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● (1550)

[English]

The Chair (Hon. Shawn Murphy (Charlottetown, Lib.)):
Colleagues, we're in public and we're going to consider a motion
that's been presented to the committee. It deals with an issue that
arose in the previous committee, in the previous Parliament.

The committee by motion asked the law clerk to look into alleged
discrepancies in the testimony given by certain witnesses who
appeared before this committee on the sponsorship issue, alleged
discrepancies with what the same witnesses gave when they testified
before the Gomery commission.

There has been some work done, but the law clerk wanted us to
tighten up the motion. He wants to have a very specific motion,
which has been circulated to all members. The issue has been looked
at—

[Translation]

Mr. Jean-Yves Laforest (Saint-Maurice—Champlain, BQ):
Mr. Chairman, you will have to start over; we missed a bit.

[English]

The Chair: I'll start over again.

This, colleagues, is a motion that the committee has been asked to
consider. It involves an issue that arose in the previous Parliament, in
the previous public accounts committee. It involves testimony given
by witnesses who appeared before this committee on the sponsorship
issue and alleged inconsistencies between that testimony and
testimony the same witnesses gave subsequently at the Gomery
hearings. We made a motion that the matter should be looked at by
the law clerk and that the law clerk come back to this committee.

The law clerk has done work and is prepared to come back to the
committee, but he wants the motion tightened up and he wants it to
come from this committee. I consider it a formality. I will read the
motions. There are two.

Motion one is that the evidence and documentation presented to
the Standing Committee on Public Accounts during the hearings on
the November 2003 report of the Auditor General, as well as the
testimony of Charles Guité on November 9, 2002, meeting number
64 in the first session of the 37th Parliament, be deemed received by
this committee in this session.

Motion two is that the committee request the Library of
Parliament to draft a comparative report on discrepancies in the
testimony of those individuals who appeared before both the
committee's hearings on the November 2003 report of the Auditor

General, as well as the testimony of Charles Guité on July 9, 2009,
meeting number 64 in the first session of the 37th Parliament, and
before the Gomery commission; and that the law clerk and
parliamentary counsel of the House of Commons do provide the
committee with guidance on legal issues related to the evidence
contained in this comparative report.

That, colleagues, is the motion we're being asked to consider here
today. Is there any discussion?

Mr. Proulx.

Mr. Marcel Proulx (Hull—Aylmer, Lib.): Just on a point of
order, you read into the record, on the first motion, “November 9,
2002” where it should be July 9, 2002.

The Chair: It's July 9, 2002.

Mr. Marcel Proulx: And in motion number two, you read “July
9, 2009”. I assume it should be 2002.

The Chair: It's July 9, 2002. I should have my glasses on; my
apologies for that.

Mr. John Williams (Edmonton—St. Albert, CPC): Mr. Chair-
man, I think that rather than the entire November 2003 report, it was
actually chapters 3, 4, and 5 that were the chapters we dealt with. We
didn't deal with the entire report in comparison with Gomery. It was
strictly chapters 3, 4, and 5 of the November 2003 report.

Again that would apply to motion number two.

The Chair: That's just a clarification, yes.

Mr. Fitzpatrick.

Mr. Brian Fitzpatrick (Prince Albert, CPC): Chapter 5 is the
one I'm concerned about here now, where we want to make things
right.

It was my understanding that the Gomery commission was not
given any jurisdiction over chapter 5. As people may recall, that was
the Earnscliffe involvement with things and so on. We had to have
our own special study on chapter 5, because nobody was really
doing a study on chapter 5; it was conveniently left off the table.

If Gomery had no jurisdiction over chapter 5, why would we be
doing a comparison with something that he wouldn't have delved
into?

The Chair: If the witness didn't testify before this committee, we
will not be doing any comparison.

Mr. Williams.
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Mr. John Williams: Mr. Chairman, you may want the clerk to
check, but I'm quite sure that at every meeting at which we were
dealing with the sponsorship issue, the orders of the day were
chapters 3, 4, and 5 of the November 2003 report of the Auditor
General. So I don't think we can take chapter 5 out of it, because
there may have been some reference to chapter 5 during the
investigation even though the focus was on the other chapters.
Because the orders of the day were chapters 3, 4, and 5, I think it has
to stay that way.
● (1555)

The Chair: And I agree. Of course, it's irrelevant anyway. If they
didn't testify, we're not going to compare.

Are there any other comments?

Brian, is there anything you should add to this? I've tried to
explain it the best I can.

Mr. Brian O'Neal (Committee Researcher): I don't believe so. I
do think it's important, though, to point out that—I wouldn't call it an
analysis—the comparison that has been done was done by the
Library of Parliament. The completed document has just been
submitted to the law clerks, as this motion indicates, so that they
could provide some advice to the committee and guidance to the
committee about this document.

The Chair: Mr. Williams.

Mr. John Williams: Mr. Chairman, I just think I should inform
the committee regarding the July 9, 2002, meeting with Charles
Guité that the meeting was held in camera. It was held in camera on
the understanding that the testimony would not be made public until
such time as all charges and subsequent appeals, and so on, had been
dealt with, if charges were laid. And in the event that no charges
were laid, I think it was to be held in camera for either two or three
years. I think it was three years.

There was a meeting of the public accounts committee when Mr.
Guité was appearing in 2004, I guess it would have been. Do you
remember, Mr. O'Neal? It was 2004. He waived that right for the
testimony to be retained for three years. Therefore, based on that, the
testimony was made public.

There was also another in camera meeting at that time. It was held
with a Mr. Tremblay. Mr. Tremblay passed away; therefore, on the
second or third anniversary of the date, as the chair at that time, I
caused the information to be made public. But he, of course, never
appeared before the Gomery commission. Therefore, there was no
comparison to be made on the testimony by Mr. Tremblay.

The Chair: Yes, and of course the law clerk, Mr. Walsh, will be
aware of that too.

Are there any other comments? If not, we will accept the motion
to approve the amended motions. We'll do them as a composite
motion, one and two.

Do you want to do them separately? Okay, on motion one as
amended, do we have a mover? Mr. Christopherson.

(Motion as amended agreed to) [See Minutes of Proceedings]

The Chair: On motion two as amended by the insertion of the
words “chapters 3, 4, and 5”, do we have a mover? Mr. Williams.

(Motion as amended agreed to) [See Minutes of Proceedings]

The Chair: I want to thank the committee for that.

We're going to now suspend for one minute to go back in camera.

[Proceedings continue in camera]
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