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ture, which cost taxpayers $105 million over its 20 years of
existence and which made only a few recommendations that
were adopted by Parliament.

The Law Reform Commission created in 1971 was responsi-
ble for reviewing Canada’s laws on an on-going and systematic
basis. The research work done by the former commission was
divided into three main areas: substantive criminal law, criminal
procedure, and administrative law. In its last year of existence,
the commission had a budget of $5 million.
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In addition to its members and employees, the commission
hired a number of outside consultants.

The commission spent over 82 per cent of its budget on
salaries and on special and professional services. This small
organization was very costly. Most of its staff consisted of
university researchers and lawyers hired as consultants for short
periods. The emphasis was on research and not on efficient
management. Research programs that were out of touch with
reality and astronomical costs were the two main reasons why
the government of the day pulled the plug on the old commis-
sion.

With Bill C-106, the Minister of Justice is about to make a
monumental mistake. The minister is showing the federal
government’s inability to manage responsibly. Therefore, he is
giving us another good reason to vote Yes on October 30.

The Minister of Justice intends to sink millions of dollars into
arevived law reform commission. This shameful waste must be
vigorously denounced.

I am appalled to see that the Minister of Justice has still not
recovered from acute consultitis. Not only has he been consult-
ing left and right since receiving his mandate but he now wants
to create an organization dedicated to consulting. As silly as this
may sound, the Minister of Justice is nonetheless taking himself
seriously.

Let me read you the first paragraph of the bill’s preamble. It
reads: ““whereas, after extensive national consultations, the
Government of Canada has determined that it is desirable to
establish a commission to provide independent advice on im-
provements, modernization and reform of the law of Canada,
which advice would be based on the knowledge and experience
of a wide range of groups and individuals”.

The government of Canada has determined that it is desirable
to waste $3 million per year on this consulting commission. It
has determined that it is desirable to appoint 29 of its federalist
friends to this commission.

It seems obvious to me that the Minister of Justice and his
government are taking us for fools. Let me tell you that,
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whatever the consultation minister’s views on the matter, Bloc
Quebecois members will not let him table something as half
baked as this without denouncing it.

Did he expect that we would be too busy during the referen-
dum to notice he was pulling a fast one on us? Perhaps he
assumed that the miller could not look after the mill and the
oven at the same time.

As I'said a moment ago, the minister’s condition is going from
bad to worse. His bill provides that all those involved are to
consult one another. I consult you, you consult me, we consult
each other. Ata cost of $3 million per year, this makes for a very
expensive consultation process.

Clause 5 of Bill C-106 states, and I quote:
(1) The Commission shall

(@) consult with the Minister of Justice with respect to the annual program of
studies that it proposes to undertake;

(b) prepare such reports as the Minister, after consultation with the
Commission and taking into consideration the workload and resources of the
Commission, may require;

And thatis not all. Clause 18 provides for the establishment of
the Law Commission of Canada Advisory Council, and clause
19 states, and I quote:

The Council shall—advise the Commission on any matter relating to the
purpose of the Commission, including the Commission’s strategic directions
and long-term program of studies and the review of the Commission’s
performance.

This silliness goes on in clause 20, which reads, and I quote:

For the purpose of advising and assisting the Commission in any particular
project, the Commission may establish a study panel presided over by a
Commissioner and consisting of persons having specialized knowledge in, or
particularly affected by, the matter to be studied.

Between obtaining advice, consulting and acting on this
advice and the results of consultations, I wonder when the
commissioners will find the time to do their job, to justify an
annual budget of $3 million. This is outrageous.
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This bill does not even have the merit of being an original
piece of legislation. It is almost a carbon copy of the Law
Reform Commission Act, which was repealed three years ago.
The two texts are so similar that you might think they are one
and the same. For example, the provisions dealing with the goals
and objectives of the commissions, both the former one and the
one being proposed, are substantially identical. I hope that the
minister is not serious when he claims that the future commis-
sion will be different from the old one, because their goals and
objectives are identical. The only difference is the purported
independence of the new commission. I will get back to this.

If you read the two legal texts side by side, you come to the
following conclusion. The former commission’s mandate was to



