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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Monday, November 27, 2023

The House met at 11 a.m.

 

Prayer

PRIVATE MEMBERS' BUSINESS
● (1105)

[English]
CRIMINAL CODE

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP) moved
that Bill C-273, an act to amend the Criminal Code (Corinne’s
Quest and the protection of children), be read the second time and
referred to a committee.

He said: Mr. Speaker, I would like to start off by acknowledging
that Parliament is built on the unceded Anishinabe Algonquin terri‐
tory. The peoples of the Anishinabe Algonquin nation have lived on
this territory for a millennia. Their culture and presence have nur‐
tured, and continue to nurture, this land, and we honour the people's
land of the Anishinabe Algonquin nation.

That land acknowledgement is part of what we are attempting to
do as a country in the reconciliation process of moving to put in
place calls to action to ensure that we achieve lasting and meaning‐
ful reconciliation with first nations, Métis and Inuit peoples. We
know about the horrific conditions in the residential schools. We
know about the cultural genocide that killed thousands of children.
Therefore, we know that as a nation we must respond.

I note that eight years after the tabling of the landmark truth and
reconciliation report, we have still to implement many of the calls
to action. That is what is before us today, call to action 6 on educa‐
tion, as a result of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission, which
reads as follows, “We call upon the Government of Canada to re‐
peal Section 43 of the Criminal Code of Canada.”

Section 43 is what permits physical punishment of children. It
has yet to be implemented, which is fundamentally a repudiation of
our attempts as a country to achieve that reconciliation. I believe
that the adoption of this bill will take that meaningful step with re‐
spect to call to action 6 and its implementation, and it should be
supported by all members of Parliament.

I reference that former senator Murray Sinclair believes that the
death count that came from those residential schools could be five
to 10 times higher than what was submitted and recorded as the

number of children who died at the schools. The official figure is
4,100, but he believes it could be much higher.

I quote from the Toronto Star. It states:

When the churches and the government began the IRS system, the goal was to
“kill the Indian in the child.” They aimed to assimilate these children into the new
“dominant society...to suppress the Indigenous Peoples and begin appropriating the
land and resources of this vast land. At the same time, the people suffered the loss
of their most precious resource – their children.

It goes on to say, “To “kill the Indian in the child”” meant that it
was “stolen from the children, literally cutting them off from every‐
thing they knew and should have learned. Corporal punishment is a
polite “label” for the atrocities that were done to these children.”

Former national indigenous bishop Mark MacDonald of the An‐
glican Church of Canada has said this about section 43 of the Crim‐
inal Code, and the churches have responded, in their own drive for
reconciliation, in supporting the idea that we would repeal section
43 once and for all and ban the legal physical punishment of peo‐
ple. He said:

Section 43 of the Criminal Code is a living and dangerous remnant of the system
that caused such damage to Indigenous Peoples...Its repeal not only addresses the
damage of the past, it safeguards the future of Indigenous children by removing the
justification for the use of force in the discipline of children.

I note that on the website today, the Government of Canada, in
its follow up to the 94 calls to action of the Truth and Reconcilia‐
tion Commission, it says with respect to call to action 6:

Next steps

The Government of Canada continues to explore how best to respond to the
Truth and Reconciliation Commission's Call to Action 6 to repeal section 43 of the
Criminal Code.

The step forward is obvious; it is voting yes on Bill C-273. It is
banning the use of physical punishment against children. It is tak‐
ing that important step as a nation, and Parliament to do that in the
next few weeks. In the vote that we will have in the New Year, all
members of Parliament could join together to take that important
step on reconciliation by voting yes to Bill C-273 to remove section
43, which permits the legalized use of force, the legalized use of
physical punishment against children.
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The bill is entitled, “Corinne’s Quest and the protection of chil‐

dren” because of Corinne Robertshaw. She passed away in 2013.
As a lawyer working for the federal government, she was con‐
cerned about the reports of child injuries and deaths caused by par‐
ents and caregivers. She stated that the cause was physical punish‐
ment of children, and she was determined to end this practice. She
founded Corinne's Quest.

Kathy and John Lynn from New Westminster, have been in‐
volved since the very beginning. Dawn Black, former member of
Parliament of the House, is involved as well. Corinne's Quest has a
network across the country.

The support in my community also comes from the Spirit of the
Children Society. Ruth Weller, executive director wrote the follow‐
ing:

Good parenting begins by treating children with dignity and respect. In the past,
Indigenous children were not given this right. Through the Residential Schools, a
culture of pain and hurt was inflicted upon too many innocent children. These chil‐
dren were not given dignity nor respect. Instead, they were treated as property,
forced to be bent to the will of the church and Government. Today, the Canadian
Government has learned that this was wrong. Now, we can fix another wrong, by
eliminating the pain-based behavior of child rearing. This is why we strongly sup‐
port Bill C-273, as this is a Bill to meet the fundamental human needs to belong.

It is not just local organizations in my community that are calling
on Parliament to adopt this bill. The joint statement on physical
punishment of children and youth, which predates the Truth and
Reconciliation Commission, was adopted 20 years ago, and contin‐
ues to add signatories today.

Just some of the organizations that are calling on all members of
Parliament to repeal section 43, just some of the organizations that
are saying, “Let us ban physical punishment of children”, include:
Amnesty International Canada; the Anglican Church of Canada; the
Canadian Association for Community Living; the Canadian Associ‐
ation of Elizabeth Fry Societies; the Canadian Association of Occu‐
pational Therapists; the Canadian Association of Paediatric Health
Centres; the Canadian Association of Paediatric Nurses; the Cana‐
dian Association of Social Workers; the Canadian Centre for Child
Protection; the Canadian Centre for Ethics in Sport; the Canadian
Child Abuse Association; the Canadian Child Care Federation; the
Canadian Council of Child and Youth Advocates; the Canadian
Dental Association; the Canadian Federation of University Women;
the Canadian Foundation for Children, Youth and the Law; the
Canadian Home and School Federation; the Canadian Institute of
Child Health; the Canadian Medical Association; the Canadian
Mental Health Association; the Canadian Nurses Association; the
Canadian Psychological Association; the Canadian Public Health
Association; the Canadian Red Cross; the Canadian Society for the
Prevention of Cruelty to Children.

Over 700 national organizations, important regional organiza‐
tions, are calling on all members of Parliament to adopt this bill.
This is not something that comes with only the support of child ad‐
vocates, but it is a universal truth that organizations that understand
the negative impacts of physical punishment are all calling on
members of Parliament to adopt the bill.

It is not just in Canada where the debate is being held. Over the
last couple of decades, we have seen a massive shift in how people
perceive physical punishment of children.

The following countries have banned physical punishment of
children include South Korea, Japan, South Africa, France, Ar‐
gentina, Brazil, Poland, Costa Rica, Greece, Ukraine, Germany, the
Scandinavian countries, Scotland and Wales. Sixty-five countries
and other regions around the world have all banned the physical
punishment of children. By adopting this bill, Canada would be‐
come the 66th country internationally.

Some countries have refused to do this. I note that countries like
Iran, Saudi Arabia and Russia still permit the physical punishment
of children. However, when we look at our allies, when we look at
democratic nations, they stand together in banning the physical
punishment of children. Why? Because of numerous deep and pro‐
found research that has been done over the last few decades.

● (1110)

The American Psychological Association states:

Many studies have shown that physical punishment — including spanking, hit‐
ting and other means of causing pain — can lead to increased aggression, antisocial
behavior, physical injury and mental health problems for children.

The Canadian Medical Association Journal makes the link “be‐
tween “normative” physical punishment and child aggression,
delinquency and spousal assault in later life.”

The Australian Institute of Family Studies states:

A meta-analysis involving over 160,000 children found that physical punish‐
ment can carry the risk of physical abuse...and can have similar negative outcomes
for children: mental health and emotional challenges, lower cognitive ability, lower
self-esteem, more aggression, more antisocial behaviour and negative relationships
with parents.

The Canadian Child Care Federation talks about the “fear, anxi‐
ety, insecurity and anger” and the use of “aggression to solve prob‐
lems” that come from physical punishment of children.

The evidence is very clear. Other countries, at a rate of one every
four months, around the world are adopting a ban on physical pun‐
ishment of children. The Truth and Reconciliation Commission
clearly calls for it. Over 700 important national organizations are
calling for it. Now is the time to adopt Bill C-273.

● (1115)

[Translation]

Bill C-273 constitutes an important initial follow-up on all of the
work that has been done on the Truth and Reconciliation Commis‐
sion's calls to action.

Call to action 6 calls for the repeal of section 43 of the Criminal
Code of Canada, which currently legalizes the physical punishment
of children. That is unacceptable, and it must be changed. Under
this call to action, we have a responsibility to state very clearly that
we need to eliminate this section of the Criminal Code that allows
for the corporal punishment of children.
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Over 700 national organizations are calling on the government to

repeal section 43 in order to prevent the practice of physical pun‐
ishment of children. That includes the Association des centres je‐
unesse du Québec, the Association des CLSC et CHSLD du
Québec and the Association des médecins en protection de l'en‐
fance du Québec. It also includes school boards, such as the Center-
East Catholic School Council, the Conseil des écoles publiques de
l'Est de l'Ontario, the Conseil scolaire catholique Franco‑Nord de
l'Ontario, the Conseil scolaire francophone provincial de
Terre‑Neuve‑et‑Labrador and the Conseil scolaire publique du
Nord‑Est de l'Ontario. All of these organizations want Canada to
join the 65 other countries that have already banned the physical
punishment of children, including France, Germany, Brazil and oth‐
ers.

Indeed, the World Health Organization said that, “Corporal pun‐
ishment is linked to a range of negative outcomes for children
across countries and cultures, including physical and mental ill-
health, impaired cognitive and socio-emotional development, poor
educational outcomes, increased aggression and perpetration of vio‐
lence.” This has been shown by all the studies out there, and 65
countries have agreed this practice must be banned. The Truth and
Reconciliation Commission has asked us to do so, but this has been
dragging on for eight years. Some 700 national organizations have
asked the members of the House to vote in favour of Bill C-273.

I genuinely hope that all members will support this bill. This has
been dragging on for eight years. Now is the time.

● (1120)

[English]

Ms. Lisa Hepfner (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
for Women and Gender Equality and Youth, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
I would like to thank the member opposite for bringing this impor‐
tant legislation to us today.

I understand that some of the opposition to passing the legisla‐
tion in the past was from teachers who feared that it would take
away some of their right to defend themselves in the case of stu‐
dents who became violent. I would ask the member whether he has
a response to that concern of different teachers groups.

Mr. Peter Julian: Mr. Speaker, the member may be aware that
more than 100 countries around the world have banned the use of
physical punishment in schools. When we are talking about a ban
on physical punishment, we are talking about the use of it by par‐
ents and teachers, and there is a great impetus around the world to
ban the practice in schools. As I noted in the French part of my
speech, there are school boards and teacher organizations, including
early child care educators, that very clearly have said that Parlia‐
ment needs to adopt the bill and that we need to repeal section 43.

Finally, my father, who passed away two years ago, was a long-
time educator, and both he and my mother, who were very involved
in the education sector, believed very strongly that physical punish‐
ment was not justified. It was a blessing to be in that family. I am
hoping we can raise all children the same way.

[Translation]
Mr. Luc Desilets (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, BQ): Mr. Speaker,

with all due respect to my colleague, I am of course completely op‐
posed to Bill C-273.

First, the bill seeks to repeal section 43 of the Criminal Code,
which deals with correcting a child. Section 43 clearly states that
force must not exceed what is reasonable under the circumstances.

I am a father and an educator, and I was a school principal for 20
years. If I had to put something like this to my teachers, things
would not go well. We are talking about reining in children in a
school environment like we do when they are running amok and
have to be stopped. Section 43 does not take this approach at all.
No harm is done provided that an intervention is reasonable. I find
it rather absurd that this is being associated with physical punish‐
ment.

The current bill talks about physical punishment. The Criminal
Code certainly has a lot of provisions to deal with physical punish‐
ment. Can my colleague draw the line between physical punish‐
ment and a reasonable measure?

Mr. Peter Julian: Mr. Speaker, I hope the member will listen to
what Quebec’s child care centres are saying. They are asking mem‐
bers to pass Bill C-273. This is also what the Association
québécoise des centres de la petite enfance, Association des centres
jeunesse du Québec, Quebec local community service centres and
nursing homes, and the Association des médecins en protection de
l’enfance du Québec are calling for. All of these organizations sup‐
port this bill. I will not name them all, because I could spend 10
minutes listing all of the Quebec associations and francophone or‐
ganizations across the country that support this bill.

Certain court rulings were mentioned, and this is important.
However, the organizations say that the court rulings create even
more confusion regarding the physical punishment of children. This
is why all of these Quebec organizations are asking members to
vote in favour of Bill C-273.
[English]

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I will ask again the question that our Liberal colleague
asked, because the NDP member did not answer it: Would the bill
interfere with a teacher's right to self-defence?

The Liberal member indicated that teachers groups have raised
the fact that there are situations in which kids can sometimes get a
little violent, for a number of reasons. Would the bill interfere with
a teacher's right to self-defence and to protect themselves when
dealing with violent children in schools?
● (1125)

Mr. Peter Julian: Mr. Speaker, it would not impact self-defence.
The reason why more than 100 countries have said that banning
physical punishment of children in schools is important is that they
understand the negative impacts on children and in the school sys‐
tem. That is why we have seen, over the last 20 years, so many
studies saying it is important to repeal section 43 and it is important
to ensure that we are not legalizing the physical punishment of chil‐
dren.
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Mr. Ken McDonald (Avalon, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased

to join second reading debate on Bill C-273, an act to amend the
Criminal Code with respect to Corinne’s Quest and the protection
of children, which was introduced by the member for New West‐
minster—Burnaby on May 19, 2022.

Bill C-273 proposes to repeal section 43 of the Criminal Code,
which provides a defence to parents, caregivers and teachers who
apply reasonable force to children in their care. For parents and
those exercising parental responsibilities, section 43 applies to the
use of corporal punishment. This means that parents can use mild
physical force, such as spanking or light hitting, to discipline a
child in their care. Section 43 also allows parents to use physical
control to restrain or remove a child in appropriate circumstances.
The defence is more limited for teachers, who may never impose
corporal punishment. Section 43 protects only the teacher who uses
reasonable physical control to restrain or remove a child in appro‐
priate circumstances.

Bill C-273 engages highly sensitive issues such as parental au‐
thority, children's rights, the appropriate role of government and the
line between appropriate parental discipline and child abuse. We
know that Canadians hold a wide range of views about what consti‐
tutes an acceptable level of physical discipline when parenting or
teaching a child. These divergent views have prompted debates
about what behaviours are harmful enough that they should be pro‐
hibited, while keeping in mind that how one chooses to parent their
child is a deeply personal matter. I welcome the opportunity the bill
before us has provided to consider these important questions.

The government supports Bill C-273 and its important objective
of protecting children from violence and abuse. However, we have
heard some concerns from parents, especially from over-policed de‐
mographics, and teachers that they may be criminalized for reason‐
able actions such as minor uses of physical control that do not
cause harm.

Section 43 has been part of the Criminal Code, and largely un‐
changed, since 1892. Its origins flow from the parental duty to pro‐
tect and educate children. The defence typically applies in relation
to assault charges, because assault is broadly defined in the Crimi‐
nal Code as the non-consensual application of force. This definition
captures non-consensual touching or even threats against another
person, regardless of their age or whether or not physical harm or
injury occurs. Section 43 represents Parliament's attempt to avoid
criminalizing certain conduct by teachers, parents and caregivers,
but its application today is not intended to protect against abusive
and harmful conduct.

The Supreme Court of Canada, in its 2004 decision Canadian
Foundation for Children, Youth and the Law v. Canada, found that
section 43 is consistent with sections 7, 12 and 15 of the Canadian
Charter of Rights and Freedoms, and clarified that the defence ap‐
plies only to parents who impose minor corporal punishment “of a
transitory and trifling nature”. The court also set certain parameters
on the defence. For example, the defence applies only where the
child is aged two to 12 and is capable of learning from the situation.
No object may be used when applying force. The child's head must
not be slapped. There can be no physical harm or reasonable
prospect of harm and the adult must not be acting out of frustration
or anger. The court limited the defence even further for teachers,

who may use reasonable physical control only to maintain order or
enforce school rules, such as removing a child from a classroom or
securing compliance with instructions. The court emphasized that
corporal punishment by teachers is never permitted. Since the
Supreme Court of Canada decision almost 20 years ago, evolving
research and information on the harms associated with the physical
discipline of children has resulted in increased calls for the repeal
or reform of section 43.

The government is committed to implementing all of the calls to
action stemming from the 2015 final report of the Truth and Recon‐
ciliation Commission of Canada. Repealing section 43 would be
one more step in accomplishing that commitment, as repealing it
would be in alignment with call to action No. 6. This call to action
was supported by documented evidence of widespread corporal
punishment and abuse of children by staff in the residential school
system, with the commission noting in its final report that “[t]he
failure to develop, implement, and monitor effective discipline sent
an unspoken message that there were no real limits on what could
be done to Aboriginal children within the walls of a residential
school.”

● (1130)

Those who favour the full repeal of section 43, including many
civil society organizations and the United Nations' Committee on
the Rights of the Child, argue that the current criminal law does not
provide children with the same protection as adults. Furthermore, a
growing body of medical and social science research indicates that
corporal punishment has a detrimental effect on children. Corporal
punishment places children at risk of physical injury, physical
abuse, impaired mental health, a poor parent-child relationship, in‐
creased childhood aggression and anti-social behaviour, and in‐
creased violence and criminal behaviour as adults, thus perpetuat‐
ing cycles of violence. Over 650 organizations in Canada endorsed
the position that the physical punishment of children and youth has
no positive effects, and they called for the same protection from as‐
sault for children as that given to adults.
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However, the complete repeal of section 43 raises concerns in

some sectors. For instance, some religious organizations, legal ex‐
perts and organizations representing teachers, such as the Canadian
Teachers' Federation, have opposed the complete repeal of section
43, as it may leave teachers and parents vulnerable to charges for
minor or trifling physical contact with children, such as preventing
a fight between siblings or removing a student from a classroom for
their own safety or that of other students. Without a defence for
parents, teachers and caregivers who apply reasonable physical
force to children in their care, the assault provisions may apply.
This is because the assault provisions cover a very wide range of
behaviour, which includes minor applications of force that do not
result in physical injury. This could capture, for example, a parent
restraining a child to put them in a car seat. As I alluded to earlier,
it may also have an unintended negative impact on populations that
are over-policed and that are overrepresented in the criminal justice
and child welfare systems, including the indigenous and Black
communities, as well as members of other racialized groups.

International responses to the question of corporal punishment
reflect the divergent positions on this issue and the need to achieve
a balanced approach. A growing number of countries, including
Sweden, New Zealand, Scotland and Germany, have repealed leg‐
islative provisions that are similar to section 43, in order to prohibit
corporal punishment. By contrast, some jurisdictions, such as Aus‐
tralia, for example, continue to provide protection to parents who
use minor corrective force against their children.

It may be worth considering whether the defence could be tai‐
lored to address these various concerns by excluding from the
scope corporal punishment, while allowing it for parents, caregivers
and teachers who use minor physical force that is both transitory
and trifling. In other words, forms of corporal punishment such as
hitting and spanking would be excluded in all cases. Such an ap‐
proach would also recognize the shifts in research and evidence re‐
garding the harms that physical punishment poses for children,
while trying to ensure that parents, caregivers and teachers can use
minor, non-harmful physical force without being exposed to crimi‐
nal liability. Changes in this area of the law would also impact
provinces and territories, given their jurisdiction over the adminis‐
tration of justice, education and the provision of child welfare ser‐
vices. For this reason, it would be important to provide some time
before reforms come into force, in order to allow the various parties
to prepare for their effective implementation.

We all recognize the important role that education plays in en‐
couraging safe and appropriate parenting practices. The current
government has always and will always continue to support parent‐
ing education programs that promote the non-physical discipline of
children and alternative disciplinary choices, and it regularly releas‐
es public education material targeted toward parents. Any reforms
relating to section 43 would need to be accompanied by an educa‐
tional campaign informing parents and teachers of the changes to
the law and teaching alternatives to physical punishment. The Gov‐
ernment of Canada is unwavering in its commitment to ensuring the
protection and physical safety of children across the country. Bill
C-273 would provide a valuable opportunity to develop a modern
approach to the discipline of children, one which would ensure that
children are protected from harm, while supporting reasonable
choices by parents, teachers and caregivers.

I look forward to studying the bill at committee.

● (1135)

Mr. Damien Kurek (Battle River—Crowfoot, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, as always, it is an honour to be able to enter into debate in
this place on the important issues that Canadians face. I do so today
on Bill C-273, understanding the complexities surrounding the de‐
bate we are having here when it comes to the issues of reconcilia‐
tion, parenting and parental rights, and ensuring children are given
the best and every opportunity to succeed in our country.

As one approaches the important discussion we have here, it is
meant to be taken seriously and with a full understanding of what
the implications of such a bill would be. I note that it is very sim‐
ple; it is one line that would repeal section 43 of the Criminal Code.
For those watching, who may not have the full breadth of under‐
standing surrounding what section 43 of the Criminal Code is, it
states:

Every schoolteacher, parent or person standing in the place of a parent is justi‐
fied in using force by way of correction toward a pupil or child, as the case may be,
who is under his care, if the force does not exceed what is reasonable under the cir‐
cumstances.

We have before us a bill that would take out something that has
been the course of debate and a subject of debate in this country for
the last half-century or so. In fact, I believe there have been around
30 bills brought forward endeavouring to accomplish this or some‐
thing very similar to it.

I note first a process challenge that exists when it comes to this
conversation taking place in the form of a private member's bill,
and that is the limited time we have to address the many complexi‐
ties surrounding this debate. Certainly, two hours of debate in this
place and a short committee study is not nearly long enough to
speak to the complexity that exists on a whole host of issues, which
I will endeavour to get into during the course of this speech.

Let us be clear: Child abuse, as well as violence against children,
is wrong and should always have been wrong. However, we have
examples throughout our history where, unfortunately, it has been
permitted and even state-sanctioned. What we have here is a dis‐
connect, I would suggest, between what the bill purports to do and
what the Criminal Code actually says. I emphasize this because
there are no provisions in the Criminal Code that permit violence
against children or child abuse.

I find it troubling that this has created a notion that one needs to
support Bill C-273 in order to be opposed to violence against chil‐
dren. In reality, in terms of section 43, a number of Supreme Court
challenges have taken place that brought forward the legitimacy of
this. I note that the member for New Westminster—Burnaby failed
to take into account some of the challenging nuances surrounding
it, including some of the communities he referenced. That is part
one.
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I would also suggest that another important element is the pro‐

cess of reconciliation and how important it is to ensure that we con‐
tinue to have that conversation in this country. In fact, I am very
proud to be a part of the party that brought forward the apology for
the government's role in the residential process, kicking off the
Truth and Reconciliation Commission, which led to this report. I
am very proud that we have been able to be strong supporters of the
process of reconciliation. There is a need for that process to contin‐
ue in order to ensure it is done in a way that gives every opportuni‐
ty for meaningful reconciliation to take place.

Specifically, when it comes to Bill C-273, there are nuances in
this debate that indigenous communities are concerned about with
regard to the possible implications if we do not take into account
every aspect of what this would mean for children, parents and edu‐
cators in our country. Some of my constituents with indigenous her‐
itage have shared this with me. It is unfortunate that, as with many
other issues faced in this place, the voices of parents are not being
meaningfully heard.

● (1140)

We have seen attempts, time and time again, to diminish the role
played not only by parents but also by the family as a fundamental
building block of society. Any attempt to see that diminished would
be wrong. We can see the implications of this over the course of our
recent history. We need to be very careful, as the family has done so
much to build this country.

I would suggest that, when it comes to the state's involvement in
matters such as this, in terms of removing a parent's right to parent
their children as they feel fit and the appropriateness around what is
reasonable, there is a fair discussion to be had. One of the most
challenging things, when I hear these debates taking place, is that
we see that this is a response to, especially, the conversation sur‐
rounding reconciliation.

We see how the things that were sanctioned by the state ended up
causing such significant harm, specifically to children. Now we
have the inability to have a reasonable conversation around a par‐
ent's role in raising their children and what could take away some
of the tools that are available for a parent to do so. We have the
state, the possibility of taking and, in some cases, even criminaliza‐
tion.

In fact, there is a concern raised by many parents, parental
groups and a number of teachers, including teachers' organizations.
I know that the members raised a host of organizations that support
this. I can tell us, very clearly, that the support is not unanimous.

The history of the debate that we are having today speaks to that
very thing: We have to have that fulsome understanding of what the
implications of this would be. As we endeavour to understand this,
it comes back to the need to be able to trust our parents to raise
children. That includes ensuring that the reconciliation process is
undertaken.

I would note, just in terms of a process question, that there is a
similar bill in the Senate. It has passed second reading on division.
It has not yet been studied in committee there.

I would suggest that the discussion we are having here is of a
limited nature, but the widespread consequences that it could bring
about for our nation are profound. If we do not take that seriously,
we are certainly not doing our job as parliamentarians.

I would just note that the courts have ruled on this. In fact, the
Supreme Court of Canada laid out very clear parameters for the use
of physical correction and stated that section 43 does not extend to
an application of force that results in harm or, and this is important,
the prospect of harm.

I spoke before about how the Criminal Code has very clear and
wide-reaching applications of what constitutes abuse and assault.
To ensure that parents are able to have the full latitude required to
raise healthy and productive citizens is absolutely fundamental.

I find it very concerning. Certainly, my constituents have reached
out to me. Moreover, I have heard from a number of groups across
the country, which have shared their concern that, if we allow sec‐
tion 43 to be removed without the appropriate conversations sur‐
rounding what the implications would be, we open ourselves up to
allowing for further state control. This would not end up benefiting
the children.

In conclusion, in fact, I noted that my Bloc colleagues and Liber‐
al colleagues had noted a number of concerns that they have with
the bill. However, I believe that the Liberals said that they would be
supporting the bill going to committee. Those concerns should be
taken very seriously. They necessitate further conversations and
reasonable dialogue to ensure that we are doing what is best for our
country and for the future of our children, as well as to ensure that
we can have those reasonable and sometimes difficult conversa‐
tions, so that we strike the right balance in this place.

I would simply say that I have followed this debate closely over
both my years in Parliament and the years before as a parent. As
somebody who cares deeply about our nation's future, my concern
is that this bill simply does not facilitate the conversations that are
required to have the meaningful dialogue about what raising chil‐
dren in Canada should look like in the future.

● (1145)

[Translation]

Mr. Rhéal Éloi Fortin (Rivière-du-Nord, BQ): Mr. Speaker,
our children are usually what gives our lives the most meaning.
They are the apple of our eye. They make us laugh, cry and dream.
They are society's most precious asset. None of us would want to
see them hurt or saddened by the words or actions of others for
anything in the world. All we want is to protect them from harm.
Anything less would be concerning.

Guiding and nurturing them sometimes requires a bit of strict‐
ness and discipline. Because we love them, we sometimes have to
protect them from themselves, or from the harm they might cause
others and then soon regret. The Criminal Code states that every
parent or schoolteacher “is justified in using force by way of cor‐
rection toward a pupil or child, as the case may be, who is under his
care, if the force does not exceed what is reasonable under the cir‐
cumstances.”
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Should we be concerned or happy about this provision? That is

the question. I think that if we really love our children, we should
thank the legislator who included this provision. There are many
examples showing that words, hugs and sweetness are not enough
to discipline a child. Sometimes they need to know that if they step
out of line, a responsible adult will look after them.

There are many examples of this. Imagine a child who loses it
and has a tantrum in the classroom, then destroys equipment around
them and forces the teacher to leave the classroom with the rest of
the class. Imagine a number of children fighting and punching each
other in the face. Imagine a child hitting, spitting on or biting a
teacher. I am not making this up. I did not see it in a horror movie.
My wife experienced something like this again this morning and
she was just telling me about it before I arrived in the House. This
was not an exceptional morning. It was not an isolated incident.
This is a reality that all teachers face almost every day.

Teachers are in tears and they no longer know what to do to dis‐
cipline children. We now have specialized educators who are called
into classrooms to take control when kids run amok.

Last week I was reading a Radio-Canada article that said school
personnel in New Brunswick increasingly have to resort to protec‐
tive equipment. When long-sleeve jean jackets are not enough,
teachers turn to Kevlar clothing. When I read that, I felt like I was
reading science fiction, but this is not science fiction. It is happen‐
ing now, today, in 2023, in our classrooms in Quebec and in
Canada.

What do we do with that? Of course I am against physical pun‐
ishment. I do not think you should hit a child to get even or punish
them, but using reasonable force to discipline them and keep them
on track is something I think should remain. I do not know how we
will function without it. Are there parents in the House who never
had their arm squeezed by their mother or father? Are there parents
in the House who never did that to their own children to calm them
down during a meltdown?

Once again, we are talking about reasonable force. We are talk‐
ing about “using force by way of correction toward a pupil or child,
as the case may be, who is under his care, if the force does not ex‐
ceed what is reasonable under the circumstances.”

Of course, a teacher hitting a child with a ruler makes no sense.
It is not reasonable or necessary and should be prohibited. The
Criminal Code already contains provisions dealing with assault,
which apply as much to parents and teachers as to anyone else.
● (1150)

What we are talking about here is what goes on in a family, in a
home or in a classroom when a child loses control. It takes an adult
to help them regain control. If we let children do whatever they
want, we should not be surprised later to find we live in a chaotic
society, and it will be our own fault.

Currently, teachers in Quebec are in negotiations with the gov‐
ernment. That does not concern the federal Parliament. I would not
ask it to resolve the dispute. They are asking for a number of things
and I am convinced it is the same everywhere in Canada. They are
asking of course for better salaries, as well as a better teacher-stu‐

dent ratio. Increasingly, there are too many students in classrooms
and teachers have trouble controlling their classes. They are also
asking for support. In classrooms, there is an increased need for
specialized professionals in every field.

Today, the NDP, the party we are accustomed to seeing side with
union members, working to improve their living conditions, finds
itself on the other side of the fence. I was very surprised to read this
bill and see that it came from the NDP. To my mind, it would be
logical and reasonable for the NDP to side with parents who have
trouble controlling their children and to side with teachers, who are
asking for support, who are asking to be able to control their class‐
rooms. Teachers are asking for time to teach; they cannot take it
any more.

I mentioned my spouse earlier. There are plenty of other people
who have told me that they have trouble spending even half their
class time teaching. They spend all their time disciplining the kids.
They have no choice. Teaching math is impossible when everyone
is shouting and arguing. This is not normal. We are going to have to
make drastic changes in our society, but we are not there yet. We
are not here to decide how to educate children.

Still, regarding the idea that acts of parental or teacher protection
should be considered criminal acts going forward, in other words
that teachers should be prosecuted if they decide to separate two
boys who are punching each other in the face in the schoolyard, I
doubt anyone would even want to send their kids there. What
would we say if, as parents, we went into the schoolyard and saw
our daughter or son being punched in the face by another child,
while the teacher was looking on and simply telling the kids to
stop, because it is not nice? We would tell that teacher to step up
and do their job and that we have entrusted them with the responsi‐
bility of looking after our children; we would ask that teacher to
look after the children properly. That would be perfectly normal.
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I do not see how we could support such a bill. I do not even see

how we could it refer to committee to debate it and try to amend it,
because there is nothing to amend. One clause in the bill says it
would repeal section 43 of the Criminal Code. Not only can this not
be amended, but, with all due respect to the sponsor, this would be
a waste of our precious time in committee. There are so many
things we need to address at the Standing Committee on Justice.
We do not have time to look at everything. I have submitted re‐
quests for us to work on certain topics such as criminal groups. We
do not have time to deal with that. We do not have time to deal with
judicial appointments. There are so many things we are having a
hard time working on because we do not have enough time. We
would have to work on this for who knows how many meetings. As
I was saying, we would not even be able to amend this bill. We
have come to the conclusion that this does not make sense. We can‐
not stop parents and teachers from raising children. The world has
gone mad.

Again, with all due respect to the sponsor, I am sure that this bill
was well-intentioned and done in good faith. Unfortunately, this bill
is as bad as the children running amok in classrooms, if not worse. I
invite members to vote against the bill.
● (1155)

[English]
Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Uqaqtittiji, I am proud to

support Bill C-273. I thank my NDP colleague, the member for
New Westminster—Burnaby, for introducing this bill in honour of
Corinne's Quest. Bill C-273 will do great things if it is allowed to
pass. It will protect children. It will end allowing adults to physical‐
ly punish children. It will implement call to action number six from
the Truth and Reconciliation Commission.

In my statement, I remind Canada that since 1892, the Criminal
Code still allows for the physical punishment of children. I outline
why the Truth and Reconciliation Commission would have intro‐
duced call to action number six. I remind Canadians about interna‐
tional law and conclude with Corinne's Quest to ensure her story re‐
mains alive as long as the physical punishment of children is legal‐
ly allowed.

Spanking or hitting children as a form of punishment should nev‐
er have been legally allowed in the first place. Section 43 of the
Criminal Code allows it, and that is why, through Bill C-273, this
section of the Criminal Code must be repealed. The current law in
Canada states:

Every schoolteacher, parent or person standing in the place of a parent is justi‐
fied in using force by way of correction toward a pupil or child, as the case may be,
who is under his care, if the force does not exceed what is reasonable under the cir‐
cumstances.

Instead of protecting children, this section creates arguments for
adults to make justifications for physically punishing children.
Canada's history of making justifications for hitting children is
deeply rooted. For indigenous peoples, it remains a part of federal
genocidal policies.

For more than 150 years, Inuit, first nations and Métis were tak‐
en from their parents, families, homes and familiar environments
and sent to attend schools run by churches. According to the Na‐
tional Centre for Truth and Reconciliation, the first church-run In‐

dian residential school was opened in 1831. By the 1880s, the fed‐
eral government was funding church-run residential schools. The
aim, as we all know, was to “take the Indian out of the child”. In‐
digenous children were beaten, sexually abused and forced to be
ashamed of who they were. They were beaten if they spoke even a
word of any of their first nations, Métis or Inuit languages.

Survivors of residential schools only recently, in the last few
years, have started openly sharing their experiences. We must hon‐
our their stories. I still remember vividly experiences shared with
me from former students like Monica lttusardjuat, Ernie Bernhardt,
Marie-Lucie Uviluq and Marius Tungilik, just to name a few. Hor‐
rid traumas were inflicted on them. Their stories guide me to this
day.

I remind members that these stories were only allowed to be
shared because of the great work of the Aboriginal Healing Foun‐
dation, which was so cruelly cut by the Conservative Party. This is
at a time when so much healing is still much needed to this day.

In 2020, the University of Manitoba Press said that records
showed everything from speaking one's aboriginal language to bed-
wetting to running away provoked whippings, strappings, beatings
and other forms of abuse and humiliation. This pattern continues in
the foster care system. According to Indigenous Services Canada,
53.8% of children in foster care are indigenous, despite the fact that
they make up only 7.7% of the Canadian population.

● (1200)

In November 2018, the University of Toronto said that, in many
of these situations, children are taken from their home communities
and raised elsewhere without regard for their language and culture.
It also said that reports of maltreatment, neglect and abuse in the
foster care system are rampant and that indigenous children are
more than 3.4 times more likely to have a substantiated case of
maltreatment in comparison to non-indigenous children. Also, the
sixties scoop has been well know by indigenous peoples for genera‐
tions. This phenomenon is only now becoming understood by
mainstream Canada and reported by academics.

Canada's reconciliation with indigenous peoples still requires
dedicated, well-invested and true commitment. Indigenous peoples
have yet to experience active reconciliation. Banning the physical
punishment of children would be a positive step. Justification for
harming children can end. It can be the 44th Parliament that
achieves this.

According to Indigenous Watchdog, a federally registered non-
profit organization dedicated to monitoring and reporting on recon‐
ciliation, the government has only completed 13 of the 92 Truth
and Reconciliation Commission's calls to action. It is obvious that
reconciliation is not a commitment of this and past governments.
Passing Bill C-273 would be a step in the right direction. It would
be a small but important signal toward reconciliation.
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In 1989, the United Nations adopted the Convention on the

Rights of the Child, and Canada signed on shortly thereafter. The
convention states, among other things:

States Parties shall take all appropriate measures to ensure that the child is pro‐
tected against all forms of discrimination or punishment on the basis of the status,
activities, expressed opinions, or beliefs of the child's parents, legal guardians, or
family members.

The Library of Parliament published “The ‘Spanking’ Law: Sec‐
tion 43 of the Criminal Code”, under its “HillStudies”, in June
2016. I note:

By maintaining Section 43 on the books, Canada is clearly in violation of a
treaty it signed, and Canada has been repeatedly reminded of this fact by the UN.
This, and other reasons provides Canada with ample reasons to repeal s. 43.

Canada must do its part. Sweden was the first country to ban it,
in 1979, France banned it in 2018 and Scotland in 2019. Even Chi‐
na proposed legislation in 2021.

The main driver behind Bill C-273 has been an organization
called Corinne's Quest. Corinne's Quest was founded in 1991 by re‐
tired lawyer Corinne Robertshaw, who was concerned with reports
of child injuries and deaths caused by parents and caregivers. She
fought for decades to repeal section 43 and finally end the physical
punishment of children. While Corinne sadly passed away in 2013,
her legacy lives on as Corinne's Quest. It has grown into a national
collective of lawyers, pediatricians, social workers and teachers.
Corinne's inspiring work and that of so many others can be com‐
pleted with the passage of Bill C-273.

For these reasons, I urge all parliamentarians to support this bill.
It is unacceptable that the Criminal Code still justifies the physical
punishment of children. I remind Canadians of our responsibility to
have reconciliation with indigenous peoples and to complete the
TRC's calls to action. We must respect international law, especially
with Canada's adoption of the United Nations Convention on the
Rights of the Child. We must finish Corinne's work to protect chil‐
dren. More than anything, we must protect the indigenous children
who are still in the foster care system.

The Deputy Speaker: The time provided for the consideration
of Private Members' Business has now expired and the order is
dropped to the bottom of the order of precedence on the Order Pa‐
per.

● (1205)

Hon. Marie-Claude Bibeau: Mr. Speaker, I wish to speak on a
point of order.

Last Thursday, in my answer to a question from our colleague
from Calgary Confederation, I told this House, “2.45 million people
used their tax returns to indicate they wanted to be donors.” I want
to offer a clarification by explaining that it is indeed 2.45 million
people who indicated their interest in becoming organ donors by re‐
questing additional information, which they can now do through
their tax return, as per Bill C-210, in participating provinces.

I apologize if my answer caused any confusion.

The Deputy Speaker: I thank the minister for her clarification.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

[English]

CANADA LABOUR CODE

The House resumed from November 24 consideration of the mo‐
tion that Bill C-58, An Act to amend the Canada Labour Code and
the Canada Industrial Relations Board Regulations, 2012, be read
the second time and referred to a committee.

Mr. Chris Lewis (Essex, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as always, it is an
honour to rise in the House to represent the amazing folks of Essex.
I give all my thanks to God for giving me the opportunity.

Just a couple of weeks ago, I lost my momma. If the House
would allow it, I would like to share a few words before I dive into
Bill C-58.

Mom would text me during question period to say, “Christopher,
you are not wearing a tie today, so you must not be speaking.”
Mom would also text me to say, “Christopher, stop chewing gum”,
“Smile”, or “Christopher, wake up.”

The little things in life get us through, and the real little things in
life were mom's chocolate chip cookies. Mom was known on the
Hill for her chocolate chip cookies. However, if a member did
something bad, I would get a text saying that the member would
not be getting a chocolate chip cookie that day.

She was a servant. She served beyond belief. She is the great rea‐
son I am where I am, and why I am who I am.

Although those texts have come to a very abrupt end, after she
spent only 13 days in hospital battling cancer, her legacy lives on.
If my dad and my brothers Jeff and Kim are watching, I want them
to know that Helen, our momma, is in the House of Commons with
us all here today. As I promised momma at her bedside, I will make
her proud and live to serve. I love her. I thank the House for in‐
dulging me.

Bill C-58 has two main elements. First, it would ban the use of
replacement workers in federally regulated workplaces, such as
banks, airports and telecommunications, but not in the federal pub‐
lic service. It would replace an existing, albeit much more limited,
prohibition on the use of replacement workers in the Canada
Labour Code.

Second, Bill C-58 would amend the maintenance of activities
process to encourage not only quicker agreement between employ‐
ers and trade unions on what activities should be maintained in the
case of a strike or a lockout, but also faster decision-making by the
Canada Industrial Relations Board in this connection. The provi‐
sions of Bill C-58 would only apply to federally regulated workers.
If enacted, the provisions of Bill C-58 would enter into force 18
months after royal assent has been received.
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It brings forward a lot of questions and a lot of discussion. I

would start by saying that I am very proud to be the shadow minis‐
ter, the critic, for labour. I have travelled across this country, literal‐
ly from coast to coast to coast, speaking with both unionized and
non-unionized workers in places such as Halifax; St. John's, New‐
foundland and Labrador; Vancouver, at the Port of Vancouver; and
Montreal.
● (1210)

I have been across this country, meeting with both unionized and
non-unionized workforces, their management teams, and the folks
with their boots on the ground. What I hear all the time is them say‐
ing, “Just let me go to work. I want to go to work. I don't really
want to be on strike. What I really want to do is have a good-paying
job so I can ultimately feed my family, put diapers on my babies,
fill their little mouths with pablum and afford to buy my wife some
flowers. I can't do that when I'm on strike.”

At the end of the day, we have seen an unprecedented amount of
strikes across this country over the last number of years. Every time
I turn around, we are dealing with another strike. Why is that? One
has to really wonder if it is the cost of living. Is it the cost of food,
which our workers cannot afford? Is it the high interest rates? Is it
the carbon tax on fuel and food? Is that the reason why? It always
goes back to the same question: Why are we seeing an unprece‐
dented amount of strikes? We have to believe that it is due to infla‐
tion. It is due to the cost of living, as well as uncertainty, no doubt.

I will speak quickly to the topic of the Stellantis battery plant in
Windsor. One good thing about Air Canada is that it is almost al‐
ways delayed, which allows me more time to speak to my con‐
stituents back home when I am at the airport.

Last night, I spoke to someone at IBEW, the International Broth‐
erhood of Electrical Workers, who said what the problem is. We
have an amazing workforce here in Canada of electrical workers.
They are bringing them in from Manitoba and Alberta. They are
there in Windsor. They are literally in Windsor to start to work.
However, they are very concerned about all of the folks potentially
being brought in from South Korea to do all work. In the past, those
workers did all the work at tier 2 and tier 3. They have done all that
work. He said he understood that 10, 20 or 30 people may need to
be brought in to program the computers, but the rest of it they al‐
ready know how to do.

Then I spoke to the carpenter's union, and they said the same
thing. They have the whole workforce there. Why are folks being
brought in from other places to do the work that they, quite frankly,
are trained to do?

The part of this bill that is somewhat confusing to me is that it is
only for federally regulated workers. It does not apply to federally
regulated public sector workers. If the government is going to tell
businesses that there will be no replacement workers, why would
the government not do it for itself? It makes one wonder.

We have had amazing, amazing yields in southwestern Ontario
this year from our farmers. Some of the highest bumper crops that
we have see in a long time. About 90% to 92% of our grain is ex‐
ported. If we cannot get the grain onto the ships and overseas, we
have a major issue, and we have a major issue right now.

● (1215)

There was just an issue on the Great Lakes, which, by the way,
got solved. It is like what was reported yesterday in the news about
No Frills. The issue with workers at No Frills was solved yesterday,
just like at the Port of Montreal and the Port of Vancouver. How
were they solved? They were solved at the table through democra‐
cy. There is always a solution when we speak. There is always a so‐
lution when people come to the table to have good, fair, strong, re‐
spectful dialogue. That is how things get solved.

Because I sit on the transport committee, am a bona fide farmer
and was a businessman, my concern is that this potential legislation
could drive fewer jobs for the country. It is a matter of fact that this
could drive potential Canadian business investment away from
Canada, which would ultimately mean fewer jobs.

Ironically, at 9 a.m. tomorrow, I head to the Senate to do my
darnedest to get Bill C-241, my private member's bill, through
committee. Bill C-241 is a bill that would allow the writeoff of
travel expenses for both unionized and non-unionized skilled trades
workers. I do not know of anyone in the House who would disagree
with me when I say that Canada is absolutely in a major housing
crisis, and Bill C-241 would allow the mobility of our skilled
trades, both unionized and non-unionized workers, to travel across
the country.

I look at Stellantis and the entire project, the upwards of $50 bil‐
lion for the three battery plants, and I know one thing for sure: We
need skilled trade workers at those sites. However, I also know that
we need to build homes from coast to coast to coast. Hopefully, to‐
morrow the Senate will give us the green light, so to speak, and Bill
C-241 will get through the Senate to support our skilled trade work‐
ers.

For clarity, for anybody watching at home, and I am sure a lot
are watching me, this is only for federally regulated workers. This
does not dive into the provinces and their regulations.

This is going to sound goofy, but during the Port of Vancouver
strike, a message was left at my office, and I called the gentleman
back. He said he owns a coffee shop, but he cannot get any cups for
the coffee, so he will have to shut his doors because he ordered the
cups from overseas. It sounds small and insignificant, but that is
one more business that shut its doors, is not paying taxes, that is not
employing people or laying them off. It is one more business that
Canada is, quite frankly, bleeding.

There is nothing more important than our labour force. My father
always said it best. Someone can have the greatest widget in the
world, but they cannot build it and they cannot sell it without peo‐
ple. There is not a business I know of that is not about the people,
and they only ever will be.
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The answer is very simple: Get to the table, get the folks at the
table and have a conversation. Deliberations have worked in the
past. That is where the answer lies.

In closing, I will just finish with the following. I come from the
business world but I also was boots on the ground. In my role as
shadow minister for labour, I met some pretty extraordinary folks. I
think about the folks at the ILWU out in Vancouver, who treated me
with so much respect when I visited them two or three times. I
think about the folks out in Halifax and St. John's, Newfoundland. I
think about the folks in my own backyard in Essex. Again, it is re‐
sounding that it is only about the people.

There is only one way that we are going to rebuild Canada, that
Canada is going to be built, that we are going to have enough
homes, that we are going to have the manufacturing and we are go‐
ing to be on the front line in leading-edge technology, and that is
with people. However, they need to be Canadian people. They can‐
not be folks from overseas who are taking away the jobs of Canadi‐
ans.

I want to thank the Speaker for allowing me to celebrate my
mother and allowing me to have a bit of freedom in my speech to‐
day. I am so darn passionate and compassionate when it comes to
our labour force and it means the world to me.

The Deputy Speaker: All of us give you our best and our con‐
dolences on the loss of your mom. Many of us probably have the
same stories about our moms sending us a little note to say to
straighten our tie, look a little more lively or that we are looking
tired. “Why do you look so tired?” is one I get a lot from my moth‐
er. I'm sure your mom did the same thing.

Questions and comments, the hon. parliamentary secretary to the
government House leader.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, we do extend our most sincere condolences to the member
and his family.

It is interesting trying to draw Conservatives out on how they are
going to vote. Here we have labour and others who want to see this
legislation pass to committee. I have listened closely to the member
opposite, and I cannot tell exactly what the Conservative Party is
going to do on this. This is Bill C-58.

Just last week, we had debate on Bill C-57, the Canada-Ukraine
trade agreement. The Ukrainian heritage community was very ex‐
cited about that legislation and wanted the House to pass that legis‐
lation. Like today, we were left wondering why it was that the Con‐
servative Party did not seem to support Ukraine.

Can the member give a clear indication as to why he voted
against the Canada-Ukraine trade agreement?

An hon. member: Relevance.
● (1225)

The Deputy Speaker: There is a relevance issue that we are
looking up, but I will let the hon. member make his comment.

Mr. Chris Lewis: Mr. Speaker, this was one of the examples
where somebody would not get a chocolate chip cookie from mom.
I am just teasing.

I guess I will answer the question, and the question is really an
easy one to answer. If the Liberal Party and the Prime Minister are
so friendly with labour, why did only one Liberal in the entire cau‐
cus vote for Bill C-241? That is a really easy question, so I will an‐
swer a question with a question. Why do they not support skilled
trades?

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, my deepest condolences to the member and his family. It
was very moving when he shared the story about the passing of his
mother. My own mother passed away one year and 22 days ago, in
November last year. There is not a day I do not think of her. I know
it will be the same for him. I wish him all the best in honouring her
memory and in working through the grief that comes from her pass‐
ing.

I want to come back to Bill C-58 because the member spoke very
movingly about his mother, as well as other issues, like housing and
other bills, but did not actually speak to Bill C-58. The NDP has
pushed so hard for this and forced the government to table the bill
because of the use of replacement workers in the Windsor area, for
example, and Essex County. I know he is familiar with this. Right
across the country, Rogers has locked out workers for Shaw cable.
Dozens of steelworkers are on the picket line because of the
Rogers' lockout, which is using replacement workers in the federal
sphere of jurisdiction. It is simply untenable.

As has been pointed out, Bill C-58 would seek to bring a more
rapid close to labour disputes because it would mean that CEOs of
major corporations would not be able to run roughshod over the
rights of their workers, but would have to negotiate in good faith.

What remains a question for me is whether Conservatives will
stand with working Canadians and vote for Bill C-58. Could the
member tell me if they will vote in favour of the bill?

Mr. Chris Lewis: Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. member so
much and really appreciate his compassionate and very thoughtful
comments about momma.

At the end of the day we have to ask why the federally regulated
public service is not part of this legislation. Why is it that the gov‐
ernment, which with all due respect is supported by the NDP, does
not have its own employees as part of this legislation? We really
have to question whether it is trying to hide something or whether
there is something that we do not know. Perhaps if it would open
the book and tell us the rest of the story, then we would know ex‐
actly where we stand.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner (Calgary Nose Hill, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, earlier this year, for a really long period of time, the screen
actors guild's labour dispute with the Alliance of Motion Picture
and Television Producers impacted the Canadian film industry in a
major way. One of the major sticking points in negotiations was the
use of artificial intelligence to act as replacement workers for many
people in that situation.
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Could the member comment on how the federal Liberal govern‐

ment's inability to articulate a strategic vision for artificial intelli‐
gence writ large in Canada, particularly with respect to the impact
on labour in the future, could make this legislation moot?

Mr. Chris Lewis: Mr. Speaker, every time we turn around it al‐
most looks like the legislation that comes from the Prime Minister
and the Liberals is made from band-aids pieced together.

I think there is a much larger solution available to us, which is
that all parties get together to come up with a solution. I would sug‐
gest that, whether it is with respect to AI, mines to the north or the
busiest international border crossing in Canada, each and every one
of those is equally vital to what the member has spoken about. We
have a really long way to go and a lot of work to do.
● (1230)

[Translation]
Mr. Luc Desilets (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I

may be mistaken, but I do not think we have talked about Bill C‑58
in the past 15 minutes. Bill C‑58 is an anti-scab bill.

Scabs have not been used back home in Quebec since 1977. I am
very pleased to see that there is equity between Quebec workers
with a Quebec employer and Quebec workers with a Canadian em‐
ployer.

The bill is very sound. I would like my colleague to explain why
the Conservatives object to it.
[English]

Mr. Chris Lewis: Mr. Speaker, I do not think I said I was against
anything in my speech. I did not say I was for, I did not say I was
against, so that is an interesting comment.

I realize that Quebec actually has its own legislation. That is
great but I have to look outside of just Quebec. I have to look at this
whole country.

Conservatives will continue to look at this entire country, to
move our commerce forward, to ensure that there are good-paying
jobs, that there are diapers on the babies, that there is pablum in
their mouths, that people can afford their rent and their mortgages,
and, maybe, just maybe, that there is a little bit of money left over
to put presents under the Christmas tree this year.

Mr. Peter Fonseca (Mississauga East—Cooksville, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I will be splitting my time with the member for Halifax.

I am proud to speak to and defend Bill C-58, which proposes
amendments to both the Canada Labour Code and the Canada In‐
dustrial Relations Board Regulations, 2012. With good reason, the
labour movement has consistently criticized the use of replacement
workers, deeming it destructive and unfair. Bill C-58 is about
restoring that long-overdue fairness and about levelling the playing
field.

Relying on replacement workers not only diverts attention from
the bargaining table but also prolongs disputes, ultimately poison‐
ing the employer-worker relationship for generations. The crucial
question that arises is why Canada should now consider banning
the use of replacement workers. Practices' merely being customary
does not automatically render them justifiable. Should a worker's

right to engage in meaningful labour strikes be compromised by the
looming threat of replacement? Is a bargaining table where negoti‐
ating power is significantly curtailed truly fair? Can the reliance on
replacement workers be deemed appropriate in 21st-century labour
relations? The answers to these questions are no, no and no.

My parents fled a right-wing fascist dictatorship to come to
Canada to work hard and to contribute to our democracy. In dicta‐
torship Portugal, organized labour and unions were banned because
the dictator did not want workers to be treated fairly, to have the
right to assemble or to have bargaining rights, and he definitely did
not want workers to be able to strike.

I stood on picket lines as an eight-year-old, alongside union
members, my parents. My father, a proud member of United Steel‐
workers at John Inglis and Company, a highly profitable company,
contributed to the production of industrial machinery here in
Canada. The USW union and the Teamsters were two unions my
dad belonged to, and my mother, Maria Fonseca, was a card-carry‐
ing member of the Canadian Union of Public Employees, CUPE. I
can attest to the pivotal role these unions played in enhancing the
life of our family and the lives of thousands of union employees,
and benefiting all workers.

Recalling a distressing moment from my childhood, I vividly re‐
member when my father, Joachim, “Jack”, Fonseca, informed my
mother that his union brothers and sisters would be commencing a
strike the next day, a chilly February day. His fight was centred
around securing better wages, improving benefits, gaining advance‐
ments for health and safety conditions and safeguarding his pen‐
sion. The ensuing strike lasted nearly two months, with replace‐
ment workers being a significant factor in its prolonged duration.
The company opted to deploy non-unionized management person‐
nel on the production line and brought in replacement workers,
commonly referred to as “scabs”. Additionally, it exploited vulnera‐
ble workers, employees who were struggling, by encouraging them
to cross the picket line. This strategic move not only hindered the
progress of negotiations but also poisoned relations between em‐
ployees and employer and led to the deterioration of friendships
among co-workers.
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Extended disputes of this nature tend to bring out the worst, plac‐

ing workers in untenable positions where they must choose be‐
tween asserting their rights and providing for their family. Recog‐
nizing the detrimental impact of such situations, various jurisdic‐
tions have enacted legislation to prohibit the use of replacement
workers. Quebec implemented such legislation in 1977 to curb the
violent confrontations arising from strikes and picket lines in the
province. Similarly, in 1993, the Government of British Columbia
passed comparable legislation in response to the escalating tensions
between employers and the labour movement. The outcomes in
Quebec and B.C. following the passage of such legislation were no‐
table. The frequency of strikes decreased, providing for more pre‐
dictability and stability.

We consistently emphasize the importance of focusing on being
at the bargaining table. Conversely, on the other side of the aisle,
Conservatives always seem to have jumped up and introduced
back-to-work legislation, as they say, and to have used replacement
workers. It is just wrong. It is crucial to acknowledge that striking
represents a last resort for workers, as no one desires to lose bene‐
fits and rely on strike pay. Collective bargaining, while challenging,
remains the preferred solution.
● (1235)

Our economy relies on employers and unions engaging in mean‐
ingful negotiations to secure the best and most resilient agreements.
Bill C-58 seeks to maintain focus on the bargaining table, promot‐
ing stability and certainty in supply chains and in the overall econo‐
my. While each industry and bargaining table may differ, the over‐
arching goal is consistent: keeping parties engaged at the table, fos‐
tering a more predictable process and eliminating distractions. The
legislation aims to achieve these outcomes for business, employers
and unions alike. Emphasizing the importance of this approach is
not only a smart strategy but also the right one. Labour has long ad‐
vocated for such measures, and the positive reactions from labour
leaders since the bill's introduction underscore the significance of
the bill. As expressed by Gil McGowan from the Alberta Federa‐
tion of Labour, “[t]his is Canadian politics at its best. This is Parlia‐
ment working for workers.” Past victories by unions have signifi‐
cantly enhanced the ability of workers to enjoy a decent quality of
life. I highlight these points because, now more than ever, legisla‐
tion supporting workers is crucial.

There are members of Parliament, including the Conservative
leader, with a history of attacking labour, attacking unions and un‐
dermining the interests of workers. The Conservative leader has
been a strong advocate for implementing U.S.-style right-to-work
laws in Canada. It is telling that the Conservatives and their leader
avoid mentioning the words “union”, “labour” or “scab”. These
omissions speak volumes about their anti-labour stance.

Unionized workers are currently leading the way in negotiating
substantial wage increases amidst rising inflation. Moreover, it is
great that an increasing number of young Canadian workers are ex‐
pressing interest in the labour movement, initiating union efforts in
diverse workplaces such as Uber, Starbucks and grocery stores.

Let us not forget, from during Stephen Harper's administration,
the Conservative leader's anti-worker Bill C-377. The Conserva‐
tives vigorously opposed card-check legislation, which aimed to fa‐

cilitate unionization. They opted instead to make things more diffi‐
cult for workers and to afford employers more time to intervene in
union initiatives. The Liberal government, in response, enacted leg‐
islation to reverse the anti-union Conservative amendments under
Bill C-377 and Bill C-525, bills that undermined unions and the
ability of workers to organize. Across Canada, employers invest
millions in legal, consulting and security services to thwart union
drives, ensuring their lack of success. There have been employers
that have helicoptered replacement workers over picket lines into
job sites.

The Conservative leader and the Conservative Party advocate
importing into Canada U.S.-style right-to-work laws that weaken
the labour movement by hindering unions and collective bargain‐
ing. Shamefully, the Conservative leader actively promotes right-
to-work laws here in Canada. In 2012, the Conservative leader
spearheaded a campaign to allow public sector workers to opt out
of union dues, directly challenging the Rand formula, a rule backed
by the Supreme Court that allows unions to collect dues. The Con‐
servative leader is, unequivocally, an anti-labour-union proponent,
aligning himself with extreme right-wing, MAGA politics. Despite
the pivotal role played by the labour movement in securing progres‐
sive labour laws and improved working conditions, the Conserva‐
tives consistently fail to acknowledge these contributions. The Con‐
servative leader's history reflects consistent support for anti-union,
right-to-work policies looking to rob individuals of civil and job
rights.

In contrast, Bill C-58 legislation under consideration would be
unique, arising from tripartite collaboration among employers,
workers and the government. It aims to enhance labour relations in
Canada, fostering greater stability and certainty for all citizens.

● (1240)

Mr. Mark Strahl (Chilliwack—Hope, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
listened to the member's speech, and he talked about the legislation
and how necessary it is. Why, in 2016 and in 2019, did he vote
against legislation that would have done the same thing that the bill
before us would do?

Mr. Peter Fonseca: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member's party has al‐
ways been anti-labour. The member cannot even say the word
“labour”. He cannot even say the words “organized labour”. I have
never heard the member say the word “union”. That is because, on
that side of the House, Conservatives do not believe in labour, in
fairness and in supporting workers. That is what I have seen from
that side. We see it day after day. The Conservative Party is against
labour, organized labour in particular, and unions here in this coun‐
try.
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[Translation]

Mr. Luc Desilets (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I
would like to ask my colleague why the government waited so long
to introduce anti-scab legislation. Quebec passed its law in 1977.
Canada has had models for years and has watched Quebec evolve
in that regard.

First of all, I would like to know why the government waited so
long. Second, why call for an 18-month delay before the legislation
comes into force? Is it because the government is hoping for a
change in government before then?
[English]

Mr. Peter Fonseca: Mr. Speaker, the member is quite right that
the legislation is long overdue. The way the legislation has come
together is the right way. It has been a tripartite type of agreement
where business, government, and labour and unions are at the table
working together. With respect to the prolonged period, the 18
months, we are working together with those groups. That is what
we want to do: ensure that we get it right and that we have all the
pieces in place so we have the best labour stability here in Canada.
We are learning from what is happening in Quebec, with its legisla‐
tion, and in British Columbia. We are taking all the best ideas and
bringing them into Bill C-58. That is what we have done. We will
do it at the table, working with all the parties.
● (1245)

Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I heard my friend, in his speech, decry the fact that the
Conservatives voted repeatedly for back-to-work legislation, yet, if
memory serves, the Liberal Party was right there with the Conser‐
vatives when the Port of Montreal was out on strike and when
Canada Post was out on strike.

Does the member's speech reflect a change of heart? If so, and I
very much hope that is the case, will he apologize to the workers
who were affected by such draconian legislation?

Mr. Peter Fonseca: Mr. Speaker, the member would know or
ought to know that this is something the Government of British
Columbia was asking for.

What is most important here is that we understand that the best
agreements are those had at the table, and that the legislation to
stop replacement workers is the right legislation. It is the legislation
that would level the playing field and bring fairness to workers,
unions and labour, which for too long they have not had.

I am proud to stand here in my place in Parliament, advocate for
Bill C-58 and make sure we bring in the best legislation possible
for the workers of Canada.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, we often talk about labour in terms of unions, but the
union movement has had a profoundly positive impact on a wide
spectrum of social issues and has improved conditions of non-union
members. Can the member provide his thoughts on that issue?

Mr. Peter Fonseca: Mr. Speaker, the member is so right. This is
not just about union and labour workers; this is for all workers.
They have improved health and safety conditions in the workplace,
improved wages in the workplace and improved benefits in the

workplace. The Conservatives have voted against all of those mea‐
sures and all of those things to help workers in Canada. It is unfor‐
tunate the Conservatives have been against helping the worker. I
know this legislation would help all workers in Canada.

Mr. Andy Fillmore (Halifax, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is a great
pleasure to rise today to speak in support of Bill C-58, an act to
amend the Canada Labour Code and the Canada Industrial Rela‐
tions Board Regulations, 2012. With this piece of legislation, our
government is taking meaningful action to improve labour relations
in Canada and ensure that Canadian workers can benefit from good,
middle-class jobs.

As we know, I come to this chamber from the riding of Halifax.
Our city is home to many private and public sector unions and their
workers, who continue to contribute to our local economy, to enrich
our community and to build the Halifax of tomorrow.

One may be a health care worker or a schoolteacher with NS‐
GEU, a child care worker with CUPE, a firefighter with PSAC, a
shipbuilder with Unifor, an electrician with IBEW, a trucker with
Teamsters Canada, a port worker with the Halifax Longshoremen's
Association or a postal carrier with CUPW. These are just a few of
the many union jobs done by workers in Halifax.

Since the days of Confederation, unions have gone on to build
and shape the economy as we know it today. In fact, the middle
class, weekends, and maternity and parental leaves were created by
unions.

A union job promises a living wage that supports families and
communities; it is permanent and helps build toward a pension. It
provides protection and security in the workplace. These are the
values that the current government believes in and the kinds of jobs
that we believe Canadian workers deserve. With Bill C-58, we are
staying true to the promise by banning replacement workers.

Unions have repeatedly told us that hiring replacement workers
goes straight against and flies in the face of their free and fair col‐
lective bargaining power. It undermines the workers’ legitimate
right to strike.

It takes away a lot of power from them at the bargaining table. It
literally puts their back against the wall. It also brings frustration
and increases tensions, which can sometimes lead to violence on
the picket line. That can lead to rifts in a community.
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Hiring replacement workers can have an impact on labour rela‐

tions. Unions have told us that this creates an unequal footing in ne‐
gotiations. They explain that allowing replacement workers weak‐
ens workers’ main tool to exert pressure, which is the right to with‐
hold their labour, to withhold the means of production.

Bill C-58 would set clear rules for both parties. It would set the
table for free and fair collective bargaining. It would put the em‐
ployer and the union on equal footing. All they would have to do is
sit down together and find a solution. If they can do that, they will
bring stability and certainty. They will stimulate the country’s econ‐
omy and prosperity.

On top of that, with clear and fair rules in place, we may be able
to avoid unnecessary strikes and lockouts. This would create more
stability for Canadians and more certainty for investors. That will
secure good jobs with good working conditions for the workers.

We are banning the use of replacement workers, or scabs, be‐
cause we believe in a balanced table, in truly free and fair collective
bargaining.

We believe that it is not us against them. It is us, with them. No‐
body should be afraid that anyone will try to take something away
from them or be better off than they are. It is about helping each
other out and finding a solution that will work for everybody.

That is what we are doing with Bill C-58. We are working on
getting rid of some of the entrenched resentment that has built up
over the years during labour disputes. We are making one of the
most significant changes to the federal collective bargaining system
that Canada has ever seen, in fact.

Why are we doing that? It is because workers are the backbone
of the Canadian economy, and the lifeblood of our communities.
They are entitled to safe workplaces and to good working condi‐
tions.

We have already done a lot in this direction. We ratified the In‐
ternational Labour Organization’s convention 190 to end harass‐
ment and violence in the workplace. Federally regulated private
sector workers now have 10 days of paid sick leave. We are mod‐
ernizing the Employment Equity Act.

Bill C-58 is the next step that will help improve work and work‐
ing conditions for Canadians. It is about keeping parties focused at
the table and providing more stability and certainty for the econo‐
my.
● (1250)

When people have good working conditions and are treated fair‐
ly by their employers, our society and our economy are more re‐
silient. When the parties focus on the table, the deals get done and
they last. The labour movement was founded on the idea that our
workplaces and workers’ lives can be better. That is what we
should all keep striving for.

Mr. Mark Strahl (Chilliwack—Hope, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
listened with interest to the member's speech. He talked about how
necessary it is to have anti-replacement worker legislation, so I
would like to give him the same opportunity as his colleague from
Mississauga, who refused to answer.

If this legislation is so good and so necessary, why did he vote
against similar legislation in 2016 and again in 2019?

Mr. Andy Fillmore: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member may recall
that in both cases, those labour disputes were protracted. They be‐
gan to impact all Canadians in a way that was harming the econo‐
my and harming Canadians, their prosperity and their unfettered ac‐
cess to the services and goods they needed. However, I will stress
what the member for Mississauga East—Cooksville said to the
same hon. member, which is that the legislation we are presenting
today is not about picking sides. It is about working together.

This spirit of togetherness is going to keep people at the table. As
we all know, the table is where the best work gets done.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner (Calgary Nose Hill, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I was alarmed to hear that the government was spending
billions of dollars on a plant in Ontario that would use over 900
workers from South Korea. These would essentially be replacement
workers. This is after telling Canadians time and time again how
many jobs this would create.

If the government is so supportive of labour in Canada, why is it
essentially farming out jobs that should be going to Canadians and
sticking Canadian taxpayers with the bill?

Mr. Andy Fillmore: Mr. Speaker, it sounds a little bit as though
the question is straying from the intention of the bill. I am going to
take the opportunity to talk about the bill a little bit more and re‐
mind members that we are banning the use of replacement workers.
That is going to be very productive at the bargaining table. As we
know, the use of replacement workers prolongs disputes. It can poi‐
son the workforce for years.

A good collective bargaining system and a worker's ability not
only to work but also to strike are absolutely fundamental to our
democracy and to the functioning of our economy.

● (1255)

[Translation]

Mr. Luc Desilets (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, BQ): Mr. Speaker,
my colleague is being very insistent. He is saying that this bill must
pass, that it is important, that it is crucial and that it will make huge
changes. However, why should it pass now, in 2023, when there
have been 11 attempts over the past few years? Eleven similar bills
have been introduced in the past, mainly by the Bloc Québécois.

What is so special about our current situation for this to be so ur‐
gent and for the Liberal government to finally believe in it?

[English]

Mr. Andy Fillmore: Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleague will not
mind if I respond in English.

In fact, this commitment was in the Liberal Party's election plat‐
form in 2021, which flowed from an affirmation of the Supreme
Court in 2015. Therefore, it has long been a part of Liberal DNA to
protect workers and to make sure that they have access to the fair
bargaining they deserve.
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As the member knows, the world has been very complicated for

the last couple of years, with the pandemic and the interruption of
Parliament. However, I think we are pleased to be coming to this
very important legislation today.

Mr. Ken McDonald (Avalon, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, a quick ques‐
tion for me is this: Does this include all unions not having anti-scab
legislation? If it does not, why not?

Mr. Andy Fillmore: Mr. Speaker, that is a very good question.
This legislation, of course, affects what is in the purview of the fed‐
eral government, which would be federal employees. These
changes to collective bargaining relate only to federally regulated
industries. I can be more specific for the member: The federally
regulated private sector includes the following industries: banking;
telecommunications and broadcasting; air, rail and marine trans‐
portation; most federal Crown corporations, for example, Canada
Post; and first nations band councils.

Mr. Clifford Small (Coast of Bays—Central—Notre Dame,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the hon. colleague from Halifax leads right in‐
to my question. This legislation is going to apply to small airlines
that deliver pharmaceuticals and fly air ambulances, as well as to
firefighting, which could be very serious. Lives are going to be put
at risk because small airlines are not going to be able to bring in re‐
placement pilots in emergency situations. How is that going to be
addressed in this legislation?

Mr. Andy Fillmore: Mr. Speaker, the legislation is very clear
that the elimination of replacement workers would not apply in cer‐
tain specific cases. These cases include potential danger to life and
safety, and that is what the member is referring to; damage to the
environment; significant damage to private property; and some oth‐
er very limited cases, which would be under the watchful eyes of
the labour regulation board.

Mr. Mark Strahl (Chilliwack—Hope, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is
always a pleasure to rise on behalf of my constituents in Chilli‐
wack—Hope.

I will be splitting my time today with the hon. member for Cal‐
gary Rocky Ridge.

It has been an interesting debate this morning. We have heard the
Liberals talk about how the legislation is long overdue. They have
asked how anyone could not support this type of legislation. The
fact is that over the last couple of decades, and even during the
eight long years of the Liberal government, every member of that
caucus has voted against anti-replacement worker legislation on
multiple occasions. The last two Liberal speakers voted against an‐
ti-replacement worker legislation a couple of times each, both in
2016 and 2019.

The Minister of Labour, who has been on a cross-country tour
meeting with union leaders to extol the virtues of the bill, voted
against similar legislation when it was introduced through private
members' bills by the Bloc Québécois and the NDP. He has voted
against it on numerous occasions. Therefore, everyone will forgive
us if we take with a grain of salt the high and mighty words and
condemnations of other members of Parliament when the Liberal
government has members, including the Minister of Labour, who
voted the other way on this type of legislation on multiple occa‐
sions.

What has changed? We know what has changed. The govern‐
ment, which is continuing to make life more difficult for Canadi‐
ans, owes the NDP. The NDP is back-seat driving for the Liberal
government and it is quite happy to go along as long as it gets
chauffeurs for their ministers and continues to enjoy the benefits of
power. Multiple times the Liberal government voted the other way,
so it is hard to take them seriously when Liberals talk about the ur‐
gency and necessity for legislation that they themselves railed
against in the very recent past. Therefore, we will take no lessons
from the Liberals on supporting union workers.

We will take no lessons from the government, which hectors the
official opposition on its support for Canadian workers. Not only is
the government supporting replacement workers, but it is using tax‐
payer dollars to do it. Let that sink in. We are talking about union
and non-union workers getting up before it is light out and going to
do their blue-collar jobs, in many cases sending 30%, 40% or 50%
of their paycheques to different levels of government, including Ot‐
tawa. The government is then giving that money to multinational
corporations that are going to use foreign replacement workers to
build the plants.

It is bad enough that the government would bypass skilled Cana‐
dian labour to build projects such as the Stellantis battery plant, but
to take the money those workers send to Ottawa and use it against
them is the height of hypocrisy. The Liberals want to lecture others
about replacement workers, but they are using foreign replacement
workers not only at the Stellantis plant but at the Northvolt project
in Quebec.

We now know that hundreds of taxpayer-funded, which means
worker-funded, foreign replacement workers will be filling jobs
that should be going to Quebeckers despite over $7 billion in tax‐
payer subsidies going to this project. This is the record of the Liber‐
al government when it comes to replacement workers. It is bringing
in foreign replacement workers to do the work that we know Cana‐
dians can do. The Liberals have talked about the Stellantis battery
plant not having the specialized skills available to set up the plant,
that they need 900 to 1,600 foreign workers, depending on who one
talks to, from South Korea.

● (1300)

I have news for the government: We have the skilled labour that
can set up those plants. We know that if we give them the plans and
blueprints, they have the know-how and they will get the job done.
However, the government is bringing in foreign replacement work‐
ers.

Because the government refuses to release the contracts on these
“investments” of workers' money into those projects, the Conserva‐
tives have demanded that the industry committee look at this. We
are demanding the release of the contracts. How many foreign re‐
placement workers did the government negotiate in these deals?
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There is $45 billion in major projects. We know now that two of

them include foreign replacement workers, and we assume that the
others do as well. We want answers. That is why the member for
South Shore—St. Margarets has demanded emergency meetings on
this issue. We will not allow the government to let this slide, at $15
billion a crack at these plants and bringing in foreign workers.

This is supposed to be about Canadian jobs and Canadian work‐
ers, yet the government continues to provide the money that Cana‐
dian workers send to Ottawa for foreign replacement workers. That
is absolutely shameful and reprehensible, and the official opposi‐
tion is demanding answers. We want those contracts released. If the
government is still proud of those contracts, it should have no prob‐
lem releasing them. However, of course, we have to fight tooth and
nail every step of the way, and we are up for that fight as well.

The government continues to punish workers, not just union
workers but all workers, with its carbon tax and its policies that are
driving up interest rates, making it harder for workers to afford a
home. It is hard to take the Liberals seriously. They feign how
much they care about workers, but everything they are doing is
punishing those workers who simply want to provide for their fami‐
lies.

We heard just this morning that a record number of Ontarians are
seeking help from the food bank. That is the record of the govern‐
ment when it comes to workers. People are using the food bank for
the very first time. Two million people a month are using a food
bank. People do not know how they are going to afford to live in
their own home when their mortgages come up for renewal. More
money is going to service the national debt than is going to health
care facilities in the provinces. These workers have to wait eight to
16 hours for their kids to be seen when they have RSV or other sea‐
sonal issues. When they are sitting in the emergency room, they can
know that it is because of the reckless fiscal policies of the govern‐
ment that punish workers, that more money is going to service the
Prime Minister's deficits and debt than is going to our health care
system. Therefore, we will take no lessons from the Liberal govern‐
ment on supporting workers.

We will support workers by standing up for the jobs they need
and standing up for the projects in which they work. The Liberal-
NDP government has been the most anti-worker government in
Canadian history, voting against, acting against and advocating
against major energy projects, for instance, that give family sup‐
porting jobs right across the country. The government opposes
those. The Liberals cannot tell me and other members of the Con‐
servative Party that they are pro-worker. They are against the
projects that workers need to put food on the table. They tax those
workers and send that money to foreign replacement workers. Their
policies are making the cost of living for those workers out of
reach. Interest rates are going up and up. Inflation is going up and
up. The government is not only doing nothing, it is making it
worse.
● (1305)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, it is hard to believe the member has the temerity to say
that the Liberals and NDP are anti-workers. It causes me to think
about the fact that there is labour component in the Canada-Ukraine

trade agreement. Is that the reason the member opposite voted
against it? If that is not the reason, could he have the courage to tell
us why he voted against the Canada-Ukraine trade agreement?

Mr. Mark Strahl: Mr. Speaker, I understand why that member
does not want to talk about his voting record on anti-replacement
worker legislation, because he too voted against anti-replacement
worker legislation in 2016 and again in 2019. However, he is good
company, because so did the Minister of Labour. It was not an ur‐
gent issue until it was urgent that they get the support of the NDP to
maintain their power-sharing agreement in Ottawa.

Now he has seen the light, and the light comes from the NDP,
which is demanding this is the new way things are going to go. The
NDP-Liberal coalition is alive and well. I understand why that
member does not want to talk about this legislation or the fact that
he has consistently voted against the interest of workers in our
country.

● (1310)

Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke, NDP):
Mr. Speaker, I always enjoy these sessions in the House, where the
Conservatives and the Liberals compete over who is the worst at
things. Whether it is the worst at supporting Ukraine, or the worst
at supporting housing or the worst friends of workers, it is nice to
hear that debate between the two of them.

I have a very serious question. The Conservatives like to talk
about powerful paycheques, and we know what made powerful
paycheque, the trade union movement. It was the trade union move‐
ment that raised wages. It was the trade union movement that set
the standards for leave, including parental leave and sick leave, and
even weekends. It was the trade union movement that set standards
for occupational health and safety.

Does that mean, if the Conservatives really are the friends of
workers and better friends than the Liberals, that they are going to
be supporting this legislation in order to make paycheques more
powerful?

Mr. Mark Strahl: Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for recog‐
nizing it is the Conservatives who are fighting for more powerful
paycheques, and that would start by getting rid of things like the
NDP-Liberal carbon tax, which drives up the cost of everything, in‐
cluding groceries, gas and home heating. We certainly want to have
more money go to workers. As well, when the workers' money is
taxed, we do not expect that money to go to foreign replacement
workers, which is what we have seen under the Liberal government
with the Stellantis battery plant and the Northvolt project in Que‐
bec.
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unions or not, and workers support the Conservative Party, as we
have seen from the bring it home events that the Leader of the Op‐
position has held right across the country. The polling certainly
shows workers are on the side of the Conservative Party, just like
we are on the side of workers.

Mr. Pat Kelly (Calgary Rocky Ridge, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the
member for Chilliwack—Hope has made an important point about
the job-destroying track record of the government when it comes to
energy policy. These are unionized workers, non-unionized workers
and indigenous workers. These are every kind of worker in some of
the highest-paying, best jobs in the Canadian economy.

Could he comment on the government's track record on jobs in
this industry?

Mr. Mark Strahl: Mr. Speaker, it is abysmal. The Liberals have
not only driven out hundreds of billions of dollars in investment in
our country, but they have driven away the jobs that go with that.

Whether it is in forestry, mining or oil and gas, the Liberal-NDP
government consistently opposes those projects that put people to
work, that give them economic opportunity and the opportunity to
provide for their communities and families. Instead, it advocates
against those projects and gets them shut down. Then when the
workers send their hard-earned money to Ottawa, the government
turns around and gives it to multinational corporations to hire for‐
eign temporary replacement workers. We will never support that
kind of a plan.

* * *

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, there have been discussions among the parties and if you
seek it, I believe you will find unanimous consent for the following
motion:

That, notwithstanding any standing order or usual practice of the House, during
the debate pursuant to Standing Order 66 on Motion No. 42 to concur in the third
report of the Standing Committee on National Defence, no quorum calls, dilatory
motions or requests for unanimous consent shall be received by the Chair and at the
conclusion of the time provided for debate or when no member rises to speak,
whichever is earlier, all questions necessary to dispose of the motion be deemed put
and a recorded division deemed requested and deferred pursuant to Standing Order
66.

[Translation]

The Deputy Speaker: All those opposed to the hon. member's
moving the motion will please say nay.

It is agreed.

[English]

The House has heard the terms of the motion. All those opposed
to the motion will please say nay.

(Motion agreed to)

CANADA LABOUR CODE

The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-58,
An Act to amend the Canada Labour Code and the Canada Industri‐
al Relations Board Regulations, 2012, be read the second time and
referred to a committee.

Mr. Pat Kelly (Calgary Rocky Ridge, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
since I was elected in 2015, I have spent most of my energy speak‐
ing up for the workers I represent in Calgary. They have been sys‐
tematically crushed by the government, its NDP coalition partner
and, sadly, from 2015 to 2019, by a short-lived NDP government in
Alberta. Therefore, this bill is not one that is going to be a great
prescriptive answer for workers in my riding. They have been pun‐
ished by the government and it appears they will continue to be so.

I am passionate about the freedom of workers in my riding to
work, about their freedom to organize and to bargain collectively
through union membership. I am passionate about freedom of asso‐
ciation. It is an essential and foundational freedom on which our
country was built. Let there be no doubt about that.

Also, let there be no doubt that there is only one party in the
House of Commons that supports worker, which is this party. The
other three parties in the House have never supported the workers
in my community. Everything the NDP-Liberal government and its
fellow travellers in the Bloc do, every instinct they possess runs
counter to the interests of the workers in my riding.

Let us examine the track record of the NDP-Liberal government
as it relates to the workers in my community. The very first thing
the government did, even before Parliament met for the first time,
was to cancel the northern gateway pipeline by an order in council.
This decision instantly killed thousands of jobs, union jobs, non-
union jobs, indigenous community jobs, every kind of job one can
imagine.

The people who would have been employed by that project were
among the highest-paid workers in the Canadian economy. Had that
critical infrastructure actually been built, it would have led to thou‐
sands of new jobs in extraction projects that never materialized for
the lack of infrastructure that the government deliberately killed. It
was literally the first thing it did when it took office.

It also denied the world access to Canada's energy products,
leaving it vulnerable to dictator oil, much to our folly and what we
see tragically happening in the world today as Putin funds his war
machine with energy exports that could have been displaced by
Canadian exports.

The Liberals passed Bill C-69, which ensured that no major
project would ever be approved again. They used to have talking
points that tried to deny that was case, but when the Minister of En‐
vironment was a candidate, he let the mask slip and admitted that
killing the energy industry was exactly the purpose of Bill C-69.
Who is paying for this? It is the workers who are paying for the de‐
struction to the Canadian economy that has happened in this sector
under the government. That bill ruined the lives of thousands of
workers and their families. Under the NDP-Liberal government,
200,000 energy workers lost their job. I say that deliberately.
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took place, there was a different alliance between the NDP and the
Liberals, and that was the Alberta NDP and the federal government.
Together they destroyed thousands of jobs and the lives that de‐
pended on them.

Again, these were union jobs, non-union jobs and indigenous
community jobs. The callous way in which the NDP and the Liber‐
als threw away all these jobs and made sure they would not come
back is shameful. Therefore, we will take no lessons from them on
protecting jobs for workers, whether they belong to a union or not.

I have said before in the House, especially between 2015 and
2018, that I had grown men in their fifties reduced to tears in my
office over the loss of their livelihoods. These are highly paid, pro‐
fessional, proud people. Some of them were old enough that they
had entered the workforce when Pierre Trudeau was prime minister.
They told me that they had even managed to survive the NEP, but
now they did not have a job. Women, who had reached the senior
levels of corporate Calgary, were suddenly without a job.
● (1315)

I have knocked on doors. I knocked on one door where a mom
said their family came to Canada 20 years ago. Her husband was
working in the Middle East and her son was working in Texas.
They had to leave the country for work in the energy industry. I will
take nothing from the government on jobs.

What are the Liberals doing now? They are subsidizing replace‐
ment workers from foreign countries to come and take work away
that should be given to Canadians. There was $7 billion for the
Northvolt project with foreign replacement workers. There was $15
billion to Stellantis for foreign replacement workers. It is disgrace‐
ful and it is shameful the way the Liberals come here and try to lec‐
ture Conservatives on supporting workers.

We are now at the end of the year. The NDP-Liberal government
tabled this bill banning replacement workers in federally regulated
industries as per the demand put upon the government by the NDP.
This is not what the Liberals campaigned on. This is something the
Liberals voted against. The NDP has tabled this very policy in the
House through private members' business.

The same Liberals who are speaking this morning in debate, who
voted against this, would now have people believe that this is some‐
how part of their policy and what they ran on. This is clearly a
long-standing NDP policy, but this is nothing more than the NDP
tail wagging the Liberal dog. That is exactly why we call it the
NDP-Liberal government.

The bill would ban workers from working in federally regulated
industries if the workers who belong to a union go on strike. It is a
bill that risks pitting workers against each other. Workers who
choose not to join a union are workers too. Workers across picket
lines are workers too, but not to the NDP-Liberals.

I even heard this morning the use of dehumanizing language.
The Liberals referred to these workers as “scabs”. Let us think
about that. It is a degrading, humiliating and dehumanizing word
they used, not because this is about power for workers. It is not. It
is about control and that is why they use this type of language.

The market is an amazing and undeniable force of nature, and it
does tend to sort things out quickly. It allows the best decisions to
be made at the bargaining table and incentivizes agreements. The
government is presiding over a cost-of-living crisis where rent has
doubled, mortgage payments are up 150% and a generation of
young Canadian workers have given up on the dream of home own‐
ership because they cannot afford to live in this country. We have
seen food inflation. We have seen every kind of inflation fuelled by
taxes paid by workers.

The NDP-Liberal government has nothing to teach Conserva‐
tives or tell Canadians about supporting workers. There is only one
party that is supporting workers, the one party that stands for pow‐
erful paycheques that can be used to buy homes that people can af‐
ford in safe communities. That is what the Conservative vision is
for this country. It is not spending billions of tax dollars, paid for by
workers, to pay foreign workers to come and take their jobs away
from them and bid up the price of homes in their communities. It is
shameful.

I will take no lessons from the Liberal-NDP government on sup‐
port for workers. The workers in my riding have seen the sharp end
of the Liberal government. I saw desperation at people's doors, es‐
pecially in the 2019 election. The community I represent is full of
talented, hard-working, ambitious workers who have been crushed
by the government.

The good news is they see hope. They know workers are increas‐
ingly turning to the Conservative Party, and it is the workers in
Canada who are going to elect a Conservative government that will
deliver powerful paycheques that Canadians need to be able to af‐
ford to live, and rein in the wasteful spending and corporate welfare
that has become endemic under the government.

It is only the Conservatives in this place who are standing up for
workers in Canada.

● (1320)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, the member is saying to support workers and jobs. Trade
agreements support workers and jobs, yet we saw just last week
that the Conservative Party, en masse, voted against the Canada-
Ukraine trade agreement. Can the member indicate why he voted
against the Canada-Ukraine trade agreement?
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Mr. Pat Kelly: Mr. Speaker, I am sure that question was out of
order for relevance, but I can understand why this member would
not wish to ask a question relevant to the speech that I just made; he
knows he is one of the members who has already voted against an‐
ti-replacement worker legislation in this House more than once.
Therefore, I fully understand why the member will not talk about
the bill or ask me a question about this bill. It is because his flip-
flop that he is undertaking right now is not something that he wants
well understood by his constituents, perhaps.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie (Elmwood—Transcona, NDP): Mr. Speak‐
er, just following up on some of the remarks that the member made
about Canada's oil and gas industry, I wonder if he can confirm, as I
believe is true, that the Canadian oil and gas sector today extracts
more barrels per day than at any other time in Canadian history. I
wonder if the member wants to confirm the number, above and be‐
yond the over $30 billion that the current Liberal government has
put into the TMX pipeline and the amount of public subsidy for the
Canadian oil and gas sector.

While he is at it, perhaps the member has numbers for temporary
foreign workers who work in the oil and gas industry because it has
certainly made use of TFWs and workers under the international
labour mobility program as well. Perhaps the member would like to
comment on those phenomena.

Mr. Pat Kelly: Mr. Speaker, there is demand for the product that
the energy industry produces. Despite everything that the current
government has done to kill that industry, the billions and billions
of dollars that the businesses lost and the hundreds of thousands of
lost jobs, we are a long way from catching up to where we could
have been and the promise that existed.

With respect to the TMX, the member is right to bring up the
waste on that. This is a project that should have been built with pri‐
vate capital. We had a private proponent who was going to build the
TMX with its own money. If it ballooned from $4 billion to $30 bil‐
lion, that would be on the proponent and its shareholders to worry
about. However, it is the people and the workers of Canada who are
paying for the overage now that the government has been put in a
position to nationalize it after it chased private capital out.

With respect to the member's third question, I oppose the subsi‐
dizing of any industry where the crown is subsidizing a private
business on the promise of creating jobs when it is really just im‐
porting temporary labour, bidding up the cost of housing and mak‐
ing the taxpayer, the workers in Canada, pay for the jobs for the
foreign replacement workers.
[Translation]

Mr. Luc Desilets (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, BQ): Mr. Speaker, we
know that Quebec passed anti-scab legislation in 1977. From what I
understand, the Conservatives are against passing a similar law in
Canada.

Can my colleague tell me whether he thinks Quebec made a mis‐
take by passing that law in 1977?
[English]

Mr. Pat Kelly: Mr. Speaker, I do not want to put this all on that
particular policy change in 1977. Maybe even going back earlier

than 1977, the Province of Quebec has been the laggard in the
Canadian economy for most of these past 45 years. Its per capita
GDP has been much lower than other provinces. If the member
would ask me if there is a grand economic success behind the poli‐
cies of Quebec, we could have that discussion. I do not think it is
really appropriate for the purpose of this chamber, but I do not see a
connection to a grand period of economic expansion behind that
policy in 1977.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie (Elmwood—Transcona, NDP): Mr. Speak‐
er, I will be sharing my time with the member for Vancouver East.

I want to start by reminding Canadians that the middle class in
Canada was built on the union movement. It was not until we had a
strong union movement that we developed a strong middle class.

There have been a number of studies over the years by the Cana‐
dian Centre for Policy Alternatives, the Centre for Future Work and
others that have shown that, starting in about the 1980s, union den‐
sity, which is just a fancy word for what percentage of workers be‐
long to a union, has gone down, from 38% in 1981 to just 29% in
2022. That is a Stats Canada number. That number, according to
these studies, correlates with a decrease in the number of Canadians
who belong to the Canadian middle class and with the decline in re‐
al wages for Canadian workers.

We see that belonging to a union has meant more powerful pay‐
cheques for Canadians, has meant more job stability in many cases
and has meant a stronger Canadian economy overall. When we see
fewer workers belonging to unions, we see more vulnerability for
those workers, lower pay and consequences for the Canadian econ‐
omy.

When workers are well paid for the work they do and they have
spending power in the local economy, that helps feed local busi‐
nesses, helps feed our economy and creates strong conditions for
business. That is the lesson of Henry Ford, who is by no means a
socialist, but even he realized that if we do not pay workers well
enough to buy products in the economy, it is not long before the
economy overall suffers, as well-paid workers are the cornerstone
of prosperity.

How is it that the union movement has been able to win powerful
paycheques for workers or to help them win them for themselves?
There are many components to the labour movement. There are
many ways they do advocacy, and there are many ways that work‐
ers within the union movement advocate for themselves and for fel‐
low workers. However, all of that, at the rock bottom, is supported
ultimately by the ability to strike.
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That means the ability to say they are not satisfied with the terms

and conditions of work, whether that is pay, benefits, pension,
workplace procedures or workplace safety and health, and that they
are not going to go into work on those terms and conditions. They
want to stand with the people in their workplaces who feel similarly
and demand better. Ultimately, all of us in a workplace, if we are of
the same mind, should be able to withhold our labour.

The right to strike is the most important principle that subtends
all of the power and influence the union movement has had in order
to improve the position of Canadian workers. The most significant
way this can be undermined is when employers are allowed to hire
replacement workers during a strike. While some workers are out
on the picket line saying they deserve better pay or want to address
workplace safety and health issues, other workers come in the back
door, perform their work and sometimes get paid, egregiously, on
better terms than the workers who are out on strike were paid be‐
fore the strike began.

New Democrats have been arguing alongside the labour move‐
ment for decades now and have presented, many times, legislation
that would end the practice of employers being allowed to bring in
replacement workers. The Liberals will say this was a campaign
commitment of theirs. However, if we look at their platform, it is
not true. It was a commitment they made to ban replacement work‐
ers when companies lock out their workers essentially to impose a
strike.

It is only since the NDP used our power in this Parliament that
the proposal became a comprehensive one that defends the right to
strike instead of offering punishment to employers who would lock
workers out. What we need in order to vouchsafe the power of
Canadian workers' paycheques and the right to strike is a ban on re‐
placement workers in the context of a strike as well. I am very
proud to be part of an NDP caucus that has delivered that and made
sure that this legislation does the whole job and properly respects
and protects Canadian workers' right to strike.
● (1330)

It is the kind of legislation we needed for almost six years when
IBEW Local 213 was out on the picket line against Ledcor trying to
secure a first contract. Nobody ends up with a six-year labour dis‐
pute unless an employer is using replacement workers. The busi‐
ness wraps up a lot sooner than six years if it is not using replace‐
ment workers. What that means is the business is forced to bargain.

In this House, I have watched as Liberals and Conservatives vot‐
ed together. As I have said, the real coalition in Ottawa is the Liber‐
al-Conservative coalition. It voted to order workers back to work,
to essentially take away their right to strike. We saw it with the Port
of Montreal and we saw it with Canada Post workers.

Notable have been the examples where the federal government
has refused to say that it will legislate workers back to work, be‐
cause then we saw the company come to a deal. One of those in‐
stances was in 2019 with CN. CN was asking for back-to-work leg‐
islation. The government departed from its usual tack and refused
to promise back-to-work legislation. Very soon after the federal
government clearly refused the idea of bringing in back-to-work
legislation, we saw a resolution to the strike. The company's strate‐
gy for bargaining could not use the federal government to get out of

paying workers their fair share and to circumvent a real negotiation
at the table.

It is likewise with replacement workers. If replacement workers
are banned so that they cannot be part of the bargaining strategy of
a company, we will see more speedy resolutions to labour disputes
and ultimately, I believe, fewer labour disputes. In fact, there is
some evidence for this from jurisdictions with anti-scab legislation.
Those who say this is a travesty that would prolong labour disputes
or that there would be more labour disputes are speaking against
the evidence and, frankly, have an ignorance of how collective bar‐
gaining works and the ways companies mobilize replacement work‐
ers in order to get out of having to bargain fairly at the table.

We have heard a cornucopia of red herrings in this debate. We
have heard Tories talk about replacement workers at battery plants
that have not even been built yet. I share their concern about tax
dollars being invested to create jobs for Canadians. Those are legit‐
imate issues, but they do not have a place in a debate about anti-
scab legislation.

The Tories are using a new term they are developing today for
replacement workers to distract from the fact that they refuse to
take a clear position on whether they support replacement workers
coming in the back door while real, current Canadian workers are
out on strike bargaining for better pay and a better future. That is a
red herring. Canadian workers should not allow them to get away
with being dishonest, quite frankly, about their position on anti-
scab legislation by trying to distract with this other conversation, an
important conversation but a different conversation nevertheless.
This is our time to have a conversation about replacement workers
in the case of a strike.

The Conservatives want to talk about the NDP wagging the Lib‐
eral dog. There is some truth to that on this point, for sure. As I
said, the commitment the Liberals made is not what they are mov‐
ing ahead with. We have a formula that would protect workers'
right to strike. I am proud of that. They can go sing that from the
mountaintops. We are also doing that. We want workers to know
that we have their backs when they are out on strike, like the Led‐
cor workers, who needed legislation like this.
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I would remind Canadians, too, of Bill C-377, from the Parlia‐

ment when the Conservative leader sat at the cabinet table, and Bill
C-525, bills that would have made it much easier to decertify a
union in the workplace, not with the touted 50%-plus-one majority
that is talked about when it is time to form a union, but with a 40%
minority. That is how the Conservatives would have allowed unions
to be decertified in a workplace. Not only that, but they would have
required a bunch of sensitive financial information about individual
union members to be published online, which would have put
workers at a serious disadvantage in their strike position because it
would have required unions to reveal the amount in their strike
fund to employers so they could plan to bring in replacement work‐
ers and wait out the strike fund.
● (1335)

Give me a break when Conservatives say they are standing up
for workers. We know that a strong union movement is integral to
the powerful paycheques that Canadian middle-class workers have
been able to bring home. We know that banning replacement work‐
ers is important to protect that. That is why New Democrats are
proud we have this legislation before the House.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate that the member made indirect reference to
the part of the Liberal election platform that said we would bring
forward back-to-work legislation. I am glad there is a high sense of
co-operation taking place between the New Democratic Party and
the government to ensure this legislation passes. I see that as a good
thing. The labour movement benefits not only union members but
non-union members, and in fact all of society collectively.

My question for my friend is with regard to this being federal
legislation, which only considers a certain percentage of the overall
population in Canada. I think the member might know where I am
going with this question. I would like provincial jurisdictions to fol‐
low suit with Quebec and B.C. The other day I made a mistake. It
was an NDP government in B.C. that brought this in and a Liberal
government in Quebec, which again shows that this goes beyond
one political party.

Would the member not agree, with the legislation we are seeing
today in Ottawa, that it would be nice to see other provincial juris‐
dictions follow suit and bring in similar legislation?
● (1340)

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Indeed, Mr. Speaker, I would like to see this
legislation in jurisdictions across the country. I was very proud that
the new premier in Manitoba, Wab Kinew, in the election campaign
that led to his premiership, committed to bringing in anti-scab leg‐
islation in Manitoba. I very much look forward to seeing the Gov‐
ernment of Manitoba move ahead with that.
[Translation]

Ms. Andréanne Larouche (Shefford, BQ): Mr. Speaker, my
colleague and I both reacted to the answer that a Conservative
member gave earlier to my colleague from Rivière-des-Mille-Îles's
question, which was very well put. Quebec was ahead of its time
with its anti-scab legislation. Such a law is already in effect in Que‐
bec. However, one political party is trying to make a dubious con‐
nection between Quebec supposedly being an “economic laggard ”

and this legislation. I say “supposedly”, because I do not agree with
that at all.

I would like my colleague to talk about the dubious connection
that my Conservative colleague made.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Mr. Speaker, I would say that calling it a
“dubious connection” is very generous. I see no connection at all
between the bill preventing Quebec employers from using scab
workers and an economic situation that is not working in Quebec.
Those are my colleague's words, not mine. I think he was linking
one thing to something that does not exist. Even if it did, it would
still be a dubious connection.

Therefore, I would say that that comment was absurd.

[English]

Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I am indeed proud that it was the government in British
Columbia that brought in the provincial version of this legislation. I
very much look forward to the member's province following suit in
short order.

We obviously have the opportunity, should this bill pass at sec‐
ond reading, to strengthen it at committee. I wonder if the member
could share his thoughts on what ways this bill could be strength‐
ened beyond what we see before us.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Mr. Speaker, the thing the New Democrats
will be looking for assistance on most of all is the coming-into-
force provisions. Right now, as the bill stands, there is an 18-month
coming-into-force period after royal assent. We think that is a lot
longer than it needs to be. As I recall, when we first started talking
about implementing a dental plan, we heard from the government it
would take seven years. We pushed back and it is getting done in
18 months.

We know that initial bureaucratic deadlines are often padded.
New Democrats think that can come down, and we will be looking
for the assistance of other members of this House to make that hap‐
pen. If Conservatives are anywhere near as worker-friendly as they
like to make themselves out to be, perhaps they will work with us
to amend the bill at committee and move up the coming-into-force
date.

Ms. Jenny Kwan (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am
delighted to enter into debate on this anti-scab legislation.

This legislation is so important because we know that workers
are struggling out there. We know that, when we have the union
supporting us and fighting for us for better working conditions, bet‐
ter treatment and better wages, we are elevating the workforce not
only for union members but also for all workers across the country.



November 27, 2023 COMMONS DEBATES 19063

Government Orders
I have been working ever since I was in grade 4, but years ago, I

was a student trying to make ends meet through the course of the
summer and to pay for my university tuition. I started working as a
dishwasher, and later on that summer, I landed a job as the mail
girl, which was the actual title at that company. Unfortunately, there
was a strike, and for that entire summer, I did not make any money.
I walked the pickets though, and I learned a lot about the labour
movement and the importance and history of it.

I learned what the labour movement was fighting for and what it
meant for the family members of those in that fight. I had a choice
as a student to just say, “Hey, I don't have time for this” and find
myself another summer job, but I did not do that. I stayed on the
picket line to support those families and learn about that history.
For me, it was such an important lesson. In fact, I learned so much,
it was much more than I could have learned otherwise in any other
scenario. Since then, I have been converted to believe in the labour
movement, its history and what it means for current day workers.

We are talking about anti-scab legislation today. What does it re‐
ally mean when we refer to “anti-scab” legislation? It is the impor‐
tance of respecting and protecting the value of the workers in a par‐
ticular union in a particular workforce. It means bringing balance to
the whole equation of the imbalance of power for employers. All
too often, employers will leverage different powers against the
workers, and an example of that would be to bring in workers from
outside to cross the picket line and undermine the position of exist‐
ing workers. There are times when workers are even locked out
while the employer brings in outside workers to do the work of the
existing workers. This is to undermine them, drive them out and,
really, dismantle labour and the voices of the workers.

The NDP, as members know, was founded by the CCF, by the
labour movement. We strongly believe in the rights of workers.
However, this is not the first time that the NDP has brought forward
anti-scab legislation. We have done this at least eight times over the
last number of years, most recently in 2016. However, both Liber‐
als and Conservatives voted against the NDP's legislation on anti-
scab workers. Fast-forward to today, and 25 New Democrats were
able to force the Liberal government to take action in a minority
government. We are now seeing anti-scab legislation tabled and de‐
bated in the House.

Our leader had a press event on the morning before the legisla‐
tion was moved, which was held just outside of this chamber, with
labour leaders. The media asked: “How is this relevant today? Are
there any examples of where this is happening today?”

Well, as it happens, in my own riding of Vancouver East, at the
Rogers site, workers were being locked out and Rogers was bring‐
ing in scab workers, and not from just within the local community.
When I visited the picket line, the workers were telling me that the
company was bringing in workers from outside of the country. It
was bringing in workers from Toronto, and paying for them to
come to Vancouver to do the work of the members there. I was at
the picket line late afternoon on a Friday and then again on the Sat‐
urday. On the Friday afternoon, scab workers were driving in and
out of the site, and the workers who were picketing there were be‐
ing undermined by those scab workers.

● (1345)

That means the workers will not be able to get the wages they
need to support their own families, especially at a time when the
cost of living and housing costs are so high. People need to be re‐
spected.

However, they were not necessarily fighting about wages. They
were fighting for job protection. I met workers at that picket line
who have been there for 30 plus years. They told me that they are
not in this fight for themselves but are in this fight for future gener‐
ations. They are close to retirement and want to make sure future
workers coming in will not be undermined by the employer and
that they will have the ability to fight for their working conditions
and their rights.

They were there to bring balance to the equation of the power
imbalance between the worker and the employer. They want to
make this mark, not just for themselves, but for future generations.
They also know, when they make this mark in this fight, they will
impact other workers outside of Rogers. They want to move the en‐
tire labour force forward for workers. This is what the labour union
movement has been about. That is what this anti-scab legislation is
also about for these workers at Rogers.

I understand they have come to a tentative agreement, so fingers
crossed that things will go through smoothly. However, it did not
have to be this way. If this legislation had been in place, this would
not have happened to those workers. This is what we are talking
about, which is the need to protect workers.

The Conservatives claim they support workers. Talk is cheap.
They need to show it in action. The Conservatives and their leader
have a choice right now on what they are going to do with this bill.
Are they going to support this bill, or are they going to play silly
buggers, with games, in delaying the passage of this bill?

● (1350)

Ms. Marilyn Gladu: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order, there have
been lots of discussions on how we need to treat one another civil‐
ly. We should not be referring to one another with unparliamentary
names. I would suggest that that is what that was, and I would ask
the member to withdraw the comment.

The Deputy Speaker: I tend to agree that we should not be call‐
ing each other names.

The hon. member for Vancouver East could maybe retract that
and then we could move on.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: Mr. Speaker, the Conservatives are sensitive.
I will retract the words “silly buggers”, but will they stop playing
games with this bill and stop undermining the rights of workers?
Will they end the debates in the House for what has already being
studied, for example at committee, to delay the passage of bills, as
they have done on the GST exemption bill for housing?
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We have seen them play this game over and over again, so will

they do what is right by the workers? Will they show their support
in voting for this bill, or will they continue to distract from the
work that is so necessary for the rights of workers? Time will tell,
and the votes will come up. I urge the Conservatives to move for‐
ward in doing what is right.

In addition, I urge the government to move the timeline. Instead
of 18 months for this bill to come into effect, I urge the government
to bring it forward now to protect the workers.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, there are many things the member said that I agreed with
this afternoon. When we speak of Bill C-58, we often talk about
labour in the form of unions. One of the things I want to emphasize
and ask her thoughts on relates to unions and negotiations and how
non-union workers have benefited because of union workers. We
have seen this through generations. There are many social causes at
the forefront today, even going all the way back, and social pro‐
grams that came out of pressures and advocacy of unions.

I am wondering if the member could provide her thoughts on this
being great legislation and that we should be getting it passed. We
can look at the possibility of amendments at the committee stage,
which would be wonderful. Could she just add her thoughts to the
many contributions unions have made to our communities over
many decades?

Ms. Jenny Kwan: Mr. Speaker, there is no question that the
labour movement has paved the way for better working conditions
and wages for all workers, not just for people with a union. They
are also working hard to make sure that those without unions have a
chance to unionize.

We call on the Liberal government to make efforts to facilitate
that process instead of impeding it.
● (1355)

Mr. Daniel Blaikie (Elmwood—Transcona, NDP): Mr. Speak‐
er, it has been a theme of this debate on anti-scab legislation that
the Conservatives have tried to change the topic and talk about
something else. They have talked a lot about temporary foreign
workers in the context of this debate.

I wonder if my colleague from Vancouver East would like to
comment on the fact that, in the oil and gas industry, we see a lot of
public subsidies. We also see the use of a lot of temporary foreign
workers. One company, the Horizon Oil Sands project, was singled
out for terrible abuses of temporary foreign workers. They were
stealing their paycheques. Two fatalities happened on that job. We
did not hear at that time about Conservatives wanting to take away
public funds, even though perhaps that should have been the con‐
versation. They were in government at the time. The use of tempo‐
rary foreign workers between 2006, the first year of the Harper
government, and 2011, just mid-term, escalated by 69%, and there
were more people coming to Canada under the TFW program than
there were through the normal immigration streams.

I wonder if the member for Vancouver East would like to take
some time to enlighten Canadians on the Conservative track record
when it comes to TFWs.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: Mr. Speaker, indeed, the Conservatives have
relied heavily on temporary foreign workers for the oil and gas sec‐
tor and for many sectors. In that process, what are they doing? They
are allowing for the exploitation of workers because they do not
have permanent resident status. They are absolutely relying on the
employer, and they face abuses and exploitation that are out of the
ordinary. That needs to stop.

The Liberals, though, also continue to rely on temporary foreign
workers. That needs to stop, too. That is why New Democrats have
called for landed status on arrival now. We have also called on the
government to regularize existing workers who are here in Canada,
so they can have their rights protected.

Will the Conservatives show up for workers, and for the immi‐
grant community, particularly?

Mr. Mike Morrice (Kitchener Centre, GP): Mr. Speaker, as I
am sure the member knows, Greens support this legislation, but we
are concerned that, once again, the coming into force date is 18
months away. It is the same thing we saw in play with the Canada
disability benefit, where members of the governing party have this
rush in their rhetoric, but then, once the bill passes, it waits for far
too long.

She mentioned at the end of her speech her concern with how
long we would have to wait and whether an amendment could be
brought forward to address this.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: Mr. Speaker, absolutely, the government
could move this forward. It is the NDP's intention to amend the 18-
month timeline. There is no reason to wait that long for it to come
into force and effect. In fact, when I was on the picket line with
Rogers workers, one of the first questions to me was: Why 18
months? Why so long? It is not reasonable. Workers said that six to
12 months could be accepted, but 18 months is out of touch with
reality.

We want to see that amendment go through. We want the govern‐
ment to do what is right and to actually follow up with real action
to move that timeline up from 18 months.

Ms. Marilyn Gladu (Sarnia—Lambton, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
am very concerned that the government's legislation only covers
federally regulated private organizations. If we want to make sure
that replacement workers are not brought in, then why does it not
apply to the public sector employees the federal government is in
charge of, as well as the contracts they are signing with companies
such as Stellantis, which is going to bring in 1,600 foreign work‐
ers?
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Ms. Jenny Kwan: Mr. Speaker, if the Conservatives were really

concerned about workers and getting anti-scab legislation, first,
they would actually vote for this and not play games with it. Sec‐
ond, I would like to hear them say they are against scabs and that
they are against scab workers crossing picket lines. I have not heard
them say that in this entire debate.

The other thing I would like to see them do would be to call on
the provincial governments, call on their buddy from Alberta,
Danielle Smith, to bring in anti-scab legislation for Albertans. That
would go a long way. Next, they should go to Ontario and call on
Doug Ford to do exactly that as well.

STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS
● (1400)

[English]
GENDER-BASED VIOLENCE

Mr. Tim Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, in‐
timate partner violence is increasing in Canada. More than four in
10 women have experienced some form of intimate partner vio‐
lence in their lifetime, and it is estimated that up to 70% of domes‐
tic violence is not reported.

We need to work together to end gender-based violence by fos‐
tering a culture of respect and equality. Men have a crucial role to
play in this effort. It is important for men to stand up publicly
against gender-based violence, call out situations and not remain
silent.

I want to emphasize the importance of men helping young men
and boys at home, in schools and in our communities, so they can
break free from the harmful ideas of toxic masculinity. We need to
listen to women and girls and understand their experiences. We
need to support them and provide them with the resources they
need to escape violence. We need to hold perpetrators accountable
for their actions and ensure they face justice.

Together, we can make a difference. Let us work toward a future
where gender-based violence is no longer a reality for women and
girls in Canada.

* * *

AMBER ALERT PROGRAM
Mr. Mark Strahl (Chilliwack—Hope, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I

rise to pay tribute to my constituent, Alina Durham, for her tireless
efforts to bring attention to the issue of adult missing persons. Her
daughter, Shaelene Keeler Bell, was reported missing on January
30, 2021. Tragically, Shaelene's body was found several months lat‐
er in the Fraser River.

Alina has used her personal tragedy to draw attention to a gap in
Canada's missing persons protocols. Right now, Amber Alerts are
only issued if the victim is under the age of 18. There is no Amber
Alert system for adults.

To honour Shaelene's memory, I have introduced a private mem‐
ber's motion, Motion No. 89, which calls on the government to
work with the provinces and territories to expand protections for

victims of crime over the age of 18 by amending the criteria for the
activation of an Amber Alert for missing persons.

I want to thank Alina for her advocacy for missing adults, and I
hope that all members of this House will join me in supporting my
private member's motion in honour of Shaelene.

* * *

GENDER-BASED VIOLENCE

Hon. Helena Jaczek (Markham—Stouffville, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, last year, the UN's Secretary-General wrote, “Violence
against women and girls is the most pervasive human rights viola‐
tion in the world.” Here in Canada, 184 women and girls were vio‐
lently killed last year, and our government is taking action.

In 2017, we launched our whole-of-government strategy to end
gender-based violence. We are working with provinces and territo‐
ries by supporting crisis hotlines in every jurisdiction, and we are
funding over 1,400 women's shelters and sexual assault centres.

Local organizations in York region and across the country are
making a difference, including the 20-plus agencies that are part of
York Region's Violence Against Women Coordinating Committee. I
would like to salute all those working in this field in York region,
including the early pioneers: Yellow Brick House, Sandgate and
Belinda's Place.

We know that girls and women cannot reach their full potential if
they are not safe. Working together, we can help bring about posi‐
tive change in Canada and around the world.

* * *
[Translation]

60TH FINALS OF THE 2026 JEUX DU QUÉBEC D'HIVER
IN BLAINVILLE

Ms. Louise Chabot (Thérèse-De Blainville, BQ): Mr. Speaker,
on November 2, my riding of Thérèse-De Blainville received some
big, exciting news. Sports Québec has selected City of Blainville to
host the 60th finals of the Jeux du Québec d'hiver, the Quebec win‐
ter games, in 2026. This honour recognizes of our community's ex‐
pertise and determination, as well as the fact that the people of
Blainville are committed to making this event a real success.

I would like to commend Liza Poulin, the mayor of Blainville,
for the incredible energy she put into rallying the people and for the
widespread support she was able to drum up from numerous part‐
ners.

The quality of Blainville's bid was remarkable. Hats off to the
members of the organizing committee for all their hard work. We
are very proud that Blainville will be hosting these games. Congrat‐
ulations.
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INTERNATIONAL DAY FOR THE ELIMINATION OF

VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN
Mrs. Élisabeth Brière (Sherbrooke, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,

November 25 was the International Day for the Elimination of Vio‐
lence Against Women, and it was also day one of our 16 days of
activism campaign.

In Sherbrooke, we have organizations like L'Escale de l'Estrie, a
women's shelter, and Agression Estrie, a sexual assault centre,
working tirelessly to help women take control of their lives. I com‐
mend the dedication, passion and commitment of their workers.
They are the ones who truly inspired me to bring their message here
to the House of Commons.

Although a lot remains to be accomplished, I am extremely
proud to be part of a government whose commitment to ending vio‐
lence against women since 2015 has been backed up by concrete
initiatives. We will use the new investments announced last Friday
in Quebec to assist women's shelters and crisis centres and invest in
raising men's awareness.

Together, let us work to build a world where no woman dies just
for being a woman.

* * *
● (1405)

[English]

MEDICAL ASSISTANCE IN DYING
Ms. Leslyn Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

the poor, the homeless, the abused, veterans, seniors, youth, adults
suffering with disabilities and those people suffering with depres‐
sion and mental health conditions are among the most vulnerable in
our society. They are falling through the cracks of Canada's medical
assistance in dying regime. They are the ones who will be at risk
when the MAID laws in Canada are expanded in March 2024.

Last year, death by euthanasia increased by 30% from the year
before. Every day in Canada, 36 people use MAID to end their
lives, which is the highest in the world.

Last week, I hosted a forum with Canadians who are disturbed
by the expansion of Canada's euthanasia regime to include the men‐
tally ill. This expansion is not about compassion; it is a betrayal of
the most vulnerable. I call upon the government to reverse its
course and instead provide help and hope for Canadians suffering
with mental health conditions.

* * *

INTERNATIONAL DAY FOR THE ELIMINATION OF
VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN

Mr. Heath MacDonald (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this
past Saturday, November 25, marked International Day for the
Elimination of Violence Against Women and launched 16 days of
activism, which will conclude on Human Rights Day on December
10. It is a time to reflect, unite and advocate for a world where ev‐
ery woman can live free from fear and violence. It also serves as a
stark reminder that, despite progress, countless women around the
world still endure physical, emotional and psychological abuse.

Violence against women is a pervasive and insidious issue that
knows no boundaries; it affects women of all ages, backgrounds
and social statuses. It ignores our shared humanity and creates bar‐
riers to achieving equality. It is a violation of basic human rights
that demands collective efforts from all society.

Let us use this time not only to raise awareness but also to ignite
action. Together, we can build a world where every woman can live
with dignity and be free from the shadow of violence. It is a collec‐
tive responsibility, and by standing united, we can and must elimi‐
nate violence against women once and for all.

* * *
[Translation]

GENDER-BASED VIOLENCE

Ms. Emmanuella Lambropoulos (Saint-Laurent, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, today is day three of the 16 days of activism against gen‐
der-based violence. I want to take this opportunity to talk about this
issue, which continues to plague us. In 2022, 184 women were bru‐
tally killed in Canada, mainly by men. In other words, one woman
or girl is killed every 48 hours.

Thousands of women and children use the services of women's
shelters, but every night, roughly 300 women and children are
turned away because the shelters are already full. That is a real
problem. As a society and as a country, we need to do better.

I would like to say how much I appreciate the work that the
women's shelters do to help women who are victims of domestic vi‐
olence. I would like to thank a couple of organizations in particular
that are making a huge difference in the community of Saint-Lau‐
rent: the Centre Amal pour femmes, and Bouclier d'Athéna.

To all the employees of these centres and all those who work ev‐
ery day to save women's lives, I thank them very much.



November 27, 2023 COMMONS DEBATES 19067

Statements by Members
[English]

NATIONAL SUICIDE PREVENTION HOTLINE
Mr. Todd Doherty (Cariboo—Prince George, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, suicide is a deeply personal issue that impacts us all. Years
of hard work and advocacy are finally paying off. On November
30, more than 1,000 days after the House unanimously passed my
motion to bring 988 to Canada, and after relentless pressure by
Conservatives, Canadians struggling with their mental health will
finally have access to a simple, easy-to-remember three-digit sui‐
cide prevention hotline. This life-saving service will be open 24-7
and staffed by expert crisis responders. It will allow Canadians to
call or text 988 in their darkest hour to receive confidential, imme‐
diate and non-judgmental support.

On behalf of the Conservative Party and myself, I would like to
extend a personal and heartfelt thanks to everyone who has been in‐
volved in the process of creating and launching 988. From the over
700 communities across Canada that passed motions to bring 988 to
Canada to the crisis workers and the first responders on the front
line, their efforts are going to save lives. To those who are strug‐
gling with mental health, they can know that they do not have to
suffer alone; they are loved, they are valued and their life is worth
fighting for.

* * *
● (1410)

GENDER-BASED VIOLENCE
Hon. Carolyn Bennett (Toronto—St. Paul's, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐

er, gender-based violence is not a women's issue. Sally Armstrong
urges us, “Stop making this a women's problem. It isn't. It's a men's
problem.” Ten years after the horrific attack at École Polytech‐
nique, the Hon. Margaret McCain, at a ceremony on December 6 at
the Women's College Hospital, courageously added that Marc
Lépine had been physically abused by his father as a child. Hurt
people hurt people. We have a moral obligation to prevent the pre‐
ventable. Hurt people need timely access to trauma-informed, cul‐
turally safe and evidence-based care.

In 1991, Jack Layton, Ron Sluser and Michael Kaufman founded
the White Ribbon Campaign. Today, it is the largest movement of
men and boys to end violence against women and girls and to pro‐
mote gender equity, healthy relationships and a new vision of mas‐
culinity. In response to MMIWG, indigenous communities have led
the Moose Hide and I Am a Kind Man campaigns.

There will never be enough shelter spaces to prevent the plague
of femicide until we see systemic and generational change that
starts with confident and caring men.

* * *
[Translation]

FOREIGN WORKERS
Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,

CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canadians recently learned that a second
Northvolt battery plant, subsidized by the Liberals, will give hun‐
dreds of jobs to foreign replacement workers rather than to union‐
ized workers. Those jobs should be for Quebeckers. The govern‐
ment allocated over $7 billion in taxpayer subsidies to this project.

We found this out after hearing that Stellantis will be doing the
same thing at its plant in Windsor. At first, the Liberals called that
news disinformation. Then they changed their story and said that
there was only one foreign worker. Soon after, they changed their
story again to just a small number of workers. Stellantis has now
confirmed that at least 900 taxpayer-funded foreign replacement
workers will be brought to Canada to work in this plant.

Now that we know that foreign replacement workers will be used
in the Stellantis and Northvolt plants, are the Liberals going to do
the same thing at the Volkswagen plant in London?

The Prime Minister seems to have forgotten that he is supposed
to serve Canadians first. The common-sense Conservatives are call‐
ing for the Prime Minister to finally be honest and publish the con‐
tracts for all taxpayer-funded battery plants.

* * *
[English]

FOREIGN WORKERS

Mr. Brad Vis (Mission—Matsqui—Fraser Canyon, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, after eight years, the NDP-Liberal government is just
not worth the cost.

Last week, we learned that Stellantis and LG are bringing in for‐
eign workers to their manufacturing facility in Windsor. This is the
same facility that is receiving $15 billion in taxpayer subsidies after
it threatened to close up shop unless the government paid up. That
is about $1,000 in additional debt for every Canadian household.
The government sold this sweetheart deal as a win for Canadian
workers in the automotive sector, but when the news from the
Windsor police first broke that taxpayer dollars were subsidizing
foreign workers, Liberal ministers responded that the number of
foreign workers would be anywhere from one person to a very few
people. We have now learned that it is close to 1,000 people.

Behind all the noise, we have a government that has lost its way
and is afraid to admit its mistakes. Canada, including Windsor, is
home to many skilled workers. People in Windsor and in all of
Canada know that taxpayer dollars should not be used to fund for‐
eign workers. The government needs to release the Stellantis and
LG contract so Canadians can know the truth.
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[Translation]

GENDER-BASED VIOLENCE
Mr. Taleeb Noormohamed (Vancouver Granville, Lib.):

Mr. Speaker, gender-based violence perpetuates cycles of fear and
trauma, hinders social and economic development and reinforces
gender inequality. Women and girls are often the primary victims,
but men and non-binary people can also experience this type of vio‐
lence.

Our government is committed to preventing gender-based vio‐
lence by promoting a responsive justice system and supporting vic‐
tims, survivors and their families.

Awareness, education and legislative measures play a key role in
promoting a culture of respect and equality. We must all mobilize
and stand up. Let us work together to put an end to gender-based
violence once and for all.

* * *
● (1415)

[English]

CHILDREN
Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP): Mr.

Speaker, today we started debate on Bill C-273, which aims to pro‐
tect children by ending the legalized physical punishment of kids.
Canada would join 65 other countries worldwide by adopting the
bill. This is an important step. It would implement call to action
number 6 of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission. It is a start,
but we can do much more in a country as wealthy as Canada.

We support children also by supporting their families. Every
child and everyone should have a home and a roof over their head
at night. Every child and everyone should have safe drinking water,
good, safe schools and great health care, including dental care and
mental health supports. Children should not have to worry about
whether their family can afford medication that keeps their loved
one in good health, whether they or their family will have to go into
debt for decades for them to go to university or whether this planet
will be burned beyond repair by climate change because no one
took action.

The NDP believes that every child deserves love and support and
deserves to be able to fulfill their full potential. We will continue to
fight to build a Canada where every child matters and no child is
left behind.

* * *
[Translation]

40TH ANNIVERSARY OF GROUPE AMICAL DE
STE‑JULIE

Mr. Stéphane Bergeron (Montarville, BQ): Mr. Speaker, today
I am pleased to highlight the 40th anniversary of a seniors' group
known as the Groupe amical de Ste‑Julie. This milestone was cele‐
brated on September 9 with a meal that brought together many of
the volunteers who have worked with this remarkable organization
over the past four decades.

For nearly half a century, this organization has dedicated itself to
improving the well-being of Sainte‑Julie's seniors, regularly cook‐
ing up healthy, tasty and comforting meals at modest prices and
then inviting them to get together to share those meals and take part
in activities. This helps enrich their social lives. Forty years of ser‐
vice to a people with some 400 years of history is nothing short of
remarkable and deserves to be properly celebrated.

I thank the visionaries who founded this group 40 years ago and
the volunteers who have come through the doors over the years. It
is their four decades of exemplary dedication that we are celebrat‐
ing. Congratulations to the Groupe amical de Ste-Julie and its
members. I wish them continued success.

* * *
[English]

CARBON TAX

Mrs. Cathay Wagantall (Yorkton—Melville, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, after eight years of reckless spending and sky-high carbon
prices, Canadians are out of money and the NDP-Liberal govern‐
ment is out of touch. Last week’s mini-budget just offered more of
the same. The Prime Minister chose to quadruple his carbon taxes
on gas, groceries and home heating, and Canadians cannot afford it.
Between April 2022 and March 2023, 5.9 million visits were made
to Ontario food banks alone. That is an increase of 36% over the
previous year and the largest single-year increase ever recorded by
Ontario’s food bank network. This is in Canada in 2023. Common-
sense Conservatives have offered real solutions. Bill C-234’s car‐
bon tax carve-out would save Canadian farmers a billion dollars
over six years. Lower costs for farmers mean lower food prices for
all Canadians.

It is time for the Prime Minister to put Canadians ahead of his
environment minister and above his politics. Canadian farmers
have made it clear. The Prime Minister must stop pressuring his ap‐
pointed senators to vote against Bill C-234.

* * *

GENDER-BASED VIOLENCE

Ms. Lisa Hepfner (Hamilton Mountain, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
during my previous career, I spent many years covering murder tri‐
als, and I would say that most of them were cases of violence
against women. I cried with the families after difficult days of testi‐
mony when we witnessed horrific evidence, heard terrifying details
and listened to violent offenders try to justify their actions. I still
get choked up when I share the families' stories. I still relive the
horrors in my nightmares. Eleven million Canadians say that they
have experienced intimate partner violence at least once since the
age of 15. It is not only the victims who suffer; it is also their fami‐
lies, their friends and the frontline workers who were there trying to
help.
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In my role as parliamentary secretary, I have heard from organi‐

zations across the country. The national action plan to end gender-
based violence provides half a billion dollars to help prevent or ad‐
dress the cycle of violence. As the 16 days of activism get under
way, let us all commit to doing this work. Gender-based violence
has to end.

ORAL QUESTIONS
● (1420)

[Translation]

AUTOMOTIVE INDUSTRY
Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, the Prime Minister is spending $44 billion to subsidize
three battery plants. That $44 billion breaks down to $3 billion for
every Canadian family.

That money was supposed to create jobs, but now we find out
that 900 foreign replacement workers are coming to Windsor. An‐
other several hundred foreign workers are coming to Montérégie.

Can we see the contract for each plant to find out how much of
Canadian taxpayers' money the Prime Minister is spending on for‐
eign workers?

Hon. François-Philippe Champagne (Minister of Innovation,
Science and Industry, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank the Leader of
the Opposition for his question. Canadians are seeing just what a
risky bet the Conservatives are.

When he was minister of employment, Canada's manufacturing
sector lost not 3,000, not 30,000, but 300,000 jobs.

Stellantis is going to invest $3.4 billion to build one of the largest
plants in North America. We are going to create 2,500 jobs for
Canadians.

We will continue to invest in Windsor, we will continue to invest
in the sector, and we will continue to invest in Canada's workers.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, he would make a good employment minister for South
Korea.

As a side note, the Prime Minister told us there would be no con‐
sequences for doubling the national debt. In its economic update,
however, the government now admits that next year, it will
spend $52 billion, or $3,000 for every Canadian family, on interest
on the debt. That means it will spend more on debt interest than on
health care.

Why is the Prime Minister spending more on bankers than on
nurses?

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Canada has the lowest debt and
deficit in the G7, and we have a AAA credit rating.

At the same time, we have a responsible economic plan that will
enable us to make the necessary investments in Canadians. We are
building housing faster than ever. We are there with supports for
dental care and child care.

The Conservatives just want to make cuts, but we know that we
need to invest in Canadians.

* * *
[English]

CARBON PRICING

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, Feed Ontario, a coalition of food banks, released stagger‐
ing numbers yesterday: 800,000 Ontarians went to the food bank
for a total of six million visits. This is a 36% increase, the biggest
increase ever. If the total number of people who visited a food bank
were a town, it would be the fourth-biggest town in all of Ontario.

Will the Prime Minister therefore cancel his plan to quadruple
the carbon tax on the farmers who feed us, and pass common-sense
Conservative Bill C-234 to carve out the tax for farmers?

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we know that things are chal‐
lenging for Canadians right now. That is why we are there for them,
building more homes faster, providing dental care for children and
seniors and cutting child care fees by 50% across the country.

The only thing that Conservatives know how to do is cut, cut,
cut. They would cut child care, dental care and housing. That is not
common sense; that is nonsense.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the minister and the Prime Minister have imposed brutal
cuts on Canadian families who open their fridges to find nothing
there.

The report that is out demonstrates that in each of the last seven
years, Ontario food bank visits have gone up. Last year, they went
up by record numbers: 800,000 people went a total of 6 million
times to the food banks in this province.

There is a bill before the Senate to take the carbon tax off the
farmers who feed us, rather than quadrupling it as the Prime Minis‐
ter has said he will do. Will the Prime Minister stop interfering with
the independence of the Senate and let the bill pass so we can bring
home affordable food?
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● (1425)

Hon. Karina Gould (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, once again, the leader of the
Conservatives is demonstrating this week that he just cannot tell the
truth to Canadians. If it is about the Canada-Ukraine free trade
agreement, where there is no price on pollution, he cannot tell the
truth to Canadians about what he is doing. If it is with regard to
why he jumped to the conclusion that there was a terrorist attack,
he cannot tell the truth to Canadians. If it is with regard to misogy‐
nistic hashtags on YouTube, he cannot tell the truth to Canadians.
We need to understand why he does not trust Canadians with the
truth.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
The Speaker: I will remind all members not to approach the

limit of what would be considered parliamentary and to stay far
away from that so it is not implied that a member is deliberately not
telling the truth.

The hon. Leader of the Opposition.
Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, the truth is that the Prime Minister wants to quadruple the
carbon tax, including on our farmers. There is a farmer in my riding
who is spending $10,000 a month on carbon taxes alone. All of that
is passed on to the consumer. The consequences have been a record
number of Canadians relying on food banks. Seven million Canadi‐
ans are going hungry and one in five is skipping meals regularly be‐
cause they cannot afford the price of food.

Will the Prime Minister get out of the way, stop interfering with
the Senate and let it pass common-sense Conservative Bill C-234 to
take the tax off the farmers who feed us?

Hon. Karina Gould (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, just because the leader of the
Conservatives says something does not make it true, as we saw sev‐
eral times last week, whether it was with regard to how they voted
on the Canada-Ukraine free trade agreement, perhaps why he
blamed others for his mistake when he jumped to a conclusion
about a terrorist attack, and now what he is saying about Bill C-234
he know is patently false. When it comes to food prices, it is be‐
cause of the war in Ukraine and inflation.

He cannot direct the Senate either and, unfortunately, his mem‐
bers are doing things that are threatening the democratic principles
and rights of independent senators. That is shameful.

* * *
[Translation]

IMMIGRATION, REFUGEES AND CITIZENSHIP
Mr. Alain Therrien (La Prairie, BQ): Mr. Speaker, in the mid‐

dle of a housing crisis, Statistics Canada revealed that in just one
year, rents went up 8.2%. That is higher than the rate of inflation. It
is unheard of.

What is causing this? According to the National Bank, it is “an
unprecedented increase in the...population”. The National Bank's
chief economist says that “Unless Ottawa revises its immigration
quotas downward, we don't expect much relief for...households”.

The National Bank is not against immigration. It is telling us that
there is a problem.

Will the federal government finally admit it instead of insulting
everyone when we talk about it?

Hon. Marc Miller (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the member across the way knows
full well that Quebec controls its own immigration levels.

It is a little much to presume that the higher rents are due only to
the increase in population. However, it is clear that we have chal‐
lenges in Canada when it comes to ensuring suitable immigration
that takes into account integration capacity.

That is precisely what we are working on.

Mr. Alain Therrien (La Prairie, BQ): Mr. Speaker, if integra‐
tion capacity is not important, then why stop at 500,000 immigrants
a year? Why not go as high as two million, or up to 10 million im‐
migrants?

The government stops at 500,000 immigrants because, some‐
where, it understands that there is a limit, that integration capacity
is an actual thing. However, its target of 500,000 immigrants does
not take housing into account. National Bank has told us so.

We know that the government did not talk to Quebec, so it does
not take health care into account, it does not take education into ac‐
count, it does not take French-language training into account and it
does not take infrastructure into account.

I would like to know this: What is the target of 500,000 immi‐
grants based on, if not those factors? Did it come from a Ouija
board session?

● (1430)

Hon. Marc Miller (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this is a very serious issue. This is
the first time I have heard the Bloc Québécois say that it would like
more immigrants. I could tell them more about it, but let us have a
meaningful discussion on the issue.

* * *
[English]

HOUSING
Ms. Jenny Kwan (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the

housing crisis is escalating across the country. In Halifax, home‐
lessness is on the rise. As winter approaches, urgent calls to repur‐
pose empty buildings as affordable homes are mounting, yet the
Liberals are so out of touch with reality that they are delaying
much-needed resources to get homes built until 2025. Under the
corporate-controlled Conservatives, 800,000 affordable low-cost
rental apartments were lost to housing profiteers to turn a bigger
profit.

As it turns to winter, snow and freezing rain mean people will die
of exposure. Will the Liberals roll out the housing funds now to
save lives?
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Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐

ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the mem‐
ber for her very hard work on this issue and for her concern. It is a
concern we share. That is why, over the past few months alone, we
have put in place measures that will lead to the building of more
than 100,000 new rental units. That includes lifting the GST on all
purpose-built rental construction. It includes adding $15 billion of
financing to the apartment loan construction program. It includes
another $1 billion for the housing co-investment fund for affordable
housing.

We need to build and that is what we are doing.
Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr.

Speaker, a 45-year-old woman in London, Ontario, who works full-
time and makes above minimum wage is living out of her car be‐
cause this government failed to offer her affordable housing op‐
tions.

While the out-of-touch Liberals fail to deliver homes people can
actually afford in their community, the corporate-controlled Con‐
servatives sold off 800,000 affordable homes to rich developers
when they were in power.

Canadians deserve better. When will this government start build‐
ing homes people can actually afford so that they do not have to
live out of their cars?

Hon. Jenna Sudds (Minister of Families, Children and Social
Development, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, at the heart of everything we do
as a government is putting families first. For the woman who was
just referenced who is experiencing a difficult time, we are there.
We continue to develop programs through the Canada child benefit
program and through early learning and child programs. We contin‐
ue to ensure that we provide the support that is needed so that fami‐
lies across this country have what they need.

* * *

CARBON PRICING
Mr. John Barlow (Foothills, CPC): Mr. Speaker, last year, al‐

most six million Ontarians visited a food bank, an increase of more
than 40% and the highest single increase ever recorded. Clearly,
this Prime Minister's carbon tax plan is not worth the cost.

Conservatives have a common-sense bill, Bill C-234, in the
Senate, which would reduce costs on farmers and make food more
affordable for Canadians, but the Prime Minister is blocking this
bill, forcing Canadians to food banks.

Will the Liberal minister of agriculture do his job? Will he de‐
fend Canadians farmers, and phone Liberal senators to support Bill
C-234 to have this carve-out for farmers and make food more af‐
fordable for Canadians?

Hon. Chrystia Freeland (Deputy Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we understand that it is abso‐
lutely essential today to be investing in Canadians, to invest to sup‐
port families and to invest in an economic plan for jobs and growth.
That is why we are building housing, because we are focused on
supply. That is why we have an economic plan, which has made
Canada the highest per capita for an investment destination in the

G7. Meanwhile, the only thing the Conservatives know how to do
is cut.

Mr. John Barlow (Foothills, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is good to
see the agriculture minister stand up and defend Canadian farmers,
but if the finance minister's plan for Canadians is to cut meals and
cut their heat, well, mission accomplished, their carbon tax plan is
working extremely well.

A common-sense Conservative bill, Bill C-234, would provide a
carbon tax carve-out for farmers and make food more affordable for
Canadians, but the Prime Minister's environment minister has
promised that if this bill passes he will resign. Is that why the envi‐
ronment minister is bullying senators in the Senate to block Bill
C-234? Is it because he wants to save his job rather than ensure that
Canadians can afford to feed themselves?

● (1435)

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Conservative Party of
Canada should be ashamed of asking this question in this House af‐
ter they directed their MPs to bully senators who disagreed with
them. One of them had to apologize for bullying some of his col‐
leagues in the Senate. They should be ashamed of themselves. We
are not telling senators how to vote. They are doing it, and they are
asking them to bully other senators.

Mr. Kyle Seeback (Dufferin—Caledon, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
after eight years, Canadians know the Liberal Prime Minister is not
worth the cost. Over 800,000 Ontarians visited a food bank over six
million times, 41% for the first time ever. The first time ever they
had to do it is after eight years of a Liberal government. Now, that
is not bad enough. If these 800,000 people formed a city, it would
be the fourth-largest city in Ontario, and it would be dependent up‐
on feeding itself at a food bank.

The government could do something: Stop holding up Conserva‐
tive bill, Bill C-234, to take the carbon tax off farmers. Will it do it?

Hon. Jenna Sudds (Minister of Families, Children and Social
Development, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I have heard directly from Cana‐
dian families who are struggling to buy groceries, and on this side
of the House, our government continues to make investments to
support families through difficult times, investments in affordable
housing, and investments in early learning and child care and the
Canada child benefit.
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The Leader of the Opposition continues to oppose these supports.

His common sense is nonsense. On this side of the House, we will
continue to do all that we can to support Canadian families.

Mr. Kyle Seeback (Dufferin—Caledon, CPC): Mr. Speaker, a
Liberal minister who gets almost $300,000 a year and drives
around in a limo says that it is nonsense to talk about the 800,000
Ontarians who went to a food bank for the first time. This kind of
conduct from these Liberals is disgusting, and there is an answer.
There is a fix. They could tell their senators to stop blocking Bill
C-234, which would take the carbon tax off farmers, the people
who feed us, but no, they are not doing it because of the delicate
sensibilities of the environment minister who says, “I'll resign if
there are any more cuts to the carbon tax.”

Will they take it off? Will they pass Bill C-234?
Hon. Karina Gould (Leader of the Government in the House

of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, once again we have trouble
putting the actual facts on the table, from the leaders of the Conser‐
vative Party of Canada. When it comes to working with the Senate,
the Senate is independent. There is only one party that is directing
senators, and that is the Conservative Party of Canada. As a mem‐
ber of Parliament from Ontario, he should recall the common-sense
revolution that cut services to education, to health care and to wa‐
ter, which led to deaths in Walkerton. It was an absolute disaster.
Canadians know their common sense is absolute nonsense.

The Speaker: There are many experienced members in this
House, on both sides, who know when a colleague has the floor that
colleague should be the only person speaking. I ask members to
please keep their comments to themselves until they have the op‐
portunity take the floor.
[Translation]

The hon. member for Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles.
● (1440)

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, after eight years under this Prime Minister, we
are once again seeing that he has no respect for a decision made by
the House of Commons.

A majority of MPs voted in favour of Bill C‑234 and sent it to
the Senate, where it has stalled. The Minister of Environment is
even lobbying senators.

Will the Prime Minister ask his minister to stop exerting pressure
to block the bill, respect the decision made by the House of Com‐
mons and let the senators do their job so that they can vote in
favour of Bill C‑234?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would like to inform my col‐
league that there are no longer any Liberal senators. There are Con‐
servative senators.

Since we took office in 2015, we have appointed independent
senators. Anyone who works with the Senate knows that they are
independent. We do not tell the Senate what to do. The Conserva‐
tive Party is the one telling Conservative senators what to do and
how to vote, and it is even asking them to intimidate other senators
from other Senate groups.

That is unacceptable and scandalous.

An hon. member: Oh, oh!

The Speaker: I would like to remind the member for Portneuf—
Jacques-Cartier not to speak when another person who has been
recognized by the Chair is speaking.

The hon. member for Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles.

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, what is clear, and we saw it in last week's eco‐
nomic statement, is that the Liberals want to drastically increase the
carbon tax.

However, Conservative Bill C‑234, supported by a majority in
the House, will carve out an exception to the carbon tax being im‐
posed on Canadian farmers.

The Minister of Environment has promised to resign if this bill
passes. Perhaps that is why he is going off to the other side to talk
to independent senators. He is telling them to vote against it.

Will the Prime Minister tell the senators he appointed to put the
interests of Canadians ahead of the environment minister and pass
Bill C-234 so Canadians pay less to feed their families?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, after the member for Regina—
Qu'Appelle posted a photo of the female senators who opposed Bill
C‑234, the Senate and the police had to launch an investigation in
response to the threats these independent senators received.

We do not tell senators how to vote, unlike the Conservative Par‐
ty, which not only tells them how to vote, but encourages them to
bully other senators who do not think like them. It is unacceptable.

* * *

IMMIGRATION, REFUGEES AND CITIZENSHIP

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, the federal government needs to reimburse Quebec for
the $460 million it has spent to take in asylum seekers, which is a
federal responsibility.

However, to sidestep the issue, the Minister of Immigration is
claiming that this has suddenly become a shared jurisdiction with
all the provinces. First of all, it is not shared. It is a federal respon‐
sibility. More importantly, it is not shared with the provinces, be‐
cause Quebec takes in 48% of all asylum seekers in Canada.

Quebec is doing all the work while the federal government twid‐
dles its thumbs. Even worse, Quebeckers will have to foot the bill.

When will the minister reimburse Quebec?
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Hon. Marc Miller (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and

Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, instead of reading his cue card,
the member should read section 95 of the Constitution. He would
see that this is definitely a shared jurisdiction.

I think my mistake is debating with the Bloc Québécois on the
floor of the House of Commons.

I have a very good relationship with my counterpart in Quebec. I
will be meeting with her in a week. It will be a private meeting, and
we will deal with things like the competent governments that we
are.

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ):
Mr. Speaker, he was appointed minister. He has to be willing to de‐
bate this issue publicly.

The Minister of Immigration told us that he could not
find $460 million to fulfill his responsibilities toward asylum seek‐
ers.

We are going to ask the Minister of Finance. Perhaps she knows.
Her colleague needs $460 million to do his part to properly inte‐
grate asylum seekers. Those funds will make it possible to continue
providing housing and social services assistance, among other
things.

Will the Minister of Finance give her poor, broke colleague a lit‐
tle money so that he can finally live up to his responsibilities to‐
wards asylum seekers?

Hon. Marc Miller (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I think people need to stop seeing
the federal government as an ATM.

We clearly have a relationship with Quebec. Quebec is clearly re‐
sponsible for taking in asylum seekers and refugees.

I have a meeting with the ministers in a week. We also have de‐
mands for Quebec. We will talk about it in private and resolve this
as responsible governments.

● (1445)

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, 50% of our taxes go to Ottawa. We have the right to talk
about it. This is not a shared jurisdiction; it is a federal one.

It is funny. For years, the Liberals have been opposing Quebec's
desire to repatriate all immigration powers, but now when it comes
time for them to pay a bill that falls under their jurisdiction, they
are no longer interested in such powers. When it comes to provid‐
ing services to asylum seekers or paying the bill, they are running
for dear life.

Rather than fleeing, will they take responsibility for asylum seek‐
ers and reimburse Quebec?

Hon. Marc Miller (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I will say this in response to the
same question asked in a different way: I am meeting with the min‐
ister in a week's time, and we are going to resolve this like respon‐
sible governments.

[English]

CARBON PRICING

Mr. Ben Lobb (Huron—Bruce, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Bill C-234
would take the carbon tax off propane and natural gas used on
farms. Five premiers, countless farm organizations and farmers
from across the country have asked the Prime Minister to axe the
carbon tax and give farmers a break.

The carbon tax on farmers is where food inflation and high gro‐
cery costs start for Canadian families.

Will the Prime Minister and the environment minister stop inter‐
fering with the Senate and let the vote happen tomorrow?

Hon. Lawrence MacAulay (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-
Food, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the truth is that my hon. colleague and
his party do not even have a plan to address the environment, and
that is truly a reckless approach. However, we as the government
have a policy to address the environment, to deal with farmers and
to make sure they stay on the cutting edge.

For example, in Winnipeg a couple of weeks ago, I an‐
nounced $9 million. With the provincial government in Manitoba
and the Canola Council of Canada, we are able to put a program to‐
gether to deal with the environment and to keep farmers on the cut‐
ting edge.

Our government will continue to keep farmers on the cutting
edge.

Mr. Ben Lobb (Huron—Bruce, CPC): Mr. Speaker, that is an
interesting answer.

The Liberal government has never respected the environmental
good that farmers do and it proves it every day by hitting Canadian
farmers with high carbon taxes. One farmer in the Conservative
Leader's riding had an $11,000 carbon tax bill in one month.

With the Liberal carbon tax, it is now cheaper for Canadians to
buy food trucked from Mexico than from local Canadian farms.
How is that right? How is that good for the Canadian consumer, the
environment or Canadian farmers?

Hon. Lawrence MacAulay (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-
Food, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as I said previously, it is vitally impor‐
tant for any political party that is wishing to be in power to have an
environmental plan. We as a government have an environmental
plan. Another example deals with the minister of agriculture in On‐
tario. We were able to announce $25 million a couple of weeks ago
in order to make sure that farmers in Ontario would be able to deal
with the environment and stay on the cutting edge.

We have made sure and will continue to make sure that farmers
thrive in our country.
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The Speaker: Before I move to the member for Cypress Hills—

Grasslands for his question, I would like to remind all members,
and in particular the member for Prince George—Peace River—
Northern Rockies, to please allow both the questioner to ask ques‐
tions and the member answering to answer questions. He will have
his turn when his name is on the list.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer (Cypress Hills—Grasslands, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, it never ceases to amaze me how clueless the agriculture
minister is about the real-life costs of agriculture. One reason is that
ranchers buy their fuel at outrageous prices. One rancher just
showed me that his propane costs are over $1,500 a month. The
carbon tax is a third of that cost. The quarterly rebate cheque does
not even begin to add up to that much let alone to other costs for
gas and diesel. This is all a tax on growing our food, which makes
it more expensive to buy the food.

The Prime Minister needs to quit telling his appointed senators to
block Bill C-234. When will the he back off so we can finally re‐
move the carbon tax from all on-farm fuels?

Hon. Karina Gould (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as I will remind the hon. col‐
league, the Senate is independent and we do not direct senators, un‐
like the Conservative Party of Canada.

The real question Canadians should ask themselves is, why did
the Leader of the Opposition direct his party to vote against the
Canada-Ukraine free trade agreement? Is it because there is a group
of Conservative members of Parliament who are pro-Russia and an‐
ti-Ukraine and they have to cover for them? Is that what is going
on? Is right-wing American extremism going into Canadian poli‐
tics? I wonder if the Conservatives had a free vote, who would have
voted in support of the agreement.

* * *
● (1450)

CLIMATE CHANGE
Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Mr.

Speaker, after a summer of record wildfires and drought, Canadians
want a federal government that is serious about fighting climate
change with the urgency that it demands, yet we see climate pollu‐
tion from the oil and gas sector going up year after year, while its
CEOs rake in record profits.

The oil and gas industry can no longer be allowed to sit on the
bench during the fight of our lives. Will the minister put a hard cap
on oil and gas emissions, commensurate with Canada's national tar‐
get; or has the oil and gas lobby finally gotten to him?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for
his advocacy.

We will, as the Prime Minister has said, publish before the end of
the year the framework to put a cap on the emissions of the oil and
gas sector, because he is right. These emissions have continued to
rise over the year, while other sectors like agriculture, electricity
and buildings have reduced their emissions. The oil and gas sector
must do its part to fight climate change in Canada and to help
Canadians with affordability. This framework will come before the
end of the year.

[Translation]

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, we have been waiting months for these rules and we have
heard nothing but silence. That is why the commissioner of the en‐
vironment and sustainable development gave the Minister of Envi‐
ronment a failing grade on the climate crisis. The Conservatives do
not even believe there is a climate crisis, and the Liberals are just
dragging their feet.

When will the minister stop this nonsense and announce a cap on
greenhouse gas emissions for oil and gas companies?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would like to remind my hon.
colleague that we are the only G20 country to have eliminated fos‐
sil fuel subsidies two years ahead of schedule. Not only has no one
else done this, but we did it two years ahead of schedule. We have
already introduced regulations to reduce methane emissions from
the oil and gas sector by at least 40% by 2025. We have implement‐
ed carbon pricing and, as I mentioned to his colleague earlier, by
the end of the year we will be announcing the framework for a cap
on greenhouse gas emissions for the oil and gas sector.

* * *
[English]

GENDER-BASED VIOLENCE

Ms. Sonia Sidhu (Brampton South, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, gen‐
der-based violence is unacceptable and has no place in the country,
including in my home town, Brampton South. November 25
marked the start of 16 days of activism against gender-based vio‐
lence. This is a global campaign to raise awareness about ending vi‐
olence against women and girls.

This month, the federal government stepped up by investing in
and supporting the implementation of the national action plan to
end gender-based violence in Ontario.

Could the hon. Minister for Women and Gender Equality and
Youth share the details of the national action plan with the House?

Hon. Marci Ien (Minister for Women and Gender Equality
and Youth, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for Brampton
South for her unwavering advocacy in supporting women and girls.

Gender-based violence has no place in Canada or anywhere else.
It is why the national plan to end it is crucial, a plan in every
province and every territory.
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Recently, the member for Brampton South and I announced $162

million to support Ontario through the national action plan. This
creates a safe pathway for those who need it most. We now have
nine provinces and territories with agreements. I look forward to
others in the coming weeks.

* * *

CARBON PRICING
Mr. Damien Kurek (Battle River—Crowfoot, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, after eight years of Liberal-NDP policies being forced on
Canadians, we see that the Prime Minister is simply not worth the
cost. Recent reports show that food banks saw nearly two million
visits in the last month. The tragedy is that this is a feature, not a
flaw, of the Prime Minister's plan to quadruple the carbon tax on
gas, groceries and home heating.

How high does the number of Canadians starving have to get be‐
fore the Prime Minister gets out of the way and allows his appoint‐
ed senators to pass a common-sense Conservative bill, Bill C-234
and help farmers and ranchers lower the cost of food for all Canadi‐
ans?

Hon. Jenna Sudds (Minister of Families, Children and Social
Development, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as I have said before, we contin‐
ue to look at policies and programs like the Canada child benefit,
like early learning and child care, opportunities to support Canadian
families when they need it. At every turn, the Leader of the Opposi‐
tion continues to oppose the hard work that we are doing. His com‐
mon sense is just nonsense.

We will continue to do the hard work to ensure that we are there
to support Canadian families.
● (1455)

Mr. Damien Kurek (Battle River—Crowfoot, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, it sounds like that high-priced communications consultant
certainly is not worth the cost. The real nonsense is the rhetoric
coming from the Liberals.

There is a real opportunity to lower the cost of food for Canadi‐
ans. It is in the name of a common-sense Conservative bill, Bill
C-234. It is a simple and pragmatic way to reduce the cost of food
production on our farms.

Will the Prime Minister put his ego aside and do what is best for
Canadians and stop the pressure he is applying to his appointed
senators, which is keeping them from passing a common-sense bill,
Bill C-234?

Hon. Karina Gould (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the nonsense needs to stop com‐
ing from the other side.

When it comes to this bill in the Senate, it has been the Conser‐
vative senators who have been bullying and harassing independent
senators, limiting their ability to participate and exercise their
democratic rights. The RCMP is involved.

It is the Conservative Party of Canada that needs to stop direct‐
ing senators and let the Senate do its work, as it was supposed to
do. We do not interfere in the Senate, but clearly the Conservatives
do.

Mr. Richard Bragdon (Tobique—Mactaquac, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, after eight long years of the NDP-Liberal government, ev‐
erything is up. Taxes are up, fuel is up, food is up and Canadians
are fed up, but they are still hungry. Now, in the midst of this af‐
fordability crisis, the Prime Minister has doubled down on his plan
to quadruple the carbon tax. We, as common-sense Conservatives,
have brought forward Bill C-234, which would create another car‐
bon carve-out for our farmers. We understand that when one taxes
the farmer who grows the food, one taxes the trucker who ships the
food and one taxes everyone who buys the food.

Will the Prime Minister finally back off, prioritize food security
and let his appointed senators pass this bill?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, with your permission, I would
like to read a few extracts from a CBC article from last week that
reads: “Three independent senators say they were bullied by Con‐
servative Leader [in the Senate] Don Plett”. It says, “Police and the
Senate security team are also now investigating outside threats di‐
rected at [Senator] Clement”.

It continues: “threatening phone calls and online harassment di‐
rected at Clement after her confrontation with Plett on Nov. 9 ‘got
so out of control’ that she feared for her physical safety ‘and was
forced to leave her private residence and spend her weekend else‐
where in a secure location.’”

That is what they are doing.

Mrs. Anna Roberts (King—Vaughan, CPC): Mr. Speaker, if
the 800,000 people who used Ontario's food banks last year were
their own city, it would be the third-largest city in Ontario. It is
clear after eight years that the NDP-Liberal government is just not
worth the cost.

Conservative Bill C-234 would remove the carbon tax for farm‐
ers, making food prices cheaper. The Liberal environment minister
has promised to resign. I hope he sticks to that.

Will the Prime Minister tell the senators to put Canadians first
and pass Bill C-234, so Canadians can feed themselves?

Hon. Karina Gould (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the premise of her question is
false, first of all. We know that this is a pattern of behaviour that we
are seeing from these Conservatives where they are not putting for‐
ward the actual facts and telling the truth to Canadians about how
these things work.
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Let us be clear: In the Liberal Party, we have no senators in our

caucus. The same cannot be true about the Conservative Party of
Canada. What we have heard is that not only are they directing sen‐
ators, interfering with their independence, but their senators are al‐
so threatening independent senators. This is a clear pattern of be‐
haviour, their obstruction of democracy.

* * *
[Translation]

OFFICIAL LANGUAGES
Mr. Mario Beaulieu (La Pointe-de-l'Île, BQ): Mr. Speak‐

er, $2 billion is the total amount that the federal government has in‐
vested in strengthening English in Quebec since 1995. It
spent $2 billion to support the language of the 360 million anglo‐
phones that surround us, and enrich groups that are advocating for
Quebec's anglicization. We will say it over and over again until the
federal government finally gets the message: French is in decline,
not English. English does not need help or money.

When will this government realize that it has to stop funding the
anglicization of Quebec?
● (1500)

Hon. Soraya Martinez Ferrada (Minister of Tourism and
Minister responsible for the Economic Development Agency of
Canada for the Regions of Quebec, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, our gov‐
ernment was the one that said it first: French is in decline and it has
to be promoted and supported.

We passed a new Official Languages Act that the Bloc
Québécois supported. It is very misleading to calculate spending at
roughly $70 million over 27 years when in fact we have been giv‐
ing Quebec $500 million to $700 million a year for the past 30
years to support francization. We assist Radio-Canada and Telefilm
Canada because, on this side of the House, we support not only
French, but francophone content as well.

Mr. Mario Beaulieu (La Pointe-de-l'Île, BQ): Mr. Speaker, Ot‐
tawa is spending $2 billion to anglicize Quebec, and it does not
stop there. In its action plan for official languages, Ottawa has ear‐
marked $800 million for English in Quebec over the next five
years, and let the chips fall where they may. This is typical of our
Liberals. They say there is a difference between the situations fac‐
ing francophones and anglophones. They claim to care about the
future of French, but they do not walk the talk. Once again, English
is being favoured, with $800 million in federal assistance.

Why not redirect that money to French instead of anglicizing
Quebec?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez (Minister of Transport, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, as Quebeckers, we must always defend and promote
French. That is what we are doing, for example, with record invest‐
ments in official languages. That is what we are doing for language
of work and language of service initiatives in Quebec.

The Bloc Québécois is clearly trying to pick a fight. It is trying to
divide Quebeckers.

Will the Bloc Québécois ever understand and accept that a Que‐
becker is a Quebecker, regardless of their mother tongue?

[English]

AUTOMOTIVE INDUSTRY

Mr. Rick Perkins (South Shore—St. Margarets, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, Canadians are spending billions on taxpayer-funded for‐
eign replacement workers on the new EV battery plant in Windsor.

Windsor officials report that there will be up to 1,600 foreign re‐
placement workers. One Liberal minister said there was only going
to be one. Another minister said there would just be a few. A third
said of course there will be foreign workers. The company said
there would be 1,600, then 900 and then 1,600.

The Liberals cannot get their story straight. Will they come
clean, tell the truth and release the contract, so all Canadians can
tell what is going on here?

Hon. Seamus O'Regan (Minister of Labour and Seniors,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, let us set the story straight.

Let us listen to Dave Cassidy, the president of Unifor Local 444
in Windsor, Ontario:

We have 900 skilled trades working on the site today — 900. We're gonna go up
to about 2,000 trades, they tell me it's going to go up to about 2,000 trades. There's
also on top of that going to be 2,500 unionized Local 444 members inside that facil‐
ity.

We should listen to workers.

Mr. Rick Perkins (South Shore—St. Margarets, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, we noticed he did not say “Canadian” workers.

On top of that, the Minister of Innovation, Science and Industry
said that he is going to hold a meeting with the company to find out
from the company what its plans are for the contract he negotiated
and signed. I cannot make this stuff up. He has to ask the company
what is in the contract he negotiated. A $15-billion subsidy is going
to cost every Canadian family $1,000 in taxes and leave Canadian
union workers in the cold.

If they have nothing to hide, will the Liberals come clean and re‐
lease the contract?

Hon. François-Philippe Champagne (Minister of Innovation,
Science and Industry, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we will take no lessons
from the Conservatives, especially from a party whose leader, when
he was minister of employment, oversaw the loss of not 3,000, not
30,000 but 300,000 manufacturing jobs. Can we imagine? It is
shameful.

With an investment of $3.4 billion by Stellantis, we will be creat‐
ing 2,500 jobs at the plant. We are going to continue to invest in
Windsor. We will invest in our workers. We will invest in our in‐
dustries.
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● (1505)

Mr. Chris Lewis (Essex, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Prime Minis‐
ter gave billions of tax dollars to subsidize a single battery plant.
Now we learn that hundreds of the jobs linked to the plant will not
be filled by qualified, local, unionized Canadian workers but by
taxpayer-funded foreign replacement workers.

If that is not bad enough, now the Liberals are desperately fight‐
ing to keep the details of the contract hidden. Why are they doing
so? If it is such a good deal, what does the government have to
worry about? Did Liberals actually sign off on giving billions of tax
dollars without securing guarantees that Canadians would get the
jobs?

Hon. Seamus O'Regan (Minister of Labour and Seniors,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am fairly certain that Dave Cassidy, the presi‐
dent of Unifor Local 444, speaks for his membership, which are
Canadian workers.

He said, “This is nothing new”, that they go through launches
like this all the time. He said that this “is nothing more than politi‐
cal hay.” He cannot believe our politicians are playing this game
and riling up thousands of people; this is the circus around politics.
If Pierre had his way, these factories would not even be built.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
The Speaker: I would like to remind all members that, even if

they are reading a quotation, they cannot refer to a member of the
actual House aside from their riding name.

The hon. minister.
Hon. Seamus O'Regan: Mr. Speaker, I will end the same way I

ended before: We should listen to workers.

* * *
[Translation]

JUSTICE
Mrs. Sophie Chatel (Pontiac, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Organisa‐

tion for Economic Co-operation and Development recently recog‐
nized Canada as a world leader for its national action plan to end
gender-based violence. One important component of that plan is a
better justice system.

It was not so long ago that a judge presiding over a rape trial
asked the victim why she could not just keep her knees together.
The Conservatives at the time gave that judge a promotion.

Can the Minister of Justice share the progress that has been made
since that Stone-Age response?

Hon. Arif Virani (Minister of Justice and Attorney General
of Canada, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for her ques‐
tion and her commitment.

Gender-based violence is an epidemic in Canada. We recently
passed Bill S‑12 to improve the national sex offender registry and
give victims more power in the criminal justice process. We also
passed a bill that guarantees that judges will receive sexual assault
training.

We will continue to fight against gender-based violence so that
all Canadians, both men and women, can be safe and feel safe.

AUTOMOTIVE INDUSTRY

Mr. Luc Berthold (Mégantic—L'Érable, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
nearly $50 billion of taxpayers' money is subsidizing three battery
plants. That is nearly $3,000 for every Canadian family. We have
learned that hundreds of workers who will receive this money will
be foreign replacement workers. We expected Canadians' money to
be used to fund unionized, well-paying jobs for Canadians and
Quebeckers. Instead, this money will be used to hire 900 foreign re‐
placement workers in Windsor and hundreds more in
Saint‑Basile‑le‑Grand and McMasterville.

After eight years, why has the Prime Minister failed to secure
Quebec jobs in Montérégie?

Hon. François-Philippe Champagne (Minister of Innovation,
Science and Industry, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Canadians watching at
home must be wondering what is going on.

One thing they see is that the Conservatives were against Volk‐
swagen's investment. They were against Stellantis' investment.
They were against GM's investment. They were against Ford's in‐
vestment. Now we have just learned that they are against North‐
volt's investment in Quebec.

With Stellantis' record $3.4‑billion investment in Windsor, we
will create 2,500 jobs. Up to 2,300 Canadian workers will build the
plant.

We believe in the automotive industry. We believe in our work‐
ers. We believe in Canada's prosperity.

Mr. Luc Berthold (Mégantic—L'Érable, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
want to tell the Quebeckers watching us on television right now
that the Liberals are doing everything in their power to keep Que‐
beckers from finding out the truth about contracts.

First, a Liberal minister said that there would be just one foreign
replacement worker in Windsor. That changed to a handful. Then
the chief of police said there would be 1,600 foreign workers. Ra‐
dio-Canada added to the story when it reported that hundreds of
foreign workers would be replacing Quebeckers in jobs subsidized
by Quebec taxpayers in Montérégie.

This Prime Minister is not worth the cost. I challenge him to
make the contracts public. Will he do it?

● (1510)

Hon. François-Philippe Champagne (Minister of Innovation,
Science and Industry, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, people watching at
home are realizing what a risky bet the Conservatives are.

When the leader of the Conservative Party was the minister of
employment, Canada lost not 3,000, not 30,000, but 300,000 jobs in
the manufacturing sector.
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One thing Canadians know without a doubt is that we are with

them. With Stellantis' record $3.4‑billion investment, we are going
to build one of the largest battery industries around. There will be
2,500 workers working at the plant and up to 2,300 building it.

We believe in workers and we believe in Canada.

Mr. Bernard Généreux (Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouras‐
ka—Rivière-du-Loup, CPC): Mr. Speaker, after learning that this
government has earmarked $15 billion in public money to fund for‐
eign workers in Windsor, now we learn that Northvolt in Quebec
will also need foreign workers. We are talking about another $7 bil‐
lion in taxpayers' money.

The Liberals said there would be only a small number of em‐
ployees. We are now talking about several hundred employees. We
need to get to the truth.

This Prime Minister has failed to protect jobs for Quebeckers. He
must make the battery plants contracts public.

When will he make them public?

Hon. François-Philippe Champagne (Minister of Innovation,
Science and Industry, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I know people watching
at home are wondering what is really going on. It is simple.

Thanks to our government's efforts, we have secured the largest
private investment in the history of Quebec. For once, Canada is
entering the automotive sector through the front door. Everyone in
the House should stand up and applaud. Quebec will now be part of
the automotive industry and Quebec will have a battery industry.

We should all be proud of what Quebec and Canada can accom‐
plish. Let us be proud.

* * *
[English]

GENDER-BASED VIOLENCE
Ms. Jean Yip (Scarborough—Agincourt, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,

this past Saturday was the International Day for the Elimination of
Violence Against Women. As a mother of three young men, I raised
my boys to be respectful of women and to recognize that eliminat‐
ing gender-based violence is an issue for all people, regardless of
gender.

Can the Minister for Women and Gender Equality and Youth
please provide an update on how we can raise boys and young men
to be champions of women and support ending gender-based vio‐
lence?

Hon. Marci Ien (Minister for Women and Gender Equality
and Youth, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the fight to end gender-based vio‐
lence will not end unless men and boys are involved. Since we
launched the national action plan to end gender-based violence, we
have funded organizations such as White Ribbon that work every
day to make sure men and boys are involved in this fight.

Gender-based violence must not and will not be tolerated. All of
us can make that a reality.

HOUSING

Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Uqaqtittiji, the federal hous‐
ing advocate says the government fell short in building homes
across the country. Under the Liberals, too many indigenous people
everywhere, especially in cities, are homeless or sleeping in over‐
crowded houses. They have failed to uphold indigenous people's
basic rights.

Thanks to the NDP, the government announced $4 billion over
seven years for housing, but indigenous people are still waiting.
Why have the Liberals not released all of this urgently needed fund‐
ing to respect indigenous people's right to housing?

Hon. Dan Vandal (Minister of Northern Affairs, Minister re‐
sponsible for Prairies Economic Development Canada and
Minister responsible for the Canadian Northern Economic De‐
velopment Agency, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for her
advocacy on this and many other issues in the north.

We agree with the finding of Canada's housing minister that
Canada's colonial history is the absolute cause of the oppression of
the Inuit, as well as first nations and Métis. That is why we are on
the road to reconciliation with our indigenous partners.

We have invested hundreds of millions of dollars in housing in
Inuit Nunangat, but we know there is more to do. We will keep do‐
ing it in the spirit of co-development and in the spirit of reconcilia‐
tion.

* * *
● (1515)

CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. Mike Morrice (Kitchener Centre, GP): Mr. Speaker, while
other countries get set to up their climate ambitions before COP28,
Canada is getting singled out for the massive gap between our
words and our actions, and the federal government's home energy
retrofits grant program is running out of money. The greener homes
grant program could easily be funded and expanded simply by tax‐
ing the record-breaking profits of the oil and gas industry.

Will the government expand the successful program to support
Canadians struggling with the rising cost of living?
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Ms. Julie Dabrusin (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister

of Environment and Climate Change and to the Minister of En‐
ergy and Natural Resources, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, transitioning the
way people heat their homes is not only important for the environ‐
ment but makes life more affordable. That is why it is so important
that our government created the oil and heat pump program, which
is helping people right across our country who rely on oil to transi‐
tion to heat pump heating. That is going to reduce their bills going
forward.

More than that, the greener homes grant has been amazingly suc‐
cessful. It has been wonderful to see so many Canadians take ad‐
vantage of this program. I agree with the member that it is a very
important part of what our government has been doing.

* * *

POINTS OF ORDER
ORAL QUESTIONS—SPEAKER'S RULING

The Speaker: I am now ready to rule on the point of order raised
on November 23, 2023, by the member for Edmonton Strathcona
concerning language used by the member for Miramichi—Grand
Lake.

In her intervention, the member for Edmonton Strathcona alleged
that the member for Miramichi—Grand Lake had repeatedly used
unparliamentary language in characterizing her and her party's po‐
sition on the situation in Gaza.

In response, the member for Miramichi—Grand Lake acknowl‐
edged having called members of the New Democratic Party
“Hamas supporters”, repeating the statement into the record. I
should point out there was an extended and, I might add, disorderly
back-and-forth when the point of order was raised.
[Translation]

In House of Commons Procedure and Practice, third edition, at
page 623, it is stated:

The proceedings of the House are based on a long-standing tradition of respect
for the integrity of all Members. Thus, the use of offensive, provocative, or threat‐
ening language in the House is strictly forbidden. Personal attacks, insults and ob‐
scenities are not in order.

[English]

Further down, at page 624, it says:
In dealing with unparliamentary language, the Speaker takes into account the

tone, manner and intention of the Member speaking, the person to whom the words
at issue were directed, the degree of provocation, and most important, whether or
not the remarks created disorder in the Chamber.

[Translation]

In a ruling on March 29, 2022, found at page 3739 of the De‐
bates, the Deputy Speaker stated:

The use of inflammatory and provocative statements is contrary to the respect
owed to all members. Accordingly, the Chair reminds members to be mindful of the
language they use in debate, with respect to their colleagues, in order to maintain
proper civility and respect in our proceedings.

[English]

To quote the Chair’s statement of October 18, 2023, found at
pages 17591 to 17593 of the Debates:

We have, in the past, had members likening their colleagues to Mussolini or call‐
ing each other racists or shouting obscenities. Latitude in expressing one's point of
view will be given, but questionable language and unnecessarily provocative state‐
ments will no longer be tolerated.

Clearly, it is disruptive and disrespectful to associate other mem‐
bers with a terrorist organization. As a result, I have concluded that
the words used by the member for Miramichi—Grand Lake were
unparliamentary.
[Translation]

In a ruling on a similar matter, my predecessor set forth the
Chair's expectation of what must follow to bring resolution to the
matter. He stated on May 8, 2023, at page 14090 of Debates:

To be quite clear, any remarks the Chair deems unparliamentary will be required
to be withdrawn immediately and accompanied by a full and proper apology. If a
member refuses to comply, the Chair will cease to recognize them until further no‐
tice.

● (1520)

[English]

In consequence, in accordance with my statement from October
18, 2023, the member will not be recognized by the Chair until
such time as he apologizes in writing to the Speaker.

In conclusion, while reviewing the proceedings of last Thursday,
November 23, I noted that other words and phrases were used that,
while perhaps not strictly unparliamentary, certainly do not con‐
tribute to the level of decorum that we all desire. I therefore strong‐
ly encourage members, from all sides, to choose their words judi‐
ciously and avoid provocative interventions.

I thank all members for their attention, and I would invite their
co-operation in raising the level of decorum in this place by not en‐
gaging in the kinds of comparisons or associations we have heard.

ALLEGED UNPARLIAMENTARY COMMENTS IN THE HOUSE

Mrs. Cathay Wagantall (Yorkton—Melville, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I have stood on this point of or‐
der in the past and am not satisfied with how it has been dealt with
in this place.

Again today, through you Speaker, the House leader on the other
side of the floor insinuated that, in my decision as a member of Par‐
liament with the right to vote in this place, I was forced to make the
vote I chose to make. I am sorry, but as you have said over and
again, we cannot do indirectly in this place what we cannot do di‐
rectly. If you were to take the time to listen to every conversation
that came from that side of the floor toward this side of the floor on
that vote, it was despicable.

I am of Ukrainian heritage. My grandfather came here just before
the Holodomor from a Russia that destroyed our people there. We
are facing those same circumstances now, and this is the kind of be‐
haviour coming forth in this place.

I appreciate what you did just now. However, you also had an op‐
portunity to do that today when the House leader on the other side
of the floor said something with regard to lying. I am not allowed to
say that someone has lied in this House when he or she has, but I
can be punished for bringing forth the truth, which is that someone
lied.
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This is irresponsible and shows a lack of respect, as you have

said, but in this case, it is being ignored. Therefore, I want a full
apology from that side of the House, which can come through the
House leader, because clearly it was an orchestrated event to bring
disagreement and divisiveness within the Ukrainian community in
Canada, let alone where they are already—

The Speaker: Before I recognize any other points of order on
this issue, I thank the member for Yorkton—Melville for her inter‐
vention. I would like to refer her to the end of my ruling from to‐
day, which I think is important in addressing the issue that has been
raised here.

We need to make sure that we use language that avoids causing
great disruption in this House. As I mentioned, while there were
terms that were not strictly unparliamentary, they certainly do not
contribute to the level of decorum that we all desire, which the
member for Yorkton—Melville has raised here today. I encourage
all members to ensure that they refrain from raising disorder in this
House by using unnecessarily provocative terms.

I will now recognize the other members' points of order and we
will bring this to a close relatively quickly.
● (1525)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, on this point of order, I certainly recognize and do not en‐
tirely disagree with what the member said. We have a rule that
seems to suggest it is okay to imply that somebody is not telling the
truth, yet we are unable to call out members on that.

I would be open to suggestions on how to properly adjust our
rules to reflect this fact, because I think quite often it happens on
both sides of the House that people feel exactly how the member is
suggesting. If there is an opportunity to do so, I would strongly en‐
courage her to bring that forward.

The Speaker: I thank the member for Kingston and the Islands.
It is a point that I will be happy to raise with House leaders as I
continue regular meetings with them.

I recognize the member for Regina—Qu'Appelle, the hon. House
leader.

Hon. Andrew Scheer (Regina—Qu'Appelle, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I want to touch on something you referenced. You said to‐
ward the end of your ruling that indeed other things were said, and
you were urging all members to adhere to your statement of a few
weeks ago. There is an issue, though. You have now indicated that
the member for Miramichi—Grand Lake has to specifically apolo‐
gize in order to be recognized by the Chair going forward. In fair‐
ness, that same standard should be applied to members of the gov‐
ernment, who today and last week were making all kinds of terrible
insinuations that are on par with calling other members sympathetic
to or supporters of Hamas.

What I endeavour to do now is go through the blues for today
and the transcripts from last week and provide you with specific ex‐
amples where that same standard should be applied to government
ministers. I will then await your ruling ordering them to apologize
for their remarks.

The Speaker: I look forward to the hon. member's intervention.
I will read it and, if necessary, make a determination.

The hon. member for Grande Prairie—Mackenzie.
Mr. Chris Warkentin (Grande Prairie—Mackenzie, CPC):

Mr. Speaker, today in question period, the House leader of the gov‐
ernment stood in her place and accused members on this side of be‐
ing supporters of Putin's Russian regime in the current war; the cur‐
rent genocidal, illegal invasion into Ukraine.

As a Ukrainian descendant, it is unbelievable to me that the
member, having had a personal conversation with the member who
made the accusation about the number of people within my own
family who were murdered in the Holodomor, in the years that pre‐
ceded it and that passed after, would stand in this place and make
general accusations that members on this side, including me, would
in any way, shape or form be supportive of Putin's illegal, genocidal
attack on Ukraine.

I would ask that the House leader for the government apologize
to members on this side having clearly made the statement today
with the intention to be provocative and to elicit a response. The re‐
sponse came from this side in that moment; it caused disorder in
that moment.

The Speaker: I thank the hon. member. We have had a number
of interventions on this.

Are there any new interventions or are they on the same point? If
they are on the same point, then I would ask all members to take
their seats. The point was very eloquently made by the member
for—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Speaker: I am going to be very clear to all members. I ask
all members to please take their seats.

The Chair has heard the interventions that were made on this
point. The Chair will review the Hansard to make a determination
and will come back to the House if necessary. I thank all members
for making very important and thoughtful statements, and I will
come back to the House on this matter.

I see the member for New Brunswick Southwest rising, I hope on
a new point of order.

● (1530)

Mr. John Williamson (New Brunswick Southwest, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, it is.

With all due respect, I chair the public accounts committee and,
last week, I cut a member off who was trying to make a point of
order and I was reprimanded for not allowing the member to speak.
Every member here has the right to raise a point of order and be
heard to bring in new information and their perspectives. I was in
the chamber last week and we heard the point of order from the
hon. member from the NDP; we heard several. I would implore
you, Mr. Speaker, to do the same. If members feel they have points
of order to bring that will inform your decision, they should be giv‐
en the right to be heard in this chamber before you rule.

The Speaker: I appreciate the intervention from the member for
New Brunswick Southwest.
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On points of order, I really do ask members to please exercise

great restraint, so that we can move on with the business of the
House. We will listen to new information that is important to raise.

The hon. member for Selkirk—Interlake—Eastman.
Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake—Eastman, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, I, too, want to say that I am very proud of my Ukrainian
heritage. I am a proud Canadian, I am a patriotic Ukrainian, and ev‐
eryone in the House knows how passionately I have been defending
Ukraine for all these years. For the government House leader, the
member of Parliament for Burlington, to actually suggest that any
one of us of Ukrainian heritage on the Conservative side would at
all be supporting Putin in any way, shape or form is incredibly dis‐
appointing. It is gutter politics, and she has taken it to a whole new
level. I would ask that the member be reprimanded and forced to
apologize in this place, because she has offended all Ukrainians and
Canadians and especially everybody in our Conservative caucus for
making such an allegation.

The Speaker: Mr. Speaker, I am obviously not going to make a
ruling from the chair on this. I did not hear exactly what the mem‐
ber heard. I will review Hansard.

The parliamentary secretary to the government House leader.
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐

er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I am very concerned with the approach that the opposition
is taking on this issue. When the government made other decisions
a year or so ago, all sorts of unfair accusations were being made to‐
ward the government. The reality—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: The member needs to calm down.
The Speaker: Order, order.

The hon. parliamentary secretary.
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, the Conservative Party en

masse last week voted against the Canada-Ukraine free trade agree‐
ment. As a direct result of that, there have been all sorts of accusa‐
tions levelled against the Conservative Party for their behaviour.
There is nothing wrong with a government minister or others re‐
flecting on that particular vote.

The Speaker: I am being very patient and generous in listening
to points of order.

I would ask that the hon. parliamentary secretary get right to the
point. That would very helpful to the Chair.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, the point is that the gov‐
ernment House leader was responding to the way the Conservative
Party voted and it was very much in line with the parliamentary
rules of this chamber, as we have witnessed on many other votes
where opposition members and, at times, even government mem‐
bers reflect on the manner in which a political party votes. It hap‐
pens all the time.
● (1535)

Mrs. Shannon Stubbs (Lakeland, CPC): Mr. Speaker, on the
same point of order, I want to reinforce the comments that Conser‐
vatives have made.

I represent the highest percentage of Ukrainians of any of the
federal ridings in the country, at 25%. We just all turned our atten‐
tion to the remembrance of the victims of the Holodomor over the
last weekend. Edmonton was the first place in the world to erect a
monument to remember those victims and to never forget. President
Zelenskyy mentioned that in his visit here.

I have also married into a family where the Ukrainian side has
been settled longer than Alberta has been a province and, as mem‐
bers will know because of the geographical breakdown, where most
members of Parliament on the Conservative side come from and
represent. There is a very high percentage of Ukrainian Canadians
on the Prairies and that is why Conservatives have such a strong
record of standing up for the strong ties between Ukraine and
Ukrainians and Canada and Canadians.

That is why I too, in response to your ruling today, Mr. Speaker,
would join the call of my colleague from Yorkton—Melville for her
request for clarification and an apology from government members,
including the representatives of the Prime Minister, the House's
leader's office and their whip, whatever role he has, who just will
never miss a chance to stand up and characterize our role—

The Speaker: I thank the hon. member for raising this point.
The point was very well made.

The hon. opposition House leader has a quotation that he would
like to read into the record, and then we will move on to the rest of
the business of the House.

The hon. opposition House leader.
Hon. Andrew Scheer (Regina—Qu'Appelle, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, I just wanted to raise these remarks to you, in light of your
ruling. Essentially, what you have ruled is that the member for Mi‐
ramichi—Grand Lake's statement about another political party, the
NDP, as being sympathetic to, or supportive of, Hamas, an organi‐
zation that is inflicting great cruelty on innocent human lives in the
Middle East, rises to the level of being unparliamentary.

Today, in the chamber, the government House leader, in response
to a question, asked, “Is it because there is a group of Conservative
members of Parliament who are pro-Russia and anti-Ukraine...?”

In the situation with the war in Ukraine, we have a brutal regime
led by Vladimir Putin illegally invading a sovereign country, com‐
mitting atrocities and committing tragic murders of innocent human
beings. I would put it to you, Mr. Speaker, that there is tremendous
similarity between the parliamentary contexts of the member for
Miramichi making a blanket statement about a political party sup‐
porting Hamas and the government House leader making an allega‐
tion about a political party supporting Vladimir Putin.

In light of your ruling, in which you said that the member for Mi‐
ramichi now has to personally apologize and withdraw those re‐
marks, we would ask you to look at these remarks and apply the
same treatment to the government that you have now imposed on
the opposition.

The Speaker: I thank the hon. House leader for reading that
statement and I will take that into my consideration. I will come
back to the House.
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[English]

COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE
PUBLIC ACCOUNTS

Mr. John Williamson (New Brunswick Southwest, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I have the honour to present, in both official languages,
the 34th report of the Standing Committee on Public Accounts, en‐
titled “Emergency Management in First Nations Communities”.

I believe there will be a dissenting report coming from the offi‐
cial opposition in one moment.
● (1540)

[Translation]

Pursuant to Standing Order 109, the committee requests that the
government table a comprehensive response to this report.
[English]

Mr. Kelly McCauley (Edmonton West, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
rise to table the Conservative Party's dissenting report to the Audi‐
tor General's report “Emergency Management in First Nations
Communities—Indigenous Services Canada”.

I have to congratulate the Minister of Indigenous Services and
the department for probably the worst Auditor General's report
since Mr. Michael Ferguson's 2017 report on the “incomprehensible
failures” of the government. The emergency management report
would, I think, be better called “Incomprehensible Failures 2”. It
says, “We found that Indigenous Services Canada spent 3.5 times
more on responding to emergencies than on supporting First Na‐
tions communities to prepare for them. We...found [Indigenous Ser‐
vices has] not addressed problems with preparedness and mitigation
that we identified...a decade ago, when we audited this topic in
2013.”

The absence of tangible and immediate actions has jeopardized
the lives of indigenous people. Therefore, the Conservatives mem‐
bers of the committee recommend the following. Recommendation
1 is for the Government of Canada to immediately cease all bonus‐
es to every executive who has failed to address the concerns with
emergency management in first nations communities. Recommen‐
dation 2 is to “[fire] the Deputy Ministers who failed to provide
support for First Nations communities to manage emergency ser‐
vices.”

Recommendation 3 is that “[t]he Government take immediate ac‐
tion to complete the necessary infrastructure projects for emergency
management”. Recommendation 4 is to “establish mutually agreed-
upon evacuation service standards in the jurisdictions that lack such
standards”. Recommendation 5 is that the approach of emergency
preparedness must be proactive and funds must be allotted likewise.
This is correctly meant to rectify the department's spending of three
and a half times more money on responding to and recovering from
emergencies than actually supporting the communities to prevent or
prepare for them.

Recommendation 6 is that “Indigenous Services Canada should
work with First Nations to implement a risk-based approach to in‐
form program planning and decisions on where to invest in pre‐

paredness and mitigation activities to maximize support to commu‐
nities at highest risk of being affected by emergencies.” Recom‐
mendation 7 is to “[a]cknowledge that it is in Canada's best interest
to implement effective Emergency Management in First Nations
Communities—Indigenous Services Canada and that it is a priority
of this government.” Recommendation 8 is that “[t]he Government
identifies and holds a singular government department accountable
for the [failures] outlined in the Auditor General's report entitled
“Emergency Management in First Nations Communities—Indige‐
nous Services Canada”.

To summarize, stop the photo ops, stop the empty rhetoric and
get the bloody job done.

Mr. John Williamson (New Brunswick Southwest, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I believe, if you seek it, you will find unanimous consent
for the following motion. I will point out to all members that the
motion was passed unanimously by members in the public accounts
committee.

The motions reads, simply:

That the Thirty-Second Report of the Standing Committee on Public Accounts,
presented to the House on Thursday, November 9, 2023, be amended to substitute
the name of the organization “CATSA” with “The Canadian Transportation Agen‐
cy” on page four of the report in English, and “ACSTA” with “Office des transports
du Canada” on page four in French.

The Deputy Speaker: All those opposed to the hon. member's
moving the motion will please say nay.

It is agreed.

The House has heard the terms of the motion. All those opposed
to the motion will please say nay.

(Motion agreed to)

* * *

PETITIONS

PUBLIC SAFETY

Mr. Dan Mazier (Dauphin—Swan River—Neepawa, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, it is always an honour to present a petition on behalf
of my constituents. I rise for the 27th time on behalf of the people
of Swan River, Manitoba, to present a petition on the rising rate of
crime.

The NDP-Liberal government has neglected Swan River and its
4,000 rural residents who are impacted by a wave of criminals in
their community. One individual in Swan River was responsible for
20 violent offences and 93 service calls in 18 months. This is exact‐
ly why the rural community is calling for action in the form of jail,
not bail, for violent repeat offenders.

The people of Swan River demand that the Liberal government
repeal its soft-on-crime policies that directly threaten their liveli‐
hoods and their community.
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I support the good people of Swan River.

● (1545)

FOREIGN AFFAIRS
Mrs. Salma Zahid (Scarborough Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I

rise to present petition e-4652, which was started by a group of hu‐
man rights students at Carleton University and signed by nearly
12,000 people.

Petitioners call our attention to the tragic loss of innocent civilian
lives in the conflict between Israel and Palestine, as well as the
worrying rise in incidents of anti-Semitism and Islamophobia in
Canada. They call on the Government of Canada to advocate for an
immediate ceasefire, to support diplomatic efforts aimed at a peace‐
ful and just resolution to this enduring conflict and to encourage the
entry of humanitarian aid into Gaza.

EMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
Mrs. Rosemarie Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, we know that Bill C-318, which would amend EI and the
Labour Code for adoptive and intended parents to give them time to
attach, needs royal recommendation.

I am presenting a petition today in which citizens and residents
of Canada call upon the Government of Canada to support adoptive
and intended parents by providing a royal recommendation for the
bill so parents can have time to attach to their children.

CLIMATE CHANGE
Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Mr.

Speaker, I rise today to present what I believe is the 18th petition
like this that I have presented. I am not quite as far along as my
Conservative colleague across the way.

The petition brings to the government's attention the Intergovern‐
mental Panel on Climate Change's most recent report, which indi‐
cates that the next two decades will bring widespread devastation
and extreme weather. Petitioners indicate we are certainly feeling
this in Canada now with increased flooding, wildfires and extreme
temperatures, and that addressing the climate crisis requires a dras‐
tic reduction in greenhouse gas emissions to limit global warming
to 1.5°C.

Petitioners therefore call on the Government of Canada to move
forward immediately with bold emissions caps for the oil and gas
sector that are comprehensive in scope and realistic in achieving the
necessary targets that Canada has set to reduce emissions by 2030.

FIREARMS
Mr. Bob Zimmer (Prince George—Peace River—Northern

Rockies, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am grateful for the opportunity to
bring forward to the House a petition from the many citizens of the
riding of Skeena—Bulkley Valley, including the communities of
Smithers, Terrace and Kitimat. Sadly, their member of Parliament
was not interested in bringing forward the petition, which supports
law-abiding firearm owners.

Petitioners draw to the attention of the House Commons that the
government has attempted to ban and seize the hunting rifles and
shotguns of millions of Canadians, that the targeting of farmers and
hunters does not fight crime, and that the government has failed
those who participate in the Canadian tradition of sport shooting.

Therefore, they call on the Government of Canada to stop any and
all current and future bans on hunting and sport-shooting firearms.

* * *

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er 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 Deputy Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

[Translation]

CANADA LABOUR CODE

The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-58,
An Act to amend the Canada Labour Code and the Canada Industri‐
al Relations Board Regulations, 2012, be read the second time and
referred to a committee.

Ms. Louise Chabot (Thérèse-De Blainville, BQ): Mr. Speaker,
I will be sharing my time with my dear colleague from Avignon—
La Mitis—Matane—Matapédia.

I feel like saying, “at long last”. It was about time we got Bill
C-58, a federal anti-scab bill. We have been calling for one for
ages. The Bloc Québécois will definitely be supporting the bill in
principle.

It might bear repeating that the Bloc Québécois has tabled sever‐
al bills in the House aimed at ending the use of scabs during labour
disputes. The first one was tabled by our colleague, the dean of the
House, before the Bloc Québécois even existed. There have been
11 bills total. Although Canada is 46 years behind Quebec, because
Quebec has had an anti-scab law on the books since 1977, this bill
is a great accomplishment, but there was a lot of catching up to do
to address the power imbalance in the employer-union relationship.
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We were delighted when the bill was introduced. We welcomed

it. We decided that it if was good for the workers of Quebec, the
Bloc Québécois would support it. We think it was welcomed in all
quarters, by the major unions of both Quebec and Canada. They
have been calling for such a bill for years, even during consulta‐
tions with the government in 2021 and 2022. The government an‐
nounced that it would introduce a bill by late December 2023. It
has done it, but we said at the time that that date was too far away
and much too late. Some will say better late than never, but in this
case, every passing day is a grave injustice for workers. The fact
that the Canada Labour Code still allows the use of replacement
workers in the event of a dispute creates a serious power imbalance.

Why is this so important? At the very least, it is a question of
rights and freedoms. I just want to remind my colleagues that in the
2015 Saskatchewan ruling, the Supreme Court, the highest court in
the land, recognized that the right to strike is not merely derivative
of the right to bargain and to organize, it is indispensable in our so‐
ciety. That makes this right as important as the right to bargain. Us‐
ing replacement workers and allowing them to be used in the event
of a strike or a lockout is tantamount to fundamentally denying the
right to strike. This problem absolutely had to be fixed.

This bill will also restore the balance of power. Now we will hear
employers and big industry rise up against the bill, as we have
heard them do before. They will argue that the bill will create an
imbalance, that it will be dangerous for supply chains and the econ‐
omy. The opposite is true. Back in 1977, the strikes in Quebec were
tough. There was violence on the picket lines. That is one of the
reasons Quebec passed a law to restore balance, as well as to re‐
store a certain degree of industrial peace in labour disputes.
● (1550)

The only leverage available to a union or workers in the event of
a dispute with the employer is their final resort: a strike. Employers
have a similar right, the right to lockout. If employers are allowed
to use replacement workers on top of imposing a lockout, they will
be living the high life.

What does an employer stand to gain by settling the dispute as
long as other workers cross the picket lines and are able to do the
work without anyone getting their nose bent out of shape? What is
happening right now in Quebec?

The conflict at the Port of Québec has been going on for almost
two years. For more than 18 months, unionized workers with the
Canadian Union of Public Employees have been locked out. What
is more, the port is using replacement workers—scabs—who are
often paid more than the employees, so the dispute continues. No
one is getting worried. No one is connecting the dots. In terms of
the economy, it is the workers who provide services at our ports, on
our waterways and as part of our major infrastructure. They are part
of those supply chains people talk about.

When workers do not have good working conditions, which is
what they are demanding by going on strike, and when the dispute
drags on, workplaces get weaker. Occupational health and safety
can also be compromised, because replacement workers do not al‐
ways have all the skills and attributes it takes to do the job. We
have to pay attention to that.

We often see people act like the sky is falling when port workers
go on strike. Just look at what happened at the Port of Vancouver.
With the strike not even 24 hours old, people were already panick‐
ing and demanding special legislation. In many situations, disputes
involving workers under federal jurisdiction were ended by either
passing special legislation or allowing scab labour. That makes no
sense anymore. This situation must be addressed.

We are pleased to see a bill on this matter. What worries us now,
and with good reason, is whether the bill will succeed this time.
How fast will the government move this bill forward to make sure
it is not simply an intention that ends up dying on the Order Paper
because it did not have enough time to make it through the process?

We are saying this for a reason. The bill already states that the
legislation will not come into force until 18 months after royal as‐
sent. That is a year and a half. How can we count on that? There is
no justification for that. I think things are clear. The provisions to
be amended in the Canada Labour Code are quite clear.

There is no need to wait 18 months. The time frame must be
shortened so that the bill comes into force as soon as it receives
royal assent, as most other acts do. We can make it happen. We
need to be able to respond to workers and give them what they
need. It cannot just be wishful thinking.

Mr. Speaker, you are telling me I am out of time. Sign language
is very difficult for me to understand.

I will conclude by saying that we absolutely must speed up the
process. We need to ensure that this bill does not give full legitima‐
cy to the right to strike and lockout by prohibiting replacement
workers while at the same time limiting that same right to strike.

This is essential. The bill requires two major corrections.

● (1555)

[English]

Mr. Jake Stewart: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I was
not here earlier when the Speaker made his ruling. I would like to
offer my apologies and withdraw the unparliamentary language I
used last week.

● (1600)

The Deputy Speaker: I thank the hon. member for his retraction
and apology.

Moving on to questions and comments, the hon. parliamentary
secretary to the government House leader has the floor.
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐

er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I understand and appreciate that there have been concerns
raised regarding the date this would take effect after receiving royal
assent. I do believe at the committee stage, if not even before com‐
mittee stage, members could always approach the minister, I am
sure directly, to find out some of the rationale that was used.

On the member's personal experience and knowledge of what has
happened in the province of Quebec, we all know that Quebec has
led the country in anti-scab legislation, which was first enacted
many, many years ago. I have always advocated for anti-scab legis‐
lation and supporting the collective bargaining system. To me, this
legislation does just that. I wonder if the member could provide her
insight, being from the province of Quebec, on how the community
has benefited labour, in particular, and even non-unionized people.

[Translation]

Ms. Louise Chabot: Mr. Speaker, is it a benefit? I dare say it is a
right.

It has become important in terms of regulating labour relations
during disputes. We know it is a fundamental right, as I just said.
Allowing this right to be fully exercised without interference forces
the parties to come to a satisfactory agreement. When there is a
greater balance of power, both sides are encouraged to resolve dis‐
putes faster. It also prevents serious health and safety issues. It
makes a return to work possible. I am not saying that returning to
work is always an easy task. There has to be some level of industri‐
al peace to keep fighting.

When the sword of Damocles hangs above one's head, and no‐
body on the employer's side has any interest in settling, it can only
poison the labour environment. A law that protects basic rights ef‐
fectively ensures some level of industrial peace during negotiations.

[English]

Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke, NDP):
Mr. Speaker, I wonder if the hon. member shares with me my en‐
thusiasm for this new legislation in that it has something that Que‐
bec and British Columbia both lack, which is attention to the fact
that, with the rise of remote work, there is often no longer a physi‐
cal picket line to cross, so this new legislation that we are bringing
forward would be an improvement over both Quebec and British
Columbia in that it anticipates strikebreaking could be done
through remote work.

[Translation]

Ms. Louise Chabot: Mr. Speaker, some Quebec unions welcome
this bill. I will talk only about Quebec, not British Columbia.

People have already had to turn to the courts in Quebec. Que‐
bec's legislation was passed in 1977. Of course, in 2023, the whole
workplace issue has changed; I am thinking among other things of
telework. The bill will settle questions raised by Quebec workers
concerning place of work and new definitions. That is a plus.

However, an even bigger plus would be for the bill to come to
fruition quickly.

[English]

Mr. Eric Melillo (Kenora, CPC): Mr. Speaker, one of the con‐
cerns that Conservatives have with this legislation is that it would
not impact the federal government itself. Does the member share
that concern as well?

[Translation]

Ms. Louise Chabot: Mr. Speaker, when we say it is important to
pass this bill and send it to committee, it is because we see that it
would not affect federal employees. That is rather worrisome.

During the last strike, federal employees who were working from
home or working as subcontractors were perhaps being pushed by
their employer, the government, to be scabs. We must not fall on
our own sword. The things we want to protect in the private sector
are the same things that should also be protected in the public sec‐
tor.

I sincerely hope that the Conservative Party will support this bill
so that we can treat it as a matter that is just as urgent and pressing
as other legislative measures.

● (1605)

Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Mat‐
apédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to speak to this bill.

As my colleague from Thérèse-De Blainville said, we feel like
saying “finally”. The Bloc Québécois has been working for an ex‐
tremely long time to have such a bill introduced and studied.

As my colleague mentioned, the first time a Bloc Québécois
member introduced an anti-scab bill was in 1990. I was not even
born in 1990. That was a long time ago. It was our dean of the
House, the member for Bécancour—Nicolet—Saurel who intro‐
duced a similar bill. After that, we did the same thing 11 more
times. The Bloc Québécois introduced similar bills 11 times. In oth‐
er words, if the Bloc Québécois had been in power, we certainly
would have passed such a bill by now. However, the Bloc
Québécois has no aspirations to be in power.

That being said, I am glad to finally see, in 2023, that the other
parties in the House—the NDP and the Liberal Party, at least—
have made this a priority. I am eager to start working on this bill. I
also want to highlight the work done by my colleague from
Thérèse-De Blainville, who just spoke. She has been the Bloc
Québécois critic for labour for the past four years, and she does an
amazing job. She is there for workers and unions. She is a former
union leader herself. I think we can all thank her. I will do it on be‐
half of my colleagues, because she definitely played a part in the
tabling of this bill. I think that many workers in Quebec will thank
her for her work once this bill is passed.
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She also said that, in Quebec, we may have been pioneers. We

passed this type of legislation in 1977, and that created two classes
of workers in Quebec with respect to scabs, federally regulated
workers and all the others. This bill will finally eliminate these two
classes of workers, at least that is our hope. As I heard in previous
discussions, this bill even takes some steps forward, so we are ex‐
tremely pleased about that. This bill is being applauded by several
unions in Quebec, including Unifor and the United Steelworkers. In
fact, I would say that this bill is being applauded by most unions.
Everyone is very happy about it.

In that regard, my thoughts are with the Front commun workers
in Québec who are on strike for better working conditions. Obvi‐
ously, that is not exactly the same situation, but I am still thinking
of them. I think that these exercises are extremely important. Even
though the workers in that case are employed by the Government of
Quebec, we can still stand in solidarity with them.

I have heard about this type of bill because of all the bills the
Bloc Québécois has introduced over the years. I have also been ap‐
proached by people who told me how important anti-scab legisla‐
tion is, including a friend in telecommunications. He wrote to me
several times in the past few months to find out if this was in the
pipeline. He heard that the federal government wanted to introduce
this kind of bill. He wanted to know whether it had been introduced
or when it would be. I was always very disappointed that I had no
news to give him and that I could not tell him it was coming or that
we had started debating it. We had no news, and it took a very long
time for the government to introduce the bill. My thoughts are with
him and all his colleagues in the telecommunications sector, who
will be significantly affected by this bill.

The bill proposes a ban on the use of replacement workers, in‐
cluding subcontracted workers, unless one of the following three
situations arises. The first is a “threat to the life, health or safety of
any person”. These terms may need to be better defined when the
bill is being studied. That is why the Bloc Québécois hopes that the
bill will be referred to committee so that we can examine these
questions in greater depth and have a little more clarity. The bill al‐
so refers to a “threat of destruction of, or serious damage to, the
employer's property or premises”. There is also mention of a “threat
of serious environmental damage affecting the employer's property
or premises”.

The bill also proposes a complete ban on crossing the picket line,
including by employees in the same work unit. It also proposes is‐
suing fines of up to $100,000 per day when the employer fails to
comply with the law.
● (1610)

Bill C‑58 would also require employers and unions to sign an
agreement at the start of negotiations to specify which operations
must be continued in the event of a strike or lockout, and they
would have 15 days to do it. If they do not come to an agreement,
the Canada Industrial Relations Board would decide within 90 days
which operations would be continued. The minister would still have
the power to refer the issue to the board to protect the health and
safety of the Canadian population.

As I mentioned earlier, some of the points will need to be looked
at in committee. There is the issue of the 90-day period for the

Canada Industrial Relations Board that we, at the Bloc Québécois,
have looked into. It seems needlessly long. A 60-day period might
be more appropriate. We will have to see with the experts that will
appear before the committee. There is also the definition of the ex‐
ception for threats to the life, health or safety of any person. Excep‐
tions like this one cannot be allowed to become catch-all measures
that can be pulled out from a hat to bring everything to a halt. That
will have to be looked at in committee. There is also the 18-month
timeframe before the bill comes into force. My colleague alluded to
that. It is obviously too long. Anyone who has ever gone on strike
or been locked out knows how important this bill is. I have a friend
who asked me every month if this bill was coming, because it is
definitely important for these workers. Is it really necessary to wait
18 months after royal assent? That begs the question. Our leader
spoke publicly on that subject.

We need to pass this bill as soon as possible. Obviously, it has to
go through the legislative process step by step. There are a few is‐
sues we will want to raise in parliamentary committee, but all par‐
ties need to agree so we can move forward quickly, before Christ‐
mas if possible. Many workers would really appreciate this. Ac‐
cording to the government's figures, roughly 1.03 million employ‐
ees are covered by the Canada Labour Code. This affects a lot of
people. We are talking about federally regulated industries and
businesses, such as those in the air, rail, road, marine, interprovin‐
cial and international transportation sectors, as well as banks, the
communications sector and postal services.

Apparently, there was an attempt to amend this part of the
Canada Labour Code in 1999. However, the change was hijacked
by employers who simply had to claim that they were negotiating
in good faith. I think that what we have before us today is a true
step forward compared to that feeble attempt in 1999, which clearly
did not carry much weight.

I am running out of time, but I just want to quickly talk about the
positive effects of anti-scab legislation. These measures are essen‐
tial for civilized bargaining during a dispute. They promote indus‐
trial peace. They are the cornerstone for establishing a level playing
field between the employer and labour. They also put an end to the
situation where there are two classes of workers in Quebec, those
who are regulated by Quebec or in the private sector and those who
are federally regulated. We are sure that all of this will go quickly,
but we know that the parliamentary process can be long sometimes.
We just hope everything will go well.

In closing, I want to note something said by Nina Laflamme,
union representative at the Canadian Union of Public Employees,
who represents the longshore workers at the Port de Québec. She
said that when this bill is adopted, we will be able to bargain on an
equal footing.
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I think that is a rather strong statement that makes sense because

without this legislation and these anti-scab measures, unions and
workers cannot effectively bargain on an equal footing. This has
been a real problem for many years at the federal level. We applaud
the introduction of this bill and we will obviously vote in favour of
it.
● (1615)

Mrs. Brenda Shanahan (Châteauguay—Lacolle, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, I was very interested in my hon. colleague's speech.
She raised a number of points that will have to be discussed in
greater detail at committee. I do have a question about the 18-
month delay that everyone has been talking about.

I, too, asked why the 18-month wait before coming into force. It
seems that it is a matter of expertise and that the Canada Industrial
Relations Board needs the time. We do not have as much experi‐
ence as Quebec or British Columbia.

Does my colleague agree that it will take a certain amount of ne‐
gotiating expertise before the legislation is implemented?

Ms. Kristina Michaud: Mr. Speaker, the committee will obvi‐
ously be able to ask officials questions about that expertise and the
18-month delay. Is it necessary to wait that long?

We have talked about the law in Quebec and the law in British
Columbia. I think the federal government has quite a few tools in
its toolbox to follow their lead and know a little about how to oper‐
ate once the legislation takes effect. It took so long to introduce this
bill that I cannot believe they did not look at how things are done. I
am confident that we might be able to shorten this time frame so
that the legislation comes into force more quickly.

Ms. Lisa Marie Barron (Nanaimo—Ladysmith, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, as the member mentioned, like British Columbia, where I
live, Quebec has had similar legislation for a long time.

Can the member tell us a little bit more about the impact this law
would have on people?

Ms. Kristina Michaud: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for
asking her question in French. That is always appreciated.

I think that we have seen many examples of lockouts and strikes
in Quebec where the workers were not federally regulated. When
there are no replacement workers being brought in during a labour
dispute, the workers and the unions have a little more room to ne‐
gotiate. As Nina Laflamme said, it puts workers on an equal play‐
ing field with the employer. I think that is extremely important.

Obviously, this bill does not resolve all of the issues. Negotia‐
tions can take a long time. We are seeing that right now with the
Front commun in Quebec. Sometimes it takes a long time to come
to an agreement, but having scabs involved only complicates
things.

I think that, since 1977, Quebec has been able to prove just how
important it is to have this type of legislation.
[English]

Mr. Larry Maguire (Brandon—Souris, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
given that my colleague is from Quebec, could she expand on the
legislation that Quebec already has? Does she feel this would im‐

prove it, or would she still like to see other improvements in the
legislation that has been put forward?

[Translation]

Ms. Kristina Michaud: Mr. Speaker, from what I understand of
this legislation, it is quite good. There might even be some
progress. That makes sense. As my colleague said earlier, Quebec
forged ahead in 1977 when it passed similar legislation. Of course,
if there are improvements that could be made here, we can always
learn from that piece of legislation, even in 2023, and come up with
something worthwhile.

It is always important to have this process of questioning experts
in committee. It gives us the opportunity to see if those who are
knowledgeable and have the expertise want to add anything to the
bill or take anything out. I think that is important. I may not be an
expert on the subject, but the experts will certainly be able to guide
us at this stage of the study. The little bits we have seen so far are
mostly about time frames.

As I was saying, I think we may have acquired all the tools we
need to be able to move forward in a shorter time frame than the
proposed 18 months prior to royal assent.

● (1620)

Mr. Rhéal Éloi Fortin (Rivière-du-Nord, BQ): Mr. Speaker, as
my colleague from Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Matapédia and
my colleague from Thérèse-De Blainville have already said, this
legislation has been in force in Quebec for quite some time. It has
become part of Quebec's social mores. The Bloc Québécois is
closely attuned to Quebec's social mores, which is why we applaud
this bill.

Does my colleague have any idea why the House of Commons
has refused for so long, 11 times, to pass this legislation? Do
Canada's social mores oppose this kind of worker and labour rela‐
tions protection?

Ms. Kristina Michaud: Mr. Speaker, it seems that this great
Canada, which is so different from Quebec, may be resistant to this,
either for unknown reasons or for the reasons my colleague before
me mentioned.

However, I think it is important to move forward and pass this
kind of bill immediately. Parliament could have done so as far back
as 1990, when our colleague from Bécancour—Nicolet—Saurel
first introduced such legislation.

We certainly had to negotiate in order to convince the govern‐
ment of the importance of such a bill. I am pleased that we have
reached this point we are at today. It took time, however.

[English]

The Deputy Speaker: It is my duty pursuant to Standing Order
38 to inform the House that the question to be raised tonight at the
time of adjournment is as follows: the hon. member for Courte‐
nay—Alberni, Canada Post Corporation.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara (Vaughan—Woodbridge, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, it is always an honour to rise and speak in this House.
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[Translation]

The purpose of Bill C‑58 is to support free and fair collective
bargaining. If passed, it will help restore and maintain the balance
of power between unions and employers during strikes or lockouts.
According to the unions, employers are in a position of strength in
labour disputes. We therefore need to ensure that each side can
have equal strength when they go to the bargaining table.

Workers have rights. I think that everyone agrees on that. They
have the right to organize, to bargain collectively and to go on
strike. Striking is the tool they use to put pressure on the employer,
but when they go on strike, they have to make sacrifices. They sac‐
rifice their pay, their benefits, their day-to-day security.

[English]

I will be splitting my time with the member of Parliament for
Labrador, who is a long-time friend and colleague, with whom I sit
on the natural resources committee.

[Translation]

With regard to employers, the sacrifices they make during a lock‐
out are not always comparable to those of striking workers. Before
introducing Bill C‑58, we did our job. Among other things, we held
consultations with all stakeholders, including employers and
unions. The unions told us about the shift in the balance of power
during a strike or lockout. Restoring balance is a key element for
them.

According to what the unions we met with told us, employers al‐
ways have the upper hand in the negotiations because they have a
lot more financial power than the workers. They explained to us
that when employers use replacement workers, it creates an even
greater imbalance. It weakens the workers' main pressure tactic,
which is to deprive the company of its workforce.

Some have even argued that employers could use the replace‐
ment workers to avoid making compromises. For unions, this shift
in the balance of power makes the bargaining process more difficult
and makes strikes and lockouts last even longer

Workers who are not being paid do not feel as though they are on
a level playing field with their employer, who has the means to pay
workers to keep the business running. Unions feel as though both
sides are not equally motivated to negotiate and come to an agree‐
ment. Employees do not think it is fair or equitable when an em‐
ployer replaces a worker who is on strike. That can also impact
what is happening at the bargaining table and have a very negative
impact on labour relations. What is more, it increases the risk of vi‐
olence on the picket lines. We have often seen that in the past.
Workers get frustrated and tensions rise. It puts everyone's safety at
risk, including that of replacement workers.

What the unions are telling us is the truth. These things have
happened. Take, for example, the lockout of unionized employees
at the Co-op Refinery in Regina in 2019. The company spent mil‐
lions of dollars building a camp that it filled with scabs from out‐
side the province. It had so much financial power that it was able to
bring replacement workers in by helicopter so that they could get
across the picket lines.

● (1625)

The company hoped that the unionized workers who were locked
out would give up their pensions. The conflict lasted 200 days and
was marked by blockades, arrests and even a bomb threat. Is there a
better example to illustrate how imbalanced the power relationship
between unions and employers can sometimes be and how much
damage that can cause?

The point is clear: Resorting to replacement workers diverts at‐
tention away from the bargaining table. It prolongs disputes, and it
can poison workplaces for years, if not decades.

We are banning the use of replacement workers because we be‐
lieve in balanced collective bargaining, free and fair collective bar‐
gaining. How would Bill C-58 restore that balance?

This bill would encourage unions and employers to resolve their
differences as they should—together, on an equal footing at the bar‐
gaining table. In other words, it brings the focus back to the bar‐
gaining table. That is where this has to happen, because that is
where the best deals are made. We are going to do this by ensuring
that employers can no longer get others to do the work of striking
or locked out workers. I am talking about employees and managers
hired after notice to bargain has been served. Contractors, regard‐
less of when they were hired, would also be prohibited from doing
the work of striking or locked out employees.

Now, as in all things, there are exceptions. Employers could use
replacement workers to prevent threats to life, health or safety; to
prevent destruction of or serious damage to the employer's property
or premises; or to prevent serious environmental damage affecting
the property or premises. Any violation of the rules would be con‐
sidered an unfair labour practice under the Canada Labour Code.

I will spare the House the details of the complaint process, but it
should be noted that it would be handled by the Canada Industrial
Relations Board, or CIRB.

Bill C‑58 also provides for improvements to the process for the
maintenance of activities. To prevent serious danger to the public,
employers and unions should agree at the beginning of the bargain‐
ing process on what activities are to be maintained during a strike
or lockout. The parties will have to come to an agreement within 15
days of the start of the negotiations, before they can issue 72-hour
notices of their intention to strike or impose a lockout. If there is no
agreement, it will be up to the CIRB to make a decision within 90
days. If no agreement or decision can be reached, there will be no
strike or lockout.
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I talked about what the unions told us during our consultations.

As I mentioned, however, we consulted all the parties involved. We
reached this point today because we worked in a spirit of tripartite
collaboration. Together, the government, the unions and employers
all sat down at the same table. We had open, honest and direct dis‐
cussions. We worked freely and fairly, which is exactly what we
want for the future of labour relations in Canada.

Bill C‑58 will unquestionably improve labour relations, protect
the right of workers to strike, limit collective bargaining interrup‐
tions and ensure greater stability for Canadians during disputes in
federally regulated industries.

Bill C-58 will lead to free and fair collective bargaining at all
times.
● (1630)

[English]
Mr. Clifford Small (Coast of Bays—Central—Notre Dame,

CPC): Mr. Speaker, first, I would like to start by pointing out that
this member and all his Liberal colleagues voted, twice, against leg‐
islation to prevent replacement workers, in 2016 and against in
2019.

I would like to know why the bill does not apply to heavily sub‐
sidized projects, like Stellantis, which is going to bring in 1,500 or
1,600 scab labourers from Asia. That is one question.

I heard the member mention that critical services would get ex‐
empted, such as pharmaceutical products, air ambulances and
things like that. I have had people in the aviation industry point out
to me, and I know they have studied it a lot, that things like fire‐
fighting, delivery by air of pharmaceuticals and air ambulances are
threatened by this legislation.

Could the member provide the House with the clauses in that bill
that would exempt those aspects of the aviation industry from this
legislation?

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Mr. Speaker, first, the best deals are
done at the negotiating table between the parties, the employer and
the union.

Second, I am fully for foreign direct investment in this country. I
am fully for Volkswagen, Stellantis, Toyota and Honda, and any
other entity in the automobile sector, in this example, to come and
invest here. If those entities need to bring in workers with special‐
ized technology so that Canadians can have jobs, that is a win for
our country, our communities and Canadian families.

Foreign direct investment in every part of our economy, whether
it is Ferrero Rocher from Italy, Toyota or any company that is here
in Canada, operating from abroad, General Motors, Ford, Stellantis,
all these companies employ literally hundreds of thousands of
Canadians. We want them to come here and invest in Canada. We
will partner with industry and labour, unlike the party on the oppo‐
site side.
[Translation]

Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Mr. Speaker, as my col‐
league from Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Matapédia said earlier,
the Bloc Québécois introduced a similar bill in 1990 and reintro‐

duced it 10 times. What is rather odd is that, every time the Liberals
were in power they voted against the bill, and every time they were
in opposition they voted in favour of it. This leaves the impression
that they are anti-union.

There is a provision in the bill that once again gives the impres‐
sion that they are anti-union, specifically, the one that says the bill
will only come into force a year and a half after it receives royal
assent. This means that, after the work of Parliament here and the
study by the Senate, there will still be a waiting period of a year
and half. As a result, an election will very likely be called before
workers are given these basic rights.

Does my colleague not think that a year and a half is unreason‐
able? Why do we need so much time for a legislative measure that
is simple to implement and that is easily implemented in most de‐
veloped countries?

● (1635)

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for
his very important question.

I would like to say that I have supported unions my entire life.

[English]

I have always been pro-labour. Before I entered university, I
worked at a pulp and paper mill in British Columbia. They were on
strike. I walked a picket line. I walked a picket line for the United
Fishermen and Allied Workers' Union at a cannery, where I grew
up in Prince Rupert. Private sector unions and their training facili‐
ties are located in my riding, along with their headquarters.

I will always be in support of the rights of workers from coast to
coast to coast. This is just another example of that. Again, the best
deals are done at the negotiating table. We know that. Whether they
are carpenters, labourers, electricians or workers in federally regu‐
lated sectors of our economy, we know the best deals are done at
the negotiating table.

We always need to make sure that the balance is there. We know
that 97% or 98% of deals are done even before a strike happens.
We understand there are methods of mediation and arbitration. Me‐
diators come in. We all understand it.

This is just another step in the maturity of our Canadian labour
market. It is the right thing to do. It is a good thing for Canadian
workers. We, on this side of the aisle, will always stand up for
Canadian workers, unlike the official opposition.

The Deputy Speaker: I will remind members to keep their ques‐
tions and answers as short as possible so everyone can participate
in the debate this evening.

We will resume debate with the hon. Parliamentary Secretary to
the Minister of Northern Affairs.
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Ms. Yvonne Jones (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister

of Northern Affairs and to the Minister of National Defence
(Northern Defence), Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure for me to
speak to this bill today. It is legislation that I have supported for a
very long time. I have advocated for it since my days sitting in the
provincial government of Newfoundland and Labrador.

We know that the Government of Canada believes in collective
bargaining. We always have. We have always been very supportive
of the union movement, and we are one of the governments that has
made significant amendments and has had several pieces of legisla‐
tion to support workers in Canada since we began our time in of‐
fice.

We really believe that Canadian workers have the right to fair,
honest and balanced negotiations where replacement workers are
not waiting in the wings to take their jobs. We have all seen it. We
have seen how this story plays out across Canada when workers
have earned the right to strike and have earned the right to collec‐
tive bargaining, yet when they are out on the picket line, someone
else is called in to do their jobs.

Canadian workers need to be able to trust that union jobs are
good jobs and that union leaders are able to represent their best in‐
terests in fair, honest and balanced negotiations at that bargaining
table. That is a fair process. It is why we are introducing this legis‐
lation today, which bans the use of replacement workers in federal‐
ly regulated workplaces. I hope this is the beginning of a process of
fairness that we will see legislated in provinces and territories
across the country.

The union movement has been making this case for generations.
For generations, it has been saying that the threat of replacement
workers tips the bargaining table balance in the employer's favour.
We have seen that many times over and over again. We think its
members are right, and we agree with the statements they are mak‐
ing. It is unfair and contrary to the spirit of the true collective bar‐
gaining process, which has been legally binding in Canada for
many decades.

We are trying to level the playing field, and level it in a way that
supports unions and the rights that they have fought for and have
won over many decades in Canada. This legislation is so important
for Canadian workers because, when contract negotiations drag on
and consistently reach a stalemate, workers are ultimately faced
with a decision between two choices. They can either take the less-
than-satisfactory employer offer, or they can go on strike. Those are
the only options they have. They certainly feel that it is not always
a fair process.

Making a decision to go on strike is not an easy one. No union‐
ized workers vote to walk the picket line without weighing the de‐
cision and its implications carefully. It is invariably a money-losing
proposition, at least in the short term, for all of them. It hurts their
families financially, and hurts them and their families psychologi‐
cally. Sometimes withdrawing labour is the workers' only way, the
last case scenario, to exert the pressure they need to get the deal
they deserve and have worked for.

I have walked the picket line with unionized workers many times
in my political career simply because I believed in what they were
doing—

● (1640)

The Deputy Speaker: I hate to interrupt the hon. member, but
we are having some interpretation problems.

[Translation]

The hon. member for Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Matapédia
raised this issue.

Ms. Kristina Michaud: Mr. Speaker, that is correct. There is no
interpretation.

[English]

The Deputy Speaker: We are hearing that the audio is not as
good as it should be.

Ms. Yvonne Jones: Mr. Speaker, I have a House of Commons-
issued headset, so it should be working. Maybe I could continue,
and if there is a problem, you can let me know.

During the time I have been serving people across Labrador, in
particular, and across the province of Newfoundland and Labrador,
I have continuously—

The Deputy Speaker: We are still not getting the interpretation.
I will confer with the Table for a second. I do apologize.

The problem we are running into is the headset. Unfortunately,
for interpretation, it does not sound as good.

We will have to go to the next speaker. I will confer with the Ta‐
ble to see if we can allow the hon. member to complete her speech.
The hon. member only got about halfway through before there was
a problem with interpretation. Hopefully, we will have the opportu‐
nity to rectify the problem so the hon. member will be able to fin‐
ish.

I apologize. I guess that is the fun part of being virtual.

Ms. Yvonne Jones: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate your reserving the
time for me.

● (1645)

Mrs. Tracy Gray (Kelowna—Lake Country, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I will be splitting my time with the member for Battle‐
fords—Lloydminster.

It is always a privilege to stand in the House to speak on behalf
of the constituents of Kelowna—Lake Country. Today, I rise to
speak to the government's legislation, Bill C-58, an act to amend
the Canada Labour Code and the Canada Industrial Relations Board
regulations. The bill has two main elements. First, it would affect
the use of replacement workers only in those workplaces that fall
under federal regulation. To be clear, this is not for federal public
sector workers. Second, the bill would amend the maintenance of
activities process. Again, to be clear, this is not for federal public
sector workers. This is only for companies that fall within federal
regulation.
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If this legislation is so fantastic for workers, as the labour minis‐

ter and other Liberal members say, it is extremely curious that the
Liberals did not implement it into the contracts it negotiated just re‐
cently in the federal public sector. The Liberals plan to enforce leg‐
islation for the private sector that they themselves will not be held
to. The golden rule of doing unto others as one would have them do
unto oneself does not exist for the NDP-Liberal government.

One of the most interesting parts of this legislation is that, if it
were to pass through the House of Commons and the Senate, and
receive royal assent, it would not come into effect until after the
next election. Here we have another example of the Liberal govern‐
ment promising sunny ways now and pushing off the effects its
policies would have until after an election.

One of the great privileges of serving as the shadow minister for
employment and workforce development is the number of meetings
and conversations I have with workers, including unionized work‐
ers. I have talked with many workers from many different indus‐
tries across many provinces in the country, in Yukon, and in my
community.

Most workers whom I have talked to have top priorities in their
concerns with tax increases, inflation and interest rates eating away
at their paycheques. These are the top issues they bring up with me.
I have had workers talk to me about concerns with stable EI pro‐
grams, access to training, temporary foreign workers, better access
to professional testing, and the ability for people working in the
trades to expense items such as tools.

I was recently speaking to a young man who is a construction
worker who told me that he has a place to sleep, but it is not a
home. Even though he has a good job, he does not feel like he will
ever own a home. We know it now takes 25 years to save for a
home in Canada. There are so many good jobs that either have left
the country or have evaporated, but the NDP-Liberal government
does not want to talk about that.

Let us look at the forestry sector. Thousands of good-paying jobs
have been lost in my home province of British Columbia alone.
These were good-paying jobs supporting families. It is not like
there was less of a need for softwood lumber or pulp, but due to the
Liberal government's not negotiating a softwood lumber agreement
with the U.S., a lack of business confidence and an unfriendly busi‐
ness regime created by the government, the jobs have gone south of
the border. The Prime Minister promised a new softwood lumber
agreement within 100 days of his first election in 2015. We are now
thousands of days past this, three U.S. presidents later and no closer
to that agreement.

Mills have shut and thousands of jobs have been lost in B.C.
alone. This is another broken promise. Two hundred workers whose
livelihoods supported their families in my community of Kelow‐
na—Lake Country lost their jobs when the mill closed. The Liber‐
als were not successful in negotiating a softwood lumber section in‐
to CUSMA either. They left it up to negotiating a separate agree‐
ment, and this has not happened.

In the energy sector, over $100 billion in investments evaporated
with project cancellations under the NDP-Liberal government, and
tens of thousands of jobs have either been lost, or there were lost

opportunities. Many cited Canada's red-tape regulatory regime as a
major barrier. There used to be direct flights to Fort Mac from
Kelowna International Airport, with families living in Kelowna or
Lake Country. When there were massive layoffs in the energy sec‐
tor early in the Liberal government's time, the flights stopped.

● (1650)

Around this time, I recall speaking to a family where the husband
had a good job working for an oil and gas company, and his compa‐
ny laid off a lot of its workforce. The only work he could find at the
time was cutting lawns, and he and his wife had to make the tough
family decision for the wife to go back to work, even though, with
two young children, she did not want to. Even with them both
working, they were making less than his one previous job in the en‐
ergy sector. She was also no longer able to volunteer at the kids'
school, and it created a lot of coordinating challenges with activi‐
ties in the family. These are the tough decisions parents make every
day. If the government were truly concerned about workers, as it
says it is, it should focus on making sure there is investment in
Canada and removing red tape and bureaucracy. It should stop sti‐
fling business and focus on creating well-paying jobs.

The anti-energy Prime Minister and radical activist environment
minister have shrunk Canada’s energy workforce while promising a
“just transition” that cannot guarantee workers the same pay or ben‐
efits. The government’s own document on the just transition refers
to affecting 2.7 million workers' jobs within the energy, manufac‐
turing, construction, transportation and agriculture sectors. Let us
not forget the anti-energy industry bill, Bill C-69, parts of which
have now been deemed unconstitutional.

The Prime Minister said there is no business case for LNG, yet
the U.S. has become a major exporter in the world in just a few
years. This is another lost opportunity for Canadian workers. If the
NDP-Liberal government is so concerned about replacement work‐
ers, why did it seemingly negotiate an agreement in Windsor, On‐
tario, which will include foreign replacement workers? The Liber‐
als originally called this disinformation, but we now know and have
confirmation from the very company hiring the workers that at least
900 taxpayer-funded foreign replacement workers from South Ko‐
rea would be brought in to work on that plant, which would be sub‐
sidized by 15 billion taxpayer dollars.
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The executive director of Canada’s Building Trades Unions has

called the decision to allow foreign replacement workers to replace
Canadian jobs at the EV battery manufacturing facility in Windsor
“a slap in the face” and an “insult to Canadian taxpayers.” We now
know that the Northvolt project in Quebec will bring in taxpayer-
funded foreign replacement workers as well.

The government needs to make public copies of all contracts,
memorandums of understanding or any other agreement between
any minister, department, agency or Crown corporation of the Gov‐
ernment of Canada, as well as all companies it has announced tax
breaks and subsidies to in relation to battery production. When the
Liberals put taxpayers on the hook for billions of dollars, the jobs
those subsidies pay for should go to Canadian workers, not foreign
replacement workers. Common-sense Conservatives are calling on
the Prime Minister to release the documents for all these taxpayer-
funded battery plants, so Canadians can see if the Liberal govern‐
ment did anything to secure guarantees for Canadian workers.

Let us talk about another recent broken promise of the Liberal
government, with the announcement that it will now be raising EI
premiums on every paycheque of workers in Canada in 2024. Just
seven months ago, in budget 2023, it said that premiums would not
be increased. The government’s inflationary deficits have crushed
the purchasing power of workers' paycheques. Inflation increases
the costs of basic necessities, and food inflation has been even
higher. Despite the finance minister’s victory statement in Septem‐
ber, inflation is still high; the Prime Minister's promise of bringing
down food costs by Thanksgiving has come and gone. We know
there is a record number of two million Canadians using a food
bank each month. Rents have doubled, and taxes such as the carbon
tax keep increasing. Families of all generations are being squeezed;
they are on the edge of not being able to fulfill their financial com‐
mitments and pay their bills.

After eight years, inflation and interest rates at generational highs
are impacting workers and their families everywhere they turn. On‐
ly a Conservative government will focus on making life more af‐
fordable and removing red tape and bureaucracy so Canadians can
bring home powerful paycheques once again.
● (1655)

Ms. Yvonne Jones (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Northern Affairs and to the Minister of National Defence
(Northern Defence), Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am happy to ask my
colleague a question. I listened very attentively as she spoke on Bill
C-58. We all know that good deals happen at the bargaining table.
That is where workers have the opportunity to get the powerful
leverage they need to ensure they get fair wages, fair benefits and
job security. These are all the things they and their families need
and depend upon. The fact that companies can bring in replacement
workers while they are on strike has always been a disadvantage for
workers.

Is my hon. colleague prepared to support Bill C-58 and support
workers in Canada?

Mrs. Tracy Gray: Mr. Speaker, do we know what is not a good
deal? It is 200 people in my community losing their jobs when a
mill closed or the worker I talked about who worked in the energy
sector and lost his job because of the policies of the Liberal govern‐

ment. His wife had to go back to work. As I mentioned in my inter‐
vention, both of their wages together did not even come close to
what he was making himself working in the energy sector.

Those are the types of tough decisions that are affecting families
every day. Those are the tough situations that have played out in
households across this country because of policies that the govern‐
ment has implemented.

[Translation]

Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Mr. Speaker, the ban on
replacement workers to ensure balanced collective agreement nego‐
tiations has been part of Quebeckers' DNA for decades.

I know that the Conservatives think they are in the middle of an
election campaign, but I feel uneasy. I listened to my colleague's
speech and it was interesting. We talked about the carbon tax and
battery plants. The Liberal member asked her a clear question about
whether the member will support the principle that replacement
workers should be banned to ensure balanced collective agreement
negotiations. We received a non-answer. The Conservatives are un‐
comfortable. They do not want to answer to avoid implying that
they are not on the workers' side.

I would like a clear answer from the Conservatives. Do they sup‐
port the principle of the bill to ban replacement workers, yes or no?

It is either yes or no. I would like a real answer.

[English]

Mrs. Tracy Gray: Mr. Speaker, it is really interesting that the
member is from Quebec. We know that the Northvolt project in
Quebec will be bringing in hundreds of taxpayer-funded foreign re‐
placement workers to fill jobs, taking jobs away from workers in
Quebec. There needs to be more clarity on taxpayer-funded foreign
workers who will be funded through the hard-working people of
Canada. We are asking for the government to disclose what those
contracts are. We need to see what is in them, so we can see how
this is affecting workers. Is it written into the contracts that foreign
replacement workers are acceptable for those companies that are
accepting all this taxpayer money?

● (1700)

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, hopefully the third time is the charm, because the hon.
member did not actually answer the questions of my last two col‐
leagues. I too listened to the hon. member's speech. She did not re‐
ally speak a lot about the bill in question. Yes, the cost of living is
rising but, again, this bill will help ensure that workers have the
ability and the power to negotiate as equals with their employers.
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Again, will this member and will the Conservative members of

the House support this bill and support workers' rights when deal‐
ing with potential replacement workers?

Mrs. Tracy Gray: Mr. Speaker, it is interesting that the NDP-
Liberal government always wants to talk about anything other than
the fact that people cannot afford to pay for basic necessities. We
have nurses and construction workers who are living in their cars in
British Columbia. We know that this is across the country. We
know that there are tent cities across this country, because people
cannot afford the basic necessities they need to live. Reports came
out just this morning about how close seniors are to being home‐
less.

The government has created this problem with high inflation,
which has also created high interest rates. This is creating higher
mortgage payments for people, putting them on the edge and out of
their homes. The government should be focusing on policies and
legislation that can actually stop what is creating this situation,
where people cannot even afford basic necessities in this country.

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, we know that improving labour relations should be the ul‐
timate goal of any government. It is better for workers, employers,
the economy and all Canadians. However, the current labour cli‐
mate suggests that we are moving in another direction. Across the
country, we are seeing more labour strife than we have at any other
time in recent history.

The strife is undoubtedly being fuelled by the spiralling cost of
living crisis in this country, which is a direct result of the NDP-Lib‐
eral government's inflationary deficits and taxes. The costly coali‐
tion has made life more difficult for hard-working Canadians, and
paycheques are not going nearly as far as they once were.

We know the carbon tax is increasing the cost of everything.
Food prices have gone up year after year, housing costs have dou‐
bled and mortgages have gone up by 150% since the Liberals took
office. There are reports indicating that over 50% of Canadians
are $200 or less away from going broke, which is simply outra‐
geous. Working Canadians across this country are struggling to put
food on their tables and to keep a roof over their heads. That is un‐
acceptable, but it is the devastating reality after eight years of the
Liberal government, which continues to be propped up by its NDP
friends. They have failed Canadian workers and broken the unspo‐
ken promise that if one gets a job and works hard, one will be able
to pay one's bills and build a better life.

That is the climate in which the Liberals have tabled this bill. As
we consider Bill C-58, it is critical that we do so with a view to
finding balance. Governments should never encourage labour dis‐
ruption or give either side in a dispute an uneven advantage, be‐
cause there are very serious implications for all Canadians when
labour is disrupted. This is particularly true when we consider the
industries and the sectors that are federally regulated.

Whether it is our rail system, our ports, our telecommunication
networks or air travel, labour disruptions in these critical industries
have a serious cost for businesses. Beyond that, they can also have
a potentially devastating impact on everyday Canadians. That
downstream impact should not be cast aside in this debate, and it
cannot be ignored. It raises questions about what happens when

medicine cannot get to the end destination on store shelves and, ul‐
timately, is not there when Canadians need it.

What happens if telecommunication services are down? How
does a family member check in on loved ones? What impact would
this have on payment processing? Would there be Canadians unable
to access basic necessities? If fresh food in transportation spoils,
what is the cost to consumers? These questions raise just a few ex‐
amples of what impact a strike could have on Canadians. Ultimate‐
ly, a strike that impacts our supply chains, such as those in our ports
or railways, will always have a ripple effect beyond the employer
and worker.

It will also impact small businesses that depend on the efficient
flow of our supply chains. The longer a strike lasts, the greater the
harm it will cause. For small businesses, it is a situation that is gen‐
erally well beyond their control. This is certainly true for farmers,
who need to get their commodities to market. In my province of
Saskatchewan, which is a landlocked province, a disruption in any
part of the supply chain network is seriously detrimental.

It is critical that, in considering this legislation, we understand
the potential impact on farmers and their operations. Farmers cer‐
tainly cannot afford to take any more hits. They are already some of
the hardest hit by the NDP-Liberal coalition's failed policies. Farm‐
ers I have spoken to certainly feel that it is intentional and that the
government has no regard for their industry or their contributions to
our country. Failed policies such as the Liberal carbon tax are
putting the viability of farm businesses in jeopardy. There is also,
of course, the Senate; so-called independent senators are now doing
the government's bidding by dragging their feet on Bill C-234. En‐
suring the viability of farm operations is critical to the industry, as
well as to an affordable and dependable food supply.

● (1705)

I recently had a farmer in my office who shared with me that a
single day of rail disruption delayed his shipment by a matter of
weeks, which, of course, directly impacted the cash flow of his op‐
erations. That is because a single day of disruption never equates to
a single day of backlog. This brings to mind this past summer's port
strike in Vancouver, which created a massive bottleneck in our sup‐
ply chain infrastructure. The job action in Vancouver lasted weeks,
and now all these months later, the port is still working to clear the
backlog.
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Let me be clear that Canadian workers, without question, have

the right to collective bargaining and striking. Striking should be
the last resort, and it should not be incentivized. The best outcome
for all parties is coming to an agreement at the bargaining table.
That is why it is critical that government foster a level playing field
for unions and businesses so that ultimately government is helping
only to foster better labour relations. Government should not inter‐
vene to tip the scales.

Other jurisdictions that have implemented similar bans have seen
an increase in job actions, which should be cause for warning. It is
not clear what lessons from those jurisdictions are being applied in
this legislation, and it is not clear that this legislation strikes the ap‐
propriate balance between labour and employers. In fact, the bill
contains a lot of ambiguity that requires clarification. This is, of
course, a pattern with the Liberal government, which has a tenden‐
cy to introduce what it has coined as “framework legislation”.

There is another matter of great curiosity. The bill would impose
a ban on replacement workers for federally regulated industries, but
it would not apply to the public service. This policy decision cer‐
tainly raises questions. If the Liberals have determined through
their consultations and analysis that what they are proposing is pos‐
itive for labour relations, then it would make sense to apply it to
themselves, but they deliberately chose to exclude the federal gov‐
ernment and the public service from the scope of this legislation. I
think industry deserves clarity from the labour minister on this par‐
ticular policy decision.

In another example of “do as I say and not as I do”, the Liberal
government seems to villainize replacement workers through this
legislation while at the same time funding foreign replacement
workers. Last week, we learned that the Stellantis battery plant is
reportedly hiring 1,600 foreign workers despite receiving $15 bil‐
lion in subsidies from the NDP-Liberal coalition. This is not in the
interests of our Canadian workers, and it certainly is not fair to
them or Canadian taxpayers. Canadian taxpayer subsidies should be
going to support Canadian workers, not foreign replacement work‐
ers.

We do not even fully understand the extent of the government's
budgeted contract negotiations, because not only does the story
keep changing on that side of the House, from claiming disinforma‐
tion to claiming one worker and then a handful, but the Liberals are
deliberately choosing to keep the contracts hidden. If it is such
great news for Canadian workers, why the secrecy? What are they
trying to hide?

Well, we know now that the Northvolt plant will be utilizing tax‐
payer-funded foreign replacement workers, which also calls into
question whether Volkswagen will. Canadian taxpayers and trades‐
people deserve answers. The Prime Minister must confirm what
provisions were negotiated to secure good, long-term jobs for
Canadians, because at the end of the day, that is what Canadians
workers want. They want to work. They want Canadian businesses
and industries to succeed so they have job security. They want busi‐
nesses to continue to invest and create jobs in Canada that will al‐
low them to keep a roof over their heads and food on their table.
They want a guarantee that they can build a life for themselves.

As I said at the outset, improving labour relations should be the
government's goal. Having healthy and good labour relations is
what is best for workers, employers, the economy and ultimately all
Canadians.

● (1710)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I noticed that the Conservative colleague who spoke prior
to the member was asked three times whether or not the Conserva‐
tives would vote in favour of the bill. When the member spoke, she
debated whether Conservatives would be supporting it. I think they
should have learned their lesson after how they treated the Ukraine-
Canada free trade deal. They were basically silent on it the entire
time, would not make a commitment and then suddenly started vot‐
ing the way they did last week, to the surprise of the entire country.

I am wondering if the member would like to tell the House and
Canadians whether she will be voting in favour of this bill or
against it. Will we see a repeat of what we saw on other issues?

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: Mr. Speaker, this is an example of the
petty, gut-wrenching politics the Liberals partake in. All they do is
deflect and divide. That is what they are good at.

If anybody listened to my speech, I posed a lot of questions, be‐
cause that is what debate is for. Debate is for hearing different
views, especially from different representatives across the country,
to come to a formulated, educated solution or end goal.

I have asked how this bill is going to affect everyday Canadians.
That is my question.

Ms. Lisa Marie Barron (Nanaimo—Ladysmith, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, the member started her speech by talking about the impor‐
tance of improving labour relations as a priority of the government.
I am curious if the member could please share the ways the leader
of the Conservative Party has shown this priority. Was it when he
passed laws to make it harder for unions to win better pay for work‐
ers? Was it when he voted against establishing a minimum wage,
twice? Was it when he made it harder to get a pension, delaying the
retirement age to 67? Was it when he made CEOs and rich in‐
vestors richer by giving away $55 billion in tax cuts to big corpora‐
tions while cutting services?

Which is it? Is the Conservative Party in support of labour rela‐
tions or lining the pockets of its rich friends?

● (1715)

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: Mr. Speaker, we can see the NDP spin‐
ning its partisan talking points.
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I am here thoughtfully discussing, and asking questions and

seeking answers on Bill C-58. I asked questions throughout my re‐
marks today about how this piece of legislation is going to affect
everyday Canadians.

It is unfortunate to see the NDP marrying and partnering with the
Liberals and being invited to sit next to them.
[Translation]

Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Mr. Speaker, at least it
has become clear that the member will probably not support the
bill. I am surprised because the Conservatives normally try to find a
carbon tax in bills to avoid supporting them, but there is no such tax
in this one. The member is using the fact that some plants will use
temporary foreign workers to deny workers fundamental rights and
calling that a defeat. These foreign workers in Quebec obviously
fall under Quebec jurisdiction.

Does my colleague agree that all temporary foreign workers, in‐
cluding workers who live here in Canada, should have decent
working conditions and that, for all these workers, replacement
workers should be banned?
[English]

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: Mr. Speaker, if he had listened to my
speech, I talked about what is contributing to the cost of living cri‐
sis, which is also contributing to why labour is the way it is today.
Canadians are literally living paycheque to paycheque. Many Cana‐
dians are $200 or less away from going broke.

Canadians want to make sure there are jobs for Canadians and
that what the government is doing in the contracts it is negotiating,
to look at Stellantis, for example, ensures their jobs are at the fore‐
front and are going to be protected. It looks like the government
will not release the details of the contracts, so we do not know if
the Liberals care about protecting Canadians' jobs.

Mr. Pat Kelly (Calgary Rocky Ridge, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
know that in the member's riding, the government's track record is
particularly horrific given the jobs it has killed through its attack on
resource industries.

I wonder if the member would like to comment on the NDP tail
suddenly wagging the Liberal dog, forcing a bill onto the House
that the Liberals twice voted against when raised as opposition pri‐
vate members' bills. Does she have any comment on the credibility
the government has when it comes to standing up for workers?

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: Mr. Speaker, the credibility they have is
zero. We see this with my private member's bill, Bill C-318. They
voted against it and then they scooped it up and put it in the fall
economic statement. It just proves that the Liberals are out of touch
and out of ideas and that it is time for a Conservative government.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order, I believe
if you seek it, you will find unanimous consent to allow the mem‐
ber for Labrador to finish her speech and Q and A, which were in‐
terrupted due to technical challenges.

The Deputy Speaker: Is it agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Ms. Yvonne Jones (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister

of Northern Affairs and to the Minister of National Defence

(Northern Defence), Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleagues in
the House of Commons for their patience today. When technology
works, it is great, and when it does not, we end up with problems
like this.

It is very important that I have the opportunity to finish my
thoughts on Bill C-58, an act to amend the Canada Labour Code.
This legislation is so important for Canadian workers.

When contract negotiations are dragging on and, as we have all
seen, have reached a stalemate, workers are ultimately faced with
two decisions: they take the offer on the table, whether it is accept‐
able or not, or they go on strike. I have been on picket lines many
times across my own riding, with Vale workers, Department of Na‐
tional Defence workers and steelworkers in Labrador West,
Labrador City and Wabush. Many have had to walk the picket lines
over and over, while others were called in to do their jobs. It not
only affects the financial abilities within their families but affects
them psychologically. It has a tremendous impact on all aspects of
their lives.

This is something unions have been asking for for a long time.
When people are out there on the picket lines supporting these
workers, they feel a deep sense of frustration as they watch other
people take their jobs. They are only there because they were not
able to solidify the rights and rewards they felt entitled to.

Collective bargaining is hard work. We all know that. We all
know that it takes time and very innovative ideas. It can be very
tense. It can be messy. The minister said that when he was introduc‐
ing this bill.

We know that workers want to work. They want to work for fair
pay and fair benefits. They do not want to walk picket lines. That is
always the last resort. We can never forget that.

We also know that labour instability means instability right
across our supply chains. It has a ripple effect on the economy. It
affects all of us in Canada. Anytime we can avoid this and allow for
the collective bargaining process to work so workers can get good,
solid agreements between unions and employers, it really benefits
all Canadians. Anytime we can have these disputes settled and not
prolonged, it is in the best interests of workers, their families and
the overall economy in Canada.
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I know a number of Conservatives asked whether members had

ever been on a picket line. I have been on many, because I have
supported unionized workers all my life. I really believe they have
worked hard to earn the rights and benefits they have and that they
should be able to exercise them without the cost of losing their jobs
or having others take their jobs.

One of the largest protester rallies I was ever involved in was
when a Conservative government withdrew search and rescue ser‐
vices from Newfoundland and Labrador. Not only were employees
laid off but the doors were closed in a province that has thousands
of kilometres of seaway and is so dependent on search and rescue
and the marine search and rescue centre. The Conservative govern‐
ment under Stephen Harper cancelled that particular program, and
the doors at the search and rescue centres were closed and locked,
putting workers out in the streets.

I know what it is like. I know how these workers are impacted. I
have seen it first-hand. This legislation is there to protect workers,
protect their jobs and allow for them to have the full collective bar‐
gaining rights they have worked hard to secure in settlements over
decades in Canada.

I will be supporting this legislation, and I hope all my colleagues
in the House of Commons will support it as well.
● (1720)

Mr. Clifford Small (Coast of Bays—Central—Notre Dame,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I just heard my hon. colleague mention the
Canadian Coast Guard. I know folks in the area where she grew up
would like an update on whether the people of southern Labrador
are going to get the Coast Guard search and rescue centre they are
asking for.

The Deputy Speaker: I would question the relevance of that one
to the bill, but perhaps the hon. member wants to answer it.

The hon. member for Labrador.
Ms. Yvonne Jones: Mr. Speaker, I was talking about the marine

search and rescue centre in St. John's that Stephen Harper and the
Conservative government closed. We reopened it after we came to
power in 2015.

Have we made upgrades in Labrador? Yes, and I am going to be
very happy to talk about all of those very soon.

What I want to talk about today is workers and the rights of
workers in the union movement. The member opposite just stood,
but his government voted against wage increases for workers and
fair benefits. It also tried to increase the retirement age for seniors
in this country from 65 to 67.

It does not sound like a government that supported workers in
any unionized movement in this country, so what I would like to
know from the members opposite is whether Conservatives are pre‐
pared to support this legislation in the same way we are.
● (1725)

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, a lot of us have heard from constituents who are quite con‐
cerned about the cost of living increase and how hard it is for folks.
She mentioned in her speech the necessity to ensure that workers
have an ability to negotiate on an equal footing with their employ‐

ers to have better wages. One of my concerns is the time that it
takes to pass this legislation and that within the legislation the Lib‐
erals have put in an 18-month delay before implementation.

I want to ask the member why she thinks this is justified, consid‐
ering people are struggling now and workers need the supports in
Bill C-58 to ensure they have equal rights to that of their employ‐
ers.

Ms. Yvonne Jones: Mr. Speaker, is important to realize that
Canadian workers need to trust that the unions are there and can do
the best job possible to represent their best interests, but more im‐
portantly they need to know that they have the right to fair, honest
and balanced negotiations where they do not have replacement
workers waiting in the wings to do their jobs.

One of the things I want to flag for my colleague here is that this
particular legislation was done in conversation with employers,
workers, indigenous partners and the Canadian public. There were
71 submissions and a lot of round table discussions. As a result, we
are here today to support legislation that can be rolled out in a way
that is responsive to the needs of all who were able to participate in
this process.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, this was one of the commitments that the Liberal Party
made in the last election. Of course, it is always good to be able to,
in a minority Parliament like this, have other players who are will‐
ing to look for progressive ideas and policies as well.

I wonder if the member wants to talk about how important that
was for workers in Canada, how they demonstrated that prior to the
election and why, as a result, we put it into our campaign commit‐
ment.

Ms. Yvonne Jones: Mr. Speaker, this was a huge issue in the
Liberal platform going into the last election. We made a commit‐
ment to Canadians that we would honour and support workers, and
that we would ensure that the focus was at the bargaining table and
not at the picket lines.

This is allowing us to do that, to find the stability that workers
need, and we did it in partnership with them. That is why we be‐
lieve that this is the most transformative legislation in many
decades in terms of benefits for workers and unions. We need to en‐
sure that we get it right and we are getting it right with their input.
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Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill—Keewatinook Aski, NDP): Mr.

Speaker, I am proud to speak in Parliament today in favour of Bill
C-58, a historic piece of legislation. It is a piece of legislation that
is in support of workers, and in support of their fundamental right
to organize and to bargain collectively.

Fundamentally, this legislation is about fairness. By banning the
use of replacement workers, also known as “scabs”, we are support‐
ing fairness, and the right of workers to exercise their fundamental
rights.

Before I go on, I want to make sure I mention I am splitting my
time with the member for New Westminster—Burnaby.

Many may wonder why this legislation is necessary. We know
that, historically, there are employers who have done what they can
to attack workers and to undermine their rights. We know that scabs
are often brought in during lengthy strikes, and it is not about pro‐
viding essential services or other excuses that employers might use.
It is about breaking workers. It is about breaking unions. We are all
worse off for it.

This legislation matters in my riding. I am proud to be from
northern Manitoba. I am proud to be from Thompson, a working-
class town, a mining town and a union town. I am proud to have
been a union member before I got into politics. I am proud to repre‐
sent communities like The Pas, Flin Flon, Churchill, Norway House
and others where workers have a history of standing up and fight‐
ing back.

Manitoba has a long history of labour activism. We all know the
general strike of 1919 where there was a violent repression against
workers fighting for their rights. There have been many strikes and
walkouts in the history of our province here in northern Manitoba.
We know that workers have stood up with everything they had to
fight for better wages, for safety in their workplaces, and for sup‐
port for our communities and our region. They have fought for all
of us.

Let us be clear about the fact that anti-scab legislation is a victo‐
ry for working people everywhere. I am proud to be in the NDP, a
political party that supports workers. We are part of a movement
that was created, of course, in large part by workers and organized
labour. We, in the NDP, are unequivocal in our support of workers
and workers' rights, rather than the billionaire-class, corporate
coalition the Liberals and Conservatives always fight for.

Workers, as represented by organized labour, have made this call
for anti-scab legislation for years, and the NDP has been there to
support them every step of the way. Eight times in 15 years the
NDP has introduced anti-scab legislation. We know that the B.C.
NDP government brought in anti-scab legislation years ago. I also
acknowledge that Quebec has had anti-scab legislation for a long
time. I hope the newly elected NDP government in Manitoba brings
anti-scab legislation into force as well.

At the federal level, we must acknowledge that this is a historic
moment. This is historic legislation. It feels like this time, the Lib‐
erals will finally pause their corporate, anti-worker coalition with
the Conservatives for a brief enough time to pass this vital piece of
legislation. It is legislation that, even through the negotiations with

the Liberals, they had to be pulled kicking and screaming toward
the finish line. Finally, we have it in sight.

What workers are used to from the Liberals and Conservatives is
lip service and not a whole lot else. I, along with my colleagues,
hope that we can strike down the 18-month implementation period
that is far too long for Canadian workers.

We know that when not one billionaire tax cheat has been pun‐
ished for parking their money in offshore tax havens, and when bil‐
lionaires are given a free ride time and time again, we all see the
power imbalance in this country for what it is. We see it when the
Liberals let 123 corporations avoid paying $30 billion in taxes, all
while patting themselves on the back as the defenders of workers
that they pretend to be.

We see it in the anti-worker, back-to-work legislation that both
Liberals and Conservatives have consistently brought in and sup‐
ported when workers collectively fight for their rights, like with
postal workers, dock workers, Air Canada workers, PSAC workers
and UFCW workers. Neither the Prime Minister nor the leader of
the official opposition has seen a strike they are uncomfortable
quashing. We now have the power to change that.

At this point, it is pretty clear that workers have seen a lot from
the federal government that is anti-worker. They have seen billion-
dollar contracts with Amazon, while workers rely on food banks.
They have seen how hard it is to afford rent or buy a home when
billionaires are making record profits.

● (1730)

It is also very important that we remind Canadians of the record
of the Conservative Party and the leader of the official opposition
who has reshaped himself into a so-called champion for workers,
but when they look at his record, he is somebody who has made
clear that he hates workers and the defence of workers' rights with
the same zeal as the Prime Minister. In fact, when the leader of the
official opposition was in government, he cut billions of dollars
from health care that we all rely on, he cut EI benefits and he di‐
rectly attacked workers. He attacked unions. He voted against rais‐
ing the minimum wage and, of course, we know he supported back-
to-work legislation. Simply told, he may talk a big game, but we
have seen this before and workers will not buy it.

Because both the Liberals and the Conservatives will try to fool
people and they do it any time they need a political boost, out
comes the “aw shucks” defence of working people. If we are lucky,
some may show up to a picket line, but if either the Liberals or the
Conservatives cared for workers, they would not push for trade
deals that actively harm them. and it would not have taken the
eighth try in 15 years to actually pass anti-scab legislation. It would
have happened by now.
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I am proud of the work that our federal NDP has done to push

the Liberals to bring this piece of legislation forward. We know that
this is legislation that would not just lift workers up but would lift
Canadians up as well. It is sorely needed to restore the power im‐
balance between workers and the billionaire class, where workers
have been forced to fight for scraps while the ultrarich in this coun‐
try make record profits. There is hope. I think of workers at a Star‐
bucks in Chicoutimi who just signed their first union card, or work‐
ers in Montreal at Amazon working to unionize their workplace. It
is time we fixed this power imbalance and it starts with enshrining
worker protections, like anti-scab legislation, so that every worker
has a voice.

The reality is that billionaires and their enablers in the Liberal
Party and Conservative Party are all too happy to quash the power
of workers. However, with this legislation, fought for by the NDP,
we have made it a bit harder. Any day we make it easier for work‐
ers and harder to be a billionaire is a good day for Canadians.

I am going to make a prediction that the Conservatives are going
to talk a good talk, as we are hearing in the House with respect to
how tough people have it, but I predict that they are not going to
support anti-scab legislation which is fundamentally tied to the
ability of workers to fight for fairness. We know that from the track
record of their leader and we know that from the track record of
many MPs who were part of the previous Harper government,
which was a dark time for working people in this country.

I can pretty well guarantee that despite some of the verbal pro‐
nouncements of support for workers, we certainly will not hear
them singing Solidarity Forever or see them standing up to vote for
this legislation that would ban the use of replacement workers. The
bottom line is that if they really support workers, if they really sup‐
port their right to organize and their right to bargain collectively,
and if they support the labour movement and believe that it is fun‐
damentally tied to bettering the lives of workers and all Canadians,
they will vote for this legislation. I hope all parties will do just that.

● (1735)

[Translation]

Mrs. Brenda Shanahan (Châteauguay—Lacolle, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for her interesting speech
and for supporting the bill before us. We look forward to seeing
what will be adopted in committee and what important elements
will be added by members.

My colleague has acknowledged that Quebec has had this type of
legislation for a long time. We have expertise in industrial relations.

Does she think that 18 months is a reasonable time frame for the
other provinces to develop the same kind of expertise?

Ms. Niki Ashton: Madam Speaker, I think that 18 months is an
unacceptable delay. That was clearly said. We can move forward
much more quickly than that. Obviously, we need this bill. From
Quebec's and British Columbia's experience, we know that it can
make a difference for workers. Workers in federally regulated sec‐
tors need this support as soon as possible. Eighteen months is an
unacceptable delay.

[English]

Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I wonder whether the hon. member shares with
me my confidence that the new bill would do a better job than those
in both British Columbia and Quebec, in that it attempts to address
the question that is important in areas where the federal government
has jurisdiction of remote work, especially in telecommunications.

I wonder whether she shares the optimism that the bill would
help address the use of replacement workers working from home.

● (1740)

Ms. Niki Ashton: Madam Speaker, that is a critical point. We
know that the legislation is historic in many ways. It has been
fought for over the course of many years, but it is also legislation
that is very current, recognizing that many workers in particular
sectors, and I am thinking of telecommunications and others, are in‐
creasingly engaged in remote work and deserve the protections and
should have the rights that any other worker does. Importantly, the
legislation would look out for remote workers.

I think we all agree, certainly in the NDP, that we need to move
ahead with this critical piece of legislation as soon as possible,
much faster than the 18-month implementation period. Workers
need the legislation now.

[Translation]

Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Mat‐
apédia, BQ): Madam Speaker, as I said earlier, the Bloc Québécois
introduced 11 anti-scab bills before the government introduced this
one. To give a little background, when the member for Bécan‐
cour—Nicolet—Saurel, the dean of the House, introduced his bill
in 1990, the Liberals voted overwhelmingly in favour of it, but the
Conservatives voted against it. There were also 133 members of the
House who abstained from voting, including a few New
Democrats. Had the NDP caucus been united at that time, we
would have had anti-scab legislation in 1990. It is rather surprising
to see that the NDP has not always sided with workers, but I am
glad to see that they have changed their position today.

Ms. Niki Ashton: Madam Speaker, I do not know the details of
that situation, but we know that the NDP has introduced this type of
bill in the past and has supported anti-scab bills introduced by other
parties, including the Bloc Québécois. Our priority was to ensure
that this was part of our work in collaboration with the other par‐
ties, including the Liberal Party. To us, it is obvious that we need to
move as quickly as possible without waiting 18 months for this bill
to become a reality because the workers need it now.
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Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP):

Madam Speaker, I am pleased to rise in the House to speak to Bill
C‑58, which is being studied thanks to the NDP. It is thanks to the
efforts of the member for Burnaby South, as well as our critic and
deputy leader, the member for Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, that we
are here debating another anti‑scab bill. This is the eighth time the
NDP has introduced such a bill in Parliament, but we know that it
will stick this time. For anyone from any party to claim the oppo‐
site would be absolutely false. The NDP has been championing this
cause for years. Eight times we did not succeed. However, NDP
members keep working until we do succeed. This bill is a win for
all workers across the country.

I should also point out that we desperately need this NDP bill in
the House of Commons. First and foremost, let us look at the gap
between CEOs' annual pay and workers' annual pay across the
country. Over the past 15 years or so, first under the Conservatives
and then under the Liberals, the gap between what CEOs earn and
what workers get has doubled. Seventeen years ago, before the
Harper regime began, the ratio was 200 to 1, meaning CEOs
earned $200 for every dollar a worker earned. Today, after 17 years
of this corporate coalition, we see that the gap has doubled. CEOs
now earn around 400 times what workers earn.

It is extremely important to have a fair and level playing field for
bargaining. That is what this NDP bill does. It ensures that workers
who are negotiating in good faith can now improve their situation
while doing their job. For example, they can vote in favour of a
strike knowing that their employer cannot use scabs to take away
their power to get fairer wages, a health plan and a safer, more se‐
cure workplace. These are all things that workers are seeking.

Magali Picard, the president of the Fédération des travailleurs et
travailleuses du Québec, said it like it is:

Finally! That is what we feel like saying. We must commend the...government
for its courage in resisting the employer lobbies and recognizing all of the hard
work that has been done by the NDP, not to mention the unions, including the affili‐
ates of the FTQ, which have constantly exerted pressure over the years so that the
governments in place would introduce a bill to protect workers. Too often, un‐
scrupulous employers under federal jurisdiction have taken advantage of the lack of
anti-scab legislation to continue operating during labour disputes by hiring scabs.
This bill meets our expectations.

Let me repeat what Ms. Picard said: “recognizing all of the hard
work that has been done by the NDP”. That is important. That is
why the NDP pushed so hard and worked so tirelessly to get this
bill introduced. Now, of course, we are going to see to it that the
bill is improved, because there are still elements in it that need to be
improved.
● (1745)

[English]

When we talk about Bill C-58 and the NDP's long battle, over
decades, to bring anti-scab legislation, anti-replacement-worker
legislation, to the floor of the House of Commons, we have to un‐
derstand the why of this. I can give no better illustration than just
last weekend, when I was back in my riding of New Westminster—
Burnaby. There are picket lines there that, of course, the member
for Burnaby South, the leader of the NDP has visited. The members
for Vancouver Kingsway, Vancouver East and Port Moody—Co‐
quitlam, and, in fact, all members of the Lower Mainland caucus of

the NDP, have been on the picket lines for the Shaw workers who
were locked out by Rogers.

Rogers, with the rubber stamp of the federal Liberal government,
took over Shaw cable, a company that worked for a long time with
unionized workers. It locked them out immediately because the
workers wanted to continue to have their jobs; to continue, in good
faith, to negotiate adequate salaries; and to make sure that work
was not contracted out and, in that sense, hurting the entire commu‐
nity. The workers expected to see a negotiation in good faith. That
is not what Rogers did. Rogers locked them out and immediately
hired replacement workers. I have been on the lockout lines, as
have my colleagues from the Lower Mainland NDP caucus. We
have not seen Liberals there. We have not seen Conservatives there.
It has been New Democrats standing up for the workers, the hun‐
dreds who have been locked out.

The reality is, in an example like that, in federal jurisdiction, that
the use of replacement workers is a benefit to the corporate execu‐
tives who have decided to take the step. It is not in the interests of
the community, of the public, nor even of the company. The execu‐
tives took the decision out of pure greed.

Eighteen months would be ridiculously long. The NDP is going
to change that. However, the reality is that once Bill C-58 is imple‐
mented, companies like Rogers would have to act responsibly.
They would have to sit down. They would have to negotiate in
good faith. They would have to ensure that what they are doing is
negotiating an agreement with their workers in good faith and
above board.

The bill is something that would level the playing field for work‐
ers. We have seen a massive concentration under the Harper regime
and under the current government, where corporate executives have
basically had all of the power. They have been able to take massive
amounts of money overseas, as the Parliamentary Budgetary Offi‐
cer tells us, $30 billion of taxpayers' money every year. That is
money that could be going to seniors, students and families. It
is $30 billion every year, as a result of the Harper tax haven
treaties, that is taken offshore. Many of the corporate executives are
the same ones who want to negotiate in bad faith with their workers
and to lock out their workers, as we have seen in the Rogers-Shaw
case, where the Shaw workers were locked out and are now seeing
replacement workers stealing their jobs.
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playing field is in the interests of the entire community, because
strikes and lockouts last a much shorter period of time. There are
not the prolonged lockouts and strikes, because the use of replace‐
ment workers means that corporate executive do have to sit down
and negotiate in good faith. They do have to negotiate in the inter‐
ests of their business. They do need to negotiate in the interests of
their community. It changes everything when the playing field is
levelled. That is certainly what we have seen in British Columbia
and in Quebec. The anti-scab legislation has actually led to fewer
labour disputes, because management is finally compelled to actu‐
ally negotiate in good faith with the workers in their jurisdiction.

I come from the shop floor. I worked in plastic factories. I
worked in the Annacis Business Park. I worked in a unionized situ‐
ation at the Shelburn oil refinery, which is now closed. My life was
a working life, and I saw the difference between non-union and
union work. The reality is that working people do better when
unions are present and laws provide for a level playing field for ne‐
gotiation. The middle class counts because of organized labour and
people working together.

I am hoping the Liberals have finally been convinced to vote for
the legislation. I salute that. I understand that the Bloc will be vot‐
ing for it. That is important too.
● (1750)

Above all, if Conservative members really believe in the middle
class, working families and working Canadians, they need to get off
the fence and vote for this legislation. I know the member for Car‐
leton is obsessed with the price on carbon. There is nothing about
the price on carbon in this bill, so Conservatives can vote “yes” on
Bill C-58.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I am sure the Conservatives will find some rare excuse to
link it to the price on pollution, as we have seen with other pieces
of legislation.

An hon. member: Oh, oh!
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I will ac‐

knowledge the hon. member who just spoke out of turn. I would
ask him to wait, because there is more time to ask questions and
make comments.

The hon. deputy House leader.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen: To be fair, Madam Speaker, I did not even

notice it; I am used to a lot of yelling on that side.

The Liberals ran on this idea, as did the NDP. I genuinely believe
that, because of the partnership we have with the NDP, we have a
better piece of legislation now that Canadians can feel very proud
of. Could the member for New Westminster—Burnaby inform the
House of what it is like to be an adult in the room?

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Order.

Other members seem to want to answer that question, but it is not
their time to answer. If they want to ask questions, they should
stand when it is time.

The hon. member for New Westminster—Burnaby.

● (1755)

Mr. Peter Julian: Madam Speaker, I would remind my col‐
league and friend that the Liberals ran for 25 years on pharmacare
and 20 years on dental care. They never did it. They ran for a
decade on anti-scab legislation, but they voted against it when the
NDP brought it forward. The difference is that, this time, because
of a minority Parliament, New Democrats are forcing the Liberals
to do what they said they would do and never do when they hold a
majority government.

Yes, we are the adults in the room and the NDP is forcing the
Liberals to do the right thing, from which all Canadians will bene‐
fit.

An hon. member: Oh, oh!

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I will re‐
mind the member that he had an opportunity to ask a question. If he
wishes to continue to participate, he can stand at the appropriate
time.

Questions and comments, the hon. member for Calgary Centre.

Mr. Greg McLean (Calgary Centre, CPC): Madam Speaker, I
thank my colleague for his impassioned speech. I am used to that
from him in the House.

I am going to ask the member a very serious question. He knows
as well that the Liberal government previously voted against this
same legislation before it was in partnership, as my colleague
across the way calls it, with his party, the NDP. They are exposed
now as being off to see the wizard together.

Will the member comment on how the Liberals have completely
flip-flopped on this in order to buy the support of his party for who
knows how long in the House of Commons?

An hon. member: Oh, oh!

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I want to
remind the member that it was not his turn to answer that either.

I would ask members, in order for the House to continue to func‐
tion smoothly, that they wait until it is the appropriate time to ask a
question, make comments or respond to a question.

The hon. member for New Westminster—Burnaby.

Mr. Peter Julian: Madam Speaker, I thought my colleague was
going to congratulate the NDP for yet again forcing government to
do the right thing. We saw under the dismal Harper regime how
worker rights suffered. The Liberals came into power and did noth‐
ing for workers until the time the NDP started forcing them to do
things such as dental care, which will help 11,000 of his con‐
stituents, anti-scab legislation and the grocery rebate that, again,
helped thousands of his constituents. These are all things New
Democrats did, not only for our own constituents but for all Cana‐
dians.
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work that they refuse to do in the House of Commons, so that thou‐
sands of constituents of Conservative MPs can benefit from the
NDP working hard on their behalf and on behalf of all Canadians.

Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke, NDP):
Madam Speaker, we have heard the Conservatives talk a lot about
more powerful paycheques. Could the member expand a bit on how
workers got more powerful paycheques and the role of trade unions
in getting health and safety requirements in the workplace, better
leave requirements and a living wage for workers? How would the
bill help them advance that work?

Mr. Peter Julian: Madam Speaker, the member for Esquimalt—
Saanich—Sooke has been standing up for working people since he
first came here to the House of Commons. He has done a remark‐
able job and made a real difference, and so have unions.

We can remember that, before the labour movement came along,
there was nothing like a day off. There was not a weekend, there
were no health and safety regulations and there was no overtime.
We saw children working in mines and factories. All these things
were because corporate overlords had decided to simply use work‐
ing people, with no checks and balances.

The labour movement delivered the weekend, health and safety
regulations, adequate salaries and a minimum wage. It ensured
overtime and benefits, such as life insurance, dental benefits and a
whole range of other things. All those things came because working
people, together, working through their labour organizations,
pushed the government.

Of course, the NDP and its predecessor party, the CCF, have
fought hard in the House of Commons to make sure that those ben‐
efits were realized by all Canadians. This is another step, and it is
an important one, but we know the labour movement is always
watching Canadians' backs and fighting hard for working families
and all working people.

● (1800)

Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Madam Speaker, I am
pleased to rise on Bill C-56, and I congratulate my colleague for his
wonderful intervention. As well, I would like to recognize our
labour critics, the members for Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie and
Hamilton Centre, who have worked actively on this for a number of
generations as private citizens and now as members of Parliament.
In fact, one member comes from a union background, and the other
comes from a union town that has seen its share of scabs get in the
way of good collective bargaining agreements and actually under‐
mine workers.

When we talk about workers, these are the families in Canada
that have traditionally bonded together in many ways. We can look
at the reasons for co-operative movements that have taken place
across this country. They were a way for individual collective fami‐
lies to get together to push back on greed, corporate malfeasance
and some of the scandals and corruption in the private sector, the
business sector and even in the political sector of the day, to ensure
that they have the best opportunities to raise their families with dig‐
nity. They were also a way to show that there will be an opportunity
for everyone to get ahead in this country.

As New Democrats, our predecessor is the CCF, and we have
seen this many times in this chamber and looked towards trying to
get anti-scab legislation passed.

The definition of a scab worker is a person who is hired after no‐
tice to bargain, including managers, employees or another employ‐
er, a contractor who is not already employed by the company; those
already working can continue with any change to their responsibili‐
ties and are bargaining unit employees. They would be the people
who would be a real problem with regard to the economic empow‐
erment of citizens, and this is the working class.

We have to look back in history to see why the working class got
together through the industrialization of not only Canada but also
the globe. The fact is that they were taken advantage of in many
ways. Workers are taken advantage of to this day. Over 1,000 Cana‐
dian workers per year die going to work.

The issues over labour have always been put on the back burner.
I come from Windsor, Ontario, where we have had the Ford strike
and a number of important issues that have taken place, such as the
creation of the Rand formula. As well, other labour ingenuities that
involve the environment came about because of the exploitation of
workers. My own family has paid a high price by getting a number
of industrial diseases, because it was okay for the workers to be ex‐
posed to asbestos, other chemicals or oil. There was no proper
WHIMIS training or ventilation, and dangerous materials were not
disposed of in the proper way. To this day, we still have some
places that do not follow best practices.

We are asking for the disrespect for workers, which I have seen,
sadly, in this chamber, to stop. I am not surprised that the Conserva‐
tives are not going to support this initiative, because it really comes
from a grassroots base to understand that families collectively want
to get together to push back against those who are in power and
speak truth to power.

I have been in this chamber many times when the Liberals have
actually even voted workers back to work, whether it be the postal
workers or at the port of Montreal. These are all debates we have
had where, basically, negotiations were actually active and going
on, but members of the Liberal government brought in recommen‐
dations and closure to those strikes while the free market was trying
to figure out what was going to happen next. However, it is good to
see that they are going to come around on this.

We see in Quebec and British Columbia that there are models of
this initiative, as well as in other countries across the globe. It is go‐
ing to empower and strengthen collective bargaining for a real reso‐
lution.
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teresting aspect of this that the Conservatives still do not under‐
stand is that collective bargaining actually brings wealth to the
working class, the business class and the small business class
across this country. When they collectively work together to bring
in those corporate responsibilities for a cleaner, safer workplace, as
well as better pensions and wages, small businesses boom with that
type of response. These are the workers with the least amount of
disposable income, but they spend it in their neighbourhoods and
communities. They spend to send their kids to school or to invest in
their pension later on, which takes pressure off the public purse, be‐
cause the proper financing is done at that time. This is what the
Conservatives do not understand, which is hard to believe. Howev‐
er, it is a simple element that is so consistent with the values of be‐
ing Canadian, and it would make sure that our lives would get bet‐
ter day by day if we could get this done.
● (1805)

Getting that done means supporting workers who have decided
to take a stand against poor conditions in the workplace or a stand
when their wages have been out of sync with the profits of the com‐
panies.

Most recently, we have seen this collective bargaining bring en‐
hancements to the country as a whole. I congratulate them. We have
Unifor most recently and Dave Cassidy and Emile Nabbout. Also, a
series of negotiations have taken place that actually bring stability
to the workplace because they have been able to get better pen‐
sions, benefits and wages at a time when the companies that they
represent are making record profits. It has not been easy for them at
all, and that is one of the things that is important: that the workers
collectively go and negotiate and elect their representatives who
have to prove themselves time and time again.

I think of one of my mentors, Brian Hogan, a former Windsor
and District Labour Council president and good friend; and Gary
Parent, Ken Lewenza and others. There are so many of these people
in Windsor whom we could stand on the shoulders of in terms of
labour. Most recently we had the Charles Brooks Award represent‐
ing labour and progressions. Tony Sisti was recommended this
year. In the past, it has been people like Rolly Marentette, who
fought for workers' health and safety. It goes on and on because
their strength in being able to collectively bargain for these benefits
is critical; not only for themselves in the private sector unions but
also in the public sector unions.

On top of that, it also empowers and lifts up other workers who
do not have a collective agreement. That is one of the things that
gets missed, and why having scabs undermine those negotiations
not only creates conflict, but it pits neighbours against neighbours.
People can even be shipped in, which I have seen in the past. I have
seen horrible things take place on the picket line, where people
have been hit or run over and others have been forced, beaten up or
abused. All those things have taken place and that is a bad way to
run a community and a bad way to create social strife. When the
benefit of the actual agreement takes place, it is often passed on to
other workplaces.

More important, for that direct workplace, I can say it had an im‐
pact on the families of management because management often got

the reflective package of the workers, especially when it came to
pensions and benefits. That is one thing that is not really discussed
a lot: the white-collar part of a workforce that is not unionized can
often benefit when it comes to the collective agreement and the im‐
provements on it.

I look at the Ford-Nemak situation when, thank goodness, John
D'Agnolo and the crew at local 200 fought like heck and were on
the streets. All of us were, because Nemak at that time received
money by Navdeep Bains, the former industry minister, in the
province of Ontario, and they got money for a transmission innova‐
tion to research. Then, as soon as Nemak, a Mexican company, did
that research and built the product, it shipped out to Mexico. There‐
fore, the workers with their collective agreement were able to sue.
Despite the government turning its back on them for so many
months and leaving it to the courts and leaving the workers out to
dry, we had a number of pickets on line and rallies. On top of that,
they went to court and John and the rest of the local 200 people
were heroes. Those workers, because of our weak, lax labour stan‐
dards, had already taken pay cuts just to hang onto their jobs. How
insulting it was that taxpayers funded the innovation that went to
Mexico and the workers could not follow with their jobs. They did
not want to go, they were not invited and it should not have been
necessary. That plant is idle today because of that.

As I wrap up, there are so many people we could actually ac‐
knowledge with regard to this fight. We have to get it through com‐
mittee rather quickly because time is of the essence.

I will conclude with this again: This legislation is supportive not
only for those men and women who are actually on the line; it ben‐
efits every other person in the workforce for public safety, security
for themselves, health for their families and wages that need to be
reflected in the free market economy that obviously needs correc‐
tion from time to time by the workers who actually make the mon‐
ey.

Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke, NDP):
Mr. Speaker, I wonder how the hon. member for Windsor West
squares the rhetoric we keep hearing from the Conservatives about
powerful paycheques with the fact that they oppose legislation like
this and they have twice before voted against a federal minimum
wage.

● (1810)

Mr. Brian Masse: Madam Speaker, it is hard to understand, be‐
cause the vast majority of disposable income goes to investment in
our local communities. It is not the workers who take their pay‐
cheques and invest outside this country for other things.
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profits. When we give corporate subsidies or reductions without
any terms and conditions, we actually lose taxpayers' money for
that. The more we empower workers, the better for small business,
the better for white-collar workers and the better for non-unionized
workers. All those things are lifted up by the fact that we have
strong collective agreements that are negotiated in a free market
system that does not allow bullies to enter the free market system
and undermine it.

I have been on the picket line many times where security compa‐
nies had been hired. If we look at the Windsor Salt situation, some
of the members were investigated and private investigators were
hired. They have money for all that nonsense, but they do not have
money for wages and benefits. It is nonsense, especially when these
are Canadian natural resources. People deserve a good paycheque
for that.

Mr. Greg McLean (Calgary Centre, CPC): Madam Speaker, I
will ask my colleague, after his impassioned speech, the same ques‐
tion I asked his colleague, for which I did not receive an adequate
answer. How does he feel about this legislation being put forward
in this House of Commons by the Liberal government after it voted
against this same legislation in a prior Parliament? The exact peo‐
ple who used to oppose it are now saying they are actually in
favour of this now. How does he feel about this flip-flop on the part
of the Liberal Party of Canada?

Mr. Brian Masse: Madam Speaker, I really do not mind. I hope
they will flip-flop too, make this unanimous, move it fast through
committee and move it fast and furious through the Senate to make
sure this becomes law. It is good for small business and it is good
for the rest of the economy. It is good for everybody. I have been
here before and I have seen hypocrisy and people changing posi‐
tions. I have been here for a while, and I welcome change. There is
history that we need to deal with, but if we could get everybody on
side we could get this done, move on and be stronger as a country. I
really encourage the Conservatives to give this a second thought
because it is good for the economy, for non-union members and for
small business.

Mr. Greg McLean: Madam Speaker, I will ask my colleague an‐
other question, because it is an important matter we are discussing
here today. We talked about how the other side of the House has
flip-flopped and gone forward with legislation it previously op‐
posed, which shows there is very little principle in what it is doing.
However, in addition to that, this legislation would apply to a small
sliver of employees in Canada. It would apply only to federally reg‐
ulated industries, not to Canadian federal workers or industry, in‐
cluding the employees my hon. colleague is speaking about having
been on strike with. It does not apply to those workers at all.

How does he square the fact that this applies to a very small sliv‐
er of the people in Canada who might go on strike and yet does not
apply to the very people the federal government oversees?

Mr. Brian Masse: Madam Speaker, I am quite comfortable with
that, because that is what I can control right now. That is what I can
do. What I do know is that if we do this, we improve the situation
and it gets better for everybody else. This is also what some of the
private sector unions have asked for as part of their core principles
of getting this beyond the labour market. For me, it is a welcome

first step, and I hope to see it pass before we finish this holiday sea‐
son.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Madam
Speaker, one of the things I am concerned about within this legisla‐
tion is the 18-month delay in moving this legislation forward.
Could the hon. member talk about how necessary it is to move this
much faster than the 18-month delay within the legislation?

Mr. Brian Masse: Madam Speaker, I thank the member for Lon‐
don—Fanshawe for her work on the labour file. It is so important,
because every job matters. We want to enhance a support for people
to improve their working conditions. This is time lost that we can‐
not make up, so I would hope this would be done quicker.

Mr. Michael Cooper (St. Albert—Edmonton, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I rise to speak on Bill C-58, an act to amend the Canada
Labour Code as well as the Canada Industrial Relations Board Reg‐
ulations of 2012. In short, this legislation would prohibit the use of
temporary replacement workers during work stoppages in federally
regulated workplaces.

After eight long years of these Liberals, Canada is experiencing
an unprecedented level of labour strife. Indeed, in the past few
years, there have been nearly 300 major work stoppages, complete‐
ly unprecedented. This is no accident. It is a direct result of the
costly policies of these Liberals after eight years, costly policies
that have resulted in 40-year high inflation, the fastest increase in
interest rates in Canadian history and the cost of everything going
up, in no small part as a result of the Liberals' punitive carbon tax.

After eight years of these Liberals, for everyday Canadian work‐
ers, work does not pay the way it used to. That is because everyday
workers are seeing their purchasing power diminished in the face of
40-year high inflation. The cost of essentials, including for heat, fu‐
el and groceries continues to go up. It will go up further if the Lib‐
erals get their way and quadruple their punitive carbon tax. After
eight years of these Liberals, Canadian workers are struggling and
they are hurting. In the face of these very real cost of living pres‐
sures that are a direct result of the costly policies of the Liberals, it
is no wonder that we are seeing such a degree of labour unrest.

It is not only the costly policies of the Liberal government that
are creating labour unrest, it is also eight years of Liberal misman‐
agement and incompetence, including with respect to industrial re‐
lations. That incompetence and mismanagement was on full display
this past summer when there was a strike at the federally regulated
B.C. ports that lasted several weeks. It was a strike that was fore‐
seeable months ahead of time. It was a strike that could have been
averted, had there been real federal leadership but, as usual, the in‐
competent Liberal government was asleep at the switch. Conse‐
quently, the strike happened, a strike that caused huge disruptions
to critical supply chains, hurting both workers and businesses, and
costing the Canadian economy half a trillion dollars. That is the
cost of Liberal mismanagement and incompetence, further under‐
scoring that after eight years, the Prime Minister just is not worth
the cost.
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standing up for workers and helping them get by, we now have a
desperate government that is plummeting in the polls, desperately
trying to pretend that it actually cares about workers. It has trotted
out Bill C-58. We know that the Liberals do not care about workers
or at least they do not care about Canadian workers. They seem to
care a lot about South Korean workers. Ironically, while the Liber‐
als proclaim their opposition to temporary replacement workers,
they voted against legislation produced by the NDP and the Bloc
previously to do just that, but I digress.

● (1815)

Simultaneously, as the Liberals move this bill forward, they are
bringing in 1,600 replacement workers from South Korea to dis‐
place Canadian workers and good-paying union jobs at the Stellan‐
tis plant in Windsor. Even worse, thanks to these Liberals, taxpay‐
ers are subsidizing the 1,600 South Korean replacement workers to
the sum of a staggering $15 billion.

The Minister of Industry said that the $15 billion of taxpayers'
money would create thousands of new jobs. What the minister con‐
veniently neglected to say is that it would create thousands of new
jobs for South Koreans and not Canadian auto workers in south‐
western Ontario.

Now onto the substance of this bill. This bill would apply to key
sectors of the Canadian economy, including interprovincial and in‐
ternational railways, air transportation, maritime shipping, banking
and other sectors. If this legislation were passed, it would create the
possibility that key sectors of the Canadian economy could be
ground to a halt. That is something that has to be weighed upon.

What would the implications be, for example, of a weeks-long
rail strike? What would the consequences be if an airline, such as
Air Canada, were grounded for weeks? These are questions that
need to be addressed. There are other possibilities that are realistic,
which could happen.

We know the cost of the port strike in British Columbia. It cost
our economy half a trillion dollars. Moreover, there is no persua‐
sive evidence to establish that this legislation would meaningfully
benefit federally regulated workers or otherwise strengthen the sys‐
tem of federal labour relations.

The Minister of Labour, in his speech at second reading, claimed
that this bill would provide greater certainty and predictability in
the collective bargaining process, thereby reducing the number and
duration of strikes. However, the evidence based upon the experi‐
ence of jurisdictions that have adopted legislation of this kind is, in
fact, that it is the opposite. In that regard, I would cite data from
Statistics Canada, which examined work stoppages in Canada be‐
tween 2008 and 2016. Statistics Canada found that the provinces
with the highest number of lost work days due to work stoppages
were in the provinces of Quebec and British Columbia, the only
two provinces that have legislation of this kind on the books.

I would further note a study from the Department of Employ‐
ment and Labour, in 2007, that found that legislation of this kind
increases the length and number of strikes. There is a significant
study from 1999 that looked at 4,000 labour contracts from 1967 to

1993. It found that legislation of this kind actually increases the
length of strikes by as much as 50%.

The Canada Labour Code balances the rights of workers and the
rights of employers. I have real concerns that this legislation would
upend that balance in a way that is not good for employers and also
not good for workers.

● (1820)

Mr. Adam van Koeverden (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister of Environment and Climate Change and to the Min‐
ister of Sport and Physical Activity, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I
would like to congratulate my colleague on a $66.7-million funding
agreement that our government made with the City of Edmonton
earlier this year to guarantee over 2,000 new and refurbished af‐
fordable housing units. That could not have been possible without
the fantastic leadership of their amazing mayor, Amarjeet Sohi. De‐
spite the fact that I have never heard the member stand up to talk
about the importance of affordable, public housing in the House,
we are moving forward with funding for the great City of Edmon‐
ton with their awesome mayor.

For the fifth or sixth time today, we have not heard whether or
not the Conservatives are actually in favour of banning replacement
workers, also known as “scab workers”. This legislation would ad‐
vance labour rights and workers' rights to make sure that the best
negotiations, which always happen at the table, can operate in a
fair, open and transparent manner. Cut and dry, does the member
agree that we should ban replacement workers in Canada?

● (1825)

Mr. Michael Cooper: Madam Speaker, if that useless parlia‐
mentary secretary bothered to listen to my speech—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Order. I
want to remind the hon. member that this is exactly the issue we are
having with keeping the House running smoothly. When parliamen‐
tarians use adjectives that are not proper to use when describing in‐
dividuals, it creates havoc in the House.

I would remind members to please be respectful in the House
when they are speaking of other parliamentarians.

Mr. Michael Cooper: Madam Speaker, I will at least acknowl‐
edge that the parliamentary secretary to the Minister of the Envi‐
ronment had at least some integrity when he stood up in the House
and acknowledged that his government had betrayed Ukrainian
farmers.

Ms. Lisa Marie Barron (Nanaimo—Ladysmith, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I am not hearing the answer I was hoping I would
hear in the member's response to my colleague's question. Is the
member saying that he feels that replacement workers are a benefit
to workers?

I am not understanding what his stance is, exactly, on this bill, or
if he and his Conservative colleagues will be voting in favour of
this bill to ensure that protections are in place to support workers,
have fair working conditions and have a fair wage.
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bill, particularly from the standpoint that it would prolong and in‐
crease the number of strikes. Very rarely are there winners when
there are extended strikes. Workers lose out on paycheques. There
is lost productivity. There is disruption to supply chains, and there
is a loss of profit for employers, which often negatively impacts
workers' wages.

There are problems, potentially, with this bill. We want a bill that
gets it right for employers and businesses and strikes the appropri‐
ate balance. I am not sure this legislation does that.

Mr. Damien Kurek (Battle River—Crowfoot, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I appreciate the speech my colleague from Alberta gave. I
would ask him to reflect on how it seems like the NDP has high‐
lighted a number of challenges it sees with this bill, although it
plans to support it. We recently saw media reports that, if the Liber‐
als do not get pharmacare done this year, it is willing to amend their
confidence and supply coalition agreement.

I wonder if my colleague from St. Albert—Edmonton would
have any reflections on whether the NDP has any integrity left in
standing up for the principles that it supposedly ran on in the last
election. It certainly seems to me as though NDP members are
nothing more than sellouts.

Mr. Michael Cooper: Madam Speaker, I would concur with the
conclusion drawn by my colleague from Battle River—Crowfoot.

We have this costly coalition, which is making life less afford‐
able for everyday Canadians, including Canadian workers. We have
an NDP that has voted against the interests of everyday Canadians
multiple times when it supported the Liberals' carbon tax increases.
The NDP continues to prop up this costly government.

The NDP will have to answer at the next election for why it is
that it has sold out and propped up this corrupt Prime Minister.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Again, I
want to remind the member to be very careful with the words he us‐
es to describe members in the House. It does not do well for the de‐
bates we are trying to have in the House of Commons.
● (1830)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, on a point of order, the
ruling that came from the Chair was very clear on the language that
can be used and should not be used in the House.

For any member to use the term “corrupt Prime Minister”, or
“corrupt” in reference to anybody in here, violates the rules the
Chair has put forward in the House. I would suggest that the mem‐
ber needs to either retract the the comment or be properly censured
until he does.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I have

members who seem to be weighing in before I even recognize
them.

The hon. member for London—Fanshawe is rising on the same
point of order.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: Madam Speaker, I would also advo‐
cate that, concerning the language used by parliamentarians in the

House, hon. members need to remember the ruling that came for‐
ward from the Chair earlier.

I know that I myself have a lot of adjectives in my head that I
would like to use to describe some of the folks here, but I do not
use them. I am very specific about it. I try to maintain decorum, and
I would hope that they would do the same.

Mr. Damien Kurek: Madam Speaker, on the same point of or‐
der, I know one of the issues for some of my colleagues on this, and
in light of the discussion that was had after question period today, is
that, when it comes to the conduct and speech of members, there
needs to be an equal application of the rules across party lines.

The accusations the government House leader made during ques‐
tion period certainly call into question whether or not those rules
are being fairly applied. Therefore, when it comes to decorum in
the House, it is absolutely incumbent upon all members. Certainly
for my part, I will always be happy to defend the things I say and
endeavour to speak the truth.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I will
recognize one more speaker on this point of order, and then I will
make my comments.

The hon. member for Calgary Centre.
Mr. Greg McLean: Madam Speaker, I am rising in defence of

my colleague as well, and I think there is a lot of evidence in the
House of Commons that the Prime Minister has, we will say, mis‐
led the House. The member called somebody by a name that indi‐
cates they have misled, but he did not call any member of the
House a liar, which of course is verboten in this House. Instead, he
said that this person is corrupt, which means not following the
rules. I appreciate where he is coming from in that respect.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): That
specific word is a pretty strong word. It has caused disorder in the
House. I would ask the member to please withdraw his comment.

Before I give my comments, I want to remind members that the
Speaker of the House will be coming back to the House. I personal‐
ly have witnessed what has been happening with parliamentarians
on both sides of the House, and I would remind members that we
need to be more respectful of each other for Parliament to function
smoothly. As the Speaker said in his previous statement, it is in‐
cumbent upon all MPs to work together and be respectful of each
other in the House for us to be able to make sure Parliament works
smoothly.

The hon. member for St. Albert—Edmonton.
Mr. Michael Cooper: Madam Speaker, I attempted to rise be‐

fore you intervened to respond to the point of order.

I would submit that, by any objective standard, the Prime Minis‐
ter is corrupt. He has been found guilty twice of violating the Con‐
flict of Interest Act and intervened in an RCMP investigation into
his potential criminal wrongdoing by—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): There
have been a number of individuals in other parties, not just the gov‐
ernment party, who have had decisions rendered about conflicts of
interest.
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I will ask the hon. member to rise in the House to withdraw his

comment. It is causing disorder in the House. It is an issue with
decorum, and it is not a proper word to use, so I would ask the
member to please withdraw his comment.

Mr. Michael Cooper: Madam Speaker, I know the truth hurts
for the cover-up coalition, but out of respect for you as the Chair, I
withdraw it.

ORDERS OF THE DAY
● (1835)

[English]

COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE
NATIONAL DEFENCE

The House resumed from November 3 consideration of the mo‐
tion.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Madam
Speaker, I am pleased to speak to this concurrence debate, although
I will note, of course, that it is within the usual tactics and games
used by members of the official opposition. However, it is an im‐
portant topic, so I am glad to speak to it tonight. I will be splitting
my time with the member for Nunavut; I look forward to hearing
her incredible contributions to this debate.

First of all, this was a really important report to put forward. I am
so grateful to all the witnesses who came before us, the members of
the armed forces who spoke to this report, the academics, the com‐
munity leaders, the policy-makers, the analysts from the Library of
Parliament, our committee clerk and the interpreters. We are truly
lucky in this place to have such an incredible group of people to
work with and whom we can hear from to create better legislation
and better policy within the government. I appreciate those workers
and all the evidence provided by the participants. After hearing the
recommendations and reflections from the committee, we worked
on the study to look into Russia's threat to Canada's Arctic, China's
threat to Canada's Arctic, the security of the Canadian Arctic
archipelago and the security of the Northwest Passage and NORAD
modernization.

This report's recommendations strayed from the mandate a bit.
Sadly, we ignored one of the largest points and most imminent
threats to our Arctic, which is climate change. According to the re‐
port:

The committee was reminded by Dr. P. Whitney Lackenbauer that we must dis‐
tinguish “between threats passing through or over the Arctic rather than threats to or
in the Arctic”.

The committee did not quite get that in terms of the recommen‐
dations, which is a real shame.

The committee's recommendations focused heavily on “potential
threats to North America passing through the Arctic, at the expense
of centering threats to the Arctic itself.” The warming rate of the
Arctic's oceans:

...is up to seven times faster than the global average. The United Nations esti‐
mates that by 2050, up to 70 percent of Arctic infrastructure will be at risk from
loss of permafrost. This is a direct threat against both the Canadian Armed
Forces and Arctic communities....

With climate change, we have already seen the number of voyages in Canadian
Arctic waters triple in the last three decades. New sea lanes are being opened by
melting ice, which will cause increased fishing, transportation, tourism and research
activity in the area. Further, the loss of permafrost is also increasing the viability of
access to the Arctic's massive oil reserves, natural gas and precious minerals.

This threat to Arctic security was discussed at length throughout
the committee by top officials. We heard from the chief of the de‐
fence staff, General Wayne Eyre, who stated that there was a chal‐
lenge in “making that infrastructure durable and sustainable into the
future with the changing circumstances related to climate change.”
Vice-Admiral Topshee, the commander of the Royal Canadian
Navy, told us about the important holistic approach necessary to
deal with the increase in traffic. He said that the CAF is working
with territorial governments and indigenous partners to build
Canada's capacity, from unauthorized vessel detection to search and
rescue.

In the same study, we heard from the national security and intel‐
ligence adviser, Jody Thomas, that more than 40% of Canada's ter‐
ritory and over 75% of its national coastlines are Arctic. She stated:

The Arctic is fundamental to Canada's identity and its sovereignty....

Rapid and enduring climate change is making the region more accessible for
navigation. New commercial and military technologies are connecting the North to
the rest of the world and eroding the region's historical isolation from geopolitical
affairs.

We took all this into account. We heard it as part of the testimo‐
ny, which, of course, was rooted in the context that the increased
activity caused by climate change is highly disruptive. It is a prob‐
lem. It is the major threat.

It is very alarming that, within those recommendations, we did
not actually see recommendations calling to address climate
change. Certainly, I tried to bring that forward, to have the consid‐
eration of climate change as the existential threat to Arctic security
be known. Sadly, we do not see those recommendations in the re‐
port. It is truly a mystery, but maybe not a mystery for anyone who
has heard arguments from the official opposition's side. However, I
will leave it there.

● (1840)

It is imperative that the federal government treats climate change
as a national security threat, as outlined by all these officials and
academics. This summer alone, 45.7 million acres of forest in
Canada burned and released the equivalent of 1.7 billion tonnes of
CO2 emissions.

Additionally, indigenous peoples in Arctic communities need to
be central to what we are talking about in terms of Arctic security.
The impacts of climate change are felt first and foremost in the
Arctic. Indigenous people are often on the front lines as first re‐
sponders, and all government spending on the Arctic security ques‐
tion has to reflect this truth. As the report notes, “As part of Arctic
security, we must see investments in the north help northerners ac‐
cess safe housing, clean drinking water, fresh food and healthcare.”
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It is easy to fall into the escalating calls for the militarization of

the Arctic, but I believe this is a disconnect from what the commit‐
tee heard from witnesses. We heard that the best Arctic security
policy is an investment in the communities themselves and in their
people.

One clear message heard at committee was the need to invest in
the Canadian Rangers to address the threats to the Arctic. We heard
from Calvin Pedersen, a fourth-generation Canadian Ranger, about
his work in monitoring vessel traffic in the northwest. The report
notes, “The Canadian Rangers are essential to meeting the security
needs to address the impact of climate change and increased eco‐
nomic activity in the Arctic.”

We also heard from Dr. Peter Kikkert, who said:
The Rangers wear lots of hats, so they’re often volunteers on the ground search

and rescue teams in their communities. They’re often members of the Coast Guard
auxiliary units that go out to do marine searches.... The training that is given to
Rangers is not always just used in an official capacity, but is often used to bolster
the search and rescue system on a voluntary basis.

The report goes on: “Investments in the Canadian Rangers will
increase our domain awareness, increase the CAF’s operational ca‐
pabilities, and will bolster search and rescue capacity.” There were
some good recommendations, especially recommendations 21 to
25, as part of this report, and I hope the government will act upon
them very quickly. They include a change to the way rangers have
faced mistreatment from successive governments. Often, rangers
are expected to continue service while being undercompensated for
equipment usage, and they are slowly and inadequately reimbursed
for damaged equipment. They also lack funding for administrative
supports.

Just last week, I questioned the Minister of National Defence
about this, because in the study, witnesses clearly called for the
equipment usage rate to be tied to inflation. I did not get the answer
I wanted, but I never really do from the minister, unfortunately. I
hope that will change. I hope he will take the recommendations
from this report seriously.

In addition to that support, the defence ombudsman reported that
rangers lack adequate access to the health care, housing and basic
infrastructure needed to do that work. We keep hearing the same
messages over and over again. We need the government to hear
them.

The report notes, “As the need for Canadian Rangers increases,
we must act immediately to solve these concerns.” In addition to
the permanent Arctic search and rescue round table that has been
called for, the committee received a written submission that called
for the need to build up community resilience.

This brings me to recommendation 13 of the report. The report
says:

[I] wish the language in the recommendations went further to mandate the Gov‐
ernment to prioritize investments that serve Indigenous peoples and Arctic commu‐
nities. As we expect more and more from Arctic communities, Canada’s history of
neglect and harm must be reconciled with meaningful investments. In prioritizing
the backlog of NORAD modernization and the backlog of infrastructure gaps in the
Arctic, we can address [a lot of the] shared needs.

The government has a clear opportunity here, and it needs to
“use funding allocated for NORAD modernization to address the

infrastructure and service gaps in the Arctic. We must give greater
attention to the water crisis, housing crisis, and health care crisis in
Arctic communities”.

I also want to address a recommendation that I agree with in this
report, which is recommendation 3. In witness testimony for this
study, General Wayne Eyre stated, “I think policies related to ballis‐
tic missile offence are becoming less and less relevant.” The recom‐
mendation reads, “That the Government of Canada reconsider its
longstanding policy with respect to the U.S. Ballistic Missile De‐
fence program.” I am 100% against that.

We heard from Dr. Adam Lajeunesse, who stated:

Arctic security and defence are very important, and we need to make serious in‐
vestments, but we need to zero in on what exactly the threat environment is. What I
have argued is that we are not seeing, and are not likely to see, a great power threat
to the Arctic.... I'm arguing that it would be a waste of money and an inefficient use
of our resources to build the Arctic defences in such a way as to gear them towards
Russia or China.

● (1845)

Again, he pointed back to the existential threat. This all points
back to the inappropriate and disappointing wedge in a conversa‐
tion of our study that refused to put those recommendations for‐
ward, in terms of climate change. I—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Ques‐
tions and comments, the hon. member for Bruce—Grey—Owen
Sound.

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Madam
Speaker, obviously, this is a very important topic that we are debat‐
ing tonight. The member made a number of key observations. I
thank her for her commitment on the committee.

Recommendation 5, in particular, talks about the risks from ma‐
lign foreign actors, specifically in the Arctic. It can address the
challenges as the Arctic opens up more. That scares me more than
almost anything. I am less worried about Russian intrusions into the
Arctic. I am more worried about Russian businesses, Chinese busi‐
nesses and other foreign state actors challenging our natural re‐
sources, our critical minerals and, in particular, how it even impacts
our indigenous population, our Inuit in the north.

Could the member expand a bit more on what the committee
found out in terms of what actions need to be taken by the govern‐
ment to address this critical and important need?

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: Madam Speaker, I would note that
they are not “our” indigenous people. I warn the member about that
language; it is very important.



19108 COMMONS DEBATES November 27, 2023

Orders of the Day
General Wayne Eyre specifically stated, right at the get-go of the

study, “I see no real threat today to our territorial sovereignty; nor
do I see one in the near future". Yes, we have to be aware of what is
going on in the world. Yes, we have to be concerned, but, critically,
what gives access to critical minerals, to the Northwest Passage, to
communities in the north and to all of that is climate change. The
opening up of the passage and of the seaways is the existential
threat, and we are not doing anything to address that adequately.

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for her terrific work on na‐
tional defence, on sovereignty issues. She has been incredibly stel‐
lar in standing up, particularly, for women and men in the service,
on behalf of the Canadian Forces. She has done a remarkable job of
ensuring that we have policies and working hard to ensure that the
women and men in uniform are actually respected by governments.

We have seen, of course, how badly the Conservative govern‐
ment treated veterans. We have seen some of that reflected in the
current government.

What are the critical things that need to happen in order to ensure
that, at all times, men and women in the service are treated with the
respect they deserve?

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: Madam Speaker, ultimately, the men
and women in uniform are a workforce that we rely upon with ev‐
erything that we have, and they put themselves in the line of dan‐
ger. They are there when people need them, domestically and inter‐
nationally. We need to ensure that they are safe. We need to ensure
that they have the best equipment. We need to ensure that they have
the safest workplaces. That includes a lot of the things that were
mentioned in the report but that I mention again, which people
within the Arctic need as well. They need housing, health care and
safe supports, and they need to know that the workplace they are
going into is not one of disrespect.

There is a lot going on that the government needs to invest in.
Again, it comes back to people. It always comes back to people.
● (1850)

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I am going to give the member another chance to really
answer my question, which is about the recommendation and “de‐
veloping a strategy for critical infrastructure investments and pro‐
tecting Canadian interests from malign foreign actors” and whether
the committee had additional information on that.

With respect to people, I just want to re-emphasize the impor‐
tance of our rangers and our Canadian Forces personnel, currently
8,000 understrength in our reserves, 8,000 understrength in our reg‐
ular force and 10,000 under in trained effective strength.

The government needs to do more for our personnel in the Cana‐
dian Armed Forces.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: Madam Speaker, absolutely, and I
think that this ties in to a lot of the things that I just answered be‐
fore with my hon. colleague for New Westminster—Burnaby.

Of course, the question of how we treat our people as workers,
how we treat them on the front lines, how we treat the men and
women who volunteer as Canadian rangers and our search and res‐

cue, is all very important, and the investment in the people who are
doing that incredible work is a key component of what I was trying
to bring forward today.

Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Uqaqtittiji, I am happy to
speak on behalf of Nunavummiut on this important report that my
colleague, the member for London—Fanshawe, worked on. I really
want to acknowledge as well the great work that she does at this
committee. I have had the great honour of working with her when
the announcements were made regarding NORAD improvements,
and her leadership on this file is so much appreciated. It is because
of her work that I have started saying that Nunavut does not just
have one Nunavut MP but 25 great NDP MPs advocating for
Nunavummiut.

I also want to share very briefly that I remember when my dad
was still alive in 1981 watching a movie, which was rare in Igloo‐
lik, because it did not get TV until much later. The community of
Igloolik had chosen quite late compared to other Canadian commu‐
nities to accept television, because it felt it would be a threat to Inu‐
it culture and lifestyle. So, when we arrived in Igloolik we were
quite lucky, or maybe unlucky, I do not know what the right word
is, as we already had TV when we had been living in Resolute.
When we arrived in Igloolik, one of the videos I remember watch‐
ing vividly, because TV had not been allowed at the time, was
Mary Poppins. At that time, Mary Poppins was very special to me,
because it was the same year that my dad had died. However, be‐
fore that, part of the reason that Mary Poppins was so special was
because I was learning English and there was this foreign word
“Supercalifragilisticexpialidocious”. I was like, “Whoa, what a
crazy English word.” It was something I did not think would have
an impact on my thoughts about Arctic security and Arctic
sovereignty, but here we are with me thinking back to my child‐
hood and the work that had already been done to secure the Arctic.

Before that, just to remind Canadians, Canada had the High Arc‐
tic relocatees where Inuit were forced from northern Quebec to two
communities, Resolute and Grise Fiord. Actually, my dad's family
helped train Inuit from northern Quebec. My dad, Joseph Idlout, is
actually quite famous because he taught the Inuit from northern
Quebec how to survive in the High Arctic by teaching them hunting
skills. They were filmed by Doug Wilkinson, who was a famous
photographer, and a lot of his photographs are in Archives Canada.
One of his photos actually ended up on our currency. Members will
remember the old two-dollar bill with the Inuit hunting scene. It
was my grandfather and uncles on that two-dollar bill. The story
behind that two-dollar bill is regarding Arctic sovereignty and secu‐
rity, which is why this topic is so important to me, because I have
very direct personal experience with what Canada did in the name
of Arctic sovereignty.
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I also want to read what one of the witnesses said. I should say

that I was not part of this study, and so I am not sure that I will be
able to answer any direct questions regarding the study, but with
my experience, I might be able to answer general questions if they
are posed to me. However, I did read the report, and one witness,
Dr. Lackenbauer, said that “climate change is the existential threat
to humanity”. This goes to show what is real in the Arctic.
● (1855)

We know that Russia's invasion of Ukraine may have increased
the level of threat in the Arctic, but I know from people I work with
and people I have visited in all 25 communities that climate change
is among the higher topics that are mentioned to me. They mention
that elders are not able to teach as efficiently as they did regarding
the environment, with the changes that they see on the snow, the ice
conditions and even the wildlife and the migration patterns chang‐
ing because of other external factors. For example, in Pond Inlet a
couple of years ago, after Baffinland iron mines opened up Mary
River Mine and increased its shipping, there was a huge decrease in
narwhales, and many Inuit hunters were saying that they were
robbed of their opportunity to teach their sons how to hunt nar‐
whales because of the change in patterns that the shipping had cre‐
ated in the name of corporate profits.

I also want to mention very quickly that, having read through the
report, the recommendations I thought were particularly important
to the Arctic are numbers 7, 8, 10, 13, 16, 17, 21 and 22. The rea‐
son I highlight these recommendations specifically is that they
speak directly to what my colleague, the MP for London—Fan‐
shawe, was saying about ensuring that we are doing better capacity
development for indigenous peoples and for northern residents who
are always living in the Arctic. When it is their environment, if
those residents are not given the investments and the resources,
then it will be that much harder to fight for Arctic security if there
are threats coming our way. My colleague was talking about invest‐
ing in the north being so important, such as in housing, training,
health care and education. If these investments were to the level
that they should be, I know for a fact that Arctic northerners would
be better able to help ensure that the Arctic is secure and that they
are able to help fight against threats that are impacting their lives.

I also want to mention in my statement that as part of the work of
the indigenous and northern affairs committee, we also studied Arc‐
tic security. The name of our report is “Arctic Security and
Sovereignty, and the Emergency Preparedness of Indigenous Com‐
munities”. It is good to see other members of our committee here in
the chamber. When we did our study on Arctic security and Arctic
sovereignty, a huge portion of our conversation also related to some
of what is in this report with respect to the Canadian Rangers. We
also had Aivgak Pedersen as our witness, a fourth-generation Cana‐
dian Ranger and a great leader in Nunavut and Cambridge Bay. He
lived in Kugluktuk at the time and has now moved to Cambridge
Bay. He spoke about making sure that we actually invest in Canadi‐
an Rangers.

When I was in Iqaluit recently for Remembrance Day, I had the
pleasure of visiting with some of the Canadian Rangers who were
at the Remembrance Day ceremonies, and they reminded me right
away that as a part of my advocacy, I must also advocate for im‐
provements in investments in Canadian Rangers. They said to me

that they get beautiful uniforms and relics for rifles, and they can
get reimbursements from the Canadian Armed Forces, but those re‐
imbursements take forever. Therefore, if Canada is going to do bet‐
ter with respect to investing in Arctic security, a huge portion of
that must be to invest in Canadian Rangers, who know the land and
the environment. Investing in them would help make sure that we
are keeping the Arctic secure.

● (1900)

I want to end my statement with a quote from Mr. Aivgak Peder‐
sen, who reported to our committee:

As Canadian Rangers, we're on the ground. We live here. We are from here. We
know the land....

Having local knowledge and expertise makes a huge difference. It will make a
difference in saving people's lives in a timely manner.

Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake—Eastman, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I want to thank my colleague from Nunavut for
bringing to light the parts of this report that are very important to
her.

My mother was born in Chesterfield Inlet and spent most of her
childhood in the Arctic. She has great memories of her time there,
with two different tours through Pangnirtung. Most of the time she
was there, but she was also in Cambridge Bay and Rankin Inlet, as
they worked for the northern stores department of the Hudson's Bay
Company.

I want to ask my colleague about recommendation 5 from the re‐
port. We heard from Madeleine Redfern, former mayor of Iqaluit, at
committee about making sure we know what infrastructure is out
there. How can we make dual use of infrastructure for communities
and the Canadian Armed Forces as we modernize NORAD and
continue to make sure we have a more positive posture in the Arc‐
tic, knowing the threats we are currently facing from Russia, the
PRC and other nations that want to take advantage of the great out‐
doors we have in Canada's north?

Ms. Lori Idlout: Uqaqtittiji, I grew up for a portion of my life in
Chesterfield Inlet as well. It is such a beautiful community. I have
fond memories.

Regarding the member's question on dual use infrastructure, I
completely agree. I know that if Arctic security was taken more se‐
riously, the community of Cambridge Bay, for example, which is a
regional hub in the Kitikmeot region, would have a paved airport.
That could be dual use infrastructure to help make sure that fighter
jets can land there, if need be. At the moment, because the airport is
not paved, the main airline that goes there has decided to cease jet
service, only relying on ATRs, which have less capacity, resulting
in more cancellations of flights, impacting medical travel appoint‐
ments and impacting the cost of food.

Dual use is a great way to make sure we are better investing in
the Arctic.
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Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Madam

Speaker, I knew the hon. member would not disappoint. I really ap‐
preciate her taking part in this debate tonight.

At the defence committee last week, we had the Minister of Na‐
tional Defence before us. When I was asking about following up on
support for rangers, the chief of the defence staff said something I
found quite disturbing. I would love the member's input on it. He
said that when it comes rangers, “We've noticed that perhaps some
of those traditional skills are eroding”.

Could the member comment on why they believe that to be the
case and how we can stop that from happening?
● (1905)

Ms. Lori Idlout: Uqaqtittiji, that is definitely a concern, and part
of the reason is climate change, as I mentioned in my statement.

Elders are telling us that it is harder to teach their children and
grandchildren about ice conditions when winter is arriving sooner.
It is harder to teach when not to go to certain ice areas because the
ice is not as thick as it used to be.

All those things, which were very important to our survival up to
this point and remained traditional expert knowledge, are eroding.
We need to expedite ensuring that we regain that knowledge so we
can make sure that Inuit today are able to adjust and that we are
continually adapting to our changing environment.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I rise today to speak to a concurrence motion. For those
who are just tuning in, to understand the context of what we are do‐
ing right now, back on November 3, the government had on the Or‐
der Paper that we would continue to debate the Canada-Ukraine
free trade agreement. However, as was becoming very consistent
around that time, every time we brought forward that particular bill
to be debated, Conservatives would put forward concurrence mo‐
tions to basically prevent us from discussing the bill. The reason I
am willing to go out on a limb to say that they were intentionally
preventing us from debating that bill is not only that they had done
it a number of times already, but also, and more importantly, that
they were continually doing it with reports from committees that
were unanimous. This was another unanimous report that came
from committee.

Just so the public knows, when a report is tabled in the House by
the chair of the committee, there is no obligation to debate it as it is
considered received. As a matter of fact, the government responded
to this particular report from the committee, so there was really no
need to have a debate on it. The committee report was unanimous.
The government, in its introductory reply, thanked the committee,
said that the majority of the committee's recommendations were in
line with work already being undertaken by the government, and
went on to address each and every specific recommendation in the
report.

On Friday, November 3, Conservatives put forward a motion to
concur in this unanimous report from the committee, which had al‐
ready been responded to by the government. It was just to delay
and prevent us from talking about the Canada-Ukraine free trade
agreement. Of course, at the time, none of us really understood
why. We could not fathom that Conservatives would be against that

piece of legislation, which was the result of a trade agreement that
had been signed by President Zelenskyy and the Prime Minister. It
also has the endorsement of the Ukrainian Canadian Congress and
had all of the important elements built within it to help Ukraine re‐
build. This side of the House, and probably all parties but the Con‐
servative Party, were under the impression that it was going to be a
pretty easy debate. We thought that everybody would agree and
then we would pass it.

However, very early on in the debate process, the member for
Cumberland—Colchester rose and referred to the Canada-Ukraine
free trade agreement as being woke. That was the first sign for us
on this side of the House. At that point, we started asking what was
going on and if it were possible that the Conservative Party of
Canada does not support this very important piece of legislation.

● (1910)

Mr. Alex Ruff: Madam Speaker, on a point of order, I am won‐
dering about the relevance of the member's speech. The report is
about Arctic sovereignty, and he is talking about procedural pro‐
cesses in the House of Commons.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I would
remind members that there is a bit of flexibility in debates and that
members need to make sure that their speeches are relevant to the
motion or legislation before the House. I am sure the hon. member
will bring it back to the concurrence motion being debated.

The hon. government deputy House leader has the floor.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: It is relevant, Madam Speaker, and I
should remind the member across the way what we are actually de‐
bating is not the report. We are debating a motion to concur in the
report. The report has already been established, the report has al‐
ready been unanimously supported by committee and the motion
was to concur in it.

My analysis and my reflections on why Conservatives chose to
put forward that motion is extremely germane to the debate and
specifically speaks to why I think they did this, which is very im‐
portant. The member can get up and call a point of order as often as
he wants. He probably does not want to hear the truth from me, and
that is fine. He does not have to accept what I say and I am happy
to answer his questions on the subject matter afterward.

However, I would remind him we just spent the whole afternoon
talking about a bill on scab labour that the Conservatives never
even mentioned in any of their speeches. They just talked about ev‐
erything other than the bill, and would not even say whether they
thought the bill was good or not. They were asked the question
probably about half a dozen times and never even indicated
whether they support the bill. It is very rich coming from a Conser‐
vative member right now, who is trying to call me out on relevance,
when I have established how the relevance of my speech is related
to this concurrence motion.
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Canada-Ukraine free trade bill, after continually putting up concur‐
rence motion after concurrence motion on various different issues.
The reality is we started to hear them talk about it being woke. I
know there has been a lot of buyer's remorse since we had that
vote, and a lot of Conservatives have stood up in the House and
talked about how much they supported Ukraine. I know four, five
or six of them stood up right after question period today and said
that.

My sense is they are probably feeling regretful for their decision.
They are probably feeling a bit upset with their leader for forcing
them to do that and now are trying to justify to their communities
why they voted that same way.

However, it does not end there. I say this to my Conservative
colleagues who are in the House and who stand up and say that
they unequivocally support Ukraine at any cost, no matter what.
The member for Provencher, in the remaining few speeches we had
before we voted on this, actually said:

That said, the Prime Minister and the government have been consistent and un‐
equivocal in saying, “We will...support Ukraine with whatever it takes, for as long
as it takes.”

Then he went on to say, “That concerns me a bit”. That is in
Hansard; one can go find that. That does not sound like somebody
who is unequivocal and stands with Ukraine right until the very
end.

When we talk about this report and we talk about Arctic
sovereignty and who we are really concerned about maintaining our
sovereignty from, it can only be our neighbours that share the Arc‐
tic region with us or that impede upon the Arctic region. I know
this because I was on the Standing Committee for National Defence
for three years, where at the time we studied Arctic sovereignty,
and there were some real concerns over it. Of course, one of those
is Russia.

I have a problem with listening to my Conservative colleagues
talk about Russia, because we know Conservatives are also getting
very close right now to Prime Minister Orban, who is the Prime
Minister of Hungary, who is very close to Vladimir Putin. Recently,
there is a story titled “Putin and Orban reaffirm Russian-Hungarian
ties amid international strains.”
● (1915)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): There is
a point of order by the hon. member for Prince George—Peace Riv‐
er—Northern Rockies.

Mr. Bob Zimmer: There has been a lot of conjecture back and
forth this afternoon about things that were said on that side, and he
straying into that territory again of getting into conspiracy theories
and tinfoil hat commentary. This is about Arctic sovereignty and
security. There are some in this place who actually want to get to
that conversation and that debate. I wish the member would get
back on to the topic instead of talking about tinfoil Liberal theories.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Again, I
want to remind members. I am listening very closely, because cer‐
tainly I am very well aware of the points of order that were raised
today and I want to make sure members are being very respectful in
the House. I do not think we do any favour to our allies and to the

parliamentarians of this House if we are not careful with the word‐
ing we use.

I want to remind members again there is some leeway during the
speeches but that the speeches need to be focused on the concur‐
rence motion. The concurrence motion should be mentioned on a
regular basis, or the content of it should be.

I will turn it back to the hon. government deputy House leader.
Again, make sure we stay on track.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, I had been quite relevant
there and will draw the direct link for the member: Canada, Arctic;
Arctic, Russia; Russia, Hungary. Vladimir Putin and the Hungarian
prime minister are very close right now. Stephen Harper is very
close with the Hungarian prime minister. One Conservative mem‐
ber travelled at the expense of the Danube Institute, a right-wing
Hungarian think-tank, which paid for all of his expenses. Coinci‐
dentally, right around that time, Conservative members started talk‐
ing about exactly what they have written about in their most recent
report on what a Conservative world looks like in 2023. Right after
Conservatives went on this trip to London, paid for the Danube In‐
stitute, they came back and started talking about a free trade agree‐
ment with Ukraine as though it is woke, which is a direct link.

This is my concern. There is a mega faction among the Conser‐
vatives, probably including their leader, who have stood up and
said that they will not support Ukraine and have won over the more
progressives in the Conservative Party. I know there are progres‐
sives in the party who care about Ukraine. I have travelled with
them to Ukraine to study Operation Unifier and Operation Reassur‐
ance. I did that back in 2017. I know where their commitment is,
but I do not believe the commitment is within the entire Conserva‐
tive caucus. Those who are not committed just need to stand up and
say so. Those members should, out of decency for their colleagues
who do stand up for Ukraine, publicly say that they do not so their
colleagues can say they do and then there would be no confusion
among the Canadian population, because there is a lot of confusion
right now. That is the reality of the situation.

When we talk about this concurrence report, which is about Arc‐
tic sovereignty, it is something we have debated and studied on a
number of occasions. When I was on the defence committee, we
studied it back in 2017-18, I believe. When we talk about our Arc‐
tic sovereignty and the importance of ensuring that we have every‐
thing in place to provide that security, we have to reflect on the fact
that there are some who might be buying into Russian propaganda
that suggests that Ukraine does not have the best intentions with re‐
spect to its sovereignty. That is what my concern is.
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on this topic, it was very clear to me and everybody else that what
they were doing was trying to prevent a debate on something else.
It is not the first time we have seen that and we are witnessing it
again right now. When it comes to scab labour, Conservatives will
not stand up and say how they feel about a piece of legislation.
They wait until it has gone well down the road, avoid talking about
it, and then think they can just slip their vote in, get it on the record
and then move on to the next subject. That did not happen with the
Canada-Ukraine free trade agreement, but guess what? There is
good news. There is still another opportunity because we only vot‐
ed on it at second reading. They have another opportunity at report
stage to do the right thing and stand up for Ukraine the way that ev‐
ery other member in this House is doing, so I would strongly en‐
courage my Conservative colleagues to do that when we get to that
point.

This goes to a larger point that I was talking about, which is that
the Conservative Party of Canada today is not what it used to be. If
we look back to Joe Clark, Brian Mulroney and Kim Campbell,
they were Progressive Conservatives. They had important issues
top of mind that genuinely meant something for Canada. They did
not complain about what they thought would win them a couple of
votes. It was Brian Mulroney who dealt with acid rain and the de‐
pletion of the ozone layer. He led the world literally in the Montreal
accord. He brought 42 countries to Montreal to talk about how we
could save our planet. That is not what we are seeing now.

I am not the only one who is saying that. This is what Joe Clark
said, “I think it's a party that does not respect the progressive tradi‐
tions of the Progressive Conservative Party and, consequently, does
not reflect the country. ... My party is over. This was not just a
change of decision about a policy; this was a change of decision
about life or death, the party to which I had an obligation has been
taken out of existence.”

● (1920)

Brian Mulroney said something very similar. He said, “I led a
Progressive Conservative government. We were very progressive in
areas like international affairs...and human rights, the creation of
the...Francophonie and all of those things, and in social policy as
well. We were more Conservative. Radio-Canada established last
night, [with] privatization, deregulation, low inflation, cutting gov‐
ernment expenditures, we were more Conservative than the Harper
government. I thought that was a good mix.”

This is what Kim Campbell said. She said, “Well, I have never
joined the Conservative Party of Canada. I think Joe Clark ex‐
pressed that he did not leave the party, the party left him. It is not
the Progressive Conservative Party, and our party was the party of
the acid rain treaty, the Montreal Protocol. I am sorry. I have no
time for climate deniers and anybody who is trying to pussyfoot
around it.” Those are the words of Kim Campbell.

I guess what I am saying is that we have seen a huge shift in the
Conservative Party of Canada. It is not what it used to be. I am very
concerned that the shift is continuing further and further right. It is
emulating what comes out of the United States and the Donald
Trump politics of the MAGA movement. I find that to be very

alarming. I think that Canadians should be seriously reflecting on
the path we are going down.

I do not believe Conservatives need to occupy that space. I be‐
lieve they are choosing to occupy that space. I really encourage
them to stop doing that, come back around and start looking at our
country as a whole in a way we can genuinely improve it together.

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I will stay relevant to the topic at hand tonight.

The member said he did not feel that the Arctic sovereignty was
that important. I think he should have listened to the NDP member
who spoke just before him. She actually spoke on November 3 and
got very upset at the complaints that were coming from the House.
I am sure she will have an opportunity to speak.

I remember the member very well when he was on the national
defence committee, and he was successfully filibustering the com‐
mittee while it was looking into, during the previous Parliament,
the sexual misconduct in the Canadian Armed Forces at the highest
levels and the censorship of the previous minister of national de‐
fence.

I want to get to the point of this motion, which is Arctic
sovereignty. He represents, or supposedly represents, a riding and
its Canadian Armed Forces members. I want to ask specifically
about the capabilities of signals. Recommendation 24 talks about
“the expansion of Very High Frequency radio capabilities and other
communications in the Arctic that support search and rescue ef‐
forts.”

Could the member elaborate on what needs to be done? How are
the Canadian Armed Forces members he represents in Kingston
crucial in making this happen and continuing our Arctic sovereign‐
ty?

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, I never said that Arctic
sovereignty was not important. It is quite the contrary. I said it was
important. I said my concern was that the Conservatives were just
using this report as a way to block something that they did not want
to talk about. It was something that they did not want to talk about
so badly, the Canada-Ukraine free trade deal, that they ended up
voting against it later on.

Arctic sovereignty is extremely important. I do not believe I was
on the committee, and I do not believe I filibustered as he refer‐
enced. I will say that, when I was on the committee and we studied
it, we looked into the different things we could recommend to the
government. When it comes to recommendation 24, I would have
him note that the Government of Canada agrees, in principle, with
these recommendations. Nobody is disagreeing.

This is my point: Why is it so important that we talk about this
report on the floor of the House of Commons when the reality is
that the government agrees with the majority of the report?
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Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Madam
Speaker, one of the key recommendations I have a big problem
with in this report is number 3, which states, “That the Government
of Canada reconsider its long-standing policy with respect to the
U.S. Ballistic Missile Defence program.” General Wayne Eyre
specifically stated, “I think policies related to ballistic missile of‐
fence are becoming less and less relevant.”

As the member is a member of the government, I want to know
what its stance is on that positioning? Is the government going to
reconsider the long-standing policy it had for ballistic missile de‐
fence?

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, I cannot tell the member
what the government's plans are specifically, other than to let her
know that the government has noted the recommendation.

I can tell her, though, that when I was on the committee, and af‐
ter I went with the member for Selkirk—Interlake—Eastman to
NORAD headquarters and was able to see the manner in which
Canadians and Americans were working so closely together, I
found it very confusing that there was a particular program in North
America that impacted Canada but that Canada was not involved
in. No one should quote me on this, but I believe it was Paul Martin
who said that Canada would not be in the program, but, at the time,
I questioned that. When I was on the committee as an independent
member, not speaking on behalf of the government, I questioned
why Canada was not in the program and challenged that perhaps
we should be looking into whether or not that was a good decision.

I do not disagree with the recommendation. I know that the gov‐
ernment does not disagree with the recommendation, because it
said it would take note of it, and then went on to explain the basis
behind it. Unlike the member from the NDP who asked me the
question, I am a little more open to seeing what Canada's role
should be in the program.

Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake—Eastman, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I will be splitting my time with the hon. member
for Prince George—Peace River—Northern Rockies, who is the
shadow minister for the Arctic and Northern Affairs for the Conser‐
vative Party.

I am glad to get the debate back on the report. We just listened to
a bunch of bafflegab, but I am going to drill down on the issues at
hand.

I am really pleased with the third report, which came from the
national defence committee, on having a secure and sovereign Arc‐
tic. I like how the report was organized. It started off by talking
about the threats in the Arctic, climate change and its impact, the
great power struggles going on that also pull in the Arctic, like the
Russian threat, the threat from Beijing and how we might be able to
overcome that.

Then it talks about what we are doing there from the standpoint
of domain awareness and surveillance. It talks about the North
American Aerospace Defense Command, or NORAD, as we call it,
and its modernization, as well as missile defence, which is very im‐
portant. That is not just about ballistic missile defence but also oth‐
er threats, such as cruise missiles and hypersonics, and what types

of air defence systems we should have in Canada to defend the Arc‐
tic, as well as our coasts.

I will talk about readiness in the Arctic: the equipment, the per‐
sonnel, the search and rescue, and the infrastructure. I want to drill
down on the threat environment; all too often, this is one thing that
Canadians do not think is at risk at all in the Arctic. We know for a
fact that the People's Republic of China now sees itself as a near-
Arctic state or near-Arctic power. It has great interest in having a
northern passage to move its goods from Asia to Europe and the
other side of North America, for that matter, the Atlantic side, and
making use of the Northwest Passage to do it.

The PRC has more icebreakers now than Canada and the United
States combined that are employed by our coast guards and navy.
When we start talking about the heavy Arctic polar icebreakers, the
People's Republic of China and the People's Liberation Army Navy
have more than the United States and Canada do. That is a very
strong indication of their seriousness about accessing the interna‐
tional waters in the Arctic, as well as fulfilling their own belt and
road initiative. We know that, within the belt and road initiative,
there is a policy called the polar silk road and using the polar silk
road as a way to move more of the goods they need to sell and ex‐
port out of China, as well as to bring more imports back. That tran‐
sit through the Arctic cuts off over two weeks of what it takes if it
needs to go through the Panama Canal. That interest is something
we have to take very seriously.

We also know that the People's Republic of China's navy has
been there doing surveillance. We saw in a report by The Globe and
Mail on February 21 that, in fall 2022, under Operation Limpid, the
Canadian Armed Forces retrieved a number of surveillance buoys
that were floating in the Arctic Ocean. Retired General Joseph Day
assumed that those buoys were there to watch over not just the tran‐
sit of Canadian ships but submarines, etc., from our allies, especial‐
ly the Americans, and monitoring their passage through the North‐
west Passage and farther north through the Arctic. It has already
been there dropping surveillance buoys, electronic surveillance
with which it can collect all the data and send it back to Beijing.

In February, there were spy balloons over the Arctic from Bei‐
jing. One was shot down in Yukon. One went through Alaska to
B.C. and across western Canada down to the United States, which
was finally shot down. That one is still being completely analyzed
to find out what information the PRC was picking up. Therefore,
we really are concerned about what the interest is of the Chinese
Communist Party in our Arctic.

● (1930)

Then there is the Russian Federation. We know about Putin's war
in Ukraine and how bad it is. We all stand with Ukraine. Despite
the rhetoric that comes from the other side, all of us in the Conser‐
vative Party stand with Ukraine. The only way this thing ends well
is if Ukraine wins, so its sovereign territory has to be protected.
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bour to Russia in the Arctic. We are sharing the Arctic Ocean with
Russia, which has a great interest in it. As a matter of fact, we re‐
member a stunt from about 10 years ago when the Russians sent a
mini-submarine to the North Pole and dropped a Russian flag on
the seabed to claim it as their own. They have put in claims under
the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea claiming the
entire Arctic seabed as their own, coming right up to within 200
miles of the continental shelf in North America. Right up to where
Canada's economic maritime zone ends is what they are trying to
claim as a Russian interest and what they want to develop. Of
course, we can never forget that the Russians continue to fly fighter
jets and Bear bombers into our airspace.

We must look at those threats and combine them with North Ko‐
rea and its aspirations to have nuclear warheads. It is estimated
right now by the Arms Control Association that North Korea al‐
ready has 30 nuclear warheads and has enough fissile material to
build another 50 to 70 nuclear warheads. If it ever accomplishes its
intercontinental ballistic missile program, it will be able to reach
out and touch North America.

This is why we have to take a very serious look at how we pro‐
tect our Arctic sovereignty and protect Canada and our allies. We
have to project our power and protect our Arctic. This is our back‐
yard. Canadians see themselves as an Arctic nation, yet 95% of
Canadians have never been to the Arctic. They expect us to protect
it, and we better protect it. “Use it or lose it” is the way we often
talk about our sovereign territory.

We also have to deter and defend. We have to deter those who
want to attack us and defend our continent, not just Canada. We
have a responsibility to the United States and our other continental
partners to ensure that we are secure here at home. Maintaining
continental security, being a trusted ally and being a neighbour and
friend are things we have to do, and that is why NORAD modern‐
ization is so critical.

However, as we are looking to put all these dollars into modern‐
izing NORAD, the Liberals just cut $1 billion from the defence
budget. They have allowed $10 billion to lapse. The question is,
how do we rebuild the Canadian Armed Forces? We are short
16,000 troops right now and have another 10,000 troops who are
undertrained and non-deployable. How do we do that if we do not
have the budget and we do not have the kit? We have to do more.

If we look at the recommendations that came out of this report,
there is so much the government should act upon. We came to an
all-party decision on all of these recommendations; it was a unani‐
mous report. We need to make sure we have underwater surveil‐
lance capabilities in the Canadian Arctic. As in recommendation 2,
we need new submarines that are able to go under the ice. How are
we going to pay for that when we have a government that continues
to cut from national defence? The best way to surveil and deter sub‐
marines, which is one of the biggest proliferation weapon systems
out there right now, is to have submarines, and our old Victoria-
class submarines are at the end of their life and there is no plan to
replace them.

We need a partnership with the U.S. ballistic missile defence sys‐
tem. BMD is the way we can protect against things like the North

Korean nuclear warhead threat. However, what about other air de‐
fences? How are we going to protect against cruise missiles and hy‐
personic missiles, which are now being proliferated around the
world and could be used to attack Canada? We need to make sure
we continue to have those discussions.

We have talked about upgrading NORAD with the over-the-hori‐
zon radar system, which has a big price tag. It is over $25 billion to
put a couple of those in place. At the same time, what about updat‐
ing RADARSAT? What about getting drones? We were promised
in “Strong, Secure, Engaged” that the Liberals would buy new
drones by 2025, and that has been punted down the road to at least
2028. We also need low-earth orbit satellites.

All the equipment and personnel we need to defend North Amer‐
ica, protect our Arctic and secure our own sovereignty costs money,
and the Liberals are not serious about investing in the Canadian
Armed Forces or the Arctic.

● (1935)

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minis‐
ter of Housing, Infrastructure and Communities, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I listened with interest to my colleague's speech. I know
he has followed defence matters very closely over the years and is a
former parliamentary secretary of defence. I wanted to know his
thoughts with respect to where climate change fits into all of this
and whether or not he understands and recognizes climate change
to be not only a matter of environmental concern but also a matter
of national security. When ice melts, to be very simple about it, the
Russians and the Chinese see that, and the Arctic becomes a focus
for them. Is climate change a national security threat, from the
member's perspective, yes or no?

Mr. James Bezan: Madam Speaker, climate change was actually
one of the key parts of the report we did at the national defence
committee. We all recognized at committee that with the disappear‐
ing Arctic sea ice, the Arctic is opening up for greater transit by
other nations. That is why we can see countries like the People's
Republic of China showing more interest in making use of the
transportation routes through our Northwest Passage and elsewhere.
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defending and using our Arctic. If we are not up there and actually
capitalizing on the opportunities, supporting our northern commu‐
nities and building infrastructure to do that, often in a dual-use cir‐
cumstance, taking into consideration warming temperatures, then
we are not going to address the real needs of the people who are up
there or be able to defend our own Arctic sovereignty. However,
Arctic sovereignty comes at a cost, and we do not see it in the bud‐
get by the current government. I do not think the Prime Minister
really cares that much about the Arctic.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Madam
Speaker, the hon. member mentioned recommendation number 2 in
terms of the replacement of submarines. I agree that this is a big is‐
sue that will be coming forward. However, one of the big conversa‐
tions, of course, is with respect to what kind of submarines Canada
looks at. The under-ice capability is quite key, as is nuclear versus
diesel-electric and all that.

However, one of the key components of all of that conversation,
too, is the recruitment, retention and personnel crisis and how all
that comes into play. Therefore, I would really love the member to
go further into the recommendation because it is something that
will be coming up in the future, and I know the government has not
been talking about it as much as we need to.
● (1940)

Mr. James Bezan: Madam Speaker, we know that our current
Victoria class submarines cannot go under the ice. We know that,
right now, only two of our submarines have had any sea time, and
even at that, the two of them combined were out at sea for fewer
than 100 days in 2022. We have to get serious about having a con‐
versation about having brand new submarines. My colleague from
London—Fanshawe knows from testimony that we have heard at
committee that there are no plans by the government to actually
look at replacing our current Victoria class submarines. We know
for a fact that a defence policy update should be addressing the is‐
sue, but it has been sitting in limbo now for over 16 months, and we
are stilling waiting to see whether the government's defence policy
update will actually contain some hard dollars and hard direction on
replacing the submarines that we need in order to defend our Arctic
and our coastlines at all three levels. That means that we have to be
in the sea, on the sea and above the sea to actually be able to protect
our country on the Atlantic, on the Pacific and in the Arctic.

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Madam
Speaker, my hon. colleague is a huge advocate for and defender of
our military personnel and Ukraine. He mentioned drones; in par‐
ticular, he mentioned the delay by the government of our medium-
altitude drones. They have been delayed, it could argue, for a good
reason, if it is to ensure that the development for Arctic capability
is there. I am a bit surprised, considering that this is something the
government promised within their defence policy years ago. Why
would the government think it would develop drone capability in
this country that would not be Arctic capable? Could the member
just expand on why the government missed this obvious shortfall?

Mr. James Bezan: Madam Speaker, we are all shocked to find
out that the government spent the past eight years talking about
drones and that it never, ever crossed the Liberals' minds that the
drones would have to be capable of flying in the Arctic to do the

surveillance that we need to do. It is one thing to have
RADARSAT, to have a north warning system and to have over-the-
horizon radar systems, but having the drones flying up there, eyes
on the ground at all times and doing surveillance, is one thing that
has proven itself over and over again as being very effective. For
the government not to even think that we had to fly in very cold
temperatures in the Arctic just speaks to the incompetence of the
current Liberal government.

Mr. Bob Zimmer (Prince George—Peace River—Northern
Rockies, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the question I have to ask tonight,
based on the report, and we are going to talk about the defence re‐
port in a few moments, is: has the Prime Minister compromised
Canada in the Arctic? How bad is it?

We have heard from my colleague, the critic for defence. He did
a great job going through some of the shortfalls of what really is
not in the north and what needs to be in the north.

Tonight, I am going to go based on a few comments that I had
heard from people in the Arctic, who voiced their concerns to me
personally, and a little bit about the testimony in defence.

This is the report, “A Secure and Sovereign Arctic”. Anybody
can read it online. It is a great report. There are a lot of great rec‐
ommendations.

As happens often with this government, there is a lot of talk but
little action. I criticized the former minister of defence not long ago
about promising billions of dollars; we found in the estimates that
they had only spent $45 million to modernize NORAD. That is just
symbolic of a government that says one thing and does another.

I heard from people in the Arctic that we are not ready, Canada is
abandoning the Arctic, Canada has retreated from the Arctic and
Canada has vacated the Arctic.

Mayor Simon Kuliktana, the former Kugluktuk mayor, said to
me, bluntly, and with a bit of fear in his voice, that we are not
ready.

I must say that I was a little taken aback by his comment. I did
not think he would be that blunt but these are folks who live right in
the Arctic, right on the Northwest Passage. They are right on the
water there and they see the traffic go by. They are very concerned
about this.

Premier Cochrane, or soon-to-be former premier Cochrane, for
the Northwest Territories, had comments: “The current invasion of
Ukraine by Russia is a stark reminder of the importance of Arctic
sovereignty. We share a unique border with Russia, the Arctic
Ocean. As the Arctic takes a more predominant role on the interna‐
tional stage, we want to ensure that the needs of northerners remain
a priority for Canada. It also means that the aspirations of northern‐
ers be given appropriate attention and that we eliminate the gaps
between northern and southern Canadians.”
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I asked her, personally, if she felt that northerners are a priority.

Her comment back to me directly was, “We're not ready.”

There are a few other comments. We had another professor who
testified at the defence committee. I was privileged enough to ask
him a question. Aurel Braun said, “If we don't deter Russia,
Canada...is going to be affected directly, materially, ecologically
and strategically.”

That is one thing that we hear a lot about climate change. The
critic for defence spoke to that, about the opening of the Northwest
Passage, the more traffic that goes by there.

If we do not claim sovereignty and really spend resources and
spend effort claiming sovereignty and being up there, guess who
else will?

If we do not, we already have, as the critic for defence said, Rus‐
sia already making counterclaims for the Arctic seabed that Canadi‐
ans claim is our own. Do we trust that China, Russia and other
countries are going to be as ecologically sacred to our own grounds
as we will?

I think we can say no to that.

From another leader, a recent article, as of October 13: “CSIS
warning Inuit leaders about covert foreign investment in Arctic,
documents show”.

This is more of what I call “Trojan horsing” themselves into the
Arctic and through our firewall or our safety fence in Canada. In
the north, it is our Arctic sovereignty, of course.

Natan Obed “told CSIS that the ITK”, which is the group that he
represents, “is working to find funding for infrastructure projects
and needs to be warned in advance if its potential funding partners
pose a threat. 'Especially if the Canadian government is not invest‐
ing in infrastructure development in the Arctic, then it pushes our
pursuit for partners in investment into other places,' he said.”

Whether it be a militarily straight-up threat from Russia, or Chi‐
na, perhaps, the other way that we are vulnerable is with foreign in‐
vestment.

I spoke to the Yellowknife Geoscience Forum in Yellowknife a
week ago. A critical mineral mine, a rare earth metal mine, where
the Prime Minister cut a ribbon just months ago, has recently
claimed bankruptcy.
● (1945)

Alarmingly, can members guess who has shown up as a partner
to keep the project going? It is Chinese foreign investment. The
critical mineral strategy was a head-scratcher, as said by a member
who wrote a critical piece about what happened there. The critical
mineral strategy is supposed to be to retain ownership, production
and exploration within the borders of Canada, yet we are seeing the
actions of the government push even investment, mining invest‐
ment, out of our country.

I am going to refer to another document that I really relied on a
lot when I went up to the north. It is an Auditor General report
called “Arctic Waters Surveillance”. There is a lot of rhetoric in this
place, but I like to quote people who actually have expertise in

these areas. I think we can all agree that the Auditor General gives
a very fair perspective of what is going on up there.

I will start off with some of his criticisms. The report states,
“Federal organizations’ actions did not address long-standing gaps
in the surveillance of Arctic waters”.

The number one criticism is that “Insufficient action taken to ad‐
dress gaps” and “Lack of integration among organizations”. The re‐
port continues, “the lack of awareness about vessels in the Arctic
creates vulnerabilities that, if left unaddressed, could lead to inci‐
dents that would affect Canada’s security, safety, environment, and
economy.”

Number two is: “Weaknesses in satellite surveillance capabili‐
ties”. We have weaknesses now, and they are just going to get
worse in the future. This statement is what probably shocked me
the most of all the vulnerabilities that we have in the Arctic: “We
also found that these radar imagery satellites are at or will reach the
end of their expected service lives long before the planned launch
dates of the replacement satellites”.

That means that the end of service life is 2026, and the launch
will be in 2035. That means that we will have a nine-year gap in
service, satellite-wise, for the Arctic. In this modern era, we will
not be able to see what is going on in the north for almost 10 years.

Number three is “Icebreakers reaching the end of their useful
lives” before new ones can be built, similar to the satellite problem.
“The Canadian Coast Guard’s fleet includes 6 icebreakers that are
suitable to operate in the Arctic. These icebreakers are between 35
and 53 years old and are becoming increasingly prone to break‐
downs and expensive to maintain.”

I had the privilege of going out to one of these icebreakers and
speaking with the head of the Coast Guard and many of its mem‐
bers there. Those folks do a great job. I will give a shout-out to all
the men and women, whether they are in the Rangers, the Coast
Guard, the military or the air force, who serve the Arctic. We appre‐
ciate what they do for us.

The report continues that there are further delays in procuring
eight Arctic and offshore patrol ships. “They will allow the navy to
exercise Canada’s sovereignty through northern maritime opera‐
tions and to contribute to the wider efforts...in the North.” Again, as
we have heard about so many other things, they are not on schedule
and there is aircraft too.

I will read the conclusion in the Auditor General report:
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We concluded that the federal organizations we audited—Fisheries and Oceans

Canada, the Canadian Coast Guard, Environment and Climate Change Canada, Na‐
tional Defence, and Transport Canada—had not taken the action required to build
the maritime domain awareness they collectively needed to respond to safety and
security risks associated with increasing vessel traffic in Arctic waters. While these
organizations had identified gaps in maritime domain awareness, they had not taken
sufficient measures to address them. Moreover, some measures taken had pro‐
gressed slowly and, in the case of the Marine Security Operations Centres, were not
efficient. Furthermore, the existing satellite services and infrastructure did not pro‐
vide the capacity that the federal organizations needed to perform surveillance of
Arctic waters. Delays in the renewal of satellites, ships, and aircraft risks compro‐
mising the presence of these organizations in Arctic waters.

I started off by asking if the Prime Minister has compromised us
in the Arctic. I think we can all agree that he has, not only from the
Auditor General's report, but also from people on the ground. I
would repeat something even stronger, which I heard from some‐
body in Inuvik, who said that the Prime Minister has not just com‐
promised us in the Arctic. He has abandoned the Arctic.
● (1950)

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minis‐
ter of Housing, Infrastructure and Communities, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I do not know the hon. member that well, but I do know
him to be someone focused on a range of different policy issues,
and tonight is no different. He raised the matter of defence and
looked at Arctic sovereignty, obviously relating to the concurrence
debate here.

I wonder if he could tell us his view on the 2% ask of NATO and
what his views are on that and, rather, what his party's views are.
Would a future Conservative government commit to fulfilling that
2% ask?

Mr. Bob Zimmer: Madam Speaker, I have made my views very
clear about NATO and NORAD tonight. The member has heard our
views from this side about NORAD and the need to modernize in
order to protect our northern front. It is unequivocal that it needs to
happen.

The former defence minister made the announcement of modern‐
izing NORAD. I think it was $4.95 billion at the time. I applauded
her for making that announcement. The sad part is what I referred
to in my speech, which is that with that big promise made, only $45
million has been spent to date. Again, actions speak louder than
words. Let us see some action.

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Madam
Speaker, recommendation 15 talks about the need to increase pri‐
mary reserve capability in all three territories in order to upkeep our
Arctic sovereignty and defence. In 2013, there was the master im‐
plementation directive to actually get a number of reserve units up
from an infrastructure and equipment standpoint. When I talk to
former colleagues of mine in the reserves, they tell me that they are
are sitting with snowmobiles that do not have the infrastructure to
store them. They are rotting outside, and this is a decade later.

Does the member have any idea why the government has failed
to actually provide the necessary support and resources to our pri‐
mary reserves specifically when it comes to the Arctic?
● (1955)

Mr. Bob Zimmer: Madam Speaker, I must say I do not know.
We talked to Canadian Rangers who go out with their own snow‐
mobile equipment and their own gear, which gets damaged and

takes months to get repaired. These are snowmobiles they use for
their sustenance to go get caribou and the like. It is a sad story we
have heard many times. I have been up there many times and spo‐
ken directly with Rangers, as well as some service members.

Again, it is not something we like to bring up. I am sure my col‐
league from Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound would be pleased if he
would not have had to ask that question. All we want to see is
members in uniforms, our Canadian Rangers, given the resources
they desperately need to keep us safe. I wish the government would
just simply do what it promised.

Mr. Alex Ruff: Madam Speaker, what really scares me about the
Arctic is not the territorial threat. It is not the threat from Russia or
China coming across the Arctic Circle or coming into our north. It
is actually about their investments and takeover of our natural re‐
sources or critical minerals. What more does this member think
needs to be done, as outlined I believe in recommendation 18 of the
report, to actually put a stop to this malign foreign takeover of criti‐
cal capabilities and natural resources in the Arctic?

Mr. Bob Zimmer: Madam Speaker, the article I quoted before
was “CSIS warning Inuit leaders about covert foreign investment in
Arctic, documents show". What can we do about it? There is a lot
we can do about it.

Again, the example I think about is one of those sad things I had
to announce when I was up in Yellowknife speaking. A company
the Prime Minister was at, the one rare earth minerals project he cut
the ribbon at, was going into bankruptcy. Why? It is because we
have a regulatory regime that is so burdensome it pushes those lo‐
cal investors out. Guess who has a way in? Foreign investment then
comes in because of that desperation, as Natan Obed said in this ar‐
ticle. We are just inviting this foreign investment in. We are in a sad
state. Meanwhile, we have elements and materials we could be
bringing to the world. We are one of the most green countries on
the planet. Canada could be offering solutions around the globe, but
yet here we are.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Resum‐
ing debate.

[Translation]

Since no other member wishes to speak, pursuant to order made
earlier today, the question is deemed put and a recorded division
deemed requested.

[English]

Pursuant to Standing Order 66, the division stands deferred until
Wednesday, November 29, at the expiry of the time provided for
Oral Questions.
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The hon. member for Courtenay—Alberni not being present to

raise during the Adjournment Proceedings the matter for which no‐
tice has been given, the notice is deemed withdrawn.

The motion that the House do now adjourn is deemed to have
been adopted. It being 7:58 p.m., this House stands adjourned until
tomorrow at 10 a.m., pursuant to Standing Order 24(1).

(The House adjourned at 7:58 p.m.)
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