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On a more serious note, I would like to use my few remaining
Minutes to speak about the effectiveness of the Senate, common-
ly referred to as the Upper House. When our colleagues in the
Reform Party talk about the importance of a Triple E Senate, I
Would simply say to them, with all due respect, that to my mind,
We already have a Triple E Senate, a Senate with zero effective-
ness, zero efficiency and zero elected members.

In fact, we could even qualify the current Senate not as a
Triple E Senate, but instead as a Triple I Senate, the I standing
for ineffective, inefficient and inane. You may tell me, Mr.
Speaker, that I am the only one who thinks this way.
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You may think that the hon. member for Mégantic—Comp-
ton—Stanstead is too harsh on the Senate. For the benefit of all
My colleagues, I will refer to the report of the Auditor General,
Who is a serious and reputable man' whose competence is
Tecognized by all members of this House. The situation has not
changed since he wrote his March 1991 report.

This is what he wrote: ““The Senate is unique and operates in a
Tapidly changing environment. Managing the Senate is different
Tom managing a department, a public organization or a private
Usiness. As a legislative body, the Senate can establish and
adopt most of the regulations impacting on its conduct. It is not
Necessarily subjected to the same laws as the administration. It
May not even be bound by the Financial Administration Act. The
Usual accountability mechanisms therefore do not apply. With-
Out these mechanisms or appropriate alternatives, the Senate,
Just like the population, cannot be as certain as most other
Nstitutions that its administration is sufficiently concerned with
SConomy and efficiency” . That is what the Auditor General said
N his report tabled in this House in March 1991.

He goes on to say: ““A distinctive feature of Senate adminis-
ation is that senators are collectively responsible. Senators are
acemselves responsible for their own administration. They are
Countable only to themselves”. He adds: *“We noted that the
r:snate <_1id not, either officially or unofficially, delegate clear
Ponsibilities to the administration or clearly indicate what

p de administration was accountable for”. In other words, the
Ministration of that chamber resembles a free~for—all. They

What they want with public money, as the Auditor General
Inted oyt,

its};gqe§ on to say: *“The Senate does not report adequately on

Ministrative and financial record and its management of

4N resources. It does not have sufficient information to do
ce SYStematically. As far as senators’ expenditures are con-

€d, we noted that the amounts declared in public accounts
det:; Incomplete and not informative enough to enable us to
l\lresmme whether .they constitute Senate ogeratmg expend,l-
p01iciunder the Parliament of Canada Act. Neither the Senate’s
Tej €S nor its practices provide assurance that all the amounts
ursed were spent for the operation of the Senate”. That is a

ng judgement of the Upper House, the Senate.
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That year, the Auditor General made 27 recommendations to
improve the operation and efficiency of the Senate. I will give
some of them. These recommendations just as they are show that
the Senate is ineffective, inefficient and useless.

Recommendation No. 1 is that the Senate should define more
clearly the mandates of the Committee on Internal Economy and
its subcommittees. Recommendation No. 2 is that the Senate
should publish its expenditures of public funds and the perfor-
mance of its administration. The Senate should regularly pub-
lish a summary of the activities and expenditures of its
committees. Mr. Speaker, it goes on like that for 27 recommen-
dations.
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I ask my colleagues on both sides of the House to refer to this
report of the Auditor General from 1991. I am told that this
situation still goes on; according to all the information now
available, the situation is still the same.

In conclusion, I will simply convey some facts on the Senate’s
spending as reported in an article by Claude Picher in La Presse
of February 3, 1994. He drew on a report by Gord Mclntosh in
the Financial Post, which reported some Senate expenses like
changes or improvements for $125,000 to Senate premises. As
was said right here in this House, a senator had his floor raised
so that he could have a better view outside.

An hon. member: It is disgraceful!

Mr. Bernier (Mégantic—Compton—Stanstead): Mr.
Speaker, if you allow me, I will conclude with this. The Senate
sat only 47 days in 1993, so each sitting day cost about $1
million on average.

I repeat, this Senate is ineffective, inefficient and useless.

Mr. Duceppe: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I ask for
unanimous consent to defer all divisions on this debate to
10 p.m. tonight.

[English]

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Kilger): The House has heard the
suggestion of the Official Opposition whip. Do hon. members
agree?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

[Translation]

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Kilger): The five-minute period
for questions and comments to the hon. member for Mégantic—
Compton—Stanstead will now begin. The Parliamentary secre-
tary to the Leader of the government in the House.



