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● (1105)

[English]

The Chair (Mr. Joe Preston (Elgin—Middlesex—London,
CPC)): We'll call this to order. We are here today, pursuant to the
order of reference of Thursday, November 3, 2011, on Bill C-20, An
Act to amend the Constitution Act, 1867, the Electoral Boundaries
Readjustment Act and the Canada Elections Act.

We're in public doing clause-by-clause on this bill.

Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): I have a
point of order.

The Chair: Mr. Christopherson, on a point of order.

Mr. David Christopherson: Thank you, Chair.

We're receiving submissions; they're in front of me now. I think
we got them yesterday. I understand these just came in recently and
they had to be translated. Where I'm going with this, Mr. Chair, is
questioning how we are in a situation where important input in terms
of submissions is coming at a point where it's all but impossible to
take anything they say into account, when we're at the stage to
actually deal with the bill clause by clause.

I'm raising it as a concern, seeking your thoughts on...anything
about it. Obviously, it's not good that we're getting this now, when it
could have impacted on our thinking. It's a bit late.

The Chair: All I can suggest, Mr. Christopherson, is that we had
our timeline fairly solid. We asked everyone to respond in our
timeline. There are many that haven't responded at all, so we can
only assume they want not to respond. Some responded late.

That's the best I can offer you, that they were all given our
timelines and how this was to flow.

Mr. David Christopherson: Mr. Chair, just for clarification, were
they given a timeline suggesting that if you don't make it by such and
such a date, it's really not going to be able to impact on the process?
Were you able to go that far with them?

The Chair: I did not speak to these people; the clerk did on our
behalf. The analysts and I have met on this. There have certainly
been some follow-up e-mails that took place as late as last week to
ask, “Are you going to send us anything?” So I can only suggest yes.

If you'd like to respond to it, you may.

The Clerk of the Committee (Ms. Michelle Tittley): When I
solicited briefs on behalf of the committee, the e-mail indicated that
the briefs should be submitted as soon as possible. When I did some
follow-up calls with the provinces, as was discussed at the last
meeting, I indicated that the date the committee was planning to

proceed to clause-by-clause was today. The original e-mails I sent
out did not include a date because the date for clause-by-clause had
not been officially determined at that point, and that's why I used the
caveat “as soon as possible”.

Mr. David Christopherson: I have one more question, Chair. Did
any of the provinces or territories respond?

The Chair: Not that I know of.

The Clerk: I did have a phone call this morning from one of the
provinces asking whether or not it was too late to submit something
at this point. I indicated that the committee was planning to do
clause-by-clause today, unsure if the committee would finish it today
or at their next meeting. But I also indicated that even if the
committee process at this level were completed, there would likely
be other opportunities to provide feedback through the other stages
of the legislative process.

Mr. David Christopherson: Could I ask what province that was,
please?

The Clerk: That was Nova Scotia.

Mr. David Christopherson: Thank you.

Okay. It's disappointing, but thanks for the explanation, Chair. I
appreciate it.

The Chair: We have two witnesses with us today from the Privy
Council Office: David Anderson and Jean-François Morin. Thank
you for coming today and helping us with this. If you will bear with
me, this is my first clause-by-clause as the chair, so we're going to
get through this as smoothly as possible.

Pursuant to Standing Order 75(1), consideration of the preamble
and clause 1 is postponed. We'll call for clause 2.

(On clause 2)

The Chair: Under clause 2 we have a Liberal amendment, LIB-1.

Mr. Garneau.

Mr. Marc Garneau (Westmount—Ville-Marie, Lib.): Thank
you, Mr. Chairman.

Of course, as you know by now, the Liberal position is that we
should be attempting, in reviewing this situation.... In the interest of
making changes that are cost-conscious as well as breaking the cycle
of continuously adding more seats every ten years, we have made a
number of statements. The amendments we propose here back up
those statements.
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What we've proposed is a way of staying at 308. We think this is
in the interest of the country. We think this is an opportune time, with
a majority government, to make that big change. As a result,
amendment LIB-1, as you can see from reading it, is a change from
the current legislation, essentially talking about establishing the
quotient at 308. I believe all of the members understand what's being
said in that amendment.
● (1110)

The Chair: Mr. Reid.

Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox and Addington,
CPC): Maybe I'm misunderstanding something. It says here, “Bill
C-20, in clause 2, be amended by replacing lines 4 and 5 on page 3”,
but aren't lines 4 and 5 in clause 1 rather than clause 2?

A voice: It's rule 1 of clause 2.

Mr. Scott Reid: My apologies, I'm.... No, I think I'm right here.

The Chair: I'm looking at clause 2.

Mr. Scott Reid: It's page 3 of the draft bill, right?

The Chair: Yes.

It's rule 1 in clause 2. Well, it's in 51(1)1.

Mr. Scott Reid: Okay, I see what's going on. My apologies.

The Chair: Further comment on LIB-1?

Seeing none, I'll call for the vote.

(Amendment negatived)

The Chair: On LIB-2?

Mr. Marc Garneau: Thank you.

Mr. John Williamson (New Brunswick Southwest, CPC): I've
got a question. Is this in camera or is this a...?

The Chair: It's public.

Mr. John Williamson: It is public, okay.

This is the bill and these are the amendments. Is that right? A bush
league question, I know, but—

The Chair: Sorry, I can't tell what you're holding up, but I'll say
yes.

Mr. John Williamson: One is the bill, with the staples, and these
are the amendments.

The Chair: The others are the amendments.

Mr. John Williamson: Thanks, everyone.

The Chair: You're very welcome.

On LIB-2.

Mr. Marc Garneau: Amendment 2 is actually reintroducing
something that was used back in the fifties, when the time came to
reconsider redistribution. It's a rule that was used back then that says
that any time you do make the change, you don't make a change that
would exceed 15%, of what it was before.

We think this is a reasonable way of addressing the fact that
population changes can sometimes be rather swift in a 10-year
period. This was in fact on the books back in the fifties.

The Chair: Is there any further discussion on LIB-2?

Seeing none, I'll call the question.

(Amendment negatived)

The Chair: On LIB-3.

Mr. Marc Garneau: LIB-3 makes a change that recognizes the
fact that what we should be doing is talking about the total number
of members assigned, not only to the provinces but to the territories.
So instead of being based on 305, it should be based on 308, and it
should be based on the population of Canada, meaning provinces
and territories.

That's the small wrinkle in rule number 3.

The Chair: Further discussion on LIB-3?

Seeing none, I'll call the question.

(Amendment negatived)

The Chair: That brings us to NDP-2.

You get to move it first, David.

Mr. David Christopherson: Yes, Chair, I would move that Bill
C-20, in clause 2, be amended by adding after line 31, on page 3, the
following:

3.1. The proportion of members from the Province of Quebec in the House of
Commons must remain unchanged from the representation that it had on
November 27, 2006, when the motion was adopted in the House of Commons
recognizing that the Québecois form a nation within a united Canada.

If I may speak to it...?

The Chair: No.

Bill C-20 amends the Constitution Act of 1967, modifying the
rules for calculating the province's representation in the House. The
amendment attempts to exempt the Province of Quebec from the
proposed rules.

The House of Commons Procedure and Practice, second edition,
states, on page 766:

An amendment to a bill that was referred to a committee after second reading is
out of order if it is beyond the scope and principle of the bill.

In the opinion of the chair, the introduction of this exemption for
the rules for Quebec is a new concept that's beyond the scope of this
bill.

● (1115)

Mr. David Christopherson: Okay. I wasn't quite prepared for
that. Could you please read that again, Chair?

The Chair: Certainly.

It says:

An amendment to a bill that was referred to a committee after second reading is
out of order if it is beyond the scope....

By exempting Quebec from this ruling, you're beyond the scope
of this bill. You're exempting Quebec from this legislation.

Mr. David Christopherson: So you're ruling it out of order?

The Chair: Yes, because it's beyond the scope.

Mr. David Christopherson: What are my appeal options?

The Chair: I suppose you could challenge the chair's ruling.
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Mr. David Christopherson: I know where that will get me. I can
count that far.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

An hon. member: Go ahead and do it anyway.

Mr. David Christopherson: Yes, I guess I should anyway, just
for the formality of it.

I'm sorry, and with the greatest of respect, Chair, and please do not
take it personally, you understand...?

The Chair: I do not, of course.

Mr. David Christopherson: I want to be very clear that it's about
the dynamics of the issue and not you at all. However, I do find it
necessary to challenge the chair.

The Chair: Okay.

Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Regina—Lumsden—Lake Centre, CPC):
Regardless of what you've said, I think you've hurt his only feeling.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Chair: You're assuming a feeling.

We must rule on whether we're sustaining the chair's ruling. We
will vote on that.

A voice: A recorded vote?

The Chair: A recorded vote, I suppose.

Mr. Greg Kerr (West Nova, CPC): We're voting as to whether
we're in favour of your decision or not?

The Chair: Yes.

The Clerk: That the decision of the chair be sustained.

Mr. Greg Kerr: Thank you.

The Chair: Those in favour of that motion?

Mr. Marc Garneau: At the risk of sounding slow, may I ask for
one more reading, please?

The Chair: Certainly. Bill C-20 amends the Constitution Act—
that's what it's for—by modifying the rules for calculating the
provincial representation in the House. The amendment attempts to
exempt the Province of Quebec from these proposed rules.

As the House of Commons Procedure and Practice, second
edition, states on page 766:

An amendment to a bill that was referred to a committee after second reading is
out of order if it is beyond the scope and principle of the bill.

In the opinion of the chair, the introduction of an exemption for the rules for
Quebec is a new concept that is beyond the scope of Bill C-20 and is therefore
inadmissible.

Will you be voting in favour of this?

Mr. Marc Garneau: [Inaudible—Editor]

The Chair: All right.

(Ruling of the chair sustained [See Minutes of Proceedings])

The Chair: NDP-2 is beyond the scope, so we have no reason to
vote on it.

That moves us to Liberal-4.

Mr. Marc Garneau: Liberal-4, Mr. Chair, is like Liberal-3, in that
it includes the territories and calculations are based on the total
population of Canada. It's much the same as Liberal-3.

The Chair: Is there further discussion on Liberal-4?

(Amendment negatived)

The Chair: That moves us to Liberal-5.

I'd ask you to move that.

Mr. Marc Garneau: Yes. Mr. Chair.

We realize that in the readjustment of the seat distribution, when
we keep the number at 308 there are provinces that have increased—
Ontario, Alberta, and British Columbia, obviously—and others that
have not increased proportionally to those provinces. This is a way
of providing a gradual change. In other words, we don't lower
provinces that have decreased their population proportion dispro-
portionately; we do it gradually. At the same time, we only gradually
bring up those provinces that have increased their population. In fact,
if you compare our numbers in terms of proportion, they're the same
as those being proposed in Bill C-20.

The Chair:Well, Mr. Garneau, you are probably not going to like
that Bill C-20 amends the Constitution Act 1867 to amend the rules
for readjusting the number of members in the House of Commons.
This amendment proposes to amend these rules so as to keep the
number of members as its current level.

As the House of Commons Procedure and Practice, second
edition, states on page 766:

An amendment to a bill that was referred to a committee after second reading is
out of order if it is beyond the scope and principle of the bill.

In the opinion of the chair, an amendment to maintain the current
numbers of the members in the House of Commons is contrary to the
principle of Bill C-20 and therefore is inadmissible.

● (1120)

Mr. Marc Garneau: I'd like to bring up a point of order. Is this a
new procedure where the chair is allowed, without any warning
whatsoever, to come in and make this kind of a ruling?

The Chair: I think chairs can make rulings on whether
amendments are accessible. That's our job.

Mr. Marc Garneau: At the very last second?

The Chair: It only seems like the last second because I've just
done it. If I did it five minutes from now, it would be later. I don't
know what you're suggesting. We have to wait for the meeting.

Mr. Marc Garneau: Very good. Thank you, sir.

I would just like to point out that with this rule here, this fifth rule,
we are actually achieving exactly the same proportions that are being
achieved—

Mr. Dave MacKenzie (Oxford, CPC): On a point of order,
Chair, it's not debatable.

Mr. Marc Garneau: I'm not debating it. I'm just making an
observation that the proportions—

Mr. Dave MacKenzie: It sure sounds like debate.
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Mr. Marc Garneau: You don't have to respond to it, Mr. Chair. I
would like to make the point that the same proportion is achieved
through this formula, keeping the total number of seats at 308, as
with Bill C-20, which increases the number of seats by thirty.

The Chair: As is pointed out, it's not debatable. If you'd like to
challenge the chair's ruling, that of course is your only method for
this.

Mr. Marc Garneau: I will challenge it.

Mr. David Christopherson: I wish you better luck than I had.

An hon. member: But with respect, though.

Mr. Marc Garneau: With respect always. And I don't think I
need too much of a crystal ball to predict the outcome, but I would
like to do it for the record.

The Chair: The question is, is the chair's ruling sustained? And
we'll record the votes.

Mr. John Williamson: On a point of clarification, is the text you
just read identical to what was read to rule the...?

The Chair: No, that one was beyond the scope. This is contrary to
the principle of the....

Mr. John Williamson: I'm going to be obtuse and ask you to read
it again.

The Chair: The whole thing or the opinion of the chair part?

Mr. John Williamson: I like to know what I'm voting on, so yes.

The Chair: Bill C-20 amends the Constitution Act of 1867. It
amends the rules for adjusting the number of members in the House
of Commons. This amendment proposes to amend those rules so as
to keep the numbers of members at the current level.

The House of Commons Procedure and Practice, second edition,
states on page 766:

An amendment to a bill that was referred to a committee after second reading is
out of order if it is beyond the scope and principle of the bill.

In the opinion of the chair, maintaining the current numbers of
members of the House of Commons is contrary to the principle of
Bill C-20, so it is therefore inadmissible.

Mr. John Williamson: I vote with the chair, yes.

Someday it might.

The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Marc Garneau: I vote no, but may I ask, Mr. Chair, how it is
contrary to the principle?

The Chair: I guess the simplest answer is that the principle of Bill
C-20 is to adjust the membership of the House and this amendment
seeks to keep it the same. That would be quite contrary to the
principle.

Mr. Marc Garneau: Am I to assume that if you keep the number
at the same level you are going against the principle, when we
achieve the same results as with Bill C-20? If you look at the
numbers themselves, I mean, how could this be contrary?

The Chair: It's not debatable. We've just had the vote to overrule
it, and the result of that is that it was—

Mr. Marc Garneau: But you have not explained to me how it is
contrary, with respect, Mr. Chair—

The Chair: It's just that it's leaving it where it is now rather than
making a change. The principle of the bill is to change it.

● (1125)

Mr. Marc Garneau: If I may, the Constitution says that the
concept of proportional representation is the driving factor behind
this, and we have achieved that to the same extent as Bill C-20.

The Chair: I'm not going to enter into debate on the ruling. The
ruling is....

[Ruling of the chair sustained [See Minutes of Proceedings]

(Clauses 2 to 7 inclusive agreed to on division)

(On clause 8)

The Chair: We're at NDP-3.

Mr. David Christopherson: Are you looking now for my
amendment?

The Chair: NDP-3, amending clause 8.

Mr. David Christopherson: But are you going to let me place it
and debate it?

The Chair: Yes.

Mr. David Christopherson: Okay. We're making headway.

Thank you, Chair.

I move that Bill C-20 in clause 8 be amended by replacing line 20
on page 6 with the following: “at least 75 days before the day on
which the”.

That ends the amendment. May I speak?

The Chair: Sure.

Mr. David Christopherson: Based on the testimony that we've
heard—there was conflicting testimony, granted—we believe there
was enough testimony that not only is the government going in the
wrong direction by limiting the time, but we think this is an
important opportunity to expand the time.

We're talking about giving the public an opportunity to have their
feedback. We're very concerned about reducing it, and that's the
reason for the amendment.

Mr. Marc Garneau: A point of order, Mr. Chair.

I want to go back to your ruling, and I want to say this because
you ruled before any chance was given to either Mr. Christopherson,
in his case, or in my case to actually discuss our amendment. You
ruled right away, and that is not, in my opinion, within your mandate
to do so.

It is within your mandate to rule on a point of order, but to come
out and immediately declare your position and for it not to be
debatable is not an acceptable position for the chair.

The Chair: In each case, Mr. Garneau, I allowed you to move
your motion, at which point I made my ruling. So you moved your
motion—
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Mr. Marc Garneau: And you did not allow any discussion to
occur and it was not debatable.

The Chair: That's usually how a chair's ruling would go. You'll
move the motion and I rule whether the motion is in order or out of
order. If it's in order, then discussion will take place, as Mr.
Christopherson is doing right now on this clause 8.

If it's out of order, then after you've moved it I immediately share
with you the ruling.

Mr. Marc Garneau: You immediately basically shut down the
whole thing by your ruling.

The Chair: Well, I'm sorry you feel that way, Mr. Garneau, but I
made the chair's ruling on whether the amendment was acceptable to
the chair—in this case, it was contrary to principle. So that's when
the ruling should be made, after you've moved it.

Mr. Marc Garneau:Which I don't agree with, but we didn't have
a chance to debate that.

The Chair: Mr. Lukiwski.

Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Thank you—

The Chair: I'm sorry, Mr. Lukiwski.

Mr. Christopherson, were you finished? You moved it and—

Mr. David Christopherson: I wasn't, but I'm assuming you're
now dealing with the point of order that was raised, and I'm fine with
that. I'm assuming you will come back to me.

The Chair: Well, then I will come back to you now.

Oh, are you on the point of order? Sorry, go ahead.

Mr. Tom Lukiwski: A point of order.

Marc, with the greatest of respect, because I don't think you're
doing this in a manner to try to just unduly delay the procedures, but
I've been through a number of clause-by-clause examinations on
various bills, as I'm sure many of the members who have been
around this place for a long time have, and what the chair has done is
procedurally quite correct. That's exactly how these things are
handled in committee.

When the clause or amendment is introduced, if the chair makes a
ruling that it is outside the scope or it doesn't confine with the
principle and it's ruled out of order, that is the time. There is no
debate and we move on.

I know you don't like it, but he's dealing with it exactly as the
procedures dictate he deals with it.

● (1130)

The Chair: David, back to you.

Mr. David Christopherson: I think I've said my bit. If anybody
else has any comments, I'll respond to them, Chair. Thank you for
the opportunity.

The Chair: Is there further comment?

Mr. Lukiwski.

Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Yes, I would just point out that the timelines
contained in the bill are minimums, not maximums, so they can
certainly be expanded. They can be moved forward if they wished.
That's why we're comfortable with the wording of this clause.

Mr. David Christopherson: Mr. Chair, I appreciate the comment
back. Our concern is, though, that without the guarantee that it'll be
given—I understand it's even interpreted loosely and we've had
testimony to that effect. Nonetheless, when the crunch comes, we all
know around this table that what matters is what's in the law.

If someone has been denied natural justice, but the powers that be
can point to wording in the laws that say you're out of luck, then
you're out of luck.

So with the greatest of respect to my colleagues on the
government benches and to witnesses who said there's latitude, we
would feel a lot more comfortable—given that this is a protection for
the public to have their say on their House—if we could see that
protection built into the law rather than being left to the vagaries of
various one-off decisions.

The Chair: Okay. Is there further discussion on amendment NDP-
3? Seeing none, I'll call the question.

(Amendment negatived)

The Chair: We'll go to amendment NDP-4.

Mr. Christopherson.

Mr. David Christopherson: Yes, I'm trying to catch up with you,
Chair.

I move that Bill C-20 in clause 8 be amended by replacing line 28
on page 6 with the following:

secretary of the commission within 67 days after

They are the same arguments, Chair.

The Chair: Discussion?

Seeing none, we'll vote on amendment NDP-4.

(Amendment negatived)

(Clauses 8 to 23 inclusive agreed to on division)

The Chair: Shall the short title carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: It's on division.

We're in the preamble, and we have amendment NDP-1.

Mr. David Christopherson: Do I have the floor, Chair?

The Chair: You do. Go ahead.

Mr. David Christopherson: I'm going to see how far I'm going to
get here while you're shuffling papers.

I move that Bill C-20 in the preamble be amended (a) by replacing
in the English version, line 10 on page 2 with the following:

Whereas the Constitution Act, 1985

and (b) by adding after line 17 on page 2 the following:
Whereas the House of Commons, on November 27, 2006, adopted a motion
recognizing that “the Québécois form a nation within a united Canada”;

And whereas the proportion of members from the Province of Quebec in the
House of Commons must therefore remain unchanged from the representation that
it had when the motion was adopted on November 27, 2006;
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The Chair: Mr. Christopherson, the amendment seeks to make a
substantive modification by adding new elements to the preamble.
The House of Commons Procedure and Practice, second edition, on
page 770 states:

In the case of a bill that has been referred to a committee after second reading, a
substantive amendment to the preamble is admissible only if it is rendered
necessary by amendments made to the bill. In addition, an amendment to the
preamble is in order when its purpose is to clarify it or to ensure the uniformity of
the English and French versions.

In the opinion of the chair, the proposed amendment is substantive
and therefore inadmissible.
● (1135)

Mr. David Christopherson: I respectfully challenge the chair.

The Chair: We'd better cover that off first.

(Ruling of the chair sustained [See Minutes of Proceedings])

The Chair: Shall the preamble carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: It's on division.

Shall the title carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: It's on division.

Shall the bill carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: It's on division.

Shall the chair report the bill to the House?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: It's on division.

We don't need to order a reprint of the bill because we haven't
amended it.

That is our work on Bill C-20.

Some hon. members: Hear, hear!

The Chair: Is there anything else for the good of this committee
today?

Then the meeting is adjourned.

6 PROC-13 November 29, 2011









MAIL POSTE
Canada Post Corporation / Société canadienne des postes

Postage paid Port payé

Lettermail Poste–lettre
1782711
Ottawa

If undelivered, return COVER ONLY to:
Publishing and Depository Services
Public Works and Government Services Canada
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0S5

En cas de non-livraison,
retourner cette COUVERTURE SEULEMENT à :
Les Éditions et Services de dépôt
Travaux publics et Services gouvernementaux Canada
Ottawa (Ontario) K1A 0S5

Published under the authority of the Speaker of
the House of Commons

Publié en conformité de l’autorité
du Président de la Chambre des communes

SPEAKER’S PERMISSION PERMISSION DU PRÉSIDENT

Reproduction of the proceedings of the House of Commons
and its Committees, in whole or in part and in any medium, is
hereby permitted provided that the reproduction is accurate
and is not presented as official. This permission does not
extend to reproduction, distribution or use for commercial
purpose of financial gain. Reproduction or use outside this
permission or without authorization may be treated as
copyright infringement in accordance with the Copyright Act.
Authorization may be obtained on written application to the
Office of the Speaker of the House of Commons.

Il est permis de reproduire les délibérations de la Chambre et
de ses comités, en tout ou en partie, sur n’importe quel
support, pourvu que la reproduction soit exacte et qu’elle ne
soit pas présentée comme version officielle. Il n’est toutefois
pas permis de reproduire, de distribuer ou d’utiliser les
délibérations à des fins commerciales visant la réalisation d'un
profit financier. Toute reproduction ou utilisation non permise
ou non formellement autorisée peut être considérée comme
une violation du droit d’auteur aux termes de la Loi sur le
droit d’auteur. Une autorisation formelle peut être obtenue sur
présentation d’une demande écrite au Bureau du Président de
la Chambre.

Reproduction in accordance with this permission does not
constitute publication under the authority of the House of
Commons. The absolute privilege that applies to the
proceedings of the House of Commons does not extend to
these permitted reproductions. Where a reproduction includes
briefs to a Committee of the House of Commons, authoriza-
tion for reproduction may be required from the authors in
accordance with the Copyright Act.

La reproduction conforme à la présente permission ne
constitue pas une publication sous l’autorité de la Chambre.
Le privilège absolu qui s’applique aux délibérations de la
Chambre ne s’étend pas aux reproductions permises. Lors-
qu’une reproduction comprend des mémoires présentés à un
comité de la Chambre, il peut être nécessaire d’obtenir de
leurs auteurs l’autorisation de les reproduire, conformément à
la Loi sur le droit d’auteur.

Nothing in this permission abrogates or derogates from the
privileges, powers, immunities and rights of the House of
Commons and its Committees. For greater certainty, this
permission does not affect the prohibition against impeaching
or questioning the proceedings of the House of Commons in
courts or otherwise. The House of Commons retains the right
and privilege to find users in contempt of Parliament if a
reproduction or use is not in accordance with this permission.

La présente permission ne porte pas atteinte aux privilèges,
pouvoirs, immunités et droits de la Chambre et de ses comités.
Il est entendu que cette permission ne touche pas l’interdiction
de contester ou de mettre en cause les délibérations de la
Chambre devant les tribunaux ou autrement. La Chambre
conserve le droit et le privilège de déclarer l’utilisateur
coupable d’outrage au Parlement lorsque la reproduction ou
l’utilisation n’est pas conforme à la présente permission.

Additional copies may be obtained from: Publishing and
Depository Services

Public Works and Government Services Canada
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0S5

Telephone: 613-941-5995 or 1-800-635-7943
Fax: 613-954-5779 or 1-800-565-7757

publications@tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca
http://publications.gc.ca

On peut obtenir des copies supplémentaires en écrivant à : Les
Éditions et Services de dépôt

Travaux publics et Services gouvernementaux Canada
Ottawa (Ontario) K1A 0S5

Téléphone : 613-941-5995 ou 1-800-635-7943
Télécopieur : 613-954-5779 ou 1-800-565-7757

publications@tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca
http://publications.gc.ca

Also available on the Parliament of Canada Web Site at the
following address: http://www.parl.gc.ca

Aussi disponible sur le site Web du Parlement du Canada à
l’adresse suivante : http://www.parl.gc.ca


