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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Monday, October 28, 2024

The House met at 11 a.m.

 

Prayer

ORDERS OF THE DAY
● (1105)

[English]

PRIVILEGE
REFERENCE TO STANDING COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE AND HOUSE

AFFAIRS

The House resumed from October 25 consideration of the mo‐
tion, of the amendment and of the amendment to the amendment.

Mr. Branden Leslie (Portage—Lisgar, CPC): Mr. Speaker, be‐
fore I start, I would like to seek the unanimous consent of members
to move up a few rows so we have the proper backdrop of those
who knew the individual whom I am going to speak about.

The Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Mr. Branden Leslie: Mr. Speaker, I am privileged, yet sad‐

dened, to rise to honour my former boss, my mentor and my friend,
Robert Sopuck. I thank all my colleagues for allowing me this op‐
portunity to honour this great Canadian, the former member of Par‐
liament for Dauphin—Swan River—Neepawa.

Robert, or Bob as he was known by his many friends, passed
away suddenly, but peacefully, last week in his home near Lake Au‐
dy, Manitoba. He is survived by his beloved wife, Caroline; two
children, Tony, and his wife Lainee, and his daughter, Marsha, and
husband Graham; three grandchildren, who he simply loved to
teach about the outdoors, Eden, Senon and Esmee; by his sister,
Joyce, and brother, Tim; by many nieces and nephews; and by so
many other loved ones across the country who simply cherished
Bob.

I want to offer, on behalf of the Conservative Party, our apprecia‐
tion to Bob's family for sharing him with us, particularly his
beloved wife, who he often referred to so proudly as “the ines‐
timable Caroline.” His love for her serves as an inspiration for all
of us who have been lucky enough to witness it.

Today I hope to do justice to a great parliamentarian, and a great
man, and I apologize in advance as I may get emotional. I have

some family with us today. My wife and I were married, but we had
our big wedding celebration on Saturday, and we were expecting
Bob and Caroline to be with us.

Back in 2016, I was hired by Bob after a very robust interview
process. I went to his office and we talked about life and politics for
about two hours over a scotch. He cared about the person, not the
résumé. Little did I know at that time the profound impact he would
have on my life.

Bob was described by a newspaper he surely never read, the
Toronto Star, as the “right-wing environmentalist”, which is actual‐
ly a very good way to describe him. However, he was not an envi‐
ronmentalist, he was a conservationist. He believed that those who
lived, worked and played on the land were our best conservationists
and the true environmentalists. He recognized the value of modern
agriculture, of ranching, of natural resource development and all of
the rural communities that those industries supported. He was an
avid outdoorsman, a true conservationist himself, and perhaps the
strongest advocate that hunters, anglers and trappers in Canada
have ever had.

Bob was born to parents of eastern European descent and immi‐
gration, and while he was raised in the city, he spent his summers in
Whiteshell, where he learned his love of the outdoors. He caught
his first fish at the age of four with his father, which kicked off a
life of outdoor pursuits.

Bob went on to receive an honours degree in science from the
University of Manitoba, and then a Master of Fishery Science from
an ivy league school, Cornell University, with a particular focus on
rainbow trout. From there, he held a wide variety of careers in land,
water and wildlife conservation. He worked as a fisheries biologist
at both the provincial and federal levels before he decided he want‐
ed to purchase a beautiful, sprawling piece of farmland near Lake
Audy, just south of his beloved national park, Riding Mountain Na‐
tional Park, on which he built with his own hands a beautiful, se‐
cluded log home.

He spent a lot of time in the Arctic and did a lot of work there,
focusing on Arctic char research, and had so many amazing stories.
He had such respect for the people he had the chance to live with,
the Inuit. He did some of the earliest environmental impact research
on the long-proposed Mackenzie Valley pipeline, and I think one of
his greatest regrets is that pipeline never came to fruition.
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Bob was a farmer. He was a guide. He was an outfitter. He was

the environmental adviser for the former premier of Manitoba,
Gary Filmon. He went on to be the environmental director at the
Pine Falls paper plant, improving water quality, quantitatively. He
worked for Delta Waterfowl, and after retiring from this place, re‐
turned as a board member there. He did environmental monitoring
in the oil sands. He understood policy, because his boots were on
the ground.

He often joked, when somebody would introduce him to do a
speech, that it was reasonable to think “Can this guy not keep a
job?”, but those jobs and those experiences formed his views on
conservation and on natural resource development and the rural
way of life.

I list this depth of careers because it highlights that he earned his
stripes, which allowed him to be an incredible advocate and an
even better member of Parliament.
● (1110)

Bob was a brilliant communicator, and he knew how important
effective communications were, that words mattered. He was bril‐
liant not because he was suave, some fast-talking salesman-type
guy, but because he was authentic, honest, thoughtful, direct, articu‐
late and had a heck of a vocabulary on him. He was wicked smart,
and he always preferred to stand up for the little guy. He was not
willing to lay down to the mobs, to the loud minority that wanted to
shout down views like his at times. It was an inspiration when he so
proudly and so frequently stood up and bluntly said what needed to
be said. He had been doing it for decades.

Starting back in 2001, Bob wrote a regular column with the Win‐
nipeg Free Press, in which he refused to shy away from issues like
hunting and angling. Those essays beautifully articulated the spiri‐
tuality and connection to family and nature that so many millions of
Canadians enjoy today. He explained why so many of us felt that it
was vital to protect the rights of those people and their ability to
take part in those traditional heritage activities.

He went on to compile these essays into a wonderful book, A
Life Outdoors, which, looking back while I was reading it last
night, I think is an unintentional biography, from catching that first
fish with his dad at four years old to his life as that avid outdoors‐
man. It is a wonderful book. I would encourage people to pick it up,
particularly if they enjoy outdoor activities. It also has some phe‐
nomenal recipes for wild game, which I have tasted and are very
good.

Bob had the chance to elevate those communication skills and
decided to run for office back in 2010. He ran because he knew he
had something to offer. He wanted to make a difference and to fight
for what he believed in. That is what he did in this place every sin‐
gle day of his nine years as a member of Parliament.

Bob had an incredible understanding, which I was so lucky to
have witnessed, of what this job was. The first was, obviously, to
represent our local communities, to fight and advocate for them,
and try to get things done for them. This is something that each and
every one of us in the House works to do. The second was to do
what was right for Canada, the big-picture country that has diverse
views and many challenges at times, to fight for what was right and

to fight with that same level of passion that he did for the commu‐
nities he so proudly represented.

He knew his constituents. He knew their way of life, their values,
their struggles, their challenges, their hopes, their dreams and their
aspirations. He had the benefit that he had worked in politics in his
early days with the Manitoba government, as had his wife, Caro‐
line, which allowed him to be all the more effective. He knew when
to be loud, when it made sense to pick a fight, and do it publicly, to
try to move the needle on something. He also knew when it made
more sense to keep it behind the scenes to try to quietly get things
done. He knew to keep it on the ice, and that is why he was so re‐
spected and liked by colleagues from across party lines.

Locally, he was so proud to have helped deliver funding to pave
Highway 10 through Riding Mountain National Park. Anybody
who knows the area or lives in area and commutes through it knows
how important it is. Anyone who has the chance to visit that beauti‐
ful national park will be a benefactor of the work he did lobbying to
get that done, as has anyone who benefited from funding through
the recreational fisheries conservation partnership program.

That program was launched back in 2013 and supported fisheries
habitat restoration projects led by recreational angling groups, fish‐
eries groups and conservation groups. There are lakes across
Canada where spawning habitat has been restored, aerators have
been installed and anglers will reap the benefits today, tomorrow
and for the years ahead. Just as Bob wanted, it was done with the
people who care so much about the natural world, who will get in
hip waders, get into the water and want to make meaningful im‐
pacts on our fishery stocks. He knew the best people were those
who wanted to get things done, who not only wanted to talk about
doing things but they put their money where their mouth was.

Through perseverance, persuasion and perhaps just sheer stub‐
bornness, he was able to convince former Finance Minister Flaherty
and Prime Minister Harper to enable this plan, and it is an ever-last‐
ing legacy for the projects that it undertook. It would never have
happened without Bob Sopuck. I would go so far as to argue that,
single-handedly, Bob has saved more fish in our country than any‐
one else ever has.

● (1115)

Throughout his career, he was an effective and long-time mem‐
ber of the fisheries committee and loved every minute of it. I think
his colleagues appreciated him there, too. That committee was al‐
ways, and I think still is, rather cordial with many unanimous re‐
ports. He was also on the environment committee, which at times is
a little less polite.
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Bob was a pit bull. Given his Ivy League education and his series

of careers prior to being elected, not many people were going to
best him at any topic at those two committees. That included the
bureaucrats who I remember once telling Bob, whenever he was
there, that they knew they had to be on their toes. He was so very
proud of that. He just revelled in the opportunity to rip apart some
pompous executive who thought they could get away with saying
things that were not actual answers. He would fight to get the an‐
swers and he would run circles around them.

Now, I am a proud member of the environment committee, and
the lessons I have learned could not be more clear. Some of those
officials now know where I learned it from. I have to mention the
Fisheries Act specifically, because Bob wrote a paper back in 2001
entitled “The Federalization of Prairie Freshwater”, which was the
policy framework used by the Harper government when making
important changes to the Fisheries Act.

It was 10 years after he wrote it that the catalyst for those
changes finally happened: it was overland flooding in
Saskatchewan. At the Craven country jamboree, threatened due to
excess rain, a campground was unable to be pumped because DFO
declared there was water there now, so clearly fish could be there.
There was habitat so we had to prevent it from being pumped. Nor‐
mal person logic said that was not really fish habitat, it was a camp‐
ground, but it was the definition of fish habitat in the act that was
the problem.

Bob knew it and identified it years earlier. He went on to lead the
charge drafting that legislation to make those important changes to
stop ridiculous overreach from the Department of Fisheries and
Oceans that had a real impact on rural Canadians and our prosperi‐
ty. He understood that unelected, unaccountable bureaucrats had to
be kept in check, that they did not understand our way of life, that
he had to be involved in educating them.

Bob was the founder of our Conservative hunting and angling
caucus with the help of his close friend, the member for Red
Deer—Lacombe. That member has carried the torch ever since. I
know for a fact he will not only keep Bob's legacy alive, but he will
be the steadfast advocate that community needs and will continue
to work on their behalf. He is joined by so many of my Conserva‐
tive colleagues, such as the member for North Okanagan—
Shuswap, who are dedicated to protecting these communities.
There are so many more; they know who they are, and it is appreci‐
ated.

There are millions of law-abiding firearms owners in this coun‐
try, of hunters, of anglers, of people who contribute directly to en‐
hancing our wildlife populations, and as Bob would always say, are
the environment's best friends. We would not think communities
like this necessarily need protecting, but, unfortunately, they do.
For the most part, rural Canadians do not really care what happens
in big cities. They just kind of want to be left alone, but for some
reason, many of those radical environmental and animal rights ac‐
tivists living in their concrete jungles have a real keen interest in
what happens on our private landscapes.

We need great MPs like my colleagues to continue to stand up
for that now in his honour. I am proud to join those efforts and will
continue to take part in any of those future fights. When I think

back to some of the fights, he revelled in a good fight. One I re‐
member he led the charge on, which was important, was Bill
C-246. It was an animal rights bill that would transfer human rights
to animals. What it was going to do was destroy modern agricul‐
ture, animal livestock agriculture. It was going to destroy hunting
and angling in this community.

He led with help from across party lines, using those relation‐
ships he had built by being the guy he was, to kill that legislation. I
remember when the RCMP decided to try to appease those animal
rights activists and get rid of the iconic muskrat hat for Mounties,
Bob was having none of that. He wanted to protect the livelihood of
those trappers across the country and the warmth of our frontline
police officers serving in our northern communities. He walked the
walk and he was a true friend of the trapping community. Many of
us may remember him strutting around here with a fur jacket, with
his own muskrat hat and these big old skunk mitts. He was the real
deal.

Bob was always on the lookout for government overreach, or ef‐
forts that would impact the people he was sent here to represent,
which is why he was great. He was not just about defending, he
was vocal in supporting and promoting, proactively working to set
the stage to communicate with the average person who otherwise
might not think about these issues or even realize they cared about
them. In many cases, these were urban audiences, like when he was
writing for the Winnipeg Free Press.

● (1120)

What might be less known is the impact he had on so many peo‐
ple, directly, personally, individually and, particularly, on young
people. I think it is important to highlight the legacy that this leaves
behind. Bob freely shared his wisdom and his wealth of knowledge
with young people around him, understanding that it was not just
about today, that it was about tomorrow. Anything he could do to
nurture the next generation, he was willing to do.

He was a mentor to so many of us, to those who worked directly
for him and to our friends he got to know, he would spend time
with and to whom he would give, generously, of his time. We, each
and every one of us, loved him. He gave so much time. He would
answer questions candidly, provide advice when asked and some‐
times when not asked. He would share his life experiences and
those incredible stories that he had amassed over that wonderful life
of his. He treated us like part of the team or the family, which is
why I think he was referred to as Uncle Bob by so many people. He
made us believe that we actually had something to contribute, that
we mattered.
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I know I am going to miss some names on the list, but I want to

give a bit of a scale of some who have been impacted. I think of
Duncan, Brett, Michael, Blake, Olivier, Jay, Megan and the Simms
boys, just to name a few. Just like him, he wanted us to be authentic
and humble. He wanted us to be proud of where we were, what we
were doing, where we were going and what it meant.

Simply put, he wanted each one of us to believe in ourselves and
he made that a little bit easier. He loved telling stories and he had
so many profound statements. I do not know what to call them oth‐
er than Bob-isms. I can think of a couple, one of which was, “I take
the view that if you give up fat, sugar, and alcohol too, you may not
live longer, it will just feel that way.”

On a more serious note, there are two quotes. “Life is about
chapters. You have to turn the page on one before you can start the
next.” “Nothing lasts forever, and nothing stays the same.”

He lived in the now. He was not one for birthdays or arbitrary
reasons to celebrate. He preferred milestones and achievements. He
espoused sharing stories of the past, not living them, of looking to
the future but not dwelling on it, enjoying the moment, and being
proud and happy with where you were, being rational and thought‐
ful, asking questions and acting with purpose, and recognizing that
the best way to achieve success was to do it with passion and to
embrace the challenge in front of us and to find the opportunity
within it.

When Bob retired, our relationship did not just stop like we
would expect with many bosses and their employees. He called in
regularly to catch up. I would go visit Bob and Caroline at the farm.
He was the first to pledge a donation when I called him with the
crazy idea that I was going to run for politics. He was the one I had
introduce me at the nomination campaign launch. He has been by
my side since the day we met and I will forever appreciate his
friendship, as I know so many others do.

The best part is that I am not unique. There are so many others. I
am part of a massive group of people to whom he has meant more
than he can ever know. I am going to miss Bob. I thought we had
more calls. I thought we had more business on the farm ahead of
us. I will be forever grateful for all he has done for me.

In closing, I want to share a quote from one of Bob's favourite
writers, Henry David Thoreau. “I went to the woods because I
wished to live deliberately, to front only the essential facts of life,
and see if I could not learn what it had to teach, and not, when I
came to die, discover that I had not lived.”

Bob lived and lived well. He was a great Canadian and he will
live on in all of us who had the privilege to know him. I cannot
think of any higher achievement, any higher recognition of a life
well lived, than having those who knew us proudly say, after we are
gone, that we lost one of the good ones but that I am happy I knew
him.

He achieved that. We will miss him and we will never forget.
● (1125)

The Speaker: Before we move to questions and comments, I
think it would be appropriate to say that when I was a new MP, I
was thoroughly impressed with Bob Sopuck's quick smile, those

ruddy cheeks framed by that silver white beard and his firm hand‐
shake that welcomed to Parliament Hill. As the hon. member said
so well, he will be missed.

Questions and comments, the hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, to be very brief, I did not know Bob Sopuck before the by-
election in which he was successfully elected. He and I were elect‐
ed at the same time. He had a very strong personality, a personality
that sticks with someone, as did the manner in which he conveyed
his thoughts.

I always thought of Bob as a great outdoorsman, someone who
truly understood the benefits of a healthy environment, whether it is
nature, land or water. I had a deep respect for him. I would classify
him as a true Conservative, but a Conservative who could really ex‐
press himself. One would respect the gentleman and his attitude.

I want to give my condolences to Caroline and the family. I
know Bob will be dearly missed and in the prayers of many of his
former constituents and Manitoban families. I was really touched
by the member's comments in regard to Bob, and I wanted to take
the opportunity to wish his family and friends well, and give them
our prayers.

Mr. Branden Leslie: Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for
the kind words. I will pass those wishes along to the family, though
I suspect they may be watching right now. It is appreciated.

The member touched on something I find quite interesting. Bob
always talked about the fact that “conservation” and “conservative”
come from the same root word. He was the biggest believer and de‐
fender of the fact that Conservatives had nothing to be ashamed of
when it came to the environment. The greenest prime minister in
Canadian history was Brian Mulroney.

His focus was always on outcomes, not process. It drove him up
a wall when there was more of a concern on how do we get to
where we are going, rather than actually getting there. That focus
on outcomes would serve us all well in our lives, but more broadly
in government. Government is a behemoth that often, as Bob al‐
ways said, does not understand many of the facets of our way of
life. That is why it is so vital that we step up to defend them and
fight as true environmentalists for a better, healthier planet based on
metrics. We need to improve the biodiversity of wetland habitats
and fishery stocks. That is what I am going to continue to fight for.
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● (1130)

[Translation]
Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I

would like to begin by commending the member for Portage—Lis‐
gar for his touching tribute. We were touched by his testimony. On
behalf of the Bloc Québécois and all of the people we represent, I
would like to extend my deepest condolences to my colleague and
to the family and friends of Robert Sopuck. I encourage them to
take care of themselves.

I was elected in 2019, so I did not have the privilege of knowing
Mr. Sopuck. However, based on what I have heard this morning, I
think I would have really liked to meet him. It seems as though he
was a true model of commitment. He was described as a right-wing
environmentalist, which is something that we do not see very often.
I think that we need more people like him, compassionate people
with a sense of duty. According to what the member for Portage—
Lisgar said, Mr. Sopuck stood up for the little guy. I like that and I
support it. The role of an MP is to stand up for their constituents, to
proudly and faithfully represent them and to go to bat for them. I
support that too.

That is a challenge that the 338 members of the House of Com‐
mons have to deal with on a daily basis: Knowing when to go to bat
for their constituents publicly and when to do so privately. A lot of
informal discussions take place here, and I think we get a lot of re‐
sults that way. I am absolutely convinced that I would have loved
this man.

Take what I just said as an example. I am a Bloc member from
Quebec talking about a Conservative member from Manitoba, and I
have just pointed out a number of things we have in common. We
must always remember that, most of the time, we have a lot more in
common than we might think. I urge us to work together to make
progress on the issues and improve society, for the common good. I
am sure my colleague from Portage—Lisgar will agree with me.

On behalf of the Bloc Québécois, all our elected officials and all
those we represent, I once again offer my most sincere condo‐
lences.
[English]

Mr. Branden Leslie: Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for
the well wishes.

I agree with him. Bob had a fondness for Quebec. Quebeckers
have a very high rate of firearms ownership and have a love of the
outdoors: plodding, sledding and doing all the modern and tradi‐
tional heritage activities. He always felt a strong connection with
many people in Quebec. That is why he was focused on Canada
broadly and on the many individuals who shared his views. I could
not be more proud of that and can only aim and hope to achieve
half of what that man ever did.

Ms. Heather McPherson (Edmonton Strathcona, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague for his speech today. It was very
touching to hear the words he had to say about his former col‐
league. While I did not have the pleasure of working with the late
Mr. Sopuck, I have heard many things from my colleagues in the
lobby. Many have very funny stories about their time working with
him.

I have to acknowledge that there were very few times the late
Mr. Sopuck and the New Democrats saw eye to eye, but one thing
they appreciated about him was that he was an avid outdoor enthu‐
siast who championed the rural way of life. As part of his enthusi‐
asm, he was also a dedicated conservationist. As someone who
comes to this place on the heels of Linda Duncan, another impor‐
tant conservationist in the House, I know that was very important to
the New Democrats.

His devotion to a rural way of life endeared him to many across
party lines, and on behalf of the New Democratic Party, I would
like to extend my condolences to his family and friends. I would
ask the member to share some more stories of the late member.

● (1135)

Mr. Branden Leslie: Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for the
kind words.

Bob probably did not get along with every NDP MP and certain‐
ly would happily disagree on many policy issues, but to give an ex‐
ample where that was not the case, I note former MP Fin Donnelly.
I had the privilege of joining them on occasion for a scotch and an
across-the-lines political and candid among-the-rurals conversation,
because that was the kind of guy Bob was. He could not necessarily
understand why people felt the way they did, but he would say that
we should probably sit down and ask them. That is what made him
a brilliant communicator for different audiences, particularly the ur‐
ban audiences that he worked with during his time at the Winnipeg
Free Press.

I think Bob still owed Fin a couple of bottles of scotch from a
couple of bets that did not go his way, but he will hopefully be for‐
given for that. I know he enjoyed many opportunities with some of
his former colleagues.

Mr. Blaine Calkins (Red Deer—Lacombe, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
what is funny is that, even though I am an Alberta MP who has
been here for quite some time, two of my best friends have been
Bob Sopuck and Candice Bergen, the MP my colleague just re‐
placed. People back home might be questioning my Alberta creden‐
tials right now, but they do not need to worry about that; they are
still intact.

Of course, I express my condolences to Caroline and the entire
family.

One thing I look back on is that Bob and I spent a lot of time
here together. He put the meat on the bones of the Conservative
hunting and angling caucus. He galvanized it. I was here a bit be‐
fore him and we became instant friends because of our like-minded
views of the world. I grew up on a beef ranch in Alberta and loved
hunting and fishing. I have spent time as an outdoorsman, a conser‐
vation officer, a national park warden and a fisheries technician for
Alberta Fish and Wildlife working on walleye. We became fast
friends. I was able to spend a bit of time in his riding and he was
able to spend a bit time in mine. We did a bit of hunting and fishing
together too. The Sims boys were there.
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One of the best duck hunts I have ever been on in my life was

with Bob Sopuck. These canvasbacks were going 100 miles an
hour, jinking all over the place. We could not hit anything. I openly
admit that. I think we probably fired 100 rounds of shotgun shells
and came back with three ducks, but we had a lot of fun.

He was a great guy, and I am beside myself. I am going to miss
Bob. We stayed in touch on a regular basis. He did not just come
and go or do his thing and leave; he still cared. I was so angry when
he left because I felt like I lost half of the duo, but I am glad he did
now because we never know how much time we are going to have.
I am glad that he was able to spend those years back in his beautiful
log house on the farm with Caroline.

One thing I loved about Bob is that he would always find a way
to defend rural folk. As a guy who grew up on a cow-calf opera‐
tion, he would defend beef farmers as some of the best environmen‐
talists we have. They are often under attack. I wonder if my col‐
league would elaborate on how well Mr. Sopuck defended the cattle
ranchers in this great country.

Mr. Branden Leslie: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague from
Red Deer—Lacombe. They were as close as one can get. The mem‐
ber is a true Albertan, but I think Manitobans appreciate having him
in their back pocket.

Bob cherished those hunts and those days on the lake with the
member and so many other people. That is where he was happy. On
the beautiful, sprawling farm he had, he managed the landscape. He
was a gardener of his little piece of earth. That was the way he
thought. He wanted more ducks, more available, and he took action
to do so.

When I was working for him, we made a video called “Eating
Canadian Beef is Good for the Environment”. It did not seem that
controversial, but it did get a bit of push-back. It was the first time
that I learned many animal rights activists are kind of sociopaths,
and he warned me about that. A lot of the online comments, death
threats and suggestions of ways he should die, which I hid with cur‐
rent advanced tools, were telling.

He did it with such pride. He knew that ranchers are our best
boots on the ground and are important for maintaining our national
grasslands and rural communities. I could not say how many
groups thought he was the best friend they could have ever had:
hunters, anglers, trappers, ranchers, every other type of agricultural
producer and many others.

He was always grounded by his belief in the rural way of life:
protecting it, maintaining it and fighting for it. He was one of the
best at it there could ever be.
● (1140)

The Speaker: I thank all members for participating in a touching
tribute to a former member, one who touched so many people here.

We wish Caroline, his family and all his friends the solace of
having so many memories with him.

Hon. Mike Lake (Edmonton—Wetaskiwin, CPC): Mr. Speak‐
er, what a privilege it is to stand here, as I am preparing to do a
speech in a completely different direction, and have the opportunity
to reflect on a colleague with whom I had a chance to serve for

many years in the House of Commons, Bob Sopuck. It was such a
privilege to listen to my hon. colleague's fantastic speech and re‐
flections. My thoughts are, as everybody else's are, with the family.

Moving to the issue we have been discussing for quite some time
and will potentially discuss for quite some time, I imagine until
there is a resolution, the best way to start my comments today is to
read from the opposition motion that precipitated the conversation
we are having right now. It was from back in June, and I believe it
passed in the House on June 10, which is a key date, as members
will hear when I read from the motion.

The opposition motion, which passed the House with the support
of the NDP, the Bloc and the Conservatives of course, stated:

That the House order the government, Sustainable Development Technology
Canada (SDTC) and the Auditor General of Canada each to deposit with the Law
Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel, within 14 days of the adoption of this order—

The order was adopted on June 10.

—the following documents, created or dated since January 1, 2017, which are in
its or her possession, custody or control:

(a) all files, documents, briefing notes, memoranda, e-mails or any other corre‐
spondence exchanged among government officials regarding SDTC;

(b) contribution and funding agreements to which SDTC is a party;

(c) records detailing financial information of companies in which past or present
directors or officers of SDTC had ownership, management or other financial in‐
terests;

(d) SDTC conflict of interest declarations;

(e) minutes of SDTC's Board of Directors and Project Review Committee; and

(f) all briefing notes, memoranda, e-mails or any other correspondence ex‐
changed between SDTC directors and SDTC management;

provided that,

(g) the Law Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel shall promptly thereafter notify
the Speaker whether each entity produced documents as ordered, and the Speak‐
er, in turn, shall forthwith inform the House of the notice of the Law Clerk and
Parliamentary Counsel but, if the House stands adjourned, the Speaker shall lay
the notice upon the table pursuant to Standing Order 32(1); and

(h) the Law Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel shall provide forthwith any docu‐
ments received by him, pursuant to this order, to the Royal Canadian Mounted
Police for its independent determination of whether to investigate potential of‐
fences under the Criminal Code or any other act of Parliament.
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We are sitting here five months later and are continuing to debate

this because the conditions in this opposition motion, passed by the
House, have not been met. Of course, as soon as the House came
back, our opposition House leader raised a question of privilege,
and that question of privilege was debated at length.

In your ruling, Mr. Speaker, you referenced the adoption date of
June 10, and we get a chance, from the speech you made when you
made your ruling, to talk about some of the issues. As I was prepar‐
ing for this speech, I took the time to read some of the comments
you made. I have sat here and listened to government members, or
future opposition members, hopefully in the near future, raise some
of their concerns. I was not here for the debate when we were rais‐
ing the question of privilege in the first place, but I did not realize
that those concerns had been raised. You, Mr. Speaker, dealt with
them and made the ruling that you made regardless. It is interesting
to note that.
● (1145)

I will note that in the Speaker's ruling, the Speaker said, “The
Chair cannot come to any other conclusion but to find that a prima
facie question of privilege has been established.” He went on to say
many other things, but he pointed out, even as he made some of the
points the government has pointed to in its comments, questions
and debate, that it is “ultimately for the House to decide how it
wishes to proceed in the face of such objections”.

Here we are today as a House continuing to fight this situation.

We can take a look at some of the background, for folks who
might be tuning in for the first time. Many people have heard of
what we have referred to as the green slush fund, but we could refer
to it with many different terms, all of which would probably prop‐
erly focus on the scandalous nature of this situation. It goes back to
the Auditor General of Canada finding that the Prime Minister
turned SDTC into a slush fund for Liberal insiders, and this is the
point we have made over and over again.

There is a recording of a senior civil servant talking about the
“outright incompetence” of the Liberal government giving 390 mil‐
lion dollars' worth of contracts out inappropriately, at a time when
the government is racking up unprecedented, and “unprecedented”
is not a strong enough word for it, levels of spending, deficits and
debt. We are spending more today on interest on the debt racked up
by this government than we are spending on transfers to the
provinces for health care. That is unheard of. I think that is uncom‐
prehensible for most Canadians, and it is understandable that peo‐
ple would be infuriated by what they are hearing and that they
would want answers.

What we are doing here, holding this place, temporarily, as His
Majesty's official opposition, is getting prepared to clean up the
mess the Liberal government has created. We are standing here on
behalf of voters. I have the privilege to stand here on behalf of the
voters of Edmonton—Wetaskiwin, who at every turn are asking me
to level some form of accountability from the government, using
the power I have, with the seat I have in the House, for the unbe‐
lievably and devastatingly wasteful spending we have seen.

In this case, we are talking about $390 million. The Auditor Gen‐
eral found that SDTC gave $58 million to 10 ineligible projects

that, on occasions, could not demonstrate any environmental bene‐
fit or development of green technology at all. We are talking
about $334 million, from 186 cases, to projects where board mem‐
bers held a conflict of interest and $58 million to projects without
ensuring contribution agreements were met. I believe the Auditor
General also made it very clear that the responsibility falls on the
Liberal government and the Liberal minister responsible.

We are here to get answers. We moved a motion so information
could be made available to the appropriate authorities. I have to
make it really clear that nowhere in the motion does the House or‐
der the RCMP to conduct an investigation. This is something the
Liberals have said over and over again. The House is simply asking
that documents be provided and have the opportunity to be scruti‐
nized.

● (1150)

The whistle-blower who was at the public accounts committee
had this to say: “Just as I was always confident that the Auditor
General would confirm the financial mismanagement at SDTC, I
remain equally confident that the RCMP will substantiate the crimi‐
nal activities that occurred within the organization.” We trust the
whistle-blower, and if the documents are provided, we have faith in
the RCMP to decide what to do with them.

I will note, for history's sake, that the Auditor General gave a
clean bill of health to SDTC back in 2017, so it is important to un‐
derstand the timeline, with a government that chose Liberal insiders
as board members since then. Liberal members have had lots of
time to speak on this topic and make arguments. It was only after
2017 that we saw the board voting to give itself tax dollars from the
fund the Auditor General is referring to.

It is interesting because the hon. member, the lead member in the
House for the Liberal side who stands up so often in this place and
who just heckled me, can go into caucus every Wednesday and, if
he wants to, make the argument to have these documents produced
so Canadians can make their assessment. Surely, if his argument is
correct, the documents will bear that out and then he can stand up
in the House and point to those documents. I am not sure whether
he can get on the list to actually speak in the caucus meetings; I am
not sure what the process is. It might be easier to get up on this top‐
ic. I am sure the Liberals are looking for anybody to get up and talk
about anything other than whether their leader should step down
right now, so maybe this is the time. I will give him some advice, if
he is willing to take it, that maybe this is his opportunity to make
the argument for the release of these documents so his arguments
can be borne out.
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I will tell members why Canadians are concerned. I host con‐

stituent round tables. We do something a little unique where we
bring in 16 constituents on a rotating basis and do 40 or 50 two-
hour round tables; people come in, we go around the table and ev‐
erybody gets a chance to speak, which may be a bit foreign to Lib‐
eral members. Everybody gets a chance to speak and raise their is‐
sues, and then we have a really good discussion on the issues. I will
tell members that at these round tables, people are talking about
how they are trying to live their lives in the context of the unbeliev‐
able crises, on multiple fronts, that have been caused by the Liberal
government. They bring up issues around housing. More and more
people are showing up at my round tables. This is in Alberta, where
the cost of housing is less expensive than in other parts of the
world, but still constituents are talking about housing challenges.

The thing I have noticed more than at any other time, and I have
been hosting these round tables for 19 years as a member of Parlia‐
ment, is that I am seeing 18-, 19- and 20-year-olds coming to round
tables talking about the fact that they are having trouble finding
work. Then, when they find work and start working full time, they
do not believe they are ever going to be able to afford a down pay‐
ment for a house. In some cases, they are worried they cannot even
afford rent for a house. Again, this is not something that I have seen
before. However, I have actually seen the same kinds of concerns
brought up as I have travelled the country speaking on other things
to university students.

Another thing we are hearing a lot about is crime and safety. I am
hearing more from young people who are going to university and
do not feel safe on public transit anymore. It is an absolutely com‐
mon concern brought up by constituents at my round tables. Also, I
am certainly hearing a lot about budget balance and fiscal responsi‐
bility, and questions on who is going to pay for this massive bill in‐
curred by the Liberal government; I do not even want to say it is
with a lack of results.
● (1155)

Certainly, there has been a lack of results corresponding to the
spending, but the worst thing about this situation is that the more
the government spends, the worse the results are. Our outcomes are
going down on almost every front that can be measured. The Liber‐
als' response in the House of Commons day in and day out is to ask
why we will not support their ever-increasing spending. They have
introduced new programs. It is probably good that we are having
this prolonged debate right now, in the sense that we want to get an
outcome with some accountability; at the same time, while we are
having this conversation, the Liberals cannot introduce a new $10-
billion, $20-billion or $30-billion program they have cooked up
with the NDP, in partnership, to drive us even further into debt. Day
in and day out, that has been the Liberals' answer: “Why will you
not spend more? Why will you not support us to spend even more
money?” Taking a look at the numbers, over $300 million in this
case, it is no wonder Canadians do not trust the government to
spend their money.

I was elected in January 2006. When I got elected, I replaced
someone who had sat on the Liberal side for four straight elections.
The context at that time, the main issue, was the sponsorship scan‐
dal. The sponsorship scandal did not even come close to touching
the numbers we are talking about now. We talked at that point about

the long-gun registry that had been brought in by the Liberal gov‐
ernment. That seems like ancient history, but we are seeing history
repeating itself over and over again. Now we have a gun buyback,
which is a complete misnomer because the government never
owned the firearms in the first place. The government is talking
about spending billions of dollars buying firearms from law-abiding
Canadians while record levels of firearms are being smuggled into
our country, illegal firearms being used by criminals on the street
right now, and the government is doing nothing about it. Of course,
back in those days, we also had the HRDC boondoggle and irre‐
sponsible spending.

At that time, those were huge issues that brought down a minori‐
ty Liberal government, but the context is much different today. We
have spent hundreds of billions of dollars more in deficit spending
over the years and our fiscal situation is on the brink of disaster. We
have not seen it this tough since the Trudeau years of the 1970s and
1980s. The Trudeau legacy was very difficult for subsequent gov‐
ernments to dig out of. In fact, as I often remind my Liberal col‐
league across the way, it was the Martin-Chrétien Liberal govern‐
ment that had to cut record levels in spending for health care, social
services and education. Because of the policies of the Trudeau gov‐
ernment of the seventies and eighties, there had to be 32% cut, ab‐
solutely cut, from spending on health care, social services and edu‐
cation, through government transfers, in 1995. That legacy has ob‐
viously continued and worsened today.

We are in a worse situation today because of subsequent govern‐
ments within that same legacy. I believe that out of 25 budgets,
there were 24 deficits. That is intolerable when we look at the con‐
text of what we are discussing today. We need to get to the bottom
of this. As we work to get to the bottom of this, I think the one
thing that would help right now would be, quite honestly, if the
Prime Minister finally had a realization, if he listened to some of
his caucus colleagues who are speaking out. If there is a lot of con‐
fidence over there, maybe we will hear that in their questions: dec‐
larations of confidence in the Liberal government's approach to
things.

If the Liberals are so confident in their approach, maybe we
could have an election. Maybe this would be the time. It is the
longest-serving minority Parliament in history because of the sup‐
port the NDP has given the Liberals, to prop it up. Maybe it is time
we have an election and take it to the people. If the hon. member
over there and his colleagues are so confident, surely their fortunes
would turn around and they would be confident in having an elec‐
tion based on the policies of the government, a carbon tax election,
which so many Canadians are calling for.

● (1200)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, we have been witnessing an ongoing game that the Con‐
servative Party continues to play at significant expense.
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I would like to provide an example of foreign interference. This

is an issue that affects us all. All Canadians are concerned about
foreign interference. I care passionately about the Sikh and Indo-
Canadian communities and the impact that foreign interference is
having on them. There is everything from extortion to assassina‐
tions, as well as allegations of the Conservative leadership being
manipulated through foreign interference and parliamentarians be‐
ing involved in it. However, every leader in the House of Com‐
mons, except for the Conservative leader, has gotten the security
clearance. It is not good for the Conservative Party to put its per‐
sonal interest ahead of the national interest.

Can the member explain why the leader of the Conservative Par‐
ty refuses to get a security clearance when so many Canadians are
concerned about international foreign interference in Canada to‐
day?

Hon. Mike Lake: Mr. Speaker, the member has asked me a lot
of questions, but this might be the first relevant question he has
asked in many years. The reality is that, when asked about this, the
Conservative leader, the future prime minister, said in the House of
Commons the other day that he is not going to be gagged by the
Liberal government.

He has the support of the person who was in charge of holding us
to account when we were in government, as opposition leader. Tom
Mulcair said the same thing: He would not do it if he were the Con‐
servative leader either. The Liberals would like nothing more than
for the Conservative leader to take a briefing he cannot talk about
so that he cannot ask the questions he is asking in the House of
Commons. Those questions are superuncomfortable for the Liber‐
als.

This whole issue is connected to that. It is all about government
censorship and the government controlling information Canadians
get. I hope the member will take to heart the question that he has
just asked, go into caucus on Wednesday, fight for a spot at the mi‐
crophone and demand that the government release the names of ev‐
erybody affected by foreign interference in the House.

Mr. Tom Kmiec (Calgary Shepard, CPC): Mr. Speaker, during
the last few weeks of this debate, the government has paralyzed the
House of Commons, which is unable to continue with the work of
reviewing private members' bills, motions and legislation here on
the floor.

In the past, all opposition parties were always united in opposing
government corruption, especially Liberal government corruption,
which we have seen over the past many decades whenever Liberals
were in government. It would eventually lead to the point where it
paralyzed Parliament in some way. Typically, opposition parties
have always held together in holding the government to account
and making sure it produced the documents being demanded by a
motion such as this.

Has it perhaps been shown now that other opposition parties are
going to break away in the coming weeks and not hold the govern‐
ment to account for the corruption that it has allowed in this one
particular fund, leading to this awful situation in which it has come
apart? Could the member reflect on that?

Hon. Mike Lake: Mr. Speaker, I referenced that the election in
January 2006 was precipitated by the sponsorship scandal. It was a

minority Liberal government at the time that had been supported by
the NDP. We saw that it eventually got to a point for the NDP that
the scandal and information coming out was bad enough that no
one with a conscience serving in opposition could possibly prop up
a government in that circumstance.

As I mentioned earlier, the situation we are facing today is in‐
finitely worse than the situation in 2005. I think Canadians find it
absolutely abhorrent that members from the NDP, particularly, and
the Bloc, from time to time, are finding ways to twist themselves
into pretzels to support a government that is so clearly on the wrong
path for Canadians.
● (1205)

Hon. Bardish Chagger (Waterloo, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I have
been listening intently to the debate, and it is fascinating to hear the
information coming from the member for the Conservative Party. I
was born and raised in the Waterloo region. I am proud to have
been born Canadian. I did not choose the community I was born in.
I did not choose my citizenship. However, I will always pick
Canada first.

I find it interesting because a lot of what the member responded
to is not actually accurate. I listened to the reports that came out last
weekend, and the commissioner of the RCMP stated very clearly
that the RCMP cannot take this information, because Canadians
have certain privileges. People wear their poppy with pride. These
are hard-fought rights and freedoms.

Why not let the steps unfold so that the committee can do its
work? We know that, with the first wave of information that has
gone to the RCMP, it cannot look at it, because we have to respect
the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. The rights and free‐
doms of Canadians matter.

Is there anyone in this chamber opposed to the question of privi‐
lege? When will the member's party start basing its decisions on ev‐
idence and not ideology? Does he support the Canadian Charter of
Rights and Freedoms?

Hon. Mike Lake: It is interesting, Mr. Speaker, to listen careful‐
ly to that question. The assertion the member makes at the start of
the question is that I have said something that is incorrect, but
nowhere in her question does she actually itemize anything I said
that was incorrect. She talks about evidence, but she does not give
one piece of evidence that anything I said was incorrect.

The fact of the matter is that she talks about the privilege motion,
but it is important to go back to the opposition day motion for the
production of papers that was passed. The Liberals voted against
the motion, but the House voted in favour of it. We are here today
because the government clearly has not complied.

If the member gets another chance, I would love to hear what she
would deem incorrect that I had to say in my speech. I assert that
there is nothing and that she knows there is nothing. This is just
part of the debate we have seen week in and week out since we
came back in September.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order, I am
basing it on the assumption that the leader of the official opposi‐
tion—
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Privilege
An hon. member: Oh, oh!
The Deputy Speaker: Let me hear it first.

The hon. member for Waterloo has the floor.
Hon. Bardish Chagger: Mr. Speaker, I am basing that comment

on the point that the leader of the official opposition would be
gagged. There is no such—

The Deputy Speaker: That is just falling into debate.

Questions and comments, the hon. member for Calgary Rocky
Ridge.

Mr. Pat Kelly (Calgary Rocky Ridge, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
will comment on the previous question. Debating whether the
House of Commons should have voted for the original opposition
motion is the old debate. Liberals are debating something that has
already been pronounced on by the House. What we are debating
now is the actual issue of the breach of privilege.

In his speech, the member talked about the accusation that it is
the opposition paralyzing Parliament. The government could just
table the documents and have this debate over with. We would
rather deal with the actual problem than study it. Furthermore, I
agree with the member: I do not want to debate new government
bills that are going to continue on the same agenda that has wrought
so much destruction to the Canadian economy. Does he agree?

Hon. Mike Lake: Mr. Speaker, I absolutely agree with that.
Anything that stops the Liberal-NDP partnership from continuing
to destroy the economics of our country is important. I also want to
point out the reason we are having this debate, which is that the
Liberals continue to do exactly what the hon. member said. They
relitigate a debate they already lost a vote on, which was the oppo‐
sition day motion. That vote is done. It was passed in the House.
They did not win. We are here today because members such as the
hon. member continue to stand up in the House and relitigate that
debate. This can end immediately if the government simply com‐
plies with the conditions of the order that was passed in the House.
● (1210)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, here is where the member
is incorrect when he asserts that his leader does not want to be
gagged.

I ask members to listen to what iPolitics stated:
Wesley Wark, who has advised both Liberal and Conservative governments on

national security issues, said the Tory leader is knowingly misleading the public by
claiming he doesn't need the clearance because his chief of staff has received brief‐
ings.

“[The leader's] idea that it is sufficient for his chief of staff to be briefed for him
and for his chief of staff to share that information with him is complete nonsense,”
Wark told iPolitics.

No gag would be imposed on the leader of the Conservative Par‐
ty. Why will the leader of the Conservative Party not do the hon‐
ourable thing, get the security clearance and show Canadians that
he is going to put the nation ahead of his party?

Hon. Mike Lake: Mr. Speaker, again, the hon. member stands
up and asserts that I am incorrect in what I said, but he does not ac‐
tually reference what I said.

Yes, our leader would be restricted. It is very clear. We could say
he would be “gagged” or whatever other word we use, but he
would be restricted in his ability to say things that he learns in the
briefing. People might have different opinions on everything that is
going on. This foreign interference scandal is one of the most im‐
portant issues facing our country today. We need the government to
name the names. We have been very clear that we want the govern‐
ment to do so; then we can decide where we go from there to pro‐
tect our country.

Mr. Ziad Aboultaif (Edmonton Manning, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
members opposite may think that we are here to talk about the pro‐
duction of documents, something that has engaged the House for
weeks now. I suspect that the Liberals have set themselves to tune
out any words I say and perhaps instead are watching cat videos on
their phones.

The documents in question are really not the issue here, and the
government knows that. The government does not want its own
Liberal members to understand what the issues are. It wants them to
keep watching cat videos in the hopes that they will not realize just
how much contempt their leader and their ministers have for them
and for the House.

The Speaker has ruled that the Liberals have violated an order by
the House to turn over evidence to the police for a criminal investi‐
gation into the latest Liberal scandal, which involves $400 million.
In essence, the government is telling us that it knows best and that
the will of the House can be ignored no matter what the Speaker
and the members say.

However, as the Prime Minister said in his mandate letter to the
previous government House leader, “Canadians expect us to work
hard, speak truthfully and be committed to advancing their interests
and aspirations. When we make mistakes—as we all will—Canadi‐
ans expect us to acknowledge them, and most importantly, to learn
from them.”

It is time for the government to speak truthfully. It does not want
the documents released, not because it is concerned about the legal
process but because it is embarrassed. The Auditor General has
found that Liberal appointees gave $400 million of taxpayers' mon‐
ey to their own companies. This involved 186 conflicts of interest.
The government is concerned that providing the documents would
reveal even more corruption.

The issue is about $400 million of wasted or stolen taxpayers'
money, while Canadians cannot afford to eat, heat their home and
house themselves. The government's embarrassment is understand‐
able. The implication of what has so far been revealed is that Liber‐
als were illegally benefiting Liberals, advancing their own interests
and aspirations instead of the country's best interests. What was
supposed to be a way of fighting climate change was instead a way
to line the pockets of people who had Liberal connections.
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After nine years of the current government, Canadians are not

surprised by the climate hypocrisy; however, there is no reason for
them to accept it. The Prime Minister has apparently forgotten his
own words about admitting mistakes and learning from them, or
maybe he thinks he and his government are so perfect that mistakes
are impossible so there is nothing to acknowledge and nothing to
learn.

The government seems to think there is a problem with the oppo‐
sition parties in this matter. The Liberals say that the work of the
House is being tied up and that if the opposition would just allow a
committee to deal with the matter, then we could get on with more
important business. The government wants to know why the oppo‐
sition cannot see that.

When Liberal cabinet ministers make statements like that, they
seem to have checked their collective brain at the door. What is
more important for the House than to establish that the government
does not dictate to the elected members? When the House makes an
order and the Speaker affirms the order, the government does not
get to say no.

I realize it would be more convenient for the Liberals if the op‐
position did not exist. That may be why its first idea at the onset of
the COVID-19 pandemic was to suggest that it be given free rein to
act without parliamentary oversight. The government wanted the
opposition parties to go home and allow it to work without over‐
sight. That is not the way parliamentary democracy is supposed to
work. I would hope that the government MPs who were here at the
time look back on that period with a certain amount of embarrass‐
ment that they were persuaded to agree to such a thing.

This was, after all, supposed to be the most open and transparent
government in Canadian history. In 2013, the newly elected Liberal
leader, today's Prime Minister, said, “Political leadership is about
raising the bar on openness and transparency.” Eleven years later,
the government has a reputation for secrecy. The Prime Minister
will not release the documents. What is he trying to hide?
● (1215)

The Prime Minister seems to have forgotten his own words, or
maybe he was just saying something he did not believe in order to
get elected. Canadians believed him when he said, “For me, trans‐
parency isn’t a slogan or a tactic; it’s a way of doing business.” In
2024, Canadians doubt the truth of that statement. Obviously it was
a slogan and a tactic designed to fool the public.

Canadians are no longer fooled. If the Prime Minister and his
government believed in transparency, there would be no need for
me to be speaking today. They would have released the documents
already. Instead they look like a criminal with something to hide.

The supposedly open and transparent government is defying the
will of the House. The Liberals' actions show just how hollow their
idealistic words are. If the Liberals want to move the work of the
House forward, something we all would like to see, then the path
forward is simple: Obey the will of the House, accept the ruling of
the Speaker and provide the documents.

What happens to the documents is not the Liberals' concern.
They are not the Law Clerk. They are not the RCMP. The govern‐

ment should not be telling others what to do with the material. The
Liberals have already shown that a cover-up is their preference.
They must end the cover-up and hand over the evidence to the po‐
lice so Parliament can get back to working for Canadians. Why do
they continue to defy the will of the House and the ruling of their
own Speaker?

It is probably worth mentioning again why this is an issue. The
Auditor General of Canada found that the government, led by a
Prime Minister who boasted about transparency, turned Sustainable
Development Technology Canada, SDTC, into a slush fund for Lib‐
eral insiders. A recording of senior civil servants slammed the out‐
right incompetence of the Liberal government, which gave 390 mil‐
lion dollars' worth of contracts inappropriately.

The Auditor General also found that, first, SDTC gave $58 mil‐
lion to 10 ineligible projects that on some occasions could not
demonstrate an environmental benefit or development of green
technology. Second, $334 million was given to over 186 projects in
which board members had a conflict of interest. Third, $58 million
was given to projects without ensuring that contribution agreement
terms were met. The Auditor General made it clear that the blame
for the scandal falls on the industry minister, who did not sufficient‐
ly monitor the contracts that were given to Liberal insiders.

By not complying with the Speaker's ruling, the Liberals have
paralyzed Parliament, making it impossible for anyone here to ad‐
dress issues like the doubling of housing costs, Liberal food infla‐
tion, and crime and chaos. Given the Liberal record, I wonder
whether that is their plan. With the level of incompetence they have
displayed over the past nine years, I would not want to talk about
housing, crime or the economy either, but maybe we should.

After all, after nine years of the Liberal government, Canadians
have never been less safe. Insane catch-and-release policies are
putting dangerous repeat violent offenders back onto our streets.
The reckless experiment of taxpayer-funded hard drugs has created
crime, chaos and disorder across Canada. Statistics Canada has re‐
vealed that since 2015, violent crime is up by nearly 50%. Homi‐
cides are up 28%, while sexual assaults, auto theft and extortion are
up 74%, 45% and 357% respectively.

● (1220)

Meanwhile, the Liberals' failed experiment funding hard drugs
with taxpayer dollars has increased drug deaths by 184% since
2015. In London, Ontario, the chief of police has been clear about
the unfolding disaster, saying, “Diverted safe supply is being resold
into our community. It's being trafficked into other communities
and it is being used as currency in exchange for fentanyl, fuelling
the drug trade.”



27000 COMMONS DEBATES October 28, 2024

Privilege
In British Columbia, the Vancouver Police Department noted that

around 50% of all hydromorphone seizures were diverted from
thePrime Minister's taxpayer-funded hard drugs program. Since
2015, nearly 45,000 Canadians have died from drug overdose. It
seems that everyone except the current government can see the
problem.

When it comes to housing, the Liberals know they created a
problem, but they do not know how to fix it. Housing has become
unaffordable in Canada because we are failing to build enough
homes for Canadians. This was confirmed by a recent report from
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, CMHC, which
showed that Canada is still building fewer homes than in the 1970s,
when Canada had half the population it has today.

National housing starts declined by 13% between August 2023
and August 2024. There has been a 25% drop in housing starts in
Ontario. In Toronto, housing starts in August 2024 had a massive
48% decline over 2023, while Vancouver saw a drop of 34% year
over year.

The Liberals' housing hell is not limited to Toronto or Vancouver.
Across British Columbia, housing starts dropped by 31%, and in
Victoria housing starts decline by 33%. Manitoba and
Saskatchewan housing starts have dropped by 14% and 12% re‐
spectively during the first eight months of this year compared to the
same period in 2023. Winnipeg's housing starts are down by 16%
over the same period, while Ottawa had 17% fewer new housing
projects. Housing remains unaffordable in Canada, in spite of the
Liberals' giving billions of dollars to the same gatekeepers who
caused the housing crisis in the first place.

Since last year, food prices in Canada have risen overall by
3.9%, with meat up by 9.5% and margarine up by 9.9%. The price
of baby food has increased by 5%. These price increases hit seniors
and low-income Canadian families the hardest. According to a re‐
cent poll by Angus Reid Institute, more than one-third of Canadians
have struggled to afford enough food to feed their family. This is
unacceptable.

Our food prices are an afterthought for the Liberal government.
While inflation may have slowed, food prices are not going down,
and the Liberal's carbon tax further restricts producers' competitive‐
ness through added transportation costs. It is fair to say that
Canada's food security is at a tipping point.

These are definitely not topics that the Liberals want to address.
Since they have no plans to fix anything, they instead tie up the
work of the House, hoping that Canadians will not notice. The Lib‐
erals try to pretend that they are standing on principle, instead of
being open and transparent. They are trying to convince Canadians
that covering up wrongdoing is a virtue. Canadians do not believe
them.

The Liberals say it is all the opposition's fault, while they contin‐
ue to do the wrong thing as they ignore the will of the House of
Commons and the authority of the Speaker. Instead they are trying
to deflect the issue and are pretending the order is somehow im‐
proper. What could be more proper than the House of Commons'
demanding accountability from the government? There is 800 years
of constitutional tradition backing that up. The Prime Minister may

not like it, but we are not here to do what he likes; we are here to do
what is right.

● (1225)

The government's House leader has said this debate is, “some‐
thing every single Canadian should be extremely alarmed about.” I
agree. Canadians should be alarmed and concerned about a govern‐
ment that thinks it is above the law. Canadians should be alarmed
by a government whose ministers do not seem to understand what
constitutes a conflict of interest. Canadians should be alarmed by a
government that illegally rewards its friends. Canadians should be
alarmed by a government that tries to cover things up while claim‐
ing to be open and transparent.

Parliament needs to be respected by the government. The docu‐
ments must be released. It is not the government's responsibility to
consider what happens when the documents are released. It can let
the law clerk and the RCMP worry about that. That is not the Liber‐
als' job. The Liberals' duty is to release the documents and to stop
their contempt of Parliament, which is the democratic system that
they claim to uphold.

When a party that claims to be the most transparent government
in Canadian history refuses to respect the will of the House of
Commons, Canadians are right in wondering what the party is try‐
ing to hide. We know there is something questionable about
the $400 million. How much more is there? Canadians deserve to
know the truth, no matter how much the Liberals want to cover it
up.

We all know why we are here. The Liberals' selective amnesia is
not fooling Canadians. The Auditor General found evidence of seri‐
ous mismanagement at SDTC, and maybe even criminal activity.
The Liberals response to this, as with so many other things, is to
cover it up and pretend there is no problem. Maybe, from their per‐
spective, there is no problem. After all, apparently the funds in
question went to those with Liberal connections. How can anyone
see a conflict of interest in awarding contracts to a few friends?

The Liberals need to remember that this is not their money.
The $400 million did not come from the Liberal Party. It came from
ordinary Canadians who are struggling to put food on the table as
they are being carbon taxed to death. They deserve better. The
Prime Minister is fond of telling the media and the House that
Canadians will forgive him for not taking direction from the Con‐
servatives. His ministers frequently use the same line. It makes for
a nice media clip.

However, the Prime Minister and his ministers really should take
direction from Conservatives respecting Parliament, ethics and
transparency, not to mention crime, housing, taxation and balancing
the budget. No, I do not think Canadians are going to forgive him.
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● (1230)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I will emphasize that this is nothing more than a political
game the Conservatives are playing, at a very expensive cost. I
want to pick up on the member's quote when he says, “to do what is
right”. That is what we are asking the Conservative leader of
Canada to do: to do what is right. To take another quote from the
member, he says Canadians deserve it, and he, again, is right. Cana‐
dians do deserve to know why the Conservative leader today is re‐
fusing to get the security clearance.

Why is he putting his political party ahead of the interest of the
nation? That is a legitimate question, and we have yet to hear any
argument as to why and how the leader of the Conservative party is
justifying that behaviour by refusing. The leaders of the Bloc, the
Greens and the NDP, as well as, obviously, the Prime Minister, all
have that security clearance.

What is the Conservative Party scared of? They owe an answer, a
credible answer, to Canadians. What is it?

Mr. Ziad Aboultaif: Mr. Speaker, the ask is mutual. The govern‐
ment has to be responsible, answer questions, tell the truth and un‐
cover what it is trying to cover up, such as the scandal of $400 mil‐
lion of taxpayers' money.

The member is a symptom of a government that expects every‐
body to do its dirty work. This is a government that hides things ev‐
ery day and that has been a government of secrecy since day one. It
is a majority government in the House, and it continues to do that
with the NDP members.

This is a political gain. The Liberals are talking about political
gain. There has never been a government in Canadian history that
always wants to look for opportunities for political gain, with ID
politics and everything it has done so far. Shame on the government
for questioning members about this.

To change the topic, let us get the answer to this question: Where
is the $400 million?

[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Mr. Speaker,
there are some pretty surreal moments in Parliament at times. That
is what I think when I hear the Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons asking the official
opposition party what it is scared of and demanding answers, when
all we have been talking about for weeks is the transparent handing
over of unredacted documents. That is a question for the govern‐
ment to answer.

I have a question for the opposition member. When are we going
to vote on this? The Bloc Québécois is ready to vote, and the Con‐
servatives know they have the support of the majority in the House.
When do we vote to force the government to hand over the docu‐
ments?

Mr. Ziad Aboultaif: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my Bloc col‐
league for his question.

[English]

The government has started asking the opposition parties to do
something. The Liberals should ask themselves to do what is their
duty, which is requested and expected by Canadians. That is the
first thing. They have to look in the mirror and ask themselves to do
this. That is what the Conservatives expect from this debate.

As soon as the Liberals do that and show the level of transparen‐
cy expected, then we will have a resolution to this crisis, which
they created. This is a fire that the Liberals made, and they want to
send the fire department to put it out.

That is the government that we are dealing with. Until the Liber‐
als are responsible enough and transparent enough to do what is
right, we will have a problem.
● (1235)

Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I think my question is very similar to that of my friend
from the Bloc.

I have been here for five years, and I think that this is the first
time I have seen the House in violent agreement with the content of
a motion while members are refusing to vote on that same motion
so a committee could do the work that is called for in the motion. If
I were a Canadian sitting up in the gallery, I would be rightly con‐
fused by the little game being played. The reality, of course, is that
the Conservatives are simply holding up the business of the House
as a way to try to force the production of these documents, some‐
thing which, incidentally, is not called for in the content of the mo‐
tion being debated.

Why does my friend from the Conservative Party feel it is appro‐
priate for the business of the House to be held up for so long when
what he is calling for, and what he just spoke to, is not actually in
the content of the motion his party has put forward?

Mr. Ziad Aboultaif: Mr. Speaker, the NDP has been propping
up the government for the last two years, on good and bad issues, to
get to this stage. The government felt so comfortable to do whatev‐
er it wished to do. Of course, it was supported heavily by the NDP.

The NDP should ask the government, as they were partners with
a kind of marriage, over two years, and they are still working to‐
gether, to do the right thing, which is to release the documents and
tell the truth. That will solve the problem.

Mr. Marty Morantz (Charleswood—St. James—Assiniboia—
Headingley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my colleague
from Edmonton Manning for his excellent speech. I have been lis‐
tening to this debate for a long time now. The reality is that the Au‐
ditor General found that money had been funnelled from Liberal
appointees at the green slush fund to themselves. All we are asking
for is that the evidence of this crime be released by the government.
I would think that would be a natural thing, that the government
would want to co-operate with the police and get to the bottom of
this crime.

What does the hon. member think is in these documents that
would be so damning against the government that it would allow
Parliament to be paralyzed for weeks on end?
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Mr. Ziad Aboultaif: Mr. Speaker, the $400 million could be

more. That is why the government is fearful of releasing any source
of information on this, hiding behind certain things that it believes
that it can convince Canadians of.

The first responsibility for decision-makers, policy-makers and
representatives of Canadians is to tell the truth. We are supposed to
be managing the money and wealth of Canadians properly and not
wasting it on friends and people who support certain parties. The
government is in the position of hiding everything so Canadians do
not know the truth. If Liberals are really being transparent, they
should do that.

I believe the $400 million, unfortunately, may not be the full
amount. There could be more. There is a lot of stuff that Liberals
have been hiding, and Canadians deserve the truth.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I asked a legitimate ques‐
tion of the member, and he chose to completely ignore it. That does
not make the question or the issue disappear. Canadians have a
right to know why the Conservative leader of Canada has chosen to
put his party ahead of the nation.

Can the member across the way explain, from his perspective,
why the leader of the Conservative Party is not coming clean with
Canadians about getting the security clearance and, if he continues
to refuse to do so, to explain the real reason? Is there something in
his background that Canadians should know about?
● (1240)

Mr. Ziad Aboultaif: Mr. Speaker, Canadians deserve to know
the truth about the $400 million, the waste of money, and the mis‐
management of their wealth, the taxes that they work hard for to
pay to the government. That is what Canadians expect.

The government can try to change the channel as much as it
wants. Is it going to happen? We know exactly what Liberals are
looking for, and we know what they are hiding. Canadians are not
fooled by the government. Hopefully, the truth and the sun will
come out to uncover the scandal that is deeply rooted in the govern‐
ment.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, that is still not an answer.

Let me move to something a little more relevant in his mind. At
the end of the day, the only prime minister in the history of Canada
to ever be held in contempt of Parliament was Stephen Harper. The
parliamentary secretary at that time is today's leader of the Conser‐
vative Party. I could argue that he is once again in contempt of Par‐
liament by not doing what is in the nation's best interest.

Why is the leader of the Conservative Party so driven to not get
that security clearance? What is it in his past that is preventing him
from doing the honourable thing and putting the nation ahead of his
political party?

Mr. Ziad Aboultaif: Mr. Speaker, I do not know how the multi-
billion dollar scandal government can face others and ask them to
do something that it does not do itself in the first place. It is very
unfortunate, but knowing the nature of the government, and of the
member who asks the same question over and over again, the an‐
swer is simple. They should be transparent and tell Canadians what
they are hiding about that $400 million. They need to tell the truth

about what they have done. Then we will have a chance to discuss
other things. Otherwise, they have had scandals, worth many bil‐
lions of dollars, that Canadians are fed up with.

Mr. Chris Lewis (Essex, CPC): Mr. Speaker, is an honour to
rise in the House once again. Before I speak to the motion of privi‐
lege, if the House will indulge me, I will say that tomorrow will be
one year since the of passing of mom and missing of her cookies.
However, we smile and we celebrate her life today. I know that she
watched me speak many times in the House. As we have all lost
loved ones, it kind of hits home today.

First and foremost, I am honoured to represent the wonderful
people of Essex and to address the House today. As my colleague
and friend, the member for Oshawa, pointed out last week during
his speech on this very topic, we are once again proud to stand to‐
day on behalf of the constituents of our ridings to hold the govern‐
ment accountable for its Liberal corruption. However, we do not
take any pleasure in this. Returning to our ridings, trying to explain
how the government has undermined our institutions and corrupted
the way government operates is truly a disheartening example of
governance.

I want to highlight the government's mishandling of Sustainable
Development Technology Canada, SDTC, often called the green
slush fund. This program was created in 2001 to support innovation
and sustainable technologies, and ran smoothly under both Liberal
and Conservative governments until the current Prime Minister
took office. I know a thing or two about clean technology.

It is unacceptable that the Liberals are refusing to hand over all
the documents related to the Prime Minister's green slush fund to
the RCMP within the required days. My colleagues on the public
accounts committee received a report from the Auditor General last
June in which she found that the Liberal government had turned the
once legitimate Sustainable Development Technology Canada into
a slush fund for Liberal insiders. The Auditor General found that
the Liberal-appointed SDTC board members who voted to give out
that money had a conflict of interest.

I am tired of this lack of transparency, which only deepens dis‐
trust and frustrations among Canadians. After nearly a decade in
power, we have yet more evidence that the NDP-Liberals are not
worth the cost in terms of both financial resources and the increas‐
ing crime and corruption that has plagued the government. Their in‐
ability to be transparent about their actions is unacceptable.

The Speaker has ruled that the NDP-Liberals have violated a
House order to turn over evidence to the police regarding a criminal
investigation into their latest $400-million scandal. This blatant dis‐
regard for accountability shows their ongoing refusal to be open
and honest with Canadians.
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The Speaker's ruling, coupled with the NDP-Liberals' stubborn‐

ness, has effectively paralyzed Parliament. This inaction makes it
impossible for us to address pressing issues like skyrocketing hous‐
ing costs, rampant food inflation and the rise of crime and chaos in
our communities. We cannot move forward while they hide behind
their secrecy.

While it used to be normal for working-class young people to
buy homes, now 80% of Canadians tell pollsters that home owner‐
ship is only for the very rich and definitely out of their reach. After
nine years of NDP-Liberals the situation is so bad that there are
now 1,400 homeless encampments in Ontario alone.

In Ontario and British Columbia, government charges account
for more than 30% for the cost of a new home. The federal govern‐
ment takes the biggest share. In Ontario, about 39% of total taxes
on a new home go to politicians and bureaucrats in Ottawa. The
GST alone adds $50,000 in cost to a $1 million home. In my great
riding of Essex, people are struggling. According to the Windsor-
Essex County Association of Realtors' September market update,
the average sales price was up 8.2% to $579,290.

At a time when many Canadians are struggling to make ends
meet, with rising housing and food costs, it is incredibly disappoint‐
ing that we find ourselves still discussing the Liberal government's
role in the $400-million green slush fund scandal. The Auditor
General has clearly stated that the responsibility for this scandal lies
directly with the former Liberal industry minister, as well as the
current one, who failed to adequately oversee the contracts awarded
to Liberal insiders. This lack of oversight has contributed to a seri‐
ous breach of public trust at a moment when transparency and ac‐
countability are more important than ever.

At the heart of this issue is the Auditor General's finding that
Liberal appointees were allocating $400 million of taxpayer money
to their own companies, resulting in 186 documented conflicts of
interest. This is not just a scandal; it is a betrayal of the trust that
Canadians place in their government, and it underscores the urgent
need for transparency.

This money could have gone back into the pockets of hard-work‐
ing Canadians or toward beneficial programs that would help our
communities. This money may have been used to support neigh‐
bourhood projects, support the growth of small enterprises or lessen
the financial strain on families dealing with growing expenses. It is
a lost chance that may have had a significant impact on the lives of
regular people. We are talking about $400 million in taxpayer mon‐
ey that may have been wasted or stolen, while everyday Canadians
struggle to afford food, heating and housing.

This situation is intolerable, especially when so many are suffer‐
ing due to the government's lack of accountability. The NDP-Liber‐
als must put an end to their cover-up and hand over the evidence to
the police. Only then can Parliament get back to its critical work of
serving the interests of Canadians. Their continued obstruction is
unacceptable.
● (1245)

The division between those in government and regular Canadians
who must deal with the fallout from such carelessness is widened
by this incident. Why will the NDP-Liberals not stop hiding behind

the green slush fund and release the required documentation so that
Canadians can have the openness and accountability they deserve?
Only our sensible Conservative colleagues will put an end to the
turmoil and corruption and figure out what happened to the $400
million.

To know where we are going, we must know where we came
from, and it is really important to speak about the scandal timeline.

Dating back all the way to late 2018, the then Liberal industry
minister, Navdeep Bains, expressed concerns regarding the Harper-
era chair of SDTC, Jim Balsillie, given his public criticism of the
government's privacy legislation. Minister Bains then proposed two
alternative chairs to the CEO of SDTC as replacements in a phone
call. One of the candidates proposed was Annette Verschuren, an
entrepreneur who was receiving SDTC funds through one of her
companies. Then the minister, PMO and PCO were warned of the
risks associated with appointing a conflict chair, and were told that,
up until this point, the fund never had a chair who had interests in
companies. It then went into June 2019, another full year later, and
Minister Bains decided to proceed with the appointment of Annette
Verschuren despite repeated warnings expressed to his office. The
new chair then went on to create an environment where conflict of
interests were tolerated and “managed”. Minister Bains then went
on to appoint two other controversial board members who engage
in unethical behaviour in a breach of conflict of interest.

Now we are all the way to June of 2024. By the way, I skipped
over five or six other points I could have made. However, in June
of 2024, the Auditor General's report was released, finding severe
governance failures of SDTC. Our colleagues asked a whole bunch
of very direct, pointed questions at the committee. One of the testi‐
monies on SDTC in committee was that:

Just as I was always confident that the Auditor General would confirm the finan‐
cial mismanagement at SDTC, I remain equally confident that the RCMP will sub‐
stantiate the criminal activities that occurred within the organization.

We also heard that:

The true failure of the situation stands at the feet of our current government,
whose decision to protect wrongdoers and cover up their findings over the last 12
months is a serious indictment of how our democratic systems and institutions are
being corrupted by political interference. It should never have taken two years for
the issues to reach this point. What should have been a straightforward process
turned into a bureaucratic nightmare that allowed SDTC to continue wasting mil‐
lions of dollars and abusing countless employees over the last year.
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We can look at those folks who are so busy trying to run their

businesses, who are working overtime to try to make ends meet,
those young adults who are trying desperately to figure out how
they are going to afford a home, if they can afford a home, and
those folks standing in lines at food banks who do not have time
and/or the energy to watch the House of Commons. They are very
busy trying to get their lives back in order after the failed Liberal-
NDP coalition. Because of that, I want to give a quick overview of
the privilege motion and why it is so important that we have this
debate today.
● (1250)

To really bring us all back to kindergarten, the key mandate of
SDTC, a federally funded non-profit, is to approve and disburse
over $100 million in funds annually to clean technology companies.
In a former life, back when I was in the world of business, we did
exactly that: clean technology. Is it a good thing to have clean tech‐
nology? Absolutely, it is. It protects our environment and creates
great jobs. Exporting that technology is a lot of what our business
did.

However, Sustainable Development Technology Canada, SDTC,
was established in 2001 by the Government of Canada through the
Canada Foundation for Sustainable Development Technology Act
to fund the development and demonstration of new technologies. It
is an arm's-length, not-for-profit organization that was created to
support projects that develop and demonstrate new technologies
that address issues related to climate change, air quality, clean wa‐
ter and clean soil. It is responsible for the administration of the tech
fund.

Here are the problems. The key problem is that SDTC executives
awarded to projects, in which they held conflicts, over $330-million
worth of taxpayer funds.

In 2019, the former Liberal industry minister Navdeep Bains be‐
gan appointing conflicted executives to the board. The Auditor
General and the Ethics Commissioner initiated separate investiga‐
tions after whistle-blowers came forward with allegations of finan‐
cial mismanagement.
● (1255)

The Prime Minister, in 2015, spoke about sunny ways. What he
really said was that we were going to have an election on trans‐
parency. Canadians not only deserve the documentation, Canadians
want the documentation. They want it handed over so that the
RCMP can do what it needs to do.

Why are we into, I believe, week four of this debate, if the gov‐
ernment has absolutely nothing to hide and no conflict of interest
and if there is nothing to see here, just like the many other conflicts
of interest that we have seen the government, since 2015, be a part
of?

Canadians do not forget. They do not forget about the Aga Khan.
They do not forget about the WE scandal. It is getting awfully tir‐
ing to have to continue to hold the government to account, to hold
its feet to the fire, when what we really should be debating in the
House is how we are going to get Canadians' lives back on track.
We cannot do it because we need to know the truth. We need to
know where the slush fund dollars are going. We know who is ulti‐

mately responsible for this. We need to know for sure that these
dollars were invested properly, that big corporations, big buddies of
the Liberals, are not padding their pockets with this.

Why do we have people standing at food banks? Why do we
have veterans lying in the streets? Why do we have an opioid cri‐
sis? Why do we have so much money that should be used to help
everyday Canadians and their families, putting diapers on babies
and pablum in their mouths, going to profit large corporations, only
friends of the Prime Minister?

I was elected in 2019 and they just said to bring common sense
to the House of Commons. I said that I would do my best. Some‐
times, it really blows my mind when we hear the hypocrisy from
my colleagues on the other side of the aisle, who want to talk about
everything but the issue at hand.

The issue at hand is nothing more than the Prime Minister, who
spoke about nothing other than transparency in 2015. We now have
zero transparency. In order for me to represent the great folks of Es‐
sex the best, they deserve answers. Therefore, we in the House of
Commons, the official opposition, deserve answers.

That is why I am very proud to speak about this today. We will
continue to hold the government to account. It is the service and the
job of the official opposition to hold the government to account.
That is why it is so important, to those folks at home who perhaps
wonder why we are spending so many days on this. Quite frankly, it
is because we are responsible to them, ultimately, and we will not
stop. We will be very steadfast in continuing the hard work that we
do here in the House of Commons.

In closing, I just really want to reiterate one more time why this
is so important. It is a question of privilege for all of us. We know
that we cannot effectively do the important work that we are asked
to do without the answers. We are not asking for anything other
than the documents. It is as though I had a buddy and my buddy
said to just show them, if we have nothing to hide. All we are really
asking is for them to just show us. If they have nothing to hide,
show us, and we will move on with government business.

As always, it is an honour to represent the folks of Essex.

● (1300)

I look forward to questions from my colleagues, but more impor‐
tantly, I look forward to getting this resolved so we can get Canadi‐
ans back on track, we can put diapers on the little ones, we can feed
the little ones, our young adults can have a good-paying job and,
probably most importantly, we can see some light at the end of the
tunnel. We know where that light is. I am excited to be part of the
solution, not part of the problem.
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐

er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, the leader of the Conservative Party today was the parlia‐
mentary secretary to Prime Minister Stephen Harper, who was the
only prime minister in the Commonwealth who has actually been
held in contempt of Parliament.

Fast-forward to today, and we have the leader of the Conserva‐
tive Party continue to filibuster a motion that all other opposition
parties and the government want to see come to a vote. This is
nothing but a game to the Conservative Party of Canada. Conserva‐
tives know that, but they refuse to focus on the real issues.

I have raised the issue of why the leader of the Conservative Par‐
ty has put his party ahead of the interests of the nation by not get‐
ting a security clearance. I am wondering if this member could pro‐
vide his thoughts as to why the leader of the Conservative Party to‐
day refuses to join the other leaders in this chamber in getting a se‐
curity clearance, so he is better able to deal with the issue of foreign
interference. Can he justify that?

Mr. Chris Lewis: Mr. Speaker, I have been watching this debate
keenly for the last three and a half to four weeks, and this question
continues to come up.

I guess the real question is, if the member really wants to contin‐
ue on with the government business, why does he not stand in cau‐
cus this Wednesday and ask his Prime Minister, his leader, to just
release the documents? Then we could get on with another order of
business.

It is kind of mind-boggling to me, and talk about duck and de‐
flect, oh my goodness, that has got nothing to do with the motion
that we are speaking about today. I do not know why he would ask
the question. As a matter of fact, I believe it would be out of order.
However, if the member really wants to move on with government
business and get to the answers that he continues to ask, it is really
simple. He could just ask the Prime Minister to release the docu‐
ments, and we will get moving.

[Translation]

Ms. Louise Chabot (Thérèse-De Blainville, BQ): Mr. Speaker,
I hope you are feeling on top of your game because for the past few
weeks, listening to these debates here, in the House, has been a test
of strength. I am a strong person, but even I have had my moments.

We agree. We are examining a question of privilege because an
order was made. Instead of lobbing questions from the other side of
the House, as it is doing now, the government should take appropri‐
ate action.

Indeed, this is a complicated and dense program. Still, some
businesses were counting on it because it had the potential to make
a difference. Now that it has been tainted with scandal and corrup‐
tion, however, we have to get to the bottom of things. That means
we need the documents.

The Conservative Party also says that it has Canadians' backs
and is looking forward to moving on to something else. What is the
something else it wants to move on to? Could it be an election?

● (1305)

[English]

Mr. Chris Lewis: Mr. Speaker, the real, short answer, and I am
pretty sure I speak on behalf of the majority of Canadians, is yes,
we would love to move on with the carbon tax election. Absolutely.

That being said is, what do I want to move on to? I go back to
my original statement. I want to go back to common sense for
Canadian people. I want to move on to opportunities for Canadians.
I want to go back to getting crime off the street. I want to go back
to making sure that people are not $200 short each and every month
to pay their bills. I want to go back to supporting small businesses.

However, if it means a carbon tax election, then I certainly hope
that the Bloc Québécois will join our forces in getting to the polls.

Mr. Gerald Soroka (Yellowhead, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have to
admit, while the member from Winnipeg North is stating that we
are playing a game, this is $400 million on another one of their
scandals with misappropriation of funds.

Could you please speak to this, that there are so many people in
your riding who are struggling financially, and yet they see the gov‐
ernment wasting another $400 million, even though the member
says it is just a game that we are playing? Can you please comment
on how this is affecting your residents and what you have heard
from them?

The Deputy Speaker: I will not be answering it, but I bet the
hon. member for Essex can.

Mr. Chris Lewis: Mr. Speaker, that is a dynamite question. My
hon. colleague is absolutely correct, and I will tell members why.
We often hear that politics is a game. Politics is not a game. Politics
is people's lives.

What I am hearing from the great folks and small businesses of
Windsor-Essex is to please leave them alone, let them go and stop
taxing the world from them. They understand that we cannot move
on until we get full transparency and that we have a job to do. They
send us to Ottawa for a reason and are asking for us to give them
the answers. They are asking that we let them make a choice at the
ballot box.

My colleague is absolutely dead-on that this is not a game. This
is people's lives and people's livelihoods.

Mr. Mike Morrice (Kitchener Centre, GP): Mr. Speaker, as I
have shared before when rising for this motion previously, the
Greens supported the original motion back in June calling for docu‐
ments with respect to the mismanagement of SDTC. We support
this motion as well so it can go to committee to be investigated.
What we do not support is continuing to use House time and re‐
sources to day after day speak about the exact same motion.
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I have an update for members in case they might be curious. It is

the third time I have risen on this point. We have updated numbers
on how much money has been spent by the Conservatives on debat‐
ing this motion. We have now had 96 Conservative members speak
to it, which is about 48 hours if we only account for the Conserva‐
tive speeches. That adds up to over $3.3 million spent continuing to
speak to a motion we could vote on if the Conservatives would just
stop speaking to it.

Here is my question for the reasonable member for Essex: At
what point will he call out the need to stop using House resources
and bring this to a vote?

Mr. Chris Lewis: Mr. Speaker, House resources are not only for
the House of Commons proper but also for committees, so let us
speed this process up so we do not drag our feet in committee. If
the unredacted documents are released, that is a whole bunch more
hours we will not have to spend in committee.

The answer is right there. Let us get behind and vote for this mo‐
tion, release the documents and get on with House business.
● (1310)

Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Uqaqtittiji, I thank the mem‐
ber for showing us what a Conservative government would act like.
It would not be able to multi-task or strategize in addressing policy
issues, as the Conservatives are forcing the House of Commons in‐
to a stalemate for one disclosure. It is an important disclosure, yet
many different proposals have been provided to a number of Con‐
servatives on how to get past the stalemate. As the previous MP
just mentioned, $3.3 million has been spent, which could have been
spent on discussing many other important issues, like whether the
Kivalliq hydro-fibre link project should be funded by the federal
government as a sustainable development initiative.

A very simple solution has been provided to get past this. Does
the member agree that we should vote on it so we can debate other
matters?

Mr. Chris Lewis: Mr. Speaker, I suppose the answer is simple,
although I was a little confused with my colleague's opening state‐
ment with regard to how a Conservative Party would govern, which
we are looking forward to. I do not agree with that.

To answer her question, if somebody makes a mistake, they need
to be held accountable. We do not just cut into that and say that,
while they have made a mistake, we should find a solution. No.
Hands need to be held to the fire.

The Prime Minister promised open and honest transparency, and
that is what the Conservatives will always stand for. To the mem‐
ber's point, $330 million is a lot of money that I am sure she could
really use in her community.

Mrs. Cheryl Gallant (Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise on behalf of the democra‐
cy-defending constituents of the autumn-coloured riding of Ren‐
frew—Nipissing—Pembroke. Today, we are debating a subamend‐
ment to the amendment of the motion. That is about as parliamen‐
tary a sentence one could say in this chamber. This motion calls for
the Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs to com‐
plete a report on the government's green slush fund scandal. The
amendment adds some witnesses, along with the subamendment.

However, Parliament is what this debate is truly about: Parliament 
and the government's contempt for parliamentary democracy.

Exposing government corruption is a core function of Parlia‐
ment. As one of the longest-serving members in Parliament, I have 
seen off a few governments. There is a natural tension between a 
government and any Parliament, but the current government is dif‐
ferent because the Prime Minister is different. Never before have 
we had a Prime Minister who openly stated his admiration for the 
Communists who control China.

It is not unlike the praise that former Liberal prime minister 
Mackenzie King gave Adolf Hitler. Writing in his diary, the former 
Prime Minister described meeting Hitler. He wrote that he had per‐
sonally praised Hitler for the “constructive work of his regime”. 
The current Liberal Prime Minister has made these comments: 
“There's a level of admiration I actually have for China because 
their basic dictatorship is allowing them to actually turn their econ‐
omy around on a dime and say, ‘We need to go green...we need to 
start investing in solar.’”

Liberals like Mackenzie King were enamoured with how the na‐
tional socialists turned the German economy around on a dime fol‐
lowing the Great Depression. Both past and present Liberal prime 
ministers seem to forget what prevents them from simply waving 
their hands and issuing orders like some king is democracy.

These are not just a couple of prime ministers who admired dic‐
tators for their good looks and nice socks. These Liberal men were 
praising dictatorships for their dictatorial policies. If that were the 
end, if this had just been one comment one time, most people 
would have forgotten it. However, remarkably, the Prime Minister 
seems almost maniacal in his commitment to proving his critics 
correct. He heard the expression “do not judge a person by what 
they say; judge them by what they do” and took it to heart.

The Liberal government's refusal to obey an order of Parliament 
is the current thing it is doing. When sports leagues began shutting 
down in March 2020 and the government decided to follow the lead 
of the NHL, the first instinct of the government was to grab as much 
power as it could. The Liberals sought to rule without restoring 
Parliament for two years. When that was quickly rejected—

● (1315)

Hon. Bardish Chagger: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I
know you provide a lot of leniency, but we are on a subamendment
moved by the Conservatives following an amendment moved by
the Conservatives to a question of privilege that all members of this
chamber support. I would like the member to get back on topic so
we can advance the matter at hand.
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Mr. Pat Kelly: Mr. Speaker, on the same point of order, the rele‐

vance issue is one that I care deeply about. I will note that you have
permitted the member for Winnipeg North and many others to re‐
peatedly ask questions unrelated to the motion. You have already
granted extraordinary latitude in this debate, so if we are going to
narrow the speeches, we will have to narrow the questions.

The Deputy Speaker: I appreciate the point of order. I call on
all members to tighten up a bit. We will try our best to stick to the
subamendment to the privilege motion we are debating today.

The hon. member for Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke.
Mrs. Cheryl Gallant: Mr. Speaker, when that was quickly re‐

jected, the Liberals still kept Parliament hobbled for months. That
is how it is related.

Let us recall that the biggest scandal at that time was the Prime
Minister's decision to hand a billion dollars to a couple of guys who
had hired his mom to give some speeches. Those well-connected
Liberals from WE Charity, with their billion-dollar made-up pro‐
gram, were to give money out to applicants, just like the green
slush fund. Liberals giving money to Liberals to hand out to
favoured interest groups sure sounds like a familiar scandal to me,
but we will come back to Liberal corruption in a bit.

I mentioned at the beginning of my speech that this motion is not
really about Liberal corruption as much as it is about the Liberal
government's contempt for democracy, and in particular the Prime
Minister's disdain for it. The praising of murderous dictators was
alarming, but for me, the day the Prime Minister assaulted two
members of the opposition on the floor of the chamber is one that
should never be forgotten.

Much of the media focused on the Prime Minister's inadvertent
assault on a member of the NDP. Here was a so-called feminist
Prime Minister elbowing a woman in the breast. That is the kind of
man-bites-dog story the media has always loved. What everyone
just glided over was the actual and intentional assault on our dearly
departed colleague Gord Brown. For Canadians who do not recall
the first time this Prime Minister attacked another member on the
floor of the House of Commons, I will recap it.

We were all in the chamber for a vote. Before a vote, the govern‐
ment whip and the opposition whip will walk down the centre aisle
here to check to see if everyone—

The Deputy Speaker: We have another point of order from the
hon. member for Waterloo.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: Mr. Speaker, I know the Conservatives
have no regard for this institution or democracy, but I would ask the
member to get to the question of privilege. We are discussing privi‐
lege, privileges most Canadians do not have. We have a lot of im‐
portant work to do, and she is recounting history. There is a time
and place for that, but the Conservative subamendment to this ques‐
tion of privilege is not it.

Can you please ask her to have a bit of regard and respect for this
institution and get on topic?

The Deputy Speaker: I remind members to flow it back as best
we can.

The member for Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke.

Mrs. Cheryl Gallant: Mr. Speaker, on that day, the NDP were
acting a little silly. They were lightheartedly trying to delay the vote
by blocking Gord from coming down the aisle. The NDP were not
being out of line or in any way aggressive. Anyone who knew Gord
knew he could stickhandle his way past any opponent if he wanted
to. However, that is not what the Prime Minister saw. He saw the
NDP blocking his agenda, grew impatient, left his chair and crossed
the floor, a floor that is two sword lengths for a reason. This is
meant to symbolize that we value debate over physical conflict.

The Prime Minister crossed that symbolic floor, grabbed Gord
and pulled him through the crowd of MPs. In the process, he el‐
bowed an NDP MP in the breast. The Prime Minister of Canada
had physically assaulted two opposition members because he was
impatient with parliamentary democracy, just as he is now. That
should have been the end of him as Prime Minister, but apparently
that is not disqualifying for the Liberals.

Had the Liberal backbench had the courage, they could have re‐
moved him then. That would have spared them the optics of kick‐
ing out Canada's first aboriginal attorney general from her job for
not following the Prime Minister's order to obstruct justice. Had
they acted then, Canada might have had a Prime Minister who read
his briefing notes about the Communists he admires interfering in
democracy, and that is what these documents relate to.

Instead, they sat on their hands and watched passively as scandal
after scandal revealed their emperor had no clothes, except for his
pretty socks. This should not surprise anyone. Too often, I have
heard Liberal MPs refer to the Prime Minister as their boss. That
comment alone tells us how upside down the Liberals see democra‐
cy. This is well understood in other Westminster-style parliaments,
but these Liberals clearly need it explained to them in simple terms.
The leader of a party is not the boss. Our constituents are the boss.
We work for them. The leader works for us. That is how parliamen‐
tary democracy is supposed to work.

Instead, the Liberals have handed all their power to the Prime
Minister and his powerful PMO. Now the Prime Minister is rub‐
bing their faces in it. He keeps finding himself in contempt of Par‐
liament because he has nothing but contempt for Parliament. How‐
ever, it is not just Parliament. Something about the serving Prime
Minister makes former cabinet ministers want to bare their soul in
the form of a tell-all book. It is almost a form of seeking absolution
for the sin of enabling him.
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What is alarming is how much these books reveal about the

aloof, incurious and arrogant Prime Minister. More alarming is that
nothing has changed and every member of the Liberal Party knows
it. They see first-hand how he manages caucus. Not once have I ev‐
er heard them speak about his democratic approach to party man‐
agement. Canadians heard how the Prime Minister talked about be‐
ing a party leader last week. He talked as if he had all the power
and the caucus was merely there to be disposed of when conve‐
nient.

We are here debating a subamendment, but this is not really a de‐
bate. This is an order from the House of Commons. Just like with
the cover-up of the infiltration of Communist agents in the Win‐
nipeg lab, the government is refusing to follow an order given to it
by the elected representatives of 41 million Canadians. The govern‐
ment has tried everything to prevent the release of the documents. It
even tossed in the kitchen sink, doing so with a charter. Only a Lib‐
eral would claim that well-connected Liberals have a charter right
to steal our money.

They can claim whatever they want. It does not change the fact
that they are ignoring an order from the House. In doing so, the
government showcases its contempt for Parliament, but it is not on‐
ly its contempt for Parliament that is showing. By withholding doc‐
uments demanded by Parliament, the government is showing con‐
tempt for its own members. Each of them ran on a platform. We
will disagree with that platform strongly and would be happy to
keep that platform off the House of Commons agenda until the next
election.

What is in those documents that is so damaging to the Liberal
Party that it would abandon any future Liberal legislation if it
means it can keep the cover-up going a bit longer? Its position only
becomes more untenable the minute we think of it for even a sec‐
ond. Eventually, the government shall fall. Eventually, the people
truly behind this scandal will be exposed. When that day comes, all
of this obstruction by the Liberals will be for nothing.
● (1320)

What will they have to show for it? The only conclusion a rea‐
sonable person could reach is that there is more to this and that
what happened at SDTC was just the tip of the Liberals' corrupt
iceberg. As I have pointed out previously, this scandal is nearly
identical to that in the local journalism initiative. There, the govern‐
ment gave 60 million hard-earned taxpayer dollars to a group of
media lobbyists. Those media lobbyists, in turn, formed a commit‐
tee with the job of handing out money to the local media in order to
hire a local journalist. Of the seven committee members, five hand‐
ed cash out to their own companies. In order for a media outlet to
receive funding for a local journalist, it must promise to hand over
the content the local journalist produces, free of charge, to the
Canadian Press news wire. Can we guess which committee the
head of the Canadian Press sits on? Everybody in the legacy media
knows about this corruption, but not a single one will report on it,
even after being called out in the House twice.

Before the current government, the biggest knock against the
legacy media was its Liberal bias. Thanks to the Prime Minister,
Canadians can add corruption to their list of media complaints, and
that is not surprising. Everything the Prime Minister touches be‐

comes tainted by him. Sustainable Development Technology
Canada started over 20 years ago, and it had been a rare govern‐
ment success story; however, this bunch then did what they have
done to so many Canadian institutions. They ruined it, and what is
so egregious is that this never should have happened.

The government was warned. The former president at SDTC
warned the minister not to appoint a person who had received funds
from SDTC. That minister did it anyway. Now the organization is
in shambles, and money is not going to qualified companies. Em‐
ployees are demoralized because everything they touch becomes
worse. How could it not under a Prime Minister who admires a ba‐
sic dictatorship? At the core of his authoritarian streak is a mentali‐
ty in which the ends justify the means.

The Prime Minister sees jobs in his riding as an end, so he justi‐
fies obstructing justice and sacking an honest minister who got in
his way. He saw a routine vote in the House of Commons as an end,
so he justified physically assaulting another member of Parliament.
He sees handing out cash to well-connected friends as an end, so he
justifies ignoring Parliament to keep doing it. Before the Liberal
Party's next caucus, all its members need to ask themselves when
they will become the means to bring an end to the Prime Minister's
misrule.

As I mentioned earlier, the twin scandals of the green slush fund
and the Liberal journalism initiative are just the ones we can see
from our side of the floor. We know the government hands out so
much money so quickly and with so few controls that it can fund a
virulent anti-Semite to provide diversity training remotely from his
home in Lebanon. Did anyone check to see if Laith Marouf was on
any of those evacuation flights?

We are only standing at the base camp of a mountain of Liberal
corruption. The government's entire agenda since 2021 has been to
create unaccountable pots of money for its friends.

Every Canadian is receiving notices about increased prices for
streaming services. Spotify has gone up. Disney+ goes up in
November, according to the finance minister.

Of course there are increasing prices to pay for the new stream‐
ing tax. Those tax dollars then go to a fund controlled by the
Canada Media Fund. That fund is controlled by big telecoms,
which pushed hard for this streaming tax. Now those dollars will
flow to well-connected groups, hand-picked by Bell, Rogers and
the Liberal Party. Some money will trickle down to a makeup artist
on the set of CBC's next American-cloned reality show, but most of
it will end up in the pockets of Liberal-connected lobbyists.
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The Minister of Canadian Heritage surely knows what I am

speaking about. She is still listed as a lobbyist on the lobbyist reg‐
istry. We can talk about a well-connected Liberal. She went from
lobbying for a streaming tax to implementing one.

The Prime Minister does not need to dress up as a character from
Star Wars again to pull a Jedi mind trick. He just waves his hands at
the media and says that these are not the conflicts of interest people
are looking for.
● (1325)

Some believe this world sits on a turtle, which sits on a turtle,
and it is just turtles all the way down. In Canada, it is just well-con‐
nected Liberals stacked atop well-connected Liberals all the way
down to our wallet.

That is not the kind of Canada we want to build. Our party is
looking toward the future. The Liberal Party is stuck in the past
with the ghost of Mackenzie King. The Liberals cling to a dying
broadcasting corporation that had its heyday in the 1960s. Their
foreign policy would feel more comfortable wearing bell-bottoms.
Their race-based policies invoke an even older past. It should not
surprise anyone that the Liberals took this dark turn. The Prime
Minister only came to rule them out of a mixture of desperation and
nostalgia. He promised to make the Liberal Party great again, and
they took the bait hook, line and sinker.

As I said at the outset, I have seen Liberal prime ministers battle
with Parliament before. What I have never seen is a Liberal Prime
Minister who openly admired dictatorships for being ruthlessly effi‐
cient at tyranny. We have someone as Prime Minister, for however
long that may be, with a predilection for dictators. He has surfed to
power on a wave of nostalgia and now ignores the will of Parlia‐
ment. This should be setting off more alarm bells than it currently
seems to be.

Fortunately, Canadians can count on common-sense Conserva‐
tives to stand up for Parliament. It is time to bring home democra‐
cy.
● (1330)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, interestingly enough, the member of Parliament who just
spoke was a part of the Stephen Harper government. I will remind
her that the current leader of the Conservative Party was the parlia‐
mentary secretary to the first Prime Minister in the history of
Canada, as well as the Commonwealth, to be found in contempt of
Parliament. If we fast-forward to today, we have the current leader
of the Conservative Party, I would ultimately argue, once again
demonstrating his contempt of Parliament as the Conservatives
continue to play this filibustering game.

Would the member opposite not agree that, instead of playing
this game, we should be dealing with issues such as foreign inter‐
ference and her leader's continuing refusal to get the security clear‐
ance required? He is putting his party and his self-interest ahead of
the interests of the nation. Can she explain why?

Mrs. Cheryl Gallant: Mr. Speaker, the member opposite knows
that, if the Leader of the Opposition receives a classified briefing,
he cannot speak with respect to the contents thereof without contra‐

vening the Official Secrets Act. If one does so, one faces years in
prison.

The member for Papineau never applied for security clearances.
Considering he has admitted to not disclosing his blackface past or
his sexual assault of a reporter even to his closest advisers, what
else is the Prime Minister hiding from Parliament?
[Translation]

Mr. Denis Trudel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, BQ): Mr. Speak‐
er, I think you might find this rather funny.

When I was an actor, I was fortunate to work with a Quebec di‐
rector and actress whom some of you may not know, but my col‐
leagues from Quebec might be familiar with her. Her name is
Denise Filiatrault. She is very passionate as an actress and has a
very unique style.

When we rehearsed scenes for her, if she thought they did not
have enough rhythm and cohesion or were not moving fast enough,
she would quickly become impatient. She would start yelling from
the back of the rehearsal room. I can still picture her, with a
cigarette in her mouth, screaming and asking when we would get to
the punchline. She was trying to tell us to pick up the pace, find our
rhythm and get on with it.

We are really stuck on this issue. I want to know when we are
going to get to the punchline. We have been talking about the same
thing, the same motion, just this one thing, for three weeks now.

Earlier a colleague mentioned the problem of homelessness in
Canada. We want to talk about that. The number of deaths on the
streets of Quebec has doubled in recent years. It is shameful that we
are not talking about that.

Here, then, is my question for my colleagues: When are we go‐
ing to get to the punchline? When are we going to vote?
[English]

Mrs. Cheryl Gallant: Mr. Speaker, we will get to the punchline.
We will be able to vote once the Prime Minister produces the docu‐
ments that Parliament has asked for.

Mr. Pat Kelly (Calgary Rocky Ridge, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
those on the Liberal benches have alleged throughout the debate
that it is the opposition grinding this place to a halt. They set aside
the issue that, of course, it is the government's own action and re‐
fusal to disclose the documents that has led members to wish to de‐
bate their corruption rather than to move on to other business. How‐
ever, there is an important mechanism built into our system of Par‐
liament that can break any impasse. The Liberals can call an imme‐
diate election.

Does the member for Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke agree that
what the government really ought to do, if it cannot table the
unredacted documents and turn them over to the RCMP today, is to
at least call an election and elect a new Parliament?
● (1335)

Mrs. Cheryl Gallant: Mr. Speaker, I would have to agree with
my colleague that the government is beyond redemption. Unless the
Liberals table those documents as Parliament requested, they are in
contempt.
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Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,

I want to pick up on something my colleague from Renfrew—
Nipissing—Pembroke said. It was not quite phrased this way, but
she said that the Liberal backbenchers had failed to take the actions
that could replace the Prime Minister.

I want to draw the House's attention to the admirable private
member's bill from the member for Wellington—Halton Hills, gen‐
erally known as the Reform Act. It put into place changes to the
Parliament of Canada Act wherein each caucus of recognized par‐
ties has an opportunity, after an election, to decide whether to ac‐
cept them or not. So far, to give credit for grassroots democracy,
only the Conservative Party has adopted the Reform Act.

What allows the Conservatives to be in compliance, basically,
with the practice of every other Westminster parliamentary democ‐
racy around the world is that a caucus can choose to remove its
leader. For example, the Conservative caucus in the U.K. removed
Margaret Thatcher and replaced her with John Major.

I recall the events that occurred on the floor. My recollection, as
an eyewitness to the events in 2016, was not that the Prime Minis‐
ter attempted to disrupt democracy but that numerous opposition
members were blocking the passage of legislation for House lead‐
ers to go forward to the Speaker. It is good for the Speaker to know
what our former colleague, Geoff Regan, did not: We do not have
to wait for the House leaders to march forward. He could read the
motion and the question, put it to a vote and not be concerned about
obstruction, which was quite against our rules.

Mrs. Cheryl Gallant: Mr. Speaker, it depends on everybody's
perspective, where they were sitting at that point in time and what
they saw that evening.

In terms of the Reform Act, yes, I have to thank my colleague
from Wellington—Halton Hills, who drafted it. Had the Liberals
exercised that themselves in a way where no one was controlling
the outcome and no one was bullying anyone else, they would now
see, with what is going on with their leadership, how important it is
to have a process to eject a leader if they are not adhering to what
has been agreed to by caucus.

Hon. Bardish Chagger (Waterloo, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I have a
very simple question, but I am pretty confident the member will not
be able to answer it: Can the member please let us know if any
member or political party in the House does not support this ques‐
tion of privilege?

Mrs. Cheryl Gallant: Mr. Speaker, what I know is that every
member of every opposition party agrees that we have to have the
documents in question tabled in the House of Commons. I have not
done a one-on-one interview with each member to see whether we
want this to go forward. Ultimately, we want the documents to
come forth so that we can see what the Prime Minister is hiding; it
is so much worse than what we already know about.
[Translation]

Mr. Mario Beaulieu (La Pointe-de-l'Île, BQ): Mr. Speaker, the
Conservatives are making a lot of accusations of corruption. We
agree with them on the motion. However, when they were in gov‐
ernment, they were also routinely criticized for corruption, influ‐
ence peddling and so on. I would like to know if a Conservative

government will come up with ways to reduce or eliminate corrup‐
tion.

[English]

Mrs. Cheryl Gallant: Mr. Speaker, the member may recall that
the second thing we did as government when the Conservatives
were in power was to enact a law to end corruption. While it has
worked well so far, it does need to be augmented. We would bring
in amendments to improve the Federal Accountability Act, which
our current leader shepherded through Parliament.

● (1340)

Mr. Marc Dalton (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, we are now in the third week of debating this privilege
motion. It is the third week since the House came to a standstill,
and it does not have to be this way. The blame lies four-square on
the shoulders of the Liberal government. It is essentially snubbing
its nose at Parliament; at you, Mr. Speaker; and ultimately at the
Canadian public.

Parliament has a right to request documents, to hold the govern‐
ment to account and to get accurate information so we may or may
not see, we do not know for sure, if there has been corruption at the
expense of Canadians. The House requested that the documents re‐
lated to Sustainable Development Technology Canada be provided,
based on damning reports from the Auditor General.

The Liberals did produce some documents, but far from the num‐
ber they were supposed to and they blacked out page after page. We
are getting, “Oh, that's very interesting information,” not. It is
blacked out. “This is very interesting information,” not. It is
blacked out.

It is a mockery of Parliament. Our party and the other opposition
parties appealed to the Speaker's office to rule on this violation. I
have to commend the Speaker, who made a careful examination,
along with the table officers, and came back saying the Prime Min‐
ister and the Liberal government were in violation of members of
Parliament's privilege. That is why we are having this debate.

I know there are questions and accusations from the Liberals,
saying we are just trying to delay Parliament, but the fact is that the
Speaker ruled that they need to produce these documents and they
have not. We are reminded of another situation not that long ago
where a Liberal Speaker, a Liberal member of Parliament in the
Speaker's role, just as the current Speaker is, ruled that documents
regarding the lab in Winnipeg be produced. What did the Liberals
do? They would not produce the documents. The Speaker ruled that
they should produce them, and the government said it would take
court action against the Liberal Speaker at the time.
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It did not go that far. He did not have his day in court. The Liber‐

als thought maybe it was not the best idea, taking a Speaker to
court, someone who was voted in as a Liberal, and that maybe it
would be an opportune time to call an election, in the middle of the
pandemic. It was something they said they would not do but then
took advantage of, while hiding the information that never came
out. It was probably damning information that would have impact‐
ed their electoral fortunes. That is what they did. They blocked, to
prevent information from coming out. That is what what we are
seeing happen again and again. I hope the Speaker does not find
himself in court because of the decision he made.

As I mentioned, this debate would stop if the government would
produce the unredacted documents. The question is, why has the
government not produced them? I did not ask why it will not, be‐
cause there is still the slimmest of hope that the government will do
the right thing, the democratic thing, and produce the documents. I
am not going to hold my breath, but I am hopeful that there is a
slight possibility. We are still here and they can still act on it.
● (1345)

The public and all of us are wondering what the big deal is. Why
will the Liberals not just do the the right thing, the appropriate
thing, and produce the documents? Is it because the current govern‐
ment has grown long in the tooth, has run out of steam and is happy
to let the parliamentary calendar waste away? It seems that way.
We are on our third week and it does not seem very anxious to pro‐
duce these documents. We want to get back to business.

An hon. member: No, you do not.

Mr. Marc Dalton: Mr. Speaker, actually, we do not. That is a
good point from the Liberals. We want to be working on business,
but we do not like their business.

This goes to my second point. Maybe the Liberals have had vi‐
sions in the night and subconsciously recognize that Canada is go‐
ing in the wrong direction under their mismanagement. Maybe they
are feeling a bit of collective shame in their hearts and saying, “We
should really let this parliamentary calendar continue to ebb away,
because our actions are destroying this nation.” If that is the case,
then I have to commend them, kind of.

For example, maybe in that vision at night they saw how the per
capita income of Canadians is going down under them. When I was
an MLA in British Columbia, I would talk to people who would
come to visit, even Americans. This was during the Harper years.
At that time, it was a Conservative Parliament. They were just
amazed at how well things were going in Canada compared with
the United States, where the economy, the housing situation and ev‐
erything was going downward and was in real distress, as opposed
to what was happening here. There was a contrast between Canada
and the United States with respect to how things were going under
Stephen Harper, a Conservative prime minister, and what was hap‐
pening in the United States. The Liberals have decided they do not
want Americans to feel bad when they come up here and see that
Canadians are doing so well, they want them to feel good, so they
are going to destroy our nation economically. Our per capita in‐
come has gone down significantly. People are struggling financially
to buy a home, so it is tough. Young people do not feel they are ev‐
er going to be able to buy a home.

However, good news is on the way, and I hope we are going to
see a Conservative government soon. Even today the leader of the
Conservative Party announced an initiative that would remove the
GST from all new housing built up to $1 million. That is about 5%.
It is up to $50,000, not including the interest over the years, which
could easily double or more than double the value. This is a com‐
mon-sense approach to help young people and kick-start housing,
which has been going down under the Liberals. We anticipate
30,000 new homes would be built every year under this initiative.

Our leader has also announced our intention to encourage the
provinces to remove the sales tax on all new housing production.
When the Liberals came into power in October 2015, it took 39%
of the median pre-tax household income to cover home ownership.
What is it now? It is 60% of pre-tax income. Basically, it is people's
full income and more. People are drowning. This is a measure that
would generate new construction jobs, which is good news and
stands in stark contrast to the Liberals.

● (1350)

In the vision of the night among the Liberals collectively, all the
same night, miraculously, maybe they recognize that what they are
doing is just making this country much less safe, which would be
true. After nine years of the NDP-Liberal government, violent
crime is up 50%, while violent gun crime has increased 116%. I am
giving some numbers: 50% and 116%, but we are talking about
tens of thousands of Canadians suffering under violent crimes and
gun crimes, and people getting killed. It falls on the Liberals. A lot
of it has to do with their policies, their legislation.

Therefore I am very happy to be debating the topic and not trying
to either pass or oppose legislation that the Liberals bring forth in
the House, because the majority of it, and I will not say “every‐
thing” because I am sure there must be one or two things that are
decent but could be better, by far is not helpful to Canada. It is tak‐
ing us down, dragging us down, so we are quite happy to take our
time.

We would not have to be debating the privilege motion if the
Liberals would just comply with the Speaker's request and do the
right thing, but their heels are dug in. Again, is it because of the
collective pang of conscience that they recognize how bad their leg‐
islation is? The Liberals brag about banning firearms for law-abid‐
ing Canadians, while completely ignoring gun smuggling and the
crime wave unleashed by the government.
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Police associations from across this country, last week or the

week before, were forced to correct the Prime Minister. The Toron‐
to Police Association, for instance, wrote to the Prime Minister,
telling him, “Criminals did not get your message.” It went on to
say, “Our communities are experiencing a 45% increase in shoot‐
ings and a 62% increase in gun-related homicides compared to this
time last year.” Things are getting chaotic, deadly and crazy.

The Toronto Police Association also said to the Liberals, “What
difference does your handgun ban make when 85% of guns seized
by our members can be sourced to the United States?” It does not
make sense, but then we have come to expect that from from the
Liberals, unfortunately.

The Toronto Police Association statement was followed by simi‐
lar condemnations from the Vancouver Police Union and the Surrey
Police Union. Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge, the riding I represent,
is in British Columbia. The Vancouver Police Union wrote to the
Prime Minister, saying that the Liberals, who are really upheld by
the NDP, are “not aware of the ongoing gang war here in B.C.
which is putting both our members and public at risk on a daily ba‐
sis." Addressing the Prime Minister, it said, “ Where do you think
their guns are still coming from?” It is suggesting he should really
think about it.

The Surrey Police Union wrote that the Prime Minister's “hand‐
gun freeze fails to address the real issue: the surge of illegal
firearms coming across our borders and ending up in the hands of
violent criminals.” A Conservative government will deal not with
duck hunters but with criminals.

Maybe the Liberals recognize their incompetence, as is demon‐
strated by overdose deaths. Under the Liberals, there were 47,000
deaths, and many more are dying every day. I am wearing a poppy
as we are approaching Remembrance Day. Tens of thousands of
Canadians lost their lives on the battlefield, but there are actually
many more who have died from the opioid crisis alone.
● (1355)

There are a staggering number of deaths due to the opioid crisis,
and the Liberals are just making things worse and worse. They do
not know what is going on. Maybe they want the current debate to
continue because they realize they are making things worse. The
opioid crisis is evidence of that. I have met many people who have
lost loved ones. I have personally known people who have died
from the crisis. It is a terrible situation here in Canada.

On Friday I was in my constituency office. The majority of the
time when I go out the back door of my office, I see shattered peo‐
ple taking drugs and on fentanyl highs. On Friday, three times, just
behind my office, ambulances had to come. There were people ly‐
ing right in the middle of the parking lot. This is what has happened
under nine years of the NDP-Liberal government, and it is a shame.
It is terrible. There needs to be a change.

Maybe the reason the Liberals are letting this drag on is that it is
for their pensions. I sure hope not; maybe it is just a comment, but
we have to wonder why they are doing this. When millions of
Canadians are struggling, I sure hope the reason the Liberals are not
calling a carbon tax election is not their own paycheque as a cabinet
minister, or for their pension.

Maybe the reason the Liberals are not producing the documents
and are just allowing the debate to go on and on is that they want to
prorogue Parliament to try to reset things and deal with their inter‐
nal chaos. This would be an opportune time to prorogue Parliament,
to say they are not working well together and to have a leadership
race.

As a matter of fact, 24 Liberal MPs signed a letter asking the
Prime Minister to step down. Mark “carbon tax” Carney is waiting
in the wings. Christy Clark has announced. The vultures are cir‐
cling. No disrespect is meant to individuals; I am just saying that
things are bleeding. I was reading today about Jody Wilson-Ray‐
bould, the former Liberal minister of justice and attorney general of
Canada. She said that the Prime Minister simply is not capable of
self-reflection.

The Prime Minister remains, not in the interest of Canadians and
not even in the interest of my colleagues in the Liberal benches. He
is not there for them. He is certainly not here for Canadians. It
would appear that his interest is himself and the ability to jet-set
around the world, hobnobbing with elites. That is what it would ap‐
pear from here. From watching the news, I have a good idea that
some of the members on the Liberal benches feel the same way.

I will introduce a teaser. Maybe I will get some questions on it.
Maybe the Liberals really do have something to hide. I think that
may be the reason. They do not want any more biopsies. They do
not want the public to know how far the cancer has spread.

My wife had breast cancer. It has been nine years now. She had
five operations. Doctors tested different lymph nodes to see
whether it had metastasized. Thank God it had not. I am thankful
she is here with me. She is a tremendous support. However, maybe
the Liberals know that a cancer, which is what we are dealing with
right now, has metastasized all throughout the government. It does
not want the public to know.

STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS

● (1400)

[English]

PARKINSON'S DISEASE

Mr. Lloyd Longfield (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, every day in
Canada, 30 individuals are diagnosed with Parkinson's Disease, and
more than 100,000 people in Canada are now living with Parkin‐
son's, including my sister Paula and my wife, Barbara. There is cur‐
rently no test to confirm Parkinson's, and diagnosis can take time.
There is currently no cure.
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Tomorrow between 9 a.m. and noon in the Wellington Building,

room 310, I am pleased to co-host a round table with Senator
Greene and Parkinson Canada, where we will discuss the growing
economic burden of Parkinson's, innovative care models and cur‐
rent research to improve the lives of people diagnosed with Parkin‐
son's.

I am proud to support research into neurodegenerative diseases,
like Parkinson's and Alzheimer's, through our federal budget. Every
Parkinson's experience is unique. Together we can ensure that a full
and vibrant life with Parkinson's is still possible.

* * *

REMEMBRANCE DAY
Mrs. Tracy Gray (Kelowna—Lake Country, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, this Veteran's and Remembrance Day week, let us take a
moment to recognize the people who have bravely served Canada
in times of war, conflict and peace. We gather at Remembrance
Day services to honour and pay tribute to Canadians who made the
ultimate sacrifice defending democracy and human rights around
the world, as well as those who continue to serve today. By remem‐
bering, we pay tribute to Canadian Armed Forces and RCMP mem‐
bers who serve to defend our values and freedoms.

Kelowna—Lake Country has The British Columbia Dragoons;
39 Signal Regiment; Royal Canadian Legion branch 26 in Kelowna
and branch 189 in Oyama; and Army, Navy and Air Force Veterans
in Canada unit 367, which all play roles supporting veterans and
their families and help educate the next generation. The Field of
Crosses display, a multi-partner community service memorial
project in Kelowna City Park, is an impactful visual reminder of
those who made the ultimate sacrifice.

Buying poppies supports our local veterans. May we never take
their sacrifice for granted. Lest we forget.

* * *
[Translation]

OXI DAY
Ms. Annie Koutrakis (Vimy, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this Oxi Day,

we pay tribute to the courage of Greece, the cradle of democracy,
for standing strong against tyranny.
[English]

Eight-four years ago, in 1940, a resolute “no”, “oxi”, from
Greece's Prime Minister Metaxas to the Axis Powers' ultimatum
was a choice to protect Greece's sovereignty and democratic ideals
from Fascist and Nazi tyranny that had swept over Europe.

This stance was not only a military decision but also a powerful
moral one. Greece, with its rich democratic heritage, became a bea‐
con of resistance, reminding nations everywhere of the profound
cost and importance of liberty. In a world overshadowed by author‐
itarian regimes, Greece's defiance in history reminds us of the im‐
portance of protecting both freedom and democracy.
[Translation]

Today, we celebrate an act of bravery and an enduring commit‐
ment to the values we all cherish.

[Member spoke in Greek]

* * *

NEW QUEBEC WHISKY

Mr. Luc Thériault (Montcalm, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I am in a
particularly good mood today and I want to spread that joy. Be hap‐
py, because I found an incredible whisky in my riding that you just
cannot pass up. It is sure to become the Speaker's whisky. It is
100% organic, 100% made in Quebec and it tastes damn good.

Pembroke whisky is the latest creation of the Grand Dérange‐
ment distillery in Saint‑Jacques, which has already brought us a
gin, to commemorate the Acadians, and a vodka, both certified or‐
ganic. The creators of this whisky are quite proud of the fact that it
was designed, produced, distilled and aged back home in Mont‐
calm. From the grain to the bottle, from our soil to your glass, let us
share a drink, Mr. Speaker. I challenge anyone in the House to
present you such a good, top-quality whisky.

Congratulations to the Grand Dérangement distillery on its vision
and its tasty creativity.

* * *
● (1405)

KING CHARLES III CORONATION MEDAL

Mr. Emmanuel Dubourg (Bourassa, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the
Governor General of Canada, Her Excellency the Right Honourable
Mary May Simon, gave me 20 King Charles III coronation medals
to present. I want to congratulate the 20 recipients for their remark‐
able contribution to Canada. They are Valérie‑Micaela Bain, Mad‐
wa‑Nika Phanord‑Cadet, Déborah Cherenfant, Connie Cusano,
Louis‑Edgar Jean‑François, Gracia Kasoki Katahwa, Manuel Math‐
ieu, Stéphan Morin, Emilie Nicolas, Jean Ernest Pierre, Frédéric
Pierre, Lucy Santos Rodrigues, Chantal Rossi, Beverly Salomon,
Nathalie Sanon, Rony Sanon, Komlan T. Sedzro, Édouard Staco,
Rodney Saint‑Éloi and Martine St‑Victor.

Congratulations to all the recipients.

* * *
[English]

THE ECONOMY

Mr. Jasraj Singh Hallan (Calgary Forest Lawn, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, after nine years of the Liberal-NDP government, every‐
thing is broken. Its failed and woke policies made Canadians poorer
and broke Canada's economy, sending two million Canadians into a
food bank.
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The housing minister first broke immigration and now housing,

as he doubled rents and mortgages. He brought record amounts of
newcomers to Canada without available homes, jobs or health care.
The finance minister broke the economy, as GDP per person has
been in decline for six consecutive quarters, meaning weaker pay‐
cheques, higher prices and less competition. The Prime Minister
broke Canada by making Liberal insiders rich, while ignoring the
cost of living, housing and crime crises he created. They called
anyone who questioned these radical policies racist, even though
the Prime Minister did racist blackface more times than even he can
remember.

Common-sense Conservatives will unleash the economy, bring
home powerful paycheques and lower prices by axing the tax,
building the homes, fixing the budget, stopping the crime and
bringing home the Canada that we all once knew and still love. We
are going to bring it home.

* * *

OXI DAY
Ms. Emmanuella Lambropoulos (Saint-Laurent, Lib.): Mr.

Speaker, today Greeks around the world are celebrating the famous
“no”, oxi, which refers to the response given by the prime minister
of Greece, Ioannis Metaxas, on October 28, 1940, to an ultimatum
given by the Axis forces to allow them to enter Greece in order to
occupy strategic locations within the country.
[Translation]

Metaxas rejected the ultimatum with the words “Then it is war”,
which led the Axis forces to attack Greece. They expected Greece
to fall quickly, but the Greek resistance drove the Italian forces
back in less than a month and forced Hitler to change his plans and
delay his invasion of Russia by at least two months.
[English]

According to Sir Winston Churchill, “If there had not been the
virtue and courage of the Greeks, we do not know which the out‐
come of World War II would have been.” Today we honour the
Greek heroes who fought with courage to defend our values.

[Member spoke in Greek]

* * *

FOREIGN INTERFERENCE
Mr. Paul Chiang (Markham—Unionville, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,

I rise today to address the serious issue of foreign interference in
Canada. Recent RCMP investigations have uncovered evidence
linking agents of the government of India to violent criminal activi‐
ties on Canadian soil, including targeting of South Asian Canadi‐
ans.

This interference is a direct threat to our national security and
public safety. In Markham—Unionville, which is home to a vibrant
South Asian community, families are fearful and community lead‐
ers are concerned about intimidation. No Canadian should live un‐
der the threat of foreign interference or violence.

Canada will not tolerate any nation threatening our people or un‐
dermining our sovereignty. Six Indian diplomats have been ex‐

pelled and we urge the government of India to co-operate fully with
our investigation. We will always defend our values, protect our cit‐
izens and uphold the laws of the land.

* * *

FINANCE

Mr. Philip Lawrence (Northumberland—Peterborough
South, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Prime Minister is not worth the
cost. The record of nine years of the NDP-Liberal government will
be one of waste, corruption and no respect for Canadian taxpayer
dollars. This legacy will include a $400-million slush fund that vio‐
lated its own conflict of interest policy 186 times; a $223,000 in-
flight catering bill for one trip for the Prime Minister.

The Parliamentary Budget Officer estimates the Liberal govern‐
ment will run a $46.8-billion deficit this year. The Liberals have
missed their own spending target by $7 billion, meaning that they
have blown away all of their fiscal anchors, leaving Canadians
adrift among a fiscal nightmare.

Enough is enough. This runaway spending and corruption train
must be stopped with a carbon tax election so that Canadians can
elect a common-sense Conservative government that will fix the
budget and end this inflationary spending.

* * *
● (1410)

LEADER OF THE CONSERVATIVE PARTY OF CANADA

Mr. Terry Sheehan (Sault Ste. Marie, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, at‐
tempts at foreign interference unfortunately have become a reality
in Canada and around the world.

Whether it is the Indian government's involvement in serious
criminal activities against Canadian citizens, or Chinese, Russian
and Iranian attempts to influence our country, our leaders must be
prepared to confront these challenges head-on, and that is what
leaders do. They take these issues seriously. They learn about them
and they work with our national security officials to prevent them.
They do not stick their heads in the sand.

The leader of the Conservative Party is the only leader in the
House who has chosen not to obtain the security clearance needed
to review the intelligence that could keep Canadians safe. Will the
leader of the official opposition come out of hiding, get the security
clearance, take the security brief and keep Canadians safe?
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GOVERNMENT PRIORITIES

Mr. Scot Davidson (York—Simcoe, CPC): Mr. Speaker, life
has never been so hard for Canadians after nine years of the NDP-
Liberal government.

A shocking report out today confirmed that there are now more
than two million Canadians relying on food banks every month just
to survive. Many of these food banks regularly run out of food be‐
cause of skyrocketing demand, with lines stretching for blocks.

The Prime Minister is just not worth the cost. His failed agenda
has forced people into choosing between paying rent, heating their
homes or putting food on the table. The Liberals have only made it
worse by increasing the carbon tax by 23%, with plans of quadru‐
pling it and forcing even more Canadians to go hungry.

Canadians may not be well fed, but they are fed up. The Prime
Minister must call a carbon tax election now.

* * *

HOUSING
Mr. Tako Van Popta (Langley—Aldergrove, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, today the leader of the common-sense Conservatives an‐
nounced that we will be axing the federal sales tax on new homes.
It is going to have a huge impact on ground zero of the housing cri‐
sis in metro Vancouver and right across the country.

Homeowners will save $50,000 on a million-dollar home pur‐
chase, reducing their mortgage payments month after month, year
after year. This tax cut will also spark the construction of 30,000
extra homes every year. This means more homes for young families
that are trying to get into the real estate market for the very first
time.

Where are we after nine years of the NDP-Liberals? Double the
rent, double the mortgage payments, double the down payment and
80% of Canadians feel that home ownership is only for the very
wealthy. However, rest assured, the Conservatives will put an end
to these failed Liberal housing programs and we will actually build
the homes, as we have done in the past and as we are doing with
today's announcement.

Let us axe the tax and build the homes.

* * *
[Translation]

DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS
Mr. Francis Drouin (Glengarry—Prescott—Russell, Lib.):

Mr. Speaker, almost two years ago, we found out that a number of
countries, including China, Russia and India, are trying to interfere
with Canada's democratic processes.

Last June, the National Security and Intelligence Committee of
Parliamentarians tabled a report alleging that certain parliamentari‐
ans are the targets of, or witting participants in, efforts by foreign
governments to interfere in Canadian politics. These serious and
disturbing allegations have cast a shadow over our democratic insti‐
tutions.

Ever since then, all but one of the opposition leaders have ob‐
tained their security clearance so that they can take action on for‐
eign interference within their party. The public inquiry into foreign
interference clearly showed that each member of the House has a
duty to fight foreign interference in our democracy.

I have an easy question for the leader of the Conservative Party.
When is he going to get his security clearance, take his head out of
the sand, and put the safety and security of Canadians ahead of his
own partisan interests?

* * *
● (1415)

[English]

BISSELL CENTRE

Mr. Blake Desjarlais (Edmonton Griesbach, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, for over 110 years, the Bissell Centre has supported peo‐
ple in Edmonton experiencing poverty and houselessness. Its mis‐
sion is to save lives. It serves individuals facing complex chal‐
lenges like intergenerational trauma, addiction, food insecurity, un‐
employment and housing vulnerability. Of those accessing its ser‐
vices, 67% identify as Black, indigenous or people of colour. Its
holistic wraparound services go far beyond just housing supports.

Last year, the Bissell Centre supported over 9,000 people experi‐
encing the worst outcomes of poverty. It housed over 500 people
and supported an additional 675 community members in eviction
prevention.

I think members would agree that organizations like the Bissell
Centre are a vital resource for our communities, and I urge the Gov‐
ernment of Canada to work with and provide urgent support for or‐
ganizations such as the Bissell Centre. The workers at the Bissell
Centre are the very best of us, and we owe them our tremendous
thanks.

* * *
[Translation]

LATIN AMERICAN HERITAGE MONTH

Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné (Terrebonne, BQ): Mr. Speak‐
er, I am proud of my Quebec roots, but I am also proud of my Peru‐
vian roots, and I want to acknowledge the importance of Latin
American Heritage Month.

Throughout the month of October, I have been thinking of my
mother, who was born in Peru. After earning her doctorate in the
United States, she chose to settle in Quebec and embrace Quebec's
vision of a strong social fabric, resilience and tolerance. In fact,
Latin Americans are the second-largest ethnolinguistic group of im‐
migrants in Quebec.
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As October comes to a close, let us recognize the important im‐

pact of these communities made up of people like my mother.
Whether they come from Mexico, Chile, the Caribbean nations or
beyond, Latin Americans are known throughout Quebec for their
rich culture and vitality. Shining a light on their unique contribution
to Quebec society reminds us of our commitment to an inclusive
and tight-knit Quebec.

As they say in Spanish, la diversidad nos enriquece, diversity en‐
riches us.

* * *
[English]

HOUSING

Mr. Scott Aitchison (Parry Sound—Muskoka, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, after nine years of the NDP-Liberal government, Canadi‐
ans know it is not worth the cost of housing.

Nobody makes more money on housing than governments, and
Canadians are paying the price. The good news is that common-
sense Conservatives will deliver results. A Conservative govern‐
ment will axe the tax on new homes sold. On an $800,000 house,
this tax could save a homeowner $40,000. That is $2,200 a year in
mortgage payments. A common-sense tax cut like this will lead to
an additional 30,000 homes being built each year.

In Ontario and British Columbia, government charges account
for more than 30% of the cost of a new home and the federal gov‐
ernment takes the biggest share of that. That is just wrong.

After nine years of the NDP-Liberal government, 80% of Cana‐
dians now believe that home ownership is only for the rich. The
Prime Minister has doubled the rent, has doubled mortgage pay‐
ments and has doubled the down payment. Common-sense Conser‐
vatives will bring home real solutions to the housing crisis that the
Prime Minister created.

* * *

LEADER OF THE CONSERVATIVE PARTY OF CANADA

Mr. Sameer Zuberi (Pierrefonds—Dollard, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, each and every MP is a representative of Canada in the House.
Each and every MP has a responsibility to protect against foreign
interference in our democracy. For the few who lead political par‐
ties, that responsibility to defend and protect our democracy is
much heavier, yet the Conservative leader refuses to get his security
clearance so that he can see top secret documents.

Why is the Conservative Party leader continuously refusing to
get his clearance? Out of all five party leaders, all but one, the Con‐
servative leader, has refused to get security clearance. What is he
hiding? What is he running away from? The Conservative leader in
no way, shape or form is qualified to be critiquing our government
on matters of national security. He must not and should not have a
single day in government. This is nothing but common sense.

ORAL QUESTIONS

[English]

HOUSING

Hon. Andrew Scheer (Regina—Qu'Appelle, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, after nine years of this NDP-Liberal government, it is
clear the Prime Minister is not worth the cost of housing.

He created housing hell by doubling rents, mortgage payments
and the needed down payment, and as housing prices skyrocket, the
greedy federal government rakes in the cash. The Prime Minister
now collects more in taxes on the sale of a new home than the car‐
penter or electrician who actually builds the house. The solution is
our common-sense plan to axe the federal sales tax on new homes.
On an $800,000 home, this would save a homebuyer $40,000, so
why not provide some much-needed relief and axe the tax off new
homes?

● (1420)

Hon. Sean Fraser (Minister of Housing, Infrastructure and
Communities, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to see the Conser‐
vatives have taken some inspiration from our plan for removing the
GST to help get more homes built, but what is completely unac‐
ceptable is how they say they are going to pay for it, and this is
telling about their strategy across a range of policy areas.

They want to cut the programs that are going to deliver housing
for low-income and middle-class families today, just like they plan
to cut the programs that are going to provide dental care for fami‐
lies who need it; like they plan to cut the programs that will deliver
birth control to Canadian women for free; and like the way that
they oppose programs to support seniors with pensions, students
with student loans and families with the cost of raising kids.

It is time to build, not cut.

Hon. Andrew Scheer (Regina—Qu'Appelle, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, actually, the Liberals' own housing adviser said that the
Liberal plan is “turning out to be nothing more than a heist of tax
dollars flowing from the feds to the municipalities.”

They fund bureaucracy and photo ops, not building new homes.
It used to be, in this country, that it took 25 years for the average
family to pay off their house. Now it takes 25 years just to save up
for the down payment. Our plan on an $800,000 home would save a
new homebuyer $2,200 a year in mortgage payments.

Eight hundred thousands dollars used to buy a mansion; now
someone is lucky if they get four walls and a roof in Toronto or
Vancouver, so why not adopt our plan and axe the tax off new
homes?
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Hon. Sean Fraser (Minister of Housing, Infrastructure and

Communities, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, when he says to adopt their
plan, their plan is to cut the supports for cities that are going to
build homes and their plan is to cut the money that is actually going
to build the infrastructure to make homebuilding possible. He talks
about bureaucracy. He must not have read the line in his own plan
that says that they want to hire new bureaucrats just to run a snitch
line for those who do not like their neighbours' housing policies.
The Conservatives came up with this stuff on the backside of a nap‐
kin after googling housing for five minutes.

When we actually talk to the people who have experience build‐
ing homes, they will tell us how to get it done. We are going to fol‐
low the advice of the people who are building homes and talk to the
people who have lived experience with housing needs.

Hon. Andrew Scheer (Regina—Qu'Appelle, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, this is coming from the minister who admitted at commit‐
tee that his housing plan does not actually build homes. Their plan
funds bureaucracy and photo ops. The more the Liberals spend, the
less they build and the more Canadians have to pay. Since this
Prime Minister started giving hundreds of millions of dollars to city
politicians, housing starts are down. They are down 10% in Ottawa,
15% in Winnipeg and down 20% in Vancouver and Toronto, so
why will the government not adopt our common-sense plan to build
the homes by axing the tax?

Hon. Sean Fraser (Minister of Housing, Infrastructure and
Communities, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, here is a point of clarification.
Housing starts this year are actually up year over year, but up tens
of thousands over the last time the Conservatives were in office
when their current leader had responsibility for the agency that
manages housing in this country.

However, to drive home the point that is most essential here,
when the Conservatives came up with a new idea on housing, they
said they were going to pay for it by cutting programs that build
middle-class and low-income housing for families right across this
country. They want to cut housing; they want to cut health care; and
they want to cut supports to families. That is completely unaccept‐
able.

[Translation]
Mr. Luc Berthold (Mégantic—L'Érable, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

after nine years, the “Liberal Bloc” is not worth the cost of housing.
The “Liberal Bloc” has doubled the cost of rent, mortgage pay‐
ments and down payments. The federal GST adds $50,000 to
homes that cost $1 million.

The common-sense Conservatives will eliminate the GST on
new homes sold. That means buyers will save $40,000 on
an $800,000 home. They will save $2,200 a year in mortgage pay‐
ments. Will the Bloc-backed Liberals scrap the GST on housing, or
will they continue to fund a program that is purely meant to provide
photo ops?

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, at a rare press conference, the
Conservative leader gave an honest answer about his cuts plan. He
said, and I quote, “We're going to cut two programs for sure, and
more beyond that.”

Under the Conservatives, Canadians would have fewer homes,
and they would be built more slowly. Dental visits would be more
expensive. People would retire later, and families would get less
support. Cuts, cuts, cuts. It is completely unacceptable.

Mr. Luc Berthold (Mégantic—L'Érable, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
this morning, the Liberal housing adviser said that the fund for Lib‐
eral photo ops, the so-called housing accelerator fund, is useless
and ineffective. Quebec has always assumed that the dream of
home ownership would be within young people's reach. Unfortu‐
nately, after nine years of the “Liberal Bloc”, the CEO of Des‐
jardins has confirmed that young people have to wait 10 to 15 years
longer than their parents before they can become homeowners.
They are not even young any more at that point. This is urgent. A
generation is waiting.

When will the “Liberal Bloc” agree to our common-sense plan to
scrap the GST on new housing?

● (1425)

Hon. Soraya Martinez Ferrada (Minister of Tourism and
Minister responsible for the Economic Development Agency of
Canada for the Regions of Quebec, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, once
again, today, the Conservative Party is giving us a clear example of
how, for everything it wants to put in place, it is going to make a
cut somewhere else. The Conservatives are going to make cuts to
health and social programs, and today they are saying that they are
going to scrap the housing accelerator.

How is this member from Quebec going to tell the Government
of Quebec that he wants to eliminate 8,000 social and affordable
housing units in Quebec? That is what he is telling Quebeckers to‐
day.

* * *

IMMIGRATION, REFUGEES AND CITIZENSHIP

Mr. Alain Therrien (La Prairie, BQ): Mr. Speaker, everyone in
Quebec is worried about our ability to keep taking in so many asy‐
lum seekers. Refugee applications are likely to increase because the
U.S. is going to the ballot box in eight days. Candidate Trump is
promising that, on his first day in office, he will launch the largest
deportation program in the country's history. He said that again yes‐
terday, in New York. He said he would deport up to 18 million peo‐
ple.

Many Americans are worried. The federal government should be
worried, too. Does it have a plan in case migration from the U.S. to
our shores skyrockets?

Hon. Marc Miller (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the answer is yes.

Mr. Alain Therrien (La Prairie, BQ): Mr. Speaker, if people
are afraid of being deported by Trump, they might want to leave the
United States. Many may consider heading north rather than south.
Let us not forget that the last time Trump threatened to deport lots
of people, it triggered the problems at Roxham Road, the conse‐
quences of which are still being felt seven years later.
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Governing means looking ahead. It is not enough to answer

“yes”. Eight days away from the election, without presuming to
know its outcome, can the government assure us that it has a plan to
deal with a massive influx of asylum seekers, rather than simply re‐
plying “yes”?

Hon. Marc Miller (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, that is the first time I have said
“yes”, and he is complaining about it.

The reality is that we have always managed the border with the
United States effectively. I can say, with evidence to back it up, that
this was the case during COVID‑19. This will continue to be the
case after the presidential election.

* * *
[English]

HEALTH
Ms. Jenny Kwan (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, abor‐

tion care is under threat in Canada. Women do not want more Lib‐
eral talking points. They want protection. Women and gender-di‐
verse people are seeing hateful anti-choice rhetoric creep into Par‐
liament, spread by the Conservatives under their leader's watch.
Clinic 554 closed in New Brunswick and abortion care across
Canada has been chipped away at.

While the Liberals' words are nice, their lack of action is danger‐
ous. Will the Liberals stop their grandstanding, and start making
sure every person in Canada has equal access to abortion care?

Hon. Mark Holland (Minister of Health, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
absolutely, that is exactly what we are doing in working with
provinces and territories to make sure that the investments that we
have in sexual health are there to make sure that women have ac‐
cess to an abortion. That is why we are advancing the work we are
doing on pharmacare, to make sure that women have both the con‐
traception and access that they need.

Regarding the member's point, and this is an extremely important
point, when the Conservatives have such a huge number of people
in their caucus who are anti-choice who are standing up against
women's rights, we have to call that out. A woman has full autono‐
my and right over her body. There is no member of this legislature
or anybody who should claim to have authority over a woman's
body.

Ms. Rachel Blaney (North Island—Powell River, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, it is very hard to implement a right when the Liberals do
not assure access. Women are scared. They are seeing Conserva‐
tives attack their right to choose. Meanwhile, the Liberals have al‐
lowed Conservative premiers to chip away at abortion care, making
it nearly inaccessible, inaccessible in some provinces, when women
and gender-diverse Canadians are sick of hearing these pretty
words from the Liberals and they sure do not want their health care
in the hands of the Conservatives. Canadians want their right to
choose to be protected. Will the Liberals support the NDP in mak‐
ing sure abortion care is fully accessible for all?
● (1430)

Hon. Patty Hajdu (Minister of Indigenous Services and Min‐
ister responsible for the Federal Economic Development Agen‐
cy for Northern Ontario, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, who puts women's

right to abortion care at risk? It is a Conservative caucus over there,
with a third of their members having been green-lit by anti-choice
organizations across this country. Members across the aisle have
voted consistently for backdoor anti-abortion legislation and the
leader will not stand up for the rights of women in this country.
That is what is putting the women's health at great jeopardy in this
country, and we are not going to stand for it.

* * *

THE ECONOMY

Mr. John Barlow (Foothills, CPC): Mr. Speaker, after nine
years, the NDP-Liberals just are not worth the cost. Today, the
hunger count revealed more than two million Canadians went to a
food bank in March, up 6% from the previous year. Food bank use
has doubled since 2019 and a third of those relying on food banks
are children, meaning millions of Canadian families cannot feed
their kids. The NDP-Liberals increased the carbon tax 23%, leading
to record-breaking food bank use, and they are not done. They want
to quadruple that tax.

Will the Prime Minister end the suffering he has caused and call
a carbon tax election?

Hon. Jenna Sudds (Minister of Families, Children and Social
Development, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we recognize that we have been
living through expensive times, and that is exactly why we have
made investments in Canadians and their families, investments like
the Canada child benefit, introducing the Canada disability benefit
and increased investments in housing.

The Leader of the Opposition has continued to oppose us at each
and every step and now has announced his plans to cut even further.
We will fight for Canadians.

Mr. John Barlow (Foothills, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am glad at
least one Liberal minister understands Canadians are living in ex‐
pensive times that their policies caused, but let me help her with her
answer. Food insecurity in Canada is up 111%, two million Canadi‐
ans went to a food bank in a single month and food inflation is a
staggering 37% higher in Canada than it is in the United States. The
Parliamentary Budget Officer confirmed what Canadians already
know: the carbon tax is all pain, no gain.

Will the Prime Minister stop his tax tricks and give Canadians
the treat of a carbon tax election this Halloween?
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Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐

ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we have known for a very long
time that the Conservatives are crying crocodile tears when it
comes to the most vulnerable in Canada and, today, the Conserva‐
tive leader actually admitted it. He said, “We're going to cut two
programs for sure, and more beyond that.” Now we know. They are
going to cut child care, they are going to cut the Canada child bene‐
fit, they are going to cut dental care, they are going to cut pharma‐
care, they are going to cut support for seniors. That is unacceptable.
We will not let them do that.

Mr. Jasraj Singh Hallan (Calgary Forest Lawn, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, after nine years of the Liberal-NDP government, it is not
worth the cost or hunger. Food Banks Canada came out with a re‐
port that more than two million Canadians visited a food bank in
March, a 6% increase from last year. One in five of those food bank
users is a worker, 70% are renters and, as Canadians' incomes de‐
clined, the government doubled housing costs and rent. Canadians'
incomes are lower than they have ever been and for starving Cana‐
dians, the woke NDP Prime Minister will quadruple the carbon tax
scam.

Why not just call a carbon tax election now and let Canadians
decide?

Hon. Mark Holland (Minister of Health, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
the truth is that everywhere in the world, the cost of living has been
incredibly difficult to deal with. The Conservatives' solution to cut
the things that provide vulnerable people support will put them in a
much worse position. Let me clarify it.

The earlier question referenced the United States. Do members
know know that in the United States, life expectancy is five years
lower? Do they know that in the United States, the average citizen
has six more years of illness and disease? That is what their cuts
would bring, that is the truth of what they are offering and that is
why we oppose their agenda.

Mr. Jasraj Singh Hallan (Calgary Forest Lawn, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, this is the health minister who brought scurvy back to
Canada. Liberals do not want to talk about the two million Canadi‐
ans they sent to a food bank in a single month, a third of whom are
children. They do not want to talk about going down the path of
their radical plan to quadruple the carbon tax when they know one
in four Canadians is already skipping meals and one in five food
bank users is a worker. They also do not want to talk about the fact
that their plan was to always double housing costs.

Why do they not just do everyone a favour? Why do the econom‐
ic arsonists not stop gaslighting Canadians and call a carbon tax
election now?
● (1435)

Hon. Mark Holland (Minister of Health, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
what else is back? We see tuberculosis, measles and syphilis. Why
does this happen? It is because the slogan machines on the other
side, diving deep into the threads on Reddit, are creating and
spreading information that confuses the health landscape. It means
that things we had long put behind us come back.

We cannot afford the kind of misinformation and nonsense they
spin, not only because it is not true, but because it puts lives at risk.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri (Peterborough—Kawartha, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, after nine years, the NDP-Liberals are not worth the cost.

Today, Food Banks Canada released its 2024 hunger count, and
the stats are heartbreaking and record-breaking. Over two million
Canadians used a food bank in one month, and 700,000 of those
users in one month in Canada were children. What is the Prime
Minister's response? He will drive up the cost of food even more by
quadrupling the carbon tax.

Canadians cannot afford him. His caucus does not want him.
Why does he not let Canadians decide what they want and call a
carbon tax election?

Hon. Karina Gould (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, when Canadians are facing
tough times, what should a government do? It should provide pro‐
grams that provide supports to them, like the Canada child benefit,
like making child care more affordable and like dental care for se‐
niors and vulnerable Canadians.

What is the Conservative plan? It is to cut those programs. It is to
take away the very supports that Canadians rely on when times are
tough.

We know the Conservative plan, and it is to balance the books on
the backs of Canadians. We will not stand for that. We are going to
stand for Canadians.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri (Peterborough—Kawartha, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, Canadians will not stand for that gaslighting.

In the last five years, food bank usage has doubled. It is the high‐
est in history. People who used to volunteer at the food bank are
now lining up to use it. Food banks are running out of food in
Canada.

Please, for the love of God, let the Liberals call a carbon tax
election. The Prime Minister does not seem to understand the hu‐
man consequences of his policies: When we tax the farmer who
grows the food and the trucker who ships the food, we end up tax‐
ing into poverty the Canadian who has to buy the food .

It is enough. Let us call a carbon tax election.

Hon. Karina Gould (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, at $7,782 a year tax-free, the
Canada child benefit has helped lift over 450,000 children out of
poverty. What the member is calling gaslighting is real money that
is helping real Canadians.

Who is doing the gaslighting? It is the Conservative members of
Parliament, who want to sell slogans instead solutions. It is they
who say they can fix things while cutting the services and programs
that Canadians rely on.
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We are going to do real things that help real people. That is what

we do on this side of the House.
The Speaker: I would ask the hon. member for Dufferin—Cale‐

don to not take the floor unless he is recognized by the Speaker.
[Translation]

The hon. member for Montcalm.

* * *

JUSTICE
Mr. Luc Thériault (Montcalm, BQ): Mr. Speaker, on October

30, Quebec will finally allow requests for medical assistance in dy‐
ing. However, the Minister of Health still wants to put on the
brakes. He said last week that Quebec was moving too fast and
even suggested that he might challenge its decision.

Quebec is not moving too fast. It has been preparing for this for
years. Patients like Sandra Demontigny have been working toward
this day for years.

Will the minister work with Quebec instead of standing in the
way?

Hon. Mark Holland (Minister of Health, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
we always work with others. On an issue as sensitive as advance re‐
quests, it is absolutely crucial that we engage in a national conver‐
sation and make sure our system is ready.

We need to take our time on this matter because it is absolutely
essential to make sure that the government is doing the right thing.
● (1440)

Mr. Luc Thériault (Montcalm, BQ): Mr. Speaker, October 30
is just two days away, and the federal government is still hindering
access to end-of-life care.

For the past six months, six professional bodies have been call‐
ing on the government to align the Criminal Code with Quebec's
legislation. The deadline is two days away, and doctors are con‐
cerned about the legal uncertainty because the federal government
has done nothing.

Will the federal government amend the Criminal Code and stop
jeopardizing sick people's access to care?

Hon. Arif Virani (Minister of Justice and Attorney General
of Canada, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the question and I ap‐
preciate the Bloc member and his hard work on this file.

I want to emphasize what was said by the Minister of Health. We
are well aware of what the Government of Quebec wants. We are
also well aware that we need to consult all of the other provinces to
come to a national consensus on this issue. That is the prudent thing
to do.

That is the approach we have taken to date, and we will continue
with that approach.

Mr. Luc Thériault (Montcalm, BQ): Ms. Speaker, the Bloc
Québécois is not proposing preferential treatment under the Crimi‐
nal Code. It is proposing a procedure to strictly regulate end-of-life
care.

Our Bill C‑390 simply allows provinces that have passed legisla‐
tion, and that are ready, to move forward with advance requests free
from risk. It respects the provinces' pace. It respects health care
workers. It respects the right of sick people to control their own
bodies and receive care. The government has been dragging its feet
for the past year and a half.

When is it going to take action?
Hon. Mark Holland (Minister of Health, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I

greatly appreciate my Bloc colleague's work.

I lost my grandmother to Alzheimer's. It was a very difficult time
for my family. I am familiar with the subject and I know that it is an
extremely delicate matter. A national conversation is absolutely vi‐
tal.

I need time to talk with my provincial and territorial counterparts
and make sure that the system is ready.

* * *
[English]

THE ECONOMY
Mrs. Rosemarie Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, after nine years, the NDP-Liberals are simply not worth
the cost.

Low-income Canadians are now spending 80% of their income
on housing and food. The NDP-Liberals' housing and food inflation
is forcing millions of Canadians to rely on food banks. Still, the
Liberal government is hell-bent on continuing to increase the cost
of groceries with its punishing carbon tax.

Will the Prime Minister give Canadians the carbon tax election
they so desperately need?

Hon. Jenna Sudds (Minister of Families, Children and Social
Development, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, on this side of the House, we are
making investments to help support families and children across
this country. We have seen almost one million families benefit from
our $10-a-day national child care program. We have seen 3.5 mil‐
lion families receive our Canada child benefit each and every
month, providing much-needed support. We have seen CCB help
lift hundreds of thousands of children out of poverty. These are in‐
vestments we are making on this side of the House to ensure we are
there for Canadians and families.

* * *

CARBON PRICING
Mrs. Rosemarie Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, the Liberal government is pushing Canadians to the brink.
The Liberals should be ashamed of their carbon tax fixation, which
has made life's basic necessities unaffordable. Housing costs have
doubled and food bank usage has soared past two million visits per
month. It has gotten so dire that 30% of food banks are now run‐
ning out of food.

It is quite simple. Will the Prime Minister call a carbon tax elec‐
tion so Conservatives can offer Canadians some relief?
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Hon. Arif Virani (Minister of Justice and Attorney General

of Canada, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is getting a little difficult to take
seriously anything that comes from that side of the House. If there
was a volition to address child poverty, maybe the Conservatives
would not have sent checks to millionaires and then taxed that
money back. If there was a volition to address child food security,
maybe they would get behind the national school food program.

All they knows is cuts. What does that mean? That means cuts to
taxes for the rich and cuts to services for those who have less. That
is not what we stand for on this side of the House. We will continue
to fight for Canadians.

Mr. Stephen Ellis (Cumberland—Colchester, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, after nine years, the NDP-Liberals are not worth the cost,
and Canadians are hurting. The government has made life miser‐
able for Nova Scotians, with a crushing carbon tax that has in‐
creased food prices by 23%. Of course, on top of that, it plans to
quadruple the carbon tax. What is the result? Some 53% more Nova
Scotians are going to food banks now than five years ago. Almost
40,000 Nova Scotians rely on food banks every month, 12,000 of
whom are children.

Will the Prime Minister call a carbon tax election?

● (1445)

Hon. Sean Fraser (Minister of Housing, Infrastructure and
Communities, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is extremely difficult to take a
question of that nature from a Conservative member who himself
goes on trips worth tens of thousands of dollars and sips $1,700
bottles of champagne, while at the same time coming to Ottawa so
he can oppose policies that give free food to kids in school.

* * *
[Translation]

TAXATION
Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,

NDP): Mr. Speaker, do members know how many people are turn‐
ing to food banks to be able to eat? What would be a good guess?
We are talking about two million people, which is 90% more than
five years ago. While people are going hungry and community
groups are overwhelmed, the Liberals just sit there, looking smug.

When will they have the courage to go after the ultrarich, who
are stuffing themselves silly while people are going hungry?

Hon. Jean-Yves Duclos (Minister of Public Services and Pro‐
curement, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would say that it takes both
courage and heart. My colleague is quite right to highlight the diffi‐
culties facing many families, including in my own riding. That is
why having a heart means supporting programs like the national
school food program, which the opposition member is quite right to
support.

Why, then, do the Conservative members oppose the Breakfast
Club of Canada and La Cantine pour tous, organizations in my rid‐
ing that feed children every day? Why are they saying these organi‐
zations just create bureaucracy?

[English]

PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo (Port Moody—Coquitlam, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, from Halifax to Port Moody—Coquitlam, all Canadians
should be able to get where they need to go on public transit, but
for people living with disabilities, public transit often comes with
barriers. The Liberals told people with disabilities they would make
sure cities had funding for accessible transit, but just as with every
Liberal promise, it has been delayed and forgotten.

Will the Liberals finally deliver the promised funding for acces‐
sible public transit or will they keep leaving persons with disabili‐
ties behind?

Hon. Sean Fraser (Minister of Housing, Infrastructure and
Communities, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is important that we make in‐
vestments in public transit, because we know the disproportionate
impact it has on low-income families, seniors and, yes, Canadians
living with disabilities.

We are moving forward with what will be the largest investment
in the history of this country when it comes to public transit. This
includes new baseline funding that will provide long-term, reliable,
allocated funding to municipalities. Information will be made avail‐
able to partners over the next number of weeks. We are also launch‐
ing large regional plans to allow massive expansions and have sig‐
nificant new investments in active transportation zero-emissions
vehicles and transit systems that will be accessible to make sure
that every Canadian has the ability to navigate their needs in their
community.

* * *

DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS

Mr. Francesco Sorbara (Vaughan—Woodbridge, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, foreign interference poses a real threat to Canadians and
our democracy. In this context, it is alarming that all but one of the
opposition leaders obtained their security clearance.

I have a simple question for the leader of the Conservative Party.
When is he going to get his security clearance, address risks within
his own party and put—

The Speaker: As the hon. member knows, questions in question
period need to be directed toward the administration of govern‐
ment.

The hon. member for Vaughan—Woodbridge.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Mr. Speaker, foreign interference poses
a real threat to Canadians and our democracy. In this context, it is
alarming that all but one of the opposition leaders obtained their se‐
curity clearance.
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I would ask the federal government what we are doing to ensure

that the security of our democracy is protected and that all opposi‐
tion leaders get their security—

The Speaker: The hon. Minister of Justice and Attorney Gener‐
al.
● (1450)

Hon. Arif Virani (Minister of Justice and Attorney General
of Canada, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as my colleague pointed out, for‐
eign interference poses a real threat to Canada's national security.
Foreign actors want to create uncertainty in our institutions. It is
time for all of us to take foreign interference seriously and stop the
spread of that uncertainty. This includes the Conservative leader.

Once again, I have a simple message for the leader of the Con‐
servative Party, in three-word phrases that he is sure to understand.
It is time to get the clearance, take the briefing and protect the
country.

* * *

HOUSING
Mrs. Tracy Gray (Kelowna—Lake Country, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, after nine years of the NDP-Liberals, they are not worth
the cost of housing. They doubled rent, mortgage payments and
down payments, and homeless encampments have opened in record
numbers across Canada.

Most young adults believe they will never afford a home. The
federal GST adds a staggering cost to home costs, and the common-
sense Conservatives said today that we would axe the federal sales
tax on new homes sold. For example, on an $800,000 house, this
would save homebuyers $40,000.

Will the NDP-Liberals axe the federal tax on housing, or will
they continue to fund their housing photo op programs?

Hon. Sean Fraser (Minister of Housing, Infrastructure and
Communities, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member's question is
interesting because she represents a part of Kelowna. I was in
Kelowna a year ago last week to announce that the housing acceler‐
ator fund would be contributing $31.5 million to her community.
Her leader announced this morning that he would cut that fund. The
member is now in the awkward position of defending an increase of
taxes to her constituents of $31.5 million.

On this side of the House, we advocate for programs that get
homes built, not for cuts to the communities that we represent,
which is simply shameful.

Mrs. Tracy Gray (Kelowna—Lake Country, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the Liberals' own housing adviser said this morning that
the Liberals' photo op fund, the so-called housing accelerator fund,
is either pointless or ineffective. The government has spent billions
of dollars. In fact, housing starts are down in Canada's two largest
cities. It is down 20% in both Vancouver and Toronto.

Under the NDP-Liberal government, housing costs have dou‐
bled. They are rising faster than any other G7 country. This is a
made-in-Canada issue. In 2015, it took 39% of the average Canadi‐
an's income to cover home ownership costs, and now it is 60%.
Conservatives would axe the federal tax on new homes over $1
million.

Will the government listen and stop—

The Speaker: The hon. Minister of Housing, Infrastructure and
Communities.

Hon. Sean Fraser (Minister of Housing, Infrastructure and
Communities, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, my hon. colleague is very proud
to stand beside her leader, who is advocating to raise taxes by $31.5
million on ratepayers in Kelowna. One year ago last week, I per‐
sonally announced that investment. I shared it with the council, in‐
cluding the former Conservative member of Parliament for Kelow‐
na, and its members were grateful for this money to help them build
homes more quickly.

In the House, it is unbelievable to me that any member of Parlia‐
ment would listen to their constituents at home, come to Ottawa
and demand that Ottawa take money from them. We are going to
advance programs that build homes and support communities. It is
unthinkable that a member would come here and oppose money for
their own riding.

Mr. Jamil Jivani (Durham, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am having a
hard time listening to the Liberal housing minister defend policies
from his government that have failed an entire generation of Cana‐
dians, who are the Canadians from our generation who dream of
owning a home one day. The minister continues to talk about the
housing accelerator fund, but the Liberals' own housing adviser de‐
scribes this fund as nothing more than a heist of tax dollars flowing
from the feds to the municipalities. We know the NDP-Liberals
have turned their backs on a generation of Canadians.

When will the Liberals stop overtaxing housing so young Cana‐
dians can buy a home?

Hon. Sean Fraser (Minister of Housing, Infrastructure and
Communities, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is interesting to me how often
I see Canadian Conservatives borrowing their policy positions from
the right-wing populous in the United States. That might be where
this particular member learned to advocate for programs that would
cut affordable housing.

Perhaps it was when he was chatting with his roommate at Yale
Law School that he learned how to oppose programs that would
provide birth control to Canadian women. Maybe it is his engage‐
ment in the United States that causes him to deal with policies to
legalize assault-style firearms.

In the House, on this side of the House, we will advocate for
policies that build more homes more quickly, not oppose them at
every turn.



October 28, 2024 COMMONS DEBATES 27023

Oral Questions
● (1455)

Mr. Jamil Jivani (Durham, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is no surprise
that the Liberal housing minister continues to turn his back on a
generation of Canadians because he is clearly not focused on his
job. He wants to talk about what is happening in other countries.
Let us talk about what is happening in our country. The last time
Conservatives were in power, houses cost half of what they cost
right now. Today, under the Liberal government, nearly 39% of the
total taxes on new homes in Ontario are going to politicians and bu‐
reaucrats in Ottawa.

When will the government agree with Conservatives and end the
federal GST on housing so young Canadians can buy a home?

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, let me tell members what we
will never agree with. We will never agree to the Conservative
agenda of cuts and austerity, cuts that would hit the most vulnerable
the hardest.

The Conservatives have been trying to hide their true colours
from Canadians. However, today, the Conservative leader made a
mistake and admitted what he really intends to do. I am going to
quote him. He said, “We're going to cut two programs for sure and
more beyond that.”

The question today is this: What are they going to cut next? We
know it is everything that Canadians—

The Speaker: The hon. member for Rivière-du-Nord.

* * *
[Translation]

PUBLIC SAFETY
Mr. Rhéal Éloi Fortin (Rivière-du-Nord, BQ): Mr. Speaker,

one of the most powerful and dangerous criminal organizations is a
group called Arab Power, and both of its leaders are rotting in fed‐
eral penitentiaries. However, the leader, Youness Aithaqi, and his
right-hand man, Sylvain Kabbouchi, are still running the operation
from behind bars.

Arson, protection rackets, murder—nothing is stopping these
new criminal organizations, especially not the bars of a federal
prison.

Can the minister explain to us how the gangs spreading fear and
death in the streets of Montreal can be getting their orders from fed‐
eral inmates?

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc (Minister of Public Safety, Democrat‐
ic Institutions and Intergovernmental Affairs, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, I naturally share my colleague's concerns. These concerns are
shared by everyone in the House.

I have met with representatives of the Correctional Service
Canada union and administration to discuss next steps, as well as
additional tools and technologies that we can add to the technolo‐
gies we are already using to eliminate situations like the one de‐
scribed by my colleague.

We are also working with Minister Bonnardel and the correction‐
al service of Quebec to give them these tools as well.

Mr. Rhéal Éloi Fortin (Rivière-du-Nord, BQ): Mr. Speaker,
according to crime boss Gregory Woolley, who himself was mur‐
dered in a health centre parking lot in front of his wife and child,
the Arab Power group is out of control and the next gang war is go‐
ing to be a bloodbath.

The bosses are incarcerated with nothing to lose. They run their
criminal operations from federal prisons on illegal cellphones. We
know it, the government knows it and the media keeps telling us so.

How is it that notorious criminals still have access to cellphones
in prison? Why is the minister not doing anything?

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc (Minister of Public Safety, Democrat‐
ic Institutions and Intergovernmental Affairs, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, our colleague knows full well that the government is doing a lot
about this. We have invested in technology. I saw the technology in
action with my own eyes at a Correctional Service of Canada insti‐
tution in Quebec. For example, I saw how drones can be intercept‐
ed before they get there. Obviously, we are not going to discuss the
technology publicly so criminal gangs cannot find a way around it.

The good news is that we will continue to invest in that technolo‐
gy and do whatever it takes to protect people from—

The Speaker: The hon. member for Lévis—Lotbinière.

* * *

HOUSING

Mr. Jacques Gourde (Lévis—Lotbinière, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
after nine years, the “Liberal Bloc” proves to us every day that it is
not worth the cost of housing.

The “Liberal Bloc” has doubled rents, mortgage payments and
down payments. Only common-sense Conservatives will remove
the GST from new homes. That is $40,000 in savings, or $2,200 a
year, in mortgage payments on an $800,000 home.

Will the Liberals, backed by the Bloc Québécois, have the
courage to scrap the GST on housing, or will they continue to fund
programs that are purely meant to provide photo ops?

● (1500)

Hon. Soraya Martinez Ferrada (Minister of Tourism and
Minister responsible for the Economic Development Agency of
Canada for the Regions of Quebec, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I have a
question for my colleague on the other side of the House.

He says that, to provide access to home ownership, he is going to
cut programs that provide social and affordable housing. How will
he respond to Quebeckers when he tells them he is going to cut the
8,000 social housing units that are part of the housing accelerator
program?

On this side of the House, not only do we provide access to own‐
ership, but we also provide the most vulnerable with a roof over
their heads.
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Mr. Jacques Gourde (Lévis—Lotbinière, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

under the previous Conservative government, our leader built
195,000 housing units. Back then, the average percentage of a fam‐
ily's income spent on housing was 39%. Today, it is 60%.

The Liberals' failed housing policies have ruined Canadians' pur‐
chasing power. In nine years, $8 billion in Liberal programs have
doubled the cost of rent, mortgages, and down payments.

When will the Liberals and the Bloc Québécois call an election
so that Canadians can finally get affordable housing?

Hon. Jean-Yves Duclos (Minister of Public Services and Pro‐
curement, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, my colleague is talking about af‐
fordable housing. Maybe he should take some time to look up the
answer that was given barely a year ago to a question asked in the
House. The Conservative leader, the member's own leader, built six
affordable housing units across the entire country during his entire
term in office.

I would encourage him to ask his leader how he got these six af‐
fordable housing units built, and where they are located. In the past
few months, we have spent a lot of time looking, but we were un‐
able to find them.

* * *

CANADA REVENUE AGENCY
Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,

CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Office of the Privacy Commissioner of
Canada indicated in various reports that there were only 113 priva‐
cy breaches within the Canada Revenue Agency between 2020 and
2024. However, now Radio-Canada is reporting that there were
more than 31,000 security breaches that directly affected 62,000
Canadian taxpayers.

CRA is now saying that it issued payments totalling $190 million
in connection with confirmed cases of fraud since 2020.

Will the outgoing national revenue minister hand over the file to
the RCMP so that Canadians can recover the $190 million in stolen
money?

Hon. Marie-Claude Bibeau (Minister of National Revenue,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, let me begin by saying that fraud is totally un‐
acceptable and we are taking the necessary measures to address it.

It is true that the Canada Revenue Agency is a target of choice
because we have a lot of personal information within the agency.
Also, we administer very significant payments and tax returns.
However, our systems are robust. The CRA has protection proce‐
dures for detecting and blocking fraud. Every time fraud is detect‐
ed, the individual concerned is immediately notified.

I can assure the House that we are taking all necessary measures
to deal with this situation.

* * *

WOMEN AND GENDER EQUALITY
Mrs. Sophie Chatel (Pontiac, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, over 30 years

ago, the Supreme Court of Canada established women's right to
safe abortion and reproductive health.

Still, I am worried today. I am worried because Conservative
Party members continue to present petitions and introduce bills.
Some have even gone to Florida to attend anti-choice rallies. It is
none of their business.

Can the Minister of Tourism and Minister responsible for the
Economic Development Agency of Canada for the Regions of Que‐
bec reaffirm today that our government will always be there to de‐
fend women's rights?

Hon. Soraya Martinez Ferrada (Minister of Tourism and
Minister responsible for the Economic Development Agency of
Canada for the Regions of Quebec, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, when it
comes to women's right to choose, women across the country are
worried.

I commend the courage of the member for Richmond—
Arthabaska, who has revealed the Conservative Party's hidden
agenda. He said, and I quote, “What I noticed was an increase in
the number of pro-life MPs inside the organization”. He also said
that powerful members are influencing the party's policies.

The Conservatives' hidden agenda is to elect anti-choice MPs, to
pander to their base and then pass anti-choice legislation. On this
side of the House, we protect women's rights, reject anti-choice
candidates and provide free access to contraception. That is what it
means to stand up for women's freedom.

* * *
● (1505)

[English]

CANADA REVENUE AGENCY

Mr. Adam Chambers (Simcoe North, CPC): Mr. Speaker, after
nine years of the Liberal government, the Prime Minister is not
worth the cost.

In the latest scandal to hit the Canada Revenue Agency, over
60,000 taxpayers had their personal, private information hacked.
Not only is the information of these individuals floating around on
the Internet, but this also cost taxpayers money. Over $190 million
has been improperly paid to scam artists because of privacy breach‐
es at revenue Canada.

Will the minister get information and call in the RCMP about
this privacy breach so that taxpayers can be repaid?

[Translation]

Hon. Marie-Claude Bibeau (Minister of National Revenue,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, fraud is completely unacceptable. We agree on
that. I can assure the House that our government is taking appropri‐
ate action.

It is true that the Canada Revenue Agency is a prime target be‐
cause we have a lot of personal information. We also administer a
lot of benefits and tax refunds.
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However, the CRA's systems are solid. We are able to deal with

and block attempts at fraud, inform those affected and ensure the
necessary follow-up.

* * *
[English]

LABOUR

Mr. Kyle Seeback (Dufferin—Caledon, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
Unifor Local 1541 has been without a contract since March 2023,
and it has been on strike for almost six months. The employer has
called Canadian workers lazy, refused to negotiate a wage increase
and refused to bargain. He is effectively trying to bust the union.
The union met with the NDP-Liberal minister almost two months
ago and took the unprecedented step of asking the minister to inter‐
vene. His response has been crickets.

Why is the NDP-Liberal minister abandoning Unifor Local
1541?

Hon. Steven MacKinnon (Minister of Labour and Seniors,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the government is monitoring the situation
closely, indeed daily. Mediators are working with the parties and
are available to assist at any time. We urge them to continue their
efforts to reach an agreement.

The Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission will continue to mon‐
itor this company for regulatory compliance to ensure the safety of
workers, the public and the environment. The facility remains se‐
cure. There have been no changes to the security of the site. Of
course, we will not let workers down and have made repeated en‐
treaties to the owner to return to the bargaining table.

Mr. Kyle Seeback (Dufferin—Caledon, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
can tell that the Unifor workers at Local 1541 are going to be abso‐
lutely inspired by that heartfelt response from the NDP-Liberal
minister.

Why are the NDP-Liberals never responsible for anything? Two
million Canadians using a food bank is not their fault. Violent thugs
out on bail is the province's fault. For a local employer trying to
bust a union, there is nothing they can do but read their talking
points.

If the NDP-Liberals are not responsible for anything and cannot
fix anything, why do they not get out of the way and let a common-
sense Conservative government fix their mess?

Hon. Steven MacKinnon (Minister of Labour and Seniors,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we will take no lessons from the right-to-work
Conservative Party on labour relations in Canada, the people who
have stood up repeatedly to vote to remove power from unions, to
force unions to reveal their financial statistics and to make sure that
unions find it hard to certify in workplaces. The union-busting Con‐
servatives will give us no lessons.

I work daily with my colleague from Kanata—Carleton on this
issue, and we will make sure that these workers get the negotiations
and contract they deserve.

DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz (Davenport, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we know
that actors like Russia, China and India have attempted to interfere
in Canada. Recently, the RCMP revealed that agents linked to the
Indian government are involved in serious criminal activities in
Canada—

An hon. member: Oh, oh!

The Speaker: I am going to ask the hon. member for Mi‐
ramichi—Grand Lake to please not speak out and to allow the
question to be asked, as the Speaker had recognized the hon. mem‐
ber.

I will ask the hon. member for Davenport to start from the top.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Mr. Speaker, we know that actors like
Russia, China and India have attempted to interfere in Canada. Re‐
cently, the RCMP revealed that agents linked to the Indian govern‐
ment are involved in serious criminal activities in Canada, includ‐
ing extortion and the murder of a Canadian citizen. It is time for all
political party leaders to put country before party.

My question for the government House Leader is this: Why will
the Leader of the Opposition not do the right thing, join all opposi‐
tion leaders and get a security clearance so he can act on foreign in‐
terference and protect Canadians?

● (1510)

Hon. Karina Gould (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, that is a really important ques‐
tion when it comes to protecting our national security. When Cana‐
dians send us here, they think we are going to do one thing, and that
is put the national security of Canada first and put Canadians first.
Every leader of a party in this place has received a security clear‐
ance except for the leader of the Conservative Party of Canada. The
question is why. What is he hiding? What is he trying to protect?
Why is he putting himself and his party ahead of the security of
Canadians?

* * *

TELECOMMUNICATIONS

Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, under
the Liberal government, multi-billion dollar companies feel em‐
boldened to use shady tactics to rip off Canadians. After the gov‐
ernment rubber-stamped the Rogers takeover of Shaw, they
promised lower costs but have snuck in price hikes for Canadians.
The Liberals have done nothing to protect people. Instead, they re‐
warded Rogers with over $165 million in federal money.

Rogers must be put on notice and reverse the cuts or be banned
from federal contracts. Will the Liberals have the courage to do it,
yes or no?
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Mr. Ryan Turnbull (Parliamentary Secretary to the Deputy

Prime Minister and Minister of Finance and to the Minister of
Innovation, Science and Industry, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, our gov‐
ernment's top priority from day one has been making life more af‐
fordable for Canadians. We are focused on increasing competition
and lowering prices in the telecom sector. Since 2023, we have
been holding companies like Rogers accountable by eliminating
switching fees and attacking extra and unnecessary fees so that
Canadian consumers are empowered to find a plan that works for
them.

On this side of the aisle, we are standing up for Canadian con‐
sumers by helping them regain their negotiating power.

* * *
[Translation]

CBC/RADIO-CANADA
Mr. Alain Rayes (Richmond—Arthabaska, Ind.): Mr. Speak‐

er, we have learned that CBC/Radio-Canada paid its execu‐
tives $18 million in bonuses in 2024. It is really something that ex‐
ecutives are getting millions of dollars in bonuses while hundreds
of employees are losing their jobs and the public broadcaster is ask‐
ing for larger and larger subsidies every year to do its job. All of
that is tarnishing the reputation of CBC/Radio-Canada and all of its
artists.

I have a simple question for the Prime Minister. Does he agree
with those bonuses, yes or no? If not, what does he intend to do to
put a stop to them?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague from
Richmond—Arthabaska for his question, as well as for his courage
in speaking out against the Conservative Party of Canada and its
position on a woman's right to choose.

I would also like to remind him that CBC/Radio-Canada is an
arm's-length corporation that decides for itself how to manage its
own budget. That is why we created a Crown corporation in which
the government, mainly a Conservative government, cannot inter‐
vene and whose decisions it cannot dictate.

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS
[Translation]

INTERPARLIAMENTARY DELEGATIONS
Mr. Darrell Samson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister

of Rural Economic Development and Minister responsible for
the Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to Standing Order 34(1), I have the honour to present to
the House, in both official languages, the following reports from
the Canadian branch of the Assemblée parlementaire de la Franco‐
phonie. The first report concerns its participation in the 44th Minis‐
terial Conference of La Francophonie held in Yaoundé, Cameroon,
on November 4 and 5, 2023, and the Good Offices Mission in Li‐
breville, Gabon, on November 6 and 7, 2023. The second report
concerns the meetings of the Education, Culture and Communica‐
tion Committee and the Parliamentary Network on HIV/AIDS, Tu‐

berculosis and Malaria held in Bucharest, Romania, from April 3 to
5, 2024. The next report concerns the meeting of the Commission
on Economic, Social and Environmental Affairs held in Luang Pra‐
bang, Laos, on April 10 and 11, 2024. The final report concerns the
meeting of the Parliamentary Affairs Committee held in Podgorica,
Montenegro, from April 24 to 26, 2024.

* * *
● (1515)

[English]

COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE

HEALTH

Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I have
the honour to present, in both official languages, the 21st report of
the Standing Committee on Health in relation to Bill C-277, an act
to establish a national strategy on brain injuries.

[Translation]

The committee has studied the bill and has decided to report the
bill back to the House with amendments.

* * *

PETITIONS

OLD AGE SECURITY

Mr. Mario Beaulieu (La Pointe-de-l'Île, BQ): Madam Speaker,
I have the honour of presenting petition e-5054, which has been
signed by 228 citizens of my riding to signify their support for the
Bloc Québécois's Bill C-319, an act to amend the Old Age Security
Act. The citizens are calling on the government to provide a royal
recommendation for Bill C‑319 in order to increase OAS by 10%
for people aged 65 to 74 and to raise the maximum amount of in‐
come that can be earned without affecting GIS from $5,000
to $6,000.

[English]

PUBLIC SAFETY

Mr. Dan Mazier (Dauphin—Swan River—Neepawa, CPC):
Madam Speaker, it is always an honour to present a petition on be‐
half of constituents.

I rise for the 54th time on behalf of the people of Swan River,
Manitoba, to present a petition on the rising rate of crime. The com‐
munity of Swan River is struggling with the rising rate of crime in
its area. Statistics Canada reports that after nine years of the Liberal
government, violent crime has risen by 50% and gang-related
homicides have nearly doubled. Within the last five years, the
town's crime severity index has increased by over 50%.

The people of Swan River see the devastating effects this crime
has had on their community's safety and economic stability. The
people of Swan River are calling for jail and not bail for violent re‐
peat offenders. The people of Swan River demand that the Liberal
government repeal its soft-on-crime policies, which directly threat‐
en their livelihoods and their community. I support the good people
of Swan River.
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SERVICE DOGS FOR VETERANS

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam
Speaker, as we approach Remembrance Day, I wanted to present a
petition on behalf of my constituents who want to extend tangible
support for so many veterans who suffer with PTSD and who rec‐
ognize that a service dog can provide better therapy than pharma‐
ceutical drugs and is one of the best ways to provide continuing
daily supports to countless veterans. It is expensive to get an OSI-
PTSD service dog. It is deemed an effective medical tool for veter‐
ans in need, but even veterans who can get a service dog at no cost
have the costs of veterinary care and food and daily care for their
dogs.

The petitioners are asking the House of Commons to conduct a
needs assessment, to identify financially vulnerable veterans seek‐
ing this essential medical tool, to provide critical funding and to do
it with urgency so all of our veterans receive the support they so
deeply need and certainly deserve.
● (1520)

SUDAN

Mr. Matthew Green (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Madam Speak‐
er, I rise today to present a petition from the undersigned citizens,
concerned Canadians, calling on the House of Commons and the
Government of Canada to establish an emergency initiative specifi‐
cally tailored to address the Sudan crisis, akin to successful mea‐
sures implemented for other global emergencies. This petition asks
for facilitating the swift issuance of temporary work and residence
permits to Sudanese refugees and asylum seekers based on compas‐
sionate grounds and, by formulating equitable policies that outline a
clear and secure pathway to permanent residency and citizenship,
promoting successful integration and long-term stability for Su‐
danese war-surviving individuals in Canada.

OPIOIDS

Mr. Parm Bains (Steveston—Richmond East, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, it is an honour for me to rise to present a petition from 513
members of my community, Richmond. The undersigned citizens
and residents of Canada call on the government to implement a sus‐
tainable and continuous national ad campaign targeting those statis‐
tically most affected by the harms of the unregulated drug supply,
to address the harms of using drugs alone by advertising the Life‐
guardConnect app, and to present other suggestions on how to use
drugs safely. These advertisements should be at points of contact
for men aged 30 to 59, such as sports broadcasting, restrooms,
pubs, nightclubs and online platforms in addition to advertising in
federally regulated workplaces. The government should work with
provinces to distribute campaign materials and advertise at job sites
among the trades.

I also want to recognize the advocacy of the Tablotney family
and Maria Rantanen of the Richmond News.

CANADA COUNCIL FOR THE ARTS

Mr. Mike Morrice (Kitchener Centre, GP): Madam Speaker, I
rise to present two petitions. The first is on behalf of folks who rec‐
ognize that artists and creatives in the arts community do immea‐
surable good across the country, whether it is related to mental
health or lifting up the voices of activists. Petitioners point out the
economic impact of artists across the country, as they con‐

tribute $54.8 billion to Canada's GDP. However, the petitioners also
note that public data shows communities across the country are un‐
derfunded, including communities like mine. They note that the re‐
gional development agencies model has proven successful. This
model has organizations, like FedDev Ontario, ensuring that fund‐
ing for economic development is more equitably distributed across
the country.

Petitioners call for three actions from the Government of
Canada: first, to restore funding of the Canada Council for the Arts
to its pandemic level of $500 million annually; second, to amend
the underlying legislation for the Canada Council for the Arts to re‐
quire that the regional development agencies model be applied, to
ensure communities are more equitably funded across the country;
and third, to meaningfully consult with historically underfunded
communities to ensure that this funding is directed toward under-
represented and equity-deserving groups.

OIL AND GAS INDUSTRY

Mr. Mike Morrice (Kitchener Centre, GP): Madam Speaker,
my second petition notes that we are in both a climate and an af‐
fordability crisis, and that this crisis is exacerbated by oil and gas
companies that are gouging Canadians at the pumps and making
record-breaking profits.

The petitioners note that the five largest oil and gas companies in
Canada alone made $38 billion in 2022. They did it by gouging
Canadians. They increased their profits by 18¢ a litre, from 26¢ a
litre to around 42¢ a litre. They note that some folks talk a lot about
the carbon tax. That went up around two cents a litre, while these
profits went up 18¢ a litre. They also note that other countries
around the world have put in place a windfall profit tax on the prof‐
its of oil and gas industries, where this has happened in other places
around the world.

The petitioners have two very reasonable calls to action. They
call on the Government of Canada to immediately put in place a
15% windfall profit tax on these excess profits and to reallocate the
revenues generated toward programs that would make life more af‐
fordable for folks across the country, for example, by investing in
improved service and more reliable public transit, and by investing
in helping Canadians retrofit their homes.
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● (1525)

PER- AND POLYFLUOROALKYL SUBSTANCES
Mr. Gord Johns (Courtenay—Alberni, NDP): Madam Speak‐

er, it is a huge honour today to table this petition calling on the gov‐
ernment to take urgent issue impacting the health and safety of fire‐
fighters across our country. I want to thank my colleague, the mem‐
ber for New Westminster—Burnaby, for pulling together this peti‐
tion, which is so important. It calls for immediate action to ban pre-
and polyfluoroalkyl substances, also known as PFAS in firefighting
gear and firefighting foam.

PFAS are man-made chemicals known to be resistant to heat,
water and oil, but their durability comes at a significant cost. Scien‐
tific evidence links these substances to severe health risks, includ‐
ing cancer, putting firefighters who already face hazardous condi‐
tions at greater risk. Research shows that PFAS can accumulate in
the body, leading to serious health issues.

Alarmingly, firefighters face a higher cancer risk than the general
population. We must mitigate these risks by regulating what we can
control in their working conditions. I just heard from Tofino Fire
Department Chief McKeogh about the loss of a great legend in
Tofino, George Hubert, because of cancer. He was a volunteer fire‐
fighter in our community for decades. I also heard about this from
Port Alberni fire chief Mike Owens and his members.

Several countries have restricted PFAS use. Canada must follow
suit. Our firefighters deserve gear free from toxic chemicals. Let us
protect those who risk their lives for us.

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo (Port Moody—Coquitlam, NDP): Madam
Speaker, today I rise to table a petitions submitted by firefighters
from Port Moody IAFF local 2399 and Coquitlam IAFF local 1782.

This petition addresses an urgent issue impacting the health and
safety of firefighters across Canada. This petition, sponsored by the
member for New Westminster—Burnaby, calls for immediate ac‐
tion to ban pre- and polyfluoroalkyl substances, called PFAS, in
firefighter gear and firefighting foam.

PFAS are man-made chemicals that are known to be harmful.
Research shows that PFAS can accumulate in the body, leading to
serious health issues. Firefighters are already facing a higher cancer
risk than the general population. We must mitigate these risks by
regulating what we control in the workplace.

Several countries have restricted PFAS. It is time for Canada to
follow suit. Our firefighters deserve gear free from toxic chemicals.
Let us protect those who protect us and risk their lives.
[Translation]

OLD AGE SECURITY
Ms. Andréanne Larouche (Shefford, BQ): Madam Speaker,

very briefly, I would like to table an important petition concerning
Bill C‑319, which would increase OAS for people aged 65 to 74 to
the same amount paid to people aged 75 and over, and would also
increase the GIS by $1,500. Indeed, 79% of Canadians agree. The
ball is now in the government's court. The petition has been signed
by 1,450 petitioners.

I have another petition containing 388 signatures, and I am
tabling petition e‑5054 which contains 7,154 signatures. I know

that my colleagues are tabling others too. This is an important is‐
sue. The deadline is tomorrow, October 29. The petitioners I met
with all summer want the government to take action. The dignity of
seniors hangs in the balance. Really, what is the government wait‐
ing for to finally help seniors?

I present these petitions on behalf of everyone who cannot under‐
stand why there are still two classes of seniors.

* * *
[English]

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I ask that all questions be allowed to stand at this time,
please.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Is that
agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

● (1530)

[English]

PRIVILEGE

REFERENCE TO STANDING COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE AND HOUSE
AFFAIRS

The House resumed consideration of the motion, of the amend‐
ment and of the amendment to the amendment.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, not only did we have a question period where we had
questions dealing with the issue of foreign affairs, but we also had
members' statements dealing with foreign affairs. I think it is be‐
cause Canadians have a right to know why the leader of the Conser‐
vative Party continues to refuse to get the security clearance so he
can become better informed on the issue of foreign interference.
The feeling is that he has something to hide, that there is something
in his background preventing him from being able to get that secu‐
rity clearance, and this is a valid concern that continues to be
raised.
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While the Conservatives want to play the game of filibuster,

maybe they can do some serious stuff here and give a clear indica‐
tion of why the leader of the Conservative Party feels he is the only
national leader who does not require a security clearance. Canadi‐
ans have a right to know. Will the member give us some sense,
some indication, of why his leader refuses to get that security clear‐
ance?

Mr. Marc Dalton (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I hope the member opposite does not get too
teary-eyed by what I have to say, but I am going to recommend him
for a cabinet post: the minister of obfuscation. In lay terms, I would
call that the minister of smoke and mirrors, because this is not rele‐
vant. The member is off on a tangent.

The truth of the matter is that the Speaker of the House, who is
an elected Liberal member of Parliament, has ordered these docu‐
ments to be forthcoming. Are they forthcoming? No, they are not.
However, what has been forthcoming has been a lot of obfuscation.

Ms. Marilyn Gladu (Sarnia—Lambton, CPC): Madam Speak‐
er, we have been waiting almost three weeks or more now for these
papers to be produced, and the Liberals do not seem to be in any
hurry to produce them. That makes me think there must be some‐
thing really bad in them and somebody is going to jail. What does
the member think?

Mr. Marc Dalton: Madam Speaker, I gave a number of reasons I
thought the Liberals might be delaying this, letting the time just
pass away. The fifth reason is that I think they really have some‐
thing to hide. The Auditor General put forward an audit that
showed, I believe, that 186 out of 230 contracts she looked into had
conflicts of interest. If we extrapolate that to all the contracts, it
would equal about $800 million to Liberal insiders getting in‐
volved. It looks like even a cabinet minister had been involved in
one capacity or another, actually several. We can compare that with
the sponsorship scandal that happened 20 years ago. This is 10
times the amount, and that is just one scandal we are dealing with.
It is right across the government.

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP):
Madam Speaker, of course, we are supporting the motion. We do
not stand for Liberal scandals, and have proven that numerous
times, but we do not stand for Conservative scandals either.

I am pleased to report that the B.C. NDP has now moved ahead
in the recount. My colleague will be happy to know that it looks
like the B.C. NDP will form a majority government in British
Columbia, which is a wonderful thing.

Tonight, of course, we have the Saskatchewan election. Howev‐
er, the conservative Saskatchewan Party has been cited numerous
times by the ethics commissioner in Saskatchewan, including, most
recently, for the $731,000 stolen by an MLA for the conservative
Saskatchewan Party, Gary Grewal.

Of course, during the Harper regime, we saw numerous scandals,
which were all blocked by Conservatives. They would not let Cana‐
dians and taxpayers get to the bottom of any of those scandals, in‐
cluding the ETS scandal of $400 million, the G8 scandal of $1 bil‐
lion and the Phoenix pay scandal of $2.2 billion.

So, my colleague can simply answer the question: Why are Con‐
servatives so corrupt when they are in power?

● (1535)

Mr. Marc Dalton: Madam Speaker, the fact of the matter is that
it does not just rest upon the shoulders of the Liberals, as far as all
these scandals we are facing are concerned, including the one here
on Sustainable Development Technology Canada. It rests upon the
NDP because it is an NDP-Liberal government. The NDP has actu‐
ally supported the government; it has kept the Liberals in power
through all the scandals and hundreds of millions or billions of dol‐
lars. It rests on the NDP members, and so they have kept it. We
have had non-confidence motions. They voted in favour of the gov‐
ernment. Right now, they are allowing debate to go forward be‐
cause they say they have to put a little separation between them and
the Liberals, but the truth is, they vote for the Liberals constantly.

Mr. Mike Morrice (Kitchener Centre, GP): Madam Speaker,
as I shared earlier, since June, Greens have supported this motion's
moving forward so that we can look into the mismanagement of
funds by SDTC. Of course, we support the motion as well. As I al‐
so shared earlier, we have had some 90-odd Conservatives speaking
to the motion now. They have spoken for almost 50 hours. They
have spent over $3.3 million of House time speaking to it. There
are opportunities for around 20 or so left.

Could the member for Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge comment on
how many more Conservatives will speak to the same motion,
spending more money to do so?

Mr. Marc Dalton: Madam Speaker, that question really needs to
go to the Liberals because they are the ones who are not producing
the documents ordered by the Speaker. Why are they allowing the
House to continue this debate? We do not support most of their leg‐
islation as it is; at the same time, this is ridiculous. It is just going
on and on. It seems as though it is an excuse for them to prorogue
government or just to keep the facts from being presented to Cana‐
dians.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, this is a Conservative
motion that, ultimately, the Conservatives are filibustering in order
to deal with any other legislative issues. It is, what I would argue, a
contempt of sorts that we are witnessing. Now, today's leader of the
Conservative Party was the parliamentary secretary to Stephen
Harper, the only prime minister in the history of the Common‐
wealth that has been found in contempt of Parliament.

How does it demonstrate leadership when we have a Conserva‐
tive opposition leader who is virtually in contempt of Parliament
again and, at the same time, refusing to get the security clearance
on the important issue of foreign interference? Why does the Con‐
servative Party continue to support a leader that puts his party
ahead of the nation?
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Mr. Marc Dalton: Madam Speaker, once again, this is smoke

and mirrors, not talking about the facts before us, as has been or‐
dered by the Speaker. If the member is so adamant on this position,
then he should present it to the Speaker to make a ruling. We are
dealing with a motion of privilege. They can do one of two things:
Either they can produce the documents, which would be what has
been ordered, or they can at least admit that the documents incrimi‐
nate friends, family and probably members of Parliament on the
Liberal side. They can admit that they do not want to produce them,
because they know none of them will get elected in that case.

Mr. Matthew Green (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Madam Speak‐
er, I recall a time when this hon. member was actually running to be
the Speaker of the House; when they came to caucus, they talked
about procedural fairness. However, here they are, having clearly
put forward a motion to frustrate the entire House of Commons.
They can move the motion. It can be dealt with today.

Why does the member bank on the stupidity of his party's base in
order to mislead Canadians to continue this farce? Madam Speaker,
talk about ridiculous.

Mr. Marc Dalton: Madam Speaker, they actually support us in
this motion, so it does not make any sense. It is obvious that they
are trying to make an excuse to say they are going to let this slide,
that they will support the Liberals once again in their scandals. That
is typical NDP.

Mr. Matthew Green: You bank on stupid.

* * *
● (1540)

POINTS OF ORDER
ALLEGED UNPARLIAMENTARY LANGUAGE

Mrs. Tracy Gray (Kelowna—Lake Country, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I am sorry; I do not know the riding name of the member
who was just speaking, but he referred to the other member as a
word that I do not know if I can say in the House here. It is unpar‐
liamentary, Madam Speaker, and you might want to address this.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I am sor‐
ry. I was in the process of introducing another member, so I did not
quite hear what was said. I will certainly look at Hansard to see if
we can hear what was said and come back to the House if required.

The hon. member for Saskatoon—University.

* * *

PRIVILEGE
REFERENCE TO STANDING COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE AND HOUSE

AFFAIRS

The House resumed consideration of the motion, of the amend‐
ment and of the amendment to the amendment.

Mr. Corey Tochor (Saskatoon—University, CPC): Madam
Speaker, Liberal insiders are getting rich. That is what is happening
here. This is what this all boils down to. I am often asked what is
going on in Ottawa. Back in the riding, people want to discuss what
it is truly like out here. In essence, the privilege motion we are de‐
bating today does just that.

An unfortunate series of events led us to this position. When
asked by our constituents what is happening in Ottawa, we say that
Liberal insiders are getting rich. In this case, $400 million in ques‐
tionable spending has resulted in 186 conflicts of interest being
identified so far.

How are Liberal insiders getting rich? We have to go back to
what this program was for, how it was set up and how the board
was picked to see how Liberal insiders got rich. We have a pro‐
gram, the Sustainable Development Technology Canada fund,
which should be helping Canadians to leave our environment better
than it is today. It is for technology. It is for initiatives that could
help green our economy and our country, which is a noble goal for
one fund.

However, as soon as the Liberals were elected in 2015, things
changed. First, the Liberals changed the board. They also changed
the chair of the board to an individual who, as the Auditor General
has found, is in a conflict of interest. The actual chair of the board,
who decides where all this money goes, was hand-picked by the
Prime Minister. Can we guess which companies she picked? They
were her very own. That is Liberal insiders getting rich.

It is not just the case of the chair of the board; we found conflicts
of interest over 180 times, with the board of directors investing in
companies for the environment. However, they were really doing it
so the Liberals could get rich. We have seen this with the Minister
of the Environment, who is the owner of a company that got mon‐
ey. It is interesting to go through some of the details regarding who
got rich, who owns shares and who owns some of these companies
that got money. It is frustrating because the Auditor General found
this; they found the corruption and the conflict of interest in these
cases.

What happens when there is a crime? Do we call a meeting of
local people to discuss that crime, or do we call the RCMP? This
should be going to the RCMP. I am not the one saying this; many
people have testified that it is questionable, regarding the different
groups that got rich from this.

We are very grateful to the whistle-blowers out there. I thank the
men and women who work in the public service for the work that
they do and for doing what, I believe, is what is right for our soci‐
ety. The work that the bureaucrats do is administrating the wishes
of the government. Therefore, when selecting a new board, the
names would have been forwarded by the Prime Minister; maybe
there would have been some quick background checks and some
procedural things to get the people on board. I am very grateful for
these bureaucrats, who work tirelessly to make sure that Canada
provides for its citizens as much as they need, and it is with the dis‐
dain of these people's views of what actually happened—
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● (1545)

[Translation]
Ms. Andréanne Larouche: Madam Speaker, I rise on a point of

order.

The interpreters are saying that there is a telephone causing inter‐
ference. That can hurt the interpreters' ears and damage their hear‐
ing.

We need to listen to them.
[English]

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): There
may be a telephone sitting on a desk that seems to be causing some
interference, whether it is on the member's desk or somebody else's.
I would ask members to put their telephone on airplane mode or to
remove it from their desk.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: Madam Speaker, on the same point of
order, because it is becoming a repetitive issue, perhaps you could
remind speakers that their phones need to be taken off their desks
when you recognize them, so we are saving the hearing of our in‐
terpreters.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I appre‐
ciate that. Maybe we could have all the House leaders or the whips
make sure that their members are reminded about that. I would tend
to think that is the proper way to go. I will certainly speak to our
Speaker on this matter as well.

Mr. Corey Tochor: Madam Speaker, the SDTC program was set
up to help Canadian companies and individuals with technology
and programs related to the environment. It was set up to help meet
the needs of the challenges we have with the environment.

One of the signature pieces of the Liberal platform was the envi‐
ronment. However, what happened when the Liberals got control,
when they got keys to the bank and to SDTC? It did not take long.
There were $400 million and 186 conflicts of interest. This is why
we owe a debt of gratitude to whistle-blowers. This is the evidence
that needs to be turned over to the RCMP. That is why we are here
today.

When people back in our constituencies, or anyone who is
watching from Saskatoon—University right now, ask us what is go‐
ing on, it is Liberal insiders getting rich. This is the prime example.
The Prime Minister's hand-picked board of the green slush fund has
doled out over $400 million improperly.

I think of Jill who runs a cafeteria. She is an entrepreneur. I know
how hard she works. I remember the conversation about some of
the struggles she has had in the last few years and how hard she has
to work to pay her employees, pay her rent and pay her taxes. I
think about how much the average person earns in a year and how
that person is forced to provide money to the government to go into
programs like the green slush fund, that $400 million account. The
government turned around and gave it to Liberal insiders, people on
the board who had conflicts of interest. It is a crime that should be
investigated by the RCMP. That is why we are seized with this de‐
bate today.

There is an order of the House of Commons. The majority of
members agreed that the evidence should go to the RCMP. The Lib‐

erals said that they would send the documents, but then blocked it
all out. They redacted the details that were sent to the RCMP. It is a
sad day in Canada when the federal government does not trust the
RCMP. That is why we are here today. We want that evidence
turned over to the RCMP.

Canadians should have a great deal of gratitude for some of the
people who worked on this file, people who could not take the cor‐
ruption, and they became whistle-blowers. They alarmed the pub‐
lic. They alarmed the opposition. They alarmed anybody who
would listen to them. There is something that stinks with this green
slush fund. Let us hear from them.

I want to read some quotes from a SDTC whistle-blower:

I think the Auditor General's investigation was more of a cursory review. I don't
think the goal and mandate of the Auditor General's office is to actually look into
criminality... I'm not surprised by the fact that they haven't found anything criminal.
They're not looking at intent. If their investigation was focused on intent, of course
they would find the criminality

The criminality is for a judge and a court to decide down the
road, but the first step is for the RCMP to get all of the evidence to
understand who got rich and why.

The whistle-blower continued:

I know that the federal government, like the minister, has continued saying that
there was no criminal intent and nothing was found, but I think the committee
would agree that they're not to be trusted on this situation. I would happily agree to
whatever the findings are by the RCMP, but I would say that I wouldn't trust that
there isn't any criminality unless the RCMP is given full authority to investigate.

What is in full authority to investigate? It is cabinet documents
and it is evidence that shows how Liberal insiders got rich.

● (1550)

The whistle-blower said:

...if you bring in the RCMP and they do their investigation and they find some‐
thing or they don't, I think the public would be happy with that. I don't think we
should leave it to the current federal government or the ruling party to make
those decisions. Let the public see what's there.

This is key. It is the old adage that sunlight is the best disinfec‐
tant. We should open up the books and jail the crooks if there are
insiders getting rich on just this fund. This is $400 million, which is
an eye-watering amount, but we should not forget all the pandemic
spending. That is tens of billions of dollars and more.

This is where Canada finds itself right now. The current govern‐
ment has added more federal debt than all other prime ministers
combined. This thing stinks. We are talking $400 million here and
tens of billions of dollars of questionable contracts during COVID.
This is like the 1990s again, but in the 1990s, it was cheap. The
Liberals only stole $30-some million in the sponsorship scandal.
This scandal alone is $400 million.
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Think of the good that we could do in our society with that mon‐

ey. Think of the two million people every month relying on the
food bank to feed themselves. Think of the 1,400 encampments in
the city of Toronto that could be helped. We could give people the
dignity of a space until they get off the ground and onto their feet.
That is what a government should be doing instead of making sure
that Liberal insiders are getting paid. That is what has happening
here. There is so much need.

I would like to talk briefly about why the SDTC was set up,
which was for environmental initiatives in Canada. It is quite clear
that the government pretends to care about the environment and
that it wants fewer emissions. Meanwhile, we have a Prime Minis‐
ter who jet-sets anywhere in the world at a drop of a dime anytime
he wants, and he does jet-set around the world. The carbon foot‐
print and hypocrisy in that is outstanding. It is not like there is a
need.

In a fund like this, I think of nuclear workers, especially in On‐
tario. If they are watching this, I know the Liberal government has
insulted them, included them in sin stocks and ignored the impor‐
tance of nuclear power. We are in Ontario and these lights are prob‐
ably kept on right now by nuclear power. It's how our country,
specifically Ontario, got off coal. Nuclear power is why we do not
have smog days anymore in Toronto. I thank the men and women
who work in the nuclear industry, which relates to this $400 million
that went to Liberal insiders, the men and women who work on the
refurbishment of the CANDU reactors.

Anyone who works in the supply chain for our reactors in
Canada and around the world knows that AtkinsRéalis has a need
for some federal support, especially with the MONARK reactor
that it is trying to get off the ground. We would think this would be
a perfect fit for the SDTC fund. It is a sustainable development
technology. It is nuclear. It is what got Ontario off coal. It is what is
delivering clean, affordable electricity to the people of Canada. It is
technology, not taxes, that is going to solve the problem. It may
have been mentioned before that it is technology, not taxes, but it is
the men and women who work in the nuclear industry today and
their technology. It has always been technology that has solved the
challenges that we face as a country and as a society.
● (1555)

When I was young, acid rain was a terrifying idea. The media
said that the rain would wash away our bridges, roads and build‐
ings. As a young boy, I was very concerned about acid rain. It was
not a tax that fixed that problem, it was technology. A similar prob‐
lem was the ozone layer and the hole that was being created in our
atmosphere. It was technology, not taxes that fixed that problem.

Once again, if we had a government, maybe a newly elected gov‐
ernment with some common sense, it would take a program that is
meant for environmental technology and take that fund and invest it
in nuclear, which actually reduces emissions and helps our environ‐
ment.

The most frustrating thing about this is that the waste taking
place could have actually solved some problems, especially in the
environment. If AtkinsRéalis had had some support from the feder‐
al government, maybe the MONARK would be able to fly by now.
However, it did not happen. Liberal insiders got rich.

It is not just me who is saying this; it is the whistle-blowers who
came forward with all the conflicts of interest that took place. I am
going to read a couple more quotes from some whistle-blowers.

One quote reads:

The true failure of the situation stands at the feet of our current government,
whose decision to protect wrongdoers and cover up their findings over the last 12
months is a serious indictment of how our democratic systems and institutions are
being corrupted by political interference.

Another quote reads that if a person works in nuclear, and that
person wants us to continue to be the leader that we are on clean,
affordable nuclear energy, it must boil the blood to read these gov‐
ernment whistle-blowers talk about how a fund that should help in‐
dustry helped Liberal insiders instead. This is wrong, and we know
that. It is wrong that the companies of insiders, either board mem‐
bers or the chair of the fund itself, were funded. They voted and at‐
tended meetings and had discussions about this.

How much worse will we find in the evidence that this place vot‐
ed for? This place has voted that the evidence should be turned over
unredacted to the RCMP for a full investigation.

Anyone who knows what has been going on in Ottawa knows
there is a lot more money than $400 million that has been misspent,
misappropriated and blown on insiders. The day is coming and the
dawn is breaking. Canadians are coming out of the dark period that
has categorized the last nine years of failure and this failing regime
is coming to an end.

There is a breath of fresh air coming, and the disinfectant we
need is the sunlight that will uncover who got rich and who ordered
which companies to receive funds. We know the environment min‐
ister has investments in Cycle Capital that received millions of dol‐
lars from this fund as well.

An hon. member: $200 million.

Mr. Corey Tochor: Madam Speaker, it was not a full $200 mil‐
lion to Cycle Capital, I do not believe, but it is enough to probably
feed some of those two million Canadians who are right now rely‐
ing on the food bank to eat.

This is a statement we would never think would be uttered in a
country like Canada, a country that is so rich with resources, tech‐
nology and hard-working people who wake up every day and go to
work so they can provide for their family, a country where people
can hopefully have meaningful employment and can create a
Canada that we would be proud to hand down to the next genera‐
tion.

I think of the Liberals on the other side. What is your legacy go‐
ing to be? How can you defend this much waste—
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● (1600)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): The
member is to address all questions and comments through the Chair
and not directly to the other side of the House.

Mr. Corey Tochor: Madam Speaker, to the other side, was it
worth it? Did they hold their noses and look the other way? When
the truth comes out about SDTC, this might be the largest scandal
that could dwarf the sponsorship scandal tenfold.

The government needs to hand over all evidence to the RCMP
unredacted today.

Hon. Bardish Chagger (Waterloo, Lib.): Madam Speaker, the
RCMP commissioner has spoken often to the Canadian public, so I
am sure the member is aware as well. The commissioner was on
CTV News and confirmed that there is an investigation going on.
He confirmed that he has received the first load of documents from
the chamber and that the RCMP has not looked at them.

When asked why the RCMP did not look at them, he said that we
have charter rights, that there are processes within this country and
that the way it obtains the materials actually matters. The following
question was posed to the commissioner: If the RCMP received
more documents, would it look at them? He basically said that it
needs to look at what information it has first, and it has to look at
the way that the documents are being obtained.

Does the member agree that charter rights should be respected
when documents are being obtained? Does he believe that we
should be focused on Canadians and on ensuring that we do protect
their rights and freedoms?

Mr. Corey Tochor: Madam Speaker, that is a bit rich coming
from a government that violated people's charter rights and free‐
doms. However, it is also coming from a government that has, I
would say, put our reputation around the world and our institutions
in the sewer.

I think of the proud history of our RCMP. To pretend to have the
RCMP giving coverage to the Liberal government over the turning
over of evidence is farcical. There are limitations on the evidence's
being used in court, but it would show the RCMP who got rich and
which Liberal insiders profited from a $400-million taxpayers' fund
that was supposed to help out the environment but instead helped
out insiders.
[Translation]

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Madam Speaker, my colleague is giving speeches on his
own motion and delaying the Conservatives' own motion, and it is
kind of a waste of our time.

I want to take this opportunity to say that, this morning, I was
proud to find out that 240,622 people in Quebec have received den‐
tal care thanks to the work of the NDP, which made this negotiation
happen and reached this agreement with the minority government.
These 240,000 people were able to get dental care thanks to the
work we did here in the House.

If, by some misfortune, his party were to take power in the next
election, can my colleague promise these 240,000 people that the
Canadian dental care plan will be maintained?

● (1605)

[English]

Mr. Corey Tochor: Madam Speaker, how did we get here? It is
because the NDP and the Liberals are one and the same. The New
Democrats pretend their coalition is over, but meanwhile they con‐
tinue to support the government. They ripped up the agreement but
then voted with the Liberals.

How much can we believe about anything the NDP says, when
the evidence is in front of us about the fact that it is not really an
opposition party? It is really just a satellite branch of the Liberal
Party. Unfortunately, I think the NDP is going to find out shortly
that voters have no time for the NDP-Liberals and what they have
been up to, because the NDP is also implicated in the scandal. Let
us remember that the current government, supported by the NDP, is
the government that put $400 million into Liberal insiders' pockets
instead of into important initiatives that could help our environ‐
ment.

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam
Speaker, I was surprised to hear my hon. friend, the member for
Saskatoon—University's, vigorous defence of SNC-Lavalin and the
call for the government to give it more money. The fact that it
changed its name to AtkinsRéalis does not change anything; it is
the same corrupt corporation it was before. I certainly favour, and I
wonder whether the hon. member for Saskatoon—University also
favours, continuing an RCMP investigation into the ways in which
SNC-Lavalin, now AtkinsRéalis, got away with the corruption in
Libya and now continues to get hundreds of millions of dollars.

The member's claim that the federal Liberals do not support nu‐
clear is not borne up by the facts. I wish it were. I would like to ask
him whether he still supports nuclear so vigorously while knowing
that the corporation promoting it, which now owns the CANDU re‐
actor model and Canadian Nuclear Laboratories and bought all of
what was AECL except for some of its more long-lived nuclear
waste at Chalk River, is actually the beneficiary of all the largesse,
of which the member wants more.

Mr. Corey Tochor: Madam Speaker, the question is an impor‐
tant one because it is about nuclear energy. For the nuclear workers
who are watching the debate today, people in the Liberal Party,
maybe 75% of them, view nuclear in the same way the last speaker
did. It is embarrassing that nuclear workers have been shunned by
the Liberal government and by the Greens, who meanwhile are say‐
ing that we need to lower emissions, everyone has to do their part
and everyone has to pay more tax.

However, there is nuclear technology that is emissions-free and
has been providing reliable, affordable electricity for decades here
in Canada. It is a shame that not more Canadians or more parties
other than the common-sense Conservatives know that nuclear, not
a tax, is the solution.

Mr. Dan Mazier (Dauphin—Swan River—Neepawa, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I do not know how many times the member actu‐
ally said, “Liberal insiders got rich.” I think that was the statement
he said quite a bit.
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As we are debating this round, the Liberals did not ask about

things that have to do with why we are here. The NDP, of course,
did not ask about the issue we are debating or why the documents
are not going over. Now the Green member is not even asking
about what we are actually debating.

Here we are after three weeks. The House has basically been shut
down because the Prime Minister will not hand over documents,
when the Auditor General has proven there are 186 conflicts of in‐
terest, over 334 million dollars' worth.

How can the government actually look at itself in the mirror at
the end of the day? What will the Prime Minister's legacy be?

Mr. Corey Tochor: Madam Speaker, the member is right. How
is this possible? It is because of the NDP, which is propping up the
Liberal government.

NDP voters who are watching the debate right now should know
that their vote is really a vote for the Liberals. It does not matter
anymore. The Conservative Party is the only party in here that is
standing up for the taxpayer and for what is right for our country,
saying that insiders' getting rich from contracts handed out by in‐
siders at the SDTC needs to stop today. The evidence needs to go
through to the RCMP for a full investigation on which insiders got
rich and why. We know there are a number of Liberal ministers
who hold companies that got rich from the fund.

It is such a shame because common-sense Conservatives believe
in technology. We believe in science. We believe that technology is
the solution to our problems that we face today. If the fund had
been managed properly, we would not be in the shape that we are in
as a country.
● (1610)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, the Liberal insider whom the member continues to make
reference to was actually an adviser to Stephen Harper and to Jim
Flaherty. She donated thousands of dollars to the Conservative Par‐
ty. The member has the audacity to call the person a Liberal insider
and base his whole argument on that in regard to the issue of the
Liberal Party.

Meanwhile, the real issue is this: Vote and the matter would go to
committee and be talked about, or play the Conservative game, dis‐
respect Canadians and filibuster the House of Commons. Why is
the Conservative Party putting its personal interests ahead of the in‐
terests of the nation?

Mr. Corey Tochor: Madam Speaker, the Liberals want to sweep
it under the rug. We just heard it: “We are going to send it to com‐
mittee. Do not worry about the evidence; the RCMP will get its
guys.” The RCMP will; it is very good at getting its guys.

The member insinuates that we just need to have a committee
and talk about it. The problem is that the Liberals are propped up
by other parties. The issue will go nowhere unless we stand our
ground and demand that the evidence get turned over to the RCMP
today.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): There
are other voices coming from both sides of the House. I just want to

remind members to please be respectful, and if they have any ques‐
tions and comments, they should wait till the appropriate time.

We are resuming debate.

Ms. Marilyn Gladu: Madam Speaker, I rise on a point of order.
I am just checking whether we have quorum or not.

And the count having been taken:

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): We do
have quorum.

The hon. parliamentary secretary to the government House lead‐
er is rising on a point of order.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, I get the sense that the
Conservatives are running out of speakers. They do not have to
speak; they can just allow the question on their motion, and then we
can get it to committee if that would be more helpful to the mem‐
bers opposite.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): That is
not point of order; it is a point of debate.

The hon. member for Waterloo is rising on another point of or‐
der.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: Madam Speaker, the Conservatives
have been notorious for leaving their cell phone right beside the mi‐
crophone, causing feedback for the interpreters, so I just want to
make sure the member has put his phone away before he starts
speaking.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I did
raise this a while ago, and I am sure that members who are setting
up to speak are taking that into consideration.

The Honourable Member for Calgary Signal Hill has the floor.

Mr. Ron Liepert (Calgary Signal Hill, CPC): Madam Speaker,
it is always interesting to have a Liberal try to look after a Conser‐
vative, but I was—

Hon. Bardish Chagger: The kids have to be reminded. See, we
care. I care for the interpreters actually.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I want to
remind the hon. member for Waterloo that it is not time for ques‐
tions and comments. If she has anything to contribute, she should
wait until then.

The hon. member for Calgary Signal Hill has the floor.

Mr. Ron Liepert: Madam Speaker, I have been in this game for
a long time. In fact, I was probably involved in this game before the
member for Waterloo was even born, so I know what to do with my
cellphone when I am up to speak. I thank her for sharing her con‐
cern. I am sure we will have an opportunity to share some concerns
during questions and comments.
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It is always a pleasure to get up in the House of Commons on be‐

half of the constituents of Calgary Signal Hill. However, I wish it
was on an issue or item that is more relevant to them and what they
want us debating. They already know the government is corrupt.

Remember, it was the Speaker who ruled that the government
needs to provide the documents, so all we as an opposition have
been doing for several days now is supporting the Speaker, who
happened to be elected as a Liberal member of Parliament. For Lib‐
erals to stand up in the House and say the Conservatives are the
ones delaying the business of the House could not be further from
the truth. The Conservatives are here to keep the government ac‐
countable. An order was issued by the House, the Liberal govern‐
ment refused to heed that order and then the Speaker ruled in
favour of the question of privilege. I do not know how much more
clear it can be. It is almost a trend of this particular government,
which has no respect for institutions.

As I said at the outset, I have been in this game a long time. I
served in the Alberta legislature, and I cannot imagine that any
member of that legislature, given the almost eight years I served,
would put up with the nonsense happening here with the govern‐
ment. It is a lack of respect for the institution and the Chair for the
Liberal members to stand here and try to put the blame on the op‐
position.

We have been elected by Canadians as members of the loyal op‐
position. Our job is to keep the government honest and look after
taxpayers' dollars on their behalf, because we have a government
that cannot be trusted. It is unfortunate that we have to continue this
debate, but I can assure members that the will of this caucus is to
get to the bottom of it. Unless the Liberal government tables the
documents as ordered by the Chair, we are going to be here through
Christmas if we have to be, so the government will have to come up
with these documents.

In preparation for my remarks today, I did a little googling, and
Wikipedia has a list of political scandals in Canada. The list is fair‐
ly lengthy, but consider that we have been a country for over 150
years, which means we have been governed by the current govern‐
ment for one-fifteenth of the time, and almost half of the political
scandals on Wikipedia's list have happened since 2015. Many of
them have been enunciated here in speeches by my colleagues, but
I will start with “elbowgate”. I can't mention who it is attributed to,
but we will guess. He happens to sit in the Prime Minister's chair,
or “the big chair” as he called it in answer to our party leader's
question one day.

Then we we had the cash for access scandal, the Aga Khan scan‐
dal and the cultural appropriation scandal. I was not quite sure what
that was, but it explains that the Prime Minister went to India and
donned some traditional garbs and did some dances. Wikipedia
considers that a scandal.
● (1615)

Then there is the next one. I was surprised that it was labelled
this way, but it is called “Trudeau Grope Gate”—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): The hon.
member knows not to mention the name of the Prime Minister or
any other names of members who sit in the House.

The hon. member for Calgary Signal Hill.

● (1620)

Mr. Ron Liepert: Madam Speaker, I will withdraw the name of
the individual, but the label is the individual's name and it is called
“Grope Gate”.

We then went on to the SNC-Lavalin affair, and we all know
what that was about. We had a situation where the Prime Minister
was trying to get the attorney general of Canada at the time to break
the law so that his buddies with a firm in Canada could continue ac‐
tivities that were probably a little suspect. It was another situation
where there was no respect for the institution and no respect that
the attorney general had a job to do and could not have done that
job if the Prime Minister had had his way. We all know how that
ended.

We then went to something called the blackface scandal. Of
course, who is it attributed to? There is that name again.

We then got to sole-source contracts. That is not him; that is the
Minister of International Trade.

We then got to the WE Charity controversy. That was the same
individual and another guy named “Bill no more”. He is no more.

We then have a big one. This takes up the whole page. It is called
arrive scam. That one is not even finished yet. That one is still well
under way.

Then there is the sister-in-law ethics commissioner. We all know
who that was. We then have Chinese government interference.
Wikipedia names the Government of China, CSIS, the Liberal Par‐
ty, the guy again and another member, who is an independent now.
Then we see the Hunka scandal. While I cannot say the name again,
the last scandal happens to be the Leader of the Opposition's
“wacko” comment. Wikipedia calls that a scandal.

When we read all of the scandals that Wikipedia lists, the only
one that is attributed to the Conservatives is the comment that our
leader made about the Prime Minister, which I do not consider a
scandal. I consider it an accurate assessment. That highlights where
we are at and why we are in this debate today.

I will leave the scandal-plagued government to figure out its next
move. I want to talk a bit about the last nine years in this country
and what has happened to our economy and the standard of living.

Much of it is because the government has been totally inept. We
have a government led by a leader who is quoted as saying that he
has an admiration for the Chinese dictatorship. That in itself should
cause a lot of concern. If we look at what has happened over the
last nine years in the country, it so much reflects China, Cuba or
other dictatorships. This is what we have had running this country.
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Canadians cannot wait. Canadians have said loud and clear that

they are sick and tired of this guy and it is time for him to go. His
members, some of whom are afraid they are not going to win the
next election, are starting to rebel. We will see where that goes, but
as has been the case when it comes to certain situations, this indi‐
vidual seems pretty set in his ways. I happen to have a bet on it. I
will not say which way I have gone, but right now it looks like I am
losing.

As the Conservative Party, nothing would make us happier than
to run in the next election against the Liberal leader, the guy who is
referred to as “little potato”. I did not make that up. That is a fair
assessment. We would dearly love to have the opportunity to run
against the little potato and go into an election. I am afraid the re‐
sults would not be pretty fr all the fellows and ladies over there. In
fact, I am looking at a couple of their ridings and the polls do not
look good. I would be polishing up my résumé, especially if I were
the member for Waterloo. It is going to be tough for the Liberal
MPs to sell this.
● (1625)

We started off with sunny ways, and Canadians bought into it.
Politics changes in cycles and clearly in 2015 Canadians decided
they wanted a change. They changed to sunny ways, but it was not
sunny for very long before the clouds started to set in.

This particular Liberal government has done more to harm the
Alberta economy than any government in this country's history.
Even today there are announcements coming out. Look at the most
recent immigration announcement, and look at it deeply to see how
it is going to impact Alberta negatively.

It is about time the government put its record on the line and
called an election to see what Canadians really think. The Liberals
seem to feel like pollsters have it all wrong, that Canadians still see
sunny ways out there, but I am afraid we are well beyond that.

I would like to wrap up by saying that this particular scandal—

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

just want to remind members that there will be plenty of time for
questions and comments, 10 minutes, and that making comments
interrupts members who are speaking.

The hon. member for Calgary Signal Hill has the floor.
Mr. Ron Liepert: Madam Speaker, it is the same member that a

point of order was called on earlier. I heard the same thing the
member for Kelowna—Lake Country heard, which was about call‐
ing the member who spoke two members earlier a name. I will not
say what the word was—

Mr. Matthew Green: What was the word?

Mr. Ron Liepert: "Stupid" is the word you said.

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

indicated during the point of order that we would be listening to
what was said and would come back to the House if need be. I
would ask the hon member to stick to his speech, and I would ask

the hon. member for Hamilton Centre to please wait if he has ques‐
tions and comments.

I ask members to please be respectful. When someone else has
the floor, please do not interrupt them.

The hon. member for Calgary Signal Hill has the floor.

Mr. Ron Liepert: Madam Speaker, maybe while I am on my
feet and while the NDP wants to get into the conversation, let us
talk a bit about what the NDP has done over the last three years.
The first six years were not so bad, but the last three years are why
we have the government we have today, why bad decisions have
happened and the reason for our cost of living.

Today we heard the March food bank statistics. The member, I
am sure, has plenty of people in Hamilton Centre lining up at the
food bank, mainly because of policies of the Liberal government
that the New Democrats have supported. Every NDP member is on
the bubble when it comes to the next election. Members had better
believe it. All they have to do is look at the polls. I bet they have
looked at the polls—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Order.
Again, I want to remind members to please hold on to their ques‐
tions, comments or thoughts until it is the appropriate time.

The hon. member for Calgary Signal Hill has six and a half min‐
utes left.

Some hon. members: More, more.

Mr. Ron Liepert: Madam Speaker, there will be other speakers,
and there may even be amendments we can speak to again, so they
may get their wish if they want more.

Let us get back to the scandal before us. If we did not have the
NDP consistently supporting the Liberals at committee, we might
have a little confidence that something would happen there. How‐
ever, I am afraid that when this goes to committee, as the speaker
before me said, it will be swept it under the rug and the Liberals
will filibuster. It is about time the Liberals stood up, respected the
ruling of their own Speaker, tabled the documents with no black
lines in them and let the RCMP do its investigation. If they do not,
we could be here for many more days, or maybe weeks or months.
It is hard to say.

I feel sorry for the poor member for Hamilton Centre, who will
have to sit and listen to this for what could be days, weeks or
months, but I can assure him that it is going to happen unless the
documents are tabled. That is an easy way to finish this.

With those comments, I will wrap up and say that I look forward
to answering any questions the members for Hamilton Centre and
Waterloo might have.
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, the member started off by talking about the lack of respect
for the institution. What we are witnessing from the Conservative
Party of Canada every day is just that. I would ultimately argue that
it is a form of contempt of Parliament, every day, from the Conser‐
vative Party. Canadians should not be surprised because the only
prime minister in the history of the British Commonwealth found to
be in contempt of Parliament was Stephen Harper. The parliamen‐
tary secretary to Stephen Harper at the time was none other than the
leader of the Conservative Party today.

Why does the leader of the Conservative Party believe he can
have so much disrespect for the Parliament of Canada? Why does
he refuse to get the security clearance to deal with the important is‐
sue of foreign interference? When will the Conservative Party, and
the leader of the Conservative Party, specifically, start putting the
interests of the nation ahead of his own personal interests and the
interests of the Conservative Party?

Mr. Ron Liepert: Madam Speaker, the leader of our party has
been travelling this country for the last two years and meeting with
Canadians of all walks of life on their home turf. All we have seen,
since that time, is that the popularity of our leader continues to in‐
crease because he is talking with Canadians about things that they
care about.

This particular member, who says he goes to McDonald's in
Winnipeg on Saturday mornings to check out what his constituents
have to say, should maybe pick a few other McDonald's locations
and check out what they have to say. Canadians are telling us that
they are fed up with the government, they are sick and tired of the
Prime Minister, and they want an election now.

Mr. Matthew Green (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Madam Speak‐
er, I was eagerly waiting to hear what the hon. member had to say
today because, quite frankly, I have not heard from him in quite
some time. If there is one positive outcome for him here, perhaps it
is that he has finally had a chance to speak. As a proponent of free‐
dom of speech, I am glad he has that ability here today.

I do have to ask the hon. member a question because I know he
is from Calgary, but it appears the signal is not quite getting to the
hill. Did he not watch committee? Does he not understand that I
was actually the one who uncovered this in the first place? There is
this whole nonsense about this being about us, but why does he not
just come clean with his base, stop misleading them, stop banking
on the stupidity of the base and come clean with the fact it is them
holding us up in the House? It can go to committee. It can be dealt
with.

Does he have the integrity and the courage to at least be honest
with his base?

Mr. Ron Liepert: Madam Speaker, the facts speak for them‐
selves. How many committees have we had filibustered? Stuff gets
swept under the rug because the NDP votes with the Liberals every
time. Why would we send this to the committee?

The Speaker has made a ruling, and if we have any desire to up‐
hold this institution, we should be doing what the Speaker says and
they should provide the documents, unredacted, now.

Mr. Pat Kelly (Calgary Rocky Ridge, CPC): Madam Speaker,
I would like to ask the member for Calgary Signal Hill to maybe
elaborate a bit. Some have said that this place is now in a state of
paralysis over the Liberals' refusal to comply with the order the
House that was already voted on, but, of course, there is a remedy.
The remedy is an election.

If there is urgent business we cannot attend to because the mem‐
bers cannot agree to get past this issue, why will they not just call
an election?

Mr. Ron Liepert: Madam Speaker, the member is one hundred
per cent correct. We have been saying that now for three and a half
weeks. There are many options that can happen. Number one, obvi‐
ously, is to table the documents and the House goes back to regular
consideration of business, or, if the Liberals are that afraid to table
the documentation, there is another option. Actually, there is
enough time yet. There are 58 days between now and Christmas,
when we could actually have an election. I would challenge the
deputy House leader to make that recommendation to his leader at
caucus on Wednesday.

● (1635)

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam
Speaker, I thought the hon. member for Hamilton Centre made a
very good point. I know that a number of members have worked on
exposing what went on at Sustainable Development Technology
Canada, and it is not really a partisan issue. There was a breakdown
of basic functionality in a committee that had worked well before.

In addition to the work of Conservative members, would the
member for Calgary Signal Hill like to acknowledge the work of
the member for Hamilton Centre?

Mr. Ron Liepert: Madam Speaker, I have no faith in the Liber‐
al-NDP government or anything going to committee. Neither one of
those two parties want to go to an election right now, so whatever it
takes to filibuster a committee, they are going to do it. I have no
faith in the committee system in the House under the current Liber‐
al-NDP government, and that is why we need the documents tabled,
as ordered by the Speaker. There is an easy way out.

Hon. Bardish Chagger (Waterloo, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I
just want to say to my colleague across the way that I was really
enthused by his speech and I could not contain myself. I do apolo‐
gize for getting a bit loud, but I do appreciate hearing his voice. It is
a voice we do not hear often in this chamber, and it is quite refresh‐
ing to see him. I will refrain from digressing too far.

The member talks about an election and this issue. I think it is a
very important issue. I would like to ask the member if there is any
member of Parliament or any political party that does not agree
with the advancement of this question of privilege?
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The second comment I would like to make is that the member

refers to the Speaker as the government's Speaker. That is not the
way this place works. The member has been around for a long time.
The Speaker is elected to represent all the good people and to play
a very important role. Does the member believe, as per the Speak‐
er's ruling, that this work should go to committee?

The Conservatives have been kind of misrepresenting what the
Speaker said. The Speaker said we should be able to call the ques‐
tion and let the committee do its important work. I believe we
should have confidence in the RCMP to do its work.

Mr. Ron Liepert: Madam Speaker, if I gave the impression that
somehow the Speaker was biased, that was not my intention. What
I said was that the Speaker was elected as a Liberal MP. Yes, he
was elected by the House as the Speaker, but he is a Liberal MP.
The Liberals are not even supporting one of their own colleagues
when he makes a ruling that is unbiased.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I just
want to remind the member to be very careful. He knows that every
MP who is elected in the House has an opportunity to elect the
Speaker, who is then impartial. I just want to leave it there. If the
hon. member can finish answering the question, there will be time
for another question after that.

Mr. Ron Liepert: Madam Speaker, I think that was the point I
was trying to make. For the member for Waterloo to somehow inti‐
mate that I was saying the Speaker was biased is not correct.

I will answer the question the member raised that I think is im‐
portant. I do not understand why we cannot do both of the things
the member suggested: table the documents and go to committee.
That is pretty simple, but it is only the Liberals who are standing in
the way of moving it to committee right now.

My recommendation is for the member for Waterloo to go to
caucus on Wednesday to say that the Liberals are losing this battle
and to ask them to just cave and table the documents.

An hon. member: Oh, oh!
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I do

want to remind the hon. member for Waterloo that she had an op‐
portunity to ask a question. If she has anything else to add, she
needs to wait until the appropriate time.

The hon. member for Edmonton West.
Mr. Kelly McCauley (Edmonton West, CPC): Madam Speak‐

er, I would like to thank my colleague from Calgary Signal Hill for
his talk today. Just last Wednesday, we were studying this issue in
public accounts. We actually had someone from the Privy Council
Office tell us that they would not honour the order of the House of
Commons until they received permission from one of the board's
directors of the green slush fund, who had been convicted of violat‐
ing the conflict of interest law.

What does it say about the government that the Privy Council
Office is seeking permission from someone who violated our laws
before they will honour the orders of Parliament?
● (1640)

Mr. Ron Liepert: Madam Speaker, I am not sure that there is
much that I could add to that, but nothing that comes out of this

particular government, or testimony at committees about dealing
with this particular government, surprises any of us anymore. It is a
corrupt government. It is a government on its last leg. It is time for
an election. There are 58 days before Christmas.

[Translation]

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): It is my
duty pursuant to Standing Order 38 to inform the House that the
questions to be raised tonight at the time of adjournment are as fol‐
lows: the hon. member for Kitchener Centre, Mental Health and
Addictions; the hon. member for Lanark—Frontenac—Kingston,
Correctional Service of Canada; the hon. member for Spadina—
Fort York, Democratic Institutions.

[English]

Mr. Michael Cooper (St. Albert—Edmonton, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I rise to speak on the subamendment arising from the
Speaker's ruling in finding a prima facie question of privilege fol‐
lowing the failure of the Liberal government to abide by a clear and
unambiguous order of the House that was passed on June 10 by a
majority of members. In fact, all members representing all of the
opposition parties collectively voted in support of the motion that
led to the order.

The order is very straightforward. It simply calls upon the Liber‐
als to turn over all documents under their control with respect to
Sustainable Development Technology Canada, better known as the
Prime Minister's billion-dollar green slush fund, to the Parliamen‐
tary law clerk so that the Parliamentary law clerk can then hand
over those documents to the RCMP. The order provided that the
documents were to be handed over unredacted, and it should be
noted that the RCMP has confirmed that it is investigating con‐
flicts, corruption and potential criminality at this billion-dollar
green slush fund during the time that the former minister of indus‐
try Navdeep Bains and the current minister of industry oversaw that
slush fund.

I want to emphasize that the order of the House is not merely a
request. It is not optional. It is not for the government to pick and
choose which parts of the order it abides by and which parts it does
not abide by. It is an order of the House that goes to the heart of
parliamentary supremacy and the privileges of all members in the
House. It is an order that has constitutional weight.

In that regard, I would draw attention to section 18 of the Consti‐
tution Act 1867, which states, “The privileges, immunities, and
powers to be held, enjoyed, and exercised by the Senate and by the
House of Commons, and by the members thereof respectively, shall
be such as are from time to time defined by Act of the Parliament
of Canada”. Among those privileges is the power of the House to
call for persons, papers and records. Those powers are not in any
way limited pursuant to the Standing Orders or any act or resolu‐
tion passed by the House.
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According to Bosc and Gagnon, at page 984, “The result is a

broad, absolute power that on the surface appears to be without re‐
striction. There is no limit on the types of papers likely to be re‐
quested; the only prerequisite is that the papers exist in hard copy
or electronic format, and that they are located in Canada.” That was
reaffirmed by the parliamentary law clerk when he testified at the
public accounts committee last Tuesday. He said, as quoted in the
blues, with respect to the production order, “the power of the House
to compel the production of documents is a constitutional power
that is a parliamentary privilege. It supersedes ordinary law”. The
parliamentary law clerk further observed that the privileges of the
House, including the power to order the production of papers,
records and persons, fall within the ability of this House of Parlia‐
ment to exercise its core functions. Among those core functions is
the ability to investigate and to hold the government to account.

● (1645)

That is precisely the basis of the production order, to see that
Parliament can get to the bottom of the conflict, mismanagement
and corruption with respect to the green slush fund and that those
documents are turned over to the RCMP so it can pursue a criminal
investigation and lay charges where appropriate.

As I noted, the order was passed on June 10. The government
had 30 days to turn over the documents. It has not come close to
complying with the order. It has turned over some documents, but
they are redacted. When the representative from the Prime Minis‐
ter's department, the PCO, came before the public accounts com‐
mittee, the bases upon which she asserted the redactions had been
made were the Privacy Act, the Access to Information Act, solici‐
tor-client privilege and cabinet confidence. Of course, that is com‐
pletely unacceptable because, as the law clerk noted, the production
order supersedes all of those things. The parliamentary law clerk
was clear. The order supersedes ordinary law, so it will prevail over
the Access to Information Act, the Privacy Act and, for example,
solicitor-client privilege.

Notwithstanding that, representing, again, the Prime Minister's
department, the witness made it very clear that the government has
no intention of abiding by the order of the House. The position of
the government is to thumb its nose at Parliament. While thousands
of documents have been redacted, tens of thousands of other pages
of documents have been completely withheld. For example, the De‐
partment of Justice at present is withholding 11,000 pages of docu‐
ments relating to SDTC. The justice department is hiding docu‐
ments from the House that were ordered to be produced to the
House and turned over to the RCMP.

The government is in complete contempt. It begs this question:
Why have the Liberals gone to such lengths to obstruct and literally
paralyze this place to hide documents relating to the billion-dollar
green slush fund? Having taken a fairly close look at what hap‐
pened under the green slush fund, I think the answer is that it is re‐
ally bad. That was confirmed by the explosive report of the Auditor
General that led to this House adopting the motion that led to the
production order the government has obstructed, three and a half
months after the date it was due to turn over the documents. In that
regard, the current Minister of Industry, as well as former Liberal
minister of industry Navdeep Bains, have a lot to answer for.

The Auditor General wrote that as much as 400 million taxpayer
dollars may have gone out the door improperly at the green slush
fund. The current minister would have Canadians believe that
SDTC, or the green slush fund, was an arm's-length foundation;
that he and his officials really had nothing to do with it; and that
when the whistle-blower came forward, he took action. However,
that is not close to accurate with respect to what happened.

● (1650)

The minister and his department had a responsibility to provide
appropriate oversight of what was happening at SDTC, and the Au‐
ditor General concluded that such oversight was completely lack‐
ing. Indeed, the Auditor General found that $59 million went out
the door of the green slush fund to ineligible projects. Putting aside
the conflicts and the corruption that took place at SDTC, $59 mil‐
lion went out the door to ineligible projects. That is gross misman‐
agement.

With respect to the responsibility of the minister and his depart‐
ment for oversight, the Auditor General was scathing in her conclu‐
sions. There are entire sections on the failure of this minister and
the previous Liberal minister. For instance, one heading on page 21
of the Auditor General's report says, “The department did not suffi‐
ciently assess whether the foundation complied with the contribu‐
tion agreements”. The department did not sufficiently assess that.
We are talking about a billion taxpayer dollars. The minister and his
predecessor were not providing sufficient oversight. Another head‐
ing in the Auditor General's report says, “The department did not
sufficiently assess and monitor the foundation and its use of public
funds”.

That happened under this minister, and the previous minister, and
he has a lot to answer for, about why there was that total and com‐
plete lack of oversight. He cannot run away from it. He cannot say
it was just some arm's-length foundation. Yes, board members at
SDTC bear responsibility, but ultimate responsibility rests with the
current minister and his predecessor, Navdeep Bains.

In addition to mismanagement, there were many conflicts of in‐
terest. There were instances of board members sitting in and delib‐
erating on board meetings, and then voting to approve funding for
projects that was then funnelled into companies they had interests
in.

One such board member was the Liberal hand-picked chair An‐
nette Verschuren, who moved two motions to funnel money out the
door under the guise of providing so-called COVID relief pay‐
ments: $38.5 million went out the door that the Auditor General
said should not have. Again, it was staggering mismanagement.
However, $220,000 of that went into her company NRStor, a com‐
pany in which she was the majority shareholder, founder and CEO.
This was a total and blatant conflict of interest.
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Then there was the Minister of Environment's pal Andrée-Lise

Méthot. The Minister of the Environment was a lobbyist for
Méthot's venture capital firm, Cycle Capital, lobbying the govern‐
ment almost 50 times prior to his election to this place. Méthot sat
and voted to funnel $650,000 to companies she had interests in, as
part of those COVID relief payments. Not only that, but she has ad‐
mitted at committee that several of her companies received millions
and millions of dollars from the green slush fund while she sat on
the board.

● (1655)

She was defiant in her testimony that she had recused herself and
therefore, somehow, that was okay. However, when I asked her to
explain if she had read the Canada Foundation for Sustainable De‐
velopment Technology Act, and more specifically section 12,
which states that “no director shall profit or gain any income or ac‐
quire any property from the Foundation or its activities”, she threat‐
ened to walk out of committee today, thumbing her nose at a parlia‐
mentary committee because that is precisely what she did. She vio‐
lated the act when millions of dollars went into companies she had
interests in. Whether she recused herself or not, the letter of the law
in the SDTC act is clear. That was another matter flagged by the
Auditor General in her report.

We have mismanagement to the tune of $59 million, we have
millions of dollars that members funnelled into their companies that
they had interests in and there are incidents worth millions more
where members technically recused themselves but money went in‐
to companies they had interests in, in contravention of the SDTC
act.

It begs the question: Through it all, where was the current minis‐
ter and where was his predecessor Navdeep Bains? At each and ev‐
ery one of the meetings during which those votes took place and
money went out the door improperly or in conflicts of interest or in
contravention of the SDTC act, the minister had a representative,
the assistant deputy minister.

One of two things is possible in the case of Navdeep Bains and
the current minister: they were completely asleep at the switch, or
they turned a blind eye and were complicit in the mismanagement,
conflict and corruption at SDTC. I have to say that I think the sec‐
ond scenario is the more likely scenario.

I and other members of the public accounts committee have
questioned how it is that Navdeep Bains tapped Annette Verschuren
on the shoulder to serve as chair of the green slush fund. Navdeep
Bains claimed he appointed her pursuant to an independent merit-
based process, but as it turns out, Navdeep Bains rigged the process
by bypassing a short list provided by a selection committee and
hand-picking Verschuren. Notwithstanding that he knew she had a
conflict of interest, insofar as her company NRStor was receiv‐
ing $12 million from the green slush fund at the time, Navdeep
Bains appointed her anyway. When he came to committee, instead
of answering basic questions, he obstructed the committee so much
that the committee came very close to holding him in contempt. If
he does not show up by this Wednesday, it is almost certain he will
be held in contempt. It speaks to a government, a current minister
and a former minister who seem to be doing everything they can to

not answer questions, to obstruct and to not be transparent. They
have a lot to answer for.

In the meantime, we are going to continue to insist, in the face of
what is a massive scandal, that the government for once show some
respect for this institution, show some respect for the taxpayers and
show some commitment to seeing that there is accountability, in‐
cluding if there was criminal wrongdoing. The way the government
can start in that regard, for the first time in nine years, is to turn
over the documents now.

● (1700)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, the member says “show some respect for this institution”.
The motion the Conservative Party brought to the House at the in‐
struction of the Speaker was that we should pass this issue over to
the procedure and House affairs committee. The Conservatives
have put up 100-plus speakers on the issue and they are consistent‐
ly filibustering—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I do not
remember acknowledging anybody else to rise to speak. I would
ask members to please be respectful.

The hon. parliamentary secretary.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, the Conservatives are
consistently filibustering the interests of Canadians. The leader of
the Conservative Party was the parliamentary secretary to Prime
Minister Stephen Harper, the only prime minister to ever be held in
contempt of Parliament, not only in Canada but the entire Com‐
monwealth. We can see through this current leader of the Conserva‐
tive Party, and the behaviour that we witnessed for the last three
weeks, that he is the one who ultimately needs to be held account‐
able for his actions of contempt of Parliament, in my opinion.

Mr. Michael Cooper: Madam Speaker, the parliamentary secre‐
tary refers to the standstill over the Afghan detainee documents,
and there was ultimately a solution in the face of that impasse deal‐
ing with a matter that dealt with serious national security matters in
an active war zone, by the way. Prime Minister Stephen Harper
called an election, and do members know what Canadians did?
They re-elected Stephen Harper, delivering a strong, stable Conser‐
vative majority government. Do members know what they did to
the Liberals? They reduced them to 34 seats. I suspect that the
member knows that is where the Liberals are headed whenever the
Prime Minister calls an election.

Mr. Matthew Green (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Madam Speak‐
er, I would say that there are probably a few people in the House
who are further away in their politics than myself and the member.
However, we do share common ground when it comes to demand‐
ing transparency and accountability from this government.
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I find it highly suspicious that the member's colleagues would

like to rewrite history and pretend that somehow, while we were at
committee, I was not holding this government to account. I would
like the hon. member to stand up and do the honourable thing and
just perhaps reconfirm that, at every instance along the way, the
NDP voted for the demand of documents. In fact, I am not sure
there has ever been a motion in a committee that I have been at
where I have not supported a demand for documents. So, just for
the welfare of many of the backbenchers who do not know the file
and who are learning it for the first time, could the member please
just clarify the facts of the matter?

Mr. Michael Cooper: Madam Speaker, while I would have plen‐
ty of criticism for the member's party on many matters in terms of
supporting this government, I will concede that he has worked co-
operatively on committee, along with the Bloc, on this particular
matter.

Mrs. Cheryl Gallant (Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke,
CPC): Madam Speaker, when my hon. colleague said that it must
be something really bad, it got me to thinking. I had a constituent
who came, very meekly, about something he wanted to get off his
chest. He was a consultant and successful in obtaining a multi-mil‐
lion dollar grant from the government. It was his job to read
through the contract, and in reading through the contract, part of the
requirement was that 20% of the grant had to go to a business that
the government specified for unspecified services. Now, my con‐
stituent smelled something very bad, and for all he knew, that busi‐
ness that was getting the 20% cut could be sending it back to the
government. He actually said he wanted nothing to do with the
grant after all the work that he did to get it.

My question to my colleague is: Is it possible that some of this
really bad stuff that the Liberals do not want us to see has to do
with kickbacks to the government, or maybe the minister himself?

● (1705)

Mr. Michael Cooper: Madam Speaker, using the language used
by the member for Hamilton Centre, what I do find highly suspi‐
cious is that a committee ordered that the government turn over all
documents and emails between former minister Bains, the PMO,
the Department of Industry and the PCO with respect to the ap‐
pointment of the conflict-ridden chair, Annette Verschuren, and sur‐
prise, not a single communication, not a single email can be found.
We are talking about a government appointment hand-picked by the
minister involving overseeing $1 billion in taxpayer money. It sim‐
ply, on its face, does not pass the smell test. It is all the more suspi‐
cious given what we learned last week, which is that an IT official
within this government was working to destroy emails to cover up
the government's $60-million arrive scam.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, as the Conservatives
have continued to play this game, I have raised many other issues. I
will pose a question to the member opposite. There is a need for all
leaders of the House to recognize the value of getting a security
clearance, and concern has been raised about why the Conservative
Party leader has chosen not to get a security clearance.

Is there something in the Conservative leader's past that he is
concerned would disqualify him from getting a security clearance?
Does he believe that Canadians have a right to know?

Mr. Michael Cooper: Madam Speaker, this is a bit rich given
that the Prime Minister was repeatedly briefed about Beijing's inter‐
ference and turned a blind eye to it. He was briefed that one of his
candidates was compromised by interference in one of the nomina‐
tion campaigns, and as Madam Justice Hogue concluded, he ig‐
nored it out of electoral concern for himself. There we have it from
Madam Justice Hogue: The Prime Minister put politics ahead of na‐
tional security and addressing foreign interference.

With respect to the Leader of the Opposition, he will take the
same briefing the Washington Post and the Prime Minister re‐
ceived, but what he will not do is allow the Prime Minister to play
games by being the arbiter of what information he can see and then
determine whether he upholds his oath to secrecy. He is not going
to participate in the Prime Minister's circus.

[Translation]

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Madam Speaker, I am going to take advantage of my col‐
league's speech to ask him the same question I asked one of his
Conservative colleagues earlier, although I received no answer.

I think that this is something I am going to have to emphasize
over the next few days and weeks. I was very pleased to find out
that 240,622 Quebeckers have used the new dental care program
and are getting their dentists' bills paid thanks to the NDP's work in
the House.

If my colleague's party were to come to power following the next
election, will these 240,000 people receive assurances and a guar‐
antee that this dental care program will still be available to them?

● (1710)

[English]

Mr. Michael Cooper: Madam Speaker, all I can say is that the
sooner we have a carbon tax election to get rid of the corrupt gov‐
ernment, propped up by the NDP, the better off this country will be.

Mr. Marc Dalton (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I have great, breaking news: Site C dam has just
opened up in British Columbia, which is very important for the pro‐
duction of hydroelectricity. It was pushed forward by the party I
was in when we were in power and also by the leader of the B.C.
Conservative Party, John Rustad. Despite the fact that the NDP and
the Greens pushed back very hard against it, people like Bill Ben‐
nett and many others pushed it forward.
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Could the member share his thoughts about this and the fact that

Conservatives believe in creating good jobs, in clean electricity and
in keeping the lights on for people rather than keeping them in
darkness?

Mr. Michael Cooper: Madam Speaker, I agree with the member
that it is very good news, despite the NDP and the Greens.

Hon. Rob Moore (Fundy Royal, CPC): Madam Speaker, it is
an honour to speak today to this important motion. Sometimes it
gets lost in this place when we are talking about hundreds of thou‐
sands of dollars, millions of dollars, hundreds of millions of dollars
or a billion-dollar green slush fund. What does it all mean? I was
thinking about that as I was driving to the airport this morning. I
passed a Tim Hortons that had trucks lined up there. Construction
workers were on their way to work hard all day, as well as a nurse
who was commuting to the hospital to take on a shift in very hard
circumstances. I drove by the many farms that line my riding of
Fundy Royal. The farmers were up and at it.

This is a government that is all too happy to tax the hard-working
Canadians who make this country what it is and make everything
work. It taxes them when they earn income, it taxes them when
they save and it taxes them when they spend. We can imagine how
irate it makes overtaxed Canadians when they hear about this kind
of waste, this kind of mismanagement and this kind of absolute cor‐
ruption from the government.

Canadians are fed up after nine years of the Liberal government's
corruption and, indeed, obstruction. This debate today is evidence
of that. At the core of the issue being debated today is the hundreds
of millions of dollars that was funnelled to connected Liberals on
the board of Sustainable Development Technology Canada, SDTC.
It has now become known as the Liberals' billion-dollar green slush
fund. That is because the government turned the SDTC into a slush
fund for Liberal insiders. There is no surprise there. During an in‐
vestigation, the Auditor General was not given full access to docu‐
ments in order to assess the full scope of corruption that had been
taking place. In June, the House voted to call on the government to
provide all relevant documents directly to the RCMP. That made
abundant sense, but now the government is defying the will of this
House. It is refusing to hand over documents after the public
learned of hundreds of millions of taxpayers' dollars that ended up
lining the pockets of Liberal-appointed board members. However,
it gets even worse. Canadians did not know about the corruption
that was taking place, but the Liberal government had been aware
of the board's unethical practices for years. The government let it
continue, regardless.

Canadians deserve accountability from their government. That is
why this debate today is so important.

SDTC was established in 2001 as a federally funded non-profit
and for many years it carried out its mandate of helping Canadian
companies develop and deploy sustainable technologies, so how
did we get here? How are we in the mess that we are in today?
When did the corruption and conflicts start to take root? It will be
no surprise to anyone in this chamber that they started to take root
under the Liberal government.

In 2018, the minister responsible for SDTC was former Liberal
industry minister Navdeep Bains. He was not happy with the chair

of the board at the time because the chair was publicly expressing
concerns with government legislation. As we know, with a Liberal
government, if there is one thing it cannot tolerate, it is any criti‐
cism of its actions. We all know that the Liberal government does
not take criticism well at all. We know, first and foremost, that the
Prime Minister does not take criticism very well. That was fully ev‐
idenced this week as well. Thus, in 2019, the former industry min‐
ister began appointing new executives to the board of SDTC, de‐
spite the fact that many of these new executives had conflicts of in‐
terest. Therein is the root of the challenges that we are facing here
now and exposing for Canadians. The minister went so far as to ap‐
point a new chair of the board of directors who was already receiv‐
ing SDTC funding through one of her companies.

● (1715)

To be clear, I will say that SDTC had never had a chair with in‐
terest in companies that had been receiving funding until this point.
However, the minister proceeded with this appointment despite be‐
ing fully aware of this serious conflict of interest. We now have a
chair of the board tasked with overseeing the very same funds her
company was receiving. We do not need a degree in ethics to see
that this is not right. The Prime Minister's Office and the Privy
Council Office were even warned of the risk associated with ap‐
pointing a conflicted chair; however, no action was taken.

The whole scandal is a sad reflection of what Canadians have
come to expect from the Prime Minister. We all know that he will
do whatever suits him and his friends, regardless of right or wrong.
We have seen this time and time again. I do not want to rehash all
these things, but they are pretty instructive. Whether it is taking va‐
cations on a billionaire's island, violating ethics; pressuring the At‐
torney General to look the other way when SNC-Lavalin was fac‐
ing prosecution and, indeed, firing ministers just for doing their job;
or trying to funnel hundreds of millions of dollars to the WE Chari‐
ty, despite conflicts of interest involving his own family, the enti‐
tled Prime Minister has a track record of these kinds of actions.

Greed, corruption and obstruction have become not just a pattern
for the Prime Minister; rather, they have become his playbook. As
with any government, it is up to the Prime Minister to lead by ex‐
ample and to set the tone for his ministers as to how they should be
expected to conduct themselves. The Liberals' green slush fund is
just one example of how ministers have followed the Prime Minis‐
ter's lead when it comes to disregarding rules around ethics and
conflicts of interest.
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In addition to appointing a chair of the board with an existing

conflict of interest, former minister Bains appointed two board
members who would go on to engage in behaviour in breach of the
Conflict of Interest Act. They approved funding to companies in
which they held ownership stakes.

Canadians, the hard-working taxpayers that I mentioned at the
start of my speech, know that we cannot have a situation where in‐
dividuals are awarding contracts and funding to their own compa‐
nies. This is so basic. It should go without saying, but we cannot
take these kinds of things for granted with the current government.
It is not rocket science. The board members' behaviour was obvi‐
ously unethical and even contravened long-standing rules against
conflicts of interest.

The Liberals did not intervene to stop the corruption. Instead,
they allowed SDTC to enter into a five-year, $1-billion agreement
with the Department of Innovation, Science and Economic Devel‐
opment. It was around this time that the Prime Minister appointed a
new industry minister, who still holds this role today. As his prede‐
cessor did, he would allow the SDTC to continue its unethical prac‐
tices.

Two years ago, whistle-blowers started to raise their concerns in‐
ternally. The Privy Council Office, the top bureaucrats in the coun‐
try who were tasked with assisting the Prime Minister and his cabi‐
net, were briefed on the funnelling of taxpayer dollars to board
members' own companies. It is so unfortunate, as is often the case
with the government, that we have whistle-blowers putting their
own careers on the line in order to expose the government's wrong‐
doings instead of having ministerial accountability.

Despite being well-informed of the misappropriation of funds
and breaches of conflicts of interest, the Liberals still allowed the
corruption to continue. In fact, it was not until September 2023 that
SDTC's funding was finally suspended, nearly a full year after
whistle-blowers first raised the alarm of possible corruption.

After years of the Liberals knowing exactly how board members
were lining their own pockets, why did they decide to suspend
SDTC's funding now? What had changed? Why, after all that time,
was some action taken? It was not the unethical practices of the
board, the hundreds of millions of dollars that went into their own
companies or the disregard of conflicts of interest rules that ended
up forcing the Liberals to suspend SDTC's funding. Rather, it was
the fact that the whistle-blowers made their allegations public.

After inaction from the government over months made it clear
that nothing was going to change, the whistle-blowers had to go
public. That is the only reason any action was taken. Shortly after
SDTC's funding was suspended, the Auditor General announced
that she would be conducting an audit of SDTC to support parlia‐
mentarians in the oversight of government activities and the stew‐
ardship of public funds.
● (1720)

While the Auditor General conducted this audit, Conservatives in
the House of Commons worked to better understand the full scope
of corruption that had been allowed to take place under the Liberal
government and the amount of taxpayer dollars that were being
misappropriated.

In February, after months of allegations of corruption, Canadians
learned that multiple board members were under ethics investiga‐
tions. In one case, we learned that a board member was placed un‐
der an ethics investigation for funnelling $400,000 through SDTC
to a company that he owns. Another case was uncovered in which a
former board member admitted to funnelling funds to a firm that
they had a stake in. Another member of the board funnelled money
to not one, not two, not three, but four companies that they had
ownership stakes in.

Conservatives exposed the fact that the CEO and at least two di‐
rectors used the fund to direct money to their own firms. The Liber‐
al-appointed chair, a friend of the Prime Minister, confirmed that
she used SDTC to give her own company more than $200,000 in
grant money. After nine years under the Prime Minister, his govern‐
ment's policies have left Canadians with less money, while Liberal-
appointed board members of his billion-dollar green slush fund
took taxpayer' dollars to line their own pockets.

While Liberals are making off like bandits, everyday Canadians
are struggling. We need only to look around us in all the communi‐
ties we represent. Food bank usage has increased every year that
the Prime Minister has been in office. Members should think about
what I just said. I know we throw this information out, but what a
terrible track record for the Prime Minister. For the nine consecu‐
tive years that he has been Prime Minister, food bank usage has in‐
creased every single year. That is absolutely appalling.

Two million Canadians are now visiting food banks every month.
According to Food Banks Canada, food bank visits have gone up
90% since 2019. The cost of housing has doubled under the Prime
Minister, and tent cities are popping up everywhere. In communi‐
ties where tent cities were never a thing, they are everywhere. This
was unthinkable just a few years ago, and it is now the norm across
the country. In New Brunswick, in the riding I represent, and right
across the country, we have tent cities in every city and in many
communities throughout our great country.

Why is this? Why is this happening under the government? Is it
some great coincidence? No, Canadians know that this is a direct
result of the oppressive actions that the government has been taking
against taxpayers. As one example, the Liberal carbon tax has
jacked up the cost of everything from home heating to gas and gro‐
ceries; this makes a real difference in people's ability to make ends
meet.
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Every Canadian who goes grocery shopping would tell us that

they have seen a remarkable increase in the cost of food. I know the
Prime Minister would probably like to explain it as some kind of
international phenomenon. The fact of the matter is that food prices
have risen 36% faster here in Canada than in the U.S. over the last
four years. What is the difference? It is the government's greedy
carbon tax, which takes from those who are the least able to afford
it.

Reckless spending under the government saw inflation reach a
40-year high. According to Statistics Canada, this country is cur‐
rently faced with the biggest gap between rich and poor in our
recorded history. While Canadians worried about how they would
pay their bills, feed their kids and keep a roof over their head, Lib‐
erals worried about protecting their friends on the board of SDTC.

For months, Conservatives have been peeling back the shocking
layers of corruption concerning the Liberals' billion-dollar green
slush fund. In an effort to stop more damaging information from
coming out, the Liberals and NDP members on the ethics commit‐
tee tried to prevent a whistle-blower from sharing their testimony at
committee. Hundreds of millions of taxpayer dollars had been mis‐
appropriated, yet the NDP-Liberal coalition wanted to silence the
whistle-blower, who had originally unveiled evidence of corruption
and who courageously came forward with serious allegations while
testifying at committee.

● (1725)

In June 2024, the Auditor General of Canada released her
scathing report. After the Auditor General's analysis of how SDTC
had been conducting its business became public, the industry minis‐
ter abolished the organization and transferred its funds to National
Research Council Canada. This action by the industry minister is in
stark contrast to how Liberals had previously approached the cor‐
ruption going on, which was to do nothing and say nothing. After
years of complacency, what was in the Auditor General's report that
was so bad that the government was finally forced to act?

First, the Auditor General found that SDTC had demonstrated
significant lapses in governance and in stewardship of public funds.
This was not just a serious allegation; it was backed up by volumes
of evidence. Of the SDTC projects examined by the Auditor Gener‐
al, she found that nearly 20% of the funding went to companies that
were ineligible to receive it. The projects did not meet the govern‐
ment's own criteria for funds but were approved anyway. The ineli‐
gible projects received over $58 million of hard-working taxpayers'
money.

The Auditor General was given a sample of 226 transactions to
examine for the purpose of the audit, and 82% of the transactions
were conflicted. This was not a one-off. It was not just a slight de‐
viation from the norm; 82% had conflicts. The price tag of the con‐
flicted transactions totalled $330 million.

The Auditor General's investigation uncovered $390 million in
funding that was awarded to projects that were either ineligible to
receive funding or were awarded to projects in which board mem‐
bers were conflicted. This is not just a scandal of epic proportions;
this is pure, unbridled corruption.

Following the release of the Auditor General's report, the House
passed a motion calling on the government, SDTC and the Auditor
General to send all documents related to the Liberals' billion-dollar
green slush fund directly to the RCMP. Instead of abiding by the
will of the House, federal departments either outright refused the
order or turned over documents that were heavily redacted, citing
provisions of the Privacy Act or the Access to Information Act.

The problem is that neither the Privacy Act nor the Access to In‐
formation Act permits federal departments to redact documents that
have been specifically requested by the House. The House has the
absolute and unfettered ability to order the production of docu‐
ments, which is not limited by statute. These are powers enshrined
in the Constitution Act, 1867 and the Parliament of Canada Act.

The government's reaction to the motion as passed by the House
has been absolutely unacceptable. In fact, the government's re‐
sponse went so far as to breach the privileges of the House. The
Conservative House leader raised these concerns as a question of
privilege last month, and the Speaker agreed to look into the facts
of the case that Conservatives had laid out.

After examining the events that had transpired, the Speaker ruled
that the privileges of the House had in fact been breached. The
Speaker's ruling on the question of privilege has led us to the de‐
bate we are having today. The debate is about more than just re‐
spect for Parliament; it is also about respect for democracy and
about accountability to taxpayers and our constituents, who send us
here to Ottawa to work on their behalf.

The government is doing everything it can to withhold the docu‐
ments, so it begs the question of what the Liberals are trying to
hide. They are willing to sacrifice their entire legislative agenda
rather than simply comply with the will of Parliament and hand the
documents over to the RCMP.

The Liberals must have weighed the pros and cons of the situa‐
tion and decided it was more important to withhold the documents
than it was to do the work their constituents elected them to do. The
Liberals have no one to blame but themselves. They can choose to
respect the Speaker's ruling and the will of the House, or they can
continue to obstruct the work of Parliament.

● (1730)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, the lack of respect for the House of Commons is actually
being administered by the Conservative Party of Canada and the
leader of the Conservative Party. I am not going to play the game
they play of consistently spreading misinformation. The motion
should have been voted on, and it should have gone to committee.
That is what the Speaker is saying.
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I am going to go back to the issue of foreign interference and the

terrible rationale that the Conservatives use.

It is interesting, in regard to the leader of the Conservative Party
and his dealings with the issue of foreign interference. Here is what
iPolitics says, and I love the headline: “[Leader]'s approach to na‐
tional security is ‘complete nonsense,’ says expert.... Wesley Wark,
who has advised Liberal and Conservative governments on national
security, said [the] Tory Leader...is ‘playing with Canadians’ by re‐
fusing to get a top-level security clearance and receive classified
briefings on foreign interference.”

This is a serious issue. Can the member give any indication
whatsoever of what it is about the background of the current leader
of the Conservative Party that might not allow him to get the secu‐
rity clearance? Is the fear that there is something about his history,
his background, that would not allow him to get—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member for Fundy Royal has the floor.

Hon. Rob Moore: Madam Speaker, this is a desperate attempt
by a desperate government to try to talk about anything but what
we are talking about today and to try to muzzle the leader of the of‐
ficial opposition. That is not going to happen. The leader of the of‐
ficial opposition is going to continue to speak out on issues that are
important to Canadians, important to our national security and im‐
portant to all of us.

What the member obviously did not want to talk about was what
is found in the Auditor General's report, which is what we are de‐
bating here today in this motion from the House. I did not get a
chance to mention the recording of a senior civil servant slamming
the “outright incompetence” of the government, which gave $390
million in contracts inappropriately. That is what we are here talk‐
ing about today. This Liberal-NDP coalition has undermined tax‐
payers and allowed this to continue, but we are not going to stand
for it.

Canadians deserve parliamentarians who will stand up and be ac‐
countable for taxpayers' dollars, and that is what is going to happen
here today, whether the hon. member wants it or not.

Mr. Richard Cannings (South Okanagan—West Kootenay,
NDP): Madam Speaker, my colleague talked a lot about the failures
of the Liberal government, and there are many things I would agree
with him on there, but he seemed to blame absolutely everything on
the Liberals. I wonder if he could comment on the fact that people
in his province blamed everything on the Conservative government
in New Brunswick and soundly defeated it in the last election.

Hon. Rob Moore: Madam Speaker, I think the remarks I gave
were fact-filled remarks. I pointed to the fact that SDTC had exist‐
ed since 2001, but these conflicts began under the current govern‐
ment. There is an old expression I remember from when I was just
a child: Sometimes the truth hurts. The truth of the matter is that
these appointed individuals had conflicts. The individuals on the
board's awarding of millions of dollars to their own companies was
unprecedented. It did not happen under the previous Conservative
government; it happened under this government. The change in ap‐
proach happened under the Liberal government, and Canadians are
demanding accountability from the government for the waste in the
green slush fund.

● (1735)

Mr. Dan Mazier (Dauphin—Swan River—Neepawa, CPC):
Madam Speaker, my colleague brought up the Liberals' benefiting
themselves. We are talking about $58 million to 10 ineligible
projects and $334 million, over 186 cases, to projects in which the
board members had conflicts of interest.

When we think about that just benefiting Liberal insiders, what
kind of repercussions would that have to the Canadian taxpayer?

Hon. Rob Moore: Madam Speaker, that is why, at the outset of
my remarks, I mentioned the farmers and nurses in my riding, as
well as the construction workers I saw going off to work this morn‐
ing when I was on my way here. It is easy for us in the House to
talk about hundreds of thousands of dollars misappropriated to an
individual's company or $390 million over a number of cases where
the money should not have been awarded because of a conflict of
interest or ineligibility. However, where did that money come
from? There is only one source for all this money, and that is the
taxpayers whom we all represent.

Taxpayers work hard for their money. When they earn that mon‐
ey, they are taxed on it; when they spend that money, they are taxed
on it. They deserve, from each and every one of us in this chamber,
absolute accountability for the money that has been spent. Howev‐
er, accountability is what the government, at every turn, has sought
to avoid under the green slush fund. It hurts the Liberals very badly
that we are not going to stand for that. Conservatives are going to
expose that every day.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, the government is be‐
ing asked to gather information and hand it directly over to the
RCMP. However, the RCMP has said that it does not like the Con‐
servative tactic. The Office of the Auditor General of Canada has
said that it does not like the tactic. The former law clerk of the
House of Commons has said that he does not support the tactic.
There is a genuine lack of respect for these institutions that is being
driven by the leader of the Conservative Party.

However, whether it is those institutions or the issue of the secu‐
rity clearance, members of the Conservative Party caucus collec‐
tively put their head in the sand and ignore what Canadians have a
right to know. Again, we have experts saying that the leader of the
Conservative Party should get the security clearance. Why will
those in the Conservative Party not be honest with Canadians and
tell us why their leader would not qualify for security clearance, as
I am beginning to believe is the real reason?

Hon. Rob Moore: Madam Speaker, that is an effort, on full dis‐
play, to talk about anything but the millions of dollars wasted, mis‐
appropriated and sent to insiders under the green slush fund. These
were not general insiders but Liberal insiders from the Liberal gov‐
ernment, and it is the last thing they want to talk about.
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This is not from me. It is the Auditor General of Canada who

said that 20% of the projects were ineligible and $58 million was
sent for ineligible projects. Out of 226 transactions examined for
the audit, 82% were conflicted. The price tag of these conflicted
transactions was $330 million. Members do not have to take the
Conservatives' word for it; this is directly from the Auditor Gener‐
al, and that is an inconvenient truth for the government.

As we heard from the Liberal member opposite, Liberals want to
speak about anything but what we have exposed here and what the
Auditor General has exposed. Conservatives will not stop fighting
for accountability for every taxpayer dollar that was spent and mis‐
appropriated by the government.
● (1740)

Hon. Andrew Scheer (Regina—Qu'Appelle, CPC): Madam
Speaker, the Liberal member just complained about the tactic.
However, does my friend believe that this production order would
have been necessary if the government had done the right thing
from day one? As soon as the whistle-blowers started raising the
alarm about conflicts of interest and money being funnelled to Lib‐
eral insiders' own companies, the government should have called
the police in right away instead of filibustering at committee and
engaging in a cover-up. Would we even be here today if the govern‐
ment had done the right thing from the get-go?

Hon. Rob Moore: Madam Speaker, I gather that my colleague
knows the answer to this question as well.

Of course, had the Liberals done the right thing at any stage of
this debacle, this would not be necessary. However, doing the right
thing and the Liberal government do not go hand in hand. Taxpay‐
ers' money has been wasted. All of this could have been avoided if
the Liberals had done the right thing. However, that is why we are
here today: They did not.

Hon. Andrew Scheer (Regina—Qu'Appelle, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I should not say it is a pleasure to still be debating this
privilege motion, because it is very unfortunate. We are now on a
subamendment, which I would like to share my views on with the
House today, but I should remind members of the government cau‐
cus that their refusal to comply with a lawful order of Parliament,
with a lawful production order, is the reason the House is still de‐
bating this motion. The Liberals control 100% of what business
will be debated in the House. All they have to do is comply with
the production order, and then they can call whatever piece of legis‐
lation they want. However, we are still talking about this because
they would rather grind Parliament to a halt for three or four weeks.

I think we started debating this motion on September 27. Was it
September 27?

An hon. member: It was the 26th.

Hon. Andrew Scheer: Madam Speaker, I am off by a day,
September 26. It is now October 28. They have paralyzed Parlia‐
ment for a month rather than simply complying with the production
order.

What is a production order? For those watching on CPAC who
want to know the intricacies of this parliamentary word, I note that
Parliament has the power to compel every government agency, in‐
stitution or department to produce information. To do our jobs and

make good laws and sound decisions, we have the ability collec‐
tively, when the House decides that it needs documents or wants to
hear testimony from witnesses, to send for persons or papers. We
are talking about papers right now.

We have uncovered, thanks to brave testimony from whistle-
blowers who unveiled the depths of this corruption at great risk to
their own careers, that Liberal-friendly insiders sitting on a board,
who had control of a billion dollars' worth of taxpayers' money, got
to determine who got millions of dollars' worth of government
grants. What the Auditor General found out, thanks to the tipoff by
this whistle-blower and thanks to my hard-working colleagues sit‐
ting on the committee that litigated this scandal, is that insiders
were funnelling taxpayers' money into their own companies, which
is outrageous. It was 400 million dollars' worth of corruption. The
Auditor General found that $58 million went to 10 projects that
were completely ineligible and had nothing to do with the mandate
of the fund.

The fund was originally set up to help Canadian companies inno‐
vate and find solutions to environmental problems. The government
would help underwrite some of the costs of innovation. The think‐
ing was that, as a benefit, Canadians would perhaps get the com‐
mercialization of whatever innovative products came out of that.
Then of course there was the environmental benefit of having
cleaner ways to do things and make things, fewer emissions going
into our atmosphere and fewer pollutants going into our lakes and
rivers. The key point was that it had to have something to do with
the environment.

The Auditor General found that 10 projects for $58 million were
completely ineligible. That is a lot of money. Just to put that into
context, the sponsorship scandal started off at about $40 million
and people went to jail for it. There were criminal prosecutions.

I should point something out to my hon. colleague from Win‐
nipeg, because I anticipate that he might get up. Every once in a
while he likes to get up for questions and comments to make his
views known and to ask Conservatives for their take on some of the
things he is interested in. He will somehow paint the spectre that as
long as Parliament is doing anything with this, there should be a
complete, pristine cone of silence around any kind of investigation.
I will point out to him that there was a lot of investigation into the
sponsorship scandal. In fact, there was a full public inquiry, a judi‐
cial inquiry, called the Gomery commission.

I was in the House at the time. I remember the daily drip of de‐
tails that came out, the sordid facts of Liberal insiders and even
Liberal cabinet ministers at the time who were sitting around the ta‐
ble when a scheme was concocted. It was to take money that was
supposed to protect our national unity and spread the message of a
cohesive and strong country and to instead put it into the pockets of
Liberal insiders. It was very similar.
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The inquiry, the debate in Parliament and the litigation at com‐
mittee did not prevent the RCMP from successfully prosecuting
and convicting wrongdoers in that case. I just want the member to
know that; it might save him some time when my speech is con‐
cluded. Hope springs eternal.

We found out more. I do not have it printed out, but I have it.
One of my colleagues, the member for South Shore—St. Margarets,
found out something today about the owner of Cycle Capital, which
by the way is the same firm that the current Minister of Environ‐
ment is involved in. A lot of people say there were Liberal insiders
on the board and ask what the link is to Liberal ministers and the
government of the day. Here it is: The Minister of Environment is a
partial owner in the company called Cycle Capital.

Annette Verschuren's company was valued at $140 million when
she was appointed to the Prime Minister's slush fund. After years of
funnelling millions in taxpayers' money to companies she owns,
Cycle Capital is now worth $600 million. This is exactly like GC
Strategies. It is never better than when Liberals are in power, for
government lobbyists and well-connected Liberal insiders. That is
why Canadians should care about the issue.

Let us think back to when Canadians were locked down, the
economy was suffering and many people were going through se‐
vere hardship. Think about all the devastating impacts that had on
the lives of Canadians. All members know of people in their com‐
munities who lost everything. They lost their businesses, sometimes
businesses that had been in the family for two, three, four genera‐
tions. People had to sell their home, families were broken up and
people had to move to other parts of the country to find work.

Some of the redirection of money, the misuse of taxpayers' mon‐
ey, was happening during that time, and the Prime Minister was
saying that he was plunging the country into debt so Canadians did
not have to go into debt. We should never forget that during that in‐
credible time of hardship, Liberals got a Liberal. They found a way
to enrich their friends and help their partisan supporters. That is the
crux of the issue.

This could all end today. Every once in a while, I chat with a
Liberal member in the hallways of this place, and they ask me how
long the debate is going to go on for. The ball is in the Liberals'
court. It will end on the day they respect the order of Parliament,
the day they direct all their departments to comply with the lawful
order of Parliament so the information can be handed to the RCMP
and the RCMP can have all the information.

The Auditor General has the “follow the money trail” kind of
thing. She has the documents about where money was paid and
how decisions were made, and she understands the conflicts of in‐
terest. However, there is a lot of information behind the scenes.

A whistle-blower said that with respect to intent, when one has
the information that is contained in the production order, they will
see the intent. We believe that, at the very least, the RCMP should
be able to access the documents so it can make the proper determi‐
nation. It is a very important principle that we, as the guardians of
taxpayers' money, are able to let it do that. That is why the motion

is so important, and that is why it is so important for the govern‐
ment to comply with the order.

I should point out another argument that I anticipate. I hope I ad‐
dressed an issue that the member might have gotten up on, but just
to give him some rest and maybe to avoid having to answer another
question about it, I will add this: He might also say that there is
somehow some terrible precedent being set and that complying
with the production order would somehow taint the investigation
and create a terrible precedent for future cases. I should point out
that some departments have complied with the order.

In fact, I believe the Office of the Privacy Commissioner has
complied with the production order. Some departments did provide
documents, so the Liberals cannot on the one hand claim they can‐
not comply with the order because doing so would taint the crimi‐
nal investigation, which is some bizarre argument about violation
of charter rights. I should point out that the charter is not there to
protect the government; it is there to protect the people from the
government.

● (1750)

The government cannot have it both ways. It cannot go ahead
and say that it is somehow going to damage the integrity of the
RCMP investigation while simultaneously some departments are
complying with it. Those two arguments are mutually exclusive.
Only one of those scenarios can be true.

We believe that some departments did the right thing and com‐
plied with it. Some departments decided to ignore a lawfully passed
production order by the elected body of the people of Canada,
whose money, by the way, was taken out of their pockets or off
their paycheques to go into this fund that was then redirected to
these Liberal insiders.

For that reason, I hope that today, after a month of Parliament not
being able to proceed to other business because the government has
chosen to paralyze Parliament rather than comply with this order,
might be the day the Liberals all go home, reflect on what was said
today and wake up tomorrow with a renewed sense of democracy
and of proper stewardship of taxpayer money. That is my hope. It is
not just a hope for myself and my Liberal colleagues, but for the
Canadian people, so they can once again have faith and confidence
in their institutions.

The member talks a lot about institutions and preserving the in‐
tegrity of those institutions. How about preserving the integrity of
the institution of Parliament? How about restoring the integrity of
the concept that taxpayer money is used properly and that the gov‐
ernment does not reach into the pockets of Canadians through the
use of its monopoly on force? Nobody has the choice as to whether
or not they pay their taxes. The government has that awesome pow‐
er to force people to fork over when it decides to make them fork
over. At the very least, what should accompany that is the money
that is raised in that way only goes to what the government says it
is supposed to go to and not to enriching the well-connected parti‐
san friends of the Liberal Party of Canada.
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We are almost at the end of today's session. Let us all take that

hope home with us, reflect on that tonight and send positive energy
or say prayers that we will all wake up tomorrow, or at least the
Liberals will all wake up tomorrow, with a bit more wisdom, a little
more respect for the Canadian taxpayers and comply with this pro‐
duction order so the RCMP can get to the bottom of this sordid af‐
fair.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I know you know that I love being able to contribute in a
positive way. Hopefully, the member opposite will understand why
I would rather not take advice from the Conservatives. After all,
what they are suggesting is that there is nothing wrong with the
production of papers and that all we have to do is get the informa‐
tion and hand it directly over to the RCMP.

I have a choice. Do I listen to the commissioner of the RCMP or
do I listen to the self-serving Conservative Party of Canada?

Here is a quote I would like to provide the member opposite
from Mike Duheme, “There is significant risk that the Motion
could be interpreted as a circumvention of normal investigative
processes and Charter protections.” That is not me, the Liberal Par‐
ty or the government saying it, but the RCMP commissioner.

That was reinforced in different ways by the Auditor General of
Canada and by the former law clerk of the House of Commons.
This is something the Conservative Party completely ignores, so
when the member talks about a lack of respect for the institution,
the Conservative members need to look in a mirror. This is no sur‐
prise, because he was a part of a government when his leader of the
Conservative Party was the parliamentary secretary to the prime
minister, that saw the only prime minister to be held in contempt of
Parliament.

I wonder if the member opposite would share with us why the
Conservatives believe they do not have to be responsible because
they are in opposition, when I would argue there are some things
they could do. They could show some goodwill and get the leader
of the Conservative Party to agree to get the security clearance.
● (1755)

Hon. Andrew Scheer: Madam Speaker, that last point was just a
ridiculous red herring that has nothing to do with the debate at
hand.

I want to go back to something my colleague from New
Brunswick said in response to my question. Why are we here today
debating this motion? The government party has a whole bunch of
people who sit around the cabinet table. I am not sure how big cabi‐
net has expanded to these days, but a lot of people sitting around
the cabinet table were aware of what was going on. They did noth‐
ing. Not only did they do nothing; they tried to sweep it under the
rug. The whistle-blower had to come to committee to testify be‐
cause all of his efforts to get the due diligence and the proper over‐
sight and scrutiny fell on deaf ears.

What can be so problematic with complying with a production
order if several departments have already complied? Again, and I
had hoped that I had pre-emptively addressed this, that is the
hypocrisy of the member's position. When many departments have

fully complied but many have not, then the argument cannot be
made that any compliance with it will somehow taint the process.

At the end of the day, if we go back to that beginning point, had
the Liberal government members done their due diligence, they
would have said, “Wait a second. These people we appointed to the
board were doing something wrong; they were funnelling money
into their own companies and they placed themselves in conflict of
interest.”

The members of the board had this scheme where one person
would leave the room, the rest of them would vote in favour of the
funding going to that person, and then that person would come back
in the room and do it for their friends. If the Liberals had said,
“Whoa, that does not fly. We are calling in the cops; we are handing
them all the information”, we would not be here today. However,
they did not, because those people on the board making those deci‐
sions and funnelling that money were their partisan friends and sup‐
porters. That is why we are still debating this motion.

[Translation]

Mr. Mario Simard (Jonquière, BQ): Madam Speaker, I almost
miss the days when the member for Regina—Qu'Appelle was the
leader of the Conservative Party. He was just talking about taking
the time to reflect and have a bit more wisdom. I wonder if it takes
wisdom to come to the House and say that nurses are no longer go‐
ing to work because there is no heating at the hospitals, that teach‐
ers are no longer going to work because there is no heating at the
schools, that people are applying for medical assistance in dying
because they no longer have anything to eat and that electricians,
by some miracle, are catching lightning to light up rooms. I wonder
if that is wisdom.

I find it interesting that in the same breath the member for Regi‐
na—Qu'Appelle is talking about the need to have confidence in in‐
stitutions. I get the impression that a political party that is obstruct‐
ing the work of Parliament, that says it wants to trigger an election
but is not giving itself the opportunity to do so and is trying to fuel
the public's discontent with the government, is doing everything but
strengthen public confidence in institutions.

I wonder what my colleague thinks of that.

Hon. Andrew Scheer: Madam Speaker, we are not the ones who
decided that Parliament had to debate this motion. It was the Speak‐
er. The government is the one that decided not to abide by the
Speaker's ruling. That is why we are continuing to debate this mo‐
tion. It is not the Conservative Party's decision. It is the decision of
the Liberal Party and the government.

Only the government can comply with the order of the House.
Only the government can comply with the Speaker's ruling. No one
in the Conservative caucus can call the head of a department to tell
them to send all the documents to Parliament. Only the government
can do that.

If we are here this evening debating this motion, it is because of
the Liberal government's decision.
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I will just say one other thing. Regarding the argument the mem‐
ber makes about all the hardship facing Canadians, I will point out
that every time the government pretends it is trying to make life
better for Canadians, it makes life worse. Let us take housing—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
Questions and comments, the hon. member for Kitchener Centre.

Mr. Mike Morrice (Kitchener Centre, GP): Madam Speaker,
as I have shared many times throughout the day and in recent days,
Greens supported the original opposition motion from the Conser‐
vatives to look into the mismanagement of SDTC, back in June. We
support the terms of this motion as well.

The member for Regina—Qu'Appelle just finished sharing with
the member from the Bloc Québécois that this is actually on the
government side, that the Liberals are the ones continuing this de‐
bate.

I wonder if the member would test that theory. If only another
Conservative would not get up after the member spoke, what might
happen next? Can he tell us, if another Conservative did not speak
after him, what would happen next?

Hon. Andrew Scheer: Madam Speaker, I can tell the member
what would not happen: The government would not comply with
the production order.

It all comes back to the “who made who” type of thing, so let us
go all the way back. Corruption happened at SDTC. Liberal insid‐
ers lined the pockets of their own companies, knowingly putting
themselves in conflict of interest positions. One of the board mem‐
bers actually ran away from a Zoom call. She just darted off camera
because she did not like some of the questions she was getting.

Government officials, including senior cabinet ministers, knew
about this and did nothing. They did not call in the cops, did not try
to get Canadians their money back and did not try to hold anybody
accountable. They tried to sweep it under the rug.

As the details came out at committee, the Liberals continued to
filibuster and stonewall to try to prevent Canadians and parliamen‐
tarians from knowing what happened. Our last recourse as the op‐
position was to use our powers as a collective to produce these pa‐
pers. The Liberals continue to refuse to do that. That is the reason
we are still debating this motion.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Madam
Speaker, I would like to hear a response to the question from the
member for Kitchener Centre. It was an excellent question. What
would happen if no other Conservative stood up and spoke to the
subamendment to the amendment of the motion? It would be great
if we could get an answer from the hon. member.

Hon. Andrew Scheer: Madam Speaker, I already addressed that.
What is important is what would not happen. The whole point of
being here to get this information is to prosecute wrongdoers and
try to get Canadians their tax money back.

I ran out of time to talk about what happens when the Liberal
government tries to fix things. They only make things worse. If we

look at housing, our leader had a fantastic announcement today
about axing the tax on new homes—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
Questions and comments, the hon. member for Sarnia—Lambton.

Ms. Marilyn Gladu (Sarnia—Lambton, CPC): Madam Speak‐
er, one thing the opposition House leader mentioned was that this
was another GC Strategies, but it might even be worse. He talked
about Cycle Capital. One of the board members gave money to it
and it more than tripled in value. I believe the Minister of Environ‐
ment and Climate Change is a part owner of that company, and he,
as a minister of the Crown, was part of the GIC that appointed the
board member. If he is receiving a benefit, is that not in direct vio‐
lation of section 119 of the Criminal Code, which says a holder of
public office cannot take an action that benefits themselves or their
family?

Hon. Andrew Scheer: Madam Speaker, that is a fantastic and
timely point made by my colleague. Perhaps she is on the right
track to finding out the motivation as to why the Liberals are going
to such great lengths to keep this hidden.

I know what this is like, as an opposition House Leader, as some‐
one who was Speaker and as someone who sat in the government
benches from 2006 to 2011. Being willing to sacrifice a month's
worth of House time is an incredible price to pay to keep corruption
hidden. There clearly must be something devastating in these docu‐
ments that the government is willing to go to this great length to
keep the information hidden.

I will just point out again that every single time the Liberals try
to solve something, they make it worse. Housing costs have dou‐
bled under the government, and that is why—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Re‐
suming debate, the hon. member for Northumberland—Peterbor‐
ough South.

Mr. Philip Lawrence (Northumberland—Peterborough
South, CPC): Madam Speaker, I would like to start where the
member for Regina—Qu'Appelle left off: Under the Liberal gov‐
ernment, housing costs have doubled. Let us start by getting this
down to layman's terms to explain to Canadians what has gone on.

There are a lot of acronyms. There are a lot of terms of art and
legal terms from the various conflicts of interest, ineligible—

● (1805)

Ms. Marilyn Gladu: Madam Speaker, on a point of order, do we
have quorum?

And the count having been taken:

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
Yes, we do. We have 20 members.

The hon. member.
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Mr. Philip Lawrence: Madam Speaker, I thank the member for

being attentive, but when I speak, there are usually lots of people in
the House. It is not usually a problem for me.

Let us get back to the matter at hand. There are lots of technical
terms, legal linguistic terms and acronyms, such as SDTC, that we
can utilize. Of course, there are different names.

What we need to understand is that there was a pool of nearly a
billion dollars that was established by the Liberal government. The
government then entrusted this money to a group of individuals
who came under the auspices of SDTC, the then minister Navdeep
Bains and eventually the current Minister of Innovation. SDTC was
given this billion dollars and told what the government wanted
SDTC to do with it. What the government was selling to the Cana‐
dian public was that this money would be used to get a cleaner,
greener, more efficient and more productive economy.

Let us not forget where that billion dollars came from. It came
from single moms, seniors, high school kids and folks working two
or three jobs trying to get by in this ever-diminishing Liberal econ‐
omy. One might say we would get this money from the wealthy, but
that is not the reality. A large portion of Canadian tax dollars comes
from the most vulnerable and, in fact, the poorest of our society.
For example, people would probably be shocked to know that, with
clawbacks and taxation, there can be folks earning less
than $40,000 a year but paying more than 70% of their dollars to
clawbacks and income tax.

The government is taking this money from people who are strug‐
gling to get by every day, to get that last meal of the month. The
government is taking millions of dollars. In fact, as I said, it was $1
billion. The taxpayers do not get a choice as to whether they pay.
Either people pay or they go to jail. The government took a billion
dollars in hard-earned tax dollars, taken under a threat of force.
What did the government do with it? It told the Canadian public
that it would make the environment clean and more efficient. It said
that it would make the economy more productive and get patents
and intellectual property that would grow our economy. Nothing
could be further from the truth of what actually happened.

In this cabal of individuals, we saw $58 million given to 10 ineli‐
gible proposals. This means that these proposals did not fit the cri‐
teria. Once again, there is that billion dollars, which had rules at‐
tached to it. There was an agreement on how that money was going
to be spent because it came from all those hard-working Canadian
taxpayers. SDTC decided which people it was going to give the
money to. What has been found so far is that it flagrantly disregard‐
ed those criteria with 10 proposals. There were $58 million that
went out the door for things that did not fit the criteria of making
the economy cleaner, greener, more efficient or more productive.

The question of whom SDTC gave this $58 million to needs to
be asked, as well as why it did that. This is what I will talk about in
the latter part of the story. There were also 186 cases in which
board members held a conflict of interest. We will get back to that.

There was a group of individuals in charge of this billion dollars.
As I said, it was to get a more efficient economy. It would make
sense that it was not there to benefit this group of individuals. We
do not need complex conflict of interest regulations or policies; if a

billion dollars is given to grow the economy, one would just assume
that the money is not going back to the people who are deciding
where that money is going.

I will say that again. One would presume that billion dollars
would not be going back to the individuals who are deciding where
the money is going. Obviously, they are not going to be objective,
and this creates the opportunity for corruption. Clearly, we have
seen some things Canadians would not be proud of. There was mil‐
lions more given to parties that did not perform the contracts.

● (1810)

The way it works is that there are tranches of money that are giv‐
en out. Usually, certainly in the private sector, if someone does not
meet certain criteria, and “specific performance” is the legal term,
then the rest of the money is not given to them. In the case in ques‐
tion, however, the money kept flowing and flowing. We have seen
so far that millions of dollars of the billion-dollar pot was given out
either where there were conflicts of interest or where contracts were
clearly ineligible.

What is it that Conservatives asked for in the privilege motion?
What did we possibly ask that is trampling the rights of the charter,
interfering with a police investigation, or other red herrings the par‐
liamentary clerk has said are not the case? In fact, the people
through their representatives have the ultimate and unfettered right
to ask for any documents they require. What is the awful step we
have taken? We have just asked for documents. At the end of the
day, we want more information to find out what went on so the
RCMP can proceed with its investigation, unimpeded by the Liber‐
al government.

The member for Winnipeg North might say that we should just
let the RCMP decide, and that would be well and good if what I am
going to describe had not happened, which is a series of different
scandals that have occurred over the last nine years. This forms the
context as to why Conservatives feel it is important that we help get
the documents across the way to the RCMP.

We have to go back to December 2017, when, just two years af‐
ter the Prime Minister was elected, Canada's Ethics Commissioner
ruled that the Prime Minister had broken the conflict of interest
rules by accepting vacations, gifts and flights in 2016. He had been
elected less than a year before and had already started a pattern of
corruption. It was the first time a prime minister had ever been
found guilty of such a transgression.

There have been a number of things between then and now. Clam
scam was in there as well, and a number of other scandals, but we
will just jump forward and hit some of the highlights of the corrup‐
tion.
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In February 2019, former justice minister Jody Wilson-Raybould

accused the government of inappropriately pressuring her to help
construction giant SNC-Lavalin avoid a corruption trial. Public
works minister Jane Philpott also quit, citing loss of confidence in
the Prime Minister. The Ethics Commissioner ruled that the Prime
Minister and officials had breached ethics rules.

In 2020, there was one of the larger scandals, and there are quite
a few. It was another nearly billion-dollar scandal, with the WE
Charity. Of course, with the WE Charity, the government took the
opportunity, just like with SDTC, of the cloak of COVID in order
to promote its corrupt agenda, which included a $912-million pro‐
gram that the Prime Minister promised as part of a $9-billion
COVID-19 financial aid program for post-secondary students.

Shortly after, the Liberal government announced it was awarding
the sole-source contract to WE Charity, and it came to light that the
Prime Minister's family had a connection there. Once again, under‐
neath the cloak of COVID, the government took the opportunity to
stuff the pockets of Liberal insiders full of hard-earned Canadian
taxpayer dollars.

We go on with the scandals. We jump forward to a more recent
one, the arrive scam scandal. It came out on February 12, 2024,
with the Auditor General's report in which she said that there were
so many dollars spent and the bookkeeping was so bad that it is im‐
possible for anyone, including the Auditor General, to know exact‐
ly how much money was wasted on arrive scam.
● (1815)

Just so everyone remembers, ArriveCAN was an app that IT pro‐
fessionals said could have been designed and completed in a week‐
end for a quarter of a million dollars. In fact, because the bookkeep‐
ing was so bad, they could not even determine exactly how many
resources were dedicated to the creation of the ArriveCAN app. Es‐
timates put it at least $60 million. It resulted in a single update
sending 10,000 Canadians to quarantine despite doing everything
right. It resulted in a massive scandal involving dozens of senior of‐
ficials in the public service.

As I said, it should have cost a quarter of a million dollars. In‐
stead, it ended up costing $60 million. The app had numerous other
issues. An interesting one, in terms of corruption, is that after so
many self-inflicted issues with the Ethics Commissioner, the Liber‐
als attempted to appoint the sister-in-law of the minister of public
safety as the interim Ethics Commissioner.

I wonder what the Thanksgiving or Christmas dinners would
look like. They would be sitting there having turkey, discussing
how the grandkids are, saying they are great, and what about that
little ethics violation we had there? We will be able to take care of
that over a couple wings of turkey and pass the cranberries and
eliminate the corruption, please.

Of course, in May 2022, the Ethics Commissioner opened up an
investigation into the minister of international trade's conduct from
spring 2020, involving approximately $17,000 in a contract for me‐
dia training given to a company co-founded by a Liberal strategist.
The commissioner determined the minister broke the rules for re‐
fusing to recuse herself from the process that led to the decision to
award the contract to a public relations firm due to her nearly 20-

year friendship with the firm's co-founder. In that one, we had a
Liberal consultant who was getting onto the payroll for media train‐
ing for $17,000. The Ethics Commissioner found that broke the
rules, but that should be no surprise to anyone.

Here is an interesting one, given that the themes of today seem to
involve foreign interference. I would remind the member from
Winnipeg North about this. It became well known that the Commu‐
nist regime in Beijing used donations to the Trudeau Foundation to
attempt to influence the Prime Minister.

Information published by La Presse and The Globe and Mail
raised even more concerns about the $200,000 donation directed by
Beijing. The foundation misled Canadians when it said the contro‐
versial donation made by two Chinese businessmen qualified as a
Canadian donation. Testifying before the House of Commons ethics
committee, Pascale Fournier said her predecessor, Morris Rosen‐
berg, told the National Post in December 2016 that the foundation
did not consider the donation to be foreign money because it was
made by a company incorporated in Canada.

We see over and over again, from the sponsorship scandal on out,
this culture of entitlement and of corruption, where when times are
tough for Canadians, when that single mom is desperately working
that extra overtime shift just to make sure she has enough money to
pay for her son's hockey, or her daughter's soccer, the government
members take the opportunity to stuff their jeans full of as much
cash as they can. In this case, it was underneath the cloak of
COVID.

One has to remember that, actually, if not for the Conservatives,
during COVID, if we can believe this, the then finance minister,
Bill Morneau, came to this place and tried to sneak in a piece of
legislation. Because of COVID, we were moving quickly, and we
were working largely in good faith and consensus. He tried to sneak
in that the government could spend as much money as it wanted for
whatever it wanted.

If not for our current leader of the official opposition, the then fi‐
nance critic, that would have gone through. We are hearing so far,
in these recent days, we have SDTC that is good for a billion dol‐
lars of corruption. We have the WE scandal that is a billion dollars
worth of corruption. That is just what we have found so far, and
there are more Auditor General reports to come.
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● (1820)

There has been, over the last week or two, a lot of use of the
word “reflection”. The Prime Minister and the cabinet may be im‐
mune to this reflection. It appears that when he has important deci‐
sions, the Prime Minister's max reflection time is about 18 hours or
so. However, I would hope the Liberal members back there would
have some reflection on what their government has become, includ‐
ing a leader who is clearly unpopular.

There is a reason they are cruising toward single digits in the
polls. There is a reason that, when I walk and talk with my con‐
stituents, the number one question is: “When is the Prime Minister
leaving, and can we help him pack his bags?” That is what I hear,
and not just from Conservative voters but also from some folks
who I know have never voted for me and are lifelong Liberals.

At a certain point in the life of a caucus, members have to stand
up for their principles and beliefs. They have to decide if power is
really worth it. Is power worth $1 billion in corruption through
SDTC? Is it worth having $1 billion taken from hard-working
Canadians and an attempt to have it given to WE Charity? Is it
worth supporting a Prime Minister who is habitually convicted by
the Ethics Commissioner for ethics violation? Is power really worth
it?

We are asking for something entirely reasonable. We are asking
for documents to be handed over to the RCMP. Some government
offices have already complied, so we know it is possible. We are
hoping that reflection comes to folks as they think about their hard-
working constituents who, just like my constituents in the great rid‐
ing of Northumberland—Peterborough South, are working day and
night to get by and are giving, sometimes, 60%, 70%, 80% of their
paycheques to the government. We hope they will think, “This is
not right, and we should have the RCMP.”

There is going to be some discussion about how much time this
has taken in the House, but the debate could end right now. All the
government has to do is deliver those documents so the RCMP can
look into this and hopefully, and I might be dreaming too big here,
Canadians could get some of that $400 million back to help them
pay for their kids' hockey, afford their rent or afford a meal so they
do not have to go to the food bank this week. The government
should get that money back, get those documents and let us end
this.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, the member was having some flashbacks, but they were
limited to 2015.

There is an interesting booklet, “The Evidence Compiled”, on
Stephen Harper that includes abuses of power, scandals and corrup‐
tion. The list is long. There are at least 70: “Senate Hush Money”,
“Contempt of Parliament”, “Refusal to Share Budget Info”, “Cabi‐
net Staffers...Immunity from Testimony”, “Falsify Reports and
Documents”, “Repeated Duplicity in Afghan Detainees”, “F-35
Fighter Jets” scandal, “Blames Statistics Canada”, lying and all
sorts of stuff, if members want to talk about abuse of power.

Anyway, that is not what today is about. Today is about having
the Conservatives shut up and allow the debate to come to a conclu‐

sion so we can actually comply with what the Speaker is suggest‐
ing: that the issue be handed over to the Standing Committee on
Procedure and House Affairs. It is no surprise the Conservatives
want to continue the filibuster, at a great expense. They are serving
the Conservative Party as opposed to the interests of Canadians.

Why does the Conservative leader consistently do things against
the interests of Canadians, even when he was parliamentary secre‐
tary to prime minister Stephen Harper when that prime minister
was held in contempt ? He does this all the time.

● (1825)

Mr. Philip Lawrence: Madam Speaker, I am going to put aside
the irony of the member who has the most words on record in this
debate saying it is us filibustering.

This can be ended today. All the Liberals have to do is hand over
the documents. This is absolutely in our rights; the law clerk re‐
ferred to this. We can end this today if they just go out there and
bring the documents in.

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I like the member. I have worked with him and
enjoy his sense of humour.

As he knows, the NDP is supporting the motion. Whether we are
talking about SDTC, WE Charity or SNC-Lavalin, NDP members
believe we have been instrumental in getting to the bottom of Lib‐
eral corruption.

To the credit of the Liberal government, despite the fact that
there are these scandals, it has allowed Parliament, because it is a
minority Parliament, to get to the bottom of things. That was not
the case, as the member well knows, during the Harper regime,
when a Conservative majority steamrolled Parliament and parlia‐
mentary traditions and transparency.

I mention this because my colleague asked this question: Is pow‐
er really worth it? Was power really worth it for the $400-million
ETS scam that we never got to the bottom of because the Conserva‐
tives refused to allow us to get any sort of transparency? Was pow‐
er really worth it for the $1 billion spent on the G8, another scandal
the Harper regime shut down? Was power really worth it for
the $2.2 billion misspent on the Phoenix pay system? Was power
really worth it for the $3.1 billion lost in anti-terrorism funding?

Mr. Philip Lawrence: Madam Speaker, I like the member as
well, but it is not shocking that the NDP runs to the rescue of the
Liberal government, as it has been propping up the government
through scandal after scandal.
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and what do they get? They get fake promises of things that will
not happen. They run interference for the Liberal government. They
run outside and say the Liberals are terrible, but then at vote time
the New Democrats are 100% in. They are for the Prime Minister
and support him all the way—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
Questions and comments, the hon. member for Selkirk—Inter‐
lake—Eastman.

Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake—Eastman, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague from Northumberland—Pe‐
terborough South for laying out the various problems we have with
the Liberal government and the ongoing culture of corruption.

He mentioned a number of the scandals before us, including the
one we are dealing with, the green slush fund. Almost $400 million
has been stolen and misappropriated by Liberal insiders, even to the
benefit of the environment minister.

When I was first elected 20 years ago, we were dealing with the
ad scam. At $40 million, it was a small thing compared to this scan‐
dal. It caused the defeat of the government of the day under Paul
Martin and occurred under Jean Chrétien. There was also the bil‐
lion-dollar boondoggle of the ineffective and useless long-gun reg‐
istry. Let us not forget the lost $2 billion spent on Human Re‐
sources Skills and Development Canada that nobody was ever able
to find.

Does my colleague know why the Liberals are so corrupt so of‐
ten?

Mr. Philip Lawrence: Madam Speaker, I really do wonder what
happens in a Liberal's life. I assume they start like everyone else.
They want to accomplish good and want to make this country bet‐
ter. I do not know what happens to them in the process of being a
Liberal that they start looking the other way when $400 million
goes out the door to ineligible companies with conflicts of interest,
that they start looking the other way with billion-dollar WE scan‐
dals and that they start looking the other way with multiple ethics
violations.

It is a time of reflection. There will soon be snow. Perhaps it is
time for a walk. I will ask this again: Is power really worth it?

ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS
A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed

to have been moved.
● (1830)

[English]
MENTAL HEALTH AND ADDICTIONS

Mr. Mike Morrice (Kitchener Centre, GP): Madam Speaker, I
am back tonight to continue to raise the alarm on the impacts of the
poisoned drug crisis on my community and, specifically tonight, on
the federal funds that are needed to act. The reality is that, in my
community, this crisis continues to have devastating impacts. This
year alone, there were 72 more deaths from poisoned drugs. In fact,
just in the period from October 11 to October 21, earlier this month,

there were five more suspected poisoned drug deaths, each one a
loved member of my community, such as Alby, who I spoke about
in the House recently, or my friend Hudeyfa, who passed away ear‐
lier this year. Every single one was a preventable death.

In the midst of this crisis, the federal government has a program
specifically for prevention, harm reduction and treatment initia‐
tives. It is called the substance use and addictions program, or
SUAP for short. It is a $359-million program. There is good news
for the government: We have two experienced, credible organiza‐
tions who applied for this very fund from Waterloo region, Sanguen
and Community Healthcaring.

Sanguen has even been funded by SUAP before. I was thrilled to
join the then minister of mental health and addictions, our former
colleague Carolyn Bennett, alongside my colleague from Kitchen‐
er—Conestoga last year, to announce a previous extension of
SUAP funding for Sanguen's community health van, yet this year,
for both applications from Waterloo region, neither one was suc‐
cessful, meaning that zero SUAP dollars are going to Waterloo re‐
gion.

Even if we received just the average across the country, in recent
years program funding varied between $104 million to $145 mil‐
lion a year. If we were to average that out across the five ridings
across Waterloo region, it would mean between $1.5 million to $2
million.

This is at a time when we need more of everything in the face of
this poisoned drug crisis: more treatment, more mental health sup‐
ports, more safe consumption sites, more safer supply and more
harm reduction. Instead, both provincially and now federally as
well, our community is actually getting less. This is why I met with
the minister and her team when we began to hear news of these
funding decisions back in July.

The best they can do is talk about a new fund being set up that
non-profits and charities in my community, and others across the
country, will not even be eligible for, with a hope that more money
might get announced in the future. That means that organizations
such as Sanguen and Community Healthcaring are going to have to
begin to wind down programs by March 31 of next year if nothing
more is done, at a time when we need them doing more.

The other reality, though, is that, beyond those two organizations,
what we need is SUAP money, not words of aspiration, to be deliv‐
ered to communities like mine.
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ensure that hot spots such as Waterloo region are not overlooked?

Mrs. Élisabeth Brière (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minis‐
ter of Families, Children and Social Development and to the
Minister of Mental Health and Addictions and Associate Minis‐
ter of Health, Lib.): Madam Speaker, the overdose crisis has im‐
pacted far too many lives across our country, affecting all Canadi‐
ans. Each loss of life due to the dangerous, illegal, toxic drug sup‐
ply is tragic, creating a heartbreaking reality for families, friends
and communities throughout our nation. This pain ripples through
society, leaving grieving families and communities struggling to
heal.

The Government of Canada is deeply concerned about the devas‐
tating effects of substance use, particularly the ongoing overdose
crisis. We are committed to taking decisive action to combat this
crisis and save lives. Addressing the overdose crisis requires a com‐
prehensive approach rooted in public health and public safety.

[Translation]

Since 2017, we have committed over $1.2 billion to support ac‐
cess to evidence-based prevention, treatment and harm reduction
services. We have also supported research and consolidated en‐
forcement activities to combat the production and trafficking of il‐
licit drugs. We have invested more than $650 million in over 420
projects through Health Canada's substance use and addictions pro‐
gram, or SUAP. For example, more than $15.5 million has been al‐
located to projects in my colleague's community of Kitchener—
Waterloo. Across the country, community organizations are work‐
ing tirelessly to reduce stigma and provide much-needed support to
people who use substances.

In line with our ongoing commitment under budget 2023 to fight
the overdose crisis, we have allocated $144 million to fund more
evidence-based community supports and health interventions fol‐
lowing a national call for proposals through SUAP. The initiative
generated a lot of interest. In all, close to 700 proposals were sub‐
mitted and over $2 billion in funding was requested. These propos‐
als were carefully reviewed. The successful proponents were select‐
ed based on their ability to implement innovative, community-led
projects that are viable and that could eventually be scaled up. The
unprecedented number of applications received highlights the
severity of the overdose crisis in communities across the country,
and confirms that our work is far from done.

Together, we will continue to make the health and well-being of
all Canadians a priority and to fight this crisis. Now, we are an‐
nouncing $150 million over three years as of 2024-25 to implement
an emergency treatment fund for municipalities and indigenous
communities. This fund will make it possible to quickly respond to
urgent needs related to the overdose crisis, increase links to treat‐
ments and expand harm reduction services across Canada.

These investments reflect our commitment to making the health
and well-being of all Canadians a priority. We will continue to
work with our partners to effectively address this crisis.

● (1835)

[English]

Mr. Mike Morrice: Madam Speaker, I appreciate that my friend
and colleague, the parliamentary secretary, spoke about past fund‐
ing that has come to Waterloo region. However, I hope she and the
minister can realize that the argument that we got a lot of applica‐
tions and money ran out is not good enough.

First of all, the member is part of the government that set the to‐
tal dollar amount, which obviously was not enough. Second, no one
has done any thinking to say, wait a second, Waterloo region is a
hot spot; we have had 72 people die in this community this year al‐
ready. It is not okay in a community like mine to say we ran out of
money.

Zero dollars for Waterloo region in the midst of this poisoned
drug crisis is not okay. I have been trying to raise, for months now,
a request for the government to look at hot spots such as Waterloo
region and find the money to ensure that we are not left without any
funding at all to stand up to this poison drug crisis.

Mrs. Élisabeth Brière: Madam Speaker, health care decisions
should be made by experts. Funding decisions for that program are
also made in partnership with provinces and territories, indigenous
communities and people with lived and living experiences. They,
not politicians, are the best placed to identify projects that should
receive funding.

I know that the member had multiple meetings with the minister
and the minister's office to discuss proposals from his region. We
are happy to continue these discussions with him to make sure that
he understands how funding is allocated to achieve the best results
and to fund the best proposals.

[Translation]

I also want to point out the historic investment that we made in
health care in 2023, recognizing that the provinces and territories
are in the best position to invest in their health care priorities.

[English]

CORRECTIONAL SERVICE OF CANADA

Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Kingston, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I am rising today to follow up on a question from
June 17. Admittedly, it was a very long time ago, but the nature of
the world of adjournment proceeding questions is that sometimes
they follow considerably after the original question was asked. An
unhappy coincidence is that none of the issues that were raised on
June 17 have been resolved.

This relates to training in federal penal institutions. I asked about
non-Red Seal apprenticeship programs, as opposed to Red Seal ap‐
prenticeship programs, which I had asked about on another occa‐
sion. I asked about non-Red Seal apprenticeship programs, and why
CORCAN does not provide them.
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minister has read the Office of the Correctional Investigator Annual
Report 2019-20. There are reports produced every year. I picked
this one because it highlights points raised in five previous reports
from the Office of the Correctional Investigator.

This report renewed calls from previous years to improve various
aspects of correctional vocational training for inmates. There were
five calls repeated from previous years, as I have indicated. Num‐
ber one was repeated from the 2012-13 report and from the
2018-19 report. It was a call for more meaningful work opportuni‐
ties, including increased availability of apprenticeships and work
releases.

Number two, from the 2014-15 report, was a call to modernize
CORCAN to retool the employment and employability program in
demand areas, including significantly increasing Red Seal trades
and apprenticeships, as well as sales, marketing and IT training.

Number three, from the 2015-16 report, was a repeated request
for the development of a three-year action plan to meet demand for
meaningful work, increase vocational training skills and increase
participation in apprenticeship programs.

Number four, repeated from the 2016-17 report, was a request
for the Minister of Public Safety to conduct a special study on in‐
mate work and CORCAN. Finally, call number five was a repeat
from the 2018-19 report to modernize the CORCAN manufacturing
sector to ensure it aligns with current labour market trends.

Will the minister commit to modernizing CORCAN's employ‐
ment and employability program, as well as CORCAN's manufac‐
turing sector, to better provide inmates with current workplace
skills to better reduce recidivism?

● (1840)

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk (Parliamentary Secretary to the Min‐
ister of Employment, Workforce Development and Official
Languages, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I always look forward to my
colleague from Lanark—Frontenac—Kingston's comments and in‐
terventions in the House. He always seems to elevate the level of
debate and discussion.

I am thankful for the opportunity to rise in the House this
evening to speak to the positive benefits offered by Correctional
Service Canada's employment and employability program. Employ‐
ment programs and services help build essential skills related to
employment while connecting offenders with resources that assist
them with finding community employment after release.

The benefits associated with correctional programming have
long been demonstrated. In fact, going back a decade, research has
noted a direct impact between employment and positive reintegra‐
tion results upon release. We know that inmates who participate in
CORCAN employment programs while incarcerated are more like‐
ly to be granted parole. Similarly, inmates who participate in COR‐
CAN employment programs while incarcerated are more likely to
get a job in the community. Also, offenders under community su‐
pervision who find employment in the community have reduced re‐
cidivism rates.

Without the holistic approach of the CORCAN offender employ‐
ment and employability program, offering a diverse range of cor‐
rectional interventions and services over the course of their sen‐
tence, offenders would not be as well positioned to find employ‐
ment. As research has demonstrated, programming works to build
safer communities for all Canadians to enjoy by providing them
with the skills necessary to safely adapt to life upon release.

That is not the only benefit to Canadians. Additionally, commu‐
nity programming works to save Canadians money. The daily cost
of maintaining an inmate in prison amounts to six figures annually.
When an inmate can be safely returned to the community and find
employment, they are working to financially support themselves,
are required to pay taxes and are no longer incurring six figures to
the Canadian public. That is why I am happy to note that there has
been a year-over-year increase in opportunities for inmates to un‐
dertake CSC programming.

In fiscal year 2023-24, employment coordinators, including staff
and contractors, directly assisted offenders under community super‐
vision to obtain 2,441 community job placements. In 2023-24, on-
the-job training opportunities were provided to 2,624 offenders,
within one of CORCAN's five business lines. I am proud to note
that a total of 22,300 vocational training certificates were earned by
inmates of all backgrounds in 2023-24, representing an increase of
5,855 from the previous year.

Throughout the apprenticeship program, offenders have the op‐
portunity to register, accumulate hours and take block training to
become Red Seal journeymen in a specific trade. Since September
2020, a total of 201 offenders participated in apprenticeship pro‐
grams, of whom 68 have completed certification, with many more
continuing to work toward it.

It has been alleged that vocational certificates offered to inmates
are meaningless participation awards. This is an unfair characteri‐
zation considering the nature of Correctional Service Canada's
agreements and partnerships for vocational training and employ‐
ment services. For example, CSC forms partnerships directly with
indigenous communities to further increase project availability, and
they provide indigenous offenders with additional on-the-job train‐
ing opportunities.

CSC works with provincial trade associations to track appren‐
ticeship hours in a number of different trades. It also works directly
with colleges and universities, as well as private industries that pro‐
vide established curricula to provide vocational training to offend‐
ers. These curricula are also offered to Canadians coast to coast and
in the ridings that we represent in a number of different trades and
jobs. I am—

● (1845)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member for Lanark—Frontenac—Kingston.
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Mr. Scott Reid: Madam Speaker, I hope the parliamentary secre‐

tary will understand my point when I note that one of the numbers
he cited makes the whole point here: 68 inmates have completed
Red Seal certificates since 2021. That is in three years. That is 22
or 23 per year, which is not much in a country with thousands of
inmates. It points to the problem that the reports I was citing get at.
Our programs are vastly inadequate, whether in scope, which
would be the problem going on here, or perhaps in direction.

I would make the suggestion that we could benefit from, perhaps
more than anything else, looking at the successes that have oc‐
curred in other systems. There are many other penal systems, most
of which attempt some form of retraining inmates for re-entry into
the community. Some of them, no doubt, are worse than ours.
Many, I suspect, are better. We can look at all of Europe, the Amer‐
icans, the Australians and so on—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. parliamentary secretary.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: Madam Speaker, as stated, correctional
interventions work to provide meaningful employment and employ‐
ability program opportunities for offenders, increasing the likeli‐
hood of safe and successful reintegration. As part of this, CSC
works with partners in the academic, private and not-for-profit sec‐
tors to access learning materials that mirror those available to the
general public and to develop courses in line with community em‐
ployment standards. The resulting vocational certificates are issued,
in most cases, by the third party.

The collaboration between CSC and existing partners provides
offenders with the support, referrals and services to address their
employment needs and contributes to offenders' ability to find and
maintain employment in the community. Research clearly demon‐
strates that offenders who are employed in the community are less
likely to reoffend or return to federal custody. This benefits offend‐
ers by providing them with the means to support themselves and
their families and by creating community support networks.

For Canadians, there are benefits in safer communities through
less recidivism as well as by adding to the workforce availability
and through the socio-economic benefits such as offenders' cus‐
tody—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member for Spadina—Fort York.

DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS

Mr. Kevin Vuong (Spadina—Fort York, Ind.): Madam Speak‐
er, we are back this evening to try to get to the truth behind why the
Prime Minister, who once held NSICOP, the National Security and
Intelligence Committee of Parliamentarians, in such high esteem,
has suddenly changed his tune. The Prime Minister had once said
he thought NSICOP was well-suited to examine foreign interfer‐
ence in Canada's democracy and our democratic institutions, but
that does not seem to be the case anymore. What was the reason for
the change in the Prime Minister's glowing support for NSICOP?
What brought about this change? Could it have been a release of an
NSICOP report that shed some light on the willingness of some
members of the Liberal Party to accept political and financial bene‐
fits from foreign sources, most notably from agents of the Chinese
government?

I had asked thePrime Minister if he still felt that “Canadians need
to have faith in their institutions and deserve answers and trans‐
parency”, his words; or, had his party's Beijing masters intervened
and indicated a need for a reversal in that faith?

In the reply to my question the Minister of Public Safety had the
audacity to suggest I was making things up. Nothing could be fur‐
ther from the truth. It is not me saying these things. The minister
notes that NSICOP, the Hogue commission and even national me‐
dia have done some deep digging to get to the bottom of foreign in‐
terference. The truth is that the Liberal government does not want
what has been uncovered to come to light and, perhaps most impor‐
tant, it does not want Canadians to know about it. After all, if ev‐
erything is going so well in the government's eyes, why is it that the
Canadian people are still in the dark about the so-called “11”? Why
are these people not arrested and why are they not before a court?

There are laws in the Criminal Code that address treasonous acts.
Subsection 46(2), paragraphs (c), (d) and (e) to be precise, sets out
what constitutes the act of treason and it is quite clear. Subsection
46(2) states:

Every one commits treason who, in Canada,...

(c) conspires with any person to commit high treason or to do anything men‐
tioned in paragraph (a);

(d) forms an intention to do anything that is high treason or that is mentioned in
paragraph (a) and manifests that intention by an overt act; or

(e) conspires with any person to do anything mentioned in paragraph (b) or
forms an intention to do anything mentioned in paragraph (b) and manifests that
intention by an overt act.

Additionally, subsection 46(4) notes:

Where it is treason to conspire with any person, the act of conspiring is an overt
act of treason.

Therefore, how is it that those unnamed 11 people are able to
evade our laws, our courts and our justice system? Who are these
special 11 people benefiting from the Liberal government's tacit if
not implicit protection? Why does Canada even have treason laws
if the government of the day decides by itself to suspend the use of
these laws?

For some time now, Canada's democracy has been under attack
by authoritarian regimes and chief among these is the People's Re‐
public of China. I hosted a press conference earlier today where I
was joined by three leading experts on foreign interference. We
wanted to address a question that many Canadians have been ask‐
ing: Who are the parliamentarians who have been identified in that
confidential NSICOP report? How can Canada have an election if
Canadians do not know whether the people they are voting for have
their best interests at heart? Some observers may also wonder if the
current government is serving another master.
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of the names of the parliamentarians identified in the NSICOP re‐
port, but the Liberal government still refuses to do so. Why is that?
Why will the government not come clean to Canadians, and defend
our democracy?

● (1850)

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk (Parliamentary Secretary to the Min‐
ister of Employment, Workforce Development and Official
Languages, Lib.): Madam Speaker, it is my pleasure to rise today
to speak to the vital, ongoing work that the Government of Canada
is doing to protect Canada's democratic institutions.

As all members of the House are aware, threats to Canada's
democracy do not affect only some Canadians; they affect all Cana‐
dians. This is why the enhancements to safeguard Canada's demo‐
cratic systems and processes against foreign interference set out in
Bill C-70 are supported across party lines. Indeed, the Government
of Canada's ongoing work to protect Canada's electoral systems and
democratic institutions includes efforts to maximize public trans‐
parency while protecting what and how government documents are
shared. This is because the nature of some records, as well as how
they are intended to be used, is fundamental to the functioning of
our democratic system of government.

I would like to take this opportunity to make clear what cabinet
confidences are and why they are treated so carefully by the gov‐
ernment. In this way, any misunderstanding along these lines can be
put to an end. Cabinet confidences are documents prepared for
members of cabinet. They include memoranda to cabinet, discus‐
sion papers, records of cabinet deliberations or decisions, records of
communications between ministers, records to brief ministers and
draft legislation.

The Canadian government is a Westminster system of govern‐
ment and has been since Confederation. This means that the princi‐
ple of keeping cabinet confidences secret is older than Canada it‐
self. It originates from the United Kingdom's Westminster Parlia‐
ment, which dates back many centuries. Cabinet confidences are
central to how the Westminster system functions because of another
foundational principle called “cabinet collective responsibility”.
The two principles complement each other. Members of cabinet
consider all material at their disposal; they deliberate freely, and
even disagree, around the cabinet table. Once the deliberations are
finished, cabinet makes a collective decision, and all members are
responsible for it.

Therefore, the secrecy of these deliberations and of the materials
that are used to make cabinet decisions is paramount to the system
functioning as designed. This has long been understood by succes‐
sive Canadian governments, which have upheld the principle of
cabinet confidences.

In addition to the government, the Supreme Court of Canada has
recognized that cabinet confidentiality is essential to good govern‐
ment. Protecting Canada's democracy also means protecting our
democratic institutions and ensuring that they can function as in‐
tended. Protecting cabinet confidences is not a nefarious act; rather,
it is a fulfillment of the government's duty to uphold the long-estab‐
lished principles of Canada's system of government.

While fulfilling this duty, the Government of Canada continues
to support the ongoing work of the public inquiry into foreign inter‐
ference, which it has done since the inquiry was established last
year. The set of cabinet confidences specified in the terms of refer‐
ence for the commission were already provided during the commis‐
sion's first phase of work, and those terms were developed and
agreed to by all recognized parties in the House.

As it has done all along, the government will continue to provide
thousands of classified documents to the commission and to make
government witnesses available to answer the commission's ques‐
tions. The Government of Canada looks forward to the commis‐
sion's final report in December, and it will consider how its recom‐
mendations can further help to enhance Canada's measures against
foreign interference in its electoral systems and its democratic insti‐
tutions.

● (1855)

Mr. Kevin Vuong: Madam Speaker, I am proud to wear my
country's uniform, and I take my oath of allegiance to Canada seri‐
ously. Does the parliamentary secretary?

Let us be clear: If foreign interference had permeated elected of‐
ficials in the U.S. Congress and Senate, there would be a special
prosecutor appointed within minutes. However, the government is
dragging its feet on getting to the bottom of this. Why is that? Re‐
luctance is abetting. Why is the government protecting individuals
who are out to harm our country, our democracy and the Canadian
people?

I call upon the Liberal government to tell Canadians why. I for
one am fed up with paying for it.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: Madam Speaker, the Government of
Canada continues to support the important work of the public in‐
quiry into foreign interference, which it has done since the inquiry
was established last year. The government continues to provide
thousands of classified documents and to make government wit‐
nesses available to meet with the commission to answer its ques‐
tions. While supporting the commission's work, the government
will also continue its ongoing work to protect Canada's democratic
institutions.

Protecting Canada's democracy is not a partisan activity. It re‐
quires constant vigilance and an ongoing effort to meet the ever-
changing threats to our democratic systems and processes. The
Government of Canada takes this duty seriously and welcomes the
efforts of all parliamentarians who are committed to this important
work.
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Adjournment Proceedings
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):

The motion to adjourn the House is now deemed to have been
adopted. Accordingly, the House stands adjourned until tomorrow
at 10 a.m. pursuant to Standing Order 24(1).

(The House adjourned at 6:58 p.m.)
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