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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Tuesday, May 16, 2017

The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayer

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS

© (1000)
[Translation]

AUDITOR GENERAL OF CANADA

The Speaker: I have the honour to lay upon the table the 2017
spring reports of the Auditor General of Canada.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(3)(g), these documents are
deemed to have been permanently referred to the Standing
Committee on Public Accounts.

* % %

TRANSPORTATION MODERNIZATION ACT

Hon. Marc Garneau (Minister of Transport, Lib.) moved for
leave to introduce Bill C-49, An Act to amend the Canada
Transportation Act and other Acts respecting transportation and to
make related and consequential amendments to other Acts.

(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed)

%% %
[English]
PETITIONS
AUTISM

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz (Davenport, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is a
privilege for me to rise in the House today to present an e-petition
that was initiated by Ken Robertson, an urban aboriginal autism
activist and a constituent of mine in my riding of Davenport.

This e-petition calls on the federal government to gather data on
urban aboriginal children with autism and the length of the wait list
for support for off-reserve children. In addition, it calls for the
federal government to work with the provinces, territories, and
stakeholders to develop a pan-Canadian strategy for autism spectrum
disorder, including awareness and education campaigns; child,
adolescent, and adult intervention; and innovative funding arrange-
ments for financing therapy, surveillance, respite care, community
initiatives, and basic research.

I look forward to our government's response.

I would like to thank the almost 700 Canadians for supporting this
important initiative.

® (1005)
FALUN GONG

Mr. Murray Rankin (Victoria, NDP): Mr. Speaker, [ am pleased
to present a petition from thousands of my constituents in Victoria.

Falun Gong practitioners have faced persecution in China for over
20 years. Hundreds of thousands of people have been arrested,
tortured, and put in prison, where many were systematically killed to
supply organs for a state-run transplant industry. As many as
100,000 such transplants have occurred every year in Chinese
hospitals since 2000.

These petitioners are calling upon the Government of Canada to
establish measures to end the persecution of Falun Gong
practitioners in China and to urge the Chinese government to bring
the perpetrators to justice.

ALGOMA PASSENGER RAIL SERVICE

Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I rise once again to table petitions regarding
the Algoma passenger train.

The petitioners indicate that the economic impact in northern
Ontario is huge. A $2.2 million subsidy was giving a return of over
$48 million in economic stability.

The petitioners are concerned that this train is still not on the rails.
They are asking that the Minister of Transport put the Algoma
passenger train back in service in order to ensure the mission of
Transport Canada, which is “To serve the public interest through the
promotion of a safe and secure, efficient and environmentally
responsible transportation system in Canada”.

[Translation]
WATER QUALITY
Hon. Denis Paradis (Brome—Missisquoi, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I

rise this morning to present a petition that concerns Lake Champlain
and is addressed to the Minister of Foreign Affairs.
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People in Brome—M issisquoi who live along the shore of Lake
Champlain drink the water from that lake. For years now,
proliferation of cyanobacteria has been negatively affecting water
quality to the point where the situation is critical. Consuming water
contaminated with cyanobacteria poses a health risk to shoreline
residents. All matters relating to the water quality of Lake Champlain
are governed by the International Boundary Waters Treaty and the
International Joint Commission. In 2008, that commission looked
into the water quality problem in Missisquoi Bay, but its work has
since ceased.

Protecting Lake Champlain is of paramount importance, and we
are calling on the minister responsible for Global Affairs Canada to
review the mandate of the International Joint Commission so that it
may resolve the issue of water quality in Lake Champlain.

[English]
JUSTICE

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
it is an honour to rise this morning to present two petitions. The first
is a really critical issue that is unexamined in this Parliament. There
is successful legislation in the Province of Quebec, as the petitioners
point out, to ban something called SLAPP suits. It is an acronym for
strategic litigation against public participation.

Petitioners from my riding point out the case of Fraser v. Saanich
in British Columbia as an example of a corporation's use of the
courts to shut down public opposition to that corporation's activities,
or in other areas of public policy.

HIV/AIDS

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
the second petition is also from residents of Saanich—Gulf Islands.
The threat of HIV/AIDS, while less in our public consciousness than
it was a number of years ago, is still a threat. The petitioners call for
the government to embrace the notion of a national AIDS strategy
using the proven principle of treatment as prevention.

IMMIGRATION, REFUGEES, AND CITIZENSHIP

Mr. Marwan Tabbara (Kitchener South—Hespeler, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I wish to present petition e-739, which I sponsored and
which has been certified by the clerk of petitions. The petition has
been signed by 1,863 Canadians. It calls on the Minister of
Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship to review and potentially
modify the new selection process for parents and grandparents
sponsorship applications.

ORGAN DONATION

Mr. Matt Jeneroux (Edmonton Riverbend, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to present a petition in support of private member's Bill
C-316. This sensible proposal has been brought forward by my
colleague and friend the member for Calgary Confederation.

The petitioners are calling on the House to improve the organ
donation system in Canada by making the process to register as an
organ donor easier. This would be achieved by adding a simple
question to our annual tax returns. Currently, 90% of Canadians
support organ donation, but only 25% are registered. Some 46,000
Canadians are awaiting a live-saving transplant. We know that
making the registration process easier will save more lives.

©(1010)

HEALTH CARE

Ms. Jenny Kwan (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I rise to
table two petitions. The first petition is petition 154, on health care
services. The petition notes that the Canada Health Act ensures
access to emergency medical care and hospital stay. However, it
notes that many Canadians pay out of pocket for prescription
medications, for psychologists and registered therapists, and for
ambulance services as well. They are calling on the Government of
Canada to amend our health act to include prescription medications,
psychologists, registered therapists, and ambulance services as a
right for all Canadians, regardless of their ability to pay.

The petition is signed by more than 500 people calling for this
action.

ANIMAL WELFARE

Ms. Jenny Kwan (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, my
second petition has to do with animal cruelty. The petitioners note
that the vast majority of Canadians support modern and enforceable
legislation that protects all animals from deliberate and reckless acts
of cruelty. They also note that animal cruelty is considered a property
offence under the provisions of the Criminal Code, which have not
significantly been revised since they were first enacted in 1892. The
amendments to the provisions, which Parliament passed in April
2008, merely raised the potential penalties for the few accused
persons who can be convicted and did not materially improve
protection for animals. The petition further notes that amendments to
the Criminal Code are still required to close the loopholes that allow
perpetrators of animal cruelty to avoid conviction.

Petitioners feel that Canada has weaker legislation than other
jurisdictions and are therefore calling on the government to
modernize the animal cruelty provisions in the Criminal Code to
effectively protect all animals from deliberate acts of cruelty.

* k%

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, I would ask that all questions be allowed to stand at this
time.

The Speaker: Is it agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
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PRIVILEGE
PROPOSED CANADA INFRASTRUCTURE BANK

Ms. Dianne L. Watts (South Surrey—White Rock, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I am rising to offer additional submissions on the question
of privilege that was raised last week by the hon. member for
Victoria and supported by the hon. member for Perth—Wellington.

In his remarks on Friday afternoon, the hon. Parliamentary
Secretary to the Leader of the Government in the House of
Commons quoted from one press release in an effort to exculpate the
government's arrogant approach to setting up the Canada infra-
structure bank while Parliament is seized with legislation proposing
its creation.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to refer you to the job postings at the
appointments.gc.ca website maintained by the Privy Council Office.
Those documents are the ones any serious candidate interested in the
positions would be reviewing. Nowhere on there is there any
suggestion that Parliament's approval has yet to happen. A reader
might be forgiven for concluding that the bank already exists, that
this is a fait accompli.

Not only do these job postings suggest that the bank is a done
deal, but they also treat the particulars of the bank's mandate, which
are actually details buried in the government's omnibus budget bill,
Bill C-44, in the same fashion. Let me quote from the job postings as
found on the government's website on Friday.

On the posting for the bank's chairperson, we read, “The new
Canada Infrastructure Bank is being established to initiate and
invest.... ” That also appears in the postings for directors and the
president.

Then, we read the following concerning the mandate of the
Canada infrastructure bank:

The Bank will be mandated to invest $35 billion into projects.... The Bank will

also act as a centre of expertise on infrastructure transactions...and provide advice to

all levels of government in that context. In addition, the Bank will lead a data
initiative to improve knowledge....

Those same phrases appear in all three job postings.

Now, if we turn to the proposed Canada infrastructure bank act,
which would be enacted by clause 403 of Bill C-44, we see the
following: Proposed paragraph 7(1)(e) of the proposed act would
establish the bank as “a centre of expertise on infrastructure projects”
. Proposed paragraph 7(1)(f) would give the bank a mandate to
“provide advice to all levels of government with regard to
infrastructure projects”. Proposed paragraph 7(1)(g) would authorize
the bank to “collect and disseminate data”.

Proposed section 23 of the proposed act reads in part:

The Minister of Finance may pay to the Bank, out of the Consolidated Revenue
Fund, amounts of not more than $35,000,000,000 in the aggregate

Later in the job postings for the chairperson and directors, we see
this comment: “The Board of Directors of the Bank will be
composed of the Chairperson and 8 to 11 other Directors.”

Looking at the proposed act, proposed subsection 8(1) states, “The
Bank has a board of directors composed of the Chairperson and not
fewer than eight, but not more than 11, other directors.”

Privilege

These are all details which are currently before the House of
Commons and could theoretically be amended at committee, at
report stage, or even by the other place, but the government treats
them as final and settled, given how those job postings read.

The parliamentary secretary's defence of the government's
arrogance seems to be that some other document that includes a
passing reference to parliamentary approval should get them off the
hook.

®(1015)

Speaker Milliken ruled on May 29, 2008, at page 6276 of
Debates, on advertisements about pending amendments to the
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act. He stated:

It is with these precedents in mind that I reviewed the advertisements in question.
They contain phrases such as “the Government of Canada is proposing measures”,
“These important measures, once in effect,” and “These measures are currently
before Parliament”. In my view, the advertisements clearly acknowledge that these
measures are not yet in place. I am therefore unable to find evidence of a
misrepresentation of the proceedings of the House or of any presumption of the
outcome of its deliberations.

There is nothing in the job postings to suggest that Parliament has
yet to approve the bank's creation or that it could, in its work, tweak
the government's proposed details. The job postings most certainly
presume the outcome of deliberations in the House.

Most recently, the Speaker's predecessor, the hon. member for
Regina—Qu'Appelle, was also asked to rule on a procurement notice
seeking audit information concerning the financial impact of
scrapping the Canadian Wheat Board monopoly, a policy initiative
in the 2011 Conservative platform. His ruling on September 28,
2011, at page 1576 of Debates, held:

The notice itself presents a hypothetical scenario. It does not foresee a specific
timetable for legislative action, let alone presume the outcome of such action. As I
see it, the notice and task force terms of reference form part of a planning process that
might be expected in contemplating the possibility of the repeal of the Canadian
Wheat Board Act. I know the member for Malpeque does not expect the Chair to
monitor all internal processes undertaken by the government as part of its preparatory
work in advance of proposing legislative measures to the House. Accordingly, I
cannot agree with the hon. member for Malpeque's statement that “The government
presumes that the act has been repealed, which in fact it has not”. I see no evidence of
such a presumption.

In the present instance, I do not believe that the wording of the text of the notice
of procurement posted on the MERX site is ambiguous: rather, in my view, it
presents a hypothetical case and seeks information on the impact of such a scenario.

There is, to put it simply, nothing hypothetical about how these
job postings read. Given that the appointments.gc.ca website is
administered by the Privy Council Office, I can only assume that it
was acting on the express instructions of the Prime Minister's Office,
which would have been micromanaging the rollout of a marquee
initiative of the budget.

Mr. Speaker Parent, on March 13, 1997, at page 8987 of Debates,
was also called upon to rule on advertisements, and offered this piece
of advice to government communications staff:



11230

COMMONS DEBATES

May 16, 2017

Privilege

Those whose duty it is to approve the wording of communications to the public
for a minister must surely be aware that the terms used in parliamentary language
have a very specific meaning. Trying to avoid them or to use them for advertising
purposes shows a lack of consideration for the institution of Parliament and the role
of the members in the legislative process. If there is no ambiguity in the choice of
terms the public will be better served and the House can get on with its work without
being called upon to resolve the difficulty caused by such misunderstanding.

Unfortunately, this sound counsel was simply ignored by those in
the PMO who approved the wording of these job postings. The
whole episode is, sadly, yet another example of a prime minister and
a government who are dismissive of Parliament, and simply find the
House of Commons to be an irritant and speed bump on their path to
governing.
©(1020)

The House of Commons is, and must always be, seen as more than
a rubber stamp for the government's legislative proposals. To address
this attack on the authority and dignity of the House of Commons, I
urge you to find a prima facie case of privilege.

The Speaker: I thank the hon. member for South Surrey—White
Rock for the submission she made to add to the submission of the
hon. member for Victoria. I am aware that the hon. Parliamentary
Secretary to the Leader of the Government in the House of
Commons has also made a submission on this question of privilege. I
will take it under advisement, and look forward to coming back to
the House with a ruling.

I understand that the hon. member for Selkirk—Interlake—
Eastman wishes to make additional arguments on his question of
privilege.

COMMENTS OF MINISTER OF NATIONAL DEFENCE

Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake—Eastman, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I rise again today to provide an addendum to the
submission I made on May 3 to my original question of privilege
raised on April 4, 2017.

As you will recall, and the record will show, my original question
of privilege concerned statements made by the Minister of National
Defence in this House concerning the hardship benefits, danger pay,
and the tax relief status of members of the Canadian Armed Forces
stationed in Kuwait on Operation Impact.

The additional information and evidence supporting my question
of privilege comes from a briefing note provided to the Minister of
National Defence and obtained through the Access to Information
Act by my office on Friday, as well as a ministerial order issued by
the President of the Treasury Board on April 17, 2017. The briefing
note reads in part:

The initial assessments for the Op IMPACT (Kuwait) locations were conducted
on 11 June 2015 (with an effective date of 5 October 2014, the start of the operation)
and established a Risk Level of 2.13. In accordance with the Income Tax Act, the
Minister of National Defence requested that the Minister of Finance designate Op
IMPACT (Kuwait) locations for Tax Relief. The Minister of Finance concurred with
the request and designated Op IMPACT (Kuwait) for Tax Relief.

Therefore, under the previous Conservative government, all
members of the Canadian Armed Forces deployed to Operation
Impact in Kuwait were provided with a tax relief status on their
hardship and risk pay effective October 5, 2014. This was able to
occur because former defence minister Jason Kenney took the
initiative to request that then finance minister Joe Oliver designate

Operation Impact, Kuwait location, for tax relief. The request was
approved without question simply because it was the right thing to
do.

The solution to this problem is rather simple and should have
never reached this point. The briefing note goes on to say that the tax
relief status was re-evaluated on March 31, 2016, under the current
Liberal government. The result of this re-evaluation was that our
troops stationed at Camp Arifjan in Kuwait could no longer receive
the benefit, effective September 1, 2016.

According to the briefing note that was prepared by the Minister
of National Defence on November 24, 2016, all troops stationed in
Kuwait on Operation Impact were receiving the benefit effective the
first day of the operation, October 5, 2014, until September 1, 2016.
The minister and his office were aware of this.

However, the Minister of National Defence said in the House on
March 21, 2017, “the previous government was the one that actually
sent our troops to Iraq without the tax-free benefit.” In question
period on March 8, he said, “I would also like to correct the member
in terms of the previous government's actions on this. It actually sent
troops into Kuwait without the tax-free allowance”. On March 9,
during a debate on this very issue, the minister said, “Our troops did
not have tax-free status when they were actually deployed for that
operation. It was in February 2016, after my visit to Kuwait.” During
that debate, he also said, “I cannot change reality. When I visited the
troops, they did not have a tax-free allowance.”

The minister has already apologized once for his attempt to
change reality. I hope he does so again, and this time actually takes
responsibility for his wrongdoings. The Minister of National
Defence's first visit to Kuwait was in November 2015. As I read
in my original question of privilege and the addendum, the tax relief
status was effective from October 2014 until September 2016.
Therefore, while the minister was visiting troops in November 2015
in Kuwait, the tax relief status was still in place.

We now have several documents in our possession that prove all
soldiers deployed to Kuwait on Operation Impact were receiving tax-
free status on their hardship and risk pay effective from the date that
the operation began, October 5, 2014, until September 1, 2016,
including a briefing note prepared specifically for the minister and a
response to an Order Paper question with the minister's signature.

Furthermore, due to the government's lack of willingness to take
action to correct the mistake of cancelling the tax-free status for the
soldiers in Kuwait in Operation Impact, I had to table a motion on
March 9, 2017, on behalf of the official opposition which reads:

That the House call on the government to show support and appreciation for the
brave men and women serving in the Canadian Armed Forces by reversing its
decision to take away from the soldiers fighting against ISIS the tax benefit which
provides them with $1,500 to $1,800 per month for the hardship and risk associated
with their deployment, and to retroactively provide the payment to members
stationed at Camp Arifjan whose tax relief was cancelled as of September 1, 2016.
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The motion was passed unanimously. The minister told this
House, “We support the motion related to Canadian Forces members
at Camp Arifjan, who were deployed when the risk level was
adjusted.”

However, on April 17, 2017, the President of the Treasury Board
issued a ministerial directive to provide personnel at Ali Al Salem
Air Base tax exempt status until August 16, 2017, while those at
Camp Arifjan, a mere 40 kilometres away, were only provided the
tax exempt status until December 18, 2016.

®(1025)

Furthermore, the access to information request I referenced also
notes that the chief of the defence staff provided direction to evaluate
the Kuwait region as a whole rather than each base separately. This
direction was ignored, which is evidenced by the ministerial order
that extended the tax exemption for Ali Salem Air Base to August
2017, while Camp Arifjan had its benefit cut as of December 2016. [
hope the government is not being vindictive and penalizing our
troops at Camp Arifjan for speaking out about this unfair situation.

Therefore, the government did not reverse its decision to take
away the tax benefit. It only provided retroactive payments for three
and a half months, leaving soldiers deployed for up to eight months
without the tax exemption.

To summarize, on multiple occasions in this House, the Minister
of National Defence accused the previous government of deploying
troops to Kuwait and Iraq without the tax exemption. We now have a
response to Order Paper Question No. 600 with the minister's
signature, multiple access to information requests, and a quote from
the minister in an April 19 press release from DND that say
otherwise.

Furthermore, by supporting the Conservative motion on March
21, 2017, the minister agreed to retroactively pay the tax relief
benefit to soldiers at Camp Arifjan. However, a ministerial directive
issued by the President of the Treasury Board on April 17,2017, and
a press release issued by DND on April 19, 2017, state that those
troops will only be receiving retroactive payments for three and half
months and not for their full deployment.

The Minister of National Defence has a clear, intentional, and
repetitive pattern of making misleading statements.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I submit, for your consideration, the
following documents: the access to information request I just
referred to; the ministerial order from the President of the Treasury
Board issued on April 17, 2017; the response to Order Paper
Question No. 600, signed by the Minister of National Defence; and
the press release issued by the Department of National Defence on
April 19, 2017, confirming the ministerial order and that troops
deployed to Kuwait for Operation Impact had the tax exempt status
effective on the first date of their deployment.

I look forward to the ruling on my question of privilege.
® (1030)

The Speaker: I thank the hon. member for Selkirk—Interlake—
Eastman for his additional arguments. I will take the matter under
advisement. Assuming there are no further arguments on this

Government Orders

question of privilege, I look forward to bringing a ruling in due
course.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[English]
PUBLIC SERVICE LABOUR RELATIONS ACT
BILL C-7—TIME ALLOCATION MOTION

Hon. Bardish Chagger (Leader of the Government in the
House of Commons and Minister of Small Business and
Tourism, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I move:

That in relation to the Senate amendments to Bill C-7, An Act to amend the Public
Service Labour Relations Act, the Public Service Labour Relations and Employment
Board Act and other Acts and to provide for certain other measures, not more than
one further sitting day shall be allotted to the consideration of said stage of the bill;
and

That fifteen minutes before the expiry of the time provided for Government
Orders on the day allotted to the consideration of the Senate amendments of said bill,
any proceedings before the House shall be interrupted, if required for the purpose of
this Order, and in turn every question necessary for the disposal of the stage of the
bill then under consideration shall be put forthwith and successively without further
debate or amendment.

The Speaker: Pursuant to Standing Order 67.1, there will now be
a 30-minute question period. I invite hon. members who wish to ask
questions to rise in their places so the Chair has some idea of the
number of members who wish to participate in this question period.

[Translation]

Mr. Gérard Deltell (Louis-Saint-Laurent, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it
has become old hat for the government, a signature move. Every
time things do not go their way, they find a way to muzzle
opposition members and limit their right to speak. This is totally
unacceptable. The government has been leading the country for just
a year and a half and we have seen, over the past few days in
particular, how it is in a rush to do things and how it disrespects
parliamentarians' rights and tries to force through important bills that
are essential to Canadians. It is fast-tracking all these things without
giving parliamentarians time to speak.

Need I remind hon. members that we are the voice of the
Canadians who voted? We are not just 338 people. We represent
35 million Canadians in the House. Every Canadian has a right to
speak. Why does the government keep attacking Canadians' right to
speak here in the House?

® (1035)

Hon. Scott Brison (President of the Treasury Board, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, we inherited a serious situation. The Conservative
government refused to take measures to deal with this issue despite
the Supreme Court's 2015 ruling.

When we were elected and formed the government, we had to take
steps in November 2015 to ensure that the RCMP's plan was
consistent with the Supreme Court ruling.
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The work of the RCMP is respected across Canada and we respect
the Supreme Court's ruling of January 2015. Our government has the
responsibility to respond to it, especially since the previous
government failed to do so.

[English]

Mr. Daniel Blaikie (Elmwood—Transcona, NDP): Madam
Speaker, general arguments about time allocation aside, with respect
to this particular motion, there is an important question. The Senate
reported back with its amendments in June 2016. That was almost 11
months ago. The government's position was that it needed time to
analyze those amendments and come up with an appropriate
response. The Liberals tabled that response five days ago. They
needed time to consider and pronounce on the Senate amendments.
They then offered amendments of their own that are no less complex
than the ones made by the Senate. To provide not only opposition
parties but stakeholders, such as the NPF, the MPPAC, and the
AMPMQ, with only five days to consider their response is simply
not enough.

Why do the Liberals think it is fine for the government to take 11
months to consider those changes and to then tell us that we need to
hurry this through under time allocation to get it done? Why could
they not have come back to the House sooner with this response, and
if it really was the case that it took 11 months, why will the
government not give the House a bit longer to consider the response?

Hon. Scott Brison: Madam Speaker, in fact, our government's
treatment of this legislation and the engagement with both the House
and the other place reflects our respect for Parliament. We accepted
proposed amendments from the House to remove some sections
pertaining to the Government Employees Compensation Act, the
workers' compensation provisions, and we have accepted a number
of provisions from the other place: removing the RCMP-specifc
provisions on what may be included in collective bargaining and
replacing those restrictions with a management rights clause; and
removing restrictions on the items that are generally not bargained in
a federal context, such as pensions or items that would require
amendment of the legislation. We rejected that amendment because,
for instance, on the pension issue, we do not typically include
pensions in these collective bargaining areas.

The point is that we accepted amendments from both the House
and the other place as part of this. We want to get this right. We have
great respect for the work of the RCMP, and we have great respect
for the decision of the Supreme Court. This legislation would
provide, for the first time, members of the RCMP with collective
bargaining rights. It reflects the consultations that occurred under the
previous government, when the RCMP wanted collective bargaining
rights. There was a desire for one national union to represent them
and for the union to be focused on representing RCMP members and
the right to binding arbitration. This legislation was strengthened by
the engagement of both this House and the Senate and reflects the
Supreme Court decision and the wishes, broadly, of the RCMP.

® (1040)

Mr. Phil McColeman (Brantford—Brant, CPC): Madam
Speaker, back to my colleague's comments, we got the government's
response five days ago. The President of the Treasury Board likes to

talk about how we are taking into consideration the amendments
unanimously passed in the Senate, and there were four of them. It

took the Liberals, by the way, just under a year, 11 months, from
June 2016, when they were first presented with the Senate's report.

One must ask what the responsibilities are of this House when
they bring in time allocation on something as significant as this,
because what is known as the unionization bill is important to the
RCMP. It is important to many of its members.

The member who led it in the Senate is a member of the
government that agreed unanimously with the amendments they are
bringing forth, but the President of the Treasury Board has come
back to us saying that they accept some of this but do not accept all
of it.

The Senate did the scrutiny work through independent senators
and partisan senators in both parties and brought back a report, and
we are allowed only a very tight period of time to debate the ones the
government decided arbitrarily it is going to accept and the ones it is
going to reject. It seems to me that this push to not have debate in the
House is typical of what we are seeing time and time again with the
repeated time allocation motions coming to the floor of this House.
This is a government that campaigned on doing the exact opposite:
coming to the House and hearing thorough discussions of these
issues from all parliamentarians from all sides.

I represent members of the RCMP in my riding, as most of us do
in this House, and I have spoken with them. They have legitimate
concerns on several fronts. All of a sudden, we are told, “Let us cut
the time short on this, because we need to push it through.”

I am going to ask the President of the Treasury Board why, when
he says it is so important to get this right, he is cutting out the right of
parliamentarians to help get it right.

Hon. Scott Brison: Madam Speaker, I can tell members that we
take the work of Parliament, both in this place and in the Senate,
seriously, which is why we have accepted amendments to this
legislation both from the House and the Senate, which I believe
reflects our respect for Parliament and our desire to ensure that this is
the best possible legislation.

Again, with respect to the previous government, in January 2015,
there was a Supreme Court decision. When we formed government
11 months later, there had been no legislative action to respond to
that. We, as a new government, have responded. I believe that we
have the right balance that reflects the consultations conducted with
the RCMP and the intent of the amendments of the Senate.
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There is one Senate amendment we rejected, which I will speak to
specifically, on the secret ballot issue, because it completely
contradicted the principle of Bill C-4, another piece of legislation
on this. We viewed it as being an anti-union, anti-organized labour
amendment that did not reflect the views of this government. I talked
to my colleagues from the New Democratic Party. They were in
agreement that it was not one we could support based on our
government's respect for organized labour within the public service
and broadly. We did not support. That is one we actually rejected.

However, clearly, we took seriously the amendments proposed by
the Senate, including eliminating many of the exclusions, and we are
in a position now to move forward. We also took seriously the
amendment from this House on the Government Employees
Compensation Act. We do respect this place, but there is an urgency
for us to move forward with this legislation for the RCMP.

© (1045)

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Madam Speaker, presumably, if we want to
get something like this right, we have to do some consultation. My
understanding is that none of the prospective bargaining agents were
aware of the language of the motion prior to Thursday. Could the
government confirm to us that management of the RCMP did not
have a sneak peek or special input into the composition of the
motion as well.

Hon. Scott Brison: Madam Speaker, the consultations with
RCMP members were broadly participated in by RCMP members
across Canada. That occurred, again, under the previous govern-
ment. However, it is my understanding that they were extensive
consultations, which is why we felt we had a good understanding of
the direction provided by those consultations, and that is reflected in
this legislation. It provides collective bargaining rights to the RCMP
for the first time ever and the right to collective bargaining, leading
to binding arbitration.

The consultations were quite clear. RCMP members were not
looking for the right to strike, but were looking for the right to have
collective bargaining and ultimately binding arbitration. This is a
significant step forward. It is fair to RCMP members, for whom we
have remarkable respect for their important work in protecting our
communities. We are looking forward to moving forward.

Mr. Ken McDonald (Avalon, Lib.): Madam Speaker, in listening
to the President of the Treasury Board, it is important to remember
that Bill C-7 represents a historic turning point for RCMP members.
It would give them the labour relations framework to allow them to
pursue their collective interests in the way they wanted.

Could the minister please tell us how Bill C-7 specifically
provides the framework for which members have asked?

Hon. Scott Brison: Madam Speaker, I want to thank the member
for Avalon for his hard work on this file. The bill is a priority for us.
It responds to what was initially a Supreme Court decision in
January 2015. The previous government did not respond expediently
to that decision. When we were elected and took office in November
2015, we had a responsibility to act.

The consultations that had occurred made it very clear that RCMP
members were looking for collective bargaining rights and leading to
binding arbitration, a national union to represent them, and the union
be focused on largely representing RCMP members. We believe the
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legislation does reflect those consultations. We are also comfortable
with the input both from the Senate and from the House. Again,
there was an amendment on GECA, as an example, and the other
place with respect to the elimination some of the exclusions. We
have listened to and engaged not only RCMP members, but also the
House and the Senate.

Mr. John Brassard (Barrie—Innisfil, CPC): Madam Speaker, I
believe no one on this side of the House or inside the House is
questioning the right of RCMP members. It is in the backdrop of the
Supreme Court ruling that this work and this legislation is being
undertaken. The real problem is what is becoming a daily
occurrence, and that is the issue of the government invoking time
allocation.

I go back to what the government said in the throne speech,
which was that to give Canadians a stronger voice in the House of
Commons, the government would provide more time for open
debate, free votes, and reform and strengthen committees. However,
we have just five days to debate this, while an unelected Senate took
its time and issued a report to the government. The government came
back with a response late last Thursday and an elected Parliament
was only given five days to review this and very limited time to
debate this. In effect, the government is allowing the Senate to do the
heavy lifting and we, in an elected Parliament, are just an
afterthought.

Why the hypocrisy? You talked about more open debate and yet
you invoke time allocation.

® (1050)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): 1 would
remind the hon. member to address his questions to the Chair.

Mr. John Brassard: Madam Speaker, why the hypocrisy with
respect to time allocation, not allowing this elected body to have a
free and strong debate on the issues that came back from the Senate?

Hon. Scott Brison: Madam Speaker, under our government,
committees of the House have become more independent. I was here
for almost 10 years in opposition when the Harper government ran
committees of Parliament as branch plants of ministers' offices. That
was unacceptable then, and we have rendered committees more
independent of the government. There are a lot of free votes and
government members frequently express their views, or those of
their constituents, in those free votes.

The member used the term “hypocrisy”. I do not like using that
term in Parliament. However, respectfully for the hon. member, the
previous government prorogued Parliament to avoid confidence
votes. If we want to talk about respect for Parliament and if the
Conservatives want to use the term “hypocrisy” in this place, they
should look in the mirror. Proroguing Parliament to avoid a
confidence vote was a low point in the life of Parliament since 1867.
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Ms. Jenny Kwan (Vancouver East, NDP): Madam Speaker, we
are talking about time allocation, and I am curious about the
sequence of events here. The bill was introduced at the Senate on
May 31. The Senate took 20 days to consider the bill and send
amendments back to the government. The Senate passed the
amendments on June 21.

The government has had almost 11 months to consider the
amendments from the Senate. They are now being brought before
the House, and we have five days to consider them. Looking at those
five days, there are really only two days for actual debate, one of
which is a half day. This is the pattern with respect to the timeline for
that.

Why did it take the government 11 months to consider the
amendments from the Senate? Why is it only allowing five days for
their consideration in the House, with an actual debate time of only
two days?

Hon. Scott Brison: Madam Speaker, the legislation has received
over 16 hours of debate in the House. Four committee hearings have
heard from 25 witnesses. Our government has accepted amendments
from both the House and the Senate. I cannot remember the previous
Harper government accepting amendments from the other place or
from opposition parties.

We believe the time has come to act, to respect and respond to the
Supreme Court decision of January 2015, and to do so in a way that
not only respects the Supreme Court decision but also the broad
consultations conducted with the RCMP.

I know the New Democrats, as a party, have a strong belief in
collective bargaining rights. For the first time ever, this will provide
the RCMP collective bargaining rights and the opportunity to be
represented by a union or potentially unions. It was clear in the
consultations that there was a desire to have a national union
representative. This is a significant step forward, and I look forward
to us making that step together as Parliament.

®(1055)

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam
Speaker, my question for the hon.President of the Treasury Board is
this. Time allocation is being used time after time. My colleagues
have made the point adequately that the government has had since
June 21 of last year to review the amendments from the Senate. This
is important legislation. Of course collective bargaining for the
RCMP is not being created in the legislation through the wisdom or
good will of the governing party. It is a requirement of the Supreme
Court of Canada. We want to move ahead with it.

However, I find it galling that we are being told we need time
allocation on the bill, which will almost certainly mean that either
members of the Bloc Québécois or the Green Party will be allowed
to speak, but not both. I find that distressing. Perhaps the President
of the Treasury Board could shed some light on this. I cannot see any
reason for urgency, such as slapping time allocation on the bill,
unless the rumours of an imminent prorogation are true, which I
hope they are not.

Hon. Scott Brison: Madam Speaker, one of the findings of the
consultation was the desire among RCMP members to have one
national union representing them. Ultimately, that decision will be

made by them. It is important we move forward to enable that to
occur.

For the leader of the Green Party, with whom I have worked for a
long time and for whom I have tremendous respect, the Supreme
Court decision was over two years ago and the previous government
did not act. This is significant legislation and it is complex
legislation. This would be a significant step forward for the RCMP.
We look forward to moving it forward.

There have been 16 hours of debate in the House. Committees of
the House have reviewed the legislation. The Senate has been active
as well. We have accepted amendments from the House and the
Senate. The member will recall that accepting amendments was not
something the previous government did. We believe in constructive
relations and the acceptance of amendments, which can have the
potential to strengthen legislation. We are actively engaging
Parliament, both the House and the other place.

Hon. Judy A. Sgro (Humber River—Black Creek, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, the House is well aware that the Liberal Party was
in third party position. I spent over two and a half years working on
issues like sexual harassment and harassment in the RCMP at the
request of members who were the victims through much of this. One
of the recommendations in the report entitled “Shattered Dreams”
and another one that I had done called for the need to unionize and
for a collective agreement with the RCMP, in addition to civilian
oversight, in order for members to have somewhere outside of the
force to get help.

I asked several times in the last year when the legislation was
going to go forward. From my perspective, there was a time issue
with respect to seeing some movement in the RCMP, so the great
members of the RCMP would have some additional protection.

My colleague has met with several of the women whom I have
referenced and he is well aware of the personal stories of the RCMP.
Would he share one or more of those stories with the House?

Hon. Scott Brison: Madam Speaker, I want to thank the hon.
member for the important work she did on sexual harassment in the
RCMP. It was pioneering work at the time. She undertook an
important leadership role.

Every member of the House, regardless of partisanship,
understands it is absolutely essential that the RCMP be a healthy
workplace free of harassment and sexual violence. The Minister of
Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness feels strongly on this and
he has acted. He has worked with the RCMP and the commissioner.
Our government is absolutely committed to whatever steps are
necessary to ensure RCMP members, trainees, and employees feel
safe and respected among their colleagues and supervisors.

Reports that describe similar serious and long-standing concerns
relating to harassment within the RCMP make it very clear there has
been a real problem that needs to be addressed. As a government, we
are seized with this.
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The issues identified bring significant cost to the victims' well-
being and health and to the reputation and credibility of the RCMP. It
is absolutely essential that we not only act to protect the health and
well-being of members, but also defend the reputation of the RCMP
on which Canadians depend to provide security, safety, and law
enforcement across our country.

I again thank the hon. member for her continued work on this.
Our government takes it seriously and will continue to take it
seriously.

©(1100)

Mr. Phil McColeman: Madam Speaker, it is kind of unbecoming
for the President of the Treasury Board to answer every question by
laying it at the feet of the previous government when it took 11
months, almost a year, to bring it here today. He still has not
answered the question as to why it took 11 months and all of a
sudden there is a rush to get this done.

Why did it take you almost a year to bring this back to the House?

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): It did not
take me almost a year. I would remind the member to address
questions to the Chair.

The hon. President of the Treasury Board for a brief answer,
please.

Hon. Scott Brison: Madam Speaker, it is clear that there have
been 16 hours of debate in the House on this matter. There are
amendments both from this place, the House, and the other place, the
Senate. There have been four committee hearings at which 25
witnesses were heard, but that is also built on the consultations done
across the country under the previous government by the RCMP,
which I understand were quite extensive. That being the case, we are
in a situation now where it is important to proceed. It is over two
years since the Supreme Court decision, and we are moving forward
with amendments that reflect the will of both this House and the
Senate.

We look forward to the enactment of this legislation, which would
provide RCMP members, for the first time ever, with the collective
bargaining rights they deserve.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): It is my
duty to interrupt the proceedings at this time and put forthwith the
question on the motion now before the House.

[Translation]

The question is on the motion. Is it the pleasure of the House to
adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Some hon. members: No.

The Deputy Speaker (Ms. Carole Hughes): All those in favour
of the motion will please say yea.

Some hon. members: Yea.

The Deputy Speaker (Ms. Carole Hughes): All those opposed
will please say nay.

Some hon. members: Nay.
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The Deputy Speaker (Ms. Carole Hughes): In my opinion the

nays have it.

And five or more members having risen:

The Deputy Speaker (Ms. Carole Hughes): Call in the

members.
® (1140)
[English]

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the

following division:)

(Division No. 276)
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Poilievre

Ramsey
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Yurdiga Zimmer— — 122
PAIRED

Nil

The Speaker: I declare the motion carried.
[Translation]

I wish to inform the House that because of the proceedings on the
time allocation motion, government orders will be extended by 30
minutes.

® (1145)
[English]
RESUMING DEBATE

The House resumed from May 12 consideration of the motion in
relation to the amendments made by the Senate to Bill C-7, An Act
to amend the Public Service Labour Relations Act, the Public
Service Labour Relations and Employment Board Act and other
Acts and to provide for cerain other measures.

The Speaker: Order, please. I encourage members to take their
conversations into the lobbies and I would ask members to assist me.

Resuming debate, the hon. member for Elmwood—Transcona has
16 minutes remaining in his speech.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie (Elmwood—Transcona, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
I will pick up more or less where I left off last Friday.

Members will recall that debate started on the government
response to the Senate amendments last Friday. The response had
been tabled only the preceding evening, the Thursday evening, and I
want to come back to that because it is an important part of the
debate around this government response that there has been limited
time, and because of the time allocation just passed because of the
government, there is only going to be a very limited amount of time
for the consideration of the government response in the House. That
is not just time for debate. That is time for the opposition parties, to
be sure, but also for the stakeholders like the prospective bargaining
agents and RCMP members themselves to digest what the
government response to the Senate amendments is and then to
determine whether they agree with that. Therefore, it bears repeating
that it is not a lot of time.

When we look at the government's own assessment of the
complexity of the matter and how much time it takes to do justice to
these issues, we get a very different idea of how much time one
would want to take to be able to consider the government's response.
The Liberals took almost 11 months to consider the response of the
Senate to their bill. I would remind the House that we voted on the
original version of Bill C-7 on May 30, 2016. That bill was then
introduced in the Senate on May 31, 2016. I have not heard any of
the government members say that the other place did not give Bill
C-7 its due consideration. In fact, they said that the Senate did quite
the job of going through the details of that bill. The Senate did that in
about 20 days, from May 31 to June 21, 2016. Then it took almost
11 months for the government to come back, and now it is asking us
to take a position on its response within only five days. Therefore,
there is a real question of fairness.



May 16, 2017

COMMONS DEBATES

11237

I would never want to suggest that the President of the Treasury
Board was misleading in his answers to the House. Earlier, he did
say that we have debated this bill in the House for 16 hours. If that
was not meant to deliberately mislead, then it is a sign of some
laziness, perhaps, that he did not bother to change his speaking notes
from third reading of the bill, which also was moved under time
allocation. What we debated at that time, in May 2016, is very
different from what we are debating today, which has to do not only
with the amendments made by the other place, because we have not
had an opportunity to deliberate on those in this place, but on top of
the amendments made by the other place that the government took
11 months to consider, we are now also having a debate on the
government response to those amendments. That is not a simple
response. It is not a simple rejection or acceptance of those
amendments. It is actually an amendment to those amendments.

Therefore, the idea that we are going to do a proper job and do
justice to RCMP members across the country who have fought for
years in court to get the right to bargain collectively and want to see
it done properly—and the government says it wants to see it done
properly—and get that done in five days, unfortunately I do not think
we can. | regret that, and I regret that we only have those five days.
We are doing our best on this side of the House to give our
considered opinion on the content of that legislation, but it is hard to
do so under the time constraints unreasonably and unfairly imposed
by the government on this motion. That is important to say, because
it is no small part of how the debate today is going to unfold and of
the decision that is ultimately going to be taken.

We do have some concerns. There are some positive aspects to
this response and then there are some aspects that warrant further
study. I will say again that the study is not going to happen, because
we are going to settle the issue today, one way or the other, and the
bill will be on its way back to the other place.

On the positive side, it is no secret here that we do support having
a card-check system as an option for RCMP members. The
government has been clear and consistent in its support for that.
We agree on that. That is good, and we are glad to see in the
government response that it is maintaining the commitment to
making card check available. That is something that is important in
principle, but it is also important logistically in this case because
RCMP members are spread out right across the country. They are in
rural and remote communities. Some RCMP members are posted
internationally. They can reach 50% or more of the membership and
if they agree with having a union, then they know that if they have a
vote they are going to get that 50% plus one.

® (1150)

If there is a vote, all at once, that means everybody has to get a
ballot at the same time, they have to be able to return that ballot
within a similar time frame, and the logistics of organizing that are
very difficult. It is especially difficult if that is going to be thrown on
the prospective bargaining agent. These are not established unions,
by definition.

The RCMP has not been unionized before, and Bill C-7 rightly
requires that a union representing RCMP members would have to
consist only of RCMP members. Bill C-7 also talks about one
national bargaining unit that is police only. There is not a pre-

Government Orders

existing union with the resources and expertise that could mount that
kind of vote, and do it in a way that all RCMP members could be
reassured that it has the thoroughness and integrity of process that
RCMP members would expect when certifying a bargaining agent.

We were glad to see that in the bill. We are glad to see the removal
of exclusions from the bill. Members of the House who have been
following this legislation will know that we in the NDP have been
arguing very hard for the removal of those exclusions. We believe
that is the best way to ensure that RCMP members get the free and
fair collective bargaining that they fought so hard to achieve for
themselves in court.

Just as a quick aside, we have heard the government trying to take
credit somehow for conferring collective bargaining rights on RCMP
members. That is simply not true. The Supreme Court made that
decision, and it is because of the Supreme Court that RCMP
members have the right to bargain collectively. That was not a
decision of the current government, and it was not a decision by the
last government, not by any stretch. That is a right that was conferred
on RCMP members by the Supreme Court as a function of our
Charter of Rights and Freedoms here in Canada that the court has
said guarantees people the right to collective bargaining if they want
and if they choose that for themselves.

Bill C-7 helps set a framework for collective bargaining, but we
also know that Bill is not necessary, although it is desirable if the
government gets it right. It will have certain things that RCMP
members have said they want: one national bargaining unit, binding
arbitration, and some other features. That is good. It makes sense to
have a unique framework for the RCMP, in terms of collective
bargaining.

However, Bill C-7 does not give them that. The RCMP has the
right to collective bargaining right now. In fact, there are two active
applications before the labour board to represent RCMP members.
One is by the NPF, for a national bargaining unit, and the other is by
the AMPMQ, to represent members only in Quebec. I will come
back to that in a bit.

This is where we are. Bill C-7 is not the government conferring
collective bargaining rights to the RCMP members. That is a right
they won; that is a right that is theirs irrespective of the point of view
of any government of the day. That is something that has been
guaranteed to them by the Supreme Court.

We are glad to see the exclusions being removed and the
government ultimately agreeing with the NDP suggestion at
committee and here in the House of Commons last May, which
was to get rid of those exclusions.

However, we do have concerns that the management rights clause,
which is being put in place of the exclusions, may be used as a way
to reintroduce those exclusions by other means. It may be that we
could dispel those concerns over time, if we had the time to study
this properly. It is true that in many cases there are management
rights clauses, either in collective agreements or in legislation. That
is okay.
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However, some of the language is interesting. In the Senate
amendment, the Senate essentially said that the management rights
of the RCMP would include anything having to do with the human
resources powers conferred to the RCMP commissioner under the
RCMP Act. What we have heard from the government is that it did
not agree with that, and it is going to change that. It wants a more
targeted management rights clause.

The word used by the parliamentary secretary on Friday in debate
is “targeted”, not “limited”, so the government changed the language
from management rights having to do with the human resources
authority granted to the commissioner under the RCMP Act to a
management rights clause that enshrines the power of the
commissioner to ensure effective operations. That sounds, on the
face of it, pretty good. Who would not want the operations of the
RCMP to be effective?

However, the arguments made by the commissioner before
committee, both at the House and the Senate, for the exclusions
were essentially saying that all these things have to be excluded
because to not exclude them would impede the effective operations
of the RCMP.

o (1155)

I think RCMP members, and Canadians, have a right to feel
suspect that this management rights clause, I would argue, while it
may be more targeted from a functional point of view on the
effectiveness of the force, is nevertheless broader in that it allows the
commissioner to reach outside of his existing authority under the
RCMP Act for human resource issues only—there is an itemized list
in section 20.2(1), (a) through (I)—and interpret that to mean just
about whatever the commissioner may want to have it mean,
depending on what is being brought to the table.

There are reasonable concerns about that. I think more time is
needed to examine that to see if this is just going to be another way
for the RCMP commissioner to reintroduce exclusions. I would say,
even though we may be able to challenge the RCMP commissioner's
interpretation of that language—the RCMP commissioner may not
be the final authority on that—what it does mean is that when a new
bargaining unit, if the RCMP members do choose to certify one,
brings things to the table, they can end up in lengthy delays, first at
the labour board, potentially, and then in court, trying to define what
“effective operations” means. Then we are going to have someone at
the labour board, presumably, weighing in on whether the
commissioner is right about what it takes to run effective operations
as the RCMP.

It is not clear to me that this management rights clause does not
provide another way of introducing some of those exclusions. It is
not clear to me that it is not going to trigger lengthy and onerous
processes in order to, ultimately, be able to define that language
because it is not defined by the government what “effective
operations” actually means, so there is no limited scope to that
definition offered by the government. I think that is something we
are concerned about.

With respect to grievances, the government says it does not want
grievances filed under the PSLRA and under the RCMP Act.
Grievances should rest in one place, so we do not have dual claims.

Again, on the surface, that does make some sense. That sounds
like a common-sense argument, just as it sounds pretty good when
the President of the Treasury Board says we have already debated
this for 16 hours. However, then we look into the details and we
wonder if maybe that is not a bit misleading.

The thrust of many of the government's arguments with respect to
Bill C-7 is that it wants to align RCMP labour relations better with
the pre-existing model of the public service. However here, all of a
sudden, what we are seeing is the grievance process carved out and
put under the RCMP Act. Rather than trying to have the maximum
number of grievances happen under the PSLRA, we are getting the
maximum number happening under the RCMP Act.

There are two issues with that; one has to do, in a very practical
sense, with what that means in the workplace. The non-commis-
sioned officers of the RCMP are being deemed public servants. That
is a process that is happening and will be complete sometime in
2018. What that means is that we may have an RCMP officer and a
civilian member working side by side in the same office—like a
divisional headquarters, for instance—dealing with sexual harass-
ment from the same superior officer, and it is going to have two
different grievance processes. One is going to happen under the
PSLRA, and an independent third party, essentially, oversees that
grievance process. However, for the officer, that grievance process is
going to happen under the RCMP Act. We know that, at the end of
the day, it is the commissioner who ultimately rules on that.

In fact, we just had a report come out yesterday that said that part
of the problem in the institution and the culture of the RCMP is that
grievances ultimately get determined in-house by the commissioner.
One of the recommendations was to move away from that.

The report that came out just yesterday from the Civilian Review
and Complaints Commission, called “Report into Workplace
Harassment in the RCMP”, says:

...unlike public service employees who have the right to grieve the outcome of a
harassment complaint in accordance with the procedures set out in their collective
agreement (including arbitration before an independent third party), RCMP
members still do not have access to an impartial third party appeals body.

That is because their grievances go through the RCMP Act.

What the government is doing in its response directly contradicts
the advice of the report that came out yesterday, which said that
grievance processes need to get further away from the commissioner,
not closer to the commissioner, and it is doing it in a way that
actually deviates from its mainline argument for most of what it is
talking about, which is to bring RCMP labour relations practices into
closer conformity with the rest of the public service. It feels a bit as if
there is some cherry-picking going on, in terms of when to apply the
argument for harmonizing public service labour relations and RCMP
labour relations and when, when it is convenient either to the
government or management—it is not always clear—to have things
dealt with separately under the uniqueness of the RCMP.
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We are concerned that there are issues of fairness both, as I say, in
the concrete case of the workplace and also in terms of the general
arguments provided by the government. It bears saying that one of
the problems with this process is that too often it has been too
difficult to determine the difference between government interests
and management interests in this debate. We know that stakeholders
did not get a sneak peak at the government's response. That is why I
asked the President of the Treasury Board if RCMP management did
and if RCMP management had special input into this process that
other groups did not have. I note that we did not get a straight answer
to that question. We got an answer to another question that was not
asked.

If the government is trying, which I think it should, to give the
perception that it is not tied at the hip to management in this process,
but to actually be an independent third party arbiter that is trying to
set up free and fair collective bargaining, I have to say that so far, it
has done a very poor job of that.

Mr. Adam Vaughan (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Families, Children and Social Development (Housing and
Urban Affairs), Lib.): Madam Speaker, I listened with interest to
my colleague's remarks and noted that the focus tended to be on how
to simultaneously govern the RCMP as public servants and also as
police officers. It is a challenge that municipalities, provinces, and
other authorities right across this country have insofar as police
having duties which are completely different from the civil service in
terms of the management structure, as well as the execution of those
duties, and the powers those duties contain.

Would the member opposite not agree that we cannot treat them as
civil servants, pure and simple, precisely because of the extra-
ordinary powers that they have? Therefore, we need to custom fit a
separate collective agreement around the police component of the
RCMP workforce in order to make sure the law enforcement
components of it are treated separately. Subsequent to that, if he
acknowledges that, is it not for the RCMP itself and management to
set out the terms and effectiveness of those relationships and not
necessarily something Parliament should impose from afar?

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Madam Speaker, I could not agree more.
There are unique aspects to the RCMP. RCMP members would tell
us that. They think they should have a special framework for
bargaining, and that is why we support, in principle, Bill C-7. Our
dispute has been with the details of how that is going to be
implemented.

Yes, absolutely, there needs to be a unique bargaining framework.
Our point has been that, yes, that should be determined by
management and the union at the table. Our concern has been that
the government's approach, in our view, has too often not been
distinguishable from management's approach. There are some
broken aspects of the institution right now, which is what the CRCC
report yesterday talked about, that not all is well within the RCMP.

Our concern is that giving layer after layer of protection to
management in the legislation would actually legislate some of the
broken aspects of the current culture and not allow management and
the union to work that out. We believe that having a good union with
full capability to bring things to the table and work things out at the
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bargaining table and job sites effectively is a good way to start
correcting some of what is wrong in the culture of the RCMP and
that the government may be interfering with that by the way it is
protecting management in legislation.

® (1205)

Ms. Jenny Kwan (Vancouver East, NDP): Madam Speaker,
from the comments my colleague made, it is clear that the bill is very
complex in terms of the changes that have been brought forward and
hence, adequate debate needs to take place in the House. Of course,
the government has chosen to impose time allocation.

The member raised a point which is very important with respect to
different points of view between management and stakeholders. I
have an example from one of my constituents, who raised the issue
on another bill, Bill C-4, which was meant to repeal Bill C-377 and
Bill C-525. At committee, he highlighted the fact that his employee
was invited to the committee to offer a different point of view from
his own. A case in point is that management opposed Bill C-4, but
the employee of the company did not agree with management. That
is a very important distinction. Hence, it is important to ensure that
those voices are heard as well.

I wonder if the member would elaborate on that distinction, the
importance of it, and how the process the government has embarked
on falls short.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Mr. Speaker, this really has been part of the
story. It has been a long story now, because the need for legislation
creating a framework for collective bargaining for RCMP members
has been before the government and before the House almost since
we convened. Through that process, there are many who felt that the
government is in a very close working relationship with management
on this and that it is simply not the case that prospective bargaining
agents who are providing the voice of rank and file members have
had the same access to government and the same influence on
government when coming up with these rules.

For the NDP, the role the government should be playing is as an
independent arbiter. There was a decision made by the Supreme
Court which said that RCMP members should have the right to free
and fair collective bargaining, and the role of government should be
to have gone out and figured out what are those aspects that are
unique to the RCMP that call for a special framework.

We heard from RCMP members that they want one national
bargaining unit. They want binding arbitration and they do not want
the right to strike. Those are the important elements of Bill C-7, but
beyond that, a lot of our debate, particularly with respect to the
exclusions, has been about how much of what management does not
want to have to deal with is management going to be exempted from
dealing with through the legislation. A lot of people have felt that the
government is simply too close to management on those issues. That
is a problem because even if it is not the case, it certainly creates the
perception that RCMP management is calling the shots.
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I will give another example of where the government has helped
to make a mess where there need not have been one. The period of
11 months from getting the Senate amendments until now was way
longer than it had to be. What happened in April, just a couple of
months ago, eight months after the Senate amendments, was that two
organizations applied for certification. One is making an application
to be a national bargaining agent, which would be allowed under Bill
C-7, but the other is making an application to represent Quebec
members only, which would not be allowed once Bill C-7 passes. |
have heard from members who now feel that if Bill C-7 had passed
earlier, they would not have had a problem, but now that these
applications have been made, they feel that the government's rush to
get this through effectively amounts to taking sides between one
applicant or the other. When the legislation passes, and that is the
question that is now before the labour board, it will rule one of those
applications out.

By needlessly delaying, the Liberals have created at least a
perception that they are taking sides which need not have been
created. They created a lot of legal uncertainty and for the
organization that has applied to represent Quebec members only, a
lot of needless work, because at the end of the day, this is not going
to happen for them if the government gets this through.

An hon. member: Don't take sides.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Mr. Speaker, I am just saying that is what we
have been hearing and I think it is unfortunate to be in a position
where the government is perceived to be taking sides by anyone. It
did not have to be that way. We just had to have this conversation
two months ago.

® (1210)

[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Nantel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague for his speech and his very coherent
answer to the questions asked. He is very knowledgeable about
labour issues, the right to unionize, and collective bargaining.

Just now, I clearly heard him ask the government why it took its
time on this bill. There is an inexplicable 11-month delay. Some
members are saying that they should not take sides in this matter.

I would like my colleague to tell us, then, how exactly the
government can justify such a delay. Either it was incompetent or
lazy, or it acted out of self-interest.

[English]

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Mr. Speaker, this is a problem, and it is not
one that the government can say in good faith that it was not aware
of, because it is one that we have raised.

We have said that we need to get Bill C-7 back to the House,
because it is creating legal uncertainty for prospective bargaining
agents. Exactly because Bill C-7 is not what confers the right of
collective bargaining on RCMP members, because it is a decision of
the Supreme Court, they are allowed to apply it at any time under the
existing rules. Therefore, because the NDP agrees with what the
government is saying, if not what it does, that there is justification
for a unique collective bargaining framework for RCMP members,
although we may disagree about the details of what should be in it,
we thought it was really important to get that in place as soon as

possible. We knew and the government knew that there were
prospective bargaining agents out there getting people to sign cards,
demonstrating interest in the lead-up potentially to a vote. Bill C-4
has not gone through the Senate; the government cannot seem to
accomplish that, so those agents do not know if they would need to
have a vote or whether a card check is going to work. There is a lot
of legal uncertainty.

We have been saying for a long time that the government needs to
act on Bill C-4 and get it done. It needs to act on Bill C-7 and get it
done. Otherwise, the government is risking getting into a situation
where people start to act in the current legal context and then the rug
is pulled out from underneath their feet, and all of a sudden the rules
that they were organizing and applying under are not the same rules
that their application is being treated by.

That is exactly the situation that is developing. It was not hard to
see or imagine that would happen. It is a real shame that we have
reached this point. The government needs to do a better job of
extricating itself from this, lest it be perceived as being partisan in an
area where it really ought not to be.

Mr. Robert Oliphant (Don Valley West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, [
will be sharing my time with the hon. member for Oakville North—
Burlington.

I am pleased to have this opportunity to speak in support of the
government's motion related to Bill C-7. This piece of legislation is
important for both the RCMP and for Canadians. It is a step forward
in Canadian labour relations.

As we all know, the bill originates with the decision by the
Supreme Court of Canada more than two years ago, in January 2015.
There is some urgency for us to enact this piece of legislation into
law so that the RCMP can be the best police force in the world, with
good management practices matching the ability of our RCMP
officers to keep Canadians safe.

The court found that certain parts of the RCMP labour relations
regime were in fact unconstitutional because they prevented the
formation of an independent RCMP employee organization. The
government took steps, including extensive consultation, to bring
this framework into compliance with the Supreme Court's ruling, and
Bill C-7 is the result.

1 differ with the position of the previous speaker by saying that
there has been extensive consultation. The bill has been under a
microscope for a great deal of time in a committee of the House of
Commons and a committee of the Senate, as well as through debate
in the House of Commons and debate in the Senate. It is now time
for us to act quickly on this motion to ensure that we can have
effective collective bargaining for the very hard-working members of
the RCMP.
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With the passage of this bill, RCMP members and reservists
would, for the first time, have a labour relations framework in place
that would allow them to choose whether or not to be represented in
negotiations by an employee organization, something that other
police services in Canada already have. Almost 100 years ago, the
Vancouver police union received its charter and was established with
the mandate to effectively and democratically represent its members
as a bargaining unit under the British Columbia labour code. It is
time for us to act so that Canadians have a similar approach to
policing in Canada.

Action is something that RCMP officers know a lot about. As the
chair of the public safety and national security committee, I want to
commend members of the RCMP for consistently and constantly
serving and protecting Canadians with diligence, with grace, and
with a tremendous competence that Canadians have begun to
appreciate more and more. Whether it is diving into icy water to
rescue a woman in distress or protecting us in this very place, RCMP
officers demonstrate their personal dedication and self-sacrifice in
service of others, and now we as members of this chamber need to
reciprocate and take action to help them, to serve them, and to
protect them.

The Prime Minister and the Minister of Public Safety and
Emergency Preparedness are strongly committed to whatever action
is necessary to help RCMP members, trainees, and employees feel
safe and respected among their colleagues and supervisors.

A number of steps have been taken since 2014 to protect RCMP
members in the workplace. These include measures to address
harassment and conflict management as well as promote a healthy
and respectful workplace.

The RCMP continues its ongoing efforts to improve its work
environment, including a modernized code of conduct, a streamlined
harassment investigation and resolution process, and improved
training for harassment investigators. Bill C-7 builds on these efforts
to implement a robust labour relations regime for the RCMP. To that
end, the government has given thorough consideration to the
Senate's amendments and is now ready to move forward.

The government's response significantly addresses the main
concerns that we heard at the House of Commons standing
committee as well as in the Senate, and I am very proud to support
the government's response to the Senate amendments.

In the spirit of compromise that is so important in an institution
like ours, the government is willing to accept the removal of all
restrictions on what may be included in collective agreements and
arbitral awards that are specific to the RCMP. These restrictions on
what could be collectively bargained for were the focal points of the
criticism that we heard at committee and that we are now acting on.

Sometimes this kind of conversation takes time. However, that
conversation has been had. I stress to members of this chamber that
the reality is we need to act quickly and effectively. We have
considered, and now is the time to act.

®(1215)
That is why I am pleased to report that the government's response

would allow the employer and any future RCMP member bargaining
agent to engage in meaningful discussions in good faith on topics of
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importance to the RCMP members and reservists who were excluded
from collective bargaining rights under the original version of Bill
C-7.

As a result, matters associated with transfers, appraisals,
harassment, and general aspects of workplace wellness, including
the promotion of a respectful workplace and early conflict
resolution, could be discussed at the bargaining table and included
in a collective agreement or arbitration award. Of course, conditions
of work, such as hours of work, scheduling, call-back, and reporting
conditions could also be collectively bargained, as could leave
provisions, such as designated paid holidays, vacation leave, sick
leave, and parental leave. Labour relations matters, such as terms and
conditions for grievance procedures and procedures around classi-
fication and workplace adjustment, are also part of that process.

The proposal before us today also accepts the idea of a
management rights clause, but proposes implementing a more
targeted clause that focuses on protecting the authorities that the
RCMP commissioner needs in order to ensure effective police
operations. This is a balanced approach. The reality is that the
bargaining unit would have the right to engage in conversations at
the bargaining table about issues important to RCMP members, and
management would reserve the right to ensure that Canadians are
safe and protected and that we have operational institutional
effectiveness at the RCMP, not by excluding anything in collective
bargaining but by ensuring we have a targeted approach to make sure
the RCMP functions properly, as Canadians would want.

As I am sure all my hon. colleagues on these benches do, the
Government of Canada takes seriously the responsibility to protect
the safety and security of Canadians. This amended management
rights clause supports that responsibility.

Now let us consider why the motion disagrees with the removal of
restrictions that replicate those applying to other areas of the federal
public service.

As our national police service, the RCMP must have a labour
regime that is aligned with and consistent with the fundamental
framework for labour relations and collective bargaining that exists
within the whole of the federal public service. As such, Bill C-7
extends to RCMP members many general exclusions that already
apply in the rest of the public service, such as staffing, pensions,
organization of work, and the assignment of duties.

With respect to pensions, while the public service pension plan
has never been the subject of collective bargaining under the Public
Service Labour Relations Act, or its predecessor, the Public Service
Staff Relations Act, the federal government has traditionally
consulted with employee representatives on pension issues and is
committed to continuing that conversation, negotiation, and
consultation.

Public sector pensions have established statutory pension advisory
committees whose membership is composed of employer, employee,
and pensioner representatives. These committees review matters
respecting the administration, design, and funding of the benefits
provided under the superannuation acts and make recommendations
to the responsible minister about those matters. This is an activity we
would continue.
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When it comes to the certification process, I do not believe that the
certification of a bargaining agent to represent RCMP members and
reservists should require a secret ballot. We need to be consistent
with the government's proposed law, Bill C-4, and it would be
reasonable that an organization wanting to represent RCMP
members should not be subject to certification processes different
from those of other organizations under federal labour relations
legislation.

Finally, the government proposes to not proceed with expanding
the mandate of the Public Service Labour Relations and Employ-
ment Board to hear grievances on a wider range of matters relating to
terms and conditions of employment. That would be inconsistent
with its work with the rest of the federal public service.

Now is the time to act on Bill C-7. The House of Commons
standing committee deliberated it thoroughly and thoughtfully, and
heard concerns. The Senate has deservedly done its work and has
appropriately amended it. The government has considered those
amendments and has determined that some of them fall in line with
the government's proposed agenda with respect to the RCMP
certification process.

I am pleased to support Bill C-7 and welcome all other members
to support the bill and our amendments as we go forward.

® (1220)

Mr. Daniel Blaikie (Elmwood—Transcona, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
I noted in the speech by my colleague from Don Valley West that he
used, with respect to the management rights clause, the words “more
targeted” and not “more limited”. That is an important difference.
We on this side of the House are still trying to get our heads around
exactly how the RCMP commissioner's right to maintain an effective
operation is defined and how broad a scope that right actually gives
him. It is not defined anywhere else, as far as we know.

Perhaps as a member of the governing party and supporter of the
bill, the member for Don Valley West has some information. New
Democrats are concerned that when he talks about RCMP members
being able to bring their concerns to the table in good faith, have
management hear them, and then make a decision about what they
think constitutes effective operations of the force, it will be a little
like the Liberals listening to Canadians and saying, “You guys can
say what you want. We will come to town halls”, and then doing
what they want.

I cite electoral reform as an example: Canadians had the right to
consult, and the Liberals listened and heard, and then did whatever
they wanted. In fact, in this case they completely contradicted the
testimony we heard at committee and everything else.

We do not want RCMP management to have the right to behave as
the Liberals do on issues that matter to Canadians; we want to make
sure that something effective can come out of negotiations at the
table, and we are not convinced that we are there.

What exactly does it mean to give the RCMP commissioner the
right to ensure the effective operation of the force, and where is that
defined? If we could be pointed to the document, that would be
great.

Mr. Robert Oliphant: Mr. Speaker, the reality is that RCMP
management needs to consider thoughtfully a number of issues that

ensure the safety of Canadians. What the government is proposing is
absolutely consistent with what it believes about collective
bargaining. With collective bargaining, it is very important to ensure
that everything is on the table that needs to be there, so the number
of exclusions in the initial draft of the bill has been reduced to zero.

I am very pleased that the government is accepting the proposal
from the other place that would ensure RCMP members have every
opportunity to express themselves and negotiate issues of harass-
ment, of appraisal, of relocation. These are the kinds of things they
were asking for, and that is consistent with evidence we heard at
committee.

The committee also heard that for effective functioning, for the
proper appropriation of the authority given to the commissioner of
RCMP, management needs to reserve rights to ensure they can target
and appropriately use their authority under the legislation given to
them by Parliament to ensure that Canadians are safe and that the
operations of the RCMP are not limited.

RCMP officers face different challenges in different parts of the
country. As a long-time resident of Yukon, which is M Division, |
worked closely with the RCMP there. The reality is that some things
are different in Yukon from what they are in other parts of Canada.
Other places where a force is contracted to a province are different
from the places where the RCMP is a national police force. The
RCMP commissioner and the new commissioner who will be
appointed sometime in the near future need to have that authority so
that Canadians can rest assured that the operations of the RCMP are
effective and safe.

®(1225)

Mr. Phil McColeman (Brantford—Brant, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
we are here today because the government received amendments
sent unanimously by the members of the Senate. In other words, they
studied the bill and sent it back here to the government for
consideration in June of last year. One might say that 11 and a half
months is almost a year.

Today the opposition is being told that we have limited time to
speak to those amendments. It is important to note that they were
unanimously passed in the Senate and that in some ways the Senate
did the hard work in scrutinizing this bill, which is welcome. Then
we were told last Friday morning—I first heard this late Thursday
evening—that this is the government's position. That is 11 and a half
months later.

I asked the President of the Treasury Board earlier why all of a
sudden the Liberal government needs to rush this bill into existence.
What is the rush? It took your government almost a year. Perhaps
you could shed some light on why we are now placed in a position of
having limited time to speak to these amendments.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mr. Anthony Rota): I will point
out that we have 45 seconds left and that I am sure the hon. member
wants the response from the hon member for Don Valley West, not
me.

Mr. Robert Oliphant: Mr. Speaker, this gives me the opportunity
to thank the members of the public safety and national security
committee that considered this legislation very strongly and at
length, as did the Senate.
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This is a lesson in parliamentary democracy. We have two Houses.
We have a government that listens to both Houses. We have good
deliberations in committee in both places. The government receives
those recommendations and takes its time to deliberate. I am sure
that it looked at the evidence heard in our committee and in the
committee of the Senate and was able to take due deliberation time.

I also want to thank the members on the other side of the House on
our committee, because they were effective in their questioning.
They were effective in the way they brought forward issues, and I
think they are probably very happy with the ultimate result.

I think they can rest assured and will support us in getting this
piece of legislation done quickly so RCMP officers and Canadians
can have a mutually beneficial relationship and Canadians will be
safe.

Ms. Pam Damoff (Oakville North—Burlington, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to rise today in support of Bill C-7. Let me
begin by saying that the government appreciates the thoughtful
consideration given by the Senate to this historic piece of legislation
that would enshrine in law the collective bargaining rights of regular
RCMP members and reservists.

Our national mounted police service has been keeping peace
across the land for almost a century and a half. I would like to thank
members of the RCMP for their service and also for their advocacy
on this legislation.

The only police force in Canada not to have the right to engage in
collective bargaining has been the RCMP. The labour relations
regime this bill would create would mark the beginning of a new era
in the history of the RCMP.

Bill C-7 has several elements that reflect the clear preferences
expressed by RCMP members during the consultations with
members that occurred during the summer of 2015. Specifically,
members indicated that they wanted a labour relations framework
that would provide for a single national bargaining unit, a union that
would primarily focus on representing RCMP members, and
recourse to binding arbitration if a collective agreement could not
be negotiated. Bill C-7 would create this framework.

Bill C-7 would also build on previous efforts to implement a
robust labour relations regime for the RCMP, efforts that have
included a number of measures to promote a healthy and respectful
workplace. For example, in support of the 2014 amendments to the
Royal Canadian Mounted Police Act, several of the RCMP's human
resources management processes, policies, and procedures were
updated. Among these were, first, a new investigation and resolution
of harassment complaints policy that provides greater clarity and a
single streamlined approach for dealing with complaints; second, a
process to address misconduct in a more timely and effective manner
and at the lowest appropriate level; third, a new code of conduct that
specifically identifies harassment as a contravention of the code;
fourth, an amended training curriculum that specifically addresses
respect in the workplace and harassment; and, finally, an informal
conflict management program.

Moreover, in February 2016, the Minister of Public Safety and
Emergency Preparedness asked the Civilian Review and Complaints
Commission to undertake a comprehensive review of the RCMP's

Government Orders

policies and procedures on workplace harassment and to evaluate the
implementation of the recommendations the commission made in
2013. The commission reviewed the adequacy, appropriateness,
sufficiency, and clarity of these policies, procedures, and guidelines
for preventing and addressing allegations regarding workplace
harassment in the RCMP.

Further, in July 2016, the Minister of Public Safety announced the
appointment of Sheila Fraser as a special adviser. Her role was to
provide advice and recommendations to the minister regarding the
application of various policies and processes by the RCMP after the
filing of legal proceedings against the organization in four specific
cases. The recommendations made by Ms. Fraser and the
commission will be carefully reviewed and will inform further work
on improving the workplace of the RCMP.

While the RCMP has made strides with the initiatives, programs,
and policies it has implemented, these two reviews will be useful in
helping the minister fulfill the mandate the Prime Minister has given
him to ensure that the RCMP is free from harassment. The
government is strongly committed to whatever action is necessary to
help RCMP members and employees feel safe and respected among
their colleagues and supervisors.

As a member of the status of women committee, I and the other
members of the committee have studied the issue of gender-based
violence and harassment as well as barriers to the economic security
and workplace leadership of women. We have heard that harassment
in the workplace is a large barrier to women's participation in the
economy, so I am very pleased to see the government taking action
to ensure that female members of the RCMP can feel safe and
respected at work.

Our proposed response to the amendments would strengthen the
actions I have outlined by increasing the scope of what can be
bargained, including harassment, an issue I brought up with the
commissioner at the public safety committee. The government's
proposed response meaningfully addresses the concerns with Bill
C-7.

The bill we are debating today seeks to accept certain amendments
and to amend or not accept others. Let me begin with the
government's proposal to accept the removal of all restrictions on
what may be included in collective agreements that are specific to
the RCMP. As a result, matters associated with transfers, appraisals,
harassment, and general aspects of workplace wellness, including the
promotion of a respectful workplace and early conflict resolution,
could be discussed at the bargaining table and included in the
collective agreement or an arbitral award.

® (1230)

With this one change, we would increase the scope of what could
be bargained considerably. I am pleased that the government has
heard the concerns of the Senate and has acted on them, in particular
on the issue of exclusions.



11244

COMMONS DEBATES

May 16, 2017

Government Orders

The proposal before us today would also amend the management
rights clause adopted by the Senate. It proposes implementing a
more targeted management rights clause that would focus on
protecting the authorities the RCMP commissioner needs to ensure
effective police operations. This approach would preserve the
commissioner's authority to manage the RCMP and would ensure
the operational integrity of the police service and the broader
accountability of the RCMP for the safety of Canadians. The
Government of Canada takes the responsibility to protect the safety
and security of Canadians seriously. This clause would support that
responsibility.

Let me now turn to the proposal to reject the requirement for a
secret ballot vote for the certification of a bargaining agent to
represent RCMP members and reservists. Our government believes
that there should be a choice between a secret ballot and a card check
system. A secret ballot only system is inconsistent with providing a
fair and balanced process of certification and properly recognizing
the role of bargaining agents in that process.

Let me now speak to our proposal to not proceed with expanding
the mandate of the Public Service Labour Relations and Employ-
ment Board to hear grievances on a wider range of matters relating to
terms and conditions of employment. Under the existing Public
Service Labour Relations Act, the Public Service Labour Relations
and Employment Board has jurisdiction to hear grievances related to
the interpretation or application of a collective agreement. Accepting
this expansion would be inconsistent with the role of the Public
Service Labour Relations and Employment Board in relation to the
rest of the federal public service. What is more, there are already
specialized grievance and appeal processes established under the
RCMP Act to deal with these matters. In fact, such an expansion
would create two different grievance processes that would apply to
RCMP members, allowing them to file identical grievances under
both the Public Service Labour Relations Act and the RCMP Act.
This could potentially lead to conflicting decisions and undermine
the commissioner's ability to ensure effective police operations.

Instead, and consistent with the rest of the federal public service,
Bill C-7 would allow represented RCMP members and reservists,
with the support of their bargaining agent, to file grievances pursuant
to the Public Service Labour Relations Act on the interpretation or
application of a collective agreement or arbitral award. Such
grievances would be adjudicated by the Public Service Labour
Relations and Employment Board. RCMP members' right to file
grievances and appeals to address workplace issues would continue
to be administered pursuant to the RCMP Act.

I heard repeatedly from RCMP members about the exclusions
contained in Bill C-7. I believe that the proposed response to the
Senate amendments would meaningfully address the concerns with
respect to Bill C-7 by increasing the scope of the issues that could be
bargained. The amendments would also ensure that the employer and
any future RCMP member bargaining agent could engage in
meaningful discussions, in good faith, on topics of importance to
RCMP members and reservists.

At the same time, the proposal would take into account the
operational integrity of the RCMP as a police organization. It would
ensure alignment with the labour relations regime that applies to
federal public service employees. With these amendments, Bill C-7

would continue to respect the 2015 Supreme Court of Canada
decision by providing RCMP members and reservists with a
meaningful process for collective bargaining.

I thank the RCMP members for their patience as this bill moves
through the legislative process.

®(1235)

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to ask about the member's comment that
the government believes in choice between a card check system and
a secret ballot.

That sounds good, but on the other hand, if I am a member of a
workplace that is certified through a card check system, I actually do
not ever get a choice. I just wake up one morning, go to work, and
am told, “Oh, well, the card check process happened. You are part of
a union now.” I did not get to vote. I did not get to talk to my
colleagues, and nobody ever explained the process. I came into work
one day, and there was a union. That is not choice, I would submit.

I would say that a good legislative framework on unionization
would ensure that choice is invested in every single member of that
workplace such that members have an opportunity to deliberate and
then decide in an environment where they are protected from
intimidation, either by management or other workers. A secret ballot
is what we have in this country for other elections, because it reflects
that principle.

Why does that member think, and why does the government think,
that in the sort of misguided name of choice, some workers should
actually not even be consulted until unionization is really a fait
accompli?

® (1240)

Ms. Pam Damoff: Mr. Speaker, on this issue, the two sides of the
House have a fundamental disagreement on the best way to proceed
with the formation of a union and a fair and balanced approach to
unionization. Giving the union the choice of which method to use is
consistent with what our government has proposed in various
legislation on labour relations.

[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Nantel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, how can my colleague explain the fact that this legislation
was forgotten on a shelf for nearly a year and that the House now has
to rush to make a decision? The Liberals are saying that this is
urgent, but they have been asleep at the switch for nearly a year.

What happened?
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[English]

Ms. Pam Damoff: Mr. Speaker, as a member of the public safety
committee, the bill received extensive consultation. We had
considerable discussion on it. It then went to the Senate for further
consultation. Then it came back to the government. I am quite
pleased with what we have before us today. We repeatedly heard at
committee what they wanted to have in place. Therefore, I am quite
pleased the government listened to what the Senate said to us with
respect to the exclusions. The one issue I heard about more than
anything else was the fact there were exclusions in the bill. We have
removed those, and here it is today.

RCMP members have told me they would like to see the
legislation move quickly. In fact, one woman has contacted me
almost weekly. Therefore, I think she and other members will be
quite pleased that the bill has come to the House and we are moving
on it.

Mr. Sven Spengemann (Mississauga—Lakeshore, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I would like to thank my colleague and friend from
Oakville North—Burlington for her service on the Standing
Committee on Public Safety and National Security.

Today is a good day. The RCMP will now be able to bargain the
issue of harassment. Could my colleague expand on what she has
heard and what her views are on the importance of this step today?

Ms. Pam Damoff: Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for his
advocacy on gender equality in the workplace. It has been an issue
for the RCMP. We have discussed this at the public safety committee
and I have questioned the commissioner on the issue.

To see us moving forward, allowing members to have that issue
on the table for negotiation, is critical. It is extremely important for
RCMP members, and in particular female RCMP members, who
predominantly have been subjected to harassment in the workplace.

Mr. Phil McColeman (Brantford—Brant, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
let me remind the House that the official opposition respects the
Supreme Court's decision that the RCMP officers are entitled to
bargain collectively. The Conservative Party supports the role of the
mounted police and we thank the members for the great work they
do on the front lines, serving Canadians every day.

It was interesting to hear the prior speaker from the government
side say that we needed to move fast. It has taken the government
almost 12 months, since June 2016, to bring the legislation to the
House in response to the Senate amendments. RCMP families and
members have been waiting that 12 months.

It is well known within policing circles across Canada that RCMP
members have fallen behind significantly in their remuneration and
their benefits as a result of that 12 months and the fact that this issue
has taken so much time to come back to the House.

When members across the aisle say that they meet with members
and that they will be happy, of course they will be happy because we
are finally dealing with it. However, since the time of the decision, it
has taken the Liberals two years to get to here. Clearly, this could
have happened a lot sooner. Today we are told that we will only have
five days of debate, that the Liberals are shutting the debate down.
The reality is that we will have only two days of debate.

Government Orders

I will give a quick background on what is known as the RCMP
unionization bill.

The Supreme Court ruled, in the Mounted Police Association of
Ontario vs. Canada, that the existing labour relations regime violated
the rights of the RCMP members under section 2(d) Freedom of
Association of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. The court
ordered the government to remedy this charter breach.

As the official opposition, we took the position that the original
bill, while a reasonable response to the court's ruling, could not be
supported as it denied the RCMP members the right to vote or, as
some people refer to it, a secret ballot in the certification process.

In June 2016, the Senate returned a significantly amended Bill C-7
to the House. Let me talk about those Senate amendments. These
Senate amendments came back, after the Senate's scrutiny and study.
They were unanimously supported by all members of all parties on
all sides within the Senate. The amendments included: first, the right
to vote or the secret ballot certification process; second, confirmed
and clarified the existence of management rights for the RCMP
commissioner; third, removed a number of items excluded from
negotiations in the original bill, such as transfers, relocations and
dismissals, uniforms and equipment; and fourth, enabled an
arbitrator in a decision to consider not only the collective agreement
but the legislative context as well.

Here is the government's response to those four amendments,
which we received late last Thursday, early Friday. I will go at those
four issues one at a time.

First, the government disagrees with the creation of the right to
vote through a secret ballot. Second, it agrees with the RCMP
commissioner, management rights and amendment. Third, it agrees
with the removal of all exclusions. Fourth, it disagrees with the
broader interpretation of grievances.

Clearly the government must take action to restore the confidence
of the front-line police officers in the RCMP's management and
restore the confidence in Canadians in the RCMP. That means
ensuring the RCMP pay is in line with the pay of other police forces.
it also means working to ensure appropriate recruitment and
retention programs.

® (1245)

As mentioned, in January 2015, in the Mounted Police
Association of Ontario vs. Canada, the Supreme Court said that
the labour relations law violated the rights of RCMP members under
the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. The majority ruling stated,
“What is required is not a particular model, but a regime that does
not substantially interfere with meaningful collective bargaining and
thus complies with” the freedom of association.
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I remind the House that in its ruling the court gave the
government 12 months to remedy the charter breach.

In January 2016, the government requested and received an
extension from the court until April 2016. To be fair, this was not an
unreasonable request as there had been a general election in the
interim. The government did after all deserve an opportunity to get it
right. Well, the Liberals did not get it right.

Again to be fair, the bill in its original form was, for the most part,
a reasonable response to the court's ruling. Members on this side of
the House did take the time to point that out when it was originally
debated almost a year ago. I will discuss how we did that later.

We also expressed our willingness to move this legislation
quickly and to work constructively with the government. All of us as
members of Parliament represent members of the RCMP in our
ridings. Some of us know them closer than others, but we all had
heard from them through our constituency offices as to what the
issues were with respect to their importance.

In fact, there was some discussion, anecdotally, in my riding of the
reason why we was here. It was not because the bill had been
delayed even further. It was because of the yellow ribbon campaign
of the front-line officers who began to take stripes off some of their
uniforms and put yellow ribbons to replace them to express the fact
that nothing was happening. Suddenly when they did that, we got
action.

We also expressed our willingness to move legislation quickly, but
it had a fatal flaw. Specifically, it denied the RCMP members a right
to vote by secret ballot. By doing so, it denied those RCMP members
with a choice free of intimidation from all sides on whether they
wanted representation and who would represent them in collective
bargaining negotiations.

The bill was returned to the House amended to include that right
to vote secret ballot clause. Let us not forget that. The actual mover
of the motion in the Senate on the government side, who happened
to be, by the way, an RCMP member at one time, unanimously
agreed to send it back to the House with that included. Also, this
amendment was supported by the government bill in the Senate.

In June 2016, the Senate returned the amended bill to the House.
For months, the government told us it was considering the Senate's
amendments “as quickly as we can”. Here we are nearly a year later
and we are just getting the government's response. It has been nearly
two and a half years since the Supreme Court brought down its
original ruling. One cannot help but wonder why there is suddenly a
rush to get the bill passed after such a long delay.

Perhaps the yellow ribbon campaign was the catalyst, launched in
response to an equally long-awaited pay package. Perhaps it is the
increasing frustration from more and more RCMP officers who are
expressing openly with RCMP management and with the govern-
ment on a number of issues. Unfortunately, RCMP members had to
be brought to the brink before the government finally woke up.

® (1250)
To quote the commissioner,™...I tell you all solemnly: we went to

bat and our Minister...went to bat, and there was no better package to
be had at this time.”

If true, I give the minister full credit. However, guess who was the
only person in a position to strike the minister out when he went to
bat for those RCMP members? It was the Prime Minister.

As mentioned earlier, the Senate's amendments introduced a secret
ballot or right to vote certification process. As well, they confirmed
and clarified the existence of management rights for the RCMP
commissioner, they removed a number of items excluded as non-
negotiable in the original bill, and they enabled an arbitrator in a
decision to consider not only a future collective agreement but
legislative context as well.

I am glad to see that the government has finally come forward
with its response to the Senate, even if it did take nearly a year or so.

We continue to support the general direction of the bill. However,
we simply cannot support any legislation that denies employees,
especially RCMP members, their right to vote in a secret ballot, free
of intimidation from all sides.

Earlier, my colleague rose on a question for the member who had
just previously delivered a speech about this issue and how it is a
fundamental right in our democracy for that secrecy of our vote. [
could give many examples of how we defend this around the world,
as a government. Over the years many members from the current
government have asked to go to monitor elections in other countries,
to monitor the fact that we hold sacred the right to be able to choose
without intimidation from any side. One of the members I personally
spoke with on this issue expressed to me his deep disappointment in
the fact that the Senate amendment for the right to vote has been
turned down by the government. As he relayed it to me, as was
mentioned in another answer today, RCMP detachments take all
forms, in terms of size, scale, and scope. We have many small
detachments around the country and we have large detachments as
well.

However, he pointed out that in the small detachments around the
country that might have five or six members working there, maybe
even less, how much of a role intimidation will play, in terms of how
those members are asked to vote in this process, because the office
has its superiors, it has members at all different ranks of membership
in the RCMP and in their occupation. As he said, they really will not
have a choice at all; they will have to be falling in line with their
supervisors, essentially.

This is a crime that should not have happened, in terms of the
government turning down what the Senate unanimously brought
back as an amendment.

We are in support of our front-line members and we would like to
see them have the direction that the bill is taking, giving them the
collective rights.

I would like to make two last points. Number one, it has taken far
too long for the government to get off its heels to bring it to the
House, and number two, we will always protect the right to free
voting.
® (1255)

Ms. Joyce Murray (Parliamentary Secretary to the President
of the Treasury Board, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I listened with interest
to my Conservative colleague's comments.
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The background to Bill C-7 that we are debating today is that the
Conservative Party is essentially against appropriate collective
bargaining rights, and those members showed that when they
brought in anti-labour bills such as Bill C-525 and Bill C-377. Our
government tabled Bill C-4 to put the discretion of certification back
with the Public Service Labour Relations Board, where it used to be,
to determine whether a secret ballot or a card check is the most
appropriate. The board is committed to making sure that members'
interests are reflected in the choice made.

That was the system we had until the previous Conservative
government made those anti-union changes. When RCMP members
were extensively consulted by the previous Conservative govern-
ment, narrowing down the certification method to exclude a card-
check system was not on their list of priorities.

The Conservative member is not reflecting the desire of RCMP
members. He is not reflecting the fact that the dual system arbitrated
through the Public Service Labour Relations Board has been in place
successfully for many years.

Why would the member let this one element convince him to vote
against all of the positives, like providing RCMP members with a
labour relations opportunity, to be represented by a union, which is
what they want and is what the Supreme Court ruled that they
deserved to have? Why would he vote against that?

® (1300)

Mr. Phil McColeman: Mr. Speaker, let me correct the member.
The Supreme Court did not say this is a right RCMP members need
to have. Let me make that very clear. It is very misleading to say that
the Supreme Court decision said that RCMP members should not
have the right to vote for the secrecy of their vote. Let me be very
clear on that.

Second, the basic fundamental of our democracy is based on the
principle of free choice without intimidation. As I mentioned in my
speech, we defend this around the world. Canada is a model of
democracy and we are asked to go to other countries to make sure
intimidation is not happening in those environments.

Constitutents as well as RCMP members who are friends and
neighbours have spoken to me about this issue. Until we are in that
environment, we cannot fully understand the kind of things that can
happen to sway our vote, and they are intimidating things.

To the point the member is making, it is a fundamental right, and
we will stand on principle for that right.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie (Elmwood—Transcona, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
we have heard a number of times from the government that we have
had ample time to debate this issue. The Liberals have said that we
have had 16 hours of debate on this legislation. What I find
interesting about that claim is that it has a presumption buried in it,
which is that the conversation that happens in the House is simply
for the benefit of the Liberals, and they listen only when they want.
They can leave and come up with their answer, and that is what we
have to deal with.

The conversation that happens in Parliament is not just for the
benefit of government legislative drafters. It is for Parliament, with
the idea being that Parliament might want to weigh in and make
some changes. The idea that we have been debating the content of
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this motion for 16 hours, or whatever number the government wants
to use, is false. I wonder if my hon. colleague wants to speak to the
veracity of that claim.

I mentioned some issues earlier, and the member has mentioned
some others, around how the grievance procedure is going to work,
whether it is consistent with the CRCC recommendations that came
out yesterday, and how exactly we are going to define the scope of
the commissioner's power to maintain effective operations. These are
all things we do not know and we are not part of the debate, to my
memory. Perhaps the member has a different memory of events.
Those were part of the original debate on Bill C-7, so there is
genuinely new material for us to study and discuss to make sure we
get this right, as the government claims, in the House anyway, that it
would like to do.

Mr. Phil McColeman: Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for
giving perspective and context to this, because he is absolutely right.
It was a motion from the Senate to bring back these amendments,
which have not been debated at all until today. Now, right from the
onset, we have been given time allocation, which means the
government does not really want the debate but wants to push it
through as fast as it can, just as it has done on many other occasions
in this Hous