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Although I disagree with the amendments proposed by the
Senate, I am still happy to have another opportunity to rise in
this House to try once again to shed light on a deal the current
Prime Minister himself promised to cancel before he was
elected, but I cannot understand how the deal can be scrapped
without getting to the bottom of this, once and for all.

I must tell you that I had several opportunities in the Standing
Committee on Transport to state, and I repeat it in this House,
we heard a few witnesses who agreed to appear before us, before
the transport committee. Still, even today, Canadians, Quebec-
ers and transport committee members cannot really say that all
the light has been shed on this deal.

My argumentation will revolve around three main themes.
First, the interference of an unelected house in an elected
house’s decisions; second, the compensation to be paid to
Pearson Development Corporation; and third, the steps to be
taken to shed light on this shady deal.

Since the beginning, since Bill C-22 was tabled, the Bloc
Quebecois, of which I am the transport critic, has been against
paying any compensation to the developer before we find out the
truth about this deal.

Under the bill passed by the House of Commons, the develop-
er cannot go to the courts to obtain compensation from the
government. The Minister of Transport—remember the clause
in Bill C-22—reserved the right to set the amount of any
compensation to be paid. That is why we are still opposed to the
principle of Bill C-22.

The other place rose up against this bill and declared that the
position taken by the House of Commons was unconstitutional.
It has asked that Clauses 7 and 8 of the bill be deleted. As you
may recall, these clauses prevent the developers from initiating
court proceedings. What right does an unelected house such as
the other place have to reject the democratic decisions made by
this House whose members have been democratically elected by
the people?

I could perhaps take this opportunity to comment on the
actions of a representative of the other place appointed by the
government party, a former president of the Liberal Party,
former leader of the Liberal Party of Manitoba, former Leader of
the Opposition in Winnipeg, former killer of the Meech Lake
accord, who bluntly stated that the elected members of this
House were people with little education or at least less education
than the members of the other place. I say to this representative
of the other place that we at least have been elected by the people
and not appointed because of our friendship with the Liberal
Party of Canada, as she was.

That is outrageous and offensive. It really shows the urgent
need to abolish the other place, especially since it has been using
senators appointed by the Conservative government that was
repudiated by the people in the last election to prevent demo-

cratically elected members of Parliament like myself from
making essential decisions.
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I mentioned earlier that the Bloc Quebecois is opposed to any
compensation to Pearson Development Corporation as long as
all the facts surrounding this issue are not known, and I want to
tell the members of this House why it is important to shed light
on this case.

As you know, Mr. Speaker, I represent my party on the
Standing Committee on Transport. It is important to point out
that, contrary to what Mr. Greg Weston wrote in the Otrtawa
Citizen, it is the Bloc Quebecois which submitted to the trans-
port committee a list of 18 witnesses to appear before that
committee, this after our request for a commission of inquiry
was turned down by the House of Commons.

Contrary to what Mr. Weston wrote in the same newspaper,
the Bloc Quebecois is also the one which tabled motions to
subpoena those who had refused to appear before the committee.
It is unfortunate that a journalist would not recognize the good
work done by the Bloc Quebecois in its role as Official Opposi-
tion. Instead, that person chose to give the credit to the Reform
Party which, as the hon. member for Kootenay West—Revels-
toke admitted, simply could not believe what was happening.

I want to confirm once again that the Bloc Quebecois did
submit a list of witnesses that it felt should be heard by the
transport committee. That list contains 18 names. Here are those
names, as well as the reasons why we wanted these people to
testify and shed light on the whole issue.

The first person on the list is Mr. Peter Coughlin, President of
Pearson Development Corporation. The second one is Mr. Leo
Kolber, a Liberal representative in the other place, who was an
administrator of Claridge when the agreements were signed, this
according to the Financial Post Directory of Directors. Mr.
Kolber had organized, at his residence in Westmount, a
$1,000-per—guest reception attended, among others, by Mr.
Charles Bronfman, where the current Prime Minister of Canada
showed up, in early October of last year, right in the middle of
the election campaign.

The third person we wanted to hear was Mr. Herb Metcalfe, a
lobbyist with Capital Hill, as well as an official of Claridge
Properties and a former organizer for the current Prime Minister
of Canada. There was also Mr. Ramsey Withers, a Liberal with
close ties to the current Prime Minister who was Deputy
Minister of Transport when the call for tenders was made for
Terminal III at Pearson airport, as reported in the Ottawa
Citizen, on September 26, 1993. And there was Mr. Otto Jelinek,
a former Conservative minister who is now president of the
Asian affiliate of the Matthews group.

Then, there was Mr. Don Matthews, who was president of
Brian Mulroney’s nomination campaign in 1983; he is also a
former president of the Conservative Party and a former
president of the Conservative fund-raising campaign, as re-
ported in the Ottawa Citizen, on September 29, 1993. We also
wanted to hear Mr. Ray Hession, a former Deputy Minister of
Industry and senior civil servant at Supply and Services, where




