost. That is the real situation and it
should lead us to refuse to sign agreements like this.

Other reasons that my colleagues raised during the recent debates
explain quite eloquently why we object to this free trade agreement.

As a native pure laine Quebecker, I am interested in doing
business with other countries in order to increase my wealth or to
share the wealth. However, I want the parties to be equal and to treat
each other with respect. There can be no doubt that foreign investors,
some of them Canadian, exploit children in Colombian mines. That
is crux of the matter. That is where problems can arise.

I am hearing some comments. I am well aware that my Liberal
friends would rather talk about something else. Where I come from,
folks would refer to the peanut gallery. Seems they have less to say
now. They understand that it is easier to get a message across when it
is relatively quiet than when every person in the peanut gallery wants
to put in their two cents' worth.

When seriously considering a free trade agreement, we should be
guided by respect. We have to assess trade volumes and make sure
we have the numbers to back us up. Trade volumes could be higher,
but it is not necessarily “le Pérou” as we say in French, it's not Peru,
which is not far away, meaning that it is not very significant.

If the purpose of this agreement were to boost trade volumes, then
fine. But when we dig a little deeper, we discover that the true
purpose of this agreement is to enable unscrupulous investors to
make money. One would have to be truly unscrupulous to invest in
companies that do whatever they please. Fortunately, we live in a
democracy, so we have access to that information. The more
informed people are, the better they understand the consequences of
making various decisions, such as this decision about the free trade
agreement.

Canada buys only raw materials from Colombia. That is why a
free trade agreement with Colombia just to benefit the mining sector
is not justified.

In 2007, energy products accounted for 31% of imports and
agricultural and agri-food products for 58%. In dollars, Canada buys
$138 million worth of coal and related products, $115 million worth
of coffee, $72 million worth of bananas and $62 million worth of cut
flowers.

Regardless, we have to re-examine the Canada-Colombia free
trade agreement. As things stand, shame on Canada and parliamen-
tarians if they support this agreement.

® (1255)

Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Madam
Speaker, I greatly enjoyed the speech by my colleague from the Bloc
Québécois.

I am very pleased to see that, like the NDP, the Bloc Québécois
stands for key values in Canada, values which are shared by the
Quebec nation as well as the people of British Columbia, Ontario
and the Prairies. All Canadians across the country share these
fundamental values of human rights.
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There seems, however, to be a contradiction. The Conservatives
and Liberals have chosen not to bother with human rights. They
want to dismiss them. They want to endorse, or more specifically
give a blank cheque and a merit award to this regime that has the
blood of the trade unionists killed in Colombia on its hands, not to
mention the violent forced displacement of people, mostly
Aboriginals and Afro-Colombians. This merit award was none-
theless given to the Colombian regime by the Liberals and the
Conservatives.

I would like the member to tell me how come these two parties do
not grasp the importance of human rights, which are essential. How
should members of all stripes defend human rights in this House?

Mr. Raynald Blais: Madam Speaker, I am not here to explain the
inexplicable or defend the indefensible.

However, I can understand certain aspects without getting into his
criticism of the Liberals and the Conservatives. I do not want to
compare the Canada-Colombia debate to another debate. None-
theless, I would appreciate it if our NDP colleagues were as
respectful of the principle of self-determination for the people of
Quebec. That is also a principle worth fighting harder for.

I completely understand what my NDP colleague was saying.
Self-determination for the people of Quebec should also be respected
by all parliamentarians in this House.

It is indeed difficult to explain, but we see that it is like a system
that protects a system. The Liberal-Conservative or Conservative-
Liberal system—because in the end it amounts to the same thing—
literally protects a system represented by investors. These same
investors, regardless of where they are and where they want to
invest, want things to be as deregulated as possible. That is precisely
what the Canada-Colombia free trade agreement offers.
® (1300)

Mr. Yves Lessard (Chambly—Borduas, BQ): Madam Speaker,
I understand that the hon. member does not want to make
comparisons. However, will he not admit that supporting such a
free trade agreement sets a dangerous precedent for a democracy like
ours, which respects human rights—or certainly makes every effort
to do so?

Does this not pose a strong threat to Canada and Quebec's
tradition of respecting human rights?

Mr. Raynald Blais: Madam Speaker, with the current Con-
servative government, principles have been tossed out the window at
a staggering rate over the past five years. Indeed, the very least that a
government should do when preparing to sign a free trade agreement
with another country is to ensure that human rights will be respected.
That includes not only labour rights, but also the humane treatment
of all members of the human race.

This is a situation where a country and certain interests are casting
that aside. That is why, yet again, we must say loud and clear that we
oppose the Canada-Colombia free trade agreement.

[English]

Mr. Bruce Hyer (Thunder Bay—Superior North, NDP):

Madam Speaker, I am very pleased to speak to the government's

proposed legislation on a free trade deal between Canada and
Colombia.
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Despite what we hear repeatedly from the other side, the NDP is
not against trade. We are not against fair trade. We are not against
good trade. In fact, we are all for it, but it has to be fair and it has to
be sustainable. This trade deal is not that.

This is a troubled bill. There are many problems with it. I will not
go into them all. My colleagues have done a good job in talking
about such concerns as workers, labour abuses, human rights and
outright murders in Colombia, just to mention a few. One of the
things I want to talk about is how this deal offers no real protection
for the environment.

As we know, Colombia is one of the countries in South America
that is especially blessed in parts of the country with productive
rainforests, especially in the southeastern lowlands near the Amazon.

Tropical rainforests are disappearing from the face of the globe.
Around the world more than 32,000 hectares per day are being cut
down. Rainforests are down to only 5% of the world's land surface
presently, and much of this remaining area has been impacted by
human activities and no longer retains its full original and rich
biodiversity. Worse, rainforests are so rich in plant and animal life
that we do not even know most of what we are losing, such as
countless undiscovered species, renewable botanical and animal
resources, and a pharmacopoeia of potential new drugs.

Aside from species extinction, deforestation means that we are
losing something else: the lungs of our planet and one of the world's
great carbon sinks. It is not just the oxygen they produce, it is also
the carbon they store in biomass. When forests are destroyed, the
carbon they contain is released into the atmosphere in the form of
carbon dioxide, which most of us realize leads to a greater
probability of dangerous climate change.

Much of the rainforest in Colombia is currently being slashed and
burned. Why? Because of rapidly expanding agribusiness plantations
for fruit and other crops.

The UN High Commissioner for Refugees has said that over the
last 20 years over four million Colombians have been forcefully
displaced by plantation companies and paramilitaries in order to take
the land and destroy the forest for new agri-business agriculture. In
2007 alone there were more than 300,000 refugees, mostly Afro-
Colombians and indigenous communities.

Is that the type of production we want to help expand and
accelerate with a flawed free trade deal? As the evidence submitted
to the Standing Committee on International Trade in 2008 showed,
this trade deal is primarily centred on agribusiness-type agriculture.
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This deal offers no protection whatsoever for the environment.
There is no effective method of enforcement. The only thing in it is a
complaint mechanism, which would be simply to file a complaint
with a bureaucrat with no independent review and no rigorous
analysis.

The environmental playing field is totally uneven with this deal.
Expert witnesses before the international trade committee confirmed
the weaknesses of the environmental provisions side agreements.
The standards for environmental protection are lower than the
already very weak statutes of NAFTA.

There are no effective proactive measures for environmental
monitoring or for preventive enforcement. The lackluster enforce-
ment of environmental laws in Colombia would only make this
situation even worse.

If that is not bad enough, it goes even further.

This deal is exporting NAFTA's chapter 11 mistakes, which we in
northern Ontario suffer daily, to new countries. Chapter 11 allows
multinational corporations to sue governments when actions taken
have impacted their bottom lines, actions like passing laws to protect
the environment or biodiversity.

Instead of helping to encourage conservation of South America's
valuable rainforest, we will be tying their hands. As soon as they try,
if they ever try, to pass conservation legislation that may affect the
profits of investors, they will open themselves up to a tidal wave of
litigation and liability. Talk about putting profits before people, and
profits before the planet.

® (1305)

From an environmental point of view, the trade deal with
Colombia is very troubling. It must be renegotiated to take into
account environmental and human rights considerations, among
others.

Sure, there is some lip service paid to accountability on human
rights. The Liberals, the Conservatives and the Uribe government
have agreed to produce and table in both Parliaments an annual
report on the human rights situation in Colombia and amend the
deal. However, in effect, the Colombian government will be forced
to police itself, the very same government associated with various
right-wing paramilitaries to start with. This amendment is like
putting lipstick and a dress on a pig so the Liberals can feel better
about taking Bill C-2 to the prom.

There is nothing in the amendment about the rules of trade, which
will be the underlying cause of environmental problems, and no clear
mechanism for the ongoing monitoring of the effects of free trade,
for instance investment provisions, on the human rights of the
population as well as on the environment.

I am not sure why the Liberals seem to be supporting this bad
trade deal. They were opposed to it in 2008. The only things that
have changed since then are the Liberal critic for this went down to
Colombia to get a small but unfortunately ineffective amendment to
this bad trade deal. And the environment as an issue seems to have
dropped off the back of their platform in general. It is interesting that
they would do such an about-face on human rights and the
environment for the sake of a relatively minor trade deal.

Colombia ranks fairly low on the market for Canadian exports out
of Latin America and the Caribbean and that has actually been
falling in comparison to our trade with other countries in the region.
The majority of Canadian investment in Colombia is in the mining
sector. Perhaps that is really what this trade deal is about, as the
previous member has pointed out.

Gauri Sreenivasan of the Canadian Council for International
Cooperation said:

Beyond that issue [of free trade], in Colombia, Canadian oil and mining
companies are active in some of the most conflict-ridden zones of the country, even
beyond the issue of royalties. These zones are characterized by high levels of military
and paramilitary control. The overlap between the two is sobering. Colombian
regions that are rich in minerals and oils have been marked by violence. They are the
source of 87% of forced displacements, 82% of violations of human rights and
international humanitarian law, and 83% of assassinations of trade union leaders in
the country.

I do not see how this flawed trade deal will improve the situation.
In fact, it seems to me it will make it worse. Certainly all human
rights organizations agree that it will.

The Conservative government is negotiating a number of bilateral
trade deals like this one. Its intention seems to be to hand over as
much oversight and responsibility over multinational companies as
possible under the guise of free trade, and there is little to no
accountability. This is totally unacceptable as a basis for trade deals
in general. It is especially unacceptable in the context of Colombia,
the country with just about the worst human rights record in all of
South America and one with so much biodiversity and tropical
rainforest at stake. The United States would not even agree to a trade
deal with Colombia.

This debate is about a lot more than just trade. It is about our
values as a country. The government is asking us to go against our
basic fundamental values as Canadians to uphold basic human rights
and to conserve the planet's natural heritage for the sake of
investment profits.

® (1310)

Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Madam Speaker, [
know the member for Thunder Bay—Superior North has a bill on
the table presently concerning the environment. I would like to know
what this trade agreement with Colombia would do to the
environment not only in Canada but especially in Colombia?

Mr. Bruce Hyer: Madam Speaker, we must protect our forests
around the world. We know that every acre, hectare, square
kilometre or mile of forest is going to be increasingly precious and
hanging on to the carbon sinks that most of us and most scientists
would agree we need to do if we are to have any hope of preventing
dangerous climate change.

Not only are there huge carbon sinks in this area in Colombia,
they are also one of the richest storehouses of biodiversity on the
planet. The losses will be priceless not just in terms of biodiversity
but in the products and pharmaceuticals that we will need in future
decades to help our sick and unhealthy stay alive.



March 30, 2010

COMMONS DEBATES

1113

Mr. Jim Maloway (Elmwood—Transcona, NDP): Madam
Speaker, the member dealt with the effects of this agreement on
climate change in Colombia. However, I would like to expand that to
include the effects of the agreement on farmers.

A great number of farmers have been displaced because of
mining interests. They have been surviving for many years self-
sufficiently and now they are being forced off the land into cities and
they are entering a life of poverty because of agreements such as this.

Could the member comment on that?

Mr. Bruce Hyer: Madam Speaker, before I had this career in the
House of Commons one of my past careers was to be involved in
agriculture and pesticides.

I have watched a disturbing trend over many decades. We are
displacing aboriginal hunters and gatherers and aboriginal and
mestizo farmers who have been using a Sweden kind of agriculture
in these very sensitive soils and ecosystems throughout the tropical
rain forests in the world. It is the only kind of agriculture which is
sustainable in the long term. We cannot go to intensive agribusi-
nesses as we have in other places and use those in tropical soils
without disastrous results, not only on the short-term biodiversity but
on the long-term productivity of those rain forest ecosystems.

o (1315)

[Translation]

Mr. Yves Lessard (Chambly—Borduas, BQ): Madam Speaker,
this free trade agreement of course sets out investment rights and
investment protection, but there is nothing on the face of it that
ensures the protection of human rights as such. I would like to hear
some of the hon. member's thoughts on that. Is there not something
altogether disturbing in all this when we see what the mining
industry is doing in other countries, especially in South Africa,
which also wants to exploit deposits in Colombia? I would like to
hear some of his thoughts on this.

[English]

Mr. Bruce Hyer: Madam Speaker, I have focused primarily on
the ecosystems and the environment in my talk because many of my
fellow NDP members have done a very effective job of talking about
the human rights issue. I was struck by what one of the members of
my colleague's party said about an hour ago. If I understood him
correctly, he commented that we were initiating trade with a country
that would not even come close to meeting the terms of our own
Charter of Rights and Freedoms. It really resonated with me.

A simple criterion and one of our main criterion for how we deal
with trade issues in other countries should be this. Does that country
meet even close to the Canadian standard in our Charter of Rights
and Freedoms that protects our rights? How can we be trading with
countries that treat either the environment or humans less well than
we do ourselves?

[Translation]

Mr. Michel Guimond (Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute-
Coéte-Nord, BQ): Madam Speaker, let me say right off that I
strongly agree with my colleagues in the Bloc who have spoken on
this important matter since this morning and over a number of sitting
days. We in the Bloc are strongly opposed to this bill to implement a
free trade agreement between Canada and Colombia.
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I listened earlier to the remarks of my colleague from Chambly—
Borduas, who raised the whole question of human rights. I intend to
get back to that, if time allows.

We know that the main motivation behind the government's desire
to conclude this free trade agreement has nothing to do with trade. It
has to do with investments, because this agreement contains a
chapter on investment protection and aims to make life easier for
Canadians investing in Colombia and especially in the mining sector.

If all the agreements protecting investment that Canada has
signed over the years are anything to go on, the agreement between
Canada and Colombia is ill planned. All of these agreements contain
provisions allowing investors to take a foreign government to court
when it adopts measures reducing the returns on their investment.
Such provisions are especially dangerous in a country where laws
governing labour and the protection of the environment are, at best,
haphazard.

Such an agreement, by protecting a Canadian investor against any
improvement in the living conditions in Colombia, increases the risk
of delaying social and environmental progress in a country that we
all agree is in great need of such progress. Colombia has one of the
worst human rights records in the world and certainly in Latin
America.

In order to promote human rights in the world, governments
usually use the carrot and stick approach. They support efforts to
improve respect for human rights and reserve the right to withdraw
benefits should the situation worsen. With this free trade agreement,
Canada would forego any ability to bring pressure to bear on the
Government of Colombia. Heaven knows that this is not a
government we can blindly put our faith in. Not only is the
Canadian government giving up the carrot and the stick, but it is
handing them over to the Colombian government.

The government keeps telling us that this agreement would come
with a side agreement on labour and another on the environment. It
has been shown time and time again that these agreements are
notoriously ineffective. They are not part of the free trade agreement,
which means that investors can with impunity destroy Colombia's
rich environment, displace people to facilitate mine development and
continue to murder trade unionists. My examples are not science
fiction. There have been real and clear cases in various countries in
the world and on various continents.

As for the free trade agreement itself, the Bloc Québécois is
against trading away the Canadian government's ability to press for
human rights to provide Canadian corporations with foreign
investment opportunities.
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In December 2009, before prorogation, of course, this bill was
debated at second reading. But after prorogation, the bill died on the
order paper. The Conservatives were very critical of the fact that the
debate was focused on human rights, when we were talking about a
trade agreement. With all due respect, I must say that these two
aspects go hand in hand. We cannot just look at money as a means to
acquire goods and property. We are talking about a population, about
the Colombian people.

A subamendment to express the strong opposition to this
agreement by a number of human rights organizations was rejected
by the Conservatives, with the support of the Liberals, on October 7,
2009. The free trade agreement between the United States and
Colombia, signed in 2006, is also stalled because of the issue of
human rights. This agreement will not be ratified by Congress before
Colombia strengthens its legislation to protect minimum labour
standards and union activities. This Conservative government, which
likes to compare itself to the United States, should pay attention to
how the Americans are approaching this situation. For once, it
should pay attention.

I would like to consider this agreement in context. We will recall
that in 2002 Canada held talks with the Andean countries, Peru,
Colombia, Ecuador and Bolivia, about the possibility of signing a
free trade agreement. Ultimately, Canada decided to negotiate
bilateral agreements with Colombia and Peru, and possibly to
resume negotiations with the two other missing countries later.

On June 7, 2007, Canada’s Minister of International Trade
officially announced that Canada was going to enter into negotia-
tions with Colombia and Peru regarding a free trade agreement.
There were four rounds of negotiations between the three countries,
the last of which took place in Lima from November 26 to 30, 2007.
On January 28, Canada and Peru announced that they had concluded
their negotiations. On June 7, 2008, Canada and Colombia
announced that their negotiations were finished. On November 21,
the two countries signed the free trade agreement, and on March 24
of this year we learned that the government had put the bill to
implement the free trade agreement with Colombia on the Order
Paper.

To conclude, I would like to say that with these figures about
trade between Canada and Quebec and Colombia, it is hard to
understand why Canada would want to sign a free trade agreement
with Colombia. When two countries sign free trade agreements, it is
because they are major trading partners and the volume of trade
between them makes lowering trade barriers attractive.

That being said, let us be candid. The Colombian market is not
particularly attractive for Canada. Trade between the two countries is
very limited. The main products that Canada sells there, like grain
from western Canada, have no difficulty finding a buyer in any
event, anywhere on the planet in these times of food crises.
Exporters in Quebec and Canada would see limited benefits, at best,
from signing this agreement. We imagine that some Canadian
companies might be attracted, but we find it hard to see how the
public in Quebec or Canada will benefit at all from this.

In fact, the government’s primary motivation for signing this free
trade agreement has nothing to do with trade, as I said when I first
began speaking; it is about investment. And because the agreement
contains an investment protection chapter, it will make life easier for
Canadian investors who invest in Colombia, particularly in the
mining sector.

For all these reasons, and particularly because of the silence about
the absence of minimum labour and environmental protection
standards, the Bloc Québécois cannot support this bill.

®(1325)

Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Madam
Speaker, I very much enjoyed the speech by the member for
Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute-Cote-Nord, who has a great
deal of experience in this House. He made his point about this
agreement with a government that has blood on its hands.

Based on his experience in the House, I would like to know
whether the member believes that the Conservatives and the Liberals
are truly interested in human rights or if they are more interested in
talking about them rather than really wanting to put in place
agreements and elements that require other governments to respect
human rights.

Mr. Michel Guimond: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for
his kind words.

I have been an MP since 1993. It came to the fore when a prime
minister went to China as part of a delegation. I remember that the
opposition parties asked former Prime Minister Jean Chrétien to
raise the issue of human rights during his face-to face meetings with
Chinese leaders. That was the Liberal Party. We have had the
opportunity to confirm this.

With regard to the Conservatives, it is evident that they are strictly
interested in investments. All aspects of international co-operation,
among other things, are not part of Conservative values. They are
solely interested in making investments profitable and determining
what the return on the investment will be without concerning
themselves with the issues of human rights, minimum labour
standards and the environmental conditions that prevail in those
countries. At any rate, one need only examine the Conservatives'
attitude on the environment here, in Quebec and Canada, to know
that. They do not even wish to take responsibility for our
environment. Do you believe that they will want to impose, in a
free trade agreement, respect for the Colombia's environment? That
is pure abstraction.

® (1330)

Mr. Raynald Blais (Gaspésie—iles-de-la-Madeleine, BQ):
Madam Speaker, along the same lines, the hon. member's answer
is inspiring and I would like to know more. I am relatively new and
his experience is helpful for us. I feel that it can be helpful for the
people who are listening to us right now. We get the impression that
we are increasingly faced with the phenomenon that is only too clear,
that being Liberal or Conservative is one and the same thing. Could
the hon. member provide me with additional information or
clarification?



March 30, 2010

COMMONS DEBATES

1115

Mr. Michel Guimond: Madam Speaker, having seen Liberal and
Conservative governments, we have come to realize that the
approach of the two parties is the same in a number of ways. They
are Tweedledum and Tweedledee. When they are in opposition, the
Liberals champion certain areas. I will give you an example. Perhaps
an hon. member will rise to question the relevance. The best example
is the situation of unemployed and seasonal workers. As long as they
are in opposition, the Liberals are the first to say that there should be
real employment insurance reform. When they return to power, they
do absolutely nothing. This is the end of my aside.

I will return specifically to this issue. The Liberals can say what
they like. If they return to power, we will see how they behave. We
saw what they did from 1993 to 2004. With the Conservatives it is
more of the same thing. That is why Quebeckers have decided to be
represented by the Bloc Québécois, the only party that stands up for
the interests of Quebec.

[English]

Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Madam Speaker, I
would like to start my speech by reading an email that all members
of Parliament received, but more specifically it was addressed to the
member for Kings—Hants. | cannot mention the member's name in
the House of Commons, but I would like to read a letter that was
addressed to him. The member has more or less been the spokesman
for the Liberal Party in this debate. I know he is in favour of this
trade agreement with Colombia.

Dear [member for Kings—Hants],

By means of this letter I would like to express my point of view concerning the
legislation recently tabled in the Canadian House of Commons to implement Canada-
Colombia Free Trade Agreement (CCFTA). As I am a citizen of both countries I am
proud of my origins, but also of my immensely proud of belonging to my adoptive
country, which you represent in the Canadian Parliament. Canada and Colombia have
many differences in their cultural, social, political and economic aspects, and also
very different in their systems of justice. I am not opposed to commercial exchanges
between Canada and any other country in the world. But I wish for those
relationships to be just and equitable. And I certainly object to unequal commercial
relations which could help destabilize the Colombian economy and contribute to
further to the deterioration of social climate in the country where, I trust you will well
agree, there exists a grievous situation of generalized violence.

I urge you, [member for Kings—Hants] to consider the fact of the profound level
of violence that afflicts the people of Colombia and which is a manifestation of
extreme social inequality and of marked economic inequities. I am certain that if you
were to direct all the necessary attention to the tragic situation presently endured by
the people of Colombia, neither you nor any other deputy representing the Liberal
Party of Canada would support the ratification of the CCFTA or would collaborate
with the Conservative Party's will to push the implementation of this commercial
accord by the Parliament of Canada.

I ask you to immediately consider the ethical stakes and the political
responsibilities associated with international commerce. I am well aware that the
Canada-Colombia Free Trade Accord has as its objectives to favour Canadian
investments in Colombia, particularly in the mines and minerals sector. I have no
doubt that Canadian mining companies are keenly interested in exploiting, to their
advantage, the many mineral resources that are present in Colombia, natural
resources that belong, by right, to the people of Colombia. Gold deposits, carbon and
coal mines, and petroleum resources are of great value and are highly coveted, and
access to these precious resources requires the cooperation and complicity of the
government of Colombia.

I would like to stop right now. I will read the rest of this letter later
on. However, because this paragraph speaks about Canadian mining
companies, | would like to talk a little bit about a company from
South America that is presently operating in my community of
Nickel Belt. That company is Vale Inco.
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Can members imagine if this company were allowed to invest in
Colombia, this company that has absolutely no moral values, this
company that is trying to suppress the workers of Nickel Belt and
Sudbury, this company that is firing employees and trade unionists at
will? They would not have to fire them in Colombia; they would just
shoot them, as many others have done in the last few years in
Colombia.

1 just wanted to stop at that paragraph to talk a little bit about Vale
Inco and what it is doing in my community and what it would do in
Colombia.

I am going to carry on with this letter:

The regime presently in power in Colombia can, with little hesitation, be qualified
as extremely unjust, immoral and corrupt. It has been alleged and proven that human
rights are systemically violated by the regime and by paramilitary actors complicit
with the country's government.

I am going to stop again here. Can members just imagine if Vale
Inco had the backing of the Canadian army in Sudbury? Can
members imagine what they are going to do in Colombia when the
corrupt government is going to do everything it can to suppress the
Colombians?

®(1335)

I will go back to the letter, which reads:

Please believe me that inequitable commercial exchanges will not help to improve
the situation of the people of Colombia. The inequality in the distribution of wealth
in Colombia is a glaring reality that no one can, in good conscience, ignore. The
implementation of the CCFTA will only lead to Canadian complicity with the unjust
economic and social policies upheld by the right-wing government of president
Alvaro Uribe. This leader, now at the tail end of his mandate, has always backed the
interests of a tiny minority of the Colombian population, always pushing policies that
have favoured the meanest interests of rural and urban elites who favour their own
interests above a real will for peace with social and economic justice.

Can we have trust and confidence in a government that has been widely seen as
complicit in atrocities that have