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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Thursday, November 25, 2021

The House met at 10 a.m.

 

Prayer

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS
● (1005)

[Translation]

HOUSE OF COMMONS
The Speaker: I have the honour to lay upon the table the House

of Commons “Report to Canadians 2021”.

* * *
[English]

INCOME TAX ACT
Mr. Gord Johns (Courtenay—Alberni, NDP) moved for leave

to introduce Bill C-201, An Act to amend the Income Tax Act (vol‐
unteer firefighting and search and rescue volunteer services).

He said: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my colleague, the member
for Windsor West, for seconding the bill.

Bill C-201 calls on the Government of Canada to increase the tax
exemption for volunteer firefighters and search and rescue respon‐
ders from $3,000 to $10,000 in the tax code. We know that search
and rescue responders and firefighters are on the ground right now
in British Columbia doing the important work, helping people at a
time of need, which is when they always show up, in difficult
crises, such as fires, floods and accidents in our local communities.

These volunteer firefighters account for 83% of Canada's total
firefighting essential first responders. Approximately 8,000 essen‐
tial search and rescue volunteers respond to thousands of incidents
every year.

The tax code of Canada currently allows volunteer firefighters
and search and rescue volunteers to claim a $3,000 tax credit if they
have completed 200 hours of volunteer services in a calendar year.
This works out to about $450 per year that we allow these essential
volunteers to keep of their own income from their regular jobs,
which is about $2.25 an hour. If they volunteer for more than 200
hours, which many do, this tax credit becomes even less.

These essential workers give their time, training and efforts to
Canadians on a voluntary basis, often putting their lives at risk, al‐

lowing local governments to keep property taxes lower than if paid
services were required. Increasing this tax credit would allow these
essential volunteers to keep more of their hard-earned money, likely
to be spent in the communities in which they live. Also, an increase
in the tax benefit would result in increased volunteer recruitment
and retention at a time when volunteerism is decreasing.

I hope all members in the House will show support for the bill
and show respect for all those first responders and volunteer fire‐
fighters across Canada who put their lives at risk and put them‐
selves behind all of us. We saw the work they did during
COVID-19. They were there for us.

I am thankful for the time to talk about this important bill, and I
hope I will get the support of the House.

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

* * *

CRIMINAL CODE

Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke, NDP)
moved for leave to introduce Bill C-202, An Act to amend the
Criminal Code (controlling or coercive conduct).

He said: Mr. Speaker, today I rise to reintroduce my bill to make
coercive and controlling behaviour in intimate partner relationships
a criminal offence. This new offence would allow victims of coer‐
cive and controlling violence to get desperately needed help and
would allow earlier interventions in problematic relationships
rather than having to wait for physical violence to occur.

During this pandemic, we have heard reports from police and
frontline service providers that domestic violence calls for assis‐
tance spiked by more than 30%, an alarming intensification of what
was already a serious problem in the country.
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In the last Parliament, the Standing Committee on Justice and

Human Rights studied this issue, and all-party support resulted in a
unanimous report, calling on the House to take action within a year,
either on my bill or a similar government bill.

I thank the member for Port Moody—Coquitlam for seconding
the reintroduction of my bill today.

Addressing the issue of coercive and controlling violence is not a
matter of partisanship. It is a necessary step toward addressing the
shadow pandemic of domestic violence that has hit women and
families so hard during this pandemic.

I urge all members to support quick action on this challenging
problem that will literally save lives.

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

* * *

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER
Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House

of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I ask that all questions be al‐
lowed to stand.

The Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

* * *

REQUEST FOR EMERGENCY DEBATE
INFLATION

The Speaker: I wish to inform the House that I have received a
request for an emergency debate. I invite the hon. member for Car‐
leton to rise and make a brief intervention.

The hon. member for Carleton.
Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Carleton, CPC): Mr. Speaker, my rea‐

son for rising is the need for an emergency debate on the Liberal
inflation tax. As the Speaker knows, half-a-trillion dollars of Liber‐
al inflationary Liberal deficits mean more dollars chasing fewer
goods leading to higher prices. It is a long-proven statistical corre‐
lation that when governments run huge deficits and print money to
pay for it, prices rise for everything and everybody.
● (1010)

[Translation]

Academics, the media and Liberal politicians are trying to tie in‐
flation to the COVID-19 pandemic. Unfortunately, that does not
hold water. Saudi Arabia, Switzerland, England, Germany, China,
India, Japan, Singapore, the other G7 countries and the eurozone
are all grappling with the COVID-19 crisis, and yet inflation is not
as high in those places.

Obviously, the cause of our inflation is the major increase in gov‐
ernment spending, which is causing an increase in prices. More
money and fewer goods mean higher prices.

We need to have a debate to protect the interests of consumers.
Young people are unable to buy homes and often have to live in
their parents' basement. Seniors are having a hard time buying gro‐
ceries. The cost of gas in Canada is going up, partly because of the

world price but also because of the stunning weakness of our dollar,
which is linked to the fact we are printing money here in Canada.

Price hikes are taking their toll on poor people, those who are
suffering, and those who do not have any financial or real estate in‐
vestments to help them make money. These people need us.

I am therefore calling for an emergency debate to discuss the
Liberals' inflationary tax.

SPEAKER'S RULING

The Speaker: I thank the hon. member for Carleton for his inter‐
vention, but I find that his request does not meet the requirements
of the Standing Orders.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[English]

ORDER RESPECTING THE BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
AND ITS COMMITTEES

MOTION THAT DEBATE BE NOT FURTHER ADJOURNED

Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, in relation to the consideration
of Government Business No. 1, I move:

That debate be not further adjourned.

[Translation]

The Speaker: Pursuant to Standing Order 67.1, there will now
be a 30-minute question period.

I invite hon. members who wish to ask questions to rise in their
place so the Chair has some idea of the number of members who
wish to participate in this question period.

The hon. member for Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan.

[English]

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, if I understood the government House leader's
argument yesterday, it was that in spite of rules around vaccination,
around masking, around social distancing, as well as the possibility
of testing, we still could not have an in-person Parliament because
of the possibility that some members were immunocompromised.

I wonder if the government House leader or another government
minister is willing to tell us how many ministers are immunocom‐
promised and whether ministers who are able to be in the House
will be in the House.

● (1015)

Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Madam Speaker, first, what we do not know
at this point in time is how many folks in this chamber are unvacci‐
nated. This is an answer that will not be given right now.
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Why does that matter to someone who is immunocompromised?

Because that risks his or her health. The point is that when some‐
body who is unvaccinated gets in contact with somebody who has
COVID-19, which, by the way, happened last week in the Conser‐
vative caucus, the person is supposed to go into isolation. That did
not happen. Therefore, we do not know whether somebody is in
here who is unvaccinated, who did not isolate. Maybe the person
did isolate, but the Conservatives will not tell us any of this.

Here we are on the third day of Conservative obfuscation. We
still have not gotten to the business of the nation. Instead we are de‐
bating whether or not the sky is blue. We are debating basic sci‐
ence, which is that in a workplace, can we work in person, yes, but
also virtually. The member claims that he cannot work in person.
Did he not read the motion? Did he not see he could come here ev‐
ery single day? Has he not heard my comments that said ministers
would be in their seats and would answer his questions in this
place?

What does he have a problem with?

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP):
Madam Speaker, time allocation measures are never something that
should be used arbitrarily, but we are in a situation where we have
had the consensus of all parties and all members of Parliament for
the last year and a half to ensure that we were putting in place the
appropriate public health measures, including having the social dis‐
tancing that comes with using the hybrid Parliament tools.

We have seen the Conservatives and the Bloc reverse that posi‐
tion suddenly and arbitrarily, and not agree to something that
should have been passed unanimously on Tuesday. It is disturbing
to me that we have parties not thinking of public health measures,
first and foremost, the protection of our employees, the protection
of the public and the protection of people who are immunocompro‐
mised and may be in the families of members of Parliament.

Why have the Conservatives and the Bloc steadfastly refused to
renew the public health measures that we have been taking now for
a year and a half?

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, my hon. colleague poses
a good question. The reality is that we all worked very well, and I
will go back to that. I hope that maybe by taking a step back we can
remember how together, at the Board of Internal Economy, though
at the time I was a whip dealing with the other House leaders, we
dealt with finding consensus and agreement about what had to be
done in the global pandemic. With the administration of the House,
we were able to create a system that worked, that allowed members
to work remotely and safely and be in this place in person, and we
were able to do so with unanimity.

My problem today is that we are still in a global pandemic, dur‐
ing which 30,000 Canadians have died and five million have died
globally. There is no reason we cannot have the flexibility in our
workplace to ensure that people can be here in person and have the
opportunity to work virtually. I am saddened that we are now taking
two days of House time on this. I will come back to this, because I
have a sense that I will have that opportunity, but we are blocking
the priorities this Parliament needs to get done.

[Translation]

Mr. Mario Simard (Jonquière, BQ): Madam Speaker, I would
just like to reassure my NDP colleague that we do not agree with
the Conservative Party's position.

The Bloc Québécois listens to science. Our intention is to be
present in the House. Democracy only works when it is out in the
open.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Mario Simard: Would you please be quiet?

Madam Speaker, during the last parliamentary session, there was
one single person on the other side. Science tells us that, if we are
all properly vaccinated and we follow the guidelines by wearing
our masks, being here in the House is perfectly fine.

I do not want to be associated with what is going on in the Con‐
servative Party, where people doubt vaccine efficacy and the lead‐
er's lack of leadership is putting us in the position we are in today.

● (1020)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I want to
remind hon. members and the House that everyone must respect the
person who has the floor. Members sitting close by should refrain
from speaking to each other and causing a disturbance.

The hon. Leader of the Government in the House of Commons.

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, the member is absolutely
right. The Bloc Québécois has been quite reasonable and continues
to be reasonable. All the conversations we have had with Bloc
members have been based on science.

I understand why the Bloc Québécois is asking us about the
number of ministers who will be here. However, the current situa‐
tion is different from previous situations. When the pandemic was
hitting us a lot harder, we obviously could not have as many people
present here in the House.

The situation is less acute at the moment, so we can now have
people in the House. I can say with confidence that the ministers
will be present in person to answer questions.

[English]

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner (Calgary Nose Hill, CPC):
Madam Speaker, it is nice to see you in the chair again.

Since my colleague is talking about safety on the Hill, I was
wondering if he could comment about his role in steering an allega‐
tion of sexual misconduct against former MP Raj Saini to media‐
tion as opposed to a formal complaint, and then trying to ensure
that process did not see the light of day.
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I was wondering if he would take this opportunity to apologize to

the victim, who has suffered greatly from this, and commit to en‐
suring his party is not a deep, dark hole of continued sexual mis‐
conduct. If we are really talking about safety on the Hill, he needs
to deal with that.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): The
question that is before the House has nothing to do with the actual
debate currently before the House.

I see the government House leader has risen. I am wondering if
he wants to speak to that.

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, when any allegations are
placed against any member or any individual, they should have the
opportunity to furnish evidence in their defence and should have
the opportunity to be heard. This is not a place where a member us‐
es their privilege to hide, to make allegations and say things as if
they are fact.

Let me be very clear about what the process was in every single
instance when I was whip. In every single instance that an allega‐
tion came forward, we would ensure there was a rigorous process to
look at whether the complaint had validity. In the instance a com‐
plaint had validity, obviously it was going to be acted upon. In the
instances where the 360, the environmental assessments, deter‐
mined it did not, then that was a different story. Those things are
not to be adjudicated on the floor of the House of Commons.

All members of Parliament may from time to time find them‐
selves involved in allegations against them. I could list members
from the Conservative Party or other parties who have faced this.
The place to adjudicate those matters is not on the floor of the
House of Commons, which I say is a matter of principle. The place
to adjudicate those matters is in an HR forum, where it is—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I want to
take this time to remind members they need to have their masks on
unless they are speaking.

[Translation]
Mrs. Claude DeBellefeuille (Salaberry—Suroît, BQ): Madam

Speaker, I am pleased to congratulate my colleague. During the last
Parliament we had the opportunity to work together as whips.

I have a simple question. I would genuinely like to understand
the reasons behind this decision to have a hybrid Parliament until
June 23, 2022.

As the government House leader knows, the House Administra‐
tion and the technical support people would be able to reinstate the
hybrid system with the push of a button if that is what we unani‐
mously decide we want.

Given the current health situation, there is no need to decide to‐
day that we should be in a hybrid Parliament until June 23. That is
something we should decide month to month, or every two months,
depending on how the situation evolves.

Can the Leader of the Government in the House of Commons ex‐
plain why the government, together with the NDP, is imposing a
hybrid Parliament until June 23, 2022?

● (1025)

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, I truly appreciate the op‐
portunity to work with the excellent member opposite. It is a great
pleasure. As whips, we have had the opportunity to work together
many times and to find common ground.

As to the issue before us, we are not talking about a hockey
game. In the case of a hockey game, people are travelling locally to
the stadium. In the House of Commons, people come from across
Canada, from Vancouver to Newfoundland. Furthermore, they do
not come for just three hours, they remain here for several days at a
time.

People in poor health do not have a choice, they must come to
work. That is not the case for a hockey game in a stadium. Vulnera‐
ble people can watch the game on television.

If the motion is not adopted, we must come here, and that is not
acceptable.

[English]

Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Madam Speaker, con‐
gratulations on returning to your role in this chamber.

During the pandemic, we have seen Canadian companies scale
up to produce personal protective equipment. My question is about
the safety here.

Has the government House leader had a chance to bring this for‐
ward in terms of having Canadian suppliers of PPE? Not all PPE is
created equal. In fact, we have seen bogus PPE not only in this
place, but also across the country. Has the government considered
being a role model and setting an example for the staff here and for
the operations on Parliament Hill? Canadian PPE is a priority and is
a first choice. We could create that for ourselves here.

If he has not done that, will he commit to doing that, and making
sure that we have the highest standards and Canadian companies
are actually winning the contracts? This is as opposed to U.S. con‐
glomerates and Chinese firms using other types of material that
does not provide the safety necessary. Will the member commit to
that today?

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, it is incredibly important
that we not focus on our individual personal privilege, which this
debate seems to be a lot about. When I look around and see who
works here, like the pages, House administration, staff, journalists
and indeed MPs, my concern first and foremost is their safety.
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To the member opposite's question, at the Board of Internal

Economy I think we have to rise to the highest and best standard.
We have to ensure that every person here is safe. We have to ensure
that the policies we choose, as a chamber that is supposed to pro‐
vide leadership in the country, do not debate basic science and do
not cast doubt about other workplaces where people are working in
large numbers all across the country. Whether this should be a place
that has a vaccine mandate does not seem to be the thing we should
be focusing on. That should be something that we should have
agreed with so that we were dealing with the four major priorities:
the bills that we have to get done in this Parliament.

Instead, we continue to debate whether the sky is blue. We con‐
tinue to deal with this obfuscation. Instead we should be asking
questions such as the one the hon. member is asking, about how we
can ensure this is the safest workplace possible.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I have two very quick points. In my home province, the
Manitoba legislature has a hybrid system. As it debates over the
next 10 days, it will have the option to sit virtually versus in person.
It is a Progressive Conservative government.

The member for Beauce is not with us. He will not be able to
vote on this particular motion. In the days ahead, there may be
members who also might not be able to participate.

Does the government House leader not feel it is somewhat ironic,
but very important, that we advocate for those members who would
like the opportunity to be fully engaged in every aspect of debating,
voting, attending committees and so forth? That is what this motion
does.

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, the member for Win‐
nipeg North is absolutely right. The odd situation here is that if
somebody, for example a Conservative MP, who contracts
COVID-19 needs to go into isolation, or the people who are unvac‐
cinated from the Conservative Party and are in contact with said
person need to be in self-isolation, the position of blocking a hybrid
Parliament actually blocks the privilege of the members they are
talking about protecting.

On a point of privilege, if I could continue that point, I think that
privilege should start with the most vulnerable. Let us remember
that a member who feels comfortable being in this chamber and
who is fully vaccinated has every opportunity to be in this chamber.
Nobody would block them. However, a member who is vulnerable,
who is immunocompromised and who does not feel safe does not
have that ability. I believe in a workplace where vulnerable people
are put first, and where their interests and the interests of their
health are placed first.

When we are talking about personal privilege, we do not start
with our own personal privilege. Rather, we look at those who are
most vulnerable and ask about their privilege and how they, as
members of Parliament, could be protected in carrying out their du‐
ties. That is what I would like to hear about. I would like to hear
from the members opposite about how they are caring for the most
vulnerable in this place and ensuring they can do their duty.

● (1030)

Ms. Raquel Dancho (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Madam
Speaker, the government House leader is making the argument that
it is dangerous to travel to Ottawa because we are in a pandemic,
yet it is the current government that opened up travel again. It is his
government that called a federal election in the middle of the pan‐
demic when the delta wave was raging. The Liberals campaigned in
hospitals during the election. The Prime Minister travelled across
the country. His government just sent a delegation of 200 people
across the ocean to Scotland for COP26. I am really not clear on his
argument about it being dangerous to travel to Parliament to do our
jobs, represent Canadians and hold the government accountable. It
just does not match up.

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, what is not clear to me is
how many Conservative members are unvaccinated. Is it one, two,
three, four, five, six or seven? They will not say how many of them
are not vaccinated.

I have a real problem when members who will not tell us
whether or not they are vaccinated talk about how safe it is because
people are vaccinated. When people get on an airplane they are
vaccinated. They know that everybody around them is vaccinated
without exception.

Now that we are in this chamber I do not know who is vaccinat‐
ed. I look across the way and I do not know who has done the re‐
sponsible thing. I do not know who has done the irresponsible
thing. I do not know who they have been in contact with. I do not
know if they are following public health measures, because they
will not answer basic questions. Yes, that makes people feel un‐
comfortable in this place. Absolutely, as in any workplace, no em‐
ployees should feel unsafe in their place of work. They should be
supported.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): We have
a point of order. I am going to stop the clock, because generally
there are no points of order during this debate.

I will hear it to see if it has to do with this particular matter.

The hon. member for Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Madam Speaker, the government House
leader just suggested that the rules of the House are being broken,
in terms of members accessing the chamber in violation of the
rules. If he has information about that, the chair—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): This is
debate. Again, I want to remind members that generally there are
no points of order unless something needs to be changed within the
chamber because someone feels uncomfortable, which is more a
point of privilege.

[Translation]

The hon. member for Longueuil—Saint‑Hubert.
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Mr. Denis Trudel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, BQ): Madam

Speaker, I am appalled by what I am seeing this morning. Parlia‐
ment has been shut down for six months because of the election
that the Liberals opposite called. The election cost $600 million.
We are in the middle of a climate crisis and a housing crisis. How
many housing units could have been built in Quebec with
the $600 million that was spent on the election? We could have
built 3,000 units for women who are victims of domestic violence,
for example, it being the International Day for the Elimination of
Violence Against Women. Here we are, having a debate over
whether we are going to sit, helped along by the Liberal Party's
farm team, when we should be fixing problems and meeting minis‐
ters.

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, with a hybrid system,
members are able to participate in debates here in the House any
day of the week if they so choose. That is not an issue. They can
also participate virtually if they would like, which is why I do not
understand the argument that there are problems. The member is
correct that we must work hard for Canadians. There is a lot to get
done, and we can do this work in person or remotely. The system
worked very well during the pandemic. We can continue to use this
system. I have already explained that the minister will be here in
person to answer questions.

Again, I ask, what is the problem?

● (1035)

Mr. Stéphane Lauzon (Argenteuil—La Petite-Nation, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, today I actually feel safer flying than coming to
the House, not knowing who is vaccinated and who is not. Today, I
wonder why we are not working to move forward on the important
issues in our constituencies by working directly with the ministers
in person or in a hybrid Parliament.

We should have voted. Can the government House leader explain
how we can play our role properly with the motion before us?

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, the hon. member is right.

Both the government and the House have major priorities. The
number one priority is the people who are being affected by
COVID‑19 and who need immediate help. That is what we should
be debating now, not the science or other things that are so obvious.

In hospitals, frontline workers are working so hard every day to
protect all Canadians. However, it is easy to threaten these people
at the hospital, making it harder for them to do their jobs, so we
need to address this issue.

There are other priorities, such as the ban on conversion therapy,
which is essential. This is the real priority for Canadians, and it is
an issue that we can work on today if the opposition is willing.

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Madam Speaker, I would simply like to say that no one here
is surprised that the Conservative Party is calling into question the
vaccines, science, modernity and the new ways of working, such as
telework or working remotely. What does surprise me, however, is
the fact that the Bloc Québécois is siding with the Conservative
Party. I find their about-face rather surprising.

Why should we keep the option of a hybrid Parliament open?
The reason is that we are in the fourth wave and that the number of
cases in Quebec has risen from 400 to 900 a day. Quebec society
has adapted, and telework is now part of our lives. It is 2021.
Should we not take a precautionary approach here in Parliament?

Why does the Leader of the Government in the House think that
the Bloc Québécois is now siding with the Conservative Party?

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, it is absolutely clear that
the pandemic is not over yet. We are in the midst of the fourth
wave, and there may be more.

It is very important that members are able to debate subjects such
as this, and that includes the most vulnerable members. It is their
privilege. In my opinion, it is essential to have a system where the
most vulnerable members can vote and participate in committee
meetings, question period and all aspects of Parliament. A hybrid
system makes that possible. Members who are not vulnerable or
who do not have any issues can come to the House. There is no
problem with that. They can ask questions in person. The minister
will be here for them.

What is the problem today? Why are we still having this debate?
It is a big waste of time.

[English]

Mr. Stephen Ellis (Cumberland—Colchester, CPC): Madam
Speaker, it is fascinating to me that the government House leader
continues to expound upon these rules and regulations when the
question remains, does he really know what they are?

I want to go back to the fact that on air he says that anybody who
is double vaccinated and has COVID can go back to work. That is
nonsensical. My question then remains, will the government House
leader retract his statements and realize that he has no idea what the
rules really are?

● (1040)

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, I struggle to understand
the question, but I will try to answer it in a couple of ways.

First of all, we have rules and regulations that govern this place.
One of them is the tie that I wear today. On Thursdays I happen to
choose a bow tie, but that is permissible under the rules of this
place. I am required to wear a tie to stand in my place. There are
many other rules in this place. I am going to be limited in how long
I can speak. I am not able to continue speaking for an unlimited
time, and some members are excited about that rule.
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However, let us talk about rules we should really be excited

about, the ones that protect our personal safety, the ones that keep
this workplace safe. I am not just talking about for members of Par‐
liament. At the end of the day, the members who are here, including
you, Madam Speaker, put our names on a ballot. With that, we ac‐
cept certain risks, but it is really abhorrent to me that the situation
of the employees here, the journalists and the pages, who may
themselves be vulnerable, is not considered, and that some of the
members opposite are unvaccinated. They will not say how many.

The member talks about the fact that people who are double vac‐
cinated could work in a workplace. What about them? We do not
know how many people are unvaccinated. This is a workplace
where we expect people to be vaccinated.
[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Madam
Speaker, what my colleague from Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie just
said was fascinating. He has been taking part in demonstrations all
over Montreal for the past two months. I guess that means he
checked that all the protesters were vaccinated before showing up.

On top of that, this is coming from a francophone. We franco‐
phones have had countless problems with the interpretation. Even
my Liberal colleagues who are francophone and have participated
in committee work must realize this. The IT department and its
hard-working staff are not to blame for these problems. These prob‐
lems are the result of people not having their headsets or the head‐
sets not working properly. Committee work was often delayed be‐
cause of these technical problems and, once again, it was the fran‐
cophones who suffered.

My friend from Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, who is franco‐
phone, does not seem to care at all, just like his francophone friends
on the other side of the House. It is a problem, and that is why ev‐
eryone needs to work here in the House and in committee.

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, the pandemic is very dif‐
ficult and we are all very tired. This has been going on for a long
time, and I do understand the member's point. However, we must
continue to work safely and ensure that everyone is safe, especially
in terms of their health.

As for the issues with interpretation, I am not stopping the Board
of Internal Economy from unequivocally reiterating that the rights
of French speakers are essential, as are services for everyone who
speaks French. That is quite simple.

Unfortunately, my French is not great and I make mistakes. I do,
however, understand why we need a good system for everyone who
speaks French better than I do.

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I have been struggling to understand the Bloc
Québécois for the past half-hour. At one point, the Bloc said that it
supported a hybrid Parliament system, but then it came out against
such a system, before changing its mind again for about two
months, only to change its mind once again and speak out against
implementing the system right away. I do not understand why the
Bloc keeps flip-flopping.

Their buddies in the Conservative Party are easier to understand,
since they do not care about public health measures. However, the

Bloc Québécois has had four different positions in the past half-
hour. I would like to ask the Leader of the Government in the
House to explain why the Bloc Québécois has been flip-flopping on
this issue and why it does not seem to understand important public
health measures.

[English]

Hon. Mark Holland: Madam Speaker, I guess the thing I feel at
this time is frustration more than anything else: frustration that we
are continuing to have this debate. I can guarantee the members op‐
posite that if they take time to talk to their constituents and Canadi‐
ans, none of them are saying we should spend two days debating
whether or not a vaccine mandate is appropriate for this place. All
of them would agree that it should have been dealt with by unani‐
mous consent, but here we are, debating if the sky is blue and if dirt
is where plants grow. I do not know why we are debating basic sci‐
ence.

All we are asking for is a safe workplace where people can come
in person if they feel comfortable, or people can continue to use the
provisions that worked perfectly well during the pandemic to en‐
sure that we have a safe workplace for everybody who works here.

● (1045)

[Translation]

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): It is my
duty to interrupt the proceedings at this time and put forthwith the
question on the motion now before the House.

The question is on the motion. Is it the pleasure of the House to
adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: No.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): All
those in favour of the motion will please say yea.

Some hon. members: Yea.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): All
those opposed will please say nay.

Some hon. members: Nay.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): In my
opinion the nays have it.

And five or more members having risen:

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Call in
the members.

● (1125)

[English]

The Speaker: While we are waiting for the vote count, I want to
point out that Robert Benoit did a flawless job.
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[Translation]

He recognized every member in the language of their choice.
Well done.
[English]

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 1)

YEAS
Members

Aldag Alghabra
Ali Anand
Anandasangaree Angus
Arseneault Arya
Atwin Bachrach
Badawey Bains
Baker Barron
Battiste Beech
Bendayan Bennett
Bibeau Bittle
Blaikie Blair
Blaney Blois
Boissonnault Boulerice
Bradford Brière
Cannings Carr
Casey Chagger
Chahal Champagne
Chatel Chen
Chiang Collins (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek)
Collins (Victoria) Cormier
Coteau Dabrusin
Damoff Davies
Desjarlais Dhaliwal
Dhillon Diab
Dong Drouin
Dubourg Duclos
Duguid Dzerowicz
Ehsassi El-Khoury
Erskine-Smith Fergus
Fillmore Fisher
Fonseca Fortier
Fragiskatos Fraser
Freeland Fry
Gaheer Garneau
Garrison Gerretsen
Gould Green
Guilbeault Hajdu
Hanley Hardie
Hepfner Holland
Housefather Hughes
Hussen Hutchings
Iacono Idlout
Ien Jaczek
Johns Joly
Jones Jowhari
Julian Kayabaga
Kelloway Khalid
Khera Koutrakis
Kusmierczyk Kwan
Lalonde Lambropoulos
Lametti Lamoureux
Lapointe Lauzon
LeBlanc Lebouthillier
Lightbound Long
Longfield Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga)
MacAulay (Cardigan) MacDonald (Malpeque)
MacGregor MacKinnon (Gatineau)
Maloney Martinez Ferrada
Masse May (Cambridge)

May (Saanich—Gulf Islands) McDonald (Avalon)
McGuinty McKay
McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam) McLeod
McPherson Mendès
Mendicino Miao
Miller Morrice
Morrissey Murray
Naqvi Ng
Noormohamed O'Connell
Oliphant O'Regan
Petitpas Taylor Powlowski
Qualtrough Robillard
Rodriguez Rogers
Romanado Sahota
Sajjan Saks
Samson Sarai
Scarpaleggia Schiefke
Serré Sgro
Shanahan Sheehan
Sidhu (Brampton East) Sidhu (Brampton South)
Singh Sorbara
Spengemann St-Onge
Sudds (Kanata—Carleton) Tassi
Taylor Roy Thompson
Trudeau Turnbull
Valdez Van Bynen
van Koeverden Vandal
Vandenbeld Virani
Vuong Weiler
Wilkinson Yip
Zahid Zarrillo
Zuberi– — 181

NAYS
Members

Aboultaif Aitchison
Albas Allison
Arnold Baldinelli
Barlow Barrett
Beaulieu Benzen
Bergen Berthold
Bérubé Bezan
Blanchet Blanchette-Joncas
Block Bragdon
Brassard Brock
Brunelle-Duceppe Calkins
Caputo Carrie
Chabot Chambers
Champoux Chong
Cooper Dalton
Dancho Davidson
DeBellefeuille Deltell
d'Entremont Desbiens
Desilets Doherty
Dowdall Dreeshen
Duncan (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry) Ellis
Epp Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster)
Falk (Provencher) Fast
Ferreri Findlay
Fortin Gallant
Garon Gaudreau
Généreux Genuis
Gladu Godin
Goodridge Gourde
Gray Hallan
Hoback Jeneroux
Kelly Kmiec
Kram Kramp-Neuman
Kurek Kusie
Lake Lantsman
Larouche Lawrence
Lemire Lewis (Essex)
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Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk) Liepert
Lloyd Lobb
MacKenzie Maguire
Martel Mazier
McCauley (Edmonton West) McLean
Melillo Michaud
Moore Morantz
Morrison Motz
Muys Nater
Normandin O'Toole
Patzer Paul-Hus
Pauzé Perkins
Perron Plamondon
Poilievre Rayes
Redekopp Reid
Rempel Garner Richards
Roberts Rood
Ruff Scheer
Schmale Seeback
Shields Shipley
Simard Sinclair-Desgagné
Small Soroka
Steinley Ste-Marie
Stewart Stubbs
Thériault Therrien
Thomas Tochor
Tolmie Trudel
Uppal Van Popta
Vecchio Vidal
Vien Viersen
Vignola Villemure
Vis Wagantall
Warkentin Waugh
Webber Williams
Zimmer– — 143

PAIRED
Nil

The Speaker: I declare the motion carried.
● (1130)

Ms. Elizabeth May: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I re‐
gret rising, but I must.

During debate today there was an unacceptable level of heckling
that was rude and unbecoming of parliamentarians. When I was
voting, I was being booed by opposition members and that is not
acceptable.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
The Speaker: I want to thank the hon. member for her observa‐

tion and her point of order.

Resuming debate, the hon. member for Leeds—Grenville—
Thousand Islands and Rideau Lakes.
RESUMING DEBATE ON THE ORDER RESPECTING THE BUSINESS OF THE

HOUSE AND ITS COMMITTEES

The House resumed from November 24 consideration of the mo‐
tion, and of the amendment.

Mr. Michael Barrett (Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands
and Rideau Lakes, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure to rise to
conclude my remarks with respect to this motion. While we heard
great enthusiasm from the government benches and their coalition
colleague, the independent member for Saanich—Gulf Islands, I
would expect, of course, nothing but silence and peak attention
from the government benches as we discuss this important motion.

We have a situation following nearly 20 months of real change in
the way we have had to do things in this place, and now the govern‐
ment is looking to do what it has done many times over that 20
months, that is, to limit accountability and hide from its responsibil‐
ities to answer to Canadians, to answer to the opposition and of
course to answer to the media.

While Canadians have returned to their workplaces and while
they follow the best public health advice, we too, as parliamentari‐
ans, continue to do the same. However, what is different here? Un‐
like most Canadians, the Liberals are looking to pull a fast one and
take advantage of Canadians while they are still settling into a new
way of doing things during the pandemic, a new way of going to
work, with masking and the like. They are looking for an opportu‐
nity to hide from accountability. While the rest of Canadian society
looks to get back to a new normal, they are looking to do anything
but.

We saw it all during the previous Parliament. There were techni‐
cal difficulties that would not allow them to participate. We saw
ministers on the Hill who had travelled to Ottawa but would not
come into the chamber. We have seen them avoid the scrutiny of
media by making sure they did not have to face any of them in per‐
son, getting out of their chauffeur-driven cars to go into their of‐
fices, and going back to their chauffeur-driven cars and then home.
They never had to face a scrum and opposition politician in person
or, heaven forbid, a Canadian on the street.

What we are looking for is simply a return to normal. What
would I suggest as an alternative to the government proposal?
Should a member, heaven forbid, fall ill, we should revive an age-
old, time-tested reliable practice and allow members to pair with
another member. If there is care and concern on the other side for a
member on this side, which I believe there is, offer the pairing pro‐
cess again.

We have an opportunity to show Canadians that we are willing to
get back to work. The time has come. Here we are operating safely.
We are committed to that process, and we are looking for the gov‐
ernment to be committed to a process that is accountable to Canadi‐
ans and truly accountable to the responsibilities that members were
elected to uphold.

It looks like I do not have any time left, but I do look forward to
taking questions from my colleagues. I hope that should this motion
pass, members continue to come to this chamber to be accountable
to Canadians through questions in this place, accountable at com‐
mittee and accountable to the media.

● (1135)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I found the interventions by the member, from both the
other day and today, to be quite interesting. He even reflected in his
comments that Canadians are finding “a new way of going to
work”. That is exactly what this is about. This is about giving flexi‐
bility to members to ensure they can continue to participate in the
event they are not able to come here because, one, they perhaps
have contracted COVID-19 or, two, they have been in close prox‐
imity to someone who has, and they are using their better discretion
to not be in close contact with other people.
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What I do find most offensive about his comments is the fact that

he said that this is somehow a form of limited accountability. Per‐
haps the member for Carleton's one-liners are not quite as effective
if the room is not as full, but can the member explain how this lim‐
its accountability when ministers were here to answer questions?

Mr. Michael Barrett: Madam Speaker, first of all, while I am
sorry to hear that the member was offended, I do not believe I said
anything offensive. What I did say is that ministers are accountable
to this House and to Canadians. What we saw in the last Parliament
was disgraceful. They would not even walk across the street or
come downstairs to sit in their chairs in an empty House and be ac‐
countable to Canadians.

During the member's comments, he said if someone contracts
COVID-19, we need to make them work from home. No, they
should be recovering. The member who is ill should be paired with
another member in this place so we can balance things out, as we
have done for hundreds of years. That is what we are asking for.

[Translation]
Mrs. Julie Vignola (Beauport—Limoilou, BQ): Madam

Speaker, in more than 150 years, we have had to deal with a pan‐
demic only once. In the past 154 years, however, there have cer‐
tainly been people who were sick with the flu or pneumonia who
were contagious, and they stayed at home to take care of them‐
selves without being forced to work remotely.

What is the difference now? Why do we have to adopt a hybrid
model when the majority of us are vaccinated, are familiar with the
health measures and know that it is important to take care of our‐
selves when we or one of our loved ones are sick?

[English]
Mr. Michael Barrett: Madam Speaker, the member is absolute‐

ly correct. When members of this place are ill, just as when any
Canadian is unwell, they should not go to work. This has been done
for so long. Why we need to literally reinvent how this place oper‐
ates is beyond me. We have a system in place. I have referenced it
several times. We can pair, and it does balance things out.

We do need to return to how things have been done in the past
and this is a very simple way to do it while also allowing account‐
ability, especially keeping in mind that public health guidelines are
being strictly adhered to.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie (Elmwood—Transcona, NDP): Madam
Speaker, currently members of the Manitoba legislature are sitting
virtually. The leader of the official opposition there, despite being
double vaccinated, has contracted COVID and is participating in
question period and other deliberations of the legislature virtually.

Does the member feel that the government in Manitoba is jeopar‐
dizing democracy in Manitoba?

Mr. Michael Barrett: Madam Speaker, what we have seen in
this place is ministers, the Prime Minister, parliamentary secretaries
and government backbenchers duck accountability and absolutely
avoid this place like it was the plague that has affected Canada. Par‐
liamentarians are accountable to Canadians. There is an account‐
ability mechanism. They can come to this place safely. It is not too
much to ask.

I hear members saying, “Blah, blah, blah.” They ran in the elec‐
tion to come to this place and now they want to get paid to sit in
their basements at home. They should do better for Canadians.

● (1140)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Before I
recognize the next speaker, I want to remind members that the
heckling should cease. When someone has the floor, it is important
for them to have the respect of the House. If members wish to say
anything, then they should wait until it is time for questions and
comments or for their turn to give a speech.

Resuming debate, the hon. member for Calgary Nose Hill.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner (Calgary Nose Hill, CPC):
Madam Speaker, today we are debating a motion put forward by
the Liberals that would take away several vital components of the
functioning of Canada's democracy. With this motion, the Liberals
are suggesting that members in this place should not be attending
this place, and that to me is very unreasonable. I am going to lay
out why.

First of all, the Prime Minister called an election in the middle of
the fourth wave of the pandemic. Every person in this place, I
would hope, knocked on thousands of doors and talked to thou‐
sands of people during the middle of the fourth wave of the pan‐
demic. I maybe could have bought the argument that in-person in‐
teractions cannot be managed safely if he had not gone to this un‐
necessary election, but come on.

In fact, during the unnecessary election, on August 27 the Prime
Minister held a campaign stop in a restaurant in Mississauga, where
capacity was exceeded. On September 14, he held a campaign rally
in Brampton featuring former prime minister Chrétien, with over
400 people in a banquet hall. The argument that somehow we
should not be attending this place is bunk.

For the people watching this today, it is a little ridiculous to say
that members of Parliament should not be showing up to work,
when they have been asked to make every accommodation to get to
work, as many across the country do not have the ability to work
virtually.

The reason the Prime Minister wants to pass this motion to not
be here in person is very simple. He does not want to be here to be
accountable. That is it.
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During the last several months, in the lead-up to the unnecessary

election, which saw us knock on tens of thousands of doors across
the country during the middle of the fourth wave of the pandemic,
the ministers of the governing party would sit in their offices or in
their homes and read talking points off a computer screen. That is
not accountability. They do not want to be here because they do not
want people like me, who are very good at their jobs, holding them
to account. They do not want to answer the questions of my col‐
leagues.

That is the antithesis of democracy. We have this place for this
reason. Again, we just went through a federal election, where the
Prime Minister held campaign rallies. He does not want us to be
here because he does not want to be held to account. We have seen
this before. In previous parliaments, the Liberals suggested we
should not show up for work on Fridays. They tried to cancel ques‐
tion period on Fridays. They tried to do all sorts of things.

The other reason the Liberals put this motion forward is our par‐
liamentary committees. In a minority Parliament, our parliamentary
committees are an excellent tool to hold the government to account.
People who are watching this today may have watched my NDP
colleague from Vancouver Kingsway and I being stymied as the
Liberals shut down our committee because there were not any re‐
sources to be virtual. They want this motion to pass because they
do not want to be held to account.

Liberals are using this argument of safety as well, that they are
trying to keep everyone safe. If they were trying to keep people
safe in this place, they would be looking internally as to why there
are unresolved allegations of sexual harassment with former Liberal
staffers that keep getting swept under the rug. Their argument is
bunk.

Now I want to make an argument in favour of being here that ev‐
ery member in this House should support, and I want to make a par‐
ticular appeal to members of the governing party. We gather in this
place so that we understand each other's differences and that we un‐
derstand the needs of the people who are in our vast and diverse
country. There are members of other parties who are asking why we
should not do this if Manitoba is doing it.

Our country is very diverse. From being on the ground, I know
from the residents of Skeena—Bulkley Valley that their member of
Parliament should probably be talking to the member for Avalon.
Why? It is because, if we are going to be united as a nation in this
place, we need to talk to one another.
● (1145)

The governing Liberal Party is not particularly good at this. In
my time here, I have known that the Liberal desire is to beat me
and my constituents rather than work with us for the betterment of
our country. I also know that that is the spirit of this. It is a lot easi‐
er for the governing party's whips to keep its caucus members man‐
aged and under control if they are not here, not talking to us and not
opening their minds to what is in the best interest of this country or
to looking for commonalities.

In my time in this place, my viewpoints on issues have been
changed by people who come from other parts of this country.
When they say that something is not in the best interest of their part

of the country, or when I say the same thing to them on behalf of
my constituents, we try to work to forward towards consensus. That
could not happen if we are not interacting with each other. Every
Canadian who has been on Zoom for the last 18 months knows that
we cannot get the same interaction, those whites-of-the-eyeball in‐
teractions, if we are sitting at a computer screen with our pyjamas
on in our dens.

I send an appeal to my colleagues in the NDP, who it seems are
going to support this motion. This would prevent them from being
an active voice for their constituents on parliamentary committees.
Members from the NDP have sat on committees with all of us when
we have tried to get motions passed, and all of a sudden there are
conveniently no resources because one of the Liberal chairs said so.
Members of the NDP have tried to get questions answered on be‐
half of their constituents, and the ministers would not show up or
would not do press conferences.

Every Canadian, even if they vote Liberal, should be concerned
that the Prime Minister of Canada and the governing party are try‐
ing to make it so people cannot be here. It is actually crazy. We
should be showing up for work. Let us think about this.

We are actually saying that somehow this does not matter, but it
matters. Every day my eyes are opened up to what is happening
across this country by people who represent other parts of it. I do
not have to agree with everything. That is supposedly what this
place is for.

Now, some of my colleagues have also raised the fact that if
somebody is sick, could they not represent their constituents? I
have been sick before, and I have still managed to represent my
constituents. That is part of work. Every Canadian across this coun‐
try, at some point in time, is going to get ill and be away from their
job. It does not mean that they are not going to go back to their job,
or that they are somehow not doing their job.

I would say that my colleagues, particularly with the examples
they are using of one of my colleagues who is fully vaccinated but
contracted COVID-19, are saying that somehow he does not want
to be in this place or show up for work. That is not what he wants.
We all want to be able to come here and hold the government to ac‐
count.

I get it. I get that the government wants to be draconian. I get that
the Prime Minister does not want to show up for work. Frankly, I
think they are scared to be held to account. They are scared to be
held to account on inflation, on the rising costs of everything, on
out-of-work Canadians, on our changing economy, on the lack of
ability of the government to do anything that resembles positive
foreign affairs or on anything.
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They are scared to be held to account even on the billions and

billions of dollars the government has spent without the scrutiny of
this place during the pandemic, which has already, with just the
minimal amount of review we have been able to do, shown great
scandal. Let us remember the WE Charity scandal and the Kiel‐
burgers. They do not want that to happen, and that is why they do
not want us to come here.

From what I am hearing, the NDP is going to support this. This
is crazy. It really is. There is value in the dignity of coming here,
into this space, to stand up for our constituents. It is why our con‐
stituents pay our salaries. To have a motion that says that we should
not come here to try to learn from each other and our constituents is
bananas. I ask every member in this place to stand against this so
that we can get back to work and stand up for the best interests of
Canadians.
● (1150)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Before I
go to questions and comments, I do want to remind members that,
unless they are standing up to speak, they should have their masks
on.

We will continue with questions and comments. The hon. mem‐
ber for Kings—Hants.

Mr. Kody Blois (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Madam Speaker, there
were portions of my hon. colleague's speech that I agreed with and
there were some portions of it that I have real trouble with.

The portion I agreed with was the ability for us to come together
as parliamentarians and learn from one another. That is a valid
point.

The member talked about the definition of work of a member of
Parliament. I unfortunately had to be home in Nova Scotia because
of the circumstances during the last Parliament. I would ask the
member to check the Hansard and check the e-blues. Does she
think that I was not working? At the end of the day, in this Parlia‐
ment, if I have a brush with COVID I want to be able to participate.
Right now, she is going to be denying that with her position here in
this House. Can the member answer that?

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: Madam Speaker, I would re‐
mind my colleague that if he is standing in this place he is comply‐
ing with the House of Commons rules for COVID-19 which were
put in place to keep us safe. That is number one.

Number two, I highly doubt that my colleague across the way,
even in his role as a member of Parliament in the back benches, has
ever asked a question to hold the government to account. I doubt it
is in there. Therefore, I actually do question whether he is doing his
job.

I will not let the member take away my ability to stand up for my
constituents and to hold the government to account. Shame on him,
for suggesting that somehow we should not be in this place and
supporting the government. The role of every member of Parlia‐
ment who does not have a government appointment is to hold the
government to account, including him, so he should be here. Even
if he is not going to have the courage to stand up and hold the gov‐
ernment to account, he should sure hope I will, on behalf of his
constituents and every Canadian.

[Translation]

Mr. Mario Simard (Jonquière, BQ): Madam Speaker, there are
two problems before us today.

One is that the Liberals, as my colleague has clearly shown, want
to limit debate and do not want to be held accountable for their ac‐
tions. We saw plenty of that in the last parliament. For their part,
the NDP members prefer to remain in their pyjamas in the base‐
ment. That is their choice.

The other problem I want to raise is the issue of safety. The sci‐
ence tells us that vaccines are effective. I believe that my Conserva‐
tive colleagues could also do something to help. Perhaps their lead‐
er's weakness makes him complacent about certain members who
do not have a good reason for not getting vaccinated.

That is why we are holding a rather surreal debate today with
some of my Conservative colleagues forced to defend the indefen‐
sible or the fact that some of their colleagues doubt the effective‐
ness of vaccines. We could move forward much more quickly if my
Conservative colleagues would finally agree that people must be
fully vaccinated to come to the House of Commons.

[English]

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: Madam Speaker, I will take
this opportunity to remind Canadians that vaccines are safe and ef‐
fective. I am fully vaccinated, and I encourage any Canadian who is
not vaccinated to avail themselves of that opportunity. Every mem‐
ber who is in this place is compliant with COVID-19 rules that are
set out by the House of Commons by virtue of their presence here.
Every member of the Conservative Party is in compliance with that.

No member in this place should be taking medical advice from
the Liberal Party of Canada. What we should be doing, and what
my Bloc colleagues should be doing, is making sure that we get
back to work on behalf of all our constituents, and hold the govern‐
ment to account because it has a lot of explaining to do for a lot of
things, like inflation, like mismanagement of funds. Parliament has
a job to do, and that is to scrutinize the government. Let us get back
to work.

● (1155)

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo (Port Moody—Coquitlam, NDP): Madam
Speaker, congratulations on your reappointment as the Assistant
Deputy Speaker.

I have heard a lot of comments today about what is happening
here in this House. I just want to say that at this moment the effects
of this ongoing pandemic are playing out on the backs of women
and children: women who are nurses going into their second year of
keeping Canadians alive in crowded hospitals, with no break, and
in fact their backs are breaking; parents who need to send their kids
out, and are worried about getting COVID.

As we think about why this matters, we must show leadership so
that we do not contribute to one more case, one more hospital visit
or one more ICU bed. Will the hon. members of this House support
this hybrid model to show that we are doing everything we can for
people, to stop this pandemic?
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Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: Madam Speaker, I would love

to discuss that with my new colleague from Port Moody—Coquit‐
lam. However, she is about to vote for a motion that would prevent
us from interacting here, so she has kind of burned herself.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, it is an honour to rise in the House today. I will start by
congratulating you on once again securing the very important posi‐
tion of Assistant Deputy Speaker. You certainly have shown that
you are very capable of controlling this extremely chaotic room
from time to time and I congratulate you on that.

This being my first opportunity to rise in the House since the
election, I want to thank the people of Kingston and the Islands for
sending me back to this place to continue to be their voice and to
represent them. It is a true honour. I have been elected a number of
times, both to this House and our local Kingston City Council. The
feeling of knowing that I have the support of my constituents to
represent them is truly humbling. I am very grateful for their sup‐
port in sending me back here.

It is quite interesting that we are having our first debate on how
the House should participate over the next number of months as we
get through the rest of this pandemic. I will say I am quite surprised
to learn the position of the Bloc Québécois members on this. They
have always been very progressive with respect to the need to have
proper measures in place to protect not just MPs, but more impor‐
tantly the staff and administration of this House, so to see their po‐
sition on this today is surprising for me.

However, I am certainly not surprised by the position taken by
the Conservatives. This has been an ongoing thing for them. They
always seem to be one step behind as it relates to public opinion
and the need to take care of Canadians. At the beginning of the pan‐
demic, we saw they were the last to put on masks, probably be‐
grudgingly. They certainly did not want to do that. They com‐
plained about vaccines not being ready. The member for Calgary
Nose Hill said on a number of occasions that we were not going to
have vaccines until 2030, which was not the case.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Oh, oh!

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: I hear the member for Sherwood Park—
Fort Saskatchewan heckling me.

It has been said many times that I was the only person in this
House from the Liberal bench for a number of months. I may have
been the only person physically here, but I certainly was not the on‐
ly person participating. The Conservatives are laughing as though
there is some kind of difference between participating virtually and
physically here. We passed rules that said all privileges were ex‐
tended to those who were participating virtually. Indeed, people
from all parties participated virtually throughout that time.

I will get back to my point about what I experienced and the lack
of seriousness the Conservatives have taken toward this pandemic.
When I sat in this House, from time to time I would hear explosions
of laughter coming from the opposition lobby, as if they were hav‐
ing a party or something back there. They just have not taken this
pandemic seriously from the beginning and it is showing today in
their position on this and some of the rhetoric that we are hearing—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I know

members are anxious to participate in questions and comments, but
this is not the time right now, so I would ask them to jot their
thoughts down.

The member has over 16 and a half minutes left for his speech. I
would ask members to allow him the respect they would want when
they are speaking. I hope the tone in the House will be reduced to
allow the member that respect.

● (1200)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, thank you for that.

Of course, we have the most recent event, the creation of the
freedom caucus, or whatever it is called across the way, of those
who are fighting for the liberties of Parliamentarians or Canadians
or whatever it is that really serves no purpose, other than to instill
distrust, cross the line into conspiracy theory and promote policies
that are not proven or based on science. That is what we have seen
from the Conservative Party.

When we add up every position that the Conservatives have tak‐
en and where they are, refusing to say how many people are vacci‐
nated, and we look at it holistically, there is not a single Canadian
out there who actually thinks the Conservatives are taking the mat‐
ter of the pandemic seriously. I think that is extremely clear.

I cannot understand why Conservatives do not just want to be
upfront and provide the number of people who have been vaccinat‐
ed. Why would they not want to do that? This is about showing
leadership. The member for Calgary Nose Hill stood up and en‐
couraged everybody to get vaccinated. Why do they not start talk‐
ing about who is vaccinated on that side of the House? They would
not even do it during the election when they were asked openly and
publicly.

How can someone be a leader if they are not willing to, at least
as a party, come forward and say they are making it a requirement
that if someone wants to be a candidate in the upcoming election,
they have to be vaccinated? Every other party did it except for the
Conservative Party and the freedom caucus or the liberty caucus or
whatever they have created over there to continue to promote con‐
spiracies.

This is a motion that is really about ensuring that everybody can
participate. The member for Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands
and Rideau Lakes, who spoke before the member for Calgary Nose
Hill, said that anybody who contracts COVID needs to be at home
recovering. It is as though he is unaware of how this disease is
spreading. Those who are double-vaccinated can actually contract
the disease, continue to spread it and not even know that they are
doing it because they have been vaccinated. There are a lot of peo‐
ple out there who can physically continue to participate but do not
want to spread this disease.

For example, let us look at the member for Beauce. This member
has not been able to participate in the election of the Speaker, the
throne speech or any of the debates up to this point, or participate in
a vote.
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The Deputy Speaker: We have a point of order from the mem‐

ber for Mégantic—L'Érable.
[Translation]

Mr. Luc Berthold: Mr. Speaker, the rules are clear. We are not
allowed to talk about a member's presence or absence in the House,
but that member has done so several times.
[English]

The Deputy Speaker: I believe the member is aware that he is
not supposed to do that.

The member for Kingston and the Islands.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, on that point of order, I was

not talking to his presence in the House right now. I was speaking
to the fact that he has made it well known that he cannot come to
Ottawa and participate in Parliament.
[Translation]

Mr. Luc Berthold: Mr. Speaker, he said the member was unable
to be in the House to vote. In other words, he referred to the mem‐
ber's presence or absence in the House. I would ask that he pay at‐
tention to what he is saying and take care to avoid making such
statements about my colleague.
[English]

The Deputy Speaker: Again, the member knows that he cannot
say indirectly what he cannot say directly.

The hon. member for Kingston and the Islands.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, I actually checked the vot‐

ing record and saw that he did not vote, so I assumed that he was
not here. I apologize if that did not get across to the member, but
that is how I know for a fact that he was not here, because the vot‐
ing record does not reflect it.

In any event, the point is that if there are members out there who
cannot participate because perhaps they have come into close con‐
tact with somebody who has tested positive and are waiting for the
results to ensure that they are not going to be somebody who con‐
tinues to pass along the disease, then it is important that we provide
opportunities.

The member for Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands and
Rideau Lakes likes to talk about how we are doing things different‐
ly and work environments are changing. Canadians are getting back
to work; they are wearing masks. That is, I guess, how he defines
work environments being different, but there are a lot of people out
there who are still working from home and in the workplace in a
hybrid format. It is nothing new. The member suggests almost that
this is something foreign, as though other people are not out there
doing this. There are a lot of people who are out there doing this.

I think of my neighbours, for example, who are continuing to
work from home three days a week and go into the office the other
two days. It is very common for workplaces to establish practices
like these in order to ensure that people can continue to participate
and to do their jobs.

I have two children. One is just able now to be vaccinated and
the other is not. What if I happen to, even though I am doubly vac‐
cinated, catch COVID? Members certainly would not want me to

come around here, and I certainly would not want others to come
around here if that were the case and it happened to anybody else.
If that does happen and I happen to catch COVID, even though I
am doubly vaccinated and still totally able to function in my duties
from a physical perspective, why would we not extend the ability
for me to be able to do that virtually? That is all that this motion is
talking about.

I have heard the previous two speakers talk about accountability,
as though it is not possible to hold ministers to account. I heard the
member for Calgary Nose Hill go after one of my colleagues a few
minutes ago, saying that he is not doing his job. The irony of all
this is that those who are participating virtually are probably doing
a lot more actual legislative work in the virtual world than they
were before we had this hybrid Parliament.

We had committees meeting every single week, even on con‐
stituency weeks.

Some hon. members: Hear, hear!

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Now the members opposite are applaud‐
ing that, and that is good, so why is it that they are against this vir‐
tual Parliament and having an opportunity to see this continue?
That is the whole point. The whole point is to provide an avenue to
enable people to continue to do their job.

I am really happy to see that there are at least some Conservative
colleagues who would agree that members on this side of the House
are doing their jobs and are working, because for the member for
Calgary Nose Hill to suggest that any member of the House was not
actually working during the pandemic because they were not able
to physically be here is an insult not just to any particular member
of this House but to people across Canada who were working virtu‐
ally from home, as we saw thousands and thousands of people do‐
ing when we were directed to stay home whenever and if possible.

I do not appreciate the suggestion that colleagues are not doing
their jobs. Despite the fact that I do not see eye-to-eye with Conser‐
vative members quite often, I would never suggest that they are not
working. Maybe they are not doing what they are supposed to be
doing, but they are certainly working and they think that they are
doing their job, so it is just as important.

We also have to look at what the difference is. I have heard on a
number of occasions different people from the Conservative Party
talk about the difference. They are trying to suggest that when
members are physically here, they are more accountable or able to
be berated more by the member for Carleton during question peri‐
od. I do not understand what the difference is. I sat here for five
months and I heard the questions and saw the answers come from
ministers. Yes, very rarely, on occasion, there may have been an in‐
stance where somebody was not able to respond immediately be‐
cause of a technical difficulty, but it was very rare. It rarely ever
happened. If it happened one time per question period, I would say
even that is a stretch.
● (1205)

It actually worked out very well, because of—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
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Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Despite the fact that the Bloc is heckling

me on this, members know that it is because of the incredible staff
that we have here who set up that system to allow us to be able to
work virtually. I mean, come on, at least we can applaud for the
staff. Maybe not, and that is fine, but I appreciate the Liberal mem‐
bers for doing that.

In conclusion, for me this is very easy: This is about whether or
not we are taking this pandemic seriously from the beginning right
through to the end. As I indicated at the beginning of my speech, it
is quite clear to me that the Conservatives have never taken this
pandemic seriously. They have dragged their feet and have been
dragged into every scenario, whether it was the voting application,
whether it was the hybrid Parliament, whether it was shutting down
Parliament to start with or whether it was putting on masks. No
matter what we brought forward, there has always been opposition
from the Conservatives to doing anything that protects the safety of
Canadians and in particular those who work in this House and in
this place. I think it is absolutely shameful that they do not think it
is important to continue to extend these provisions so that people
can continue to participate virtually and in person as we move for‐
ward through the rest of the pandemic.

● (1210)

Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Kingston, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, it is good to see my next-door neighbour back in the
House of Commons.

My next-door neighbour gave a long list of ways in which my
party and all the people on the Conservative side of the House have
not been taking the pandemic seriously. I will not go through his
long list again, but he mentioned mask wearing. Back when the
Prime Minister refused to wear a mask, back when we were being
told not to wear masks, I was the first member of Parliament to
wear a mask in the House, and then they followed suit.

Therefore, in the midst of all the self-righteousness, will the
member acknowledge that, far from being a leader, the Prime Min‐
ister was saying not to wear a mask at a time when at least one
Conservative MP was wearing a mask. We also have them in our
lobby, and we have rapid tests in our caucus, which the Liberals do
not have. Can we stop hearing this self-righteous nonsense about
how the Liberals take it seriously and the Conservatives do not? It
is just untrue and he should acknowledge that.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, I want to applaud the mem‐
ber. I brought this point up before when he was in the House. He
has actually asked me this question before and, yes, congratulations
to him, but it is unfortunate that his leadership could not have got‐
ten behind the same idea. When we got behind wearing masks, it
was a decision that all Liberal members were going to wear masks,
full stop.

It is just like when the Conservatives were deciding, “Well, if
you want to get vaccinated, you can, but if you do not, you do not
have to. As I am the Leader of the Opposition, I probably should
take a position on this, but I do not know if it is such a good idea
and so I will let you guys decide what you want to do.” That is not
leadership.

The member talked about leadership. Why did his leader not de‐
mand that everyone who wanted to run as a Conservative candidate
in the election needed to be vaccinated?

I thank the member for putting on a mask and for doing the right
thing. It is just unfortunate that his leader could not do it. Maybe it
is time for him to become leader.

[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Mr. Speaker,
this is my first intervention in the 44th Parliament, so I would like
to thank the people of Berthier—Maskinongé for their renewed
trust. I would also like to congratulate you on your reappointment.

With respect to the matter before us, our hon. colleague said the
Bloc Québécois has demonstrated goodwill and a willingness to
collaborate from the start. Hybrid sittings were actually our idea, as
members may recall. However, current conditions make it possible
for us to be here in person and do our work the way it is supposed
to be done. We are human beings, and we need to have conversa‐
tions outside the chamber alongside parliamentary debate.

My hon. colleague seems to be neglecting another very important
aspect too. Problems with interpretation for francophone members
and House of Commons staff, who I imagine are listening to us
back there and are very happy to hear me say this for their health
and safety at work. I think we need to hold our sittings here when‐
ever we can. If another epidemic wave were to emerge at the end of
January or in early February or March, we would be able to meet
quickly and adjust.

Is my colleague underestimating our ability to adjust?

[English]

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, the conditions may have
made it possible, but it does not mean that it is the right or the rec‐
ommended thing to do. The conditions may have made it possible
for us to get together and to be in the same room like this, but it
does not mean that it is the safest way to do it. As a matter of fact,
the recommendations would be that we not do so, and that is why
this is happening.

Why do we want to wait until February or March? Why would
we not have the provisions in place? My thought is that the vast
majority of people are still going to be here. All the ministers will
be here for question period, as indicated—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: I guess the members opposite were not
listening to the debate, because the House leader said that yester‐
day. This is about providing options for people based on safety and
their own personal circumstances.
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● (1215)

Ms. Heather McPherson (Edmonton Strathcona, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I plan to be in the House every day that it sits, as long as
my health is good enough to enable me to do so, and I plan to rep‐
resent the constituents of Edmonton Strathcona as best as I can in
person as often as I can. In the last Parliament, we were given as‐
surances that the government would show up and that its members
would be here, but often they were not, and as much as I appreciate
the interventions my colleague has made, we heard many interven‐
tions from my colleague during the last Parliament.

I am just curious, and I know he has reassured us, but what reas‐
surance do we have that the Liberals will be here, that they will an‐
swer questions and that they will allow me to play a role in opposi‐
tion to the government?

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, members would think that
no Liberal MP wanted to be here in the last Parliament, during the
pandemic. That was not the case. People wanted to be here. People
were asking all the time, “Can we come back to Ottawa?” It was
about making the right decisions that were in the best interests of
public health and safety at the time. As we have now learned, we
can start to expand that and we can start to have more people in the
room together.

The member asks for an assurance. She certainly knows I cannot
provide her with one, other than to refer her back to what the House
leader said yesterday. I have great confidence that people want to
be in the House and that people will be here to answer the questions
that come from the opposition and from government members.

Mr. Kody Blois (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the mem‐
ber for Calgary Nose Hill explained at one point in her speech just
now about MPs working. As the member would know, I would sit
up on that screen, probably sitting in my seat at home in Nova Sco‐
tia, and would participate in the debates and be involved in the
committee work.

Could my hon. colleague to speak to that fact? Let me be very
clear that I intend to be here, but in the case that either my fiancée,
who is a lawyer in Halifax, may be exposed to COVID, or maybe I
could be exposed while travelling back and forth from Nova Scotia,
I still want to have the privilege to be able to bring the voice of my
constituents to this place, whether it be here physically or virtually.
Can my colleague speak to the fact that working as a member of
Parliament can be done virtually? It can be done here, but it needs
to happen.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, I just want to apologize to
my colleague from Kings—Hants again for the extremely ironic
statement coming from somebody who was known to be out of the
country while participating in Parliament and is now accusing a
member—

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Elgin—Middle‐
sex—London is rising on a point of order.

Mrs. Karen Vecchio: Mr. Speaker, I really appreciate the pas‐
sion this member has. I sat with him on PROC through a 73-day fil‐
ibuster. My point of order is that the derogatory remark that he is
about to make, has begun to make and has had—

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: It is not derogatory.

Mrs. Karen Vecchio: Mr. Speaker, I thank the member, but he is
constantly bashing, and if the government is going to continue to
talk about what a great job it is going to do in the House of Com‐
mons, perhaps he could show some restraint from always attacking
my fellow member.

The Deputy Speaker: I thank the member for the intervention,
but I think that is really a debate between two people.

Mr. Scott Reid: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order, I think my hon.
colleague from Kingston and the Islands was in the middle of draw‐
ing attention to the absence of a member from the House—

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: On the contrary. She was here.

Mr. Scott Reid: —and now this member, who claims that Con‐
servatives are disrespectful and will not follow the rules of deco‐
rum, is heckling in the middle of my comments. I just wonder if he
could find a way to follow the rules and show the class that I know
he can show, because I have seen it in the past, although not today.

● (1220)

The Deputy Speaker: As members know, we cannot do indi‐
rectly what we cannot do directly. I would ask members to keep it
on the line.

The hon. member for Kingston and the Islands.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, I am shocked. I sit through
question period and listen to what comes from that side of the
House and then I get accused of being derogatory for literally
telling folks what happened. Maybe it is my tone, I do not know. I
did not know tone was a thing in Parliament that would offend
members so grievously. I apologize if that is the case.

To the member's question, there is no difference, which I have
brought up on so many occasions, between participating virtually or
physically in the House, and that is what this all comes down to. It
comes down to this idea that members are not really here if they are
participating virtually. That is what the Conservatives have been
suggesting all along throughout the last session of the House and,
indeed, what they are suggesting is going to happen now; that
members are somehow not really in Parliament if they are partici‐
pating virtually. They should really read the motion and the rules,
because that is exactly not the case.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri (Peterborough—Kawartha, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I want to point out that I was elected to represent the con‐
stituents of my riding of Peterborough—Kawartha. All of us in the
House were elected to represent our constituents.

I am curious if my colleague or any of my Liberals colleagues
have even asked their constituents if they are okay with them not
showing up to work.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, again, it is the same rhetoric
that we heard from the member for Calgary Nose Hill, a suggestion
that members are not working if they are participating virtually.
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We heard the member for Kings—Hants talk about the work he

was doing during that time. To suggest that there is somehow a lack
of work or that people are not working only makes me wonder if
maybe that is the way the Conservative members took this. When
they were supposed to be working virtually, they just were not
working. If I am wrong, they should explain to me why I am
wrong. That seems to be the only way the Conservatives are taking
this. They are insisting that members are not working if they are not
participating virtually, and it is just wrong.

Hon. Kerry-Lynne Findlay (South Surrey—White Rock,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, rising for the first time in the 44th Parliament,
I have in mind the mandate given to me by the good people of
South Surrey—White Rock. However, before that, I want to com‐
mend all British Columbia MPs in the House who showed passion,
care and solutions last night in the emergency debate on British
Columbia.

The mandate I was given was made very clear to me when I met
with neighbours, friends, struggling small business owners, some
who lost their businesses during the pandemic lockdowns, and vot‐
ers at their doors: Go to Ottawa for us.

Our Armed Forces members are demoralized by constant criti‐
cism, without the balance of recognition for their hard work and,
indeed, their heroism. The CAF would have appreciated a shout-out
from the throne speech this week, but there was nothing there. Vet‐
erans are suffering because the government left many Afghan allies
behind to be hunted down by the Taliban. The issues we need to ad‐
dress in this Parliament are too numerous to outline in a short
speech.

We are choosing here to either advocate for Canadians in person
in the House or allow MPs, despite vaccination proof masks and
precautions throughout the parliamentary precinct, to stay distant
on Zoom screens. This is an unnecessary buffer between govern‐
ment and the scrutiny of the Canadian people through its opposition
parties. It is like two people trying to talk to each other with two
masks on each with a plexiglass between them. We have all been
there.

The Liberal government received just 32% of the popular vote.
Unfortunately, government is formed by which party wins the most
individual ridings, not the overall vote count.

I forgot to say, Mr. Speaker, that I am splitting my time with the
member for Regina—Lewvan.

One would think that result would give the government some hu‐
mility, some understanding that Canadians are looking for account‐
ability and rigorous scrutiny, but no. The Prime Minister has said
numerous times already that the government has a clear mandate.
Does it, with 32% of the vote? I am not at all sure that Canadians
would agree, and I know that people in my riding decidedly do not.

I am very proud of our Westminster parliamentary system, re‐
fined over centuries, of commoners elected by free people of free
will in a free democracy, to hold those in power to account and,
when required, to ensure a peaceful transition of power; a forum
that provides a robust challenge function to those entrusted to gov‐
ern us; a system where even the head of government and ministers
are expected to participate in our form of question and answer de‐

bate, the back and forth of question period. This makes a prime
minister and his or her leadership team directly accountable to the
people.

Another hallmark is a professional civil service that supports our
significant work here. Members of the public service are subject to
the government's mandatory policies requiring them to be vaccinat‐
ed or to prove an accepted exemption. They are here because they
are in compliance. We are here because we are in compliance.
There can be no honest suggestion that the House of Commons is
somehow a more hazardous workplace than any other in Canada.

Her Majesty's official opposition is the caucus most seized with
keeping the government in check and to stand ready to assume gov‐
ernment. Equally tasked with upholding the best interests of the
country writ large, it is built into this system that Parliament
demonstrably provides the best way to hold government to account,
which is and always has been in person.

The vast majority of workers in my riding do not have the option
to work in a hybrid fashion, and are clear it is a condition of their
continued employment to be double vaccinated and wear a mask.
Some have lost their jobs as a result and are in great need. Most
have obeyed these requirements and do not expect their MPs to be
exempt from the rules by which they must abide. They do not ex‐
pect us to have an elitist special accommodation.

● (1225)

We are here to represent them, not ourselves just because it is
more convenient or comfortable for some to stay at home. No doubt
we all want to be home more. As a B.C. MP, Ottawa is a 4,300-
kilometre commute for me. However, we just had 20 months of do‐
ing our work from home and by Zoom. Should any individual MP
require accommodation for a short time due to health, family or
MP-related travel reasons, those exceptions can be made.

What about pairing, which has been brought up by others? Every
opposition MP noted that even when we were allowed to be here in
limited numbers, Liberal ministers often chose to participate by
Zoom from their parliamentary offices. They should be in question
period to answer the questions put to them; it is not backbench
members of Parliament tasked with responding, ever.

Is it important to my constituents that we do our parliamentary
work in person? Not one told me it was a good idea unless we had
no other choice to be safe.

I would like to share with the House what some South Surrey—
White Rock folks tell me, because they care about what we do in
this place.
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Dorothy said, “My only wish is that [the Speaker] will halt ques‐

tion period to new questions if the minister refuses to answer the
question put forward. Canadians deserve better than they have been
receiving from this Parliament.”

Don said, “Looking forward to seeing you in action in person.”

Speaking to the devastation in B.C., Patsy said, "Both levels of
government were late to the table.”

Wade simply said, “Fix it.”

When I posted my appointed as shadow minister for National
Defence, Don wrote, “Canada so desperately needs a serious voice
on our national defence.”

Julie said, “Got a big job there, but keep on the minister.”

Colin said, “Ask the new Minister of National Defence about her
government's lack of commitment to the previously announced
timeline for the $19-billion purchase of fighter jets.”

Marie said, “I do hope you will finally be able to get back to Ot‐
tawa should we have a real government some day.”

Alana said, “Please do what you can. It is very scary what is hap‐
pening.”

I have so many examples of people saying that.

Of course we do work in our ridings, of course it is work and of
course it is important, but what we do here is unique. We are voted
in to represent people who cannot have a voice here.

Darlene said, “Ethics in government means everything to me.
Let's change the culture of Ottawa: no more scandals, no more cor‐
ruption.”

Other people's issues include rebuilding their families' devastated
small businesses, deep deficit and the concern about the country
perhaps going bankrupt.

Harveer said, “We need a government that cares about our econ‐
omy. The Parliament is an absolute mess due to the present govern‐
ment.”

Veterans groups want a military covenant and a military bill of
rights.

There are just so many issues that need to be addressed here. We
have all struggled through poor audio; poor video; intermittent con‐
nectivity; MPs embarrassing themselves on screen, which seemed
to usually be on the government side; missed votes; overzealous
use of the mute button; and straining of resources in both the House
and in committee. That is enough.

I urge my fellow parliamentarians not to give onto ourselves spe‐
cial accommodations not afforded to millions of workers in the
country, not to choose comfort over solemn duty. If we can send
276 delegates to COP26, the most in the G7, we can buck up and
have 338 MPs in the House of Commons.

We all just took a new oath to conduct ourselves in the best inter‐
ests of our country. That means being in our workplace doing our

work. We have riding times set aside. The voters chose us to be
their voices in this place, in person. Let us get to work.

● (1230)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
find it very difficult to understand why the Conservatives do not
support this motion. All they have to do is look within their own
ranks to find a member, the member for Beauce, who is not able to
be engaged in all the procedures and abilities we have at our finger‐
tips, whether it is debates, votes or possible committees. This is im‐
portant for all members.

Why would the member opposite deny, by voting against this
motion, members of Parliament today and going forward having ac‐
cess to do the fine work we do inside the chamber?

Hon. Kerry-Lynne Findlay: Mr. Speaker, the answer is quite
obvious. This is a unique form of work that we do. We have work
to do in our constituencies, and we have work to do here in Ottawa.

Doing the work here in Ottawa on Zoom screens is very prob‐
lematic. As I have said, we have all experienced a lack of connec‐
tivity, people not being able to get in, ministers mixed up on who a
question was actually going to, crackling and high voices on the
screen. We do not need to do that right now to be safe. Those were
temporary measures we agreed to.

Now, the whole parliamentary precinct is taking the appropriate
precautions to keep us all safe. We can make some exceptions here
and there for people who need a short-term accommodation. We
should not make it a blanket one. It certainly should not go right
through to next summer.

[Translation]

Mrs. Caroline Desbiens (Beauport—Côte-de-Beaupré—Île
d'Orléans—Charlevoix, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I would like to take
this opportunity to congratulate you on your appointment. I would
also like to quickly thank all my constituents in Beauport—
Côte‑de‑Beaupré—Île d'Orléans—Charlevoix. This is my first time
speaking in this 44th Parliament and I am honoured to represent
them.

I would like to ask my colleague about something we are all fa‐
miliar with, the high-calibre scientists we have in our country. This
is especially true in Quebec, where we have eminent scientists who
are highly respected and who have succeeded in convincing an
overwhelming majority of Quebeckers to get vaccinated. Quebec is
actually leading the way in that respect.

I would like to acknowledge the contribution scientists have
made to the debate we are having today, and how grateful we are
for science. Scientists point us in the right direction and make rec‐
ommendations, so I would like to know if our colleague agrees that
science, which goes beyond our layperson's remarks, might change
things and lead his team and his colleagues to get vaccinated.
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I would like to take the opportunity to say that today marks the

100th birthday of my uncle Roméo, my adopted father, who was
one of the first people to get vaccinated in Charlevoix. That is like‐
ly the reason he is able to celebrate his 100th birthday today and he
is looking forward to getting his booster.
● (1235)

[English]
Hon. Kerry-Lynne Findlay: Mr. Speaker, with due respect, un‐

less the scientist is a member of Parliament, it is not that relevant to
our discussion and debate here right now.

Of course science is important. I am double-vaccinated. I wear a
mask except when I am speaking. We all do. My point was that we
are all in compliance here. Our civil service is all in compliance
here. This is no more hazardous or unsafe a workplace than any in
Canada. In fact, I would suggest it is even more so.

At my recent swearing in, I was not allowed to take my adult
children certain places in the precinct because of the precautions
being taken here. We are being very careful, each and every one of
us. It is safe to be here, and we should be here.

Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, congrat‐
ulations.

I have a question with regard to safety. Would the Conservative
Party support a review of Canadian-made PPE here on the Hill? In
this country and also on the Hill, we have seen improper PPE. I am
concerned about the staff, the people here on the Hill, as well as
ourselves. We have invested in Canadian companies to transition.

Would Conservatives support that type of initiative?
Hon. Kerry-Lynne Findlay: Mr. Speaker, one of the greatest

travesties in this pandemic is the government's call-out to compa‐
nies to manufacture PPE here in Canada, and then to ignore the
many companies that started up with perfectly compliant PPE and
go, instead, to big conglomerates.

Of course I support self-reliance, and I support PPE made in
Canada.

Mr. Warren Steinley (Regina—Lewvan, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
as this is my first time on my feet in the 44th Parliament, I have a
few words of thanks for the people who have allowed me to take
my place in this august chamber once again. That starts with the
voters of Regina—Lewvan.

This is my second term. The class of 2019 had an unusual first
session of Parliament. We were in this chamber for about five
weeks, at the start of our parliamentary careers, and then COVID
hit on about March 13-14, 2020. It was a different experience for
us. We went through the hybrid experience. Speaking for some on
this side and maybe some others, that was not the best experience
for us as parliamentarians. It added an extra level of difficulty. Be‐
ing new members of Parliament also added to how we thought we
needed to represent our constituents and how we needed to stand up
for them in this place.

A lot of people who voted for me said, “Please be Regina—Lew‐
van's voice in Ottawa”, not Regina—Lewvan's voice on a screen
and not Regina—Lewvan's voice sometimes in Ottawa. When the
House is sitting, voters want us to be in our chairs here because that

is our job. Our job is to represent our constituents in this chamber,
to be their voice and to bring forward their concerns to the govern‐
ment. The opposition's job is to propose and oppose. I think that is
very important for us to do. It is incumbent on all of us to think
about how we could do that best. I have heard a lot of Liberal mem‐
bers say they are going to be here regardless of whether hybrid sit‐
tings happen. Why do we not continue with that tradition?

Members have talked about our member for Beauce. Is he the
only person who has ever had a health care issue and could not
come to the chamber? It has been happening since the start of ses‐
sions in the chamber. People have health care issues that mean they
cannot come here. When they get better, they come back to sit in
the House and do their jobs. It has always been that way.

I think the idea of pairing, which the member for Leeds—
Grenville—Thousand Islands and Rideau Lakes brought up, is a
very good idea. It is a proposition from us that suggests a different
way of doing things without there being a bit of leverage for not be‐
ing in the chamber.

Why could we not use pairing? I have not heard a response from
the Liberal government, or from our NDP colleagues who are prop‐
ping up the Liberal government's decision to take away account‐
ability, about why that would not be an option for us to make sure
that we could continue to do our jobs in this chamber.

I grew up on a dairy farm in Rush Lake, Saskatchewan. There
was no way that we could ever virtually milk a cow. I represent
people who have to go to work every day regardless of their health,
regardless of whether they want to get up, and regardless of
whether they had a long night the night before. People have to get
up and they have to go to work. That is for dairy farmers, people
who have to put hay up, ranchers and people who have to harvest.
There is no virtual harvesting of products in Saskatchewan. People
have to get up every day to go to work. My friend Dieter, who runs
a cement company, cannot pour cement over a screen. People have
to get up and go to work every day to make sure they can support
their families.

That is what we are talking about today. Why do Liberal mem‐
bers think it is okay for us not to have to show up for the people we
represent? They do it for us all the time. Every day they get up and
go to work because they have to. During the pandemic, the people
who work at grocery stores did not have the choice to say they were
not going to go to work because they did not feel good or just did
not feel like they wanted to.
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That being said, members always have the ability to not come to

the chamber. If a Liberal member does not feel well and wants to
keep people safe, they can not come. If a person is sick, they should
not come to the chamber. That is how this works. That is our re‐
sponsibility. If someone does not want to spread a sickness, they
should not come to the chamber if they are not feeling well. We
have a personal responsibility as well. We are all adults in this
chamber. Why can we not do that? Why does the government have
to make a rule to tell people not to come to work if they do not feel
well? That is what I ask. We can do that on our own. We are intelli‐
gent people.

Accountability is what this is all about. The government thinks it
can hide over virtual Parliament until June of 2022. My con‐
stituents in Regina—Lewvan do not want that. They want us to be
in this chamber. They want government ministers to be answering
questions in person instead of having technical difficulties over
Zoom. That is what I am talking about.
● (1240)

There are also two different sides to Liberal members. There are
Liberal members and the House leader in the media saying it is all
about safety. Then the cameras go off and they are hugging people
all over during our opening day. Each and every one of these mem‐
bers went and hugged people throughout the chamber on opening
day when we were here. What is the difference? Why is that okay?
Is it because there are no media and they can feign their hypocrisy?

When the cameras are on, it is all about safety, hand over heart.
Then they can jump on a plane, go to COP and rub shoulders with
Leonardo DiCaprio. That is okay. They can go and hang out with
their global elitists in Glasgow, but they cannot stand up for their
constituents in this chamber. That is what we get with a few of the
Liberal members.

Some Liberal members have the best intentions. I have worked
with the member for Kings—Hants on the agriculture committee
and he has done his duty on agriculture, but I am sure he would
rather be here. I am sure he would rather be in this chamber. Actu‐
ally, I heard him say that. There is the Maritime bubble. If I am
able, I would rather be in the chamber.

I wish some Liberal members would have talked to their leader‐
ship like that before this motion was brought forward. I think there
are a lot of Liberal members who feel like their jobs should be in
this chamber, and they want to be here as much as possible. How‐
ever, they did not have a caucus meeting until 50 days after the
election, so they probably never got a chance to have that conversa‐
tion. Unfortunately, if there was a bit more collaboration on the
Liberal benches, maybe they would have heard their members and
said, “It is time for most Canadians to go to work to earn a pay‐
cheque and we should, too.”

When it comes down to it, what we are really talking about is the
need for us to be leaders and to show the people who sent us here,
after a $600-million cabinet shuffle, that we are going to be here
and standing up for their rights. Liberal members must feel that
same way, because I do not think someone puts their name on a bal‐
lot to sit in front of a screen. I do not think any of them did that. I
believe in my heart that they want to represent their constituents as
well.

I am hoping that when all is said and done, we make sure the
Liberal front benches hear from their back benches that they want
to come to work, too. To have this motion on the Order Paper and
say we are going to shut down real Parliament until June 2022
shows that this is more about political gamesmanship than about
the safety of those here. I believe that the parliamentary precinct
has done a great job of making this a safe place. I believe they
worked hard and they did all they could to make sure we could do
our jobs over virtual Parliament when we had to, but now we can
do this in person.

I will give a shameless plug to the Saskatchewan Roughriders.
They are having a home playoff game on Sunday. There are going
to be 33,000 people at Mosaic Stadium watching our Riders beat
the Calgary Stampeders. If we can do that, if we can fly to Glasgow
and rub shoulders with global elites at COP, 338 of us can sit here
in this chamber to make sure we are passing laws for the people of
Canada and make sure we are going to work to represent our con‐
stituents.

That is what I want to do and that is what my request is. To some
of the back bench Liberals, talk to the front benches and ask if it is
not possible that we can sit here in person and make sure we are
doing our jobs so that each and every Canadian has a representative
in this chamber.

● (1245)

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell (Pickering—Uxbridge, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I would encourage the hon. member to stand in this place
and apologize to all Canadians who, through the course of this pan‐
demic, did the right thing. They still worked, but worked virtually.
To students—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Excuse me, Mr. Speaker, I continue to
be heckled. I cannot stand that the Conservatives give it but they
cannot take it. To all the students and to all those employees who
went to work virtually over the course of the pandemic, and to doc‐
tors and nurses who still saw their patients, for the Conservatives to
stand here today—

The Deputy Speaker: Order. I am having trouble hearing. Let us
allow the member for Pickering—Uxbridge to finish her question.

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Mr. Speaker, thank you.

Will the Conservatives stand in their place and apologize for ac‐
cusing Canadians of not working throughout the pandemic? They
went to work virtually and went to school virtually, and did the
right thing to keep Canadians safe.

Is the member going to apologize?
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Mr. Warren Steinley: Mr. Speaker, obviously the member

thinks the media is here, because there is the feigned hypocrisy of a
Liberal who is asking me to apologize. I am standing up for people
who want to see us work here. I know people work virtually. You
all worked virtually. What I am saying is that there are some people
who cannot. There are some people who have to get up and go to
work every day because they do not have the opportunity to do it
virtually.

I am standing up for ranchers and the oil and gas people who
have to put their boots on and go to work every morning, the people
the Liberals do not respect. They hate what we do in western
Canada. Every time they get on their high horse, which must be be‐
cause of the media up there, they feign hypocrisy, and they rub
shoulders with global elites in Glasgow and make sure they look
down their noses at all of us. I am standing up for the people of
Regina—Lewvan and I have no need to apologize for that.

The Deputy Speaker: I want to remind members of the House
about using the word “you”. I never thought I would get to remind
members about using the word “you”. Just be careful about that.

The hon. member for Port Moody—Coquitlam.
Ms. Bonita Zarrillo (Port Moody—Coquitlam, NDP): Mr.

Speaker, up to one-quarter of adult Canadians live with a disability
that does not allow them to lift hay or farm in fields, yet they do
work. They work in every area of our economy.

Does the member acknowledge that work does not mean physi‐
cal labour, physical ability or physical attendance in the House or
anywhere else?

Mr. Warren Steinley: Mr. Speaker, I agree with my hon. col‐
league from Port Moody—Coquitlam that work means almost ev‐
erything. It means many different things to many different people.
However, would she agree that there are also people who have to
go to work each and every morning and do not have the option of
doing it virtually over a computer screen? They have to put their
boots on and go to work every morning.

Why do we always talk about divisive policies like this? Why
can we not stand up for all working people across Canada instead
of pitting east against west? I think that has happened because the
government has not done one thing to try to unite Canadians.

We on the Conservative side would like to talk about everyone
going back to work, everyone having opportunities to support
themselves and everyone having a better life and a better future for
themselves and their children. That is what the Conservatives want
to talk about. I would really love for us to stop talking about this
divisiveness of east versus west.
● (1250)

[Translation]
Mr. Denis Trudel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, BQ): Mr. Speak‐

er, I was flustered earlier and so I did not take the time to recognize
my constituents in Longueuil—Saint‑Hubert. I thank them for
putting their trust in me. When a person gets elected the first time,
there may be some luck involved, but when they are re-elected,
then it must be at least a little bit because of who they are. I would
therefore like to congratulate you, Mr. Speaker, on your appoint‐
ment.

When one listens to the Conservatives, one cannot help but think
about their relationship with science. We know that when it comes
to climate change, something people recently met in Glasgow to
discuss, scientists around the world are saying that we need to elim‐
inate fossil fuels. Meanwhile, the Conservatives are going around
with little stickers that say “I love oil and gas”. They are promoting
oil when everyone knows that we need to move away from using it.

I also do not understand why the Conservatives are complaining.
The Liberals are doing better than them. They have been invest‐
ing $14 billion per year in the oil industry since they took office.
There are even some environmentalists who miss the Conserva‐
tives. That says a lot.

With regard to vaccination, we heard that 30% of the Conserva‐
tive members got an exemption while scientists are saying that only
1% of the general population should be exempt.

My question is simple. Do the Conservatives believe in science?
[English]

Mr. Warren Steinley: Mr. Speaker, absolutely. I am not a doc‐
tor, so I do not know about the medical exemptions, and I do not
play one like the deputy House leader tries to play here when talk‐
ing about medical exemptions. What I do know is that I love talk‐
ing about the oil and gas sector and that a strong oil and gas sector
makes for a stronger Canada and brings Canada together. I appreci‐
ate that my colleague said that.

Also, Mr. Speaker, congratulations on your appointment. It is
very well deserved. Great job.

Ms. Anita Vandenbeld (Ottawa West—Nepean, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I will be sharing my time with the hon. member for Out‐
remont.

Since this is the first time that I am standing in the House in the
44th Parliament, I want to thank my constituents of Ottawa West—
Nepean for putting their faith, confidence and trust in me once
again as their member of Parliament.

I would also like to thank my family, especially my husband
Don, my stepdaughter Courtney and my mom Maria, for always be‐
ing there and supporting me throughout, as well as my volunteers
and supporters.

I am pleased to participate in the debate on the government's mo‐
tion to implement a hybrid sitting approach. The motion is propos‐
ing that we adapt our procedures and practices so that all members
can fully participate in the proceedings of the House either in the
chamber or by video conference. It is an important motion. The
pandemic is ongoing and we require the flexibility that a hybrid
system would provide.
[Translation]

I would like to paint a complete picture of the government mo‐
tion.

First, the motion would allow all members to participate in the
proceedings of the House in person or by video conference. The
members who would attend in person would have to be double-vac‐
cinated or have a valid medical exemption in accordance with the
Board of Internal Economy's decision of October 19, 2021.
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The motion also proposes certain changes to the Standing Orders

of the House to take into account the virtual participation of mem‐
bers. For instance, members who participate remotely would be
counted for quorum purposes. All standing orders relating to such
requirements as standing when speaking, or being in one's seat in
the House, would be amended to allow for participation by video
conference.

The motion would also allow documents to be tabled or present‐
ed to the House in electronic format. For instance, members partici‐
pating by video conference could table documents or present peti‐
tions or reports to the House in electronic format during Routine
Proceedings. However, the documents would have to be forwarded
to the Clerk prior to the members' intervention.

● (1255)

[English]

With respect to committees, the motion would allow members to
participate in committee meetings remotely or in person on the con‐
dition that they meet the vaccine requirements set out by the Board
of Internal Economy.

The motion proposes a process for recorded divisions in hybrid
proceedings. The motion would bring the remote voting application
back into use. This application was used successfully for over 120
votes in the second session of the 43rd Parliament. The remote vot‐
ing application would also allow members to cast their votes safely,
securely and conveniently. However, the motion takes a cautious
approach. It would direct House administration to carry out an on‐
boarding process of all members, which would be completed no lat‐
er than December 8, 2021. The remote voting application would be
put into use no later than December 9.

Until the remote voting application was implemented, members
of the chamber would continue to vote by standing votes, and mem‐
bers participating remotely would be called one by one to cast their
votes. The motion proposes measures to ensure the integrity of the
remote voting application. Votes would need to be cast from within
Canada using a House-managed device. A member's visual identity
would need to be validated for each vote. Any member unable to
vote because of technical issues would be able to connect to the vir‐
tual sitting to indicate their voting intention.

[Translation]

Lastly, the motion also proposes a process for the supplementary
estimates (B) for the current fiscal year.

The motion provides that, on a day appointed by a minister of the
Crown, consideration of the supplementary estimates shall be taken
up by a committee of the whole at the ordinary hour of daily ad‐
journment. At the conclusion of the four hours allotted for consid‐
eration, the committee shall rise, and the estimates shall be deemed
reported. This is the approach that was used at the beginning of the
last parliamentary session because the composition of the standing
committees had yet to be established.

It is important to note that the motion states that this method of
operation would be in effect until June 23, 2022, the last day on the
sitting calendar before the summer break.

[English]

The government is proposing a reasonable and pragmatic ap‐
proach to ensure that members are able to participate in House pro‐
ceedings while respecting public health guidance. This motion sup‐
ports the fundamental role of members of the House.

The government has always recognized our essential role in rep‐
resenting our constituents and holding the government to account.
The government has supported members in fulfilling this role since
it came to power. The government has promoted free votes for
members of the governing caucus and established the Prime Minis‐
ter's question period. When the House was adjourned at the begin‐
ning of the pandemic, the government sought ways for members to
fulfill their roles.

The former government House leader wrote to the Speaker to ask
whether House administration would be able to implement virtual
sittings. This is because the government wanted to ensure that the
House could continue to hold the government to account during the
pandemic. The House passed government motions in April and
May 2020 to instruct the Standing Committee on Procedure and
House Affairs to study how members could fulfill their parliamen‐
tary duties while the House was adjourned during the pandemic.

The committee undertook two thoughtful studies on this issue. In
its second report, the committee recommended a detailed set of
standing order amendments that would codify procedure for hybrid
sittings and remote electronic voting. The committee also proposed
guidance for the development, testing and implementation of a re‐
mote electronic voting application. The committee's reports provid‐
ed valuable guidance to the House and to House administration in
implementing a hybrid sitting approach in September 2020.

I want to stress this point. The motion does not propose anything
new. During the last Parliament, in the face of an unprecedented
public health crisis, the House adopted creative and innovative
ways to debate, transact business and make decisions using a hy‐
brid approach. From September 2020 to June 2021, the House sat
with members in the chamber and members participating remotely.
All regular business of the House was conducted, including consid‐
eration of government legislation and private members' business.

During this time, 19 government bills received royal assent. This
legislation has a real impact on the lives of Canadians. For exam‐
ple, Bill C-4 created three new temporary recovery benefits to sup‐
port Canadians who were unable to work because of COVID-19.
Bill C-9 put in place targeted support to help businesses with emer‐
gency rent and wage subsidies. I hope members will come together
to support the important economic measures that the government is
proposing in Bill C-2 to address the current phase of the pandemic.

Regarding private members' business, six private members' bills
received royal assent and six private members' motions were adopt‐
ed during hybrid sittings. This success shows that it is possible to
consider legislation and other important matters in a hybrid ap‐
proach.
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● (1300)

[Translation]

A hybrid parliament would also allow for better work-life bal‐
ance, especially for members with young children. During the de‐
bates on the Standing Orders and House procedure in February
2021, several members from different parties mentioned the impor‐
tance of work-life balance. Several members also noted that the hy‐
brid Parliament and electronic voting made it easier for them to
juggle their various responsibilities during the 43rd Parliament. Al‐
lowing members to choose whether to take part in House proceed‐
ings in person or remotely would make it easier for them to balance
their responsibilities at home and at work.

[English]

I certainly hope that all members of the House will pass this rea‐
sonable motion so that we can do our work in a safe way for our
constituents.

Ms. Melissa Lantsman (Thornhill, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is an
honour to stand in the House. It has been a mere few days for me as
a newly elected member. I was sent to this place to get to work, not
to debate the desire to hide in a basement. It was hugs on the other
side on Monday, and we are debating hiding on Thursday.

How is it that the Prime Minister can call an election, criss-cross
the country, campaign in hospitals and gallivant around Scotland
with a delegation of hundreds at COP26? Why is it that 18,000 peo‐
ple can go see the Toronto Raptors win and the government cannot
agree to have 338 members in the House? How does the member
explain this to the good people of Ottawa West—Nepean, who sent
her here?

Ms. Anita Vandenbeld: Mr. Speaker, I have been in this House
for six years, and I know that members in this House work hard ev‐
ery day. I find it both insulting and disingenuous that the member
opposite would accuse any of us of wanting to hide in basements
simply because we want to maintain public health measures. We
need the flexibility in this place to make sure that we ourselves are
not becoming vectors of the virus.

My riding is here in Ottawa. My constituents are working in the
restaurants. They are the bus drivers and others. We are coming
here from 338 ridings. I heard members on the other side suggest
that members come in sick. I do not think there is a workplace in
this country where employers would encourage their workers to
come in sick. This could potentially spread the virus to those who
work on the Hill and to my constituents working in downtown Ot‐
tawa.

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, I congratulate you on your new role, and I congratulate the
member for Ottawa West—Nepean on her victory.

To me, this debate is very much about the role of technology, not
just now but throughout history, in allowing societies to be more
productive and work in a safer way. I see the fact that we can use
video conferencing as a way to continue to do our very important
work but in a safer way. I think that all governments are encourag‐
ing employees, whether they work in offices or factories, to use
technology, if they can, to work in a safer way.

Would the member not agree that the advent of video conferenc‐
ing technology has, in many ways, not only allowed us to work
more safely but also expanded the privilege of members? We know
that some members might be absent for personal reasons. Perhaps
they are ill, or they have an ill family member. Now they could
continue to participate, whereas before they could not come here to
speak and vote.

● (1305)

Ms. Anita Vandenbeld: Mr. Speaker, I could not agree more
with my hon. colleague. The one thing that is absolutely vital about
democratic institutions is resilience and the ability to modify and
adapt to changing circumstances. Institutions, by their nature, need
to reflect and adapt to the current environment they we are in, in
order to serve Canadians.

My hon. colleague is absolutely right. The use of technology has
provided a level of flexibility that serves Canadians even better.

[Translation]

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou,
BQ): Mr. Speaker, congratulations on your new position.

First, I would like to thank all the people of Abitibi—Baie-
James—Nunavik—Eeyou, who elected me to this 44th Parliament
and to a second term.

Let us be honest. There is a double standard in Parliament. We
bicker and we talk incessantly. I think it is important to remember
that we went out on the campaign trail when we did not want to.
We stood before our constituents. We are all double-vaccinated.
There were some interpretation issues.

The scientists speak for us. We are certainly responsible and
must follow public health guidelines. Moreover, our position is
aligned with public health measures, as I said before. I also have to
say that we are using common sense.

Why has something smelled fishy since June?

Ms. Anita Vandenbeld: Mr. Speaker, our main responsibility
here in the House is to protect Canadians and their health. We need
to keep that in mind in everything we do.

Ms. Rachel Bendayan (Outremont, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this is
the first time that I have had the opportunity to stand in the House
in this new Parliament. I will therefore take a minute to thank the
voters of Outremont, Côte-des-Neiges and Mile-End for their re‐
newed trust.

My constituents sent me here with a clear message. They want to
see progress in the fight against climate change, and they hope that
the housing crisis will be resolved, that gun control measures will
be strengthened and that the economic recovery will be strong,
green and fair. I am eager to start work on these issues.
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[English]

As this is my first time rising in this chamber in this new Parlia‐
ment, I would like to take a moment to thank my family, particular‐
ly my husband for his incredible support, as he is back home in
Outremont with our young daughter so I can be here in Ottawa. I
would also like to thank all of my volunteers and supporters, in ad‐
dition to, of course, all of the voters in Outremont, Côte-des-Neiges
and Mile End for their renewed trust and confidence in what was
my third election in two and a half years. I will tell them, as well as
all of my colleagues in the House, that I am just getting started
here.

[Translation]

I am pleased to comment today on this motion to allow Parlia‐
ment to operate using a hybrid format. As many people have men‐
tioned, the pandemic is not over yet, and we need the flexibility that
a hybrid system would provide. This system works. Our adaptabili‐
ty and ability to leverage new technologies enabled us to truly
transform the way we carry out our parliamentary duties.

The hybrid Parliament allowed us to fulfill our obligations to‐
ward Canadians as elected officials, while protecting our colleagues
and support staff.

I must admit that I am disappointed that the parties in the House
were unable to reach an agreement on how we could adapt our pro‐
cedures for this new session. I hope that we will be able to reach a
consensus in the House to reinstate a hybrid system.

With this in mind, I would like to point out that the motion be‐
fore us today would allow all members to decide whether to take
part in proceedings of the House in person or by video conference.
Each member would get to choose for themselves, and that is a
very important point for me.
● (1310)

[English]

The proposal that is on the table does not prevent any member in
this House from being here in person to take their seat, nor does it
dictate when or how members can participate in the deliberations of
this chamber. Members have the choice of participating in person if
they wish. Giving maximum flexibility within the parameters of the
public safety regulations that will be enforced is what this motion is
all about.

This is important for me, as I know it is for other colleagues. Our
ability to stand in this chamber to speak on behalf of our con‐
stituents is critical to me and to others, and it is entirely protected
by the proposal put forward in this motion. What is also protected
is the ability of members who may be symptomatic, or sick, or even
members who were in contact with someone with COVID-19 and
therefore need to isolate, to continue doing the job of representing
their constituents and having the opportunity to vote and make their
voice heard.

What I think I have been hearing from some of my Conservative
friends is that, if I get a notice on my COVID-19 alert app saying
that I have been in contact with COVID-19, then I cannot vote.
That is ridiculous. I should always, always be able to vote. I should

not be denied the opportunity of casting my vote on behalf of the
constituents that sent me there.

I believe those Conservatives speaking out against this motion
are actually arguing that we need to limit the ability of members
from participating in Parliament and doing our job. I ask them this:
Why?

There is a way to ensure that through a hybrid formula, a virtual
option, all of us can do the job of representing our communities.
Why do they wish to deny that of me and other members? I do not
know.

Nothing in this motion prevents us from interacting in this place
in person, absolutely nothing. The motion simply provides the op‐
portunity to those who cannot be here in person to continue doing
their jobs, which is what Canadians have sent us here to do: our
jobs.

[Translation]

As we know, the motion before us today provides that those who
take part virtually will be counted for the purpose of quorum.

The motion also provides for changes to the Standing Orders to
take virtual participation into account. For example, all references
in the Standing Orders relating to certain requirements, such as the
need for members to rise when speaking or to be in their place in
the House, will be changed to take the virtual nature of the proceed‐
ings into account.

The motion also allows documents to be tabled or presented to
the House electronically, and that is a good thing.

In the current circumstances, we must be innovative and flexible
to continue to represent our fellow citizens as safely as possible.
That is one of the reasons for this motion to create a hybrid Parlia‐
ment.

[English]

I would now like to address the issue of safety and security, and I
do not bring this up in the context of my own safety. I recognize
that I have been sitting in this chamber of 338 seats. I also recog‐
nize, as is quite obvious to everyone now, that when we rise to
speak, we take off our masks. However, what concerns me is not
my own health but that we are each, as leaders of our communities
right across the country, travelling back and forth to our constituen‐
cies.

We will go back to meet with and serve the people we represent
this weekend. There will be the people we see at spaghetti dinners
and the children at the community fairs. Those are the people who
sent us here, and there is nothing more important to me than pro‐
tecting them. When I hear that many, possible dozens as we do not
know, Conservatives appear to have exemptions allowing them not
to prove their vaccination status, I wonder what higher principle
they are defending.
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We know that only about 0.001% of people are expected to re‐

quire a medical exemption from vaccination. That is what the sci‐
ence says. Therefore, I question what is going on here. Are those
Conservative members fighting for an issue of personal freedom
over the collective well-being? If that is the case, let us address that
debate head on and not mask it, if members will permit the expres‐
sion, with debate on whether the option of participating virtually in
order to vote means that we are doing our job.

While I am, like many Canadians, happy to return to restaurants
after showing proof of vaccination, and I encourage everyone lis‐
tening to support our small businesses and our hospitality sector,
and while I, like many Canadians, am happy to get back to work in
person to see my colleagues and do the work that we know often
needs to be done in person, I also want to ensure that we are not
vectors for the spread of this disease to different regions of our
country. We can do that most effectively by ensuring that there is,
first and foremost, a strict vaccine mandate for those entering this
chamber and also by providing options that would allow members
to do their job from outside this chamber if they are experiencing
symptoms or if they have been in contact with COVID.
● (1315)

[Translation]

The vaccination debate is polarizing, I know. We are all free to
make choices, including personal choices about our health. Howev‐
er, some choices are simply unacceptable, like refusing to show
proof of vaccination to enter the House alongside almost 400 peo‐
ple from around the country who are in contact with many other
people.
[English]

Mrs. Karen Vecchio (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I thank the member very much for providing her uptake
on this.

To me, as I look at everybody in the chamber, we have met that
benchmark. We have been told to do this or to do that. I am fully
vaccinated. I have members within my own family who I have to
ensure will be safe. However, when I am really concerned after be‐
ing out, after a couple of days, I might do a rapid test. This is some‐
thing we are asking of people who come here with these medical
exemptions. We are asking that they have to test, and they are doing
it. I am very concerned with the idea that members are talking
about being able to have everybody here. I think that is very unfair.

As a mother, and I know that the member is very proud to be a
mother, I go out grocery shopping, and people do not have to be
vaccinated there. Those are different things that we need to think
about. We need to be safe, but we need to work, and we need be
accountable. After 73 hours of filibuster, I do not think we are get‐
ting the work done this way. I am hoping the member can answer
why it is safe to go grocery shopping but not to work here.

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Mr. Speaker, in fact, what I am arguing
is that I would like to ensure that all 338 members can work all of
the time. If, when I go grocery shopping, as the member pointed
out, with others who are perhaps not vaccinated, and my COVID
alert app tells me I have been in contact with COVID, I should be
allowed to vote. However, without passing the motion that is cur‐
rently before this chamber, that is not a possibility.

[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, let us be clear. If the system proposed by the Liberals and,
incidentally, the NDP, were a good one where everything worked
perfectly, we would not be opposing it.

Unfortunately, it has had a negative impact on my work. There
were countless technical problems in committee and, once again, it
was the francophones who paid the price. I find it unfortunate that
my francophone colleagues in the NDP and the Liberal Party are
not making an effort to defend the French language.

We wasted time in committee. In a hybrid Parliament, I could not
have discussions in the hallway like I did earlier, when I explained
my point of view to the leader of the NDP in the lobby. Right now,
this way of doing things is having a negative impact on our work. I
would agree to this proposal if I could be sure my work would not
suffer, but that is not the case.

Does my hon. colleague think that the right thing to do is to al‐
low our work to suffer the consequences of the Liberal Party's pro‐
posal?

● (1320)

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague. I be‐
lieve that he is asking a very important issue about the functioning
of our hybrid system.

Of course, in our last mandate, we were all in virtual mode. Per‐
sonally, I hope that there will be more than 300 members, even 338,
in the House. However, I would like to make one thing clear.

If someone cannot be in the House because they have symptoms
or were in contact with someone with COVID-19, they must be
able to continue carrying out their parliamentary duties and to vote.
It is very important that we ensure they can do so.

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague from Outremont for her
intervention and speech. I am still a little surprised to see the Bloc
Québécois joining hands with the Conservative Party.

It seems to me that by default the majority of members should be
in the House to do their job. However, why not keep this option of
a hybrid Parliament?

People could work from home, as we have for a year and a half.
We adapted, society adapted. There is now a fourth wave in Que‐
bec; there were 900 new cases yesterday and more than 5 deaths.
We must continue to be prudent and thus keep this option.

What is my colleague's explanation? Why are the Bloc
Québécois members rejecting this option?
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If we must help interpreters with the French fact, the Bloc mem‐

bers need only propose that more resources be allocated to interpre‐
tation services.

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to have found
common ground with my colleague from Rosemont—La Petite‑Pa‐
trie.

I commend the Bloc's proposal to perhaps find more resources
for the interpreters to ensure that everyone can understand and hear
each other in both official languages.

The Deputy Speaker: Resuming debate. The hon. member for
Mégantic—L'Érable.

Mr. Luc Berthold (Mégantic—L'Érable, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
will be sharing my time with the member for Selkirk—Interlake—
Eastman.

As this is my first opportunity to rise in the House, I will take a
moment to thank the constituents of Mégantic—L'Érable for their
support, the volunteers, and everyone who worked on the last elec‐
tion campaign. I am very proud to represent them in the House, in
this chamber where so many things have happened over the past
few years. I owe it all to them. I thank them very much.

We are gathered here today to discuss something very important,
but we are also talking about something else that should have been
left off the agenda. We are talking about the possibility of having a
hybrid Parliament. The government chose to discuss this motion, in
one of its first acts, by muzzling the opposition parties who want to
discuss the best way to hold hybrid sittings and act for the people of
Mégantic—L’Érable and all the other ridings.

The Liberal government chose to limit debate on its very first
motion. That gives us an idea of what to expect in the coming
weeks and months. It is all hypocrisy, with the speeches we have
heard from a number government members since this morning, and
especially from the government House leader. I will get back to this
later.

It is pretty much the same thing with the NDP, who chose to sup‐
port the Liberals in this closure motion. To a lesser extent, it is the
same with the Bloc Québécois. At least the Bloc Québécois mem‐
bers agree that we should continue to be physically present in the
House.

I will get back to this morning’s comments by the government
House leader. He was very eloquent, very loquacious, and especial‐
ly very much the political hack. I do not know how many times he
repeated that the Liberals are eager to get back to work. However,
at the first opportunity, as I mentioned, they imposed closure on an
opportunity to get to work to ensure that Canadians across the
country have a voice in the House.

In his speech, the government leader wondered why the official
opposition would refuse to give its unconditional consent for a hy‐
brid parliament until June 2022, as we did the first time. The oppo‐
sition is not the reason and that is not where the answer lies. If we
do not consent, the government leader should rather look to his own
side of the aisle. He should look around him to understand why the
Conservatives cannot give their consent to today’s motion, why
they cannot blindly trust the government.

We want to talk about inflation, the labour shortage, the econom‐
ic recovery, or the cost of living, which is rising at an alarming rate.
We also want to hold the government to account for the CanSino
agreement that deprived Canadians of the vaccine at the start of the
pandemic, when they really needed it, for the lab in Winnipeg and
the government’s deliberate decision to keep important information
from Canadians, and for the decision to trigger an election in the
middle of a pandemic, an election that nobody wanted and that
clearly showed that the Prime Minister is completely disconnected
from what Canadians really want.

When he called the election, the Prime Minister even said that
this would be the most important election since World War II. He
was certain he would win a majority government. Otherwise, he
would not have called an election. I can imagine the Prime Minister
picturing himself winning the most important election in Canada's
history. He gambled and lost. We still have a minority government,
and Parliament has barely changed, except for a few nice surprises:
some eager new Conservative members have joined us and are now
here in the House.

● (1325)

This morning, the government House leader was getting melo‐
dramatic, saying that, by refusing to support this motion, the oppo‐
sition was preventing Parliament from resuming its activities by de‐
laying it by a day.

How much time did it take for the Prime Minister to recall Par‐
liament after his failed bid to seize full control of the House? How
long did it take before he met with members of his own caucus?
One thing is certain: it took him far less time to organize a couple
of days of surfing in Tofino. It took more than two months before
the Prime Minister deigned to recall the House, two months after an
election that nobody wanted but that was so important to him. To‐
day, the Liberals are trying to make Canadians believe that time is
short. I have never seen anyone so good at talking out of both sides
of their mouths.

I would like to tell Canadians what went on in the House in the
final months of the 43rd Parliament. When members were allowed
to attend in person, in numbers set by the parties and the House in
accordance with all public health guidelines, which parties showed
up to represent their constituents? Which members came to the
House in person? Which ministers looked the opposition parties in
the eye and answered their valid questions?

I was sitting over here, and I asked questions every time the rules
allowed me to. I asked questions about WE Charity, the Lac-
Mégantic bypass and the labour shortage. We were used to hearing
ministers read prepared answers, but what we saw during that peri‐
od was worse than ever. The Prime Minister's lines came in so fast,
it felt like the ministers were receiving their answers by email on
their computers.
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I sat here as often as the rules allowed, as often as the House

wanted, and I noticed just how much the Liberals, by which I mean
all of them, not just the members and ministers, preferred to stay in
the comfort of their own home or even their office on the Hill a few
feet away rather than enter the hallowed walls of this House.

The leaders had decided how many members of each party could
sit here safely. We followed the rules to the letter. We were allowed
about 20 members on this side. On the other side of the aisle, they
were allowed about 30. Each time I came, I took the time to see
whether people were following the rules. I would start by looking at
the Liberal benches and counting the empty seats—
● (1330)

The Deputy Speaker: The member for Glengarry—Prescott—
Russell on a point of order.

Mr. Francis Drouin (Glengarry—Prescott—Russell, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, congratulations on your election.

The member opposite rose earlier to drive home the fact that we
cannot make reference to a member's presence or absence in the
House, yet he is doing just that right now. I would ask him to with‐
draw his comments.

Mr. Luc Berthold: Mr. Speaker, in response to this point of or‐
der, I was not referring to any one member in particular but to all of
the empty seats on the other side of the House. There is only one
seat that was not empty and has not been for a long time, and I was
happy to see that.

I did the same thing with the ministers, but I will not repeat what
I said to avoid another point of order. However, I can say that the
number was not one. It was zero. There was nobody here to look
me in the eye and answer my questions. The ministers chose to re‐
spond on screen. They chose to answer on camera instead of look‐
ing me in the eye and answering my questions.

We are here to discuss a hybrid Parliament, and it is important to
raise that issue. Today, the Leader of the Government in the House
told us that, by some miracle, the ministers will be here and will an‐
swer our questions, and members have repeated that. However, the
ministers could have been doing that for months now, but they have
not done so. They have not shown up at all to answer the opposition
members' questions. How can we trust them now?

The Prime Minister clearly likes crowds. People like asking the
Prime Minister questions. However, do my colleagues honestly be‐
lieve that the Prime Minister will show up in the House to answer
questions at any time other than Wednesday without his scrum of
supporters right behind him?

All members have the right to ask questions and to expect mean‐
ingful answers for their constituents. That is why, as the member
for Mégantic—L'Érable, I will be here. I hope that all my col‐
leagues, whatever their riding across the country, will follow my
lead and want to show up on site, take their seats, and stand up for
their constituents.

[English]
The Deputy Speaker: I have a quick comment on the point of

order. I want to ensure that we all remember that we cannot do

something indirectly that we cannot do directly. We cannot infer
things that we are not allowed to infer.

The hon. member for Kingston and the Islands.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I am absolutely perplexed by the last comments of the
member. We would think he had not been here.

The Prime Minister was here answering questions for about four
months without anybody behind him. Why would the member sug‐
gest that the Prime Minister will not come here, when he knows, to
their own claim, that the Prime Minister was the only one who was
physically present in the House?

Is the member aware of that or was he not working during that
time? We were doing important work even though a lot of it was
virtual. Perhaps the member was not doing anything and that is why
he was not aware of the fact that the Prime Minister had actually
been here participating and answering questions from this very
chamber.

[Translation]

Mr. Luc Berthold: Mr. Speaker, I would just like to reiterate
that, much like we cannot talk about members being absent from
the House, we also cannot talk about members being present. I
want to point that out to my hon. colleague. If the Liberals are go‐
ing to feed us that line, two can play at that game.

The most important thing to remember is that we have a unique
opportunity right now to be here in the House to stand up for our
constituents. I feel that is what people expect of us.

In the last election campaign, I did not meet a single constituent
who congratulated me because I looked good on screen when I
wanted to represent them. What people want is for me to be here in
the House with my colleagues so that I can ask questions and, most
importantly, make progress on my constituents' concerns.

● (1335)

[English]

Ms. Heather McPherson (Edmonton Strathcona, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I do have some concerns. The member spoke about not
working when we are actually online. During the beginning of this
pandemic, we did have to be online to work. It was very important.
I am very proud to say that I attended 100% of the online sessions
of this place. I do know that many of my Alberta colleagues did
not. In fact, some of them attended none.

I wonder if the member's actual concern is that his colleagues
may not show up for work if we have an online session.
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[Translation]

Mr. Luc Berthold: Mr. Speaker, I am very proud to say that my
colleagues were there at every session we had the opportunity to at‐
tend in the House, whether they were from British Columbia, Al‐
berta, Quebec or Ontario.

When we had the chance to be in the House to speak on behalf of
our constituents, we flew or drove so that we could come and do
our work where it should be done, in the House of Commons.

Mr. Denis Trudel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, BQ): Mr. Speak‐
er, one thing has struck me since this morning and since we have
been discussing this matter. It is the approach of the Liberal Party's
farm team, meaning the NDP. Instead of attacking the government,
the NDP is attacking the second opposition, the Bloc Québécois.
That is quite something.

I wonder if this is not somewhat related to the fact that the for‐
mer member for Longueuil—Saint‑Hubert, Pierre Nantel, recently
ran for a pro-independence party in Quebec City, namely, the Parti
Québécois.

During his press conference, which I attended, Pierre Nantel said
that for eight years, he had been a member of a party, the NDP. He
said that he had worked hard to change legislation on the environ‐
ment, the French language and culture, and that it had not worked.
He went on to say that for eight years, he tested the system, Parlia‐
ment and Canada and that on all these issues, there was only one
answer: Quebec independence.

The question I want to ask my colleague is this: What does he
think about the alliance between the Liberal Party and the AAA
Midget team, in other words, the NDP?

Mr. Luc Berthold: Mr. Speaker, it is moments like these that
make the House so dynamic: seeing colleagues debate back and
forth, since we each have different interests to defend.

I certainly do not share my colleague's desire for independence.
However, I too can see that there is a coalition. I would not go so
far as to call the New Democrats “midgets”, but there is a fairly ob‐
vious coalition between them and the Liberal Party.
[English]

Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake—Eastman, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, it is an honour to rise for the first time in the 44th Parlia‐
ment. I want to congratulate you for your ascension to such a great
chair and presiding over these important meetings. I also want to
thank all the voters back in Selkirk—Interlake—Eastman for
putting their trust in me for the seventh time. I thank my family
and, of course, all the great volunteers who worked tirelessly on our
campaign.

This is such an important debate. The idea that again the Liber‐
als, with the NDP, want to go back into their basements and Zoom
Parliament is so disheartening. As someone who has been in the
chamber since 2004, it is important that we have the opportunity to
look each other in the eye, to carry on these discussions, to be em‐
pathetic and to read the room.

We cannot do that when we are sitting in a Zoom call. We cannot
do that when people are shutting off their cameras and wandering
away from the computer. They are not able to see every member in

the House. Nor do they have the ability to have the sidebar conver‐
sations with their colleagues on both sides of the aisle, with all par‐
ties.

For all the newly elected MPs sitting in the Liberal caucus right
now, as well as our own MPs who were just elected, some of the
most important work they will ever do for their constituents is by
having the opportunity to approach the ministers right in the cham‐
ber, to pass them a letter from a constituent, to sit down and talk
about a problem with an infrastructure project that may be under
way in their riding or to talk about refugee files and immigration
cases directly with the minister or the parliamentary secretary.
When we try to do that on Zoom, people are just too busy and shut
off the camera or mute their microphones.

That is not the way Parliament is meant to work. If we respect
this institution, we will do what the people elected us to do in all
338 ridings. That means taking our place in the chamber, in our
seats, and advocating for them publicly in this forum or in private
sidebar conversations we can have in the chamber, in the lobbies or
in the committee room.

One of the reasons the Liberals want to close down Parliament to
in-person sittings is that it works so well for them to be non-trans‐
parent and not to be held accountable. A case in point is what hap‐
pened to the Standing Committee on National Defence, which, in
the last Parliament, was doing a study into sexual misconduct with‐
in the Canadian Armed Forces by former chiefs of the defence
staff. The Liberals were able to use the argument that there were
not enough House resources for the committees to keep meeting,
and would suspend meetings indefinitely. They never had the abili‐
ty to adjourn a meeting because they did not have consent, so chairs
were instructed by the Liberal whip to just suspend, and the Liber‐
als would leave the room.

When we had reports to write, when there were witnesses to be
called, the Liberals would suspend the meetings indefinitely. Meet‐
ing 26 of the Standing Committee on National Defence was sus‐
pended from April 19 to April 23. It was the same meeting running
over all those days. Meeting 28 was suspended from April 30 to
May 7. Then they realized this was working so well that meeting
32, when we were trying to draft the report to come back to the
House on how to deal with sexual misconduct within the Canadian
Armed Forces, the Liberals filibustered committees and suspended
meetings endlessly from May 21 to June 21. There were 21 sitting
days, 505 hours of filibuster, and there was no report to table in the
chamber. That is not only a failure of our democracy; it is a failure
to the brave women and men who serve in our Canadian Armed
Forces. We could not even get a report tabled in the House. That is
not how Parliament is meant to work.
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If there are going to be difficult conversations, then let us have
those difficult conversations in committee. If that means commit‐
tees are sitting for hours on end because of procedural moves that
members will take, both in government and in opposition parties, to
filibuster, let them talk it out. At some point in time a decision will
be made. However, to use technology and the argument of the lack
of resources from the House of Commons is no way to conduct the
business of the people of Canada.

I know it is great to be at home with our families. It is great that
while we are there, we can be a little more in touch with our con‐
stituents. However, during COVID there were not as many activi‐
ties and events to attend. Some of that is starting to come alive
again.

When we were door knocking, canvassing our constituents and
asking for their support, they were not saying they wanted us to be
at the Rotary club breakfast or to stop by the legion for the meat
draw. It is great that we can do those things, but our constituents
have elected us to be here.

Again, it comes down to this being all about the Liberals trying
to cover up, not to be held to account and us not having the ability
to interact with cabinet. One of the great things in our Westminster
system is that the executive branch of government sits in the House
of Commons with the legislators.

An hon. member: Not anymore.

Mr. James Bezan: No, not anymore, because the Prime Minis‐
ter, who definitely does not like coming here, and it is debatable
whether he even likes his job anymore, is trying to avoid listening
to all the voices in the chamber rather than just who sits at the cabi‐
net table.

It is so disheartening to see the New Democrats being the en‐
ablers. If NDP members are going to sit here and take their orders
from the Liberal whip and House leader instead of standing up and
being independent members, then maybe they should be telling all
their constituents back home to vote for a Liberal instead of an
NDP member. The Conservatives will be more than happy to put
forward strong Conservative candidates in those ridings next time
around, who want to be here, who want to serve the people and
who want to carry forward the constituents' voices and the issues
they need addressed in the chamber.

We can see the Liberals coaching the NDP members. It is great
that their coalition is working so well and that they get along like
that.

We are here to carry forward the voices of the people who elect‐
ed us. We are here to protect this institution, which should be trea‐
sured by each and every one of us. While sitting in our basements
and home offices, turning off the camera, turning it back on when
we want and using the voting app might be convenient, that is not
how democracy works. That is not how Canadians expect us to be.
They are generous and charitable in how much we are remunerated
for this job and they expect us to do the hard work, which requires
us to be in our seats representing their views, their values and the
important things in our ridings.

● (1345)

Mr. Kody Blois (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I have a
couple of points of clarification before I get to my question. One is
that I do want to be here, but I want to ensure that the privileges of
parliamentarians are extended in cases that they need to be. Second,
the member for Mégantic—L'Érable who spoke previously poked
fun at some of the ministers' responses to the questions they had to
get by email. I sit on this side of the House and I think Canadians
liked and were fine with the answers the ministers provided.

What about a situation where the Minister of Finance, the Minis‐
ter of Immigration, the Prime Minister or our frontbench had expo‐
sure to COVID? By the Conservatives not allowing a virtual hybrid
Parliament, are they not denying the accountability that they seem
to want? I want to hear from the Minister of Finance when she an‐
swers questions, but we need to have that in case something, God
forbid, does happen.

Mr. James Bezan: Mr. Speaker, the Westminster parliamentary
system has survived for centuries. It has survived here with in-per‐
son sittings through pandemics, like the Spanish flu and SARS.
Even if we have a situation where members of Parliament and cabi‐
net ministers become ill, there is an age-old tradition called pairing
that we could implement. We have parliamentary secretaries who
can answer on behalf of ministers. We have ministers who can car‐
ry on with other portfolios in the short term for ministers who have
to take a leave because of personal health reasons, which could in‐
clude COVID. That is not a reason for shutting down the way
democracy is supposed to work.

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
I apologize to my colleague from Selkirk—Interlake—Eastman that
so many people have made this point in the House, but I want to
put it to him so that he can check with the hon. member for Central
Okanagan—Similkameen—Nicola. The Glasgow conference was
not a hobnobbing event, nor did we rub shoulders. We were re‐
quired not only to be double vaccinated, but also to take a daily
COVID test to provide proof to the National Health Service before
being admitted to the building, where we had to remain masked and
were not allowed to fill plenary sessions. We were kept to a mini‐
mum number of people and worked at a distance in very unpleasant
working conditions.

As I said, his hard-working colleague, the hon. member for Cen‐
tral Okanagan—Similkameen—Nicola, attended for the whole two
weeks and I think will verify what I have said.
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Mr. James Bezan: Mr. Speaker, we know for a fact that the peo‐
ple of Glasgow were quite concerned that not all countries required
participants to be double vaccinated. They may have been testing
daily with rapid tests, which is something we could do here quite
easily, even for those of us who are vaccinated, but there is no rea‐
son we need to be doing things differently here.

If people can show up in the thousands in Glasgow and people
can show up at football stadiums and hockey arenas, why can we
not be sitting in this chamber? It is completely baffling to most
Canadians to see the Liberals and the NDP arguing against having
in-person sessions.
[Translation]

Mrs. Caroline Desbiens (Beauport—Côte-de-Beaupré—Île
d'Orléans—Charlevoix, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I would like to engage
with my colleague from the Conservative Party and insist that sci‐
ence must dominate all our considerations. There is a new wave on
the horizon and a third dose of the vaccine may be necessary. In
Parliament, I think we can come to an agreement on appropriate
measures so we can meet in person.

I would like to know if my colleague believes that a third dose
could provide the ideal solution for this Parliament.
[English]

Mr. James Bezan: Mr. Speaker, I can say that my wife, who is a
nurse, is scheduled to have her third shot of Pfizer. In Manitoba, I
will have the opportunity in the new year to get my third short of
Moderna. There are great opportunities for all of us. We could ad‐
minister some of those vaccinations here in Parliament. In the past,
we have offered the flu shot in Parliament to all members. All we
had to do was walk across the hall, go into one of the side rooms
and one of the nurses would be there to give us a vaccination.

There are advantages to being here and allowing us to be at the
same level of protection. Many of us want to make sure that we are
taking all the proper precautions to protect each and every one of
us.
[Translation]

Mr. Kody Blois (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this morn‐
ing I will be sharing my time with my hon. colleague from
Sackville—Preston—Chezzetcook.

I will begin by taking a moment to congratulate you on your ap‐
pointment to the chair, Mr. Speaker. It is good to see a fellow Nova
Scotian in the chair. I wish you good luck for the day ahead.

I also want to take this opportunity to thank all the staff and peo‐
ple involved who allowed parliamentarians to participate in the
43rd Parliament. I want to thank the interpreters in particular, espe‐
cially now, as I know my French is far from perfect.

Today we are here to talk about government Motion No. 1 to cre‐
ate a hybrid Parliament.

I had the privilege of sitting in the House for the first time after
the 2019 election. I had roughly 12 weeks of parliamentary sittings
before the world changed completely. I remember taking the plane
home on March 12, 2020, and we were thinking this might last two

weeks. Of course the situation was far more serious than we
thought. The Atlantic provinces restricted travel and ended up cre‐
ating the Atlantic bubble. I had to quarantine for two weeks to
come back and take my seat in the House of Commons.

The hybrid Parliament system allowed me to do my job when I
otherwise would not have been able to. Would I rather have been in
Ottawa in person? Absolutely, but the circumstances forced us to
work remotely. Although it sometimes felt isolating, I think we all
need to remember that we were privileged to have been able to
work remotely.

● (1355)

[English]

When I look at this motion, I truly believe that it is reasonable.
Let us identify some of the realities of where we are today.

COVID is still prevalent. We are still in the midst of a global
pandemic. The United Kingdom, just three days ago, reported over
40,000 cases on that day alone. We see in Europe that in some situ‐
ations there is truly a fifth wave occurring right now and variants
remain a challenge.

While we are in a different situation than we were over a year
ago and members of the House are able to gather, the reality is that
provincial and territorial health protocols still dictate that if an indi‐
vidual is exposed to COVID or contracts COVID, they are required
to isolate for two weeks. This motion at its fundamental core is
about allowing individual parliamentary privilege.

I have had the opportunity to be here all morning to talk about
this motion, and I stress this point to my colleagues: I want to be
here in person in Ottawa. I will commit publicly that I will be here
in Ottawa. However, what if something arises, like my fiancée is
exposed? I mentioned to my colleagues that she is a lawyer in Hali‐
fax. She works with her colleagues. What if one of them is exposed
and she is required to self-isolate? Do I want to potentially bring
COVID back to my colleagues as we sit shoulder to shoulder in the
House? I would like for my colleagues not to be exposed to
COVID-19, although my preference, of course, is to be here.

Today, the Conservatives seem to be talking a lot about account‐
ability. I just asked a member opposite about those in our front
bench, such as the Prime Minister, the Deputy Prime Minister and
Minister of Finance and the Minister of Foreign Affairs. I want to
hear from them. If members have questions, I want to hear the min‐
isters respond. They will have the opportunity, if God forbid they
are exposed to COVID, to be able to do so virtually. Otherwise they
would not be able to participate.

Right now the member for Beauce has been exposed to
COVID-19 and is unable to join us. That is a sin. He should have
that opportunity, and that is exactly what this motion seeks to do.
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There has also been a lot of talk about the work of members of

Parliament. As I mentioned earlier in my speech, I had 12 weeks
before the world changed and the parliamentary precinct as we
knew it had become fundamentally different. If members look at
the Hansard record or the committee evidence, they will see that I
was absolutely working, as were all of my colleagues on this side
of the House and indeed, I presume, on the other side of the House.
However, it was done in a virtual manner.

Do I take the point raised by some of my colleagues in the debate
here that there is a benefit to being together? Absolutely; I do not
disagree. However, why is there such a restraint on the other side of
the House to allow flexibility, given the fact that we are still in the
midst of a pandemic? I look around and see masks everywhere,
which is a sign that we still have to protect one another against
COVID-19, so I have real difficulty in understanding why there is
such hesitation on the side opposite.

[Translation]

I am proud to be the chair of the Liberal rural caucus. There is
one very important part of this motion about holding votes at spe‐
cific times in the week, but I have not heard much talk about it.
Many of our colleagues from rural regions do not have transporta‐
tion options to travel to Ottawa. Not only are these provisions fair
and equitable for them, but they are also reasonable for all mem‐
bers.

● (1400)

[English]

I had the opportunity to speak to the Minister of National Rev‐
enue this week, who is also the member of Parliament for
Gaspésie—Les Îles-de-la-Madeleine. It is quite a struggle for the
hon. member to get to Ottawa. She is dedicated and will be here,
but she does not have the ability get here by plane the same way.
She has to go from her riding to Quebec City to Montreal and then
to Ottawa. Members like her need to have the ability to participate.

I see I am coming to the end of my time. I look forward to con‐
tinuing this after members' statements.

* * *

COMMISSIONER OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND
SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

The Speaker: Before we continue, it is my duty to lay upon the
table, pursuant to subsection 23(5) of the Auditor General Act, the
fall 2021 reports of the Commissioner of the Environment and Sus‐
tainable Development.

[Translation]

Pursuant to Standing Order 32(5), these reports are deemed per‐
manently referred to the Standing Committee on Environment and
Sustainable Development.

STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS
[English]

COLD WAR VETERANS
Ms. Pam Damoff (Oakville North—Burlington, Lib.): Mr.

Speaker, every Remembrance Day, we honour those who fought for
our freedom at home and abroad in times of war, military conflict
and peace. However, many veterans of the Cold War, which domi‐
nated global relations from the end of World War II to the fall of the
Berlin Wall in 1989, often feel their vital role in national security is
overlooked. That is why this November I want to thank my con‐
stituent, Cape Bretoner-turned-Burlingtonian Patrick Ryan, and oth‐
ers like him who served in the Royal Canadian Air Force during the
Cold War.

During the Cold War, the former Soviet Union was a global
threat. Canadian Armed Forces members constantly guarded
against Soviet bombers and submarines that carried nuclear
weapons and probed our defences. Cold War vets protected our na‐
tion from imminent threats that many of us never even knew exist‐
ed.

I thank them for their service. Lest we forget.

* * *

NORTH OKANAGAN—SHUSWAP
Mr. Mel Arnold (North Okanagan—Shuswap, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, I am honoured to return to the House as the member for
North Okanagan—Shuswap, and I thank the voters, volunteers,
family and friends who supported me here as their voice. Like so
many British Columbians, my constituents have persevered through
the pandemic, wildfires and flooding that have ravaged our
province. Now more than ever, they need action and results and I
am here to be their voice.

Seniors are struggling with grocery and home heating costs while
the current government claws back their OAS benefits. Indigenous
communities need clean water and housing. We need resources for
mental health and overcoming addiction. Hard-working families
continue to face housing insecurity and mounting inflation. Work‐
ers need training opportunities, and employers need a government
that will work with them, not against them.

I am here to be the voice of all constituents of the North Okana‐
gan—Shuswap, and I will pressure the government to listen.

* * *

INDIGENOUS AFFAIRS
Mr. Yasir Naqvi (Ottawa Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I want to

use my first statement in the House to acknowledge that my chil‐
dren and I have the honour to live on the unceded territory of the
Algonquin Anishinabe people. It is our collective responsibility to
work closely with indigenous peoples in our communities and ad‐
vance reconciliation.
[Translation]

We have a responsibility to work with indigenous partners to‐
ward reconciliation.
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[English]

Whether their family came to this land six generations ago or
they are a recent immigrant, this is every person's responsibility as
a citizen.

As someone who has lived in Canada for 32 years and as a fa‐
ther, I recognize my duty every single day to seek out the truth, and
as a settler to learn from elders and work with indigenous leaders
and communities toward reconciliation.

Here in my riding of Ottawa Centre, there are local organizations
like the Tewegan youth housing, Gignul housing and Tungasuvvin‐
gat Inuit that are serving indigenous communities through access to
housing, vital resources and support. We have a lot more to do, but
I believe that Canadians are determined to walk the path toward
reconciliation.

In the words of Algonquin grandfather, the late Chief William
Commanda, “We must come together with one heart, one mind, one
love and one determination.”

* * *
● (1405)

[Translation]

QUEBEC FARMERS' UNION
Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Mr. Speaker,

on November 16, we learned that Martin Caron, a dairy farmer
from Louiseville who has been involved in the union for 35 years,
will officially become the new president of the Union des produc‐
teurs agricoles on December 2. I am therefore extremely proud to
tell you today that the next president of the UPA is a resident of
Berthier—Maskinongé and that his land is very close to my riding
office.

Mr. Caron is a man of conviction. I am sure that he will make a
difference. I want to extend my heartfelt congratulations to him. I
also want to acknowledge the extraordinary contribution of Mar‐
cel Groleau, who served as the president of the UPA for 10 years.
During that time, Mr. Groleau was able to make agricultural infor‐
mation more accessible to the general public and promote the inter‐
ests of farmers and, by extension, the interests of all citizens, since
we must always remember that we are nothing without agriculture.

Congratulations to them both and long live the agricultural com‐
munity.

* * *

HOCHELAGA
Ms. Soraya Martinez Ferrada (Hochelaga, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,

I would like to congratulate all the members on being elected or re-
elected. It is an honour and a huge privilege to be back in the
House. I would like to thank the people of Hochelaga for their re‐
newed confidence. I am very proud to be representing them in the
House for the second time, a responsibility I take very seriously.

My riding is made up of several neighbourhoods: Hochelaga,
Maisonneuve, Longue-Pointe, Mercier-Ouest and Rosemont East.
These neighbourhoods have repeatedly asked us for more afford‐
able housing, more green spaces, support for people experiencing

homelessness, a strong social and economic safety net and a collab‐
orative approach to sustainable, inclusive development.

I would like to conclude by thanking my children, Keyla and
Ianko, my family, my friends and my entire campaign team. Alex,
Rose, Rime, Arnaud, Ariane, Victor, Malia, Camille, Laurence,
Sébastien, Béatrice and Maxime, I would not be here without you. I
thank you for your support, engagement and dedication. We cer‐
tainly have our work cut out for us. Let us do it together.

* * *
[English]

SOUTHWESTERN ONTARIO NOBEL PRIZE WINNERS

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, Canadian doctor David Card was awarded the Nobel Prize
in Economics last month for his pioneering empirical approach. He
shares the prize with two other economists.

David, the son of Yvonne and the late Ted Card, grew up on a
dairy farm in Wellington County, just down the road from where I
grew up. In fact, we both worked at different times for the same
farmers long ago. He is now a professor of economics at the Uni‐
versity of California, Berkeley. We are proud of the contributions
this great Canadian has made to the field of human knowledge.

This is the third Nobel Prize awarded to a Canadian from south‐
western Ontario in the last 10 years. Alice Munro of Wingham was
awarded the prize in 2013 and Donna Strickland, formerly of
Guelph and now of Waterloo, was awarded the prize in 2018. These
three Nobel prize winners are a reflection of the industriousness,
hard work and creativity of the people of southwestern Ontario.

* * *

FRASER MCDOUGALL PRIZE

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, I am proud to share the news with members of the House that
one of my constituents, Rachel Watts, a fourth-year journalism stu‐
dent at Carleton University, is the recipient of this year's Fraser
MacDougall Prize for best new Canadian voice in human rights re‐
porting. This prestigious prize is awarded to an exceptional piece of
student journalism with a human rights focus. Rachel's winning en‐
try, entitled “Pandemic intensifies silent sorrow of Canada's asylum
seekers”, was a truly compelling and insightful piece on a vital and
timely issue.

Rachel possesses a rare gift for the written word and an ability to
capture a subject in a way that is capable of engaging public opin‐
ion and influencing public policy decisions. Indeed, this is the role
and power of great journalism. Rachel Watts is clearly on the cusp
of a promising and exciting career as a journalist. I just want to be
clear that this statement is very much meant to be on the record.
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HEART DISEASE AWARENESS RIDE

Mrs. Rechie Valdez (Mississauga—Streetsville, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I want to take a moment to say congratulations on your re-
election as Speaker of the House and also to thank my husband,
kids, family, campaign team and volunteers for their support, as
well as all the residents of the beautiful riding of Mississauga—
Streetsville for giving me the honour to serve them.

There are many who heed the call to serve a greater purpose in
life. For some, it happens because of great loss. Adam Hoerdt, from
Mississauga—Streetsville, is biking across Canada to raise aware‐
ness for arrhythmogenic right ventricular cardiomyopathy. He built
a family support network in Canada and supports research into
ARVC. It is a disease of the heart muscles that can lead to life-
threatening heart rhythms that cause sudden cardiac arrest in young,
otherwise healthy Canadians, often without warning.

I had the chance to meet him and his team, where I learned his
story. His wife died suddenly at the age of 31, and his son, 23, has
been left in critical condition by the disease. Adam's stoicism and
activism are inspiring, and I encourage everyone to learn more and
support the foundations of a future where this disease is beaten.

* * *
● (1410)

B.C. FARMERS
Mr. John Barlow (Foothills, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank the

constituents of Foothills for once again showing their trust and con‐
fidence in me to be their member of Parliament and their voice in
Ottawa. It is an honour.

It is these same constituents who faced the BSE crisis and the
2013 flood. The road to recovery was long and arduous. It is heart‐
breaking now to see farm families in B.C. facing their own crisis.
Dairy, pork and poultry producers have lost thousands of animals.
Fruit growers have been decimated, and B.C. farm families face a
challenging and long road to recovery. I thank the service clubs, the
volunteers and the military for doing all they can to help, and
groups like the Do More Agriculture Foundation for offering their
services.

I am asking the agriculture minister to announce a comprehen‐
sive and accessible assistance package for these farmers as soon as
possible. The impact on the financial and mental health of B.C.
farm families would be profound.

This is no time for them to be alone, and they are not. Canada
stands with them.

* * *
[Translation]

ALFRED-PELLAN
Mr. Angelo Iacono (Alfred-Pellan, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would

like to congratulate you on your re-election.

It is so nice to be back in the House, surrounded by the dark
green of our workplace, after so long in virtual mode.

For my first statement in the House during this 44th Parliament, I
want to say thank you 24,516 times to the people of Alfred‑Pellan.

The confidence they have placed in me for a third time fills me
with pride, humility and a sharpened sense of responsibility.

[English]

Since October 19, 2015, I have been a trusted partner for my
community and I am committed to continue being so.

[Translation]

I am committed to working with local people, community orga‐
nizations and businesses. It is for them, first and foremost, that I
continue my work in my community of Alfred‑Pellan. I am confi‐
dent that together, we are moving Canada forward.

* * *
[English]

INTERNATIONAL DAY FOR THE ELIMINATION OF
VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN

Mrs. Karen Vecchio (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, internationally one in three women is subjected to physi‐
cal or sexual violence at least once in their lifetime. That is roughly
736 million women around the world. Nationally our numbers are
not much better. In Canada, three out of 10 women aged 15 years or
older have experienced sexual assault. That is 30%. That is one-
third of all women in Canada. These numbers should deeply upset
Canadians, and especially us as parliamentarians. They should mo‐
tivate us for real, tangible action.

Today marks the International Day for the Elimination of Vio‐
lence Against Women and the beginning of 16 days of activism
against gender-based violence. This year's theme is “Orange the
world: End violence against women now”. Orange is the colour
used to represent a brighter future, free of violence against women
and girls. If we work together, we can make this future a reality.

We all have a part to play in ending violence against women. We
need to come up with a concrete plan that provides the necessary
resources, funding and support for women and young girls facing
violence. To ensure safer communities and a safer Canada, we need
to do better.

* * *

THE HOLODOMOR

Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake—Eastman, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, this Saturday marks the 88th anniversary of the
Holodomor genocide. In 1932-33, Joseph Stalin's brutal Soviet
regime used food as a weapon to exterminate upwards of 10 million
Ukrainian men, women and children. At its height, Stalin's starva‐
tion edict killed 28,000 Ukrainians per day in 1933.



176 COMMONS DEBATES November 25, 2021

Statements by Members
To illustrate the extent of the Holodomor genocide in modern

times, imagine if in Western Canada all the food was forcibly re‐
moved from all homes, produce, crops and livestock were seized
from farms and all the grocery shelves were stripped bare. Then let
every man, woman and child slowly starve to death in Manitoba,
Alberta, Saskatchewan and British Columbia. That would be the
equivalent of the evil perpetrated on the Ukrainian people by Stalin
and his communist thugs. The Ukrainians' only crime was being pa‐
triotic. Ukrainians wanted to keep their language, culture and tradi‐
tions.

Today, Ukraine's very survival is threatened by Putin's klepto‐
cratic regime, which is amassing Russian tanks and troops on
Ukraine's border. This Saturday evening, I invite every Canadian to
light a candle in remembrance of the millions of lives lost and hon‐
our those who survived.

[Member spoke in Ukrainian and provided the following text:]

Vichna yim pamyat.

May their memories be eternal.

* * *
● (1415)

INTERNATIONAL DAY FOR THE ELIMINATION OF
VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN

Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Mr. Speaker,

Uqaqtittiji, qujannamiik.

I speak today on the International Day for the Elimination of Vi‐
olence Against Women. Indigenous women experience significant‐
ly more violence in Canada. On September 1, 2016, the national in‐
quiry on missing and murdered indigenous women, girls and two-
spirit people began its work.

Three years later, on June 3, 2019, after many testimonies across
Canada, the commission published its calls to justice. Two Inuit
women in Montreal and in Nunavik were recently lost to violence.
These deaths were preventable. These deaths are evidence of incre‐
mental justice, a practice that is unjustly a norm in Canada.

To my colleagues in the House, I ask that we make implementing
the calls to justice a priority. Indigenous girls, women and two-spir‐
it people are loved. They must be strong, use their voice and keep
defending their rights.

Qujannamiik.

* * *
[Translation]

ANTONINE MAILLET
Mr. Martin Champoux (Drummond, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I rise

today to pay tribute to a remarkable woman and ambassador of
francophone literature, Acadian author Antonine Maillet, who was
honoured in Paris yesterday. She was awarded the rank of comman‐
der of the Legion of Honour, and it was the French President him‐
self who handed her the insignia. It is the highest distinction award‐
ed by France to a person who is not a French citizen.

Many of us know Antonine Maillet for her famous character, La
Sagouine, who has charmed us on stage and on television. Her
award-winning literary work includes dozens of treasures of a rich‐
ness and depth that transcend far beyond just a few titles.

Ms. Maillet was the first Canadian woman to win the Prix
Goncourt, in 1979, for her novel Pélagie-la-Charrette, and is now
part of a very exclusive club alongside Marcel Proust, André Mal‐
raux and Simone de Beauvoir, to name just a few. Through her
writing and storytelling talents, Ms. Maillet has been showcasing
Acadian and francophone culture around the world for over 60
years.

On behalf of the Bloc Québécois and the entire francophonie, I
would like to salute Antonine Maillet for her exceptional contribu‐
tion to the French language, to Acadian identity and to literature.

* * *
[English]

44TH PARLIAMENT

Mr. Michael Barrett (Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands
and Rideau Lakes, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the leader of the NDP was
spotted in a TikTok video, sitting on a swing, plucking daisy petals.
He was heard whispering, “Do I have a coalition with the Liberals,
or do I not? Do I have a coalition with the Liberals, or do I not?”

With the upcoming vote on the Liberals' latest anti-accountability
motion, Canadians will get to see, in prime time, just what kind of
dance these partners have planned. It certainly will not be a western
swing, but more likely the job-killing jive, the shutdown shuffle or
the inflation waltz.

A Liberal-NDP coalition will be an absolute disaster for Canadi‐
ans, who are already struggling to get by because of the skyrocket‐
ing cost of living due to the Prime Minister's reckless spending.
This coalition promises to wreck the economy, kill jobs and raise
costs for Canadians. The Liberals and the NDP are the dance part‐
ners Canadians cannot afford.

Will the Prime Minister get his wish and form a coalition with
the unprincipled NDP? Tune in tonight to witness what the final
pull of the daisy petals will reveal.

* * *
● (1420)

NIAGARA ATHLETE

Mr. Vance Badawey (Niagara Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, to‐
day I am extremely proud to recognize the accomplishments of Port
Colborne lifelong resident and cycling athlete Anna Tykoliz. Start‐
ing with a bicycle built for two that she shared as a teenager with
her future husband, Wally, Anna eventually excelled in the cycling
disciplines of mountain bike, cyclocross, road, individual time trial
and criterium racing.
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Her most recent master level results include gold medals and

Canadian championship titles in individual time, road race and cri‐
terium back in September 2021. Only Anna's commitment to train‐
ing during the COVID-19 pandemic has allowed her to accomplish
these historic results. She trained indoors and outdoors in all weath‐
er conditions to reach the required fitness level to succeed.

Anna is not just a role model for her children, Jay and Janet. She
has also set an example for the entire Niagara community.

The Speaker: Before going to Oral Questions, I just want to re‐
mind all the members that Statements by Members are 60 seconds.
I let them go a little longer and some of them went a little longer. It
is good news, wonderful news for the most part, coming from rid‐
ings, and I just want to make sure we do not cut anyone off.

ORAL QUESTIONS
[English]

CANADA-U.S. RELATIONS
Hon. Erin O'Toole (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, last week, the Prime Minister went to Washington. Last
night, Canadians got hit with new tariffs on softwood lumber. The
price of everything is going up, and now more Canadians are seeing
their jobs threatened, from B.C. to the Saguenay to New
Brunswick.

President Biden said that Canada is his easiest relationship.
When will the Prime Minister stop being such a pushover?

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the softwood lumber industry is
a source of jobs and pride for Canadians across our country. We are
extremely disappointed by the unfair and unwarranted decision of
the United States to increase the duties it imposes on softwood lum‐
ber. This issue was raised, of course, by the Prime Minister at his
meeting with President Biden. I have raised it with Secretary
Yellen, as have all of our colleagues, and we have pointed out that
these duties are adding to the inflation tax American consumers are
paying.

Hon. Erin O'Toole (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, another thing the Prime Minister pointed out was electric
vehicle subsidies. He failed on that too. He failed on Keystone XL;
he was months late standing up for Line 5, and now we have mill
workers having their jobs threatened just before Christmas, workers
who already cannot afford this Liberal economy.

Is the Liberal government going to stand up for Canadian work‐
ers or just keep selling them out?

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, when it comes to standing up
for Canadian workers, they know who is prepared to take a tough
line, and they also know who is not—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
The Speaker: I am having a hard time hearing the answer. I am

going to ask the hon. Deputy Prime Minister to start from the top so
I can hear the whole reply.

Hon. Chrystia Freeland: Mr. Speaker, when it comes to stand‐
ing up for Canadian workers, they know who is prepared to take a
tough line and who is not. They remember that the man who is now
the leader of the official opposition, during our 232 tariff fight, pub‐
licly called on us to drop our retaliation.

He thought we were being too tough. We were not; we won, and
we will win this fight too.

Hon. Erin O'Toole (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, perhaps the Prime Minister's new foreign minister will
rectify the failures of the Deputy Prime Minister when she was in
that role.

Now the Prime Minister has stopped our potato exports because
of threats from the Americans. More threats does not sound like a
friend to us, and it is nice that the Prime Minister informed the U.S.
State Department before he informed the premier of P.E.I.

Farmers, foresters and factory workers are all being failed by the
Liberal government. Will failing the Americans be a chapter in the
Deputy Prime Minister's new book?

● (1425)

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I will leave it to Canadians to
judge the success of our NAFTA negotiations and of our successful
fight to have the illegal 232 tariffs lifted. We won that fight.

Now, I do want to say something specifically to the potato farm‐
ers of P.E.I. I grew up on a farm too. I know how important farming
is to our communities. Our members of Parliament, our ministers
and our Prime Minister are fighting for P.E.I. potato farmers, and
we are going to get this done.

[Translation]

Hon. Erin O'Toole (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, last week, the Prime Minister went to Washington. Last
night, Canadians were slapped with new tariffs on softwood lum‐
ber. The cost of everything is going up and an increasing number of
Canadians in the Saguenay and northern Ontario are seeing their
jobs threatened.

When will the Prime Minister stop failing Canadians in his deal‐
ings with the United States?

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, softwood lumber is a key in‐
dustry for Canada. Our government will always be there for soft‐
wood lumber workers.

The opposition leader need only talk about the aluminum indus‐
try to his neighbours. We were successful in opposing the sec‐
tion 232 tariffs and we will be successful in this matter.

Hon. Erin O'Toole (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, every job is a key job.
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The U.S. tariff on softwood lumber has doubled. The Prime Min‐

ister has let down farmers and workers for six years with one fail‐
ure after another. Inflation is a real crisis affecting gas, groceries
and housing. Families and seniors are worried.

When will the Prime Minister decide to make life more afford‐
able?

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we know perfectly well that in‐
flation and affordability are a serious challenge for Canadian fami‐
lies. We also know that this is happening around the globe as the
world faces the challenge of reopening the global economy after the
COVID-19 shutdown.

Our government is there with policies like child care services and
our affordable housing plan. We supported Canadians during the
COVID-19 recession. We are going to help them through the
COVID-19 inflation crisis.

* * *

HEALTH
Mr. Alain Therrien (La Prairie, BQ): Mr. Speaker, we made

progress yesterday on Ottawa-Quebec relations.

Yesterday, the Prime Minister explained to us, and I quote, “in
Canada, in a federation, we have something called provincial juris‐
diction”. Kudos to him, I say. He went on to explain that there are
things the federal government can do, but other things that only the
provinces can do because they fall under their jurisdiction.

Now that we all finally understand that, and I am hoping the
Prime Minister understood his own words, will he transfer the mon‐
ey needed for health care to Quebec?

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I know that I cannot win at
wordplay in French with my esteemed colleague from the Bloc
Québécois, but I hope that he understands that our government sin‐
cerely wants to work with the Bloc and the Province of Quebec to
help Quebeckers. We have demonstrated this desire and will contin‐
ue to do so.

Mr. Alain Therrien (La Prairie, BQ): Mr. Speaker, the govern‐
ment refused to commit to increasing health transfers in the throne
speech. Worse yet, the government does not even seem willing to
commit to talking about it.

The Bloc Québécois is suggesting that the government hold a
summit to have a public discussion on health care funding. That is
the least the government could do after what happened during the
pandemic. The government has no choice, yet it still cannot com‐
mit. It is a world record.

This government is totally disconnected from reality. When will
the government organize this summit?
● (1430)

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, with all due respect to my col‐
league in the Bloc, I remind him that our government has been sup‐
porting Quebeckers since the beginning of the pandemic, and team

Canada has been working to protect all Canadians, including Que‐
beckers, against COVID-19.

We contributed a billion dollars towards a successful vaccine
rollout across the country. We have an agreement regarding day
cares. We want to continue working together, and that is what we
will do.

* * *
[English]

CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. Jagmeet Singh (Burnaby South, NDP): Madam Speaker,
we are in the grip of a climate crisis; we are feeling the impacts of
it and we need immediate action.

The Liberals claim that their fossil fuel subsidies help reduce
emissions. It turns out the Auditor General has just confirmed that
is not the case. In fact, they are not reducing emissions.

Why will the Prime Minister not just finally end all fossil fuel
subsidies and invest that public money into renewable energy and
creating good jobs that help us fight the climate crisis?

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we agree with the leader of the
NDP, and I hope with all members of this House, that climate ac‐
tion is urgent and essential. That is why we are committed to elimi‐
nating fossil fuel subsidies by 2023. That was in the climate plan
that we ran on during the recent election campaign, and I would
like to point out, with the greatest respect for all of my colleagues,
that a raft of independent experts found our climate plan to be the
best.

[Translation]

Mr. Jagmeet Singh (Burnaby South, NDP): Mr. Speaker, we
are in a climate crisis, and it is hitting us hard. We need to take ac‐
tion, and fast.

The Liberals claim their fossil fuel subsidies reduce greenhouse
gas emissions, but the Auditor General said that is not at all the
case.

Why is the Prime Minister not ending fossil fuel subsidies and
investing public money in renewable energy to create good jobs
that will help us fight the climate crisis?

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we agree with our NDP col‐
leagues 100%. I hope that all our colleagues, including those in the
Conservative Party, can agree that the climate crisis is real and that
we all need to step up to fight it. That is why our government is
committed to completely eliminating fossil fuel subsidies by 2023.
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[English]

CANADA-U.S. RELATIONS
Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner (Calgary Nose Hill, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, something very puzzling just happened. President Biden
just doubled the tariffs on Canadian softwood lumber in spite of
two things: the World Trade Organization, which came out in
favour of Canada, and the Prime Minister of Canada just meeting
with President Biden days ago. This will undoubtedly hurt Canadi‐
an forestry workers, who are already struggling during this difficult
time.

Has the Prime Minister considered the uncertainty that this con‐
stant failure to manage Canadian-American relations will have on
other industries, such as auto manufacturing and agriculture?

Hon. Mary Ng (Minister of International Trade, Export Pro‐
motion, Small Business and Economic Development, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, we, of course, are very disappointed with the result of the
administrative review that will increase tariffs for the Canadian
softwood lumber industry and forestry sector. This is an issue that
we take very seriously. We will continue to defend our workers and
our forestry sector.

What the opposition member says is correct. The WTO, as well
as panels in NAFTA, found Canada to be fair in its trading prac‐
tices. We will continue to fight for Canadian workers and forestry
workers all the time.
● (1435)

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner (Calgary Nose Hill, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, if a doubling of tariffs is what defence looks like from the
government, I would hate to find out what its definition of success
is. It is just crazy. The tariffs have been doubled. It has been six
years. I think the Liberals have gone through five foreign ministers
and four international trade ministers in the last six years. They
have not been able to get anything done, and it was doubled. This is
going to hurt Canadian forestry workers. We cannot have these
platitudes anymore.

This is rotation number six in the minister's office. What is going
to be different this time, and when are we going to get justice for
Canadian forestry workers?

Hon. Mary Ng (Minister of International Trade, Export Pro‐
motion, Small Business and Economic Development, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, the forestry sector and its workers are extremely important
to our government, and we will continue to defend their interests to
the Americans. We raised this issue with the President of the United
States last week. I raised this issue with my counterpart, the United
States trade representative.

I think this government's record in standing up for Canadian
businesses, in negotiating a trade agreement that works for Canada
and improves North American competitiveness, is the record that
we stand on. I will not take any lessons on asking us to capitulate to
the former president.
[Translation]

Mr. Richard Martel (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, Canada's softwood lumber crisis has not yet been re‐
solved. The Liberal government has gotten into the habit of of‐
floading responsibility. Its excuse was that it was hard to negotiate

with the former president, which is funny because we on this side
of the House knew it was going to be very hard with the new presi‐
dent.

Now that the Americans are doubling duties on Canadian soft‐
wood lumber, what excuse will the federal government come up
with this time?

[English]

Hon. Mary Ng (Minister of International Trade, Export Pro‐
motion, Small Business and Economic Development, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, this issue is top priority for our government. It is why we
have pursued litigation under chapter 10 of CUSMA. This is only
possible because our government fought hard to keep the dispute
settlement mechanism in the new trade agreement so we can stand
up for Canadians, just like we are doing now.

Meanwhile, the Conservatives urged Canada to capitulate to
Donald Trump's demands and to settle for a weaker deal. Unlike the
Conservatives, our government will always have the backs of Cana‐
dian businesses and workers.

[Translation]

Mr. Richard Martel (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, relations with the United States are getting worse ev‐
ery year, even with a new president. It is time to realize that the
problem is not on the other side of the border. It is here.

These new tariffs are another brick on the back of Quebec and
Canadian business owners. On top of that, Canadians are seeing
prices rise everywhere. The additional tariffs are making the situa‐
tion worse.

What excuse does the government intend to give Canadians and
Quebeckers now to justify its failure with the Americans?

[English]

Hon. Mary Ng (Minister of International Trade, Export Pro‐
motion, Small Business and Economic Development, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, we are not going to take any lessons from the Conserva‐
tives when it comes to defending Canadian interests. When we re‐
taliated against unfair U.S. steel and aluminum tariffs, the leader of
the opposition urged us to stop fighting back. When we were nego‐
tiating for a better CUSMA deal, the Conservatives wanted Canada
to capitulate to U.S. demands.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Our government has consistently stood up for Canadian busi‐
nesses and workers. We are going to keep doing that every day.
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The Speaker: I heard something. I have a good idea of where it

came from, and it was not very parliamentary. I am not going to
point anyone out, but I am sure that it will not be repeated again.

The hon. member for Wellington—Halton Hills.

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, it is clear that Canada’s standing in Washington has de‐
clined. The Prime Minister committed to a renewed relationship
with the Biden administration. Instead, we got electric vehicle tax
credits that threaten our auto jobs, stringent buy American policies,
measures targeting our dairy farmers, actions against pipelines that
have contributed to skyrocketing energy prices and now a doubling
of softwood lumber tariffs.

It is clear the Prime Minister does not have a close working rela‐
tionship with the President. What is the government going to do
about this?

● (1440)

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we will do precisely what we
have done successfully with two previous American administra‐
tions. We will state our case clearly and rationally.

We will also make it very, very clear that Canada is prepared to
retaliate to defend national interests. We have done it before. We
will do it again if we have to.

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the Prime Minister could not get a phone call with the
President to informally resolve Line 5. Instead, he had to formally
invoke a treaty to get a meeting with the White House. The Prime
Minister visited Washington last week, and instead of coming home
with some issues resolved, he came home with a doubling of the
softwood lumber tariffs.

It is clear the Prime Minister does not have a close working rela‐
tionship with the President. What is the government going to do
about this?

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we will start by refuting asser‐
tions that are simply untrue. The Prime Minister has a very strong,
very effective working relationship with the President. I was there.
I saw it in action. I saw their extensive tête-à-tête where important
issues were raised.

I want to tell the House this: We came home, and we continued
working. I and all of my colleagues have been in touch with our
American counterparts following up on that very effective meeting.

* * *
[Translation]

PUBLIC SAFETY
Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Mat‐

apédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, in light of the shooting deaths of inno‐
cent people like Thomas Trudel, age 16, and Meriem Boundaoui,
age 15, Quebec City and the mayor of Montreal have asked the fed‐
eral government to tighten the borders against firearms trafficking.

Instead of saying, “Yes, let us work together,” the Minister of
Foreign Affairs blamed Valérie Plante, saying that this needs to be a
priority for the City of Montreal too.

The police seized more guns in Montreal last year than the feder‐
al government did at the border across all of Canada. Instead of be‐
ing condescending, why does the minister not promise action?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, first of all, I would like to congratulate my colleague on
her new role. I hope that we will work well together.

My heart goes out to the family and friends of Thomas Trudel,
who was taken from our community far too soon. This is an unac‐
ceptable tragedy.

We are focusing on stopping the flow of firearms across our bor‐
ders. During the election campaign, we promised to invest at
least $1 billion to help the provinces ban handguns. We will contin‐
ue to do that in co-operation with the Government of Quebec.

Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Mat‐
apédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I would like to quote the Quebec minis‐
ter of public security, who said, “Guns do not just magically end up
in Quebec. They come across our borders, which are the federal
government's responsibility.”

Every government must do its part. It is up to the federal govern‐
ment to tighten the borders. If it does not do so, then there is not
much point in working on prevention and banning illegal guns on
our streets. The federal government needs to work with the partners
involved, including the first nations, to secure every inch of the
border.

What is the government waiting for? When will it take action
against firearms trafficking?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, our government has already taken real action. We have
made investments at the border. We plan to ban military-style
weapons, and we will continue to make real investments in co-op‐
eration with the Government of Quebec.

As I said yesterday, our door is open if the Quebec government
wants to work with us, and I am very pleased to work with my col‐
league.

Mr. Rhéal Fortin (Rivière-du-Nord, BQ): Mr. Speaker, let us
call a spade a spade. What is happening in Montreal is a gang war.
It is a war that is causing an escalation in firearms trafficking and
shootings in our neighbourhoods. It is a war that is creating inno‐
cent victims: teenagers. We saw this in Montreal before and said,
“Never again.” We need a federal government that takes its respon‐
sibilities today. We must do whatever it takes to prevent firearms
from circulating in our communities.

When will the government do something about this?
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● (1445)

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, our government has already taken meaningful action. Pro‐
tecting the safety and security of Canadians is our government's top
priority, but we know that far too many lives have been affected by
gun violence.

To reduce gang violence in our streets and our communities, we
must focus on combatting the social inequalities that may lead to
crime.

As I have already said, we will continue to make investments and
take firm action against gun violence.

* * *
[English]

CANADA-U.S. RELATIONS
Mr. Randy Hoback (Prince Albert, CPC): Mr. Speaker, this

government has a history of making promises to Canadians and not
following through. An example of this behaviour happened last
week when the Prime Minister travelled to Washington. If the
Prime Minister did mention softwood lumber in his meeting with
President Biden, it is obvious the President does not care what the
Prime Minister has to say.

Following the Prime Minister's trip to the U.S., the U.S. com‐
merce department doubled duties on Canadian softwood lumber.
This is devastating to the industry. Why did the Prime Minister not
use his one-on-one time with President Biden to resolve this dis‐
pute?

Hon. Mary Ng (Minister of International Trade, Export Pro‐
motion, Small Business and Economic Development, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, let me first begin by saying I welcome the opportunity to
continue working with my hon. colleague in his critic file on trade,
and I look forward to that work.

Softwood lumber, the forestry sector and its workers are ex‐
tremely important to Canada. It is an issue that was raised not only
by the Prime Minister with the President, but also by me with my
colleague in the USTR. My colleagues have raised this with their
counterparts as well.

I would like members to know that it is an issue we will continue
to work on to defend the interests of the sectors and the workers.
We will continue to do that, and I look forward to working with my
colleague.

Mr. Randy Hoback (Prince Albert, CPC): Mr. Speaker, these
actions by the United States are a serious threat to Canadian jobs
and the Canadian economic recovery after the pandemic. These un‐
fair duties hurt Canadian businesses and workers.

The government must take a clear and strong stand with the
Biden administration to defend Canadian workers and the Canadian
industry. Softwood workers want to know what the Prime Minis‐
ter's plan is to end this dispute. What is his plan to end this dispute?

Hon. Mary Ng (Minister of International Trade, Export Pro‐
motion, Small Business and Economic Development, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, we will remain focused on defending the sector and its
workers. Within the forestry sector, I have had an opportunity to

spend time with workers as well as the industry. We are working to‐
gether on this and using a team Canada approach. It has proven to
work well when we are able to work with those who are directly af‐
fected.

We will continue to push and work with the Americans, as well
as with Canada's sectors, but know that we will always defend
Canada's interests.

Mr. Brad Vis (Mission—Matsqui—Fraser Canyon, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, sometimes the lessons we do not like are the best
lessons learned. It was over six years ago that the hon. member for
Abbotsford negotiated the last softwood lumber agreement we had
in Canada.

Now, due to Liberal inaction, the Biden administration has dou‐
bled the tariffs, and the workers in my riding, where mills have
been shut, are wondering when the Liberal government will give
them a step-by-step process, a plan of assurance, to keep them in
their homes, to give them a job, to give them a way to protect their
families and provide for them. When are we going to get—

The Speaker: The hon. minister.

Hon. Mary Ng (Minister of International Trade, Export Pro‐
motion, Small Business and Economic Development, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I absolutely share the impassioned plea that my colleague
and the member opposite have shared. We, too, want to ensure that
Canada's forestry sector and its workers are absolutely defended.
We have said consistently that these tariffs are unfair and unwar‐
ranted, whether at the CUSMA panel or at the WTO. We have liti‐
gated this and in those litigations Canada has won. We have been
deemed to be fair trading partners. We are going to keep standing
up for those workers and the forestry sector.

* * *
● (1450)

HOUSING

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo (Port Moody—Coquitlam, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, after six years of the Trudeau government, one in three
Canadians cannot afford to buy a home. In my riding, most of the
new housing is luxury condos. A home should not be a privilege
accessible to only the wealthiest. We need truly affordable housing,
housing that is accessible to everyone, and Canadians need it now,
not in five or 10 years.

Will the government finally commit to making truly affordable
homes a priority in the upcoming budget?

The Speaker: Before I go to the minister, I want to remind hon.
members that when referring to someone in the government or to
someone's government, we refer to them by his or her title or rid‐
ing, but not by name.

The hon. minister.
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[Translation]

Hon. Ahmed Hussen (Minister of Housing and Diversity and
Inclusion, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, every Canadian deserves a safe and
affordable place to call home.
[English]

Since coming to office, we have addressed the housing needs of
a million Canadians. In the recent throne speech, we have intro‐
duced a $4-billion housing accelerator fund and an innovative and
groundbreaking rent-to-own program. We will work to make sure
that more Canadians have access to affordable housing by working
with the municipalities to increase the housing supply and with
non-profits to acquire land and buildings.

We have worked with all our partners through the national hous‐
ing strategy. We know there is more work to be done and we are
determined to do it.

Mr. Blake Desjarlais (Edmonton Griesbach, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, since the start of the pandemic, the unhoused population
in Edmonton has doubled. In ridings like mine, which is home to
one of the largest urban indigenous populations in Canada, the
housing crisis hits especially hard. However, the Liberals failed to
include a “for indigenous, by indigenous” housing strategy in the
throne speech. They have been promising to address the issue for
years, but still are not backing up their words with action.

Will the minister finally commit to delivering a strategy to help
indigenous people in desperate need of affordable housing?

Hon. Patty Hajdu (Minister of Indigenous Services and Min‐
ister responsible for the Federal Economic Development Agen‐
cy for Northern Ontario, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as it is my first time
to rise in the House, I want to thank the constituents of Thunder
Bay—Superior North for electing me yet again for a third time.

It is with a profound sense of responsibility that I assume this
role as Minister of Indigenous Services. So many indigenous peo‐
ple live in the communities I represent, and I am so proud to have
this role.

Absolutely, housing is a priority, and I look forward to working
with indigenous partners on an indigenous-led, specific strategy to
improve housing no matter where one lives in the country.

* * *

GENDER-BASED VIOLENCE
Ms. Lisa Hepfner (Hamilton Mountain, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,

COVID-19 exacerbated the realities of gender-based violence
across the country. Today is the International Day for the Elimina‐
tion of Violence Against Women and the start of 16 days of ac‐
tivism against gender-based violence. It is a time to reflect and re‐
new our commitment to ending violence against women, girls and
people of all gender identities and expressions.

Would the Minister for Women and Gender Equality and Youth
please update the House on how our government is addressing the
prevention of gender-based violence?

Hon. Marci Ien (Minister for Women and Gender Equality
and Youth, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, first and foremost, I want to thank

the member for Hamilton Mountain for her work and also for her
advocacy.

Today, we take time to remember our mothers, our sisters and
our daughters taken from us because of senseless, preventable vio‐
lence. No one should face violence for who they are, yet for far too
many women, youth and people of all gender identities and expres‐
sions, this is their terrifying reality.

GBV must not and will not be tolerated in Canada. We intro‐
duced the first-ever federal strategy to address GBV. In budget
2021, $3 billion over five years will advance initiatives to prevent
it. I look forward—

The Speaker: The hon. member for Charlesbourg—Haute-
Saint-Charles.

* * *
[Translation]

IMMIGRATION, REFUGEES AND CITIZENSHIP

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, for three years, the Prime Minister told Cana‐
dians that it was impossible to close the Roxham Road crossing.
However, during the pandemic, all of a sudden, miraculously, we
stopped letting illegal migrants cross. This proves to Canadians that
it can be done if there is the will to do it.

Since Sunday, the border has reopened to illegal migrants from
the United States. Why?

● (1455)

[English]

Hon. Sean Fraser (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am sure the hon. member can
appreciate the exceptional nature of a once-in-a-century pandemic
that required exceptional measures to prevent the spread of
COVID-19 and to save the lives and protect the well-being of
Canadians in our communities.

As the public health imperative changes, we have domestic and
international legal obligations that we will meet in a way that re‐
spects the dignity with compassion of asylum seekers, and we will
do it in collaboration with our provincial counterparts in the
Province of Quebec.

[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I understand very well. Throughout the history
of Canada and the United States, Canada has always welcomed im‐
migrants, people fleeing their country because of poverty or war.
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In this specific case, we are talking about people leaving the

United States and coming to Canada. In January 2017, in response
to Donald Trump's actions, the Prime Minister told them to come to
Canada. Joe Biden is the President of the United States now. Is
there still some reason we are telling people in the United States to
come to Canada illegally?

[English]

Hon. Sean Fraser (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the origin country of an asylum
seeker does not change the legal obligations that the federal govern‐
ment is required to meet, both domestic and international. Further, I
find language is being used to spark fear and division among Cana‐
dians and to turn them against people who are showing up at the
border. We will treat some of the world's most vulnerable people
with compassion and respect, and put in a fair, rules-based system
that will provide a fair and final result as we adjudicate their
claims.

* * *

LABOUR
Mrs. Stephanie Kusie (Calgary Midnapore, CPC): Mr. Speak‐

er, sectors across Canada are grappling with labour shortages.

A BDC report has found that 64% of companies say that difficul‐
ties finding workers are limiting their growth. RBC reported that
over one-third of businesses are having problems finding employ‐
ees, resulting in 870,000 vacancies across Canada. Businesses need
workers to make money.

What is the minister doing to resolve these labour shortages?

Hon. Carla Qualtrough (Minister of Employment, Workforce
Development and Disability Inclusion, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, some
sectors in Canada are actually outpacing their ability to find work‐
ers, and that is because of the strength of our economy. That is why,
through budget 2021, we made the largest investment in training
for workers in Canadian history to help them reskill to meet the
needs of employers.

Moving forward, we have a plan to address these labour short‐
ages by welcoming talented workers to Canada, keeping experi‐
enced workers in the workforce, boosting the participation of di‐
verse Canadians in the skilled trades and addressing the specific
needs of evolving sectors.

[Translation]

Mr. Jacques Gourde (Lévis—Lotbinière, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
this week I listened to, read and reread this Liberal government's
Speech from the Throne.

Unfortunately, it does not mention the labour shortage that is
plaguing all of Quebec, including my hard-hit region, Chau‐
dière‑Appalaches. That is a veritable scandal, especially after we
held an election for absolutely nothing.

Will the government commit to working with the Conservative
members from Quebec to find solutions to the labour shortage for
our Quebec businesses?

Hon. Carla Qualtrough (Minister of Employment, Workforce
Development and Disability Inclusion, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we
understand that some industries are unable to find workers.

We have a plan to address the labour shortage by welcoming tal‐
ented workers to Canada, keeping experienced workers in the
workforce, boosting—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Speaker: I am sorry to have to interrupt the minister, but I
cannot hear her.

I would ask the minister to start over so I can understand every‐
thing she says.

Hon. Carla Qualtrough: Mr. Speaker, we understand that some
sectors are unable to find workers.

We have a plan to address the labour shortage by welcoming tal‐
ented workers to Canada, keeping experienced workers in the
workforce, boosting Canadians' participation in the skilled trades
and addressing the specific needs of evolving sectors.

* * *
● (1500)

FORESTRY INDUSTRY

Mr. Mario Simard (Jonquière, BQ): Mr. Speaker, it was bad
enough that the United States was imposing duties on our softwood
lumber, but now Washington is thumbing its nose at us by doubling
its already unfair duties.

Ottawa was supposed to get the United States to eliminate duties
altogether. Amazingly, the opposite happened: Washington doubled
them.

This is utterly appalling, especially since Quebec's forestry in‐
dustry has been an exemplary trading partner and the United States
has no quarrel with our producers.

What is the government doing to protect Quebec's forestry indus‐
try? Does the government understand that it cannot let itself be bul‐
lied like this?

[English]

Hon. Mary Ng (Minister of International Trade, Export Pro‐
motion, Small Business and Economic Development, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, the hon. member is absolutely right. This is a very impor‐
tant sector to Canada and to Quebeckers. I want to assure him; I
want to assure forestry workers and I want to assure the forestry in‐
dustry that we will continue to defend them. These duties are unjus‐
tified, they are unfair and they do hurt workers on both sides of the
border. I have communicated this to my counterpart.

We are going to continue to stand up for the Canadian forestry
sector, and we are going to keep doing this work.
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[Translation]

CANADA-U.S. RELATIONS
Mr. Mario Simard (Jonquière, BQ): Mr. Speaker, since I am

absolutely right, I will go on. I hope I will be absolutely right again.

What is going on in the United States is very worrisome. Ottawa
was supposed to get rid of softwood lumber duties. Washington's
response? Double those duties. Ottawa was supposed to lobby for
exemptions to protectionism in the electric vehicle sector. Washing‐
ton's response? Add another layer of protectionism.

In the space of one week, our main trading partner behaved more
like an adversary twice. The government used to blame it on
Trump. Now that Biden is in office, whose fault is it?

I have to wonder if the problem might be the Liberal govern‐
ment.
[English]

Hon. Mary Ng (Minister of International Trade, Export Pro‐
motion, Small Business and Economic Development, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, let me answer the other question that the hon. member
raised with respect to electric vehicles. This was very much a top
priority in the discussions we had with Washington last week. The
Prime Minister has had them, as have the Deputy Prime Minister
and myself, along with colleagues.

We are going to continue to find solutions that work for Canadi‐
ans. Whether it is on the EV issue or on the softwood lumber issue,
we are going to be there every step of the way. We are going to
work to find solutions that are going to be acceptable to Canada, to
our industry and to our workers.

* * *

IMMIGRATION, REFUGEES AND CITIZENSHIP
Mr. Jasraj Singh Hallan (Calgary Forest Lawn, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, in October, Pollara Strategic Insights reported on systemic
racism throughout the IRCC. The report highlights the mocking of
racialized employees, calling a department known for having a lot
of ethnic employees as “the ghetto”, and references to certain
African nations as “the dirty 30”.

What faith can anyone have in the new immigration minister to
solve issues of racism in IRCC and its toxic workplace when he
could not even stand up to the Prime Minister for doing racist
blackface?

Hon. Sean Fraser (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, on an issue as important as ad‐
dressing systemic racism in the public service, we need to ensure
that we behave like adults when we are having conversations. I
thank the hon. member for the very responsible conversation that
we were able to have just a few hours ago, where it was not framed
in necessarily quite the same way.

The reality is systemic racism is a real threat, not only to the vic‐
tims who are subjected to that racism but to the ability of the gov‐
ernment to perform at its full potential. I intend to follow through
on the IRCC's plans to implement an anti-racism task force. I will
make sure that this is not just window dressing but provides every‐
one with a safe and effective place to come to work.

THE ECONOMY

Mrs. Laila Goodridge (Fort McMurray—Cold Lake, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, as a new mom, I am very well aware of how expen‐
sive having a baby can be. The cost of many items, like diapers, is
getting more expensive under the Liberal government.

Ever-increasing inflation is making life more expensive, from
gas to groceries and everything in between. When will the Prime
Minister recognize the inflation crisis and help the many families
that are struggling today?

Hon. Karina Gould (Minister of Families, Children and So‐
cial Development, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, first of all I would like to
congratulate my new colleague, who I know is a new mother. I am
looking forward to working with her to make life more affordable
for families.

In fact, I am really pleased to announce in this House that just a
week ago we were in Alberta to announce $10-a-day day care. Not
only are we working to make life more affordable for families in
that member's riding, but as of January 1, they are going to see a
reduction of 50% in fees. Here is to fighting inflation and working
for families.

● (1505)

Mrs. Laila Goodridge (Fort McMurray—Cold Lake, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, universal child care is a promise that has been made
and broken by Liberals since I was in grade school. Forgive me for
not necessarily trusting the Liberal government.

The cost of necessary everyday items, like diapers and formula,
is rising. Affordability in child care is a priority for many working
families, but so is feeding their children and keeping the heat on.

Will the Prime Minister at least acknowledge that these massive
increases to the cost of living are being caused by your govern‐
ment's policies?

Hon. Karina Gould (Minister of Families, Children and So‐
cial Development, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, let us just reflect on the fact
that, as of January 1, an agreement between the Province of Alber‐
ta, Premier Kenney, and the Government of Canada is going to
bring a 50% reduction in fees for families in Alberta.

For some families in Alberta that means an additional $600
or $700 a month. That is going to mean a lot for their bottom line,
to give their children the things they need today and into the future.
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The Speaker: I just want to remind the hon. members that when

placing a question or even answering one to place it through the
Chair, not to the Chair. I assure you that I have no government here.

[Translation]

The hon. member for Acadie—Bathurst.

* * *

COVID-19 ECONOMIC MEASURES
Mr. Serge Cormier (Acadie—Bathurst, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the

tourism, arts and culture, and hospitality sectors are key economic
drivers in my riding, Acadie—Bathurst. They create thousands of
jobs and contribute to the local economy. They also allow people
from across the country and around the world to see why I and so
many others are proud to live there.

However, the COVID-19 pandemic has been particularly diffi‐
cult for these sectors. That is why the work our government has
done to keep them afloat has been so critical to their workers.

Can the Minister of Finance tell us about the ongoing support we
are providing to those sectors in my riding and across the country?

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the hon.
member for Acadie—Bathurst for his work and for this excellent
question.

Thanks to the hard work of all Canadians, we are on the road to
economic recovery, but some regions of the country still need tar‐
geted support. That is why we are proposing the new tourism and
hospitality recovery program, which will provide support to hotels,
tour operators, travel agencies and restaurants through wage and
rent subsidy programs.

* * *
[English]

THE ECONOMY
Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Carleton, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to

congratulate the finance minister on her flip-flop today. She had
said that deflation was a bigger risk to Canada than inflation. Now
that Canada has the second-highest inflation rate in the G7, higher
than the eurozone and higher than most of our competitors, and the
second-highest housing inflation of any country on earth, she has
admitted that we have an inflation crisis. I congratulate her for fi‐
nally waking up to that.

Will she acknowledge that this inflation is, in fact, a homegrown
problem?

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I know that Canadians under‐
stand that inflation is a global phenomenon, and here are some
numbers to back that up. Inflation in Canada in October was 4.7%.
In the United States it was 6.2%. In Mexico it was 6.2%. In New
Zealand it was 4.9%. The G20 average is 4.6% and the OECD av‐
erage is 4.6%. This is a serious global challenge, not a made-in-
Canada problem.

● (1510)

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Carleton, CPC): Mr. Speaker, let us just
see about that. Land does not have a global supply chain. It was
supplied by geological factors many millions of years ago, and yet
land prices in Canada have gone up by 20% in one year, giving
Canada the second-highest real estate inflation on planet earth. It is
ahead of every other nation on earth, except for New Zealand, a
phenomenon that really kicked off after the finance minister began
flooding markets with cheap cash and ballooning prices.

Is that not a homegrown problem?

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Conservatives may not
want to listen to me about inflation, but I suspect they read the Na‐
tional Post, so let me quote what a Post columnist had to say this
week: “Inflation is...a global phenomenon. It is being influenced by
external factors like supply kinks and global bond yields.”

The National Post was likewise unimpressed by the antics of the
member for Carleton, describing him as “charging out of his corner,
arms wind-milling”. I suspect that will be the judgment of most
Canadians, including the conservative readers of the National Post.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Carleton, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it would
be impossible to listen to what she has to say about inflation, be‐
cause before today, she had not even mentioned the word. She sug‐
gested that we would have deflation. As for the claims of her Liber‐
al media friends, they are disproven by the fact that countries all
over the world, including five of the other six G7 countries, have
lower inflation than Canada, and every country on earth has lower
housing inflation than Canada except one.

Given that we are doing so much worse than our competitors,
will she finally admit it is a homegrown problem?

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I want to address one of the as‐
sertions of the party opposite's members, which is that our spending
during the COVID recession was inappropriate. I want to ask them
to be honest with Canadians, and I want them to tell Canadians
whether they really believed that COVID lockdowns were the time
for austerity. Canadians know that supporting them during the
COVID recession was the right thing to do, and they know better
than to trust Conservatives to have their backs during a crisis.
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CHILD CARE

Ms. Ruby Sahota (Brampton North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we
know that affordable child care is not a luxury; it is a necessity. It is
also essential for our robust economic recovery. Parents in Bramp‐
ton are eager to get moving on improving our early learning child
care systems.

Could the Minister of Families, Children and Social Develop‐
ment please update us on the government's work to ensure afford‐
able and accessible early learning and child care systems are imple‐
mented across Canada?

Hon. Karina Gould (Minister of Families, Children and So‐
cial Development, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, affordable, quality and in‐
clusive child care is good for kids; it is good for parents and it is
good for our economy. Sixty percent of children in Canada are now
covered by provincial agreements with the federal government that
will see $10-a-day child care in the next five years. That is nine
provinces and territories where parents will see their child care fees
cut in half next year. I am looking forward to adding Ontario to this
list soon so that parents in Brampton and across Ontario will also
benefit from this transformational federal investment.

* * *

PUBLIC SAFETY
Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Mr.

Speaker, last week, militarized police once again descended on
Wet'suwet'en territory. The world watched as unarmed indigenous
women were arrested at gunpoint. I have heard from dozens of in‐
digenous leaders who are horrified by what happened.

To the minister responsible for the RCMP, do the events of
November 19 reflect his view of how Canada should engage with
indigenous people on their lands and, if not, what is he going to do
to review RCMP conduct?

● (1515)

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, as I have said earlier this week, we expressed concern at
the way in which the operation was conducted in the Wet'suwet'en
territory. I have said that we are going to continue to monitor the
case very closely.

Of course, as members will know in this chamber, elected repre‐
sentatives do not direct operations; nor is it for elected representa‐
tives to adjudicate the merits of an individual case. That is a job for
the courts. However, our job will be to ensure that there is align‐
ment between the values and the principles that underscore the re‐
sponsibilities of the RCMP and those operations. We will do that
job.

* * *

THE ENVIRONMENT
Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,

COP26 has ended, not with a bang but with a disappointing whim‐
per, and 1.5°C might still be alive, but we must all do more global‐
ly. That means that, in Canada, the plans that have already been put
in place have to be believable; they have to deliver results.

Today's report from the Commissioner for Environment and Sus‐
tainable Development that Canada has 30 years of failure on cli‐
mate focused on this new program, emissions reduction fund,
through which, after the government spent $70 million, the Auditor
General is unable to find whether a single tonne of carbon was re‐
duced.

Can the hon. minister update us on how this program can be
fixed?

Hon. Jonathan Wilkinson (Minister of Natural Resources,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we certainly welcome the report by the com‐
missioner, and my officials are presently reviewing its recommen‐
dations. While we agree with a number of the commissioner's ob‐
servations with regard to ongoing programming, one must remem‐
ber that this particular program was a temporary COVID response
measure and was intended to do two things: sustain jobs for work‐
ers and communities at a time of record low energy prices and en‐
sure continued action on methane pollution at a time of economic
crisis. This program has succeeded in those two elements, but we
are now beyond the worst of COVID, and the oil and gas sector has
certainly improved in terms of economic prospects. We have now
commenced a review of the future of this program and the remain‐
ing funding.

[Translation]

The Speaker: The hon. member for Berthier—Maskinongé is
rising on a point of order.

* * *

POINTS OF ORDER

Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Mr. Speaker,
you made several calls to order during question period and I thank
you for that. However, as this Parliament begins, I would like to
point out a situation that already occurred in the last Parliament,
that I hope will not become a tradition: heckling during members'
statements under Standing Order 31.

Members are elected by the people, and each of them has as
much right as anyone else to make a statement here in an environ‐
ment that is at least somewhat quiet. If people do not want to listen,
I can understand that. However, those same people should not, like
they did today during my statement, have discussions that are so
loud I can hardly concentrate. It is a good thing I am good at it, be‐
cause it was very hard to do.

Mr. Speaker, I would like you to remind the House and ask mem‐
bers to be more vigilant on this issue in the future.

The Speaker: I would like to thank the hon. member.

Since we are in a place where debates are taking place, so that
everyone can hear the person speaking, I would ask the people cur‐
rently holding discussions in the House to please move to the hall‐
ways or the lobby.
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[English]

Ms. Niki Ashton: Mr. Speaker, there have been consultations
among the parties and I hope that if you seek it, you will find unan‐
imous consent for the following motion. I move that given that to‐
morrow is Make Amazon Pay day and in light of the fact that Ama‐
zon, despite record profits as a result of pandemic profiteering, does
not pay its fair share of taxes; has a clear anti-labour record, includ‐
ing in Canada, where workers trying to unionize faced retaliation;
and has abysmal environmental practices, including a carbon foot‐
print the size of entire countries, the House call on the government
to stop coddling the ultrarich by refusing to properly tax Amazon
while giving it cushy government contracts. It is time to make
Amazon pay.

● (1520)

The Speaker: Does the hon. member have the unanimous con‐
sent of the House to move the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: No.

* * *

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE

Mr. Gérard Deltell (Louis-Saint-Laurent, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
it is a great pleasure to get back to the truth with the habit we have
in the House of Commons of the Thursday question between both
House leaders.

[Translation]

Allow me to officially congratulate you on your election,
Mr. Speaker. We have demonstrated in the last four days that Parlia‐
ment is working well.

What does the government have in store for us in terms of parlia‐
mentary work in the coming days? That is my question to the hon.
government House leader.

Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, that is an excellent question. I
love questions, but I especially love the Thursday question.

I can say that tomorrow we begin debate at second reading of
Bill C‑2, an act to provide further support in response to
COVID‑19, which was introduced yesterday by the Prime Minister
and the Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Finance.

[English]

On Monday of next week, we will resume debate on the
COVID-19 economic measures legislation. On Tuesday, Wednes‐
day and Thursday, we will have a debate on the address in reply to
the Speech from the Throne.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[English]

ORDER RESPECTING THE BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
AND ITS COMMITTEES

The House resumed consideration of the motion, and of the
amendment.

The Speaker: The hon. member for Kings—Hants has three
minutes remaining.

Mr. Kody Blois (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we talked
about the opportunities of the 2019 class in the previous Parlia‐
ment. One opportunity I did not have then was to give a speech that
ran out of time just before we went to members' statements, so I
will try to pick up where I left off.

I was explaining that as the chair of rural caucus for the govern‐
ing party, I have had the opportunity to speak to my colleagues. I
mentioned the Minister of National Revenue and that I had spoken
to her about the challenges she has in being able to get to Ottawa
because there is not the same availability of flights. I am tying that
back to the provisions of the motion under consideration right now,
which allows us to look at certain votes and make sure they happen
at certain times of the week. It is responsible, it is equitable to
members from far-flung parts of this country who are not within
driving distance and it is a reasonable piece.

I also want to mention to my colleagues who have been express‐
ing some level of concern over the motion that this is time limited.
As I have said, we are in the middle of a pandemic. I look around
and I see people with masks on. We know that COVID still exists,
but the motion is not going to continue indefinitely. It has a date of
June 23, I believe. I do not have the text right in front of me, but it
is June 2022. It is a reasonable motion to make sure that we can
continue debate.

Some of my colleagues may not have been in the chamber before
question period, but I mentioned that I intend to be here. However,
I want to make sure that all of my colleagues and I have the ability
to practise our parliamentary privilege in the event that one of us or
someone close to us contracts COVID. The fact that the member
for Beauce has COVID-19 right now is a prime example of that. I
want to make sure that his privilege is protected in the House, and I
fail to understand completely why there is such opposition in the
House to the motion that has been put forward.

I will leave it at that. I would welcome any questions from my
colleagues if they have them.

Mrs. Karen Vecchio (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I really do respect what the member is bringing to
the table and understand the importance. I know that many of my
colleagues have brought forward the option of pairing, making sure
that if someone's vote is not able to be counted, we can pair or do
something of that sort. There have been many options.

I have sat through a hybrid Parliament. I have sat through PROC,
where we saw so many issues with interpretation. We understand
that there have been medical conditions.
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I wonder why the member is not asking why we should not test

when we come in. Why are there not options other than just having
a hybrid Parliament?
● (1525)

Mr. Kody Blois: Madam Speaker, we know that testing is part of
the COVID response, but testing alone is not always going to pick
up instances where COVID-19 exists.

The member mentioned the hybrid Parliament. Again, I would
dare say that the majority of the members, if not all the members,
prefer to be here, but we are still in the midst of COVID-19. We
have to make provisions for members if they do contract
COVID-19 so that they can participate.

The member mentioned pairing. I would not want to take away
anyone's ability in the House to come here physically, if they
choose to do so, because I contracted COVID-19, and then get
them to ask a member from the official opposition or from one of
the other parties not to physically show up. I would rather have the
ability to tune in from Nova Scotia. I say this regrettably because I
would rather be here, but I still want the opportunity to bring the
voice of my constituents to this place.
[Translation]

Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Madam Speaker, as we
saw in the Speech from the Throne, we have a government that
talks the talk but does not walk the walk. We have a government
that talks about science, but that does not act on it.

Can someone explain to me why the City of Montreal, the Que‐
bec National Assembly, the City of Toronto and the City of Win‐
nipeg can offer their citizens functioning legislatures and munici‐
palities while here, in Ottawa, we are told it would be impossible?

Mr. Kody Blois: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague opposite
for his question.

The examples he gave were local ones. The City of Montreal, the
Government of Quebec and other local jurisdictions. This is the
Parliament of Canada, and members come from all across the coun‐
try, from coast to coast to coast. I think it is in the best interests of
members to have the option to participate virtually when necessary.
[English]

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Madam
Speaker, as this is the first time I am speaking in the House, I want
to thank my constituents for putting me back here for the second
time.

I have a couple of really quick yes-or-no questions for the mem‐
ber opposite that I am confident he will actually answer, unlike
maybe his colleague from Winnipeg North. First, would he say that
it would be preferable for the rhetoric in the House to be toned
down, yes or no? Second, would he agree that it is a lot easier to
build relationships in person than it is through a hybrid Parliament?

Finally, I have a comment. The member should talk to the mem‐
ber for Winnipeg North. He spoke yesterday during this debate
about extending the motion past the June timeline.

Mr. Kody Blois: Madam Speaker, I would like to congratulate
the member opposite for his re-election to this place. I was taking

notes, and yes, of course it is preferable to be here. As a new mem‐
ber, I felt like I was not able to fully participate because of the
COVID pandemic. It was isolating at times to be at home.

To his point about building relationships, I agree. In fact, I built
many good relationships with the members opposite, particularly at
the agriculture committee and the public accounts committee, in the
last session.

I will continue to be here in person, but I want to make sure that
members have the ability to continue their privileges in the event
that they are exposed to COVID-19 or their partner or a family
member has to isolate. They should still have their privileges. We
can continue to have respectful decorum and relationships, but we
can also protect members' privileges when necessary.

Mr. Darrell Samson (Sackville—Preston—Chezzetcook,
Lib.): Madam Speaker, it gives me great pleasure to stand in the
44th Parliament to once again represent the great people of
Sackville—Preston—Chezzetcook. That is in Nova Scotia, of
course. I want to thank them for electing me for a third time and
giving me the privilege of continuing to represent them, speak on
their behalf and advocate for them and all of the communities in my
riding.

I also want to thank the volunteers in my riding who came out to
support the democratic process and do the work that is so important
in delivering the message of Canadians during an election. What
we were committed to is how to deliver that. That is really impor‐
tant.

Finally, I want to thank my family, because we all know that
when one of us is running, the whole family is in it together. It is a
challenge, but it is an enjoyable experience and I would do it again,
maybe.

● (1530)

[Translation]

I am very pleased to speak to the motion we are debating today,
to bring back a hybrid Parliament, and in particular to speak on so‐
cial topics such as our working and private lives.

More and more studies are showing that a flexible work environ‐
ment has a lot of advantages. For example, it can reduce stress and
increase satisfaction at work, on top of increasing productivity,
which is a very important consideration.

Canadians continue to develop this work-life balance. I think
COVID-19 has shown that people can be very productive and suc‐
cessful in this type of system.

A recent survey of Canada conducted by the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development reported that decision-
makers should look at implementing policies that would help
Canada achieve a resilient and healthy post-pandemic society.
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That is also why we promised during the election campaign to

amend the Canada Labour Code with certain very important princi‐
ples in mind. We want to strengthen the code's provisions to better
support women who must be temporarily assigned to other duties
during their pregnancy, include mental health in workplace health
and safety standards, require employers to take preventive mea‐
sures against stress and the risk of workplace injury, provide all
federally regulated workers with 10 days of paid sick leave and
work with federally regulated employers and groups representing
workers to develop a policy on the right to disconnect, which would
let workers disconnect without having to worry about their job se‐
curity.

Since March 2020, the pandemic has forced us to change how we
work and, to a certain extent, to reinvent work. An unprecedented
number of Canadian employers have had to adapt and be more flex‐
ible over the past 20 months. Accordingly, telework and virtual
schooling have led to huge changes with many positive effects. Vir‐
tual schooling has existed for quite some time and the pandemic
has done much to advance this essential virtual programming.

Despite the many benefits of teleworking, the closure of schools
and school day care centres caused additional stress for many par‐
ents. That is why our government strongly believes in the right to
disconnect. We are doing everything we can to manage the pan‐
demic and accept that a return to normal will require a healthy
work-life balance.

The House of Commons Administration also demonstrated
tremendous creativity and adaptability. It did an outstanding job de‐
livering a hybrid parliament in such a short time. For 150 years, we
had no other way to vote than to be physically present in the House.
Suddenly, thanks to the exceptional work of the House of Com‐
mons Administration, we managed to do it, and we will be able to
use this system for years to come. That is what it means to learn
and to make the most of a difficult situation.

The motion we are debating today is very similar to the one we
discussed in the last Parliament. Yes, the vaccination rate has in‐
creased, the Pfizer vaccine has been approved for children aged 5 to
11 and the third dose is available. However, the situation is still pre‐
carious, and the number of cases is increasing because of the sea‐
son, as we are going into winter. We are already seeing those num‐
bers go up across Canada, and that is why we need to find ways to
make this work.

It is extremely important that we be able to work. Whether it is
from this building or elsewhere, we must be able to work. Whether
we vote here in the House or elsewhere, we must be able to vote
and represent our constituents. If we find ourselves at home an ex‐
tra day to participate in an important activity in our community, that
is even better for our constituents. That is our job; we have done it
before and we will continue to do it in the future.
● (1535)

Ms. Andréanne Larouche (Shefford, BQ): Madam Speaker, I
thank my colleague for his speech. After listening to it, I am won‐
dering whether he actually wants the hybrid model to become the
usual practice. Is that really what he wants? Our role, the reason
why we were elected, is to come to Ottawa to debate and legislate.
That is why the people of Shefford elected me.

I have a little story to tell. Tuesday evening, I went to the Bell
Centre to see the Genesis concert. There were thousands of people
there. I showed my vaccine passport, washed my hands and wore
my mask. I never felt unsafe. If the Government of Quebec is al‐
lowing thousands of people to gather when proper health measures
are followed, can my colleague explain why we cannot do the same
here?

Is a Genesis concert more important than our role as parliamen‐
tarians?

Mr. Darrell Samson: Madam Speaker, I appreciate my col‐
league's comments, and I want to congratulate her on getting re-
elected.

There is absolutely nothing in this motion that says that she can‐
not come to the House if she wants to. She has the right to come
here every day. What is important is that she can do her work here
when she has to be here, and if something really important comes
up in her riding that she is involved in, then she can be there to help
promote projects that are important to her constituents. She will not
lose her right to vote.

I once had to leave the House for 36 hours while my wife was
having surgery. I missed 22 votes because there was a marathon of
votes. Is that right? Did I have the democratic right to vote? Was I
representing my constituents? No.

With the proposed model, we will be able to do that.

[English]

Mr. Stephen Ellis (Cumberland—Colchester, CPC): Madam
Speaker, it is interesting that my hon. colleagues across the aisle
continue to talk about science. I am not sure how many scientists
there are over there, but that is a whole other matter.

It is important that we look at this. We have never done this be‐
fore, besides last year. How many people really know that it works?
Is it effective? Have we really studied it? We have not. I think it a
shame that after 150-odd years of Parliament in Canada we allow
the opposite side to control the destiny of democracy in Canada
without any study at all, and to say that this is a virtual Parliament
that is going to go on forever.

When are we going to look at the science that all the Liberals
continue to speak about?

Mr. Darrell Samson: Madam Speaker, I want to congratulate
my colleague from Nova Scotia for being elected to the House of
Commons. As he knows, we represent people and communities. It
is our responsibility no matter where we live to support them. I
congratulate him for being here.
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I know my poor colleague was not here in the last six years,

when the party across the floor refused to listen to science. Even to‐
day, it is still refusing to listen to science. Just because we did not
do it for the first 150 years does not mean it is not good and we
cannot do it. That is what is very important. This is an opportunity
to allow us to do our jobs even better.

● (1540)

[Translation]
Mrs. Claude DeBellefeuille (Salaberry—Suroît, BQ):

Madam Speaker, I thank the member for his speech.

Something made me prick up my ears. I am a whip, I helped cre‐
ate the hybrid Parliament and I am going to say quite frankly that it
is a temporary tool to get through a pandemic. I am hearing that
telework is becoming more and more popular, that it is flexible and
so on.

Am I hearing that the government wants to change how Parlia‐
ment works? That it wants to fundamentally alter Parliament just
like that with one motion? A story cannot be changed. Telework is
practical, but parliamentarians are elected to sit here in the House.

Mr. Darrell Samson: Madam Speaker, once again I want to
thank my colleague for her question and comments.

She needs to understand that the motion before us does not say it
is forever. That is not how I read it. Like my colleague said earlier,
I understand that it lasts until June 23, 2022. That is what the mo‐
tion on the table says, and my speech reflects this motion.

Ms. Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ) Madam Speaker,
first of all, I would like to let you know that I intend to share my
time with my delightful colleague from Laurentides—Labelle. I
would like to wish her a very happy birthday once again. She
turned 23 yesterday, so I would again like to wish my colleague a
happy birthday.

I hope you do not mind, Madam Speaker, if I take this opportuni‐
ty to recognize the people who supported me during the campaign
this autumn. I am thinking of the family members who, by force of
circumstance, have become our most fervent volunteers and our
most fervent admirers. I am thinking of our teams around us and,
above all, we are thinking of the voters who have given us their
trust. As we all know, sometimes we can say that the first time is
perhaps an accident, but I can confirm that the second time is a
mark of confidence that is appreciated all the more.

My thanks to all the volunteers who worked on my campaign, I
see them not only as thanks, but also as a prelude to what I am
about to discuss, because this team was on the warpath for months
preparing for an election that was coming, we did not know when.
That is always what happens in a minority government. They were
also called upon to reinvent themselves, according to the somewhat
overused term we heard during the pandemic.

We also wondered why the Liberals called an election during a
pandemic. In Parliament, we even voted on a motion stating that it
was irresponsible to hold an election during a pandemic, but that
clearly did not bother the government since it went ahead and
called one anyway.

One also has to wonder what has changed so much since the time
of the election and now, since during the election it was fine to trav‐
el from one province to another and the borders were not closed.
What has changed so much that we now need to adopt a hybrid sys‐
tem of Parliament?

As far as I know, things have improved somewhat and some re‐
strictions have been lifted. Restaurants are able to welcome more
customers at a time and there are no longer any limits on the num‐
ber of people allowed at theatres. We stopped limiting the number
of people who can go into the grocery store at one time. I do not
think that things have gotten so bad that we have to go back to a
hybrid system of Parliament.

The current situation is not ideal. The ideal situation would be if
there were no pandemic. However, there is one and we must live
with it. In this context, I would say that the Bloc's proposal for how
we should work during the pandemic is the most balanced and the
most reasonable: The 338 members would return in person and ev‐
eryone would provide proof of double vaccination. That is the clos‐
est to what we are seeing in all societies that have put in place strict
health measures.

The arguments made by my colleague from Sackville—Pre‐
ston—Chezzetcook to justify hybrid sittings do not entirely have to
do with the pandemic. This further bolsters my belief that we are
being fed false arguments and that the pandemic is but a pretext to
avoid returning to the House and being accountable to the people
we represent. I find that there are false pretenses behind this.

I hear arguments about sick leave, maternity leave or snow
storms. I am not saying that those are not legitimate concerns, but
now is not the time to be talking about them, and during a pandem‐
ic is definitely not the time to be having this debate. Last summer I
sat on the Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs,
where we nailed down the ins and outs of a hybrid Parliament. Dur‐
ing our discussions, we said that it was not the time to be making
these kinds of arguments for a broader discussion on a hybrid Par‐
liament. I get the feeling that this is what people are doing here to‐
day.

The motion will clearly be adopted and the hybrid system will
soon be back. People are telling us that a hybrid Parliament is so
important because they are worried about their health and want to
be safe. I do not think there is any guarantee that the people we see
on Zoom will spend the rest of the week in their basement, avoid‐
ing meeting with constituents, turning down meetings, not going to
bingos or spaghetti suppers, and not campaigning in their ridings
while they are supposed to be here, in Parliament.
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I really want to stress that hybrid sittings mean we lose the natu‐
ral, organic contact with our colleagues that we have seen over the
course of these four sitting days. We lose the opportunity for one-
on-ones with a minister, a colleague, a critic or a fellow parliamen‐
tary committee member. That kind of thing is not easy on Zoom.

The same thing happened in parliamentary committees. Not only
are Zoom committee meetings more arduous, but they also do not
afford members the opportunity to glance at a colleague in a way
that says, “Let us meet at the coffee station to discuss something”
while still following the conversation. Zoom meetings are not near‐
ly as effective.

I think the biggest downside of all is lack of accountability. That
may be why government members are the ones who seem most
keen on the hybrid model. Virtual attendance means no reporters
waiting for them on their way out of the House of Commons. All
they have to do is click on “Leave” to dodge any accountability to
the fourth estate, the press.

We also forget the work of the support staff, who we burned out
by using the hybrid model. I am thinking about the IT group. We
have to tip our hat to them because they performed miracles, but we
wore them out by using the hybrid model so much. I am also think‐
ing about the interpreters, whose sound quality during Zoom meet‐
ings was quite bad most of the time. We exhausted them as well.
Returning to normal would do them a favour.

I am anticipating certain questions, so let me answer them imme‐
diately. If I answer them ahead of time, then my colleagues will not
need to ask them. I invite them to come up with other questions to
ask me.

We have been asked how this will work if the situation deterio‐
rates while we are in normal mode. In that case, we will do the
same thing as last time. We will turn things around in 24 hours and
bring in a hybrid Parliament, especially now that we already have
the necessary technology.

There have also been questions about how we will know if the
situation has gotten worse. We will just have to look at what is go‐
ing on in the provinces and in Quebec. Any new lockdowns would
be an indication that the hybrid system should be brought back. It
would be a relatively simple and quick process. We already know
that it is possible.

There have been questions about members who may be immuno‐
compromised and who may be afraid of coming to Parliament. I do
not get the impression that the majority of members of Parliament
are immunocompromised. If it turns out that there are members
who are immunocompromised, which remains to be proven, they
would probably be the exception. By bringing in a hybrid Parlia‐
ment, the government is enforcing a universal standard to cater to
special cases. The standard should be that members come in person
because that is why we were elected. These supposedly immuno‐
compromised members, if there are any here, probably campaigned
outside of their basements.

We are also hearing the argument that some people have young
unvaccinated children and they are worried about bringing

COVID-19 home to them. We are about to start vaccinating
younger children. Because of that, the argument already holds
much less water. However, I would be curious to know whether
members who have young children stop them from going to the
movies, going to shows and seeing other people. Are they home-
schooling to ensure that the children are not at risk? I think that is a
fair question.

All that to say that the motion we are debating seems much more
bogus. It seems to be using the pandemic for purely political and
partisan purposes, and that is what I find really disappointing.

Moreover, the government is already anticipating that this mea‐
sure will stay in place until June 23, 2022. June 23 is seven months
away. If we go back the same amount of time, seven months ago, I
could not even get on a waiting list for my vaccine. A lot of water
has gone under the bridge in the past seven months. I expect that a
lot will happen too. If the government wants to go so far with this
right off the bat, surely that just confirms how partisan this measure
is.

● (1550)

Mr. Fayçal El-Khoury (Laval—Les Îles, Lib.): Madam Speak‐
er, I thank my colleague for her speech, and I would like to wish
the other member a happy birthday.

We all know that COVID‑19 is a very contagious disease. All the
peer-reviewed scientific studies show that the risk of death in vacci‐
nated individuals is practically 0%.

My question for my colleague is this: If a person decides not to
get vaccinated and risk their own life, that may be their right, but
does that person have the right to endanger the lives of others?

Ms. Christine Normandin: Madam Speaker, that sounds more
like a question for a member of another party than for a Bloc mem‐
ber.

The answer is simple. Our solution is the most balanced ap‐
proach. We want a return to in-person sittings with everyone pro‐
viding proof of double vaccination.

[English]

Mrs. Salma Zahid (Scarborough Centre, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I would like to congratulate my hon. colleague on her
election and on her speech.

Today, in Ontario, 748 new COVID cases have been reported. As
of yesterday, 15 of Ontario's public schools were closed due to
COVID spread.

In the 43rd Parliament, a person like me who has a compromised
immune system was able to fulfill their duties as a member of Par‐
liament. I was able to vote in spite of having COVID for two
weeks. I was able to vote and I was able to chair a committee.

However, not knowing how many members across the aisle are
not vaccinated, why should we put the health and safety of some
members at risk when, with a hybrid Parliament, we can perform
our duties as members of Parliament, and we have done that?
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[Translation]

Ms. Christine Normandin: Madam Speaker, I thank my col‐
league for her question, and I am sorry that I do not see her any‐
more. I may not be on the same committee as her, but I want to tell
her that I enjoyed sitting next to her during the last Parliament.

Once again, our proposal settles the matter of double vaccina‐
tion. We want everyone who enters the parliamentary precinct to be
double-vaccinated.

Beyond that, the real question is this: What is the balance be‐
tween parliamentarians' rights and their obligations?

This proposal seems to completely overlook parliamentarians' re‐
sponsibilities and obligations, which includes the governing party's
responsibility and obligation to be in the House to answer the oppo‐
sition's questions.

All we are hearing the Liberals talk about is rights. They are
avoiding the issue of responsibilities.
[English]

Mr. Stephen Ellis (Cumberland—Colchester, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I really want to congratulate my Liberal colleagues on
how much concern they have over the people who are not immu‐
nized. It is fascinating, but in my mind, as a scientist, I really won‐
der how, if someone were unvaccinated and got COVID, it would
make the lives of all these people who are vaccinated doubly so
much worse. I fail to understand that. Perhaps someone could
please explain that to me. It really makes no sense to me whatsoev‐
er.
[Translation]

Ms. Christine Normandin: Madam Speaker, I understand that
the question was not addressed directly to me, but I would still like
to try to answer it.

Science has proven its worth. A person who is unvaccinated has
a much higher viral load. Although double vaccination affords ade‐
quate protection, it is not perfect. We can still have symptoms of
COVID‑19.

The ideal solution is for people to get double-vaccinated and to
return to the House in person.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): We have
just enough time for one short question.

The hon. member for New Westminster—Burnaby.
● (1555)

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP):
Madam Speaker, as we have seen, the number of COVID‑19 cases
continues to rise in Europe, and several countries have already gone
back into lockdown. We are seeing a resurgence of the pandemic
across Canada, including in my riding, New Westminster—Burna‐
by. We also know that the vaccine is starting to lose its effective‐
ness over time.

For all these reasons, I would like to ask my hon. colleague the
following question. With the number of COVID‑19 cases on the
rise everywhere, including in Quebec, why is she taking this matter
so lightly?

Ms. Christine Normandin: Madam Speaker, my hon. colleague
from New Westminster—Burnaby seems to be suggesting that he
thinks the various public health authorities are taking this situation
lightly, since they have authorized the reopening and are allowing
public gatherings.

I would remind him, as I said in my speech, that we will follow
all public health recommendations and that, in the event of another
lockdown, the hybrid model would be justified, but that is not cur‐
rently the case.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Resum‐
ing debate. The hon. member for Laurentides—Labelle.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau (Laurentides—Labelle, BQ):
Madam Speaker, I congratulate you on your appointment.

We have been discussing this issue for several hours now and
many arguments have been presented. Everything has been said and
the debate is winding down.

Since this is my first time rising in the 44th Parliament, I want to
take the opportunity to express my thanks. I would first like to
thank the people of Laurentides—Labelle who put their trust in me
a second time. I am very proud of that, particularly since I won
with an overwhelming majority.

My constituents can count on me to properly represent them and
stand up for their interests. I will take all the time needed. In the
end, we, as legislators, have 26 weeks to work here in the House
and 26 more in our ridings to get to know our constituents and hear
about their concerns. I would therefore like to tell my constituents
that I will always be there for them.

I also want to thank my two beautiful daughters, Anne-Sophie
and Ève-Marie, and my husband of 26 years, Yannick Thibault.
They have been there from the start. In 2019, the Bloc Québécois
faced quite a challenge, and I was very proud to be part of it. I
thank them for their trust in me. Work-life balance is a team effort,
and I thank them for their resilience and, above all, for their kind
words. Yesterday, since I could not be there, we celebrated a birth‐
day virtually. I cannot say it enough, my family members are at the
very heart of my commitment, and the sacrifice they make is be‐
yond honourable.

I also want to give special thanks to my volunteers. I will not
name them all, as there are many, but they know who they are. I of‐
fer them my most sincere thanks. I can count on them, and I am for‐
tunate to have such good people around me.

I also want to give a shout-out to my constituency team. They
work miracles every day. The pandemic has not been easy on any‐
one. In response to the alleged slowness of the decision-making
process, I will remind you that we have wasted some time. People
are having a hard time understanding why bills that were supposed
to pass this fall must unfortunately go back to the beginning of the
process.
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and Annie-Claude Poirier. At the Sainte‑Agathe‑des‑Monts office, I
want to say hello to Maxime Caouette and Michel Kieffer, as well
as our new recruit, Annie Lajoie. There is also Mathieu Laroche
Casavant, who works on Parliament Hill and supports me in my
parliamentary duties as well as in my duties as chair of the Bloc
Québécois caucus.

Our loved ones are the most important people in our lives. My
mother, Françoise, has enabled me to do what I am doing now,
which is to speak to the members of the House, always to improve
our collective well-being. I would also like to thank my parents-in-
law, Solange and Lévis. I cannot forget my father, who is also in
my thoughts every day. I hope he is proud of his daughter up there.
In fact, I am sure he is, and I love him.

In closing, I would like to acknowledge my predecessor, Johanne
Deschamps, who was the member of Parliament for Laurentides—
Labelle for four terms.

Having said that, we are here to talk for a while longer about the
motion that Parliament should operate in a hybrid format.

Yesterday I was talking to people in my riding and trying to find
out what they thought. Since we are vaccinated, it is now possible
to go to establishments offering various services and to see shows,
while respecting the health measures proposed by the experts and
scientists.
● (1600)

It was not complicated. They thought that we took advantage of
the pandemic to be somewhat comfortable and relaxed, but what
about the work that we do beyond speeches and the House of Com‐
mons? How about what happens when we walk to the Hill and have
meaningful discussions?

When I arrived on Monday, after greeting my colleagues and the
new members, I realized how much work can get done on a very
specific issue that matters to our constituents, all with a simple dis‐
cussion. People may already realize this, but I unfortunately did not
have much time in a normal Parliament before the pandemic ar‐
rived.

It was even more difficult in committee. There was a lot of ob‐
struction. Things can sometimes be much more efficient and effec‐
tive in person. We can come to an agreement much more quickly
when we have discussions with our colleagues. We cannot forget
about language. I must say that the interpreters did an excellent job.
I congratulate and thank them.

Technically, everyone here should be bilingual. Having said that,
it is not right that an MP has to listen more closely to the original to
be certain they have not missed anything. In fact, people speak too
quickly and this makes interpretation more difficult at a time when
we want to intervene to ensure that we have understood before vot‐
ing. It is too late when the voting begins.

I came to realize that it was not the right approach for us because
committees must meet in person and that goes for the House as
well. I also think it is difficult to get used to speaking without look‐
ing at one another, and I enjoy speaking with people in person and
not on a screen. Otherwise, we would have chosen other careers.

My job is to speak on behalf of people and to have discussions with
my colleagues.

I realize that we got it right when the pandemic first started. We
were able to show our fellow citizens that, as my colleague men‐
tioned earlier, in 24 hours we were able to turn on a dime. We were
able to do it. We had to find and use the technology that was crucial
at that time.

Now we have confidence, we want to make the most of our time
and maybe try to do two or three things at once. This is critical.
When we are here in person, we are able to focus on what needs to
be done.

Personally, I trust the experts and I am sure that my colleagues
trust the science. If we need to make a quick change some day, we
will do so. We have shown that we are able to adjust.

To us in the Bloc Québécois, there is no good reason to not re‐
turn to the House if we are double-vaccinated and if we obey the
rules that have been established. On Monday, people could see in
the first five minutes that there was no distancing. Everyone greet‐
ed each other and shook hands. Come on.

It is okay to be cautious and concerned, but I think we need to do
our job the way it has been done for many decades now.

● (1605)

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I do not quite understand the Bloc's logic. The legislature
of the Province of Manitoba, my home province, is sitting today. It
has a hybrid system, which was non-controversial. Everyone under‐
stood the safety and health benefits, the need for strong leadership,
and it is not a political controversy at all.

We are doing something of a very similar nature. There is a sun‐
set provision, so it ends by the time we get into June. It seems to
me that maybe the Bloc was kind of conned into this by its cozy
cousin the Conservative Party.

I wonder if the member has any regrets not recognizing that there
is absolutely nothing wrong with enfranchising and enabling parlia‐
mentarians at a time when they could be infected by COVID to be
able to participate fully, like the leader of the official opposition in
the Province of Manitoba today.

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Madam Speaker, I thank the hon.
member for his question. I would like to come back to what I was
saying about maximizing our effectiveness. Doing our work in per‐
son means we can work better and more effectively, and come up
with quick solutions for the collective well-being of our con‐
stituents. It has been proven, and we have all experienced this. In a
virtual situation, there are no exchanges that might allow us to work
small miracles for our constituents.
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ly that we should keep this model until June.
[English]

Mr. Marty Morantz (Charleswood—St. James—Assiniboia—
Headingley, CPC): Madam Speaker, it is my pleasure to rise for
the first time after being re-elected by the great people of
Charleswood—St. James—Assiniboia—Headingley. I am happy to
be back live and in person in this amazing place.

I have been listening carefully to the speeches today and almost,
without exception, everyone supporting the motion is saying that if
somebody gets COVID, has been near somebody who has COVID
or received an alert that he or she has had a brush with COVID, the
member should not be disenfranchised and should be able to partic‐
ipate virtually. There is some logic to that, but the fact is that is not
what the motion says at all. The motion says that any member can
participate virtually or in-person for any reason.

Does the member not think the motion is simply too broad and if
the government is sincere in wanting members to be able to partici‐
pate virtually because they are ill or might become ill, the motion
should simply say that?
[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Madam Speaker, I thank the hon.
member for his question. What we experienced, namely, people
hiding behind their screens, could be perceived as avoidance by
some people. We need to be consistent in the work we have to do.
This means being available, answering questions and following
through on things, all for our collective well-being.
● (1610)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Order.
There seems to be a problem with the interpretation.

Is it working now?

The interpretation is working again. The hon. member for Lau‐
rentides—Labelle may continue.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Madam Speaker, quickly, the
perception of people when we work in virtual mode is that we do
not have the exchanges that go alongside it. The work is therefore
not as effective because we have to be accountable, answer ques‐
tions and follow up on files. Hiding behind a screen, as we have un‐
fortunately seen during the exchanges of the last few days, makes
our work less effective.

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP):
Madam Speaker, legislatures across the country are operating in hy‐
brid mode. The British Columbia legislature is doing it, as well.
There are people who take part by being physically present, and
others who participate remotely. The British Columbia legislature
also has physical distancing measures, which is something we can‐
not do in the House without having a hybrid Parliament and with‐
out having the virtual capacity.

I am listening carefully to my colleague, but I find it hard to un‐
derstand her opposition to doing everything that other assemblies in
the country are doing to avoid being responsible for a breakout of
the COVID‑19 pandemic here, among employees and members of
Parliament, their families or the general public.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Madam Speaker, does it make
sense for the Sergeant-at-Arms and the institution to guarantee that
people's health will be protected provided that they are double-vac‐
cinated? That is what is going on at the Quebec National Assembly.
Should that suggestion not be considered? That is more of a ques‐
tion.

[English]

Mr. Ken Hardie (Fleetwood—Port Kells, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I will note, with pleasure, that I will be sharing my time
with the hon. member for Brossard—Saint-Lambert.

I want to spare a moment for all of us in British Columbia. There
are more weather events on the way. Our thoughts are with our
emergency services people and everybody else still trying to recov‐
er.

After almost 20 months, so many aspects of our lives have been
upended by this once-in-a-century pandemic. As difficult as it has
been, Canadians have found ways to adapt. This includes finding
new ways of working and doing business that minimize the risk of
transmitting the COVID-19 virus.

The House has not been an exception. In the last Parliament, we
agreed to modify our proceedings in accordance with public health
guidelines. This included a hybrid approach, with members partici‐
pating in the House and committees proceedings both in-person and
through video conference.

This was a reasonable approach, because it allowed all members
to participate in all types of House business, while limiting close
physical contact with too many people. We know that limiting close
contact is a key measure to stop the spread of the virus. It was the
right thing to do, not only because we wanted to keep parliamentar‐
ians safe but we also wanted to keep safe the staff who support us,
our families and our constituents.

COVID-19 is unpredictable. I know a family of three, two people
in their late 50s and a mom in her 80s, all with compromised health
systems, and all who had COVID and did not know it. On the other
hand, a robust chap in his late 50s, an outdoorsman and enthusiastic
bhangra dancer, the husband of one of my staff, in fact, ended up in
an induced coma for two months, a candidate for a lung transplant,
still doing his best to walk for more than a few minutes without
needing to rest.

We have seen examples of long-haulers, who suffer for extended
periods. A recent Washington Post article noted, “The worst effects
include debilitating weakness and fatigue, post-traumatic stress dis‐
order, anxiety, depression, difficulty thinking, and hard-to-define
challenges functioning in daily life. Family members, suddenly
thrust into the role of caregivers for a seriously ill loved one, en‐
dure emotional and practical difficulties of their own.”
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pandemic in sight, thanks to Canada's world-leading vaccination
program rollout. Unfortunately, at the outset of this 44th Parlia‐
ment, the pandemic lingers, longer than we had hoped. We are get‐
ting close to finishing the fight against it, but we still must remain
vigilant.

We know that government members, members from the New
Democratic Party, the Bloc Québécois and the Green Party are fully
vaccinated. Personally, I do not see any problem disclosing my sta‐
tus as a breach of my right to privacy; rather, it is a signal to our
families, staff and everybody here that I am not among those more
likely to spread the virus. However, if I am unlucky enough to be
laid low by COVID-19, I owe it to the people of Fleetwood—Port
Kells, who I thank for honouring me with my third term, to keep
doing what I was elected to do. What our government is proposing
will allow that.

It is a mystery that the leader of the Conservative Party would
want to deny that ability to anyone in this place, especially mem‐
bers of his own caucus. However, his opposition to a reasonable
tried and tested alternative will do just that.

It is a further mystery why Ottawa's best-kept secret is whether a
Conservative MP next to other members in the lobby or at commit‐
tee is vaccinated or not. I would not be surprised if a Conservative
raised a question of privilege on that matter, the right to a safe, se‐
cure workplace. We saw a member of the Bloc do so a couple of
days ago, and it is a mystery to see the Bloc's position on this.

I would point out that vaccine mandates are not new. The United
Kingdom had one in 1853 to address the smallpox epidemic. In
1905, the United States Supreme Court, in the case of Jacobson v.
Massachusetts, upheld the constitutionality of mandatory smallpox
vaccination programs to preserve public health.

The Conservatives might think of themselves as the freedom par‐
ty, but those freedoms exist in the context that also recognizes the
duty we have to one another in the interests of the common good.
As the party of the charter, we Liberals fully understand that in
some ways personal choice should not trump our collective rights.
It is a matter of reasonable vigilance.

That is what the motion before us today is all about, vigilance.
The motion is about allowing all members of Parliament to fulfill
all their duties safely. As noted, we have a tried and tested model of
a hybrid Parliament that was used in the second session of the 43rd
Parliament, and the motion before us would mostly reinstate the ap‐
proach used then.

● (1615)

The motion mainly seeks to do five things. First, it would allow
members to participate in proceedings of the House, either in per‐
son or by video conference, provided that members participating in
person did so in accordance with the Board of Internal Economy's
decision of Tuesday, October 19, 2021, regarding vaccinations
against COVID-19, and that reasons for medical exemptions fol‐
lowed the guidance from the Ontario Ministry of Health entitled
“Medical Exemptions to COVID-19 Vaccination”. As well, the Na‐
tional Advisory Committee on Immunization informs us on this.

The motion temporarily suspends or alters a few Standing Orders to
facilitate this move.

Second, the motion would similarly allow members to participate
in committee meetings remotely or in person provided that they met
the vaccine requirements set out by the Board of Internal Economy.

Third, it would provide for documents to be laid before or pre‐
sented in the House electronically. This includes the documents that
the government is required by statute to table as well as petitions or
other documents that any member may wish to provide.

Fourth, the motion sets out how and when recorded divisions are
to be taken in the hybrid format. I will return to this in a moment.

Finally, for the current supply period, it provides for Supplemen‐
tary Estimates to be referred to and considered by a committee of
the whole. This is in keeping with past practices of the House to al‐
low for scrutiny of the estimates early in a new Parliament before
standing committees have been constituted.

The motion would keep these measures in effect from the day it
is adopted until Thursday, June 23, 2022, before the House ad‐
journs for the summer. This time frame would allow the House to
safely conduct the business Canadians sent us here to accomplish
for them. After June, we could have another look at how we con‐
duct our proceedings, taking into consideration the best health ad‐
vice at the time.

Focusing now on the motion's provisions relating to voting, I
wanted to first acknowledge how this single act is one of the most
important that parliamentarians carry out. During the early months
of the second session of the last Parliament, members in the cham‐
ber voted by the traditional process of row-by-row. Members par‐
ticipating by video conference were called on one by one to cast
their votes orally. While these voting arrangements were successful
and used for over 50 votes, they were time-consuming. Some votes
required as much as 50 minutes to complete. However, the House
also agreed to develop and test a remote voting application, and one
was introduced in March. With this application, a vote could be
completed in 10 to 15 minutes. The remote voting application was
used successfully for over 120 votes.

Today's motion would put this app back into use, allowing us to
express our will safely, securely and conveniently. Although the re‐
mote voting app was successfully used in the last Parliament, the
motion would take the prudent step of directing the House adminis‐
tration to carry out an onboarding process of all members for this
app to be completed no later than Wednesday, December 8, 2021.
Once the onboarding is complete, but no later than December 9, the
app would be put into use.
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in the use of the app. Among other things, it requires that votes
have to be cast from within Canada using the member's House-
managed device. Also, the visual identity of members must be vali‐
dated for each vote. This could be verified by the whip of each par‐
ty recognized in the House.

Any member unable to vote via the electronic voting system dur‐
ing the provided 10 minutes could connect to the virtual sitting to
indicate to the Chair their voting intention. The motion is therefore
very careful to put in place contingencies should members en‐
counter problems with the voting application, so as to not disen‐
franchise them. We want to avoid disenfranchising people.

Some have argued that the literal act of standing up to be counted
during an in-person vote is too important to be set aside. I do not
want to argue that tradition. I would simply say that the motion
aims to put in place reasonable, temporary measures to allow each
member the ability to safely vote.

For each vote, members' names will still be recorded in the
House journals allowing all to see where they figuratively stood on
the issue voted on.

The motion before us also seeks to arrange a deferred schedule
for recorded divisions on most types of debatable motions, or a mo‐
tion to concur in a bill at report stage on a Friday. Specifically,
votes would take place after question period on a day depending on
when the time recorded division was requested. This order would
be in keeping with past practice of the House, would provide mem‐
bers with some predictability for when votes would occur and
would allow us to better manage our time both in and outside of the
House.

● (1620)

I know all members of the House agree that we want to put this
pandemic behind us. Through the Speech from the Throne, we set
out an agenda to do just that. We are securing the next generation of
COVID-19 vaccines, especially for kids—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Time is
up. The hon. member will be able to add more during questions and
comments.

Questions and comments, the hon. member for Cypress Hills—
Grasslands.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer (Cypress Hills—Grasslands, CPC):
Madam Speaker, it is an honour to rise for the first time in this new
Parliament.

Does the hon. member agree with the government House leader
who said on Monday that if a fully vaccinated person tested posi‐
tive for COVID-19, they could still go to work?

Mr. Ken Hardie: Madam Speaker, that is exactly what this mo‐
tion allows. A fully vaccinated person who does come down with
COVID-19 could still go to work.

The Conservative opposition to this measure would deny that
person the opportunity to serve their constituents.

[Translation]

Ms. Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ): Madam Speaker,
I thank my colleague for his speech. I have a question for him.

He listed some of the advantages of the hybrid model, including
remote voting. For example, he said that if he had COVID‑19, he
could stay at home and not come here to vote. In the past, people
got sick while Parliament was sitting and were unable to come to
vote.

Does he agree that the opportunities that we might have with a
hybrid Parliament in exceptional cases should be studied at the
Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs, for example,
and not under a closure motion?

[English]

Mr. Ken Hardie: Madam Speaker, I think we are missing an im‐
portant point here, which is that in spite of the presence of a hybrid
voting system, anybody and everybody would be free to come to
the House to fulfill their duties except if they were sick or if they
were fearful of getting sick. At that point, the hybrid system would
allow them to do their jobs.

Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Madam
Speaker, I want to thank my hon. colleague for his well-thought-out
speech. I was really moved at the beginning when he spoke about
our shared concern about the climate crisis happening in British
Columbia. We have just come off COP26 where the Prime Minister
made great statements, yet we see the RCMP going with sniper ri‐
fles against unarmed indigenous people defending their territory.

I would like to ask my hon. colleague a question, while I have
the chance to be here with him. The climate crisis is here, and the
Environment Commissioner has just given a damning report to the
federal government on its failure to stand up and actually make
moves on targets.

Would the member explain whether or not he is standing with the
Wet'suwet'en people in the face of the RCMP attacks?

● (1625)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): The hon.
member is asking a question that is not really on the matter that is
before the House. I am not sure if the hon. member for Fleet‐
wood—Port Kells wants to answer or if he wishes me to go to a dif‐
ferent question.

Mr. Charlie Angus: On a point of order, Madam Speaker. I
think you will realize that is what it is about, because it is about my
presence in the House and being able to ask a question. That is
what we are debating today.

Mr. Ken Hardie: Madam Speaker, I respect my colleague a
great deal and I have no problem answering his question.

What is going on with the Wet'suwet'en territory is concerning. It
is troubling. As politicians, we do stay out of the way of policing
matters. We also have to defer to the Province of British Columbia,
which is basically setting the framework for what is going on there.
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That said, in the spirit of reconciliation, I think that more work

does need to be done. I appreciate the member's question because it
raises a very important, pertinent, current matter.

Mr. Todd Doherty (Cariboo—Prince George, CPC): Madam
Speaker, following up on the question from my hon. colleague, the
member for Timmins—James Bay, if it is deemed relevant, I would
like to ask my hon. colleague from the Liberal Party why his leader
did not denounce the activist David Suzuki for threatening to blow
up pipelines in regard to the protests.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Again, I
want to remind members that when they are asking questions, they
should be relevant to the matter that is before the House, which is
the time allocation and the issue about hybrid sittings. I will allow
the hon. member to answer this question, but I want to advise mem‐
bers to please focus the debate on the matter that is before the
House. If the hon. member for Fleetwood—Port Kells wants to an‐
swer the question, that is fine. If not, I will move on.

Mr. Ken Hardie: Again, Madam Speaker, out of respect for a
person I do respect quite a bit, I will answer.

The fact is that Dr. Suzuki issued a statement today in which he
retracted his comments and apologized for them. We have to recog‐
nize that this gentleman is extremely passionate and sometimes
passions get away from people. Lord knows, who among us has not
been guilty of that from time to time? The story is now straight.
Hopefully it has settled down and we can move on.
[Translation]

Mrs. Alexandra Mendès (Brossard—Saint-Lambert, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, I extend to you my warmest congratulations on
your re-election as Speaker.

I would also take this opportunity, my first time rising in the 44th
Parliament, to thank my constituents in Brossard—Saint‑Lambert
for sending me back here for the fourth time, with an overwhelming
majority. I am honoured and deeply touched.

I am honoured to participate in today's debate on the motion
moved by the government leader to implement hybrid sittings for
the beginning of the 44th Parliament.

I have heard a lot of arguments for and against this motion, as
well as a controversy that was blown out of proportion for reasons
that sometimes escape me.

I would be the first to say that I would prefer to sit here full time.
I love being in the House of Commons. I love meeting with my
constituents, not all, but most, and I am very happy when I am in
the House. I came here as often as I could when we were operating
virtually.

I do not think the purpose of this motion is to send us all home.
The goal is to make sure we all have a safe option if we need it,
such as if physical distancing measures had to be reinstated.

Again, the idea is not to find ourselves in a situation where there
is just one person in the House. It is to establish a limit on the num‐
ber of people who can be here.

The point is to give ourselves a degree of flexibility we do not
have right now, and that includes the flexibility to vote and partici‐

pate in debates without necessarily being here in person. Any one
of us could get sick, maybe even with COVID-19, and need that
flexibility.

What the hon. member for Saint-Jean said earlier is absolutely
true. Before the hybrid Parliament option was available, many of us
stayed home when we got sick and could not participate in debates
here. Progress being what it is, we can now have a hybrid version
of Parliament.

I think the point of this motion is to show that we are still in a
very delicate situation. The pandemic is far from being fully under
control, we have not yet reached herd immunity as we would have
liked, and children five to 11 years old are only just beginning to be
vaccinated.

It is with this in mind that the government is proposing the op‐
tion of a virtual Parliament, that is, for those who could not come to
the House of Commons. This is not at all about sending us home.
On the contrary, we want to be here as much as possible and with
as many colleagues as possible.

I also think the terms of the motion aim to bring some pre‐
dictability to the way we will be working in the coming months,
considering we are still in a public health emergency.

During the long months of 2020 and 2021 when we were in hy‐
brid mode, we got to learn how it works. We also saw that it came
with some pretty real challenges, from both a technical and human
standpoint.

I agree with my colleagues who say just how hard it has been for
our interpreters. It may have led to work-related illness for those
who sometimes had to grapple with a virtual presence less disci‐
plined than it was in person in the House. We have to admit that,
because every day we see the cacophony in our debates, especially
during question period. On Zoom or in the House, the cacophony is
part and parcel of our debates. Though it may seem harder with
Zoom, I think it has the same effect on the interpreters in the
House.

It also caused problems for committee interpreting. I am not sure
why, but it seemed to have something to do with the fact that a lot
of members were not wearing their headsets. This made it difficult
for the interpreters to do their job. If that is the problem, I totally
agree: It is a matter of respect for the interpreters and for our other
colleagues.

● (1630)

The fact remains that, before the pandemic, I believe there were
usually about a thousand employees in the parliamentary precinct,
including MPs, parliamentarians, staffers and all of the personnel
who support us in our work in the House. That includes the security
staff, pages, food services staff, clerks and the whole structure that
enables us to do our work. We are talking about over a thousand
people in the House every day. That is a lot of people, and we want
to make sure that they are all double-vaccinated. I assume that is
the case for all of us.
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We also know that the vast majority of us will need a third dose.

Quebec just announced today that those who received two doses of
AstraZeneca can now go and get their third dose, because they are
not yet fully vaccinated. There is still a lot of uncertainty regarding
the pandemic. There is still a good chance that things will go down‐
hill again. We are already seeing an increase in the number of cases
every day in Quebec and across Canada.

Furthermore, an increase in cases can cause more complications,
which is why we need the flexibility this option affords us. We do
not want to suddenly force everyone into virtual sittings, but we
want that option to be available. I think that is the objective of the
government's motion. That is why I think we are here.

In closing, I want to say that I am very happy to be back in the
House, being around and seeing my colleagues. I was looking for‐
ward to this and I am happy to be here among them all. I hope that
we will be able to do so safely until June 2023.
● (1635)

[English]
Mr. Clifford Small (Coast of Bays—Central—Notre Dame,

CPC): Madam Speaker, I am happy to stand here this afternoon
and take this opportunity to thank my family, my friends and my
partner Tammy for their support on the journey that has landed me
here in the House. As well, I would like to thank our volunteers for
their tireless work on our campaign.

It is an honour to be chosen to represent the people of Coast of
Bays—Central—Notre Dame in this House, and I thank them for
the faith they have put in me. All members' constituents want us in
this House, where we can advocate and collaborate, work for them
and be accountable. Instead, the Liberal-NDP coalition wants a vir‐
tual Parliament.

In 2011, Jack Layton chastised then Liberal leader Michael Ig‐
natieff for having the worst attendance record in Parliament. He
said that when Canadians pay us, they expect us to come to work.
What was promised to the NDP in return for voting with the Liber‐
als so that they could stay home? Why is the Liberal-NDP socialist
coalition following Mr. Ignatieff's example?

An hon. member: How did you get here?

Mr. Clifford Small: How did I get here? I was elected to come
here, and I want this place to be here for the people.

Mrs. Alexandra Mendès: Madam Speaker, I am sorry, but I do
not quite understand what the question is. I did say that, yes, we are
elected to be here and that I very much am looking forward to be‐
ing here. There is nothing much else that I can add to that.
[Translation]

Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Madam Speaker, I have
a hard time understanding that whole controversy as well, because
it never should have happened.

There is no controversy over opening arenas, universities or
restaurants, but members on the other side of the House are sug‐
gesting a government available for delivery. A government to go.

Could we not have a flexible solution, as the member for
Brossard—Saint-Lambert said? The House would be reopened fol‐

lowing the health regulations and then we could reassess how
things are going later, if necessary.

Mrs. Alexandra Mendès: Madam Speaker, I thank my col‐
league from Mirabel for his question.

It is warranted by the situation right now because we have col‐
leagues who are impacted by COVID‑19 and cannot be present at
this time. Even if they do not have serious symptoms, they cannot
come to the House.

Therefore, the health situation remains precarious. There are still
a lot of unknowns and we do not know how we will proceed. Thus,
offering parliamentarians the opportunity to continue to participate
virtually is one way to continue.

The Leader of the Government in the House of Commons did ac‐
tually confirm today that ministers are supposed to be here every
day, and we are supposed to be here every day. If we are healthy
and vaccinated, why would we not be here every day?

Proposing a solution does not mean that we will decide to pro‐
ceed in that manner and have a government to go, as the member
called it.

● (1640)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): There is
time for a brief question.

The hon. member for Longueuil—Charles‑LeMoyne.

Mrs. Sherry Romanado (Longueuil—Charles-LeMoyne,
Lib.): Madam Speaker, I first want to congratulate you on your
election.

I want to thank my family and the people of Longueuil—
Charles‑LeMoyne for the trust they have placed in me.

I also want to congratulate my colleague from Brossard—
Saint‑Lambert on his election.

[English]

The point of this is actually for prevention. Right now, the Stand‐
ing Orders do not allow a member of Parliament to participate in
their elected duty should they become sick. What we are trying to
do is to say that if they are sick or have symptoms, we ask them to
stay home. It is just like the measures we are going to put in place
for workers, so that they can have that time to stay home and stay
safe.

Would the hon. member explain how this is a preventative mea‐
sure to make sure people can have their opportunity to speak?

Mrs. Alexandra Mendès: Madam Speaker, I absolutely agree
with my colleague. This is preventative. This is just an alternative
that we are offering parliamentarians, and it is at the moment the
best way we see to go forward to ensure that all parliamentarians
can participate.

Mr. Todd Doherty (Cariboo—Prince George, CPC): Madam
Speaker, it is an honour to stand in this House, as always, and add
to the debate.
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I first want to send my heartfelt thoughts and prayers to my com‐

munity of Vanderhoof, because literally 20 minutes ago a warning
came across that there was an active shooter in the community. I
meant to stand up and say to please stay safe and stay inside, but
my understanding is that the shooter has been caught.

Ladies and gentlemen, and colleagues, it speaks to the debate
that we are talking about today. This person, for reasons unknown,
shot into our RCMP detachment. Thankfully, as far as I know, no
one was wounded. The person was taken into custody.

Our country is divided. We have all just come through probably
one of the most divisive elections we have seen in a very long time.
We have colleagues from the government's side and colleagues
from our opposition side who faced intimidation, threats and van‐
dalism. Our family has received threats of violence and threats of
death, and I know some of my colleagues have faced the same.

I want to bring us back to just two days ago, when we all con‐
vened in this House for the first time. There are pictures out there
on social media. We are all sitting there, glad-handing each other
and patting each other on the back. Some people even gave hugs,
fist bumps and elbow bumps. There is a happiness in our being
back here. I know I speak for many of us who have gone through
the last six years, and at least for myself, when I say it is good to
see members and it is good to be back here.

Last night I hosted the National Diwali on the Hill, Parliament's
national Diwali, which was started by our great former colleague,
the hon. Deepak Obhrai, 21 years ago. He started it here because he
wanted to bring light to Canada. He wanted to bring a beautiful cer‐
emony right here to Canada.

I think about this debate that we are having right now and I think
about that significant event. Diwali is about the banishment of
darkness and the bringing in of light, hope and peace. That is what
Canadians need right now: light, hope and peace.

When I think about my riding of Cariboo—Prince George, there
are residents who have been severely impacted by COVID and who
have lost everything, including loved ones. I think about my friends
and my family and our colleagues down in the Lower Mainland,
who are battling the worst natural disaster in our country's history. I
also think about my friends in Atlantic Canada, who are now re‐
ceiving some of the worst weather patterns they have seen. I think
about our good friend who spoke yesterday in a member's state‐
ment about losing two young members of his community.

The gentleman I am splitting time with, the hon. member for
Cumberland—Colchester, is going to speak about the impacts in his
riding as well, and he is a physician.

It is time we got back to work here in Ottawa. I know there are
important things, and I know that just because we were in a hybrid
setting, our days did not stop. I know that we were all faced with
probably more meetings than we could count, because it made it
easier in some sense. However, it also made it easier for some on
the front bench to obfuscate and get away from their responsibili‐
ties.

● (1645)

Our friend from Kingston and the Islands is a good soldier. He
said that maybe once or twice in question period a minister could
not answer the question. I would hazard a guess that it happened
more often than once or twice, but at least he was admitting it.

We saw that during the WE scandal. Does everybody remember
the WE scandal when we were having committee meetings? All of
a sudden there were technical difficulties or, guess what, the meet‐
ing had to be called because the translators were having a hard
time, or we did not have translators, or the room was booked for
that full length of time or there were technical difficulties.

Think about the cost merely to put on hybrid. Think about the
cost that we just went through for an unnecessary election, and that
we are downloading onto the backs of Canadians.

We were all elected to be here. I will remind everyone, and those
who are new, that it is not one of my speeches if I do not remind
members that this House does not belong to us. It is not our House.
It is the House of electors. It belongs to Canadians. They elected
the members to be here to represent them and to bring their voices
to Ottawa, not the other way around.

I have heard some of the arguments, such as, it is just in case
somebody gets sick. I will bring members back to 2018 when I had
a very serious illness and I was at home. I still managed to do my
job. I got incredible messages from members that kept me in touch
with what was going on with the fisheries file, because I had that at
the time.

We need to get back to work. We need to hold the government
accountable.

It is shameful that we have our NDP colleagues, many of whom I
count as friends, who have partnered with our Liberal colleagues
here. I know that many of our Liberal colleagues probably do not
share the feelings of the front bench in pushing this forward, and
they would like to be right here doing the work that they are doing.
In the last session, in the last Parliament, 622 days ago, it was Fri‐
day, March 13 and I remember taking a picture of the calendar
when we rose and we went into hybrid.

I have heard somebody saying again that Conservatives have not
taken this pandemic seriously. I will bring them back to that last
session in January 2020. I was the first person to raise the ques‐
tions. Should we not be doing something; should we not be taking
this international threat seriously; should we not be talking about
perhaps closing our borders, perhaps limiting flights from those
destinations that have high cases? I will remind members that I was
told that I was fearmongering, that perhaps I was racist. Yes, we
have taken this seriously all along the way and we have worked
tirelessly with our colleagues from all ends of this House to make
sure that we have a team Canada approach.
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It was 349 days ago that members of this House stood together

unanimously and passed my motion to bring 988 to Canada as a na‐
tional suicide prevention hotline right here for our country. It was
349 days ago, yet, we still do not have that.

There is something to be said about being present in person, and
looking across the way at the minister or being able to have those
sidebar conversations with our colleagues, and those personal rela‐
tionships to be able to get things done. It is much different than tex‐
ting and zooming and video conferencing. Personal relationships
are what get things done in this House, and we all know that. We
need to get back to work, and our work is right here in Ottawa.

I will end with that. I look forward to the great questions from
my colleagues.
● (1650)

Mr. James Maloney (Etobicoke—Lakeshore, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I am very sorry to hear about the events in the member's
riding today, and my heart goes out to all those affected.

I am glad to see him. I am glad to see everybody in this room. I
have not hugged him yet, but I might before the week is out.

I agree with much of what the member said today. There has
been a lot of rhetoric in the last 24 hours on this motion. The
rhetoric was amped up already. We were talking about hockey
games and concerts and all those things. I am looking at the motion,
and I cannot figure out for the life of me why we are having that
discussion because what this motion does not say is that I cannot
come here. I plan on being here.

Therefore, what we need to do is talk about some of the issues
the member raised in his speech and we can do that as soon as this
motion is passed. I think the member will find most of us are here.
Please, can you go to your colleagues and get unanimous consent
on this motion so we can get back to work, because I am going to
be here and so are most of us.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): The
member should address all questions and comments through the
Chair.

The hon. member for Cariboo—Prince George.
Mr. Todd Doherty: Madam Speaker, this is my first time stand‐

ing in the House. Yesterday I was so concerned with sending my
condolences to the town of Vanderhoof that I forgot to thank the
residents of Cariboo—Prince George for once again electing me. I
also forgot to thank my rock, my wife, and our family for all their
support. Without them, we cannot do what we do.

First off, in answer to my colleague's question, if he wants to hug
me he can. I am double-vaxxed. We all want to be back here. We do
not need unanimous consent. It is that side of the House that needs
to be convinced. It is down there that need to be convinced.

Let us get back to work. Let us be here and let us show Canadi‐
ans that light, peace and hope are possible.
[Translation]

Ms. Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ): Madam Speaker,
I thank my colleague for his speech.

From the beginning of the debate, we have heard from the gov‐
ernment and the NDP that no one is being prevented from coming
to the House. However, would my colleague agree with me that the
issue really is whether those of us who come to the House have the
right to have our colleagues opposite us in order to answer our
questions and be accountable?

[English]

Mr. Todd Doherty: Madam Speaker, that is exactly what I said
when I said that this House does not belong to us, it belongs to the
electors. They elected the 338 members of Parliament to stand, be
counted and bring their voices to Ottawa, not the other way around,
to represent them, do that work and make sure that, at least on the
opposition side, we are holding the government accountable.

On the government side, the members' constituents elected them
to be here, do their job and be accountable.

● (1655)

Mrs. Sherry Romanado (Longueuil—Charles-LeMoyne,
Lib.): Madam Speaker, it is so good to see my colleague here. We
worked together on a private member's bill a couple of years ago. It
is great to see him.

Nowhere in this motion does it say that I cannot be here. I can
assure the member that I have missed this place too. I have missed
everyone. I am planning on being back as long as my health allows
me to, and I am not exposed. My concern is that, God forbid, I be‐
come exposed to COVID. There is no mechanism for me to come
and make sure that I can vote, make sure that I can speak and be the
voice of the citizens.

I lost my aunt to COVID-19 in May 2020 in a CHSLD. I know
first-hand what it means to be afraid. I do not want to take away the
opportunity for my colleagues, who may be afraid to come in be‐
cause they may have been exposed, to participate in a vote.

I can assure my colleague across that there is no way I will be
hiding and not come to this House if I am able to do so. Would he
agree that this is the responsible thing to do?

Mr. Todd Doherty: Madam Speaker, first, let me send my heart‐
felt condolences to my colleague for the loss of her loved one. My
son lost one of his best friends to COVID, a young gentleman just
in his twenties.

To the best of my knowledge, it sounds like this is about a mem‐
ber's privilege. The reality is that it is not about a member's privi‐
lege. It is about the jobs that we were all elected to do.

We can all find ways to get our job done and get here. We can get
COVID from going to the grocery store. We can get COVID from
going to other places. It is about being here, being accountable and
doing our job.
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Mr. Stephen Ellis (Cumberland—Colchester, CPC): Madam

Speaker, I would like to congratulate my friend and colleague from
West Nova on his appointment as Deputy Speaker.

I am sure over the course of my speech I will also echo some of
the comments and sentiments from my colleagues over the past
couple of days. However, they are very important and will be
echoed.

It is an immense pleasure to have the opportunity to speak in the
House of Commons and address my fellow hon. colleagues in the
44th Parliament of Canada in person. We are following public
health measures and the science and representing our constituents
in person.

It is an indescribable feeling to be standing here making my
maiden speech. I would be remiss not to thank the constituents of
Cumberland—Colchester for entrusting me to be their representa‐
tive in this House. I thank my friends, volunteers and my family,
especially my wife Deborah, my children Samantha, Allison and
Zac, who have all supported me in this incredible journey.

My dear friends, I have had the opportunity to live my version of
the Canadian dream. What do I mean by that? I have been able to
work hard to secure an education, to find meaningful employment
and to help make my community a better place. I realize this is not
the version of the Canadian dream for all. However, being an elect‐
ed member of Parliament allows all of us to help Canadians live
their version of the Canadian dream.

For my maiden speech, I should also be talking about my back‐
ground. As a young man, I grew up in a trailer park in rural New
Brunswick. I joined the Canadian Armed Forces, attended medical
school and had a career as a family physician for the past 26 years.

My life continues to be about serving my country, having a
strong work ethic and bringing forth my constituents' triumphs and
tribulations to this very floor. Sadly, the Prime Minister and my
Liberal colleagues prefer to avoid these difficult questions from my
Conservative and Bloc colleagues on pressing issues of inflation,
continuous scandals and vaccine hesitancy of Canadians, and they
hide behind a hybrid parliament. The best way to hold a govern‐
ment to account is to be in person and to respect the work that oc‐
curs in this institution.

The COVID pandemic began very inauspiciously for me on
March 13, as my learned colleague said, in Truro, Nova Scotia. I
entered an unprepared hospital, region, province, and quite frankly,
an unprepared country. We have been toiling in this situation as
health care workers and as all Canadians for 21 months.

In the medical world, COVID-19 was a brand new foe. Sadly, as
we were so unprepared, many of us on the front lines thought we
faced certain death as patients began entering our hospital on
March 18, 2020. All Canadians have suffered greatly during this
pandemic. We have all suffered in different ways: physically, men‐
tally and financially.

Frontline health care workers worked overtime, and continue to
do so. A regular work week as a physician was 80 hours or more.
Families were separated by distance and the inability to feel the

embrace of a grandchild. Seniors living in long-term care longed to
be with their families, but were separated by a pane of glass.

Children were forced to go to school via Zoom and they were de‐
prived of their friendships and their participation in sporting activi‐
ties. The tourism sector was decimated and continues to remain so.
We have missed birthdays, weddings, bar mitzvahs, baptisms, holi‐
day gatherings, faith services and, sadly, funerals. We have been
mandated, locked down and tested. We have been ordered, locked
out and excluded.

Finally, as a nation, a great nation, it is now time to begin to
emerge from this pandemic. It is time for Canada, and indeed this
Parliament, to be the voice of Canada and to show our fearless
leadership as we sit in person in the House of Commons.

● (1700)

As my hon. colleague mentioned, I have been privileged to see
first-hand the enthusiasm of members meeting in person for the
first time in a very long time, and hearing stories of friendships
missed and open discourse thwarted by a virtual Parliament. I have
heard about the mental and physical health of interpreters and the
failure of technology. There is an overall sense that virtual Parlia‐
ment does not work.

Once again, as I mentioned, there is no scientific data to say how
great it works, even though many colleagues will say how wonder‐
ful it is. Legislatures around the world have been closed to the pub‐
lic; numbers of representatives have been reduced; and in extreme
cases, such as in Hungary, the Prime Minister is ruling without con‐
sulting members of Parliament.

As a family doctor at heart, I am a social scientist, and we as hu‐
man beings are social beings. There is a great need to interact with
others in person. Indeed, as my colleague mentioned, we have seen
the usual handshake replaced by other forms of contact, such as fist
bumps and elbow taps.

Setting aside the incalculable effects of the lack of socialization,
we are not here to socialize. We are here to work, to make laws, to
consider significant issues and to lead our great country. We need to
be a reflection of Canadians and also to give them hope. They have
borne the burden of mandates and lockdowns, and now, as it is pos‐
sible to emerge, we need to lead the way. If hon. members of the
government do not intend to return to in-person work and intend to
stay locked down alone at home in their slippers, the work does not
get done and the benefit of vaccines is lost.
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Around the world, people are envious of our position, not just the

incredible opportunity afforded to us as Canadians, but as individu‐
als who have the opportunity to return to in-person work. We know
that our Liberal colleagues have attended in-person social events.
We have seen many on TV and social media. Just this week, the
House gathered safely to elect a Speaker and to debate the Speech
from the Throne.

I have another analogy: What if all of our health care workers de‐
cided to work only virtually? I have tried it and quite frankly it
stinks. Should we ask Canadians to draw their own blood, listen to
their own heart sounds, insert their own chest tubes or insert their
own intubation tube? I think not. Then why, we might want to ask,
should we all not return to work here in the House of Commons?

We are not asking parliamentarians to take any greater risk than
we ask of other Canadians who report to work every day. My
learned colleague mentioned the farmers, fisher-people and other
people who work with their hands. They need to go to work. Are
some of us more equal than others?

It is clear to me that not being here in person allows the govern‐
ment to continue its reckless platform of overspending and not ad‐
dressing real crises, such as housing and the floods in B.C., without
having to be held accountable. Real-world issues such as the high
cost of living, the censorship of the Internet and an inadequate
number of workers need to be addressed, debated and solved. In‐
stead of addressing these critical issues, the Liberal government
would rather waste time questioning the validity of the House ad‐
ministration and questioning the integrity of medical professionals.

Canada has the highest vaccination rate in the G7. The parlia‐
mentary precinct has enforced public safety measures to ensure our
members' safety. Why must we add rules to rules? Canadians are
returning to work, businesses are reopening and Parliament Hill
should be no exception to this reality. Millions of Canadians are un‐
able to participate in a hybrid workspace, so why should the gov‐
ernment believe it can receive special treatment and accommoda‐
tions? Do people think that we are exempt from the same rules that
everyday Canadians follow?

I realize that I am a newly elected member; however, I do not be‐
lieve that the good people of Cumberland—Colchester have sent
me to Ottawa so that I could sit behind a screen alone in my home
or my office. They sent me here so that I would be here in the mid‐
dle of the action where I can properly hold the government to ac‐
count. That is what I was elected for, and the best way to do that is
in person.

Canada was once an economic powerhouse, a revered nation of
peacemakers, a friend to struggling nations and a beacon of hope in
an otherwise dark world. This, my friends, is the Canadian dream. I
implore my fellow members to do what is best for all Canadians,
and that is to vote against the hybrid Parliament.

● (1705)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I do not quite understand why the Conservatives oppose
this motion. They are the ones who have decided to make this polit‐
ical.

My daughter gave a virtual speech inside the Manitoba legisla‐
ture today. In Manitoba, the leader of the official opposition has
COVID-19, and because it is virtual he is able to participate as the
leader of the official opposition. There is a member of the House
today who is not able to come in because of COVID-19. It is a real‐
ity that the pandemic is not over. No one is saying that there will be
no members inside the House; in fact, it is quite the opposite.

Does the member believe that the Progressive Conservative gov‐
ernment in Manitoba is wrong by having a hybrid system? Is it as‐
saulting democracy by having a hybrid system? The Conservative
opposition really needs to understand that this is about enabling
members like the member's own colleague, the member for Beauce.

Mr. Stephen Ellis: Madam Speaker, one of the main arguments
that need to be made here is one of facts, science and trust. It is
very clear that there is no science around having a hybrid parlia‐
ment, how well it functions, what the outcomes are and how it is
different from an in-person parliament. We know that over the last
150-odd years in Canada, an in-person parliament has worked.
Therefore, when we have no certainty that a hybrid parliament
works, I think on this side of the House there is a lack of trust that
our good friends will not want to continue this indefinitely and in‐
deed forever.

Mr. Richard Cannings (South Okanagan—West Kootenay,
NDP): Madam Speaker, my colleague's riding represents the home‐
land of my mother's family, the McCurdys, so I am happy to hear
from people from Truro in Cumberland—Colchester. However, I
must admit that I have trouble agreeing with him.

I am a scientist. He is a medical doctor. He said we have no data.
All I can say is that, from my experience, the hybrid Parliament
worked very well. I had great access to ministers and other col‐
leagues.

I fully intend to be here as much as I can throughout this Parlia‐
ment, as I think everybody else does. What the motion does is it
gives people who are sick or cannot be here for whatever reason the
option to participate, to exercise that privilege. What is the problem
here?

● (1710)

Mr. Stephen Ellis: Madam Speaker, there are a couple of issues
that I have to address. My scientific colleague has a study, as we
might say in science, of “n=1”. He has one person in the study,
himself. That is quite fascinating. Those studies are very good. We
call them useless.
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That being said, the other thing is good intentions. There are a lot

of songs about good intentions and where that road is going to take
us. We may all have good intentions to show up. We may all have
good intentions to exercise every day, to eat better and to be better
people. Clearly, the majority of us fail in those things over and over
again. The concern is that it is very easy to take the easy road, stay
home with our fuzzy slippers on, use a virtual parliament and say
that there is something way more important to do than come here to
do our job.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I want to
note for the member that his comments were actually bordering on
personal attacks. That is not what the House of Commons is about,
and he may want to apologize for that.

Questions and comments, the hon. member for Rivière-du-Nord.
[Translation]

Mr. Rhéal Fortin (Rivière-du-Nord, BQ): Madam Speaker, I
am hearing the arguments from all sides. The Liberals said earlier
that ministers would always be present in the House. That was not
my experience last spring and I would like to know what my col‐
league thinks about that.

Did my colleague understand that every minister would be
present in the House? If so, does that change his position on the
need to not adopt a hybrid format and sit in person? Our goal is to
hold ministers to account. Does my colleague think that if every
minister were present every day during oral question period that
would change things? Unlike me, is that what he expects?
[English]

Mr. Stephen Ellis: Madam Speaker, the expectation for in-per‐
son Parliament is that people are here, and that is the standard that
has been set over the last 150-odd years. That is what is important.
We want people to be here and we want them to be held account‐
able. That is the job of the official opposition, as I know it, and that
is what I have been elected to stand here and do in the House of
Commons.
[Translation]

Ms. Annie Koutrakis (Vimy, Lib.): Madam Speaker, congratu‐
lations on your election. I wish to inform you that I will be sharing
my time with my colleague, the member for York Centre.

This being the first time I rise to speak in this 44th Parliament, I
would like to thank my constituents in Vimy for entrusting me once
again to be their representative in the House of Commons. I would
also like to pay tribute to my team and the volunteers who partici‐
pated in my campaign, as well as my husband, Gerry, who has sup‐
ported me throughout this entire adventure.

It is an honour and privilege to serve our community. I look for‐
ward to another productive session of Parliament.
[English]

I am pleased to rise today in support of the motion on the contin‐
uation of hybrid sittings. I think it is an important motion that
would allow all of us to participate in the House in a way that is
safe, productive and accountable, and that sets a good example for
all Canadians. That is where I will start, because I think it is really
important for us to realize that how we behave, how we adapt and

how we represent the legislative branch of government has an im‐
pact on Canadians across this land.

We have asked Canadians to modify their behaviours to help pro‐
tect their family, friends and communities, and we must do the
same. It is our duty as parliamentarians to ensure that we are taking
a careful, responsible approach that reflects the ongoing pandemic
that we are all living on a daily basis.

[Translation]

It may seem like the pandemic has been going on for a decade,
but it was only in March of 2020 that we began to realize the gravi‐
ty and seriousness of the global pandemic and that we had to take
significant action.

This is the first time since the great flu pandemic of 1918 that we
have had to suspend regular in-person sittings of Parliament, just as
Canadians from coast to coast to coast had to stay home to help
stop the spread of COVID‑19.

I would like to take a moment today to pay tribute to some of our
colleagues in the provincial and territorial governments who also
had to find new ways to ensure that, in a world where it was not
safe to go to work, they were still able to work together to support
Canadians and businesses from a provincial perspective.

If we look at that period between March and May of 2020, very
few provincial and territorial governments were able to meet to
conduct government business, with most holding less than five sit‐
ting days in the first three months.

While this was a necessary and important choice that demon‐
strated leadership in managing a public health crisis, it was clear
that there would come a time when more regular sessions and ac‐
countability would be important. The question then became how to
do that in a safe and responsible manner.

● (1715)

[English]

As we look around the chamber, we see the issue that many of
our provincial and territorial counterparts would also quickly real‐
ize: Legislatures were not designed with social distancing in mind,
with many located in historic buildings that have cramped seating.
However, if we were simply limiting the number of people in the
legislature, the question would become how we would also ensure
that all representatives can continue to have their voices heard. It is
a fundamental right and privilege of members to attend sittings of
the legislature to which they are elected.
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Some provinces and territories focused on the types of measures

that would protect in-person meetings. This included measures like
limiting the number of people in their legislatures if space would
not allow for social distancing, requiring the use of masks, finding
ways that would allow voting to take place safely, and eventually
requiring proof of vaccination to enter the premises. These types of
policies became the norm across the country, not just in govern‐
ments, but in businesses and gathering places the world over. Oth‐
ers quickly began looking at how technology could be used to al‐
low everyone to participate equally. Fortunately, we live in a time
when technology gives us the ability to connect with people around
the world at the touch of a button.

I admit that it would have been extremely difficult to participate
remotely even a few decades ago when the Internet was in its rela‐
tive infancy. However, here we are less than two years after the
start of the pandemic, and the word Zoom is no longer synonymous
with moving quickly, but instead is an adjective for how we are
able to connect with one another.

[Translation]

For provinces and territories such as British Columbia, the
Northwest Territories, Quebec and Manitoba, the use of hybrid and
virtual sessions began with committees, which was a cautious step
and allowed some jurisdictions to test technology solutions on a
smaller scale before deciding whether they could be deployed more
widely.

They began by holding virtual committee meetings using video
and teleconferencing technology. These were not just meetings to
discuss pandemic-related issues, but to ensure that, even in the ab‐
sence of face-to-face meetings, the necessary types of discussion
and monitoring could take place.

In fact, some jurisdictions went beyond simply holding virtual
committee meetings and, as we did at the federal level, adopted hy‐
brid sessions of their legislatures during the pandemic.

The people of British Columbia are in our thoughts and prayers
right now as they deal with the consequences of extreme weather
and flooding caused by climate change, another issue of great im‐
portance to our government.

I just want to point out that British Columbia led the way with
virtual sittings throughout the pandemic. On June 22, 2020, the
Legislative Assembly of British Columbia began meeting in a hy‐
brid format using Zoom and limiting the number of members who
could be present in person to ensure appropriate physical distanc‐
ing. Those kinds of rules remain in place today.

On October 4, 2021, the Legislative Assembly adopted tempo‐
rary changes to its Standing Orders to allow video conferencing.
These changes enabled members to participate, vote and table doc‐
uments virtually, just as the motion we are discussing today would
do.
● (1720)

[English]

The list of provinces and territories that have taken similar steps
gets longer. On October 8, 2020, Manitoba held its first virtual sit‐

ting of the legislature, with only about half of MLAs present in per‐
son to allow for social distancing.

On March 11, 2021, Nova Scotia adopted a motion that would al‐
low for virtual sittings, with just three members of each caucus and
two independent members physically present in the legislative
chambers.

May 2021 was a big month for provinces moving to hybrid sit‐
tings. In response to a COVID exposure, Prince Edward Island im‐
plemented its own temporary hybrid system. On May 18, 2021,
New Brunswick held its first virtual sitting, with at least one MLA
suggesting that it is a practice that should continue beyond the pan‐
demic to deal with other potential issues such as extreme weather
that would keep members from getting to the chamber. Finally, later
that month, Nunavut also began having most regular MLAs attend
their legislative assembly remotely.

I could go on, but suffice it to say the way things are being done
has changed drastically in a relatively short period of time. While it
might be nice to go back to business as usual, we are reminded on a
daily basis that COVID-19 is still a threat to Canadians’ health.

While vaccinations have been an important step towards a return
to normalcy, we continue to see waves of cases. As we move into
the winter, where more people are stuck indoors and less able to so‐
cially distance, it is important that we stay vigilant. Our govern‐
ment has been clear that we have to realize we are still in a pan‐
demic that needs to be treated seriously. Just like our colleagues in
the provinces and territories, we have proved that hybrid sittings
work, and may even have some advantages over the old ways.

With that, I implore everyone in this House to support the mo‐
tion, which sends a strong signal to all Canadians that the govern‐
ment is ready to get to work, but is still keeping health and safety as
a paramount concern.

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Madam Speaker, the member spoke about hybrid sittings
having been done in the past and being done at other levels. It is
important to underline that there are two things about the context
that are particularly different now. One aspect of the context is that
we have multiple strategies now that we were not aware of at the
beginning for keeping ourselves safe. We have vaccination, but we
also have testing, and the government has not put forward propos‐
als, for instance, to have members regularly tested. I would support
a measure to have all members regularly tested, regardless of vacci‐
nation status, but the government has not done that. We have tools
available that we did not have a year and a half ago.
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One other aspect of the context that is a different and particular

to this chamber is that Liberal cabinet ministers have simply re‐
fused to show up. We have been in a context where the chamber, on
that side of the House, has been virtually empty. One member
would be here, yet there would be ministers giving speeches on
government legislation from their offices in this building. They
cannot even come down the elevator to speak in an empty chamber.

Would the member not agree that is an abuse of these provisions,
which helps explain why the opposition is particularly concerned
about the government wanting to position itself to repeat those
abuses again?

Ms. Annie Koutrakis: Madam Speaker, yes, there is a lot of in‐
formation that we did not have in the past, but we also have to re‐
mind Canadians that people were not vaccinated at the rate they are
today. We cannot only be asking Canadians to sacrifice their own
liberties by staying home when they are sick, so they do not spread
the COVID-19 virus.

Our government and ministers were always ready, able and will‐
ing to answer questions and be held to account. I think they did a
great job.
[Translation]

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Before I
give the floor to the member for Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—
Matapédia, I would like to remind members that, if they want to ask
questions, they must be in their seat.

The member for Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Matapédia.
● (1725)

Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Mat‐
apédia, BQ): Madam Speaker, my question for my colleague is
pretty simple.

I think the hybrid Parliament was the exception to the rule, the
rule being how Parliament functions normally. Hybrid sittings were
introduced in response to a pandemic. The context then was very
different. One significant element has changed: We now have ac‐
cess to vaccines.

As long as members and parliamentarians can present proof of
vaccination when they enter the building, I see no reason why we
should not sit in person, especially considering that nearly 20,000
people can attend a hockey game in the Bell Centre.

Safety first, of course, but I would like my colleague to comment
on why we should not do the same thing here that people do else‐
where for recreational purposes.

Ms. Annie Koutrakis: Madam Speaker, it is much better for us
all to be here together to communicate, exchange ideas and debate,
but is everyone here today vaccinated? The answer is no.

If we look at the numbers in the newspapers, we can see there are
a lot of cases. Some members do not even want to disclose whether
they are vaccinated. I do not think we should risk being infected.
[English]

Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill—Keewatinook Aski, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I congratulate my colleague across the way for be‐
ing back in the House.

She made some very critical points around the fact that we are
still in this pandemic. I know many of us in the House are very con‐
cerned that just a few days ago we lost a senator, who, I might add,
was double vaccinated.

It was mentioned earlier that two MLAs in my home legislature
of Manitoba have COVID-19. We know a Conservative MP has
COVID-19. The idea of keeping one another safe, despite the fact
that most of us are vaccinated, is so critical. I wonder if the member
could speak to that.

Ms. Annie Koutrakis: Madam Speaker, I also congratulate my
colleague across the way for her re-election.

Vaccination is the way to getting back to normal. We cannot be
hypocritical as members of the House. Canadians who voted for us,
by the way, saw that a hybrid Parliament did work and that most of
us are back in our seats. We cannot be asking Canadians to be vac‐
cinated to help keep everybody else safe and not do the same thing
in the House.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Before I
resume debate, I just want to apologize to the member for Cumber‐
land—Colchester for the comment I made regarding the personal
attack. I believed that he was speaking about the member's creden‐
tial and not the report. I do apologize for that, and I wish to retract
it.

Resuming debate, the hon. member for York Centre.

Ms. Ya'ara Saks (York Centre, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I thank
all the members and colleagues who are here with me today. Con‐
gratulations to each and every one of them on their election or re-
election to this House.

I want to thank the constituents of York Centre who put their
trust in me again. I was elected October 2020 and walked into this
chamber for the first time exactly one year ago today. I want to
thank my daughters Taya and Eden, my parents Uri and Nancy, my
family members and my community members who helped me in
the brave decision in the middle of a pandemic to stand up for my
community.

I am pleased to rise today to speak in support of the motion to
implement a hybrid sitting model in the House of Commons. As the
100th woman to step onto this House floor for the first time ever, I
do not take it lightly that in this day and age, the role of women,
both at home and in the workplace, matters more than ever, and our
voices need to be heard in this House during the pandemic and as
we move forward.
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As we embark on a new parliamentary session, I have reflected

on the past months and how we have adapted, as individuals, fami‐
lies and communities, our lives to the realities of the pandemic. I
have thought about how we, as members of this parliamentary com‐
munity, had to adapt our traditional ways of meeting and represent‐
ing our constituents in order to keep us, our staff and the House of
Commons administration safe.

In fact, until this week, that was the only way I knew how to be
in this House. I entered in a Zoom Parliament. I worked hard
through pieces of legislation with every member in this House,
whether it was through committee, caucus meetings or other oppor‐
tunities via email and separate Zoom meetings to make sure the
work of this House got done. We kept Canadians safe, and we
moved forward with what our government and this House is meant
to do, which is to keep Canada moving forward.

A significant way that we achieved this was with the hybrid sys‐
tem whereby members could participate in person and virtually.
That is what we are proposing now. I believe that the development
of this hybrid system is a success story and one that should contin‐
ue in this Parliament.

There are so many reasons that a hybrid system is beneficial.
First and foremost, it helps keep us and our support staff safe by
following public health guidance. Second, it ensures the participa‐
tion of all MPs in proceedings and in chamber. Even those across
the floor who have tested positive can be part of the parliamentary
process. Third, it provides greater work-life balance for us as mem‐
bers of Parliament as we conduct our responsibilities in our con‐
stituencies and in Ottawa.

A fourth way in which hybrid sittings are beneficial, and one that
is not mentioned as often, are the positive impacts for the environ‐
ment. It is interesting to ask how a hybrid Parliament could help the
environment. This question was asked as part of a study conducted
by the Parliamentary Budget Officer just this past February. The
study is titled “Cost Estimate of a Hybrid Parliament System” and
was requested by Senator Rosa Galvez.

As described on the website of the Parliamentary Budget Officer,
the report estimated the incremental costs and savings of a hybrid
parliamentary system. The significant decrease in travel reduced
greenhouse gas emissions and as such, this report also attempted to
estimate this associated reduction.

When the findings of the report were released, Senator Galvez
stated that this is the first time the PBO assesses the Parliament's
climate footprint. This initial analysis found the avoided travels to
and from Ottawa would approximate annual reduction in GHG of
2,972 tonnes of CO2 equivalent, savings that are equal to removing
1.5 cars per parliamentarian from circulation each year.

The report offers conservative figures, not my colleagues across
the floor, that do not include the use of charter flights by parliamen‐
tarians and concepts such as stratosphere GHG emissions of flights,
which would effectively double GHG emissions. The PBO report
confirms that a hybrid Parliament system is cheaper, more efficient
and climate-friendly.

Since 2015, the government has been committed to finding real
solutions to help tackle the climate crisis while also creating jobs,

strengthening our economy and growing the middle class. How our
Parliament works should be part of that solution.

● (1730)

We have put a rising price on pollution that puts money back into
the pockets of Canadians. We have made new investments in public
transit. We committed to reducing pollution by planting two billion
trees and banned harmful single-use plastics to protect our oceans.

Another significant achievement was the passage of Bill C-12, a
bill that I worked on with my colleagues in the House, the Canadi‐
an Net-Zero Emissions Accountability Act. It was our keystone
piece, work that I am proud of in the previous Parliament. This was
all done on Zoom. Our government promised to put forward a plan
that would allow Canada to exceed its pollution-reduction targets
and create a legally binding process for all future governments to
set national climate targets that would achieve the science-based
goal of net-zero emissions by 2050.

Bill C-12 is the fulfillment of our commitment to Canadians to
put these legally binding processes in place.

I was encouraged to hear the recent Speech from the Throne on
how our government would continue to take strong and bold cli‐
mate action by focusing on innovation and good, green jobs. By
working with like-minded countries, we will build a more resilient,
sustainable and competitive economy. These commitments include
investing in public transit and mandating the sale of zero-emission
vehicles that will help us breathe cleaner air and increase the price
on pollution, while putting more money back into Canadian pock‐
ets.

I will conclude my remarks by asking all members to support
this motion of a hybrid Parliament. It is time for us to get to work. I
am here to work and to do so in a way that is responsible and safe
for all of us. This would allow all members to participate in the im‐
portant debates in the House. Let us continue with a hybrid Parlia‐
ment and do the job that Canadians elected us to do.

● (1735)

Ms. Melissa Lantsman (Thornhill, CPC): Madam Speaker, the
government has been presenting arguments all day about the safety
of staff and health. Now we are hearing that this is about conve‐
nience, this is about the environment and this is about the continua‐
tion of a virtual Parliament until the end of time. Which reason is
it? Is it for the safety of the House, or is it for the environment or is
it simply for the convenience of the member?

Ms. Ya'ara Saks: Madam Speaker, I would like to welcome the
new member across the aisle. She is my neighbour in Thornhill.
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First, we have talked about this all along: the commitment to

keep Canadians safe; the commitment to keep the House running
and working. This is not about convenience. This is about ensuring
that we fulfill our legislative duties in our roles as parliamentarians
to represent Canadians from our constituencies from coast to coast
to coast.

I think it is convenient for the member to ask the question.
[Translation]

Ms. Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ): Madam Speaker,
I thank my colleague for her speech. We heard her deliver a long
speech and talk at length about the environmental benefits of a hy‐
brid Parliament.

Which does she think would have a greater impact on climate
change: a hybrid Parliament or ending fossil fuel subsidies?
[English]

Ms. Ya'ara Saks: Madam Speaker, right now, this debate is why
we need a hybrid Parliament. It is not about fossil fuels and what
we will do in the future. We have made a commitment to Canadians
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. We have made a commitment
to ensure that the clean fuel from our country is the cleanest it can
be, as we move forward for Canadians. However, right now we are
talking about the safety of the House and keeping it working.

Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Madam
Speaker, if the member were talking about all the vaccinated Con‐
servatives over there, I would have been more sold on her argu‐
ment. However, what she is telling us is that it is much more effi‐
cient. She said it is cheaper, cleaner and maybe more carbon friend‐
ly not to have a sitting democracy.

If we are going to start dealing with the Liberals' horrific record
on the environment, I would not use democracy as a way of cheap‐
ening that. The Environment Commissioner today said that Canada
was once a leader under the G7 and now we are a laggard, thanks to
the government.

I would like to hear the member tell us what the emissions stan‐
dards are that the Liberals will actually impose. Was that just a pho‐
to op at Glasgow? Our workers are waiting to see action, so why
does the member not explain that?

Ms. Ya'ara Saks: Madam Speaker, I would like to remind the
member that we were talking about the added benefits of a safe Par‐
liament for Canadians and for parliamentarians, and that lowering
GHG emissions is a benefit of that. I would be happy to debate with
him at another time on our environmental policy.

Mr. Dan Mazier (Dauphin—Swan River—Neepawa, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I thank the constituents of Dauphin—Swan Riv‐
er—Neepawa for sending me here for the second time.

This is my first time rising in the House, and I have a question
for the hon. member. Do you plan on—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Ques‐
tions are through the Chair.

Mr. Dan Mazier: I am sorry, Madam Chair. I have a question
through the Speaker. Do you plan on attending committees in per‐
son for the first time since you have never attended them in person?

● (1740)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I will re‐
mind the member again. He might want to use the word “she” as
opposed to “you”.

The hon. member for York Centre.

Ms. Ya'ara Saks: Madam Chair, I would like to welcome my
colleague from across the floor, and I congratulate him on his
standing in the House for the first time. It is a pleasure to work with
you.

I did tremendous work in committee through Zoom last year. In
fact, I am happy to speak with my colleague about it. Bill C-12, the
Canadian Net-Zero Emissions Accountability Act, is a bill of which
I am very proud. I have worked on other important legislation in
committee. We will continue to do so as long as we follow the Pub‐
lic Health guidelines.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Again, I
want to remind the member to address questions and comments
through the Chair and to maybe use “him” instead “you”.

Resuming debate, the hon. member for Churchill—Keewatinook
Aski.

Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill—Keewatinook Aski, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I will be splitting my time with my colleague, the
member for Parliament for Victoria.

I am proud to speak in 100% support of the motion to move back
to a hybrid Parliament. I am proud that the NDP has been pushing
for a hybrid Parliament. I am proud to rise in the House for the first
time in this Parliament. I am honoured to fight for the people of
northern Manitoba. It is rooted in where I come from and who I
represent that I rise in the House to make it abundantly clear that
we need a hybrid Parliament.

I am frankly shocked that in the year 2021, in the throes of a
fourth wave of a global pandemic, after a year and a half of creating
and making a hybrid Parliament work, that we are even having this
debate. It is a failure of leadership that we are even here having this
debate, frankly. We should have gone straight back into a hybrid
Parliament.

Let me start by making it clear. It is reckless to push for an in-
person Parliament. We are in the fourth wave of the global
COVID-19 pandemic. COVID-19 is very much still spreading
across our country. It is making people sick, including those who
are doubly vaccinated. In Manitoba, two double-vaccinated MLAs
have COVID-19 right now. We also know that COVID-19 is still
killing people, and I want to share my condolences with the family
of Senator Josée Forest-Niesing.
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What do we know right now? We know that COVID-19 cases are

on the rise once again in our country. We know that people are be‐
ing encouraged to get their booster shots to ensure vaccine efficacy.
We know that there is greater chance of transmission in crowded
enclosed spaces, particularly during winter months as people move
inside. We know upgrading our masks when inside is the way to go,
but somehow this does not seem to apply to some people on planet
Parliament.

I was here on Monday when we elected our Speaker and when
we voted for the Assistant Deputy Speaker. There was no social
distancing. There was overcrowding, and in the lobby, more than
one Conservative MP at a time was not wearing a mask. We know
that some Conservative members are also choosing not to disclose
whether they are vaccinated.

We were told early on in this pandemic that we were vectors in
the spread of COVID-19. Today, we have 338 people travelling
from various parts of the country, including hot spots, all in one
place. We are vectors once again.

We have to be concerned not only for our colleagues, but for our
loved ones and our constituents, and we cannot pretend that we are
the only ones working here.

Our work is made possible by the hundreds of people who work
on Parliament Hill, from our party staff to pages to interpreters to
technical staff to security guards to cleaning staff to catering staff.
Their health and safety should not be put at risk because we as MPs
refuse to acknowledge the ongoing reality of a global pandemic.
We can make a difference with a hybrid Parliament that takes ad‐
vantage of virtual technology, that allows us to participate in our
communities rather than everyone having to be here.

Let us also be clear that a hybrid Parliament makes sense in
terms of logistics. It has become harder for us to get to and go back
from Ottawa. Many flights and many routes have been cut since the
beginning of the pandemic. The regional carrier, Calm Air, servic‐
ing my community, Thompson, the largest city in my riding, has cut
almost half of its flights to and from Winnipeg. Air Canada has no
direct flights from Winnipeg to Ottawa and back. These flights
have not been restored, and they will not be restored anytime soon,
making our travel to and from Ottawa longer and oftentimes a lo‐
gistical nightmare.

My message for colleagues who feel they are okay, because they
can simply step on a flight or get in their car to get to Ottawa, is to
look beyond their own personal circumstances. We need to find so‐
lutions that ensure we can all do this work safely.

Beyond the pandemic, a hybrid Parliament is the way of the fu‐
ture, a future where more women can get involved. We are not in
the 1860s anymore, when male MPs left their kids with their wives
at home and went to Ottawa to live their lives unencumbered by the
responsibilities of being a parent or a caregiver. It is 2021. We can
and must do our work differently in a way that reflects values of
gender equality and the need to see 50% of the House represented
by women.

● (1745)

I have been asked many times about how we can get more wom‐
en elected, and I cannot say how many times I have heard from
women who are thinking of having kids, or who have kids, that
they cannot imagine running to be an MP and doing this work be‐
cause of the travel, the time away from home, the lack of child care
and the need to be there for their kids. I know this reality well, as
someone who did this work for nine years without kids and now for
four years with my twins. It is not easy and that is an understate‐
ment.

Right now I have to be in Ottawa. My partner, a veteran, is fin‐
ishing his education degree and is just starting his teaching place‐
ment in the semi-remote Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation, a first na‐
tion community outside of our home in Thompson. I do not have
child care here in Ottawa and I have to leave my kids, one of whom
is sick, with my parents in Winnipeg so that I can be here today. It
is not rocket science. One of the ways of making Parliament acces‐
sible to women, and to all parents, is by ensuring a hybrid Parlia‐
ment.

Let us also get in line with so many workplaces, including the
federal public service, where virtual work and hybrid work are seen
as the legitimate, effective work that they are. We have done this
before. We did it for a year and a half and it worked. We can do
this.

Finally, let us be clear. A hybrid Parliament is necessary as we
face a climate emergency. Climate change is here. It is wreaking
havoc across our country and around the world. COP26 made clear
that we need to drastically cut our greenhouse gas emissions. We
must drastically cut our carbon footprint here in Canada. We know
that Canada's climate record is the worst of the G7 nations', and
time is running out. We must end subsidies to oil and gas. We must
cancel the TMX pipeline and new fossil fuel infrastructure. We
must phase out the burning of fossil fuels and move to green ener‐
gy, and we must stand with land protectors such as those on
Wet'suwet'en territory. We must invest in a green new deal.

We must also find immediate ways to cut down our carbon foot‐
print. With a hybrid Parliament, we do not all have to fly back and
forth every week from every corner of the country. Let us not forget
that our work is rooted in our communities. It is driven by the peo‐
ple we represent. It is time we work in a Parliament that reflects to‐
day's reality. A hybrid model allows us to stay rooted in our home
communities and regions. This is the way of the future.
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I propose that Parliament strike a committee to find ways to

modernize Parliament, including having a permanent hybrid Parlia‐
ment: a Parliament in tune with today's reality and the immense
challenges we face. Let us put aside the anti-science, COVID-con‐
spiracy-driven politics and the 19th-century family model that con‐
tinues to set women back. Let us face today's reality of climate
change and find ways to do our work in a better way.

The choice is clear between a 19th-century vision of Parliament
and a 21st-century vision of Parliament. We can do this. Let us be
on the right side of history.

Mr. Kody Blois (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I apol‐
ogize because I was only able to catch the last half of my col‐
league's speech, but even in that short time, she had some very im‐
portant points, particularly about trying to increase representation
in the House and trying to make this place accessible, particularly
for women with children. I know my fiancée and I have had con‐
versations. We try to look at what we will do when the time comes.
It is going to be a very difficult balance for us as parents.

There have been conversations in the House today about not do‐
ing parliamentary work. I can say my constituents actually quite en‐
joyed seeing me at home, present in the communities, but also see‐
ing me participating online virtually. Could the member opposite
speak to her own experience of how she was able to contribute
through virtual means? I presume she will still want to be in this
place, but will she perhaps take the opportunity when needed, for
health reasons or otherwise, to participate in this fashion?
● (1750)

Ms. Niki Ashton: Madam Speaker, I would say first of all that I
think all of us as MPs who were here in the previous Parliament
found ways to fight for our constituents during a time of crisis, and
we made Parliament work. I will also say what I heard from con‐
stituents. As many know, our part of the country was particularly
vulnerable. It had heavy travel and lockdown restrictions. One of
the things I never heard constituents say was, “I miss seeing you in
Ottawa”. Nobody said that. People wanted to know that I was there
and that our team was there fighting for them. They saw that work
happening online, on social media, through our ongoing communi‐
cation and through the visits I was able to do. That is the kind of
work that we need to continue doing because, first of all, we are
still in a pandemic. Second of all, this is the smart way of doing this
work: rooted in our communities and continuing to fight for the
people we represent.

Mr. Jamie Schmale (Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes—Brock,
CPC): Madam Speaker, I agree with my friend that we all have
unique circumstances that we deal with when trying to do this job. I
would also argue that, in fact, an election is a chance to apply for a
job. Someone is asking constituents to vote for them to do a job,
and the job is in Ottawa. My friend mentioned in her speech that
she did the job for a number of years without kids. I recognize as a
parent myself that there are challenges. We also understand what
the job entails. Leading up to an election, people always make a
choice about what job they are going to apply for. If someone is go‐
ing to stand for re-election, they stand knowing all of the chal‐
lenges.

However, I also heard my friend in the NDP say something we
have been hearing that is opposite from the Liberals. The Liberals

have been saying all day that a hybrid Parliament is to be used in
extreme circumstances, but now my friend from the NDP, who is
supporting the Liberals, is saying it is to be used whenever some‐
one does not feel like coming to Ottawa. A clarification would be
nice.

Ms. Niki Ashton: Madam Speaker, once again we hear more
conspiracy theories from the Conservatives. The party is clearly
comfortable with conspiracy theories.

Let us be clear. The work of a hybrid Parliament, including a vir‐
tual component, is real work. To say otherwise is simply not true. It
is also disrespectful to many people, including public servants and
many others who have been doing virtual work throughout this pan‐
demic. This is a safe way of doing this work, and it has to be a way
of going forward.

We have major challenges ahead of us, and we need to find ways
to do this work safely, effectively, in a cost-saving manner and a
way that respects our environment. A hybrid Parliament is very
much the way to do that. I invite the member to get on board with
that vision.

[Translation]

Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné (Terrebonne, BQ):
Madam Speaker, first, I would like to acknowledge how much I ad‐
mire my esteemed colleague, who has twins. I just had a baby bare‐
ly two months ago. I went into politics with my eyes open, knowing
that the job would involve a lot of travel and would come at a cost
to my family. I also knew that a member's work had to be done in
Parliament, because that is what we were elected to do.

I have a question for my colleague. Are we turning an emergency
measure into a work-life balance measure, which is a very impor‐
tant issue but one that should be discussed at another time?

Ms. Niki Ashton: Madam Speaker, I would like to congratulate
the member on the birth of her child. I would also like to welcome
her to Parliament and warn her that it is rather difficult to do this
job when one has small children, and that goes for both mothers
and fathers.

We really need to modernize the way Parliament works so that
members do not have to choose between being a parent and fight‐
ing for their constituents. The traditional model of Parliament is
based on an outdated image of the family. We need to modernize
the way we work. Having more women MPs in the House is not the
only way to achieve that, but it is certainly important.
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[English]
Ms. Laurel Collins (Victoria, NDP): Madam Speaker, having

the option for a virtual hybrid parliament is a no-brainer in a pan‐
demic, so rather than start off my speech describing the obvious
reasons why we would want to protect our fellow members of Par‐
liament, our staff, our families and our communities, I am going to
talk about some of the other reasons why a virtual parliament could
be supportive in the House.

I am the MP who represents the beautiful riding of Victoria in
British Columbia. I am also a new mom to the light of my life, my
daughter Alora. She is seven months old. From door to door, our
commute is about 10 hours. There are no direct flights. Mostly we
are lucky to take two flights, but the past few times there have been
three in a row. Travelling back and forth with a seven-month-old is
not easy. In the past few months, she has been on 12 different
planes. In normal times that would be exhausting, but in a pandem‐
ic it is also nerve-racking.

Beyond the big worry that flying here might put her at risk, I
have also been thinking about what happens when she gets a cold.
Last month, she got a really bad cold, then my partner and I got it
and we were coughing for about two weeks straight. Luckily, our
multiple COVID tests were negative, but we would not have been
able to get on a plane if we needed to because we were symptomat‐
ic. Anyone who has raised little ones knows that they are constantly
getting runny noses, coughs and mild fevers. Also, their immune
systems are still developing. Babies who are teething often get
fevers. Alora's two front teeth are just starting to come in, and if she
has a fever we cannot fly. We would be stuck in Victoria, far across
the country on Vancouver Island. A virtual Parliament for me
would mean I could still work, even if I was stuck in Victoria un‐
able to fly because she is still breastfeeding, has caught a mild cold
or has a teething fever.

That is now. When I was pregnant this past year, if it had not
been for a virtual Parliament, I would not have been able to work
for months in the latter part of my pregnancy when I was unable to
fly. Instead, I was able to continue working into my ninth month of
pregnancy. Not every woman wants to do that, but every woman
deserves the choice. Women deserve the choice to participate. They
should not have to face institutional barriers. I am sad to say that
despite the gains we have made, we still face many of them. The
vast majority of the members of Parliament here are men. The
House of Commons was built by men, for men, and we have a long
way to go if we want equal access, equal participation and equity
for Alora's generation.

If we want to encourage more young women to run, one impor‐
tant step is to make sure that Parliament is more family-friendly.
One small example is that there is one family room here at Parlia‐
ment. There are at least three moms with babies. Because of
COVID, only one family can be in the family room at a time. That
means when one of the other moms has booked that room, I breast‐
feed and pump in the quiet room: the room for meditation and quiet
reflection. There is no lock on the door to the quiet room, so I have
had MPs come in even though I barricaded the door. It has been
awkward and funny, but there are small changes that we could
make that would make life less challenging for new moms. It would

be great to have more family rooms. It would be great to have a pri‐
vate place to change into my pumping gear or to take my baby
when she needs a nap, and a fridge to store breast milk in. Those
would be small changes that would make a small difference.

Do members know what would make a huge difference? The op‐
tion for a virtual Parliament. Women in every sector have taken on
more during this pandemic. Whether through the loss of employ‐
ment, additional child care challenges, increased unpaid labour at
home or increased care for elderly family members, women have
borne the brunt of this pandemic.

● (1800)

We need to address the barriers that women face across Canada.
We need to especially address these barriers for women who face
additional barriers: women who are single moms, indigenous wom‐
en, racialized women, trans women, queer women and women with
disabilities. We need these women in Parliament to help us make
laws because we know that representation matters. It is not guaran‐
teed, but people who have lived the experience of barriers are much
more likely to fight to reduce those barriers.

Every chance I get, I encourage young women to get involved in
politics, to put their names forward to run for elected office. How‐
ever, when I am talking to women about running to be an MP, it is a
hard sell to women with young kids, women from B.C. I have to be
honest with them about the challenges. Being a mom is a demand‐
ing job, and that is just on its own. Being an MP is a demanding job
just on its own. Doing them at the same time is beyond challenging.
I accept that and am committed to rising to those challenges, but
what is unacceptable to me is that MPs could make the House more
family-friendly but they choose not to.

What is unacceptable to me is when I hear MPs in this debate say
that those who want a hybrid Parliament want it because we do not
want to come to work. I want to come to work. I want a hybrid Par‐
liament so that when my daughter gets sick and I am stuck in Victo‐
ria, I can still participate. I want a hybrid Parliament so that preg‐
nant MPs have the choice to keep working. I want a hybrid Parlia‐
ment so that when I am talking to young women, I can tell them
honestly that things are changing, that MPs in the House are work‐
ing to make Parliament more accessible and more family-friendly.
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I want to take a moment to express a huge thanks to my partner

James. Without his support, love and incredible parenting, I would
not be here. I also want to thank our parents, Alora’s grandparents,
and our community. It takes a village, and I would not be able to do
this without them.

I want to thank my campaign team and my staff too. Running in
an election with a baby and being an MP with a baby are tough, and
I am so lucky to have amazing people on my team and in my com‐
munity.

My partner James is also a huge advocate for a hybrid Parlia‐
ment. He is on parental leave and is caring for our daughter. He is
bringing her to Parliament for breastfeeding or just so I can see her
in our 14-hour days when we have emergency debates and late
nights. He wants a hybrid Parliament because it would maybe give
us a bit more time in Victoria. When we are in Victoria, we have a
community supporting us, with grandparents' support and someone
to hold the baby when he needs to sleep because he has been up all
night with her. It would give us the option of a bit more balance. It
would give us peace of mind about making choices to reduce risk to
my daughter.

I have heard some members in this debate speak as if the pan‐
demic is over. However, while we are making great progress with
vaccines, the pandemic is not over. We have continued to see out‐
breaks, and countries in Europe that are facing rising cases and hos‐
pitalizations are once again implementing lockdown policies. Hav‐
ing a hybrid Parliament in place right now would ensure that what‐
ever happens in the coming weeks and months, Parliament can con‐
tinue to function.

The pandemic has had devastating impacts. COVID-19 has
killed around 30,000 people in Canada and five million people
around the world. We should all pause and reflect on these victims.
We should reflect on how we can work together to take every mea‐
sure possible to end the pandemic.

This motion is a continuation of the measures that have already
collectively been taken by members of Parliament, measures that
were taken unanimously because we all understood that we are in a
public health emergency. It is the right thing to do to keep everyone
safe; to protect not just members of Parliament but their families,
their staff and the employees on Parliament Hill; and to protect the
communities that we go home to.

● (1805)

Without a hybrid Parliament, someone who might have symp‐
toms of COVID, tests positive or needs to quarantine will not have
the chance to bring concerns forward. I am worried that without hy‐
brid Parliament, they may be tempted to show up anyway and put
other MPs at risk, put their families at risk—

The Deputy Speaker: I am sorry but the member is out of time.

Questions and comments, the hon. member for Kildonan—St.
Paul.

Ms. Raquel Dancho (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
it was very special to see my hon. colleague with her beautiful ba‐
by. I want to congratulate her on showing that mothers can do both.

My hon. colleague is taking issue with some colleagues in the
House who are arguing that they do not want virtual Parliament be‐
cause people do not want to come to work. The problem is that for
basically the length of the pandemic, there was one Liberal member
of Parliament in the House. Not all the other ones had COVID or
were having babies. There was one member of Parliament here.

Is the member comfortable with that? Does she think it is accept‐
able that people can just choose, for whatever reason, not to come?
She made really good arguments for childbirth and other things, but
there was one Liberal member in the House, no others, and I per‐
sonally did not find that acceptable.

Ms. Laurel Collins: Mr. Speaker, we need to ensure that all
members of Parliament are participating. I was able, in Parliament,
to go to committee, question cabinet ministers in question period
and question the Prime Minister. We can continue to do that.

This motion is not saying that we would be going back to the ex‐
act same measures, with limitations on the number of people in the
House. Every member can come, and we will see more members in
the House. However, having the option for a virtual Parliament is
an important step right now to keep people safe. It also has all of
these other benefits that are so vital.

[Translation]

Ms. Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I
want to congratulate you on your appointment.

I thank my colleague from Victoria for her speech. Before I ask
my question, I have to tell her that Alora is absolutely adorable. I
listened closely to the member's speech. If we were not debating
under a gag order in a pandemic, I would have roundly applauded
what she said about work-life balance.

However, the issue is that when we look around, there is often
only one government member in the House. As far as I know, un‐
less they are very secretive, none of the other members have a sev‐
en-month-old baby. My question is this: Does the member feel as
though the situation we are discussing should be the exception even
though the motion applies to everyone?

[English]

Ms. Laurel Collins: Mr. Speaker, right now we are in a pandem‐
ic, and this motion is a continuation of what we already agreed to
unanimously. We agreed that we are in a public health emergency.
We need to do everything in our power to keep people safe.



212 COMMONS DEBATES November 25, 2021

Government Orders
We also need to make sure that we are protecting the health and

safety of members of Parliament, our staff, families and communi‐
ties. This is one of the reasons I am supporting this motion. Howev‐
er, for me as a new mom, it is not just these considerations. We also
need to see this as an opportunity to make Parliament more family-
friendly, to break down barriers and to support women in the
House.

Mrs. Sherry Romanado (Longueuil—Charles-LeMoyne,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate my colleague across the
way. She has an adorable child.

I am coming back to the idea of prevention. Quebec has 902 cas‐
es today, which is much more than it has had. Just yesterday, the
Quebec government renewed the emergency mandate because it
sees where we are going. This is an opportunity to have in place a
plan to continue to let us participate, should we need it.

Would the member agree this is the prudent thing to do so that
we do not find ourselves acting in a reactive manner?
● (1810)

Ms. Laurel Collins: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the member
for bringing up the fact that each community is different. There are
338 of us, and we are coming from different contexts and different
communities with different case numbers. It is so vital right now
that we take this step.

Mr. Taleeb Noormohamed (Vancouver Granville, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I will be sharing my time with the member for Vaughan—
Woodbridge.

I am pleased to speak in favour of this motion. I believe that it
sets out a reasonable approach to allow the House to perform all of
its regular business while keeping members and all the staff who
support us safe during the ongoing pandemic. It is particularly frus‐
trating that all parties in the House were not able to find common
ground on a way to adapt our proceedings, given that the last Par‐
liament, for those of us who were not here, appeared to function ex‐
tremely well.

My riding of Vancouver Granville is the heart of British
Columbia's medical infrastructure, with VGH, BC Women's Hospi‐
tal, BC Children's Hospital, BC Cancer and the BC CDC, and it has
also been ground zero for anti-maskers, anti-vaxxers and conspira‐
cy theorists. Earlier today, I spoke with a health care professional
from my riding, and they had one message for members of the
House: Be an example. Be an example on vaccinations, be an ex‐
ample for wearing masks and, most importantly, be an example on
showing people that they should be able to work remotely when
possible so as not to spread COVID-19.

I am a new MP, and I have so much enjoyed being here physical‐
ly with my colleagues this week. However, I also know that I have
an obligation to my constituents, and that is to be an example of
best practices, which is what this motion seeks to achieve.

There is no doubt that at the onset of COVID-19 in early 2020,
changes in institutions and organizations all around the world oc‐
curred, whether they were public or private organizations. Universi‐
ties went online and corporations like the one I ran were able to use
technology to hire employees across Canada, not just in a single lo‐
cation.

Now, some have adapted well by leveraging technology to work
remotely from home, but unfortunately, many others have not been
able to. As members of Parliament, we are fortunate and privileged
to work in a resilient institution. This resilience is not an accident.
It is the result of the hard work of many generations of Canadians
and many generations of parliamentarians who have evolved our
rules and procedures to match the times.

This is precisely what the House did during the last Parliament in
the face of an unprecedented public health crisis. MPs found cre‐
ative and innovative ways to debate, transact business and make de‐
cisions using a hybrid approach. Most importantly, this allowed
members to fulfill all of their duties while staying safe. For those of
us not yet here, it appeared to be an example of how things could
get done.

Let us take a look at what we were able to achieve in the House
during the second session of the 43rd Parliament using the hybrid
approach. This was from September 2020 to June 2021, when the
House sat with some members in the chamber and many participat‐
ing remotely. The motion we are debating today largely replicates
the approach from that period.

In the second session there was a total of 124 sitting days, during
which all of the House's regular categories of business were con‐
ducted. There was a total of 185 recorded divisions taken during
hybrid means, and over 120 of these were done using the conve‐
nient voting app that was in place for March 2021. Today's motion
is proposing to reinstate this now tried and tested app. Sixty-nine of
these votes were on government bills at various stages of the leg‐
islative process, and 19 government bills received royal assent. In‐
deed, it was an approach like this that allowed the member for Cal‐
gary Nose Hill to participate from wherever the member happened
to be.

The legislative process is one of the most complicated that we
have seen in this place, given the detailed intricate work required
for us to scrutinize and debate bills. However, MPs were able to do
exactly this in a hybrid Parliament. The legislation that was passed
is making a real impact on the lives of Canadians—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Deputy Speaker: Things have been going well here tonight,
but I would ask folks to keep some of their comments to themselves
and allow the hon. member for Vancouver Granville to continue. I
will also give him a bit of a warning to be careful.
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Mr. Taleeb Noormohamed: Mr. Speaker, Bill C-4, which was
adopted in October 2020, created three new temporary recovery
benefits to support Canadians who were unable to work for reasons
related to COVID-19. Bill C-9 put in place new targeted supports to
help businesses through the pandemic with the emergency rent and
wage subsidies. Bill C-12 charted a course for clean growth for
generations to come by legislating net-zero emissions by 2050. This
is essential to avoid the worst impact of climate change, some of
which we have seen in British Columbia, and fully seize the eco‐
nomic opportunities that it presents.

There are concerns that private members' bills may not make
their way through the House. The reality is that, in the second ses‐
sion, these were in no way impeded by the hybrid process. There
were 46 recorded divisions taken on private members' bills and mo‐
tions. Six received royal assent, and six of the motions were adopt‐
ed. Of the private members' bills that were passed, five of the bills
were introduced by Conservative members and one by a Bloc
Québécois member.

These are just a few examples of bills the House passed by work‐
ing together, but in a physically distanced way. A total of 28 votes
took place on opposition day motions. Of the 24 motions they de‐
bated, 16 were adopted. As members are aware, House committees
also met in a hybrid format during the second session of the 43rd
Parliament. The motion before us today would allow this to contin‐
ue in the 44th Parliament.

Standing committees also played their important accountability
function in our system of responsible government by reviewing
government bills and estimates and issuing reports on government
policy and actions. All of these functions were carried out in a hy‐
brid format, and would be again under the proposed motion.

There are those who argue that conducting parliamentary busi‐
ness using video conference is too impersonal and that the cut and
thrust of good debate is lost. I understand these concerns, particu‐
larly as a new MP. However, the reality is that COVID-19 is
spreading in our communities, and too many people are still being
hospitalized. Case counts are not going down.

Members of Parliament must lead by example. We have the
means to be flexible and safe in how we conduct our business, and I
believe it behooves us to use them. Technology is not perfect, and
there is nothing that replaces in-person engagement, but these are
extraordinary times, and we must find ways to adapt and to reflect
the realities that we face today. Nothing in the motion that we are
debating today would limit members' ability to participate in any
parliamentary proceedings, and it would in no way infringe on their
privilege.

In fact, this motion would facilitate greater participation in the
face of ongoing public health restrictions. Members can imagine a
scenario where a member has to isolate at home because of poten‐
tial exposure to COVID-19. In a hybrid model, that member could
still participate in House proceedings.

Canadians did not send us to this place to debate our needs as
members of Parliament, and they certainly did not elect us to poten‐
tially contract and/or transmit COVID-19 in our home communi‐

ties. They elected us to address the issues that matter most to them
and their families, and the government has an agenda to do just
that. I am hoping that all members in the House will work together
to pass, before the winter adjournment, the crucial legislation the
government has forthcoming.

While Canada has the enviable position of having recovered jobs
to a level higher than that at the beginning of the pandemic, there
are still sectors that are adversely affected by the pandemic and
need support, and the government is bringing forward legislation to
provide targeted support to the tourism and hospitality sectors and
other hard-hit businesses.

Particularly during a global health crisis, it is vital that federally
regulated workers have access to 10 paid sick days, so they do not
have to make the difficult choice of whether they should go to work
sick or not pay their bills. Frontline workers, many of whom live in
Vancouver Granville, always deserve our greatest gratitude, espe‐
cially during a pandemic. This is why it is so disappointing that
there are those who are harassing and threatening frontline workers
at their places of work. The government will legislate protections
for these vital workers and their facilities.

We are so close to finishing this fight against COVID-19. Indeed,
this very week we have further reason to be optimistic. Thanks to
the government's efforts, vaccines for children aged five to 11 are
arriving across this country. As much as we all want to be done
with this pandemic, we now have over a year and a half of experi‐
ence working within it, and we can draw on this experience during
the 44th Parliament.

The second session of the 43rd Parliament showed us that a hy‐
brid Parliament, with members participating in person and online,
can produce real results for Canadians. It is the safe and responsible
thing to do to keep using this flexible approach. For those of us
who were not here, we watched with awe as the House functioned
remotely.

I encourage all members to join me in supporting this motion.

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the member tried to dress this up as a tempo‐
rary measure, but the last three speakers, two NDP and one Liberal,
really tipped the hand of the agenda of this new coalition. They
want a permanent hybrid Parliament. They see it as a tool for ad‐
vancing what they see as family-friendly to permanently replace
Parliament with a Zoom call.
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I speak as a member with four young children. I have a fifth on

the way. My wife works as a physician, and our due date for the
fifth is when Parliament is sitting, so I understand the sacrifice that
families have to make. Obviously, virtual Parliament would be easi‐
er for me personally, but it was worse for this institution.

When I ran for office, I understood that personal sacrifice. My
family understood that family sacrifices were required for us to be
able to do the kind of jobs that we needed to do to be here. I will
also say that members have the option of bringing their families to
Ottawa. They receive good support in terms of a housing allowance
to do it. Certainly there were many Liberal ministers, in fact all of
them, who consistently did their work outside of this House, not
coming here to be accountable.

I do not understand how, if we are family-friendly for ministers
with no children, they are communicating from their parliamentary
offices instead of being on the floor in the House of Commons.
● (1820)

Mr. Taleeb Noormohamed: Mr. Speaker, I am not sure what the
question was, but I hear the hon. member's concern. I think the im‐
portant thing to remember is that this process allows for account‐
ability regardless of where individuals are. It enables people to par‐
ticipate in the activities of the House without endangering their
communities, without potentially causing super spreader events and
perhaps most importantly. It also ensures that Canadians can see
their Parliament function as an example during COVID-19.

[Translation]
Mr. René Arseneault (Madawaska—Restigouche, Lib.): Mr.

Speaker, I would like to begin by congratulating you on your new
role. With immeasurable solemnity, Atlantic Canada proudly greets
the sun each day before it casts its light across central Canada.
Light comes from the Atlantic. With an Acadian in the Speaker's
chair, the beautiful star that graces our Acadian flag shines even
brighter.

That said, during the election campaign in which we all partici‐
pated, not a single individual, association, municipality or stake‐
holder expressed dissatisfaction with the hybrid Parliament that was
operating in the midst of the COVID‑19 crisis. On the contrary,
people congratulated us for being more present on the ground in
our constituency.

Without straying too far from the exact purpose of this motion, I
would like to emphasize the fact that people talked to us about
COVID‑19 and about recovering from the crisis, and they congratu‐
lated us on the work we accomplished while hybrid sittings were in
effect.

I would like to ask my young colleague, who was recently out
there campaigning, if he heard the same thing during his campaign.

Mr. Taleeb Noormohamed: Mr. Speaker, the answer is no, nev‐
er, not even once.

[English]

The reality is that most Canadians wanted to know that govern‐
ment was functioning and that their parliamentarians were doing
their work. That was the question, not where we work.

It is important to remember and note that, while we have heard
the concerns of the members opposite, they are also the party that
often talks about learning from the private sector and learning best
practices. That is what this Parliament has done, and that is what
this motion intends to do.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri (Peterborough—Kawartha, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I would like to address my colleague about being a wom‐
an with children and the argument being made today that it is hard.
I know it is hard. I have three children. It is excruciating being
away from them, but this is not about us. This is about something
bigger than us. This job is not a normal job.

We took this job on to serve Canadians. Anyone who has worked
on Zoom or virtually knows that the smallest technical glitch can
squeak anything through. We are here to represent democracy. This
is not about us. When we took this job on, we knew that we were
representing something so much bigger than us. It is not about us,
and members can bring their families here.

Why are they not open to pairing and negotiating here? How is it
one or the other?

● (1825)

Mr. Taleeb Noormohamed: Mr. Speaker, again, I hear my hon.
colleague's concerns. I think the reality is that we have an example
from the last Parliament of when things can work and when things
do work. I do not see anything in this motion that steps into play
anything sinister or anything long term. This is a motion to deal
with this session of Parliament.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara (Vaughan—Woodbridge, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, it is great to rise in the 44th Parliament and to be back
here in the House of Commons.

Three hundred and thirty-eight Canadians are elected to represent
their constituents from coast to coast to coast and this is my third
time being sent here to Parliament to represent the wonderful, inno‐
vative, entrepreneurial and very generous residents of Vaughan—
Woodbridge as one of the three MPs in the city of Vaughan. I wish
to thank them for placing their trust, faith and hope in sending me
here. It is a real honour to serve them, and I commit to them to do
the best that I can to represent their interests here in Parliament and
to be their strong, local voice.

Before I begin commenting on the motion in front of us, I also
wish to thank my wife, Rose, my daughters Eliana and Natalia, and
my six-week-old daughter Leia, who came into this world with
God's blessing as quite a surprise for our family, probably the best
surprise any family can have. I am not up to speed with the member
for Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan, as that member is up to
number five. I think we will be stopping at three.

Nonetheless, on to the motion at hand. The last 18 months have
been trying for Canadians. We represent Canadians and it has been
trying because lives have been disrupted. Lives have been lost in all
of our constituencies across Canada.
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We are recovering. I want to thank the residents of York region

where, as of tonight, 88.2% of residents 12 years and older are fully
vaccinated. I applaud them for heeding public health advice. I ap‐
plaud them for doing the right thing. If they can do that, I encour‐
age all members of Parliament here this evening, all the ones who
have come and are so happy to be back seeing their colleagues and
their friends, to please get vaccinated. It is the right thing to do.
Canadians are doing it. My residents are doing it, and that is the
way we will return to normal.

I am pleased to participate in debate on this reasonable and prag‐
matic motion. We are considering an important matter, which is
whether to adapt the proceedings of this House to allow members
to participate either in the chamber or by video conference. The
context for the motion is one that we have been living with for
more than 18 months. The pandemic has affected our lives, our
work in Parliament and our work in our constituencies. This is in
addition to the impact on Canadians and Canadian businesses.
Canadians have responded by respecting the guidance given by our
public health officials: maintaining physical distancing, wearing
masks, adopting new handwashing habits, and staying home and
self-isolating when they have symptoms, when they have come into
contact with someone who tested positive or when they have tested
positive themselves.

Our high vaccination rates, combined with these public health
measures, have allowed us to make significant progress in protect‐
ing ourselves from COVID-19 and contributed to the economic re‐
covery from the pandemic. Yes, we have met our target for a mil‐
lion jobs, and yes, we will create hundreds of thousands more in the
months ahead.

Today we have an opportunity to advance the fight against
COVID-19 in our workplace, this House, which all 338 of us have
the privilege to serve. Today we have an opportunity to do such a
thing.

This motion would adapt our proceedings to protect not only
members, but also the people who support us every day in this
House: our staff, the House of Commons administration and the
parliamentary protective service. Having the option to participate
remotely means that members who are exposed to the virus or who
test positive can still participate in House proceedings while they
self-isolate, which is very pragmatic and very reasonable.

This is a reasonable and pragmatic motion that ensures that all
members are able to participate in the deliberations of this House. It
builds on the decisions of this House in the 43rd Parliament. In the
last Parliament, this House chose to adapt its procedures, practices
and technology in response to public health guidance. Eventually,
the House was conducting all regular business in hybrid sittings.
This allowed all members to fully participate in proceedings either
in person or via video conferencing while respecting public health
guidance. These changes were implemented incrementally as the
extent of the pandemic became clear, and as technological and pro‐
cedural solutions were developed.
● (1830)

There were four distinct phases in the House’s response to the
pandemic in the 43rd Parliament.

First, in March 2020, there was considerable uncertainty about
the extent of the pandemic and how long it would take to get
COVID-19 under control.

The first phase of adaptations began on March 13, 2020, when
the House decided to adjourn until April 20, 2020, and cancel all
committee meetings due to the uncertainty surrounding the pan‐
demic.

When the House was recalled, it sat with a reduced number of
members in the chamber, in proportion to party standings, to allow
for physical distancing to keep our members safe.

On March 24, the House began to adapt is proceedings to pro‐
vide for parliamentary accountability during the pandemic. The
House held a modified question period, where members could ask
questions on the pandemic for up to five minutes over the course of
an hour. Arrangements for a modified question period were contin‐
ued each time the House sat until the end of the session.

The House also authorized the health committee and the finance
committee to meet on matters related to the pandemic and the gov‐
ernment’s response. I had the honour of also participating in the fi‐
nance committee at that time.

The committees were granted authority to meet virtually. This
was the first use of technology to support the remote participation
of members during the pandemic.

Further, the House could only be recalled to consider legislation
to respond to COVID-19. This measure would continue through the
spring and summer of 2020.

Later in the spring, the government shared draft legislation with
opposition parties in advance of its introduction, to obtain unani‐
mous consent for motions to expedite passage of these bills to assist
Canadian workers and to assist Canadian businesses. The duration
of the pandemic became more apparent and further technological
and procedural adaptations were agreed to and implemented.

In these early days, we came together in a team Canada ap‐
proach, and I emphasize that for all sides of the House, to provide
support for Canadians and business. I hope members can come to‐
gether in the same way to support the important measures that the
government is proposing to address in this phase of the pandemic.

In early April 2020, the government recognized the need for ad‐
ditional adaptations to allow the House to exercise parliamentary
accountability, while respecting public health guidance. This is why
the former government House leader wrote the Speaker to seek ad‐
vice and assistance on the capacity for House administration to sup‐
port virtual sittings.
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When the House met on April 11, 2020, it adopted a motion to

instruct the Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs to
examine how members could fulfill their parliamentary duties
while the House stood adjourned due to the public health concerns
caused by the pandemic, a pandemic that is not over yet.

The procedure and House affairs committee tabled two reports
on this issue that provided invaluable guidance to the House as it
developed and implemented further adaptations.

To support ongoing parliamentary accountability, the House ex‐
panded the number of committees authorized to meet virtually. By
the end of the session, there were nine standing committees meet‐
ing virtually to examine COVID-19, the government’s response to
the pandemic and other matters. I had the honour of sitting on two
of those committees, plus assisting on finance.

On April 20, 2020, the House took a remarkable step in adapting
its procedures, practices and technology. On that day, the House es‐
tablished the Special Committee on the COVID-19 Pandemic. All
members of the House were members of the special committee.

The special committee held 25 meetings from late April to mid-
June. These included in-person, virtual and hybrid meetings. These
were the first hybrid and virtual proceedings in the chamber during
the pandemic. The House also agreed to hold four hybrid summer
sittings with modified order of business.

The special committee meetings and summer sittings adapted
many elements of regular House business in a virtual or hybrid for‐
mat. This included debate, question period, statements by ministers,
statements by members, tabling of documents and presenting peti‐
tions electronically.

These adaptations had benefits that supported parliamentary ac‐
countability and the role of members. The modified question peri‐
ods during the special committee, the summer sittings and other sit‐
tings were longer than regular question period and allowed mem‐
bers to ask questions for up to five minutes. As a result, opposition
members were able to ask over 80% more questions than if the
House had held regular question periods during the spring of 2020.
● (1835)

Mr. Marty Morantz (Charleswood—St. James—Assiniboia—
Headingley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have been listening to debate
very carefully today and member after member on the government
side has stood and said that this motion is about COVID, it is about
protecting MPs, protecting the public and that is why we should
have a virtual option. However, my problem is that when I read the
motion, it does not say that. It does not say that members can Zoom
in if they are diagnosed with COVID. It does not say that members
can Zoom in if they have been in proximity of someone who has
had COVID or has had to self-isolate. It does not say any of those
things. It just says that any member can Zoom in for any reason.

I am wondering if the intention is, and I take my colleague at his
word, that if members have one of those conditions, if they are di‐
agnosed with COVID, been in proximity or had an alert, that under
those circumstances they can Zoom in, and not for any reason.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Mr. Speaker, it is great to see my col‐
league from Manitoba. The riding name is quite long. I had the

pleasure of working with that member on the finance committee. I
welcome him back, and I congratulate him.

In the motion as written, hybrid sittings would go through until
June 23, 2022. We are in the fourth wave of a pandemic. We know
what is happening in Europe currently. Thankfully, Canadians from
coast to coast to coast are receiving their vaccinations, disclosing
that, ensuring the safety of their families and friends, and allowing
them to get back to work.

We are getting back to work. It is so great to be here. I love being
in the House of Commons. It is a privilege for myself and for the
people who supported me, and I thank them.

The motion would allow individuals who may be exposed to
COVID, who do need that flexibility to have it. In case members do
get COVID, they would be able to work from home during that
time. Hopefully they would be all right and would be able to come
to work safety.

[Translation]

Mr. Luc Desilets (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I
congratulate my esteemed colleague on his speech. He and I went
on a magnificent trip to Italy together some time ago.

Unfortunately for me, the arguments advanced by the Liberal
Party and the NDP really do not hold water. Fundamentally, we are
elected to perform important legislative work, and that work is
done here. Because of an exceptional situation, we pivoted to a hy‐
brid model, but that should be over now. We are starting to get the
pandemic under control.

If we managed to make it three or four days this way without
anyone getting sick so far, I think we can carry on. We have rules
here in Parliament to protect us. The problem is that the rules are
not always adequately enforced.

My question for my colleague is this: How can he extrapolate
and say that next June 23 will be the right time? Why not two
months from now or next week?

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague and
friend for his question. I have been practising my French.

[English]

In response to my hon. colleague from the province of Quebec, I
believe it is very reasonable to have an end date of June. We contin‐
ue to be in the fourth wave of this pandemic. We do not know what
the future holds. We do know that Canadians from coast to coast to
coast are getting vaccinated, and that is the best way to recover and
move forward.

I encourage all members of the House to get vaccinated as well. I
look forward to working with my hon. colleague, who I have gotten
to know over the years, on future legislation, debating it and work‐
ing for all Canadians.
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● (1840)

Mr. James Maloney (Etobicoke—Lakeshore, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, congratulations on being in the chair. I also congratulate
my friend, the member for Vaughan—Woodbridge, on his re-elec‐
tion, and his lovely wife Rose and his, now, three beautiful chil‐
dren, particularly his youngest daughter Leia. Although, given the
timing of Leia's birth, I wonder if a hybrid Parliament is in the
member's best interests if he really does want to cap the family at
three children.

However, we have heard much debate over the last 24 hours
about why this is appropriate. People are using examples of hockey
rinks and concerts as well as a variety of other totally irrelevant
analogies, in my opinion. What the motion does not say is that I
cannot be prevented from coming into the House.

As I said earlier today, I plan on being here at every opportunity.
What is the hon. member's intention?

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Mr. Speaker, congratulations on your
election.

My great friend from Etobicoke—Lakeshore is a very good
friend of mine. My intention is to do the good work of the residents
of Vaughan—Woodbridge who voted me in for the third time. My
intention is to come to Parliament as often as possible, most impor‐
tant, following public health guidelines and being safe. Yes, I am
fully vaccinated.

Mr. Dane Lloyd (Sturgeon River—Parkland, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, congratulations on being in the chair. It is great to see you
there. I hope, together with the Speaker, you will vigorously defend
the rights and authority of parliamentarians in this Parliament as
much as he did in the last Parliament.

I will be splitting my time with my esteemed colleague from
Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles.

As this is my first speech in Parliament since the election, I want
to quickly thank my family, particularly my wife Raechel for sup‐
porting me always.

I also want to thank my campaign team, my manager Luke In‐
berg; my board president Susan Evans; and members of my team,
Rick Solomon, Tom Cox, Barb Costache, Imelda McLaren, Kris‐
tine Alex, Rebecca Van Middelkoop, Roger Hebblethwaite, Scott
Hawkings, Julia Roy, Scott Brummet and many others.

Finally, I want to thank the good people of Sturgeon River—
Parkland for placing their faith in me a third time. I will not let
them down.

Today, we are debating a motion that would govern at least the
next seven months of our nation’s Parliament. We have a clear
choice. We can move forward with a hybrid system that we have
used for the past year and a half or we can move back to the tradi‐
tional system, with enhanced safeguards to protect public health.

It is important to reflect on what we saw under the hybrid system
imposed in the last Parliament. That is the best indication of what
we will see going forward should this system be restored.

In the last Parliament, I remember sitting in the House on multi‐
ple occasions with over a dozen members from my party and sever‐

al members from other opposition parties, and yet only one, some‐
times two members of the government caucus would show up. Of
those one or two physically present members, there was rarely a
minister or any member who could speak with authority.

This is not what accountability should look like, seeing one or
two of the same MPs taking questions, while the rest of the govern‐
ment caucus and the ministers look on over Zoom or do not show
up at all.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order.
Members on the other side of the House know full well it is not ap‐
propriate to be talking about the absence or presence of members. I
can assure the member that I took the days in which we were hy‐
brid very seriously and I showed up. I might not have been physi‐
cally in this seat, but I was in the House of Commons. That is why
we had the hybrid, and I worked.

The Deputy Speaker: Throughout the day, we have been work‐
ing our way in and out of the fact of who is here, who is not here
and who is online and who is not. We are in a real grey area on this,
so be careful on all of it. The same goes for my hon. colleagues to
be careful when we are trying to set the stage on this.

Whether someone is online or not online is not exactly the case
today. It is not whether someone is here today or was here before. It
is whether someone was here in the past. This line of offline or not
online is a very difficult one that we would have to look at. I hope
that provides a bit of guidance.

The hon. member for Gatineau.

● (1845)

Hon. Steven MacKinnon: Mr. Speaker, I respectfully want to
point out it is not a grey area. It is black and white that a member
logged in virtually or a member present in the House is a member
in full, is a member with all the rights and privileges afforded a
member of Parliament. I humbly submit, sir, it is not a grey area at
all. Whether members are logged in or whether they are in person,
they are in fact participating in the deliberations of Parliament. In
any event, it should not and cannot be the subject of discussion in
the House whether a member is present or not.

The Deputy Speaker: I thank the hon. member for Gatineau for
that intervention as well.

As we continue to finish up this debate, it is going to maybe pop
up a couple more times, so I ask my hon. colleagues to be careful
when they are doing that.
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Mr. Dane Lloyd: Mr. Speaker, I actually anticipated that the

government would be bringing up a point of order on that subject. I
am not referencing the absence of any members who are in Parlia‐
ment today, and this is substantive to the debate that we are having
here over the quality of Zoom virtual Parliament versus in-person
Parliament. If we are not allowed to talk about that, then that is
making a mockery of the House of Commons. However, I will con‐
tinue.

We need a critical mass of members in this House to ensure that
it functions as it was envisioned to function, as a vibrant market‐
place where ideas are presented and challenged vigorously for
Canadians to reflect upon. Canadians expect to see their members
of Parliament and their government members physically in this
House, dealing with the matters before this country. While we made
hybrid Parliament work for the sake of continuing this important
business, this situation cannot be allowed to continue to the detri‐
ment of the interests of Canadians and our democracy.

There is something so special and important about being together
physically in this House, with the opposition and the government
benches participating in great debates over the direction of this
country. How often have we seen in the past that a well-appointed
and executed question or response has shifted the entire direction of
this country, or when an impassioned plea rallied parliamentarians
and our nation to take action?

In our hybrid Parliament, we did not see these things happen.
Though many significant points were made and important debates
were had, there was no one here to listen, to be inspired or to be
drawn to take action. Instead, this became a dead place where
members, from the comfort of their homes and offices or even their
mobile phones, signed in to listen but not meaningfully participate,
a place where a few members came in person and heard their state‐
ments echo off the walls. That is not what we should want and it is
not what Canadians want for the most sacred chamber of democra‐
cy in this country. It is evident, however, that this is what the gov‐
ernment wants.

I find that disturbing. It is always tempting for a government to
undermine an effective Parliament, because without Parliament, the
government is free to govern without accountability from the peo‐
ple's elected representatives. Under a hybrid system, the govern‐
ment got away with keeping Parliament going on life support, giv‐
ing it barely enough oxygen to function but not enough for this in‐
stitution to thrive.

We know that the Liberal government has impressive resources
at its command: entire departments, bureaucracies and the bully
pulpit of the Prime Minister. However, Canadians have only their
parliamentarians fighting for their interests in Parliament. Under
this hybrid system, our ability to vigorously fight for Canadians and
hold the current Liberal government accountable has been severely
limited.

For example, we saw numerous times that critical committee
studies and exchanges were interrupted for lack of resources. This
was very convenient for the government, because we know that
committees are a vital tool to enable opposition parties to get to the
facts, to hold ministers accountable and to advance alternative solu‐
tions. These disruptions did not happen when parliamentarians

were meeting in person, and they should not be allowed to happen
again under a hybrid system.

After many months of working out technological challenges, we
did manage to create some semblance of a working hybrid Parlia‐
ment over Zoom. However, the fact is that Parliament did not func‐
tion in a way that the Canadians who elected us would expect. Un‐
fortunately, the system remains flawed, with many casualties that
are not spoken of enough.

I think about the interpreters, many of whom suffered from audi‐
tory injuries because of this hybrid system. Well over 100 have had
issues, and this has placed tremendous strain on Parliament's ability
to function. I want to thank our hard-working interpreters for the
difficult work they do every day and for their very real sacrifices in
terms of their personal health.

I do not know if we have a solution to these auditory issues. I
know there are many people who have had to go on leave, but I am
not confident that the government has done all it can to protect the
health of interpreters. By pushing for a virtual Parliament, we are
putting those interests above the interests of some of the people
who work here.

It is time to get this Parliament back in session in person. Other
parliaments around the world have already gone back, and if it is
safe enough for the Prime Minister and his delegation to attend a
climate change summit in Glasgow in a room full of thousands, of‐
ten people not wearing masks, then it is safe enough for 338 mem‐
bers of Parliament to meet in this House.

● (1850)

I am not advocating that we ignore the realities of the pandemic
or that we throw caution to the wind. We have put in place a system
of tests and a system of vaccination. We have instituted one of the
strongest protections for public health in any workplace in Canada.
These are the rules that the government set and they are being fol‐
lowed by everyone in the House, and now government members
are complaining that they do not like the rules. Well, they made the
rules.

In fact, the system for parliamentarians is so strong, stronger than
the system for federal civil servants, and yet this government is ask‐
ing civil servants to prepare to go back to work. What kind of mes‐
sage does it send when the government is saying that it wants to
give parliamentarians the right to work from home for the next sev‐
en months at least, yet civil servants will not be afforded that same
treatment? Why are the Liberals demanding special treatment and
accommodation that regular Canadians could never hope to re‐
ceive?



November 25, 2021 COMMONS DEBATES 219

Government Orders
Speaking personally, I know first-hand how a hybrid Parliament

can be beneficial to families. I welcomed my daughter in May
2020, just as the pandemic was beginning, and in the last 18
months, it has been a blessing to be able to use hybrid Parliament
during this pandemic. I know how convenient it is to vote at the
touch of an app or to log in from my home office or my work of‐
fice, but I am not here to vote for my self-interests. I am here to
represent the interests of my constituents and the common good of
my country. I believe today that this common good calls for a re‐
turn to traditional Parliament, where we can focus on bringing real
accountability for Canadians.

The Deputy Speaker: We have been going a little long on our
questions and answers, and I just want to make sure that we keep
them concise and short.

Questions and comments, the hon. member for Winnipeg North.
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,

“hypocrisy” is a word that is unparliamentary, so I will not use it.
Having said that, I can tell members that the Progressive Conserva‐
tive Party, the NDP and the Liberal Party—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
The Deputy Speaker: I appreciate the joking there, but mem‐

bers cannot do something indirectly that they cannot do directly. I
will ask the member to just retract that and start again.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I should have known bet‐
ter. You are right on the ball.

The Conservative Party in Manitoba, the Liberal Party in Mani‐
toba and the NDP in Manitoba are today sitting in a hybrid system.
They are having question period. They actually have members of
the legislative assembly who have COVID-19, and they are able to
continue on. It seems it is just the Conservative Party, and I do not
know how they conned the Bloc into it, that has made the decision
that somehow this is anti-democratic. However, the hybrid system
is something we can all benefit from.

The pandemic is not behind us, and my question to the member
is: Will he not recognize what the Province of Manitoba and other
jurisdictions have? There is nothing wrong with having a hybrid,
and this has a sunset. It ends in June.

Mr. Dane Lloyd: Mr. Speaker, it is not surprising to me to hear a
Liberal talking about how they could benefit. That is what Liberals
like to do.

When we have these members talking about these provincial leg‐
islatures, the fact is that there are a number of provincial legisla‐
tures that are also sitting, and there are a number of parliamentary
bodies across the world that are sitting. If the member wants to
cherry-pick individual jurisdictions and say that we should be like
them, he is welcome to do that; this is a debate.

However, what I am here talking about is what I think Canadians
want to see from our Parliament, and they want to see a Parliament
that is back in session, where there are safeguards for public health,
and where we can vigorously fight, present our views, challenge the
government and have the government bring forward legislation so
that we can actually move forward as a country.

● (1855)

[Translation]

Mr. Luc Desilets (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague for his speech.

I generally agree with his points, but I just have to ask him about
one thing that is bothering me.

The vaccination status of our Conservative colleagues has been
an issue throughout this whole debate. How many Conservatives
have medical exemptions?

[English]

Mr. Dane Lloyd: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the member and
his party for largely collaborating with Conservatives on what we
both agree is a very fundamental issue for Canadian democracy.

The fact is that the Board of Internal Economy met and imposed
a set of rules, and those rules are in place right now. There are peo‐
ple in this country who receive medical exemptions, and I trust our
non-partisan, impartial, professional House administration to do the
best job possible to keep members and staff safe. I completely trust
our House staff to take care of us.

[Translation]

Mr. Bernard Généreux (Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouras‐
ka—Rivière-du-Loup, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I congratulate you on
your appointment.

I have a question for my colleague.

All day long, the Liberals have been asking questions about the
fact that certain provinces or places have a hybrid Parliament. The
Quebec National Assembly is 100% in person, and it is completely
safe. We can do the exact same thing here, in the Canadian Parlia‐
ment.

Some significant safety measures have been implemented here so
that we can do our jobs.

My colleague referenced them, and I would like to hear more
about these measures.

[English]

Mr. Dane Lloyd: Mr. Speaker, I congratulate my colleague on
his re-election. It is well deserved.

I am very confident in the House administration and the safety
protocols that we put in place, and I think we should keep them go‐
ing forward. There may be cases where COVID-19 comes up, but
we know that vaccination rates in this country are high and thank‐
fully getting higher every day, so we can look forward. We need to
lead as a Parliament. We cannot just wait for all the provincial leg‐
islatures and all the other Parliaments around the world. We should
not be the last Parliament to move forward. We should be taking a
leadership position.
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Maybe it was a slip of the tongue, but it is irresponsible of the

government House leader to suggest that folks who were vaccinat‐
ed but contracted COVID-19 should still be allowed to come to
work. It is very confusing to Canadians when they hear things like
that, and we cannot have that. We need clarity from the government
on what the rules are, not changing the goalposts every time they
do not suit the government's needs.

The Deputy Speaker: The member for Sackville—Preston—
Chezzetcook was standing earlier, and I missed one of the members
from the NDP who stood to ask a question, so I will ask the mem‐
ber for Vancouver East to ask her question now.

Ms. Jenny Kwan (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I note
that the member actually did not answer the question about how
many Conservative members have gotten some sort of medical ex‐
emption.

That is as an aside, but I want to bring this debate back to the is‐
sue at hand, which is about health. The reality is that we are still in
the fourth wave and COVID is still very active in communities. The
other clear health measure is that if a person has any symptoms at
all, a sore throat, a scratchy throat, anything at all, they are not sup‐
posed to go to work, but that does not mean to say that they are not
able to work. The hybrid system would allow members to continue
to participate and do their work. That is the beauty of the system,
that it allows us to do that. There is a sunset period until June, when
this will end, but in the meantime it allows members to continue to
participate.

Would the member not even acknowledge the importance of
that?
● (1900)

Mr. Dane Lloyd: Mr. Speaker, I find it ironic that the party in
the House that claims to stand up for the rights of workers and or‐
ganized labour is suggesting that we need to create a system to en‐
sure that sick people continue to work. Sick people should be tak‐
ing time to get better, not forced to show up to work. That is what I
think.
[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, before I begin, I would like to thank the people
of Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles for allowing me to return to
the House, in person, for a third time to debate and pass important
legislation for Canadians.

First, I would like to know the real reasons behind this motion
that we are debating and voting on today. If the motion were in‐
tended to provide a tool for the House of Commons in the event of
another widespread lockdown or an emergency, I would be the first
to adopt it. Admittedly, the hybrid format did allow us to do part of
our work when we were under lockdown.

However, we are in a completely different situation today. I have
huge doubts about the real reasons for this motion. If we listen to
the speeches that the Liberals and some of the NDP members gave
today, it seems that the Liberals want to give themselves a political
tool.

However, Canadians can now watch a Canadiens game at the
Bell Centre, in a venue that seats 15,000 to 18,000 people. They

can fly south on a plane packed with over 300 passengers for five
or six hours.

Some claim that the House is a danger zone, but this chamber is
massive and there are only 338 MPs. The argument was raised that
we spend 12 hours a day here, but the only time all 338 MPs are in
here together is during question period or during a vote. The rest of
the time, we are either in an office or in committee, where we are
well separated.

There is something else I find ridiculous. People from different
families or who are simply friends are allowed to go to a restaurant
in a group of six to 10 and can sit together for two or three hours
drinking wine and eating without a mask. People can do that out‐
side the Ottawa bubble. However, here, sitting next to my col‐
leagues every day, all facing forward wearing a mask, is considered
dangerous. That is why I wonder about the real reasons behind this
motion.

I would support this motion if the government wanted to use this
tool in the event of a lockdown during a potential fifth wave, but
that is not the real reason.

The ministers are supposed to take questions from the opposition
parties, but we noticed in the final months of the last Parliament
that the ministers do not like to be in the House of Commons, be‐
cause they found out in the last two years that it is much easier to
be in a virtual Parliament. When we ask a question in front of a
screen, seated at a computer, it has the same legal value as if we
were asking it in person in Parliament, but the emotion is not the
same. During a face-to-face meeting, the reactions are not the same.
It is impossible.

We have enough experience with it now to know that the effec‐
tiveness of Parliament, question period and parliamentary commit‐
tees is greatly diminished in virtual mode. In committee, for in‐
stance, our only way to communicate with colleagues is texting be‐
cause it is impossible to talk to each other in a Zoom meeting. We
text each other, but that is not fast enough and it does not work.
How many votes, motions, committee proceedings failed because
we could not communicate effectively?

The hybrid Parliament helped us out during the critical period of
the pandemic. It created a semblance of the parliamentary system.
However, that period should now be over because things have
changed. I ask again, what are the real reasons for this motion?
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● (1905)

The Liberals should be honest enough to say that this tool is to
be used in a total lockdown or a return to the red zone. How could
we forget the orange zones and the red zones? If we were told that
we had to go back to Zoom sittings because we were in a red zone,
I would not have a problem with that. In this case, however, we
know full well that it is because some want to hide behind cameras.
They will wait for the questions only to say they did not hear prop‐
erly or there is a problem with the video, so they do not have to an‐
swer them. That is the real reason.

I was talking earlier about the importance of human relation‐
ships. Even when you ask a minister a tough question, there is an
important human relationship. This is not available or accessible
through Zoom. This destroys the very essence of what it means to
be a parliamentarian.

Another thing that really bothers me about the rhetoric I hear is
that it creates fear. We are often accused of fearmongering and be‐
ing divisive, but the way the Liberals have approached this matter
is creating fear. They are creating fear by talking about the vaccine
status of my colleagues.

I do not even know how many of them cannot be vaccinated, but
that is a private matter. However, there are tools in place. The
Sergeant-at-Arms conducts checks, and I am sure that our health is
protected. These people are taking rapid tests. They undergo more
checks than those who are vaccinated. That must stop. They are the
ones running the risk of becoming ill because they cannot be vacci‐
nated on medical grounds. They are the ones who will experience
problems, not us. People who are tested three times a week cannot
pass on an illness to us. That is ridiculous. It must stop. These are
media distortions created by the Liberals.

Another thing that is bothering me is the NDP's viewpoint. The
NDP is making changes to the way we do our work as elected offi‐
cials. They say it would be much easier if we could stay at home
and not have to travel to Ottawa. I can understand this argument in
a case such as that of my colleague who had a child two years ago.
Family obligations are not easy.

We all had different experiences with work, but that system
could get too comfortable. When someone finishes work, they just
need to turn off the camera and they can go be with their wife and
children. That is obviously easier. However, someone who chooses
to run for office is not looking for easy. As a parliamentarian, they
are looking to do their job well and do it efficiently, knowing that it
comes with some inconveniences. That is what we are paid so well
to do.

If we gradually change the way we work so that we simply have
to plug in a computer, I would call that remote work. Some people
would like this system, even once the pandemic is over. If someone
wants to work remotely because they live far away and are tired of
taking the plane, they should simply not run for office. Others
would be happy to do so. Members are voted in and paid to take on
these responsibilities. It is as simple as that.

In conclusion, I want to emphasize what really matters to me. I
agree that we should have a tool in case of a lockdown, but I do not
want a political tool to help people avoid answering questions.

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, I would like to describe a scenario that will likely come up at
some point. Imagine an MP is exposed to the virus or contracts it
even though he is double-vaccinated and has to stay home in quar‐
antine. Is the fact that he is unable to vote because he is not given
the opportunity to debate or vote remotely not akin to removing his
privilege, given that a tool exists and it is not being given to him for
reasons I fail to understand?

● (1910)

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for his
very good question. Currently, there is the case of the member for
Beauce who is double-vaccinated and who caught COVID‑19. He
cannot participate in the debates this week. That is an example.

That is part of a much broader debate that could be held. Yes,
there are technological possibilities these days. Could we decide
that in future only people who are sick and have to stay home for
other reasons could participate in the debates by video conference
and vote electronically and that people who have no problem have
to be here? That is another question. Yes, it is possible.

That is not what is happening right now. People are manipulating
the situation and using the final days of the pandemic to try to cre‐
ate another political issue.

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
wonder if we can continue using the member for Beauce as an ex‐
ample. He was around other members of the Conservative caucus,
which means there are members who no doubt have to potentially
self-quarantine. The opposition House leader indicated that he was
getting his second test today. We could have a situation where we
could have many members of the official opposition, because of the
pandemic, being completely disengaged without a motion of this
nature passing.

Would the member acknowledge that is not a healthy thing for
our Parliament?

[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for his
question. I will give him the same answer I gave his colleague ear‐
lier.

In the context of the pandemic, with the possibility of contracting
COVID-19, the tool should be reserved for those who become ill,
like the member for Beauce. They should be able to work with us
virtually.

This same approach is used by private businesses and industries.
People with a specific medical issue can telework. However, once
they are all better, they must physically return to work. There is a
distinction.
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[English]

Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speak‐
er, I listened with great interest to my hon. colleague. I am certainly
a strong believer in Parliament being here and it being accountable.
The problem is that the Liberals, the Bloc and the NDP have all
committed to being vaccinated, but the Conservatives are refusing.
In fact, they seem to think they are above the law, and that they
have the right, the privilege, to come in here unvaccinated.

I would like to ask the hon. member this. Will he tell us how
many of his colleagues who are part of this libertarian caucus are
using bogus exemptions to claim a right to come to work and make
other people sick? I have to be in a lobby with them where they sit
without their masks on when the staff or I walk in there. They have
no respect for the people around them. How many of them are fully
vaccinated? That is the question we should be debating.
[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus: Mr. Speaker, my colleague is offensive
when he says that our caucus is libertarian and that we do not wear
masks.

First of all, we follow the rules. We are allowed to remove our
masks when we sit down to eat. When we are finished, we put our
masks back on. No one walks without a mask outside the House ex‐
cept at mealtime.

Second, the insinuation that my colleagues are creating a situa‐
tion that is dangerous to public health is completely false. As I
mentioned in my speech, these people are tested regularly and have
certain health conditions. No one in this place and only a doctor can
assess health. The Sergeant-at-Arms assessed the situation and gave
permission. Members must stop judging situations that they know
nothing about.

Hon. Steven MacKinnon (Gatineau, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
would first like to let you know that I will be sharing my time with
the hon. member for Elmwood—Transcona. I would also like to
take this opportunity to congratulate you on your new position. By
the way, it is nice to see an Acadian in the chair.

Since this is the first time I am speaking in the House in this 44th
Parliament, I would like to begin by thanking the citizens of
Gatineau for once again placing their trust in me. It is the honour of
my life to serve them and to represent them here in this chamber. I
want them to know that I will do my best. My colleagues and I will
work together to fulfill the commitments we have made over the
years and during the election campaign.

I would also like to thank my family, who have been supporting
me in this political adventure for quite some time. They have been
a tremendous support. I would also like to thank my supporters, the
people around me. All of my colleagues and I have people in our
ridings who volunteer to support us. I would also like to thank our
staff who do so much for us. I want to thank all of those good peo‐
ple as well.

As chief government whip, I am happy to work with my col‐
leagues. I see my role as helping to make Parliament work and en‐
suring we can stand up for our interests and ideas and achieve our
goals and objectives for Canada, our regions and our ridings. As
whip, I am committed to making sure my colleagues on this side of

the House and I take a collaborative, constructive approach to
achieving our shared goals as we strive to create a better Canada.

That brings me to the motion we are debating today. The pan‐
demic rocked our country and the whole world. It has been a trying
time for all our fellow citizens. To survive, we have had to follow
code red, yellow and green rules that changed from day to day. The
member for Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles talked about that.
We were not sure our kids would be able to go to school, and we
did not know if we had to follow a given rule from one day to the
next.

People had to adapt. It was difficult. We saw the consequences of
that. People are eager to get back to some semblance of normal life,
but they also want their government to set the example and for their
institutions to reflect their primary interest, which, in my opinion, is
to keep everyone safe. We need to keep our children, constituents,
seniors and the people around us safe.

That is the crux of what we are debating today. Like any organi‐
zation, social club, sports association, educational institution or
business, we had to take rather extraordinary and exceptional mea‐
sures for a set period of time. The measure that we are discussing
today is also for a set period of time. We had to take extraordinary
measures to meet the sole objective of keeping everyone safe.

There are a lot of people who depend on us, and I want to thank
them. I am talking about the people in Parliament, the clerks, sup‐
port staff, IT team, pages and interpreters.

All of those people also had to take special measures and work
twice as hard without infringing on our rights and responsibilities
or undermining our ability to do our job, so that we, as parliamen‐
tarians, can enjoy our privileges, be present, talk and give speeches
safely. I repeat that these measures are for a set period of time.

● (1915)

The return is happening quite slowly. In my region, there is obvi‐
ously a lot of talk about the public service, mandatory vaccination
and the mandate given to deputy ministers and heads of federal
agencies to decide when employees will return. Some are eager to
get back to the office. Others want and need to continue working
remotely, virtually. That is the case here as well.

We do not know what the pandemic has in store for us. We hope
it will end some day, but it is clear that we also need to take the
necessary precautions and lay the foundations for a virtual system,
without debating it every two weeks, that ensures that we can con‐
tinue our work.
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My colleagues are eager to get back to work in this Parliament.

They are looking forward to being here in this place and to partici‐
pating in the debates, interacting with colleagues from all parties in
the House and adding their voices to the great debates that occur in
this place. However, they want to make sure that it is done safely.

As for the government team, the Liberal government caucus, we
will ensure that our members can participate in the work of the
House here in person, but also in virtual mode and via teleworking,
in order to continue that work. Our only goal is to ensure the safety
of everyone, including our colleagues, the staff I mentioned, all par‐
liamentarians and everyone around us.

Today, I am listening to the speeches and I hope to be able to
bring the debate back to the main issue. We are not undermining the
democracy cherished on this side of the House and by all the other
political parties. We are not trying to indirectly change something
that has nothing to do with the pandemic.

We are trying to make a slight change to our democracy with the
tools provided by the people who work very hard to support us so
that we can continue the great work of building our magnificent
country while ensuring the safety of all those participating in this
work. I tip my hat to them.

I implore all our colleagues to vote for this measure that seeks to
protect us and ensure the continued functioning of democracy in a
safe manner.
● (1920)

[English]
Mr. Stephen Ellis (Cumberland—Colchester, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, it has been fascinating to listen to this today and to hear
my colleagues continue to complain about the personal health in‐
formation of my colleagues on this side of the House. I think it is
deplorable. The Personal Health Information Protection Act is there
to protect us.

What if, as a physician, I stood at the doorway and started asking
members how many people had heart disease, diabetes or even
worse things such as erectile dysfunction or sexually transmitted
illnesses? Would that be appropriate? I do not think so.

Why do my colleagues on the other side of the floor continue to
think it is appropriate to ask about personal health information?

Hon. Steven MacKinnon: Mr. Speaker, apparently my hon. col‐
league did not listen to the very last part of my speech, where I said
not to make this into more than what it is. We are living in an ex‐
treme and unique pandemic. The last one happened over 100 years
ago, and I think part of the problem of the debate we have had to‐
day is to try to impute grand principle into what is basically a sim‐
ple calculation: ensuring the pursuit of our ancient parliamentary
democracy, which is so dear to us, while ensuring the personal safe‐
ty and security of all of us in this chamber and all of those thou‐
sands of people who surround us daily.
● (1925)

[Translation]
Ms. Louise Chabot (Thérèse-De Blainville, BQ): Mr. Speaker,

it is my turn to acknowledge all of my constituents in

Thérèse‑De Blainville and to thank them for placing their trust in
me once again.

I was listening to my colleague opposite say that every member
on the other side of the House was looking forward to coming back
here. I am pleased to hear that, because we had to wait 72 days to
come back to the House.

The election was held on September 20, and we only came back
this week. I believe in good faith. However, this is the same gov‐
ernment that rushed to call an election in August, that said it was
anxious to end the pandemic yet put up no barriers when we were
campaigning.

I do not understand what is happening today. I am not surprised,
but I am disappointed. I do not understand how it can justify start‐
ing the 44th Parliament in full hybrid mode.

I do not understand why it is suggesting making the exception
the rule when every condition is being met, in the current pandemic
context, to ensure that we can safely sit here in the House of Com‐
mons.

Hon. Steven MacKinnon: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague
for her intervention.

Again, I think that we need to move away from these arguments
and come back to the motion we are debating today, which seeks to
bring in a temporary measure to adapt to our reality.

The member is talking about health conditions that can change at
any time. I invite her to look at how the number of cases is soaring
right now in Europe and around the world. It is very sad.

This is about bringing in a temporary measure to adapt to the
pandemic reality we are in.

[English]

Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speak‐
er, I think one of things that is most disturbing is that we saw the
Conservatives promoting hydroxychloroquine as a medical treat‐
ment for a pandemic. Now we have the latest out of YouTube.com
telling us that diabetes and heart disease are somehow spreadable
when we are dealing with a pandemic.

Could the hon. member explain to the Conservatives that their
anti-vax propaganda in the House is actually doing real damage to
the fight that we are leading across the country, along with the med‐
ical community, to keep people safe? It is not diabetes we are wor‐
ried about. It is a pandemic.
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Hon. Steven MacKinnon: Mr. Speaker, we have always sought

to be guided by the science. What do we know? We know this is a
spreadable disease. We know that this is a highly contagious dis‐
ease. We know that it is an incredibly dangerous threat to our public
health and, indeed, I do not think anyone is served by obscuring
any of those essential facts with more extraneous facts. We have
tried to be guided by that science. We have tried to be guided by
those measures. Like every other organization in the world, we
have taken measures to adapt our day-to-day reality to the unfortu‐
nate reality of this pandemic, and tried to terminate those measures
at an appropriate time. We will continue to do that.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie (Elmwood—Transcona, NDP): Mr. Speak‐
er, I am grateful for the opportunity to intervene in today's debate. I
want to start by recognizing how difficult the last 19 months have
been for everyone.

It has certainly been difficult from an economic point of view,
and I will be talking a little about that tomorrow in the debate on
Bill C-2, and also difficult in terms of coping with the conse‐
quences of some of the public health measures that have had to be
taken.

It has been difficult to be shut in our homes. It has been hard not
to be able to go out and get together. I fully understand people's de‐
sire to get out and reunite with people. Indeed, I have enjoyed being
able to come to this place and see some colleagues, even as I have
some reservations about whether it is the appropriate thing to do
and whether we are really there yet.

We know we are in the middle of a fourth wave. Depending on
where we are in the country, our experiences of COVID are very
different right now. There are provinces where ICUs are full and
they are worried about the consequences for their medical system,
and there are other provinces that are faring relatively well for the
moment but are wondering what the future holds. We just heard the
premier of Saskatchewan, today or yesterday, express some regret
for not having implemented more strict public health measures ear‐
lier in the province's own fourth wave.

What have we done? We have followed the advice of public
health officials, which is the right thing to do. I am an electrician by
trade. I would not take kindly to somebody doing some research on
the Internet and then coming to tell me how to wire something. I
would tell them that I am a Red Seal electrician: I have the experi‐
ence, and if anybody is going to correct me it would be somebody
with similar training and experience, not somebody who had been
investigating things on the Internet.

It has been right and good to follow the advice of public health
authorities throughout the pandemic. They have told us to wear
masks. They have told us to socially distance. Sometimes they have
told us to stay home. They have told us to get vaccinated and that
vaccination is our way through this. We are getting closer to a nor‐
mal time, because more people are accepting that advice and choos‐
ing to get vaccinated. I commend them for that, and I encourage
those who have not done that to do it soon.

For every person with some medical credentials out there who is
a COVID denier, there are many more who accept the science. I do
not believe there is any great conspiracy. Frankly, having spent six
years here, I do not think the government is capable of the intelli‐

gence, discipline and coordination it would take to orchestrate a
conspiracy that vast, nor do I think the so-called government-in-
waiting is capable of such a thing. I find these conspiracy theories
simply unbelievable.

If vaccination is part of the way for us to get back to normal,
then I think it is incumbent upon us as elected officials to show
leadership in that. One of the principal barriers to us being able to
talk about how we conduct ourselves properly here, or to get back
to some kind of normally functioning Parliament, is that the Con‐
servative Party in particular has not been forthright about how
many of its caucus members are vaccinated and how many are not.

The Conservatives say we should simply trust the system. I think
we should expect more transparency from people who are elected
to public office. We often hear from them about the transparency
they want from the government, and about the right to demand
more transparency from the government. We have to show that in
the way we behave ourselves. We have a leadership obligation to
get vaccinated and to show, be honest and report our own numbers.
Every other caucus here has done that.

I take the Bloc's argument for an in-person Parliament to be a lit‐
tle different. The Bloc members are coming from a different place.
They are saying that they did the right thing: They all got vaccinat‐
ed, and they want to come and meet in person. I think that reason‐
able people can disagree about whether it is the right time to do that
and whether we should have a hybrid Parliament. Their argument
comes from a different place, because they have been transparent
and have shown that leadership. I thank them for that, even as I dis‐
agree on the issue of whether a hybrid format should be available.

The member for Vancouver East made the point very well earlier
when she talked about many of us having to get here on a plane.
The fact is that if I am showing any two minor symptoms or one
major symptom, I have to fill out a COVID screening on my phone
to get my boarding pass.

● (1930)

If I have a scratchy throat and a runny nose, which happens often
in Winnipeg in the winter, I either have to lie and get on the plane,
doing the wrong thing, or I have to stay home. I would be glad for
the opportunity to participate in Parliament from home, and do the
right thing by avoiding getting on a plane when I am presenting
symptoms.

I did a lot of work in the virtual Parliament. I was frustrated by
some of the things that other members have raised. I was frustrated
by committee meetings that were disrupted by technical difficulties.
I was frustrated by problems with interpretation. I felt for and
talked about and stood up for our interpreters who were facing a
disproportionate amount of injury as a result of the hybrid format.
All of those things are true, but I was able to get a lot of work done.

We got a benefit of $2,000 per month for people who could not
go to work. We got a student benefit that would not have happened
if it had not been for the interventions of the NDP. We got a sick
leave program that would not have happened if it had not been for
the interventions of the NDP.
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It is not just what we managed to accomplish for Canadians in

their time of need, but it was also some of the accountability work
that we did. Some people around here may remember a guy by the
name of Bill Morneau, who did the wrong thing with respect to the
WE Charity scandal. It was in the virtual summer sittings and virtu‐
al committee meetings of 2020, which the NDP negotiated, that tes‐
timony came to light that brought Bill Morneau down for his
wrongdoing on the WE Charity scandal. That summer, he resigned
his position and ultimately left the government. If that is not ac‐
countability, I do not know what is.

The idea that there cannot be good parliamentary work in a virtu‐
al Parliament, both in terms of helping people and in terms of hold‐
ing the government to account, simply is untrue. I do not accept
those arguments.

As I alluded to earlier, in the lead-up to this Parliament feelers
were put out to the Conservatives and the Bloc to talk about what
our Parliament would look like, whether we would have a hybrid
Parliament and, if so, what shape that might take. However, they
chose to abstain from those discussions. We might have had a hy‐
brid Parliament where committees met in person. That might have
alleviated some of the burden on our interpreters. We might have
had some kind of understanding about how many Liberals might be
in the House. However, instead of being able to have a constructive
conversation, the conversation was about the disorder in the Con‐
servative caucus and whether the Conservatives were going to re‐
quire their MPs to be vaccinated. They were splintering off into a
bunch of subcaucuses, and we could not have the kind of real con‐
versation that we needed to have in the lead-up to this moment, be‐
cause now we are back.

Finally, Parliament has met again after the election. It took too
long, but now we are here. Parliament is in session and there are
things to do that are actually about the people we were elected to
represent. Therefore, we should not spend all our time debating
this. There was a window to talk about how we were going to do
this. Some chose not to participate, so then what is the most reason‐
able thing to do?

The most reasonable thing to do, if parties are committed to hav‐
ing a hybrid Parliament in this time when the pandemic is not yet
over, is to adopt the same rules that those parties once agreed to. If
we were going to do something different, that would be worse from
the point of view of forging a new path. This at least is what they
once agreed to, so our hands are somewhat tied by the fact that they
would not engage in good-faith conversations about what kind of
alterations to the hybrid Parliament we might make or if there were
ways that we might scale back the hybrid element in certain parts of
Parliament.

I imagine this may happen again. This has a deadline, and the
pandemic may not be over by June 2022. The next time we discuss
this, I invite these parties to come to the table and talk about how to
make Parliament work with the 21st-century tools that we have, in
a way that makes sense during a pandemic.

● (1935)

Hon. Judy A. Sgro (Humber River—Black Creek, Lib.): Con‐
gratulations, Mr. Speaker. It is good to see you in that chair.

My colleague's father was here for many years and was here as
the Speaker as well, I believe. I would be interested to know how
this would compare with his father's day, and the struggles he had
with travelling such a long distance to get to Parliament to partici‐
pate and vote. We are now looking at trying to move things forward
to modernize Parliament, to have some flexibility for many people
throughout our Parliament session. I am sure my colleague has had
many discussions with his father about the modernization of Parlia‐
ment, and I would be interested to hear some additional comments
on that.

● (1940)

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Mr. Speaker, it is true that when I was
growing up my father was often in Ottawa. That is one of the rea‐
sons why, when I ran, my own family was very aware of the chal‐
lenges of the job. Those were challenges that we accepted, as they
are challenges that we accept now as well.

We heard some excellent arguments for perhaps making some
more permanent modifications to the House of Commons from the
member for Victoria earlier, but we are talking about the pandemic.
We are not out of the pandemic yet, and we are still dealing with
public health matters.

The day will come when we can have another conversation about
what the House of Commons looks like on a go-forward basis, and
how we might be able to accommodate families in a way that
makes it possible for more women to participate in this place, but
for now we are still in a pandemic. That matters for how we do
business, and I would like some more acknowledgement of that on
all sides of the House.

[Translation]

Mr. Rhéal Fortin (Rivière-du-Nord, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I am
wondering if my colleague agrees with me.

I have been listening, and the concern I keep hearing has to do
with the safety of all members of Parliament with respect to
COVID-19. Our concern, however, is holding the government ac‐
countable.

Does my colleague agree that, if the government wants a hybrid
Parliament, it should make a firm, formal commitment that all min‐
isters will be in the House for each question period, unless they
have a good reason for being absent, for example, if they are abroad
on government business or have a medical certificate stating that
they cannot be here?

Would my colleague agree that that would make things better?
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Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Mr. Speaker, I do think that is possible, and

I think that such an agreement would have been possible if the op‐
position parties had had a unified voice. This cannot happen if the
other parties refuse to have a discussion on how a hybrid Parlia‐
ment should run. Without that conversation, without a unified
voice, it is difficult.

We believe that a hybrid Parliament is more important, in light of
the pandemic. We support the model that we had and that the Bloc
Québécois and the Conservatives supported in the previous Parlia‐
ment.
[English]

Ms. Jenny Kwan (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I have
been listening to this debate for hours and my colleague, the mem‐
ber for Elmwood—Transcona, perhaps made the best speech of the
day. He has touched on all of the issues. One thing that has not real‐
ly been a highlight in the discussion here is leadership, and what
our role is to show leadership to the public to say how we can work
together and support each other to beat this thing.

Can the member extrapolate and elaborate just a little bit more
about the importance of that point?

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Mr. Speaker, we talk a lot about leadership
here and what leaders should do. It is always very important that
people who are going to critique leaders show that leadership them‐
selves.

I think that is what has been absent on the Conservative side of
the House. When we talk about going back to work safely, that
means people knowing what they are getting into. We cannot know
that. The Conservative members talk about personal health infor‐
mation. I agree that people should not have to share their personal
health information, but this is a public health issue. This is about
something that is highly contagious. It is not like heart disease or
diabetes that a person cannot catch by sitting next to somebody else
who has it.

Mr. Jamie Schmale (Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes—Brock,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the opportunity to rise in the
House to speak about this very important issue. Congratulations to
you on your placement in the Chair. I know you will do a wonder‐
ful job.

As this is the first opportunity that I have had to speak in this
Parliament, I want to thank the voters and the residents of Halibur‐
ton—Kawartha Lakes—Brock for putting their faith in me once
again, for the third time electing me to be their voice in this cham‐
ber. I hope to continue to earn their vote and their support as we
move forward.

As we know, no matter where we sit in the House, we do not get
here alone on this journey. It takes a lot of people to help us, and I
want to thank first of all my staff in the constituency and in Ottawa:
Kate, Marnie, Lisa, Andrew, Jay, Paul and others who have helped
ensure that the job is as easy as possible. Of course, all our staff do
their best to make us look good. I also want to thank my campaign
team and the volunteers who worked tirelessly to ensure that we are
able to keep the seat blue. I want to thank my campaign manager,
Paul Seear, my treasurer, Margaret Meyer, and her trophy house‐
husband, Oliver Meyer, who helped out so much during the cam‐

paign. Also, on communications, we had Elizabeth Beauchamp, Jay
Park, Andrew Weston, Lisa Rodd, Marnie Hoppenrath, Kate Porter,
Petra Verary, Chris Mills, Janice Wood the office manager and so
many others, as well as the EDA president Cheryl Battum and
many more. I hope I am not missing people, and I apologize if I
am.

The debate that we are here to discuss today is about returning to
a hybrid Parliament, and a lot of what the debate is talking about
today revolves around trust. How do we trust the Liberals? If we
think back to the beginning of this pandemic, what is the first thing
the government did? It tried to create absolute power for the next
few years. That would have given the government the power to tax
and spend wherever it wanted and not necessarily with any input
from its backbench, because that was basically shut down. It was
transferring the entire power into the executive branch.

Before that, we had Motion No. 6 in the 42nd Parliament. What
did that do? That stripped the opposition of the very few tools it has
to hold the government to account. That, of course, led to what is
now infamously called “elbowgate”.

We have that issue of trust in the government. Of course we had
the WE scandal during it all, where they were trying to reward their
friends and punish their enemies. We have massive inflation going
on right now. The cost of living is out of control for many Canadi‐
ans, and it is getting worse. The plan the Liberals seem to have is to
add another government program.

What programs is the government administering now that are go‐
ing so well? Are veterans still waiting in line to get service? Yes.
Are indigenous communities still waiting for clean water? Yes. Is
there a housing crisis, such that people cannot seem to afford hous‐
ing anymore? Yes. The answer of the government is, “Let's take on
something else because we've just done a bang-up job.” The irony
of this is that it is going to be deficit financing. Sadly, the kids go‐
ing in day care will actually be paying for their day care; it just will
not be until many years down the road.

As these problems continue to add up, the choice of the govern‐
ment is to go into hybrid, and we all know we had challenges dur‐
ing that last Parliament. We had connectivity issues and problems
with ministers not knowing what questions they were going to an‐
swer, or who was going to answer. It was not a suitable alternative.
While it did the job at the time, we have started to move past this.

The other issue we have when we are talking about trust is that
the messaging coming from the Liberals and the NDP has been go‐
ing back and forth all day. If the issue is totally around those who
are unwell, who are not able to come in and who are going to use
hybrid as an alternative, one can see that working. However, the
messaging we are getting as the day rolls along and the truth finally
comes out, is that they want it as a permanent alternative, which is
absolutely unacceptable.
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We all have unique challenges. We have young families or

grandkids, and maybe some are trying to start a family. However,
we just had an election during a pandemic, which is something the
Liberals promised they would not do. It was a very expensive cabi‐
net shuffle.
● (1945)

We all knew the challenges. We all knew what we were signing
up for. We all signed on the dotted line, knowing that federal laws
are made here in Ottawa. These debates are happening here in Ot‐
tawa and should be here in Ottawa. We all stepped forward know‐
ing that we might be called upon to go to the nation's capital during
a pandemic. Nobody put a gun to our heads. We had the opportuni‐
ty to say no, but each and every one of us is one of 338 in a country
of 38 million.

Before I continue, Mr. Speaker, I will let you know that I am
splitting my time with the member for Sherwood Park—Fort
Saskatchewan.

I also want to talk about the tourism industry. In my area, the
tourism industry has been massively hurt by the pandemic. We have
travel and tourism industries that are being left behind. Had Parlia‐
ment been in session, a lot of the time it could have happened. We
know that the programs that were introduced at the beginning of
this pandemic had problems. We, as the opposition, were able to
push back and the government was able to make some changes, al‐
though there were a lot of people left behind.

I will point out that the independent travel advisers need sector-
specific aid. They have been left out of this. The programs that
have been unveiled by the government are just not working for
them, and that is why we need parliamentarians in this place, advo‐
cating for those Canadians being left behind by this pandemic. This
is what we are here to do. This is what we want to do. Again, we all
signed up for this. We know the job. Let us get it done.
● (1950)

Mr. Arif Virani (Parkdale—High Park, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
congratulations on your new role, and I welcome my friend in re‐
turning to this House.

I noted some disparities in the comments the member made, so I
wanted to correct two things and then pose a question.

First of all, work was not evaded and duties were not evaded ei‐
ther. Unprecedented supports were actually meted out during the
hybrid Parliament. Second, the notion that somehow a prospect of
the motion is that this would exist in perpetuity is categorically
false. The motion text itself indicates that the termination date is
June 2022.

The question I have for the member opposite is this: Do we not
need to ensure that all constituents have their voices heard in this
chamber? By virtue of the fact that a member of his own caucus has
contracted COVID, is it not incumbent upon us to pass a motion
like this so that member of his caucus can participate via hybrid
Parliament to give voice to his very constituents?

Mr. Jamie Schmale: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the question from
my friend across the way, but that is exactly what I said in my
speech. If the hybrid Parliament was being used as an alternative

for those who are ill or unable to get here due to potential symp‐
toms, I think that would be an acceptable option. However, that is
not what was coming out in the speeches today.

What we heard today was the fact that members want to make
hybrid Parliament permanent. While we have had sunset clauses in
the past, in previous motions, this goes seven months into the fu‐
ture. We should be looking at it as temporary, for those unable to
make it, and not for those who just do not want to come to Ottawa.

[Translation]

Mr. Luc Desilets (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, BQ): Mr. Speaker, al‐
though I am pleased to hear the position of my Conservative col‐
leagues on the hybrid Parliament, I find that their refusal to disclose
the number of members with medical exemptions is very detrimen‐
tal to the current debate. It makes people afraid. Are there five, ten,
fifty? Having this information would considerably enhance parlia‐
mentarians' sense of security.

[English]

Mr. Jamie Schmale: Mr. Speaker, first of all I would say that
the government set the rules, and one is allowed in the parliamen‐
tary precinct if one is double vaccinated or if one has a medical ex‐
emption. Those medical exemptions, to my understanding, are ana‐
lyzed by the House of Commons administration, and they confirm
that they are valid exemptions. I trust those institutions, and I
would hope that members in the House on the opposite side also
have that trust in those staff members keeping us safe. I know I do.

● (1955)

Ms. Laurel Collins (Victoria, NDP): Mr. Speaker, my colleague
mentioned running in an election and knowing what we were sign‐
ing up for. I ran in 2019 knowing that there is a lot of sexism in
Parliament. Within a few months of being elected, one of the Con‐
servative members asked me if I had ever considered sex work. Just
because I signed up knowing this, does not mean that I do not want
to make a change.

As for my question to the member, you ran under a banner where
you knew not all of your colleagues were vaccinated. Is that not
something you would like to change? Would you not like it if all of
your colleagues were vaccinated?

The Deputy Speaker: I will take a moment to remind members
that they cannot use “you”. They cannot address a member directly.
It is always done through the Chair.

The hon. member for Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes—Brock.

Mr. Jamie Schmale: Mr. Speaker, as I said during the campaign,
I am double vaccinated. I trust vaccines, and I encourage Canadians
who are not currently vaccinated to get vaccinated.
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I would also say that if the true goal is to get the majority of

Canadians vaccinated, we should not be politicizing this issue any‐
more. Two seconds into the campaign this was not an issue, but
when the Prime Minister's poll numbers started to fall, it became an
issue. He politicized the issue, dividing Canadians, when it did not
have to be so. That is shameful.

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, this is my first speech in the 44th Parliament,
so I want to start by briefly thanking my constituents and my fami‐
ly, and recognizing that the riding I represent is on Treaty 6 territo‐
ry. I will share more about the rich history, present vitality and
bright future of my riding very soon.

Today, we are addressing a very striking matter of parliamentary
business. The fact that the first motion the government has put be‐
fore the House, Motion No. 1, ironically is about undermining the
effectiveness and functioning of Parliament itself. The Liberals'
first act in this Parliament is to attack Parliament itself. Rather than
moving one of the many pressing challenges facing Canadians, in‐
flation, lack of economic growth, mental health challenges and at‐
tacks on fundamental freedoms, instead of addressing these issues,
the government is starting this Parliament by moving to neuter the
tools that people have put in place for making their voices heard.

We, as Conservatives, are committed to standing up for Parlia‐
ment, because Parliament is the only means by which the chal‐
lenges facing Canada can be effectively heard and adjudicated.

During the speech I gave at my swearing in, I committed to my
constituents that I would fight to make Parliament work again. Sad‐
ly, since the beginning of this pandemic, we have seen a clear de‐
cline in the effective functioning of Parliament as a result of the
wearing down of this institution by the government. This decline
has had profound consequences for the people we are supposed to
serve.

On May 10, 1940, Nazi Germany invaded western Europe. On
the same day, Winston Churchill became prime minister. He would
go on to inspire a nation and lead the free world to victory against
the odds.

Our struggle against COVID-19 has been compared by many to a
war, but while the Liberal government has chosen to malign,
marginalize and ignore Parliament, Winston Churchill understood
that in the face of a great struggle facing his country, it was right
and necessary to go to Parliament, to go to Parliament to explain
the steps that he was about to take and to seek its support.

On May 13, three days after ascending to the highest office in the
land, in the middle of the Second World War, Churchill addressed
Parliament in person and asked for its confidence. He told the
House that day:

To form an administration of this scale and complexity is a serious undertaking
in itself. But we are in the preliminary phase of one of the greatest battles in histo‐
ry... I hope that any of my friends and colleagues or former colleagues who are af‐
fected by the political reconstruction will make all allowances for any lack of cere‐
mony with which it has been necessary to act.

I say to the House as I said to ministers who have joined this government, I have
nothing to offer but blood, toil, tears, and sweat.

Winston Churchill took three days to go to Parliament. Our
Prime Minister, who was after all not a new prime minister, took

over two months to summon Parliament. Moreover, in previous ses‐
sions, the Prime Minister has always sought to actively minimize
the role of Parliament, proroguing to shut down important commit‐
tee work investigating his own ethical scandals; expediting com‐
plex omnibus bills through draconian programming motions; pre‐
venting Parliament from sitting at all during the early phases of the
pandemic; and refusing to hand over documents ordered by Parlia‐
ment, in defiance of all convention and in defiance of the Speaker's
clear ruling.

Make no mistake that this is a government that is trying to man‐
age the decline of our Parliament, because Parliament seeks to con‐
strain the government's arbitrary exercise of power.

Today, again, we have before us a motion designed to allow min‐
isters to avoid Parliament at will. In well-functioning parliamentary
democracies, ministers must take to the floor and defend them‐
selves, extemporaneously and on their feet, from the substantive
challenges of all comers.

However, the Liberal government has devised a scheme by
which ministers can instead participate remotely, often from their
own parliamentary offices just a short elevator ride away, and thus
mute and ignore Parliament, while reading pre-crafted talking
points off a screen. We cannot replace Parliament with a Zoom call
and expect it to fulfill the same functions. I believe the Prime Min‐
ister understands this, but he also perceives how the decline of ef‐
fective parliamentary government advances his strategic interests
by reducing avenues for ministers to be effectively held account‐
able.

The government has noticed, correctly, that a strong, effective
Parliament with members elected by all Canadians can rhetorically
and procedurally constrain the exercise of power by a government
elected by less than one-third of Canadians. As a result, the Liber‐
als want less Parliament and they want Zoom calls instead.

During his remarks yesterday on this matter, the government
House leader defaulted to a well-worn logical fallacy; that is, he
used the exceptional case to defend a rule that would apply to all.
Exceptional cases can be accommodated through exceptions, but
general rules overall should be applied in response to general cir‐
cumstances.

● (2000)

The Liberal House leader says that members who are immuno‐
compromised should be able to make the choice to join by Zoom,
but in practice we saw that during a hybrid Parliament, 100% of
Liberal ministers participated remotely in order to avoid meaning‐
ful accountability.
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He says that it is statistically improbable that more than one Con‐

servative MP has a legitimate vaccine exemption. Of course, he has
no idea whether the number of Conservative MPs who have vac‐
cine exemptions is zero, one or some other number because the ad‐
vice that members receive from their doctors is none of his busi‐
ness. However, I might suggest, in light of the failure of any Liberal
minister to attend question period last spring, that it is quite statisti‐
cally improbable that 100% of Liberal ministers are immunocom‐
promised.

If individual members have to miss votes in the House, there is a
well-established parliamentary convention of pairing, whereby two
members of Parliament from opposite sides agree to mutually ab‐
sent themselves to ensure that one member's unavoidable absence
does not upset the balance of the vote. Other targeted accommoda‐
tions could—

The Deputy Speaker: There is a point of order by the member
for Elmwood—Transcona.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Mr. Speaker, my understanding of proceed‐
ings that take place on such a motion is that debate concludes at
eight o'clock and we go to the vote. If I am mistaken on that, per‐
haps you could explain to me the mechanism by which that is not
the case.

The Deputy Speaker: The rule is that once a member starts their
10 minutes, they get to finish their 10 minutes. There will be no de‐
bate after that happens.

The member for Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan has anoth‐
er four minutes.

There is a point of order by the member for Timmins—James
Bay.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate the
members for their role. In my 18 years, I have never seen a situa‐
tion where just because someone has time to speak, they are al‐
lowed to keep walking the clock out. That is not how it works. The
understanding was that at eight o'clock the debate would end and
we go to the vote. Is there a standing order that exempts this?

The Deputy Speaker: When there is closure, members get the
opportunity to complete the time assigned to them.

I thank members for the interventions, although I heard some in‐
teresting stuff at the back that I do not appreciate a whole lot.

The member for Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan has four
minutes to finish his debate.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Speaker, it is a bit ironic that in the
midst of a speech about declining respect for Parliament we would
have such flagrant disregard for the authority of the Chair from
NDP members.

As I was saying, we are also in a different position today from
where we were a year and a half ago. Large public events are taking
place now. People are travelling. Most workplaces are up and run‐
ning. A year and a half ago, we did not fully understand the kinds
of strategies that could be deployed to protect people from this
virus.

However, today we have the knowledge and the tools to deploy
multiple strategies at once for maximum assurance. Members can

get vaccinated, wear masks and socially distance, while also taking
periodic rapid tests. For greater certainty, I would be very support‐
ive of a system that asked MPs to take regular rapid antigen tests,
regardless of vaccine status.

The government should also start recommending vitamin D as
another tool for combatting this virus. People generally get vitamin
D through sunlight exposure, and many recent studies suggest that
those with higher levels of vitamin D exposure have reduced severe
outcomes from COVID-19. Increasing the awareness about this is
especially important as we head into winter, when Canadians are
ordinarily less likely to spend time outside.

Increasing vitamin D is not an alternative to other methods of re‐
sponding to the virus but the benefits of higher vitamin D levels are
increasingly evident in the scientific literature and are well estab‐
lished in general, regardless of the particulars of the impact on
COVID-19.

No single method for managing this issue is the magic bullet on
its own, but if members are deploying a broad range of strategies
simultaneously, then we are certainly in a much different position
than we were a year and a half ago. If this was really about the safe‐
ty of a small number of immunocompromised parliamentarians, the
government House leader would have proposed special accommo‐
dations, mechanisms for distancing or new testing requirements.

Ironically, we have not even heard the word “testing” from the
government during this debate. It is like the government has forgot‐
ten it exists as one of the important strategies for managing our re‐
sponse to this virus. It is sad to see the government trying to shut
down in-person Parliament when it is not even deploying all of the
tools available to make it safe.

Based on the inaction of the government on many fronts, we can
see clearly that this motion is not, and never was, about making
Parliament safe. This motion is about making Parliament weak. It is
about allowing the vast majority of ministers, who probably are not
immunocompromised, to continue to read their talking points while
sitting in their parliamentary offices. It is about the Prime Minister's
desire to replace Parliament with a Zoom call.

I began this speech talking about Winston Churchill. Why was it
important for Churchill to meaningfully engage Parliament during a
national crisis? It was because he understood the role of Parliament
as the deliberate assembly of the entire nation. If a nation is going
to go to war together, then Parliament must be fully engaged so as
to ensure that the approach taken reflects the best judgment of the
nation, and so as to ensure that the nation as a whole can confront
the challenge together.

When the Prime Minister speaks, he speaks for one-third of
Canadians, but when Parliament speaks, we speak for all Canadi‐
ans. A parliamentary response to a national crisis is more likely to
be effective, and a parliamentary response to a national crisis builds
national unity. Winston Churchill understood this. He was able to
unite and lead a national response to a national crisis because he
came to Parliament.
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Canadians want us to respond to the challenges they face:

COVID-19, inflation, threats to our freedom. We can only respond
effectively to these challenges if Parliament is working. It is not
from arbitrary attachment or nostalgia that Conservatives defend
tradition, rather we defend tradition because tradition is the means
by which we draw on the wisdom of history to solve the practical
problems of everyday people.

We defend Parliament, parliamentary democracy and parliamen‐
tary traditions not because we are concerned about our own privi‐
leges but because we understand that a great nation must have a
great Parliament. No nation can succeed in the long run unless it
has an effective national deliberative assembly which asks the right
questions, analyzes critical issues from all angles, and which holds
the powerful to account.

Canadians can count on Conservatives to stand up for Parliament
at every opportunity.
● (2005)

The Deputy Speaker: It being 8:08 p.m., pursuant to order
made earlier today, it is my duty to interrupt the proceedings and
put forthwith every question necessary to dispose of Government
Business No. 1 now before the House.

The question is on the amendment.
[Translation]

All those in favour of the amendment will please say yea.

Some hon. members: Yea.

The Deputy Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay.

Some hon. members: Nay.

The Deputy Speaker: In my opinion the yeas have it.
And five or more members having risen:

● (2010)

[English]

The Deputy Speaker: Call in the members.
● (2035)

(The House divided on the amendment, which was agreed to on
the following division:)

(Division No. 2)

YEAS
Members

Aboultaif Aitchison
Albas Aldag
Alghabra Ali
Allison Anand
Anandasangaree Angus
Arnold Arseneault
Arya Ashton
Atwin Bachrach
Badawey Bains
Baker Baldinelli
Barlow Barrett
Barron Battiste
Beaulieu Beech
Bendayan Bennett

Benzen Bergen
Berthold Bérubé
Bezan Bibeau
Bittle Blaikie
Blair Blanchet
Blanchette-Joncas Blaney
Block Blois
Boissonnault Boulerice
Bradford Bragdon
Brassard Brière
Brock Brunelle-Duceppe
Calkins Cannings
Caputo Carr
Carrie Casey
Chabot Chagger
Chahal Chambers
Champagne Champoux
Chatel Chen
Chiang Chong
Collins (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek) Collins (Victoria)
Cooper Cormier
Coteau Dabrusin
Dalton Damoff
Dancho Davidson
Davies DeBellefeuille
Deltell d'Entremont
Desbiens Desilets
Desjarlais Dhaliwal
Dhillon Diab
Dong Dowdall
Dreeshen Drouin
Dubourg Duclos
Duguid Duncan (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry)
Dzerowicz Ehsassi
El-Khoury Ellis
Epp Erskine-Smith
Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster) Falk (Provencher)
Fast Fergus
Ferreri Fillmore
Findlay Fisher
Fonseca Fortier
Fortin Fragiskatos
Fraser Freeland
Fry Gaheer
Gallant Garneau
Garon Garrison
Gaudreau Généreux
Genuis Gerretsen
Gladu Godin
Goodridge Gould
Gourde Gray
Green Guilbeault
Hajdu Hallan
Hanley Hardie
Hepfner Hoback
Holland Housefather
Hughes Hussen
Hutchings Iacono
Idlout Ien
Jaczek Jeneroux
Johns Joly
Jones Jowhari
Julian Kayabaga
Kelloway Kelly
Khalid Khera
Kmiec Koutrakis
Kram Kramp-Neuman
Kurek Kusie
Kusmierczyk Kwan
Lake Lalonde
Lambropoulos Lametti
Lamoureux Lantsman
Lapointe Larouche
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Lattanzio Lauzon
Lawrence LeBlanc
Lebouthillier Lemire
Lewis (Essex) Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk)
Liepert Lightbound
Lloyd Lobb
Long Longfield
Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga) MacAulay (Cardigan)
MacDonald (Malpeque) MacGregor
MacKenzie MacKinnon (Gatineau)
Maguire Maloney
Martel Martinez Ferrada
Masse Mathyssen
May (Cambridge) Mazier
McCauley (Edmonton West) McDonald (Avalon)
McGuinty McKay
McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam) McLean
McLeod McPherson
Melillo Mendès
Mendicino Miao
Michaud Miller
Moore Morantz
Morrice Morrison
Morrissey Motz
Murray Muys
Naqvi Nater
Ng Noormohamed
Normandin O'Connell
Oliphant O'Toole
Patzer Paul-Hus
Pauzé Perkins
Perron Petitpas Taylor
Poilievre Powlowski
Qualtrough Rayes
Redekopp Reid
Rempel Garner Richards
Roberts Robillard
Rodriguez Rogers
Romanado Rood
Ruff Sahota
Sajjan Saks
Samson Sarai
Scarpaleggia Scheer
Schiefke Schmale
Seeback Serré
Sgro Shanahan
Sheehan Shields
Shipley Sidhu (Brampton East)
Sidhu (Brampton South) Simard
Sinclair-Desgagné Singh
Small Sorbara
Soroka Spengemann
Steinley Ste-Marie
Stewart St-Onge
Stubbs Sudds
Tassi Taylor Roy
Therrien Thomas
Thompson Tochor
Tolmie Trudel
Turnbull Uppal
Valdez Van Bynen
van Koeverden Van Popta
Vandal Vandenbeld
Vecchio Vidal
Vien Viersen
Vignola Villemure
Virani Vis
Vuong Wagantall
Warkentin Waugh
Webber Weiler
Wilkinson Williams
Yip Zahid
Zimmer Zuberi– — 320

NAYS
Nil

PAIRED
Nil

The Speaker: I declare the amendment carried.

The next question is on the main motion, as amended.

Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion as amended?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: No.

The Speaker: All those in favour of the motion as amended will
please say yea.

Some hon. members: Yea.

The Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay.

Some hon. members: Nay.

The Speaker: I believe the nays have it.

And five or more members having risen:
● (2050)

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 3)

YEAS
Members

Aldag Alghabra
Ali Anand
Anandasangaree Angus
Arseneault Arya
Ashton Atwin
Bachrach Badawey
Bains Baker
Barron Battiste
Beech Bendayan
Bennett Bibeau
Bittle Blaikie
Blair Blaney
Blois Boissonnault
Boulerice Bradford
Brière Cannings
Carr Casey
Chagger Chahal
Champagne Chatel
Chen Chiang
Collins (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek) Collins (Victoria)
Cormier Coteau
Dabrusin Damoff
Davies Desjarlais
Dhaliwal Dhillon
Diab Dong
Drouin Dubourg
Duclos Duguid
Dzerowicz Ehsassi
El-Khoury Erskine-Smith
Fergus Fillmore
Fisher Fonseca
Fortier Fragiskatos
Fraser Freeland
Fry Gaheer
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Government Orders
Garneau Garrison
Gerretsen Gould
Green Guilbeault
Hajdu Hanley
Hardie Hepfner
Holland Housefather
Hughes Hussen
Hutchings Iacono
Idlout Ien
Jaczek Johns
Joly Jones
Jowhari Julian
Kayabaga Kelloway
Khalid Khera
Koutrakis Kusmierczyk
Kwan Lalonde
Lambropoulos Lametti
Lamoureux Lapointe
Lattanzio Lauzon
LeBlanc Lebouthillier
Lightbound Long
Longfield Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga)
MacAulay (Cardigan) MacDonald (Malpeque)
MacGregor MacKinnon (Gatineau)
Maloney Martinez Ferrada
Masse Mathyssen
May (Cambridge) McDonald (Avalon)
McGuinty McKay
McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam) McLeod
McPherson Mendès
Mendicino Miao
Miller Morrice
Morrissey Murray
Naqvi Ng
Noormohamed O'Connell
Oliphant Petitpas Taylor
Powlowski Qualtrough
Robillard Rodriguez
Rogers Romanado
Sahota Sajjan
Saks Samson
Sarai Scarpaleggia
Schiefke Serré
Sgro Shanahan
Sheehan Sidhu (Brampton East)
Sidhu (Brampton South) Singh
Sorbara Spengemann
St-Onge Sudds
Tassi Taylor Roy
Thompson Turnbull
Valdez Van Bynen
van Koeverden Vandal
Vandenbeld Virani
Vuong Weiler
Wilkinson Yip
Zahid Zuberi– — 180

NAYS
Members

Aboultaif Aitchison
Albas Allison
Arnold Baldinelli
Barlow Barrett
Beaulieu Benzen
Bergen Berthold
Bérubé Bezan
Blanchet Blanchette-Joncas
Block Bragdon
Brassard Brock
Brunelle-Duceppe Calkins

Caputo Carrie
Chabot Chambers
Champoux Chong
Cooper Dalton
Dancho Davidson
DeBellefeuille Deltell
d'Entremont Desbiens
Desilets Dowdall
Dreeshen Duncan (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry)
Ellis Epp
Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster) Falk (Provencher)
Fast Ferreri
Findlay Fortin
Gallant Garon
Gaudreau Généreux
Genuis Gladu
Godin Goodridge
Gourde Gray
Hallan Hoback
Jeneroux Kelly
Kmiec Kram
Kramp-Neuman Kurek
Kusie Lake
Lantsman Larouche
Lawrence Lemire
Lewis (Essex) Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk)
Liepert Lloyd
Lobb MacKenzie
Maguire Martel
Mazier McCauley (Edmonton West)
McLean Melillo
Michaud Moore
Morantz Morrison
Motz Muys
Nater Normandin
O'Toole Patzer
Paul-Hus Pauzé
Perkins Perron
Poilievre Rayes
Redekopp Reid
Rempel Garner Richards
Roberts Rood
Ruff Scheer
Schmale Seeback
Shields Shipley
Simard Sinclair-Desgagné
Small Soroka
Steinley Ste-Marie
Stewart Stubbs
Therrien Thomas
Tochor Tolmie
Trudel Uppal
Van Popta Vecchio
Vidal Vien
Viersen Vignola
Villemure Vis
Wagantall Warkentin
Waugh Webber
Williams Zimmer– — 140

PAIRED
Nil

The Speaker: I declare the motion, as amended, carried.

It being 8:50 p.m., the House stands adjourned until tomorrow at
10 a.m. pursuant to Standing Order 24(1).

(The House adjourned at 8:50 p.m.)
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