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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Monday, January 26, 2015

The House met at 11 a.m.

Prayers

● (1100)

[Translation]

VACANCY

SUDBURY

The Speaker: It is my duty to inform the House that a vacancy
has occurred in the representation, namely Mr. Thibeault, member
for the electoral district of Sudbury, by resignation effective Monday,
January 5, 2015.

[English]

Pursuant to subsection 25(1)(b) of the Parliament of Canada Act, I
have addressed my warrant to the Chief Electoral Officer for the
issue of a writ for the election of a member to fill this vacancy.

* * *

[Translation]

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

The Speaker: I have the honour to inform the House that a
message has been received from the Senate informing this House
that the Senate has passed the following bill, to which the
concurrence of the House is desired: Bill S-7, An Act to amend
the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act, the Civil Marriage Act
and the Criminal Code and to make consequential amendments to
other Acts.

PRIVATE MEMBERS' BUSINESS

PROTECTING TAXPAYERS AND REVOKING PENSIONS
OF CONVICTED POLITICIANS ACT

The House proceeded to the consideration of Bill C-518, An Act
to amend the Members of Parliament Retiring Allowances Act
(withdrawal allowance), as reported with amendment from the
committee.

[English]

SPEAKER'S RULING

The Speaker: There are three motions in amendment standing on
the notice paper for the report stage of Bill C-518.

[Translation]

Motion No. 3 will not be selected by the Chair as it could have
been presented in committee.

[English]

Motions Nos. 1 and 2 will be grouped for debate and voted upon
according to the voting pattern available at the table.

[Translation]

I will now put Motions Nos. 1 and 2 to the House.

● (1105)

[English]

MOTIONS IN AMENDMENT

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

Motion No. 1

That Bill C-518, in Clause 2, be amended by replacing lines 12 to 16 on page 1
with the following:

“ceases or has ceased to be a member and who, on or after the day on which this
subsection comes into force, is either convicted of an offence under the Criminal
Code mentioned in subsection (4) or sentenced to a term of imprisonment of five
years or more for an offence under any other Act of Parliament, if the offence
arose out of conduct that in whole or in part occurred while the person was a
member, a”

Motion No. 2

That Bill C-518, in Clause 3, be amended by replacing lines 20 to 25 on page 3
with the following:

“ceases or has ceased to be a member and who, on or after the day on which this
subsection comes into force, is either convicted of an offence under the Criminal
Code mentioned in subsection 19(4) or sentenced to a term of imprisonment of
five years or more for an offence under any other Act of Parliament, if the offence
arose out of conduct that in whole or in part occurred while the person was a
member, a withdrawal”

[Translation]

He said: Mr. Speaker, I would like to wish you and all of the
members here today a happy new year. We have a lot of work to do
in the House of Commons over the coming months. Even though I
was sad to leave my friends and family in Burnaby—New
Westminster, I am pleased that we are all here to work for the
people, for Canadians.
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I think that this bill will be of great interest to Canadians. The
Conservatives' amendments to this bill will also be of interest to
people across the country. I am therefore pleased to rise in the House
to deliver the first speech of 2015 and talk about Bill C-518.

[English]

As members know, the NDP was in favour of the bill in principle.
In fact, when the bill was originally presented, we raised the fact that
the former NDP government in Nova Scotia was a pioneer in this
regard. It presented legislation in the Nova Scotia legislature that
took away the ability of representatives who have been convicted to
be able to fall back on a pension, coming out of that conviction. We
supported it in principle, and we supported bringing it to committee.

Then, what I can only consider to be the centralized control of the
Prime Minister's Office kicked in around this particular bill. That is
why we are offering the amendments that have just been proposed by
the Speaker. They are amendments that seek to close the loopholes
that were opened up in committee. We certainly hope that the
Conservative members of Parliament will support the amendments
we are bringing forward. We believe that most Canadians support
those amendments as well.

When this bill was brought forward, we raised the very clear
concerns about loopholes around acts of Parliament that are violated.
As we know, when an act of Parliament is violated, it is a serious
breach of trust by any member of Parliament. We have seen it
particularly in the Senate with Conservative and Liberal senators, but
also here in the House of Commons. We can think of the former
member Dean Del Mastro, who resigned just before Christmas.

Crimes were committed. In the case of Mr. Del Mastro, he was
convicted in court. Crimes were brought about by this particular
member of Parliament, and we felt it important that the legislation,
Bill C-518, actually reference those criminal violations, which result
from a violation of an act of Parliament.

To our surprise, in the heat of the scandal around Mr. Del Mastro,
Conservative members at the committee that was given the task of
studying Bill C-518 actually put in place an amendment that would
simply subtract these types of criminal violations from the overall
thrust of the bill. I do not fault the member who proposed the bill for
this. I think he is very well meaning in this regard. I have a sense that
he believes that the bill should cover every member of Parliament
convicted of serious criminal violations including acts of Parliament.

However, at committee, the order came down, as we have seen
with other pieces of legislation brought forward by Conservative
members. The order came down from the Prime Minister's Office, I
can only assume, and it basically subtracted any criminal violation of
an act of Parliament from the overall thrust of the bill.

What does that mean? It means that there is the Del Mastro
loophole, which is a sizeable loophole in this legislation. If this
legislation were passed as is, it would allow the Conservative and
Liberal senators the violations that they have committed, as well as
violations that we have seen in the case of Dean Del Mastro. Even
when it is a serious criminal conviction, the bill, as amended by the
Conservatives in committee, would not allow for their retiring
allowance to be withdrawn.

What we have is this curious cherry-picking of what offences
would and would not be included. That is why we decided to bring
forward the two motions, the amendments we have brought forward
today. The idea is to assure that any serious violation or criminal
conviction that includes violations of acts of Parliament, which are
certainly breaches of trust by any member of Parliament as part of
our duties to uphold the acts, be considered in withdrawing the
retiring allowance.

● (1110)

[Translation]

That is why we are moving these two motions, and we hope the
government members will support them.

The motion reads in part as follows:

...is either convicted of an offence under the Criminal Code mentioned in
subsection (4)...

This covers offences already included in the bill, as amended by
the members of the committee, which has a Conservative majority.

The motion continues:

...or sentenced to a term of imprisonment of five years or more for an offence
under any other Act of Parliament....

We would then be able to strip these members of their pensions.

Currently, there is a list that includes certain offences and of
course refers to provisions of the Criminal Code. Certain sections are
mentioned; however, offences under acts of Parliament, which we
are supposed to uphold as MPs, are not included.

Of course, that is why we want to repair the damage done by the
Conservative majority on the committee, because some acts were
eliminated, which changed the scope of the bill. These amendments
would make the bill more just, especially when it comes to serious
offences, including those that carry a sentence of five years or more
in prison. Such offences should be included in the scope of this bill.

It is just common sense. This is hardly a radical idea. I think the
vast majority of Canadians agree with us on this. We are here to
support federal laws and the Criminal Code. In both cases, if a
serious offence was committed, then it must be dealt with
accordingly.

In this situation, that is not the case. The bill refers to a few
Criminal Code offences, but not offences under acts of Parliament,
such as a violation of the Canada Elections Act.

In the case of former Conservative MP Mr. Del Mastro, it was a
serious offence. The bill came before the committee that very week,
and it was certainly the time for the Conservative members to send a
message. The Conservatives undermined their own bill. We are
repairing the damage.

Under the leadership of our very experienced leader of the official
opposition, we are ready to take action. In the months to come and
this fall, we will repair the damage caused by the Conservative
government. That is our plan.
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Today we will move motions and propose amendments that make
sense, in order to repair the damage caused by the Conservative
members of the committee when they removed offences under acts
of Parliament and thereby changed the scope of Bill C-518.

● (1115)

[English]

Mr. Dan Albas (Parliamentary Secretary to the President of
the Treasury Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am happy to be here
with all my colleagues.

I am pleased to have this opportunity to speak in support of Bill
C-518, an act to amend the Members of Parliament Retiring
Allowances Act (withdrawal allowance). This is a laudable bill put
forward by an hon. member who is concerned that parliamentarians
could break the law and walk away with pension benefits paid by the
taxpayers of our country.

All parliamentarians must be held to the highest standards of
accountability. They have a duty to protect the integrity of our public
institutions, and their actions should be based on integrity, trust and
respect for the tax dollars of Canadians. The bill before us today is
consistent with these key principles of our democracy, and that is
why the government firmly supports it.

Specifically, the bill would disentitle the pension of a senator or a
member of Parliament who would be convicted of any offence based
on a specific threshold that I will discuss shortly. This would bring
an important and welcome change to our system of government.

As it stands, if a parliamentarian retires or resigns prior to being
expelled or disqualified from Parliament as a result of him or her
committing a crime, the individual is still entitled to a pension. In
many circumstances this is unacceptable, particularly when the crime
constituted is a serious offence under the Criminal Code. There are
many situations where parliamentarians who are convicted of certain
offences should not continue to receive a benefit from pension
benefits funded by taxpayers.

The bill, as amended, clearly states what the disentitlement
threshold would be. It is based on a list of prescribed offences under
the Criminal Code, which would apply only if a conviction were
rendered on or after the coming into force of this legislation. This
includes serious offences such as bribery of an officer, perjury or
intimidating Parliament, which all carry a maximum prison sentence
of 14 years. It also includes offences such as obstructing justice and
theft over $5,000, which carries a maximum prison sentence of 10
years.

Any parliamentarian affected by the bill would be entitled to only
a withdrawal allowance, which is really a refund of his or her own
pension contributions minus any retirement allowance already paid
plus applicable interest. However, any contributions made by the
employer would not be included. In addition, the parliamentarian
would no longer be eligible for post-retirement health or dental
benefits.

The government has already taken action to ensure that public
sector pension plans are sustainable, fair and financially responsible.
In 2012, we reformed the pensions of members of Parliament and
public servants to make them more broadly consistent with the
pension products offered by other jurisdictions, as well as fair

relative to those offered in the private sector. As a result, contribution
rates for public service employees and MPs will be moving to a fifty-
fifty cost sharing model by 2017.

We have vowed to strengthen accountability and transparency in
our public institutions, and we have delivered on that.

A major milestone was the implementation of the 2006 Federal
Accountability Act and its companion action plan. Through the
Federal Accountability Act and action plan, we implemented
numerous measures to prevent undemocratic and criminal behaviour
from impacting our system of government. For example, we created
a new standard of accountability for the financing of political parties.
We did that by reducing the maximum annual contribution by
individuals to political entities and prohibited unions and corpora-
tions from making political contributions.

We banned secret donations to political candidates by prohibiting
electoral district associations and parties from transferring money to
their candidates from trust funds.

Our government introduced a new Conflict of Interest Act and
granted powers to the new Conflict of Interest and Ethics
Commissioner to enforce it.

We toughened the Lobbyist Registration Act by introducing
stricter rules for lobbying activity and giving a new Commissioner of
Lobbying enhanced powers to investigate and enforce them.

We reformed the procurement of government contracts by adding
transparency to the process and by appointing an independent
procurement ombudsman to provide additional oversight.

● (1120)

We strengthened the Access to Information Act by extending its
reach and its scope. As a result, more government institutions than
ever before are subject now to the act, including departments and
agencies, crown corporations and wholly-owned subsidiaries.

We strengthened the role of the Auditor General by expanding the
office's investigative powers, which has helped parliamentarians to
hold the government to account.

We strengthened auditing and accountability within departments
by clarifying the managerial responsibilities of deputy heads within
the framework of ministerial responsibility and by bolstering the
internal audit function within departments and crown corporations.

In short, we have strengthened accountability in every corner of
the government, from the Prime Minister to parliamentarians and
public sector employees, and for all Canadians and businesses that
receive government funding.

January 26, 2015 COMMONS DEBATES 10551

Private Members' Business



Canadians work hard, pay their taxes and play by the rules, and
they expect accountability from their government. This is why we
continue to pursue opportunities and support efforts that promise to
make our public institutions more transparent, accountable and
ethical. This includes measures such as Bill C-518, which is
consistent with the spirit of our landmark Federal Accountability Act
and action plan. It applies to members of both the House of
Commons and the Senate, because those who make the laws should
never be above the law.

This is a bill we can all get behind. We also hope the bill will be
another deterrent against criminal behaviour. As my hon. friend who
sponsored the bill said so succinctly in debate, the point of the bill is
to send the signal to people to not break the rules. If they do not
break the rules, the pension will be there for them.

The bill sends a strong message that if anyone breaks the law in
our country, there are consequences. It is a very strong bill. More
than that, it is consistent with our government's focus on
accountability, transparency and protecting taxpayer dollars. It
reflects Canadians' sense of honesty, hard work and fair play. That
is why we support the legislation. I encourage all members of the
House to join with me in voting for the bill.

I also want to thank my hon. colleague again for his excellent
work in preparing and putting forward the legislation.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it
is with pleasure that I rise today to speak to Bill C-518, a bill that, in
principle, is worthy of support. The ultimate objectives and goals
that the bill hopes to achieve are admirable.

Pensions have been a hot topic. I had the opportunity over the
break to have a great deal of discussion on pensions. As much as it is
nice to see the bill, there is a bigger concern related to pensions,
which is real. I would have much preferred to talk about that today.

The member who spoke before me talked a lot about transparency,
accountability and ethical behaviour. They are all wonderful things
to admire, and I respect what the member attempted to say on that.
However, as much as I will support the bill, I would have rather seen
the government talk more about other issues related to pensions.

Over the last number of years there has been a huge backlash
toward the government's decisions with respect to Canada pension
plan, and in particular the OAS, where it saw fit to increase the age
of eligibility from 65 to 67. As much as the government wants to
spend time dealing with pensions for members of Parliament, I
would encourage it to also spend some time, effort and provide more
debate toward the issue of pensions generally and recognize that the
people who the budgetary measures really hurts are those individuals
who depend on those public pensions. That is why it would be a
mistake for me to rise in my place and not remind the government
how bad it has missed the mark in supporting our seniors at a time in
need, at a time in which they look for comfort with respect to their
retirement. It was wrong for it to increase the age of retirement from
65 to 67.

With respect to the specifics, the bill would add a clause to the
members of Parliament retiring allowance to take into account the
situation where a senator or a member of Parliament would be
convicted of an offence which arose out of his or her conduct and

occurred while the individual was in office. It would do this by using
the same mechanism already in place for politicians who have
become disqualified from holding office. Currently if MPs or
senators are kicked out of parliament, they lose their pensions. If
members resign beforehand, they keep their pension. The purpose of
this bill, and I sat on the committee, at least in part, has been
designed intentionally to remove that loophole.

The issue of parliamentarians receiving pensions and those who
have been disqualified to receive pensions because of inappropriate
behaviour is nothing new per se. Other provinces have attempted to
deal with this issue, some more successfully than others. Alberta and
New Brunswick have both attempted to deal with the issue. As has
been pointed out, back in 2013 Nova Scotia passed legislation that
stripped away pensions.

What I liked about it was that we were provided a specific
example where an independent MLA ended up losing his pension
after he pleaded guilty to fraud and breach of trust charges arising
from an expense scandal. That member had collected tax dollars
after filing 10 false claims in 2008 and 2009. For the most part, due
to that legislation and as a result of the conviction, the individual in
question was not eligible to receive the MLA pension.

● (1125)

Currently the law is fairly clear that if members of Parliament or
senators are caught in the same sort of situation and are asked to
leave the floor of the House of Commons through a vote, they will in
fact lose their pensions. If they choose to take it upon themselves to
resign prior to a conviction or to being kicked out of the House, they
will in fact continue to be eligible.

Anyone looking at that situation would no doubt come to the
conclusion, as I and many others have, that it is just not right. They
are trying to escape justice by announcing their retirements to avoid
being held accountable for their behaviour and so they can collect
publicly financed pensions.

That is at the core. That is the way Bill C-518 was talked about at
second reading. There was a need to close that loophole. It is for that
reason that I feel comfortable supporting the legislation.

There were issues that came up in committee that raised some
concerns with regard to other individuals who might have a bit of an
entitlement, potentially, to a pension. An example raised was that of
a spouse of a member, who, through divorce, would have had some
form of entitlement and consideration.

The answers I found to be somewhat wanting. However, at the end
of the day, there have been enough assurances and information
brought to the table that I think it is advisable to support the
legislation as suggested by the government. At the very least, we
should be aware that there are other things we need to take into
consideration.

The overriding theme is that as elected officials, we have a
responsibility. There is a moral high ground if one is an elected
official in a legislative assembly or the House of Commons or if one
is appointed to the Senate. These are bodies that review and bring in
legislation that ultimately becomes law, and there is a expectation
that we will follow the law.
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In situations where politicians fall on the other side of the law,
there needs to be a consequence. I believe it is appropriate to look at
the pensions MLAs or members of Parliament would collect,
recognizing that this legislation only applies to members of
Parliament and senators.

This is a piece of legislation that would ultimately apply to a very
few. If we look at some of the past comments, particularly at the
committee stage, we can count on one hand the number of potential
offenders over the decades who would have actually been impacted
by this legislation.

There has been a great deal of public interest in regard to public
trust because of what is happening in the Senate, with Pamela Wallin
and Mike Duffy, and with other individuals, such as Dean Del
Mastro.

It is necessary to pass this legislation. That is why, when it comes
time for a vote, I will be voting in favour.

● (1130)

[Translation]

Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to rise today to speak to this bill.

Like many members of the House, I come from a remote area.
Most people in my riding do difficult jobs. They work hard to keep
their job so that they can put food on the table. Most of them would
not be entitled to severance pay if they lost their jobs. The amounts
they would be given are ridiculous compared to what MPs can get if
they leave their position.

That being said, the member wanted to introduce a bill to prevent
people who have been convicted of an offence from enjoying these
privileges. I think that, in an effort to represent Canadians properly, it
is very commendable to want to prevent people who have been
convicted of an offence from enjoying such privileges.

The bill was examined and amended in committee, and there is
now a list of offences to which the bill will apply. Unfortunately, I
believe that by proceeding in this way, the member overlooked a
number of offences that should result in a loss of severance pay. The
law cannot be amended every time a new case arises. That does not
make sense. We should have found a way to ensure that most
offences are included already. Under the existing bill, we will have to
add cases that we did not think of. They will be added later, but they
will not be retroactive. This will be a never-ending process.

For example, in Nova Scotia, the law applies to offences with a
maximum sentence of five years in prison. That encompasses a large
majority of offences. The list that we have contains several
provisions, but I do not see anything about members who commit
sexual assault or sexual harassment when participating in events in
the course of their duties, for example. I believe that most Canadians
would oppose the fact that someone who has to resign, either
because that person was found guilty of such an offence or because
people did not support him or her in the election, is entitled to a
withdrawal allowance. That does not make any sense. When an
exhaustive list of provisions is set out, there is always the risk that an
important one will be forgotten.

Furthermore, in committee, we asked to add offences under
certain laws, for example the Canada Elections Act, the Income Tax
Act and the Parliament of Canada Act. Unfortunately, that was
rejected.

In the case of the Canada Elections Act, MPs—we cannot speak
for senators—can say that they are here because of the provisions of
the act. It determines that we can sit as members of Parliament and
that we have the right to rise in the House of Commons to speak. It
directly governs our role as parliamentarians and it was excluded
from the bill. Everyone at home realizes that doing that makes
absolutely no sense. Everyone is wondering why we did that. It
makes no sense.

More specifically, we see that a Conservative MP, Dean Del
Mastro, resigned because he was found guilty of violating the
Elections Act and winning his seat illegally. He should not even have
sat as an MP because he obtained his seat fraudulently. However, he
will be entitled to his severance and pension. That makes absolutely
no sense, and I believe that all Canadians are offended. They will be
even more offended when they realize that the Conservatives
amended the bill, which was well-intentioned, so that it cannot apply
to this member.

● (1135)

In addition, this measure is not retroactive. I understand that we
cannot go back 50 years, but there are some very recent cases. When
the member in question resigned, I was sitting close to him. I still
remember this incident, which is still fresh in Canadians' minds. In
this case, we heard that it was not serious.

Mr. Penashue, a minister who also violated the Elections Act and
who chose to resign, was not re-elected. However, he still retains all
of his privileges. Those are two examples of Conservative members
who, conveniently, would not be subject to sanctions under the bill.
For a member who spoke about the importance of standing up for
taxpayers, I think he has missed the mark.

There are a number of other laws. With the Income Tax Act, for
example, the government keeps going on and on about combatting
tax evasion. However, the government is apparently not prepared to
crack down on a member who spoke in favour of this measure in the
House and who was evading taxes himself. That makes absolutely
no sense. How can Canadians have faith in their parliamentarians
when they see these parliamentarians giving preferential treatment to
others who are caught cheating? This attitude is what causes people
to lose faith in politics and to lose their trust in us. It is very
unfortunate.

It is high time we put an end to the hypocrisy and recognized the
importance of being as inclusive as possible in our approach to a bill
like this one, an idea like this one. We also have to be flexible
because things are not always black or white. However, by creating
this exclusive list, we could end up missing the mark. I am sure that,
sooner or later, even the Conservatives will end up regretting the fact
that their own exclusive list will prevent them from punishing an MP
who has broken the law. They will realize that they messed up when
they had a chance to get behind a real bill that would have applied to
everyone.
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When it comes to fraud, the Conservatives are not the only ones
with problems. The Senate has issues with that too. Liberal senator
Mac Harb, who fraudulently claimed $50,000 for living expenses
and travel, resigned but is still getting his allowances. The worst part
is that senators do not face any consequences. A senator cannot even
lose the next election. Those found guilty of fraud simply apologize
publicly and keep all of their allowances.

Contrast that with the people who regularly show up at my office
because they are having problems with employment insurance and
their tax returns. The Canada Revenue Agency tells them to
reimburse a certain amount, so they do, even though they did not
knowingly make those mistakes and their situations involve sums
that might mean a lot to ordinary people but are insignificant
compared to the kind of money we are talking about today. For
parliamentarians who break the law, it all depends: if they are on the
government side, the government can massage a bill so it does not
apply to them. That is hypocrisy.

People will of course understand why I am voting against the bill.
It was a good idea, but because of what the Conservatives did in
committee, they are missing an opportunity to prove that they are
willing to fight crime, even when it is committed by former
colleagues.

● (1140)

If the Conservatives are prepared to do some real work, the NDP
is willing to accept a bill that actually deals with all offences. Right
now, however, this is really just a sham bill that will apply only to
certain cases. The amendments made in committee were a serious
mistake.

Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
first of all, since this is my first speech of the year, I would like to
begin by wishing you and all my colleagues of the House and
everyone at home all the best for 2015. We in the NDP have been
anxiously awaiting 2015 for some time now; as everyone knows, this
is an election year.

This year is particularly important to us, because it is time to do
some housecleaning. We need to repair the damage caused by
previous governments, both Conservative and Liberal. Furthermore,
it is unfortunate that we have to start off the new year talking about
scandals and about MPs and senators who have broken the law.

Bill C-518 amends the Members of Parliament Retiring
Allowances Act. In principle, we support the objective of taking
retirement pensions and payments away from senators or members
of the House of Commons who are found guilty of certain Criminal
Code offences.

The scope of the bill was changed in committee. I will elaborate
on that later. In fact, I want to say from the outset that the principle is
good. Every Canadian who is watching us or follows politics has had
enough of the scandals and are sick of hearing about Mike Duffy, for
example, who committed fraud, or Dean Del Mastro, who was
convicted of violating the Canada Elections Act. Then there are the
Conservative and Liberal senators; my colleague mentioned Mac
Harb. Let us not forget the sponsorship scandal that is still dogging
the Liberals.

People have had it with all this corruption, this approach, the same
old politics. That is why we support this desire to tackle the problem.
It really is not right for a convicted person to be entitled to a pension
or benefits. The bill includes a balanced provision whereby a
convicted person could nonetheless collect the equivalent of his or
her contributions to the pension plan with interest. Even if a person
is convicted, they are still owed a certain amount. The problem is
this government's approach.

As for last session's scandals, and most recently those involving
the Conservatives, we see that the Conservatives used their majority
on the committee to protect one of their own. After throwing Dean
Del Mastro under the bus, they nevertheless protected his pension.
The Conservative members had an exhaustive and specific list of
offences and they made sure that Dean Del Mastro would get his
pension. I find it deplorable that they massaged a bill, which was
basically a good bill, to protect one of their own. That is completely
unacceptable, especially when we know that the person in question
was found guilty of violating the Canada Elections Act.

Indeed, the NDP's objective, which it continues to work towards
by moving amendments and motions, is to expand the scope of the
bill and to eliminate this gaping loophole that is protecting a
Conservative member. This law must be enforced in an impartial and
honest manner.

I will give other examples. What was initially proposed, and what
we are calling for, was that federal legislation such as the Income
Tax Act, the Parliament of Canada Act and all laws concerning the
federal government be included in the scope of the bill.

Unfortunately, the Conservatives rejected the amendments we
moved in committee, which only fuels cynicism. We have a bill with
good intentions, that is, to punish those who commit fraud and
violate the law. However, out of pure partisanship, the Conservatives
—who, as we know, also have a majority in committee—decided to
amend the bill to protect one of their own. That is completely
unacceptable.

● (1145)

Furthermore, why were Income Tax Act offences not included?
When I was the official opposition's national revenue critic, we
moved a motion, which was studied by the Standing Committee on
Finance, to combat tax havens and tax evasion. After negotiations, I
managed to convince my Conservative and Liberal colleagues to
tackle this issue, which is why we studied it in committee.

Unfortunately, the Conservatives' refusal to include Income Tax
Act offences clearly shows their bad intentions. They agree to a
study, but they refuse to punish tax evaders. I hope that this will
change and that they will understand that this does not help them,
even though they want to protect their friends. In this case, we are
talking about Dean Del Mastro, but there are others. The Liberals did
not take action when they were in power, and now the Conservatives
are not doing anything either, even though they claim to be acting.

That is why I look forward to having an experienced leader in
2015 who will move things forward and fix the mess caused by
Conservative and Liberal governments.
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To come back to the bill, why does the government not want to go
after those who break our laws? I am asking this question to my
colleagues opposite. Why did they limit the scope of this bill, whose
underlying principle was good, simply to protect one of their own?
This will create loopholes for other fraudsters, who will be able to
take advantage of the fact that offences under the Income Tax Act
have been excluded from the bill.

That is rather surprising. Let us not forget that the Conservative
government is the first government in the history of Canada to have
been found guilty of contempt of Parliament. Clearly, this
government wants to protect its friends and its MPs who break its
own laws.

This brings us back to the matter of accountability. Senators are
included in this bill. Everyone knows about the Mike Duffy,
Mac Harb and Pamela Wallin scandals. These senators were
appointed by this government, with the exception of Mac Harb,
who was appointed by the Liberals. The NDP's position is clear:
these senators do not belong in our democracy. The NDP believes
that the outdated institution that is the Senate should be abolished,
and we are going to make that happen.

In this case, why do the Conservatives want to protect one of their
own, who has been found criminally responsible, by amending an
bill that was commendable in principle and had the support of the
opposition? We now have a watered-down bill, and this confirms
what we have been saying all along: the government is once again
letting senators and MPs get away with fraud.

If the government wants to be accountable and do something
about this cynicism, which often arises as a result of the politicians
themselves, why would it do such a thing? It is unacceptable. I hope
that my colleagues opposite will consider and support our
amendments.

● (1150)

[English]

Mr. Robert Chisholm (Dartmouth—Cole Harbour, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to have a few moments to rise on the first day
the House is back for the 2015 winter session. Some have suggested
that it may be our last session. As a few people in my riding have
said to me, it is about time that we have a chance to get rid of these
rascals and replace them with an NDP government and make some
real changes for Canadians. In the meantime, we still have to deal
with some of the legislation that is before us to try to correct some of
the egregious errors the current government has made and to try to
make sure that the concerns of my constituents in Dartmouth—Cole
Harbour are properly represented.

I certainly recognize the intent of Bill C-518. Canadians have
completely lost patience with public officials breaking the law and
the public trust and expect government to do something about it.
Unfortunately, Bill C-518 in this regard simply does not meet the
standard that I think the sponsor of the bill might have expected it to.

Nova Scotia, as a result of a spending scandal back in 2010, has
introduced a similar bill that would go further. It deals with a couple
of the issues that we have raised before in both committee and here
in debate. One issue in particular is the whole question of
retroactivity, to make sure that MPs and senators are not able to

duck out when they feel they are going to be okay doing so, even
though it is pretty clear, whether a conviction has gone through or
not, that they have in fact broken the law and public trust.

Other parts of the bill in Nova Scotia would ensure that a former
spouse or spouse of the public official in question would be entitled
to the amount of the pension that he or she would normally have
been entitled to. Likewise, the government would still have the right
to garnishee the pension if there were amounts owing to it. I think
members would agree that these are two extremely important
provisions as they relate to the question of balance and fairness.

Constituents of mine in Dartmouth—Cole Harbour have seen the
Province of Nova Scotia move forward in this regard to put an end to
public officials breaking the law and public trust and still being able
to benefit from pensions and other entitlements they may have
enjoyed as the result of holding that particular office. The
Government of Nova Scotia was successful in doing that. The
people of Dartmouth—Cole Harbour applaud the intention of the bill
before us and want to see it go through. They want to see us move
forward in this area, and we have had some discussions with them
about our concerns with the bill.

We want to see a bill like this pass, but we are concerned about the
weaknesses we have already identified. Therefore, we have
presented a couple of amendments to the bill.

● (1155)

We say to the government that if it is truly serious about making
sure that this legislation would do what the government says it
would, there are two particular problems. The first is that it basically
wrote out the fact that former MP Dean Del Mastro would have been
covered by this legislation. The government rewrote the bill so that
he would, in fact, be absolved, that the bill would not touch him.
That is wrong, and I think Canadians recognize that it should not be
the case.

The second thing is that, with this bill, rather than setting the terms
of what should be required, the government has listed a number of
different laws that would need to be broken. It is cherry-picking what
laws specifically need to be broken for this bill to apply. It has also
exempted such legislation as the Canada Elections Act, specifically.
What we have said in our motion, to make it very clear, is that it is
wrong for the government to be picking and choosing the laws.
Experts have told us this. We need to make sure that the provision in
this is sufficiently clear that it deals with the issue of breaking the
law and breaking public trust.

The amendment is really important. It says:

ceases or has ceased to be a member and who, on or after the day on which this
subsection comes into force, is either convicted of an offence under the Criminal
Code mentioned in subsection (4) or sentenced to a term of imprisonment of five
years or more for an offence under any other Act of Parliament, if the offence
arose out of conduct that in whole or in part occurred while the person was a
member...

It says “any” act of Parliament. This idea that members can break
the elections act, as former MP Dean Del Mastro did, and get away
with it just does not make sense. I have heard that from my
constituents. If we are serious about bringing in laws that will end
this practice and hold officials accountable for doing this, we need to
deal with that.
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The second thing is the whole issue of retroactivity. We are
suggesting that we add in the following:

ceases or has ceased to be a member and who, on or after the day on which this
subsection comes into force, is either convicted of an offence under the Criminal
Code mentioned in subsection 19(4) or sentenced to a term of imprisonment of
five years or more for an offence under any other Act of Parliament, if the offence
arose out of conduct that in whole or in part occurred while the person was a
member...

My message to the government is that the people of Dartmouth—
Cole Harbour support the intention of Bill C-518, but they are saying
let us not pretend and agree to accept legislation that pretends do
something but then really does not. It would excuse some members
of the government benches, for example, or the Senate, at the same
time that the government is trying to say that it will deal with the
whole question of ethics and integrity in government and hold
people to account.

I have indicated to my constituents that if that is the intention, and
if the government recognizes this principle and our amendments to
this bill, maybe we will get to a point where we are able to pass a bill
that does what it sets out to do. That is the message that my
constituents have asked me to bring here to the House. I hope the
government is listening.

● (1200)

I hope we can do something to actually make this bill work to hold
public office holders accountable who have broken the law and the
public trust.

[Translation]

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 paper.

* * *

PRIVILEGE

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER

Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe (Pierrefonds—Dollard,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I rise this afternoon on a question of privilege
related to written Question No. 393, which I submitted to the order
paper on March 27, 2014; the government's response to the question
on May 14, 2014; and a document containing correspondence
among officials at Citizenship and Immigration Canada on the
preparation of the response to my question, a document that I
obtained through the Access to Information Act.

[English]

I believe that the government's interference in the preparation of
the answer to my written question has impeded me in the
performance of my parliamentary functions and is, therefore, a
breach of my parliamentary privilege.

● (1205)

[Translation]

Mr. Speaker, I would ask you to review three pieces of evidence as
you consider my request: first, the question that I submitted to the
government; second, the government's answer to my question; and
third, the documents that I obtained through the Access to
Information Act. These documents contain correspondence among

officials at Citizenship and Immigration Canada concerning my
written Question No. 393.

I will not read my written question, but I will say that it was about
average wait times and the budget and human resources that the
department allocated from 2005 to 2014 to processing visa,
immigration and private sponsorship of refugee applications. It
was broken down into several sub-questions, as is typically the case
with written questions.

In response to my sub-questions about average wait times for visa,
immigration and private sponsorship of refugee applications, I
received the following non-answer for all three:

Adequately responding to this question would require extensive, detailed research
of CIC records, and this work is not feasible within the prescribed timeline. Although
some of the above data are available, many other data points would take longer to
extract because of the structure of the department's information systems. After the
data extraction process, the report would then have to be reviewed in its entirety to
ensure the quality of the data. Given that the question also deals with data covering a
period of nine years, a complete and accurate response to this question is not feasible
within the prescribed timeline for the reasons outlined above.

After submitting an access to information request, I learned that
this was not the response that officials from the department planned
to submit to my question. Indeed, the exchange of emails I obtained
shows that departmental officials were working on answering my
written question.

In an email dated May 1, 2014, an official from the department
explained that, given the quantity of information requested, it would
take about two weeks to prepare the response. She said that it would
take a little longer, but it was entirely doable.

An email dated the next day, May 2, 2014, ordered the officials
who were working on the question to stop their work because:

[English]

“[the office of the minister] has come back to advise the [office of
the assistant deputy minister for operations] that we will use the
same response we provided to Q-359.”

[Translation]

The government's response to Question No. 359 was a non-
answer.

Questions of privilege concerning written questions have been
raised repeatedly in the House. Every time, the Speaker has ruled
that it is not the role of the Chair to determine whether the contents
of documents tabled in the House are accurate.

I understand the principle. However, it is not the nature of the
response here that is problematic, but rather the fact that the
minister's office obstructed the work of officials in his own
department. The minister's office interfered in the work of
government officials in order to prevent them from producing a
satisfactory response to my written question.

I believe that such an obstruction constitutes a prima facie breach
of privilege.

House of Commons Procedure and Practice, second edition, states
on page 517, the purpose of written questions as follows:
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...written questions are placed after notice on the Order Paper with the intent of
seeking from the Ministry detailed, lengthy or technical information relating to
“public affairs”.

In chapter 7 of her November 2004 report, entitled “Process for
Responding to Parliamentary Order Paper Questions”, the Auditor
General wrote:

The right to seek information from the Ministry of the day and the right to hold
that Ministry accountable are recognized as two of the fundamental principles of
parliamentary government.

Written questions are one of the tools that elected representatives
can use on behalf of Canadians to fulfill their fundamental duty of
holding the government to account. The government cannot interfere
in the preparation of the responses. It must allow its public officials
to do their job.

House of Commons Procedure and Practice, second edition, at
page 109, states that:

In order to find a prima facie breach of privilege, the Speaker must be satisfied
that there is evidence to support the Member's claim that he or she has been impeded
in the performance of his or her parliamentary functions and that the matter is directly
related to a proceeding in Parliament.

The Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs also
stated the following in its 2005 report:

The bar to establish a breach of privilege is necessarily a high one, and, in the case
of an individual member, it must be closely related to his or her parliamentary
activities.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I would like to show how the minister's
interference in the preparation of the answer to my written question
impeded my ability to carry out my parliamentary duties.

Last February and May, the House studied Bill C-24, An Act to
amend the Citizenship Act and to make consequential amendments
to other Acts, at second reading stage. In June, the Standing
Committee on Citizenship and Immigration, of which I am a
member, also carried out a study of the same subject. We can see that
there is a direct link between the minister's obstruction and
parliamentary proceedings.

In fact, during the study of Bill C-24, the government said several
times that it wanted to eliminate the backlog of applications and
shorten processing times for immigration applications to less than
one year by 2015-16. To that end, the government intended to
eliminate certain intermediaries in the citizenship process.

Nevertheless, we know that backlogs of these types of applica-
tions have doubled in seven years, while processing times have
doubled in four years, going from 15 months in 2009 to 31 months at
the end of the 2013-14 fiscal year. It was very important for me, as a
member of Parliament, to gain a better understanding of the delays
these applicants are facing, and this includes getting a clear picture
of the number of applications as well as the budget allocated to
processing these applications, in order to thoroughly study Bill C-24
and to better understand it.

It is becoming increasingly clear that the processing delays impose
financial and psychological burdens on the families that are waiting
for an answer. Bill C-24 imposed additional waiting periods on
thousands of permanent residents who wanted to join the Canadian
family and who were preparing to submit their application. If I had
gotten a proper response to my written question, I would have had a

much more accurate picture of the scope of the problem, and I would
have been in a better position to make alternative suggestions to cut
processing delays and backlogs.

The 21st edition of Erskine May describes contempt as:

...any act or omission which obstructs or impedes either House of Parliament in
the performance of its functions, or which obstructs or impedes any member or
officer of such House in the discharge of his duty, or which has a tendency,
directly or indirectly, to produce such results may be treated as a contempt even
though there is no precedent of the offence.

In light of the points I just made, I think it is clear that the Minister
of Citizenship and Immigration's obstruction in the preparation of
the response to my written question, Question No. 393, constitutes
contempt and a breach of my privileges as a member of Parliament,
which impeded by ability to discharge my parliamentary duties.

To make it easier for you, Mr. Speaker, I am submitting copies of
written Question No. 393, the government's response and the
document I obtained through the Access to Information Act. Mr.
Speaker, if you find that there was a prima facie breach of my
privileges as a member of Parliament, I will be prepared to move an
appropriate motion at that time.

● (1210)

[English]

Mr. Dean Allison (Niagara West—Glanbrook, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, with regard to the member's question of privilege, the
Minister of Citizenship and Immigration will get back to the House
in due course.

[Translation]

The Deputy Speaker:We will await the minister's reply, and then
the Speaker will deliver his ruling.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

● (1215)

[English]

PIPELINE SAFETY ACT

Hon. Greg Rickford (Minister of Natural Resources and
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for
Northern Ontario, CPC) moved that Bill C-46, An Act to amend
the National Energy Board Act and the Canada Oil and Gas
Operations Act, be read the second time and referred to a committee.

He said: Mr. Speaker, it is a privilege and an honour for me to
serve the constituents of the great Kenora riding and to proceed with
the debate on pipeline safety.

One of our country's greatest success stories is Canada's
extraordinary ability to develop our natural resources through the
use of new technology and innovation. Whether we are unlocking
the incredible energy potential of the oil sands, mining uranium to
generate nuclear power, or developing our vast hydroelectric power
resources, Canada's energy industries continue to rise to the
occasion.
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As Canada's production of energy resources grows, we have an
opportunity to export more of our energy products to international
markets with growing demand. The choice is simple: build the
energy infrastructure to reach these markets, or leave these products
in the ground.

Expanding our energy trade in not merely a priority for our
government, it is an imperative. We recognize that for this
opportunity to be realized, we must ensure that the public is
confident in the safety of our infrastructure.

Through our responsible resource development plan, our
government strengthened environmental protection, enhanced abori-
ginal consultation, and provided predictable timelines for regulatory
review. This included bringing forward regulations that ensure that
companies, not taxpayers, are responsible in the event of an incident.

There are over 73,000 km of federally regulated pipelines that
criss-cross our country. They deliver oil, natural gas, and petroleum
products from coast to coast to coast and beyond our borders. These
energy products heat our homes and our workplaces. They power
factories and farms. They fuel cars, buses, trains, and planes. They
transport us across town, across the country, and around the world.

More specifically, in 2013, Canada produced over 3.5 million
barrels of oil and 13.7 billion cubic feet of natural gas per day. The
vast majority of it, over $100 billion worth, was shipped by pipeline.

While the economics themselves tell a compelling story, we have
been clear that if projects are to proceed, they must be proven safe
for Canadians and safe for the environment. In fact, more than
99.999% of petroleum products, going through more than 72,000 km
of federally regulated pipeline between 2008 and 2013, was
transported safely. Much of the credit for this solid track record
rests with our stringent regulatory requirements and the excellent
work of the National Energy Board.

[Translation]

Companies operating pipelines must anticipate, prevent and
manage potentially dangerous situations associated with their
pipelines. They must develop programs to address safety issues,
deal with emergency situations, manage the integrity of the
pipelines, educate the public and protect the environment.

The National Energy Board reviews and audits all of these
measures. Although the pipeline safety record is impressive, our
ultimate goal is zero incidents. That is the purpose of this bill. The
pipeline safety act seeks to further improve Canada's record by
modernizing the National Energy Board Act.

[English]

This legislation would send a clear signal. Our government would
be fulfilling our commitment in the Speech from the Throne to have
a world-class safety system that enshrined the polluter pays principle
in law.

We are determined to reduce risks to public and environmental
health and safety as we capitalize on Canada's energy wealth to
create jobs and prosperity for Canadians. This ongoing commitment
to safety and environmental protection is part of our plan for
responsible resource development. The plan is a continuous process

of finding new and better ways to improve our world-class
regulatory system.

This legislation represents the next step in our continued process
of strengthening Canada's pipeline safety system. It would build on
previous pipeline safety measures that gave the National Energy
Board new authority to levy administrative monetary penalties and
to increase the number of NEB inspections and audits. The pipeline
safety act would go even further. In other words, we would build on
that 99.999% safety record for more than 72,000 kilometres of
federally regulated pipelines.

Our objective here is to ensure that we have a world-class, in fact,
elements of it world-leading, pipeline safety system. It would be
built on three pillars: one, prevention; two, preparedness and
response; and three, liability and compensation.

The pipeline safety act would deliver on our pledge to enhance
efforts to ensure that aboriginal peoples are engaged in all aspects of
pipeline safety operations.

Let me explain each of these improvements in greater detail.

● (1220)

[Translation]

First, we will look at the preventive measures. In order to develop
our resources responsibly, we need to do everything we can to
prevent incidents from occurring. We will be asking the National
Energy Board to provide direction on using the best technologies
available for building and operating pipelines. Technologies
continue to improve, and the government is committed to ensuring
that every project is environmentally sustainable.

As an additional preventive measure, the act sets out the National
Energy Board's powers related to audits and inspections. It stipulates
that companies have a legal obligation to respond to any requests the
board may have in relation to such audits. To protect pipelines from
accidental damage, the National Energy Board will strive to align
federal and provincial pipeline safety zones.

Companies must inform the authorities and obtain approval before
digging or building in the safety zones. This safety measure will
prevent damage to pipelines.

We will also take action in terms of preparedness and response
measures. We are strengthening requirements, particularly financial
requirements, to ensure that companies are able to deal with an
incident, if necessary.

The pipeline safety act enshrines the polluter pays principle. The
bill requires companies operating pipelines to hold a minimum level
of financial resources for responding to oil spills, set at $1 billion for
companies operating major oil pipelines. The companies must
demonstrate their financial capacity and a portion of those financial
resources must be readily accessible to ensure rapid response to any
incident.
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The bill includes other measures. It gives the National Energy
Board the authority to take control of incident response and cleanup
in exceptional circumstances. This means that the government will
provide financial security to ensure that the NEB has the necessary
resources to pay for the cleanup costs. If a company is unable to pay
damages to those affected, the government may establish a pipeline
claims tribunal to streamline the complaints process.

In both cases, the legislation expands the NEB'S authority to
recover costs from the companies if it is called to respond. Canadians
can rest assured that every incident will be dealt with properly and
that taxpayers will be protected.

I want to emphasize the government's commitment to working
with aboriginal communities. Together with communities and the
industry, we will develop a strategy to increase aboriginal
participation in pipeline safety measures.

● (1225)

I also want to emphasize the government's pledge to work with
aboriginal people in a way that protects the local environment and
respects ancestral treaty rights.

[English]

The third key area or pillar covered by the legislation is liability
and compensation. In this regard, we are world class, if not world
leading. Building on companies' unlimited liability when they are at
fault or negligent, this legislation would implement no-fault or
absolute liability for all companies operating pipelines. For major oil
pipelines, the figure would be $1 billion. What this would mean is
that pipeline companies would be responsible for damages,
regardless of what happened, who caused it, or how an incident
arose. This is a standard that would leave no doubt.

The pipeline safety act would provide government with the ability
to pursue pipeline operators for the costs of environmental damages.
The legislation would also give the NEB authority to order
reimbursement of spill cleanup costs incurred by governments or
individuals. Companies would bear the full cost of cleanup and
compensation.

Also of significance, the legislation would ensure that companies
would remain responsible for their abandoned pipelines in
perpetuity. In the event of an incident, operators would cover all
costs and damages related to their pipelines, even if they were no
longer in use. This would reassure landowners that they would never
be in a position where a pipeline would become their responsibility.

As well, the act would expand the board's authority to recover its
own costs for stepping in and taking charge if industry failed to
adequately respond to an incident. Again, operators would be held
financially accountable for costs and damages.

Tally up these amendments and the message is clear. The
Government of Canada will ensure that Canada's pipeline safety
system is world class, that first nations are involved in pipeline
safety operations, and that taxpayers are protected.

The oil and gas sector is vitally important to the lives and
livelihoods of Canadians, contributing 7.5% of our country's gross
domestic product. Canada sold $117 billion in energy products to the

world in 2013. That is more than one-quarter, 27%, to be precise, of
our country's merchandise exports.

While we have an enormous endowment of petroleum resources,
we have only one significant export customer. One hundred per cent
of our natural gas exports and 97% of our oil exports currently go to
the United States. This relationship has served both countries well
and will continue to do so in the future.

However, it is clear that Canada will need to find new markets as
Canadian and United States' oil and gas production grows. There are
incredible market opportunities, particularly in Asia and Europe. In
Asia's case, the International Energy Agency forecasts that by 2035,
the world will need one-third more energy than is being consumed
today. The rise of China and India, among other emerging nations in
that part of the world, is propelling the bulk of that demand.

[Translation]

Although we are making progress toward developing alternative
and renewable energy sources, according to the International Energy
Agency, by 2035, fossil fuels will still be meeting three-quarters of
global demand.

Canada's energy sector can contribute more to our economy and
global energy security, but only if we build the pipelines to transport
energy to markets, including the domestic market.

Our country needs to develop a new energy infrastructure to
diversify its markets and seize this unprecedented opportunity. This
is critical if we want Canada's energy sector to prosper and stimulate
our economy in the future.

● (1230)

[English]

The economic benefits for Canadians would be enormous.
According to the International Monetary Fund, building new energy
infrastructure would boost Canada's GDP by an additional 2%. That
is equivalent to $1,000 for every man, woman, and child in the
country.

First nations communities are especially well positioned to benefit
from responsible energy development. Many of the existing or
proposed energy resources and infrastructure projects are located
proximal to their communities, and over the next decade, hundreds
of major resource projects worth more than $675 billion are planned
or currently under way.
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As technology evolves, Canada's oil sand reserves could double to
over 300 billion barrels to become the largest reserve in the world,
leading to an even greater opportunity in the future for Canada.

Likewise, Canada's marketable natural gas resources are estimated
to be up to 1,300 trillion cubic feet. These are incredible reserves.
That is not only enough to meet our domestic demands for over 200
years at current production rates, but to meet the burgeoning demand
from markets like Europe and Asia over the medium term. That is
before we have even considered offshore gas reserves and new
discoveries potentially revealed or realized through fracking.

According to the Conference Board of Canada, between 2012 and
2035, the natural gas industry could invest over $386 billion in
Canada, almost half of it in British Columbia.

[Translation]

As global energy markets change, Canada also needs to change in
order to unlock this potential. Other countries are moving quickly to
capture growing energy markets in places like China and India. We
cannot lag behind if we want to continue to make the most of our
energy resources.

We have a world-class and, in some cases, unique regulatory
system to monitor this sector. This legislation further strengthens the
regulatory system. It sends a message to Canadians and international
clients that pipeline safety is paramount to Canada.

If we continue to innovate in the technology sector and remain
committed to working constructively with aboriginal groups and
protecting the environment, we will then have all the elements
needed to ensure Canada's place as a world leader in responsible
energy development.

Furthermore, the government is committed to ensuring that
Canada's pipeline safety system is a world-class system that
Canadians can trust. We will not be satisfied with a system that is
almost perfect; we want absolute excellence.

[English]

The legislation we are debating today builds on our world-class
safety regime, but the job is never done. We will continuously
examine the pipeline safety system to better protect Canadians and
the environment. We are striving for zero incidents. We will get there
by maximizing advances in technology and innovation.

We can take inspiration from Sir Henry Royce, the English
engineer and car designer who co-founded Rolls Royce Company.
He built a dynasty in his quest for perfection. His motto was “Strive
for perfection in everything you do. Take the best that exists and
make it better.” That remains our goal and our focus as we continue
to develop and transport Canada's natural resources responsibly.

Ms. Chris Charlton (Hamilton Mountain, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
listened carefully to the minister's speech, and those of us on this
side of the House would say that indeed it is long overdue that we
bring in an updated liability regime for pipelines. As the minister
well knows, Canadians are profoundly worried about pipeline safety.

As a general comment, I would say that it is good that we are
finally dealing with this bill. One might wonder why we are dealing
with this matter now when we had the opportunity to update other

liability regimes earlier in this Parliament, such as the nuclear
liability regime and offshore oil and gas, but nonetheless here we are.
I would suggest, though, that it might be a bit early to celebrate,
because as we know, with this government the devil is always in the
details.

In fact, when we look at this bill more closely, one of the things
that becomes very apparent is that much in the legislation is left to
the discretion of both the National Energy Board and the Governor
in Council, which means that we cannot really be certain that the
government is acting with any kind of real commitment to improving
pipeline safety.

I will explain why I am worried about that. There is a briefing
note posted online from McCarthy Tétrault to its clients about what
this bill may mean, and those clients are pipeline companies.

It talks about the new responsibilities that companies may now
have to comply with. Here is the final sentence in that brief:

Accordingly, pipeline companies should consider their safety and financial
obligations...to ensure they meet legislated requirements once the Bill’s amendments
are brought into force.

It makes one wonder what companies are doing now. Do they not
care about safety now, if this is the advice they are receiving from
their lawyers? I would want Canadians to know that there is absolute
certainty about what this bill is going to do, about how we are going
to improve pipeline safety and how we are going to improve the
liability regime, because Canadians need to be able to trust that
pipeline companies are not going to put their lives and their
environment in danger.

● (1235)

Hon. Greg Rickford: Mr. Speaker, first of all I want to say to the
member for Hamilton Mountain that it has been a privilege to work
with her in her capacity as critic. I understand this may be the last
debate that she has on natural resources-related files, and I
appreciated the opportunity to work with her.

That was more of a comment than a question per se, but I will take
this opportunity to speak to part of it with respect to liability.

What we have done with this measure, this piece of legislation
today, is obviously to align it to the extent possible with other
liability compensation regimes that we have in other key areas of the
national resource portfolio, and in addition to that, to have liability
and compensation specifically in marine, rail, and pipeline transport
look and feel much the same.

This is not just for the benefit of industry and investor confidence;
it is to assure the public that as a matter of confidence we are doing
the right thing in a streamlined, efficient, and effective manner to
give Canadians that ultimate confidence that in any regard, the
energy transport system and the infrastructure required to support it
are world class, and in particular are world-leading in areas of
liability and compensation.
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Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to see this bill come forward. As my hon. colleague from
Hamilton Mountain said, it is a step in a positive direction and it is
needed.

Considering that the bill was just introduced on December 8, it is
good but surprising to see it up for debate, considering that the
previous bill on absolute liability concerning offshore oil and gas,
Bill C-22, was introduced numerous times over several years but left
to languish on the order paper. I am interested in what the hurry is in
this case, but I am still pleased. The difference is stark, but it is good
to have it come forward.

The minister talked about public confidence. That seems to me to
be the test, because that is a huge concern right now for the public
and for the industry. The petroleum sector is concerned that when
they try to put forward projects, they have difficulty in obtaining
public confidence when the public does not have confidence in the
government or in the NEB as environment regulators.

In leaving so much discretion to cabinet and to the NEB, how
does the minister expect to overcome this challenge and to create any
greater confidence in the public so that some of these projects might
go forward?

Hon. Greg Rickford: Mr. Speaker, I am relieved to hear the
member from the Liberal Party talk about pipeline safety and
offshore opportunity, particularly with respect to safety, liability, and
compensation, as an exercise in public confidence. That would be an
important term that is markedly different from what the leader of his
party is using.

That said, we have already positioned the NEB with considerably
more powers with respect to audits and inspections. As well, the
penalties for non-compliance have increased significantly. That has
put us in a great position when it comes to this piece of legislation.

The National Energy Board, through a number of measures, will
ensure timely, effective, and transparent operations. To modernize
the damage prevention regime, these changes will ensure clear roles
and responsibilities within the NEB and implement mandatory
timelines for committee hearings and decisions as well as any
Governor in Council decisions that would be made.

I am pleased that the tone of this debate is pointed toward this
being a positive step forward with respect to public safety and public
confidence. Moving pipeline safety to the forefront is the centrepiece
for establishing everyone's frame of reference with respect to how
committed this government is to ensuring we have world-class, if not
world-leading, pipeline safety for this country.

● (1240)

Hon. Michelle Rempel (Minister of State (Western Economic
Diversification), CPC): Mr. Speaker, in earlier questions in this
debate, the comment came up as to what companies are doing with
respect to safety right now. I would like to put to the House that the
current safety record for Canadian pipeline operators is a 99.999%
effectiveness rate, which puts us as best-practice leaders inter-
nationally for the safe transport of energy products. Companies do
this through planning, construction, and operation, as well as
through emergency response.

With respect to what companies are doing right now, I would ask
the minister to comment on something like C-FER Technologies in
Alberta, which has a jointly funded operation to look at new
technologies in all four phases of safety planning and with which we
are a partner.

I would like the minister to comment on the $1 billion liability
limit, as I believe that number will be questioned in further debate. I
was hoping that he could speak to the acceptability of that number
based on international best practice, and to the difference in liability
coverage between when companies are found to be at fault and when
they are found not to be at fault, and why this particular number was
selected.

Hon. Greg Rickford: Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for that
question, particularly with respect to her work in western economic
diversification and the support this government is giving for certain
companies to advance pipeline security, monitoring, and safety.

There is a reference to best available technology in this
legislation. Through our support, these companies from Quebec
City and across the country through to Alberta are working on
exciting new technologies that will give a key frame of reference for
all companies in the business of creating pipelines and energy
infrastructure to focus on and take the safety element even further.

With respect to liability, there are two key points here. Pipeline
companies remain fully liable when they are found to be at fault or
negligent. This is referred to in insurance nomenclature as unlimited
liability. What builds on that and what is terrific about the pipeline
safety act, which on all accounts has been well received by
stakeholders, is the absolute $1 billion liability, which means that no
matter what the problem source or whose fault it is, the pipeline
company would be responsible to pay up to $1 billion.

An analysis of historical data demonstrates that this level of
absolute liability is world-class, world-leading coverage. Compar-
isons to countries around the world tell us that we are at the forefront
and assure Canadians and our prospective customers in new markets
that energy infrastructure is important to us and that our liability and
compensations lead the world.

● (1245)

Ms. Chris Charlton (Hamilton Mountain, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
since this is the first sitting day of the 2015 calendar year, I begin by
wishing you, Mr. Speaker, and all of my colleagues in the House a
belated happy new year.

I do not know how I got lucky enough to be the first New
Democrat to give a speech on a government bill in this chamber this
year, but I am certain that there is a short straw with my name on it
somewhere in the opposition lobby. Anyway, let us launch right into
it.

The bill before us today is Bill C-46, An Act to amend the
National Energy Board Act and the Canada Oil and Gas Operations
Act. Perhaps it will help people to stop from nodding off if I explain
at the outset that despite its unimaginative title, the bill really
purports to improve pipeline safety in our country.
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That is where we find the yardstick for whether my NDP
colleagues and I will ultimately be able to support the bill. Does Bill
C-46 actually improve pipeline safety, or is it a rhetorical exercise to
provide the government cover in what is, after all, an election year? I
will spend the next 20 minutes or so in this House trying to answer
that single and most germane question.

I will begin by providing a bit of context first. There is no doubt
that Canada's natural resources are a tremendous blessing and that
our energy sector is the motor of the Canadian economy. It is
imperative that we capitalize on those unique advantages. For New
Democrats, that means that we have to leverage them by creating
high quality middle-class jobs, by harnessing the full potential of
Canada's natural gifts, and by maximizing the benefit of develop-
ment for all Canadians. That development is vital to our economy
and our country.

However, the reality is that resource development can only move
forward if development is done sustainably. If we are going to seize
the opportunities ahead, if we are going to leverage our resources to
create wealth and prosperity for generations to come, then we will
have to rise to meet new challenges and adapt to the new reality of
the new century, and that requires a new vision, a vision that my
NDP colleagues and I have been promoting tirelessly, not just for
months, but for years now.

Our vision is one that promotes economic growth without
sacrificing social or environmental sustainability, one that looks to
the future instead of clinging to the past, and one that creates lasting
prosperity instead of feeding endless cycles of boom and bust. To
that end, our vision is based on three key principles: sustainability, to
make sure that polluters pay for the pollution they create instead of
leaving those costs to the next generation; partnership, to make sure
that communities, provinces, and first nations all benefit from
resource development and that we create value-added, middle-class
jobs here in Canada; and most important, long-term prosperity that
leverages our natural national resource wealth to invest in modern,
clean energy technology that will keep Canada on the cutting edge of
energy development and ensure there are affordable energy rates into
the future.

For far too long, Canadians have been told they have to choose
between our economy and our environment, but that is a false
choice. It is an approach that is stuck in the past. A little less than
two years ago, government documents revealed the very real
economic costs of the environmental cleanup of the Giant Mine at
Great Slave Lake. They have doubled from initial estimates,
ballooning to nearly a billion dollars.

This is a vast industrial waste site bordering on the second deepest
freshwater lake in the world, a Canadian treasure, and yet for more
than half of the last century, it was contaminated with no regard for
the costs it would impose on our children and grandchildren.

Communities from coast to coast to coast have made their voices
clear. We will not let that happen again. However, despite this mess,
the Conservative government is continuing down the same short-
sighted path. It is dismantling every major piece of environmental
protection and hurting Canada's economic development at the very
same time.

Past generations can perhaps be excused for the way they treated
places like Great Slave Lake, but our generation has no excuse. The
fact is, in the 21st century, a social licence is every bit as important
as a regulatory licence, if not more. In this day and age, any
development model that relies on degrading our environment, on
putting public safety at risk, or on exploiting our resources without
benefiting our communities is no model at all.

Canadians understand only too well the long-term consequences
of the Conservative government's attacks on our environmental laws,
and they are reacting because those attacks are sabotaging resource
development and ultimately our economy as a whole.

In big cities and in small towns, development projects are meeting
increasing resistance. The northern gateway, Kinder Morgan, and
energy east pipelines are but three of the most recent examples.

● (1250)

Why should Canadians not be worried? They see the Conservative
government gutting environmental assessments, they see dangerous
pipeline spills on the rise, and they worry whether their communities
will be next.

A recent Harris/Decima poll conducted for the government made
it clear that only 27% of Canadians are confident that the
Government of Canada is able to respond effectively to a significant
oil spill on water. The number is only slightly higher, at 32%, for oil
spills on land. Similarly, a significant proportion of Canadians do not
feel confident that pipelines, tankers, and trains are transporting
dangerous goods safely. When it comes to rail transport, only 29% of
Canadians feel confident that it is safe. Only 37% of Canadians
believe oil tanker transport is safe, while 47% of Canadians are
confident that pipelines can safely transport oil.

Clearly, that is not a vote of confidence in the Conservatives'
handling of this critical file.

It is equally clear that Canadians share the belief of New
Democrats that we must take steps to ensure that we are developing
and transporting our resources in a safe and secure way; that we have
to implement effective oil spill prevention measures; that we have to
increase inspections in oversight; and that we have to push for
expanded liability so that we are giving teeth to the polluter pays
principle.

When it comes to oil transport, with the huge expansion in
production and transportation of crude oil, we need enhanced safety
protection. This is common sense, no matter what the method of
transport.

Public safety and environmental protection must be the highest
priorities if we are to develop our natural resources sustainably.

That brings us back to the heart of the bill that is before us today.
Would Bill C-46 implement a true polluter pays regime in Canada,
and would the bill go far enough to obviate Canadians' legitimate
concerns when it comes to pipeline safety?

Let us look at what the bill purports to do.
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Unfortunately, in the time allotted to me here today, it is only
possible to do that in the broadest of terms. However, I am hopeful
that we will be able to undertake the detailed clause-by-clause
scrutiny the bill merits at the committee stage of the legislative
process.

At its most general, the purpose of Bill C-46, would be to
improve Canada's pipeline liability regime.

It would be part of the government's larger review of the distinct
liability regimes that govern different aspects of Canada's oil and gas
development. Here, members will recall that last year Bill C-22 dealt
with liabilities related to offshore drilling and potential spills in both
Arctic and Atlantic waters. As well, over the course of last year, the
government began consultations on the liability regime governing
rail transport, as it sought to do damage control in the wake of Lac-
Mégantic. Now, we have yet a third piece before us dealing with the
liability regime governing Canadian pipelines.

Here is what Bill C-46, would do.

It would reinforce the polluter pays principle.

It would confirm that the liability of pipeline companies is
unlimited if an unintended or uncontrolled release of oil, gas, or any
other commodity is a result of fault or negligence.

It would establish the limit of liability, without proof of fault or
negligence, at no less than $1 billion for companies that operate
pipelines with capacity to transport at least 250,000 barrels per day
and an amount prescribed by regulation for companies that operate
any other pipelines.

It would require that pipeline companies maintain the financial
resources necessary to pay the amount of the limit of liability that
would apply to them.

The bill would authorize the National Energy Board to order any
company that operates a pipeline from which an unintended or
uncontrolled release occurs to reimburse government institutions for
the costs incurred in taking any action in relation to the release.

It would require that pipeline companies remain responsible for
their abandoned pipelines.

It would authorize the NEB to order pipeline companies to
maintain funds to pay for the abandonment of their pipelines.

It would authorize the Governor in Council to authorize the NEB
to take, in certain circumstances, any action the NEB considers
necessary in relation to an unintended or uncontrolled release.

It would also allow the Governor in Council to establish a pipeline
claims tribunal to examine and adjudicate claims for compensation
for damage caused by an unintended or uncontrolled release from a
pipeline.

Many of these changes are long overdue, and I would be less than
honest if I did not acknowledge that they appear to be a step in the
right direction.

However, it is also true that, once again, the Conservatives are late
to the game. New Democrats have been waiting for the government

to fix oil spill liability for quite some time. As always, with the
current government, the devil is in the details.

● (1255)

Let us take a closer look at the some of the pluses and minuses of
what has been presented to us in this bill.

On the upside, the fact that polluters will be absolutely liable for
harm caused by a pipeline spill is obviously a good thing. What it
means is that any company operating a pipeline will be liable in the
event of a spill even if it has not been negligent and has not broken
any laws. Moreover, companies must have enough financial
resources to cover in full the absolute liability limit. For companies
whose pipelines have the capacity to move at least 250,000 barrels
per day, that limit will be $1 billion once this bill passes. That
monetary amount may be increased by the government in the future,
but the bill would prohibit cabinet from lowering it. That too is a
good thing.

The bill would also give the NEB new tools to recoup cleanup
costs from polluters, and in certain circumstances it even gives the
board the power to recover costs from the industry as a whole, not
just from the individual polluter.

Finally on the plus side, the bill would make polluters liable for
environmental damages. Members will recall that we spent a lot of
time when scrutinizing of Bill C-22 on the need to make polluters
responsible for environmental damages or losses of non-use value of
public resources. It is as important now as it was then to ensure that
liability is not just restricted to the environment's commercial value.
Bill C-46 sets out to do that and is an important first step in catching
up with U.S. oil spill regulation, which is much more developed with
respect to the recognition of environmental damages.

However, as a thoughtful analysis by Ian Miron at Ecojustice
makes clear, there is an overall lack of certainty in Bill C-46 that may
well undermine what would otherwise be this positive first step.
Specifically, Mr. Miron points out three things. First, and perhaps
most crucially, Bill C-46 does not impose unlimited absolute liability
on polluters. No liability regime can truly be called a polluter pays
regime unless and until polluters are made absolutely liable for the
full costs of environmental harm.

While the $1 billion limit for some companies may be a big
improvement over the status quo, it still would not completely cover
the cleanup costs of an accident such as Enbridge's Kalamazoo River
spill in Michigan. According to recent estimates, that spill, the
largest in U.S. history, cost more than $1.2 billion to clean up, not
including compensation for damages.
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Moreover, Bill C-46 actually takes a step backward by eliminating
the government's ability to recover cleanup costs for a pipeline spill
under the Fisheries Act, which applies in certain circumstances to
make a polluter absolutely liable without limit. In the absence of
such unlimited absolute liability, the government and, therefore,
Canadians may still be on the hook for spills, and that, frankly, is
wrong. If the government is so convinced that pipelines are a mature
industry, then the industry is one that can and must pay for itself.
Instead, the fact that this bill does not completely enshrine the
polluter pays principle means that the Conservatives are giving just
one more handout to its friends in the oil patch by making taxpayers
liable for oil spill risks.

In that regard, it is also worth pointing out that the bill is
completely silent on identifying absolute liability limits for smaller
oil pipeline companies, or for gas and other non-oil pipeline
companies. While such limits may be set by cabinet down the road,
it begs the question of why the government would not do so now. Is
volumetrics the only criterion the government has used to assess the
potential magnitude of damages from a spill? I hope that in the
course of our deliberations the Conservatives will give us an answer
to that rather pressing question.

This leads to my final broad criticism of the bill. Just as the
absolute liability limits are discretionary for all but the big pipeline
companies, many other aspects of the new liability regime are as
well. While the bill would create several new tools that could
enhance the NEB's ability to recoup cleanup costs from a polluter,
the NEB or the cabinet get to decide whether or not they will be
implemented. As Ecojustice thus rightly points out, BillC-46 leaves
considerable leeway for politically motivated decisions and back-
room arrangements between operators and the NEB, a regulator that
lacks credibility on the pipeline front.

In fact, this may be a good time to say yet again that the NEB
needs a fundamental overhaul. While the Liberals and Conservatives
have generally been happy simply to rubberstamp pipeline projects,
my NDP colleagues and I firmly believe that major resource projects
must be judged on their merits. That means that the NEB has to
subject proposals to a rigorous and robust environmental assessment
process. Assessment criteria must include the impact of each
individual project on our emissions and climate change commit-
ments, on Canadian jobs, and on national and regional energy
security. Public consultations must be credible and democratic, not
shallow, limited, or by paper only, and projects must honour our
legal obligations to first nations.

● (1300)

Clearly, such rigour was absent in the NEB review of both
Enbridge's northern gateway and Kinder Morgan's Trans Mountain
expansion, and the same flawed process is now being applied to
TransCanada's energy east plans as well. No wonder Canadians are
worried about these pipelines snaking their way through backyards.

Northern gateway has the capacity to move 525,000 barrels per
day, 890,000 barrels per day for Kinder Morgan and a staggering 1.1
billion barrels per day for energy east. The potential for disaster is
huge, which brings me to the last point I want to raise in wrapping
up my participation in today's debate.

While the new liability regime deals with protecting Canadians
from the cost of cleaning up an oil spill, my NDP colleagues and I
believe the best way to protect Canadians is to ensure such spills do
not happen in the first place. Measuring risk correctly and assigning
liability may be one tool in the kit to encourage industry to improve
its safety practices and therefore reduce the likelihood of catastrophic
accidents. However, it is only one tool of many and nothing else is
being done. Where is the concrete action to fix the broken
environmental assessment process that the Conservatives have
dismantled? Where is the much-needed legislation that would bring
in better regulation and oversight?

As far back as 2011, the environment commissioned highlighted
that the National Energy Board was failing to ensure that known
problems were being fixed and that pipelines were being properly
maintained. We have a world-class labour force that is ready and
eager to do that work. However, without companies making
commitments to pipeline safety, Canadians can be forgiven for
wondering not whether an oil spill will happen but when.

Canada's natural resources are a tremendous blessing and
managed properly and sustainably they can be important drivers
for our economy. This is particularly true of the energy sector.
However, instead of guiding our energy policy in the best interest of
Canadian jobs, the environment and the economy, the Conservative
government is gutting assessments and reviews, and failing to
address the valid concerns of Canadians. That is such a narrow-
minded and counterproductive approach. Social licence, the consent
of Canadians for the development of Canada's resources, is crucial to
the success of any project. However, instead of working to achieve
such consent, the government's intransigence is actually under-
mining the support for companies in the pipeline sector by
exacerbating opposition to energy development right across the
country.

There is a better way, and the New Democrats have been
championing it for years. It is based on sustainable development.
Governments must look at environmental, social and economic
impacts before going forward with any development project. That
way we can prevent devastating environmental damage, while
ensuring that Canadians benefit from Canada's natural bounty of
resources. It is the right thing to do, and it finally would allow us to
move beyond the all too convenient Conservative canard that
Canadians must choose between the economy and the environment.
Nothing could be further from the truth.
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With the right kind of leadership, Canadians will finally be able to
have their cake and eat it too, and that is the kind of leadership the
NDP will provide when it forms government, under the experienced
leadership of the member for Outremont, later on this year. That will
make this a happy new year indeed.

Mr. Royal Galipeau (Ottawa—Orléans, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
before I begin, I would like to wish you and all members of the
House a very happy new year.

I listened carefully to the comments delivered by the hon.
member. As of today, she has been a thoughtful and considerate
representative for her district for 3,291 days, and I congratulate her.

The gist of the message I heard today is that the member is
basically against pipelines, but she is for manufacturing, and in her
district they manufacture pipelines. I would like the member to make
an equalization between those two arguments.

Ms. Chris Charlton: Mr. Speaker, I have not quite counted my
presence in the House in days. I guess I have not had enough time to
do that, but I do appreciate the numerical count. I thank the member,
and I appreciate the good wishes.

With respect to the question being put about whether I support
pipelines or manufacturing, it is a little like asking if I support the
environment or the economy. It is a false choice. Of course I support
manufacturing, and at no point in my speech did I say that I did not
support pipelines. It would have been naive to say that we heat our
homes with gas, but that we do not need gas pipelines. Nowhere in
my speech did I make any such statement.

What I did say was that Canadians needed to have confidence that
pipelines were safe, and that the Conservative government and its
latest bill would not, on the face of it, provide Canadians with
enough certainty that there would not be any pipeline spills. As the
member will recall from my speech, I also said that we had a world-
class workforce. That labour force, when it is constructing pipelines,
is doing the very best that it can with the money and the mandate
given to it by pipeline companies.

All I said in my speech was that Canadians deserved certainty. We
have to implement the polluter pays principle. We have to develop
our resources in a sustainable way. That includes the transport of
those resources, of which pipelines are a significant part in Canada.

I would be willing to debate the manufacturing sector next. I
would welcome that debate in the House, and perhaps we could do
that. Perhaps the member would like to introduce a private members'
bill so we could once again debate U.S. Steel, for example, a topic
on which the Conservative government has been absolutely silent.

The future of U.S. Steel is obviously a huge issue in my
hometown of Hamilton. Thousands of pensioners are concerned
about their future. They have been waiting for the government to
stand in the House and comment on the manufacturing sector, to
bring forward a manufacturing sector strategy, and to take real action
on the retirement security of Canadians.

I look forward to that debate.

● (1305)

Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.):Mr. Speaker, I think it is
correct that the member for Hamilton Mountain has announced that

she will not be running in the next election. I would like to
congratulate her. It is a pleasure to work with her on the Standing
Committee on Natural Resources. I know there is a new critic for
natural resources, but I hope she will stay on the committee until the
end of this session.

I would also like to congratulate her on the professionalism with
which she conducts herself as a member of Parliament, from what I
have seen, at all times. I do not want to go too far as she might
change her mind and run again, and I would not want to read about
my comments in an election brochure at some point.

Let me ask her a question about the absolute liability of $1 billion
that the government has proposed. It is curious that is a round
number. The government really has not told us what the
considerations and criteria were in its calculations which found that
this number was the correct one.

In the view of the NDP, what should be the limit on absolute
liability and what considerations should be included in that
calculation?

Ms. Chris Charlton: Mr. Speaker, I posted on social media some
time ago that Canadians had been as nice to the nearly departed as
they were to the dearly departed. The same is holding true in the
House. I thank my colleagues for their comments. It is unfortunate
that I was unable to use those comments in my last election
brochure, but it is better late than never.

I welcome the question about absolute liability, because my
colleague is absolutely right. It seems with the government that,
often, these numbers are just pulled out of thin air. The member will
recall that we debated nuclear liability in the House, not just twice,
but three times, I think. Each time, the amount of money that the
government had included under the liability regime changed. There
was never any reason given for that change in numbers nor, frankly,
for the first number that it chose.

Now we are dealing with a bill that targets that number at $1
billion, as was the case with nuclear liability and offshore liability. I
suppose we should at least celebrate the fact that there is some
consistency here. However, we do need to have a close look at that
number in committee.

If we believe in the polluter pays principle and that companies
ought to be responsible for the environmental damage that they
cause, the number ought to be whatever the cost of environmental
damages. If it is $1.2 billion, companies should be paying $1.2
billion. The figure of $1 billion is entirely arbitrary.

Perhaps the question about how the government got that number
would have been better put to the minister. It will not surprise my
colleague that I cannot speak for the Conservatives. Getting into
their minds has always been scary place for me, and I would not
venture to do that here today. However, it is a point that we will
definitely have to pursue once the bill gets clause-by-clause scrutiny
in committee.
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● (1310)

Mr. Dan Harris (Scarborough Southwest, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank my colleague for her response for the
Conservative member. It is nice to see the Conservatives seem to
finally be remembering that there is a manufacturing sector in
Canada. For many years it was one of the leaders of our economy
and certainly could be again with the right kinds of decisions made.
However, unfortunately the government chose to pick one resource,
one part of the country and one part of our economy to the exclusion
of everything else, putting all of our economic eggs in one basket, in
a boom-or-bust basket to boot.

I also want to thank the member for bringing up U.S. Steel Canada
Inc. in her riding. Changes to the Investment Canada Act would
certainly improve what happened there.

The member talked about confidence and certainty. Businesses,
like Canadians, need to have confidence and certainty in order to
make investments and the right decisions that will bring well-paying
jobs to Canada.

It is interesting that we are dealing with liabilities now, when the
actual regulation of pipelines and the safety and security of them is a
complete and total mess. The government eviscerated the navigable
waters act, which prevented many improvements from happening
when future pipelines would cross rivers, streams and bodies of
water, in some cases not even requiring stop valves on either side of
the river.

Would this bill perhaps not be putting the cart before the horse,
where we need to fix the regulations so we can have certainty before
we can figure out what kind of problems we will have?

Maybe the member can comment on any of the great number of
things I just brought up.

Ms. Chris Charlton: Mr. Speaker, I really do have a plethora of
things on which I could comment. I will start with a point that I did
not get to highlight in my speech as much as I had wanted to.

One of the things that is obviously true in Canada is that much of
our pipeline infrastructure is aging. It is one of the reasons why
Canadians are so concerned about the possibility of spills. The
Americans are way ahead of us on that, or at least in recognizing
there may be a problem.

Members in the House may be aware that there has been a second
spill in Montana. This spill was near the city of Glendive, Montana.
Over 40,000 gallons spilled and contaminated downstream water
supplies. Relatively speaking, I guess that was the minor spill of the
two spills that happened in Montana. However, when the local
senator, who is a Montana Democrat, was asked about that, he told
the media that more frequent inspections by regulators were needed
and older pipelines should face stricter safety standards.

In Canada, we are going the exact opposite way. As I said, in
2011 it was pointed out to the government that we needed greater
oversight and stricter regulations. The Conservatives, as my
colleague from Scarborough Southwest said, are gutting regulations.
They have gutted the navigable waters act. It is no wonder that
Canadians are concerned about pipeline safety in our country.

I do not often say this, but in this instance we ought to be taking a
page out of the book that is south of the border, where the Americans
are actually taking environmental damages and the potential for
environmental damages more seriously than we are in Canada.
Canadians deserve that kind of certainty when it comes to potential
impacts on the environment.

Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the opportunity to speak today in the House to Bill
C-46, the so-called pipeline safety act.

[Translation]

I listened closely to the speeches by the last two speakers in the
House, and I hope that we can work together here in the House, but
also at the Standing Committee on Natural Resources, on improving
this bill and making it stronger and more effective. This is a major
issue for the environment, for the industry and for Canada.

[English]

I hope this legislation will not suffer the same fate as the
legislation that we finally passed through the House last year, which
addressed the liability regime in Canada's offshore oil and gas sector.
That legislation, Bill C-22, as I mentioned earlier in a question for
the minister, was introduced numerous times by the Conservatives
only to be left to languish on the order paper for several years. The
government seemed to be in no hurry at all to move that forward, for
the longest time, so the fact that it seems to be a bit more anxious
now is encouraging. When that bill finally moved through the
House, the government refused to accept a number of solid
amendments that would have improved the bill, made it stronger,
and given greater protection for the offshore environment.

I hope it will be a different story for Bill C-46. Perhaps one might
say, when I express optimism, that I am feeling hope despite all past
evidence to the contrary. However, I remain an eternal optimist.

The Liberal Party recognizes that pipelines are a critical part of
our energy sector's infrastructure. We have all seen the consequences
of the government's failure to provide the means to get our resources
to market. We have all seen what it has meant domestically in
Canada for communities and in the international community in terms
of how the Conservative government is viewed as a regulator of the
environment. It is certainly not seen as a defender of the
environment, and it has no credibility when it comes to environ-
mental regulations, which makes it harder to get acceptance, for
example, for the Keystone XL pipeline in the U.S. or to sell our
resources in the international market and around the world.

Bill C-46 has already drawn a number of comments from
members of Parliament and from interested stakeholders and other
groups. Some have raised concerns over the potential impact of
leaving many of the proposed changes in Bill C-46 to the discretion
of cabinet and the National Energy Board, as I was saying earlier.
Again I am an eternal optimist, but hopefully the government side
will address this issue during debate on the legislation or perhaps in
committee.
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I am also looking forward to hearing at some point from the leader
of the Green Party on this legislation, who according to media
reports, sees nothing in the bill that she would oppose. However, she
also indicated that she looks forward to a discussion about why her
party will always oppose any pipeline shipping diluted bitumen. I
certainly look forward to hearing that discussion.

One thing on which there is consensus is the importance of the
energy sector to our economy. It is undebatable. The energy sector
makes a large direct contribution to jobs and economic growth in this
country. That is perhaps one of the reasons we are so aware across
Canada of the impact on the oil and gas sector of the recent drop in
the price of oil.

Let us look at what generally has been the case in that sector. For
instance, we have seen average annual government revenues of
$26.6 billion from the oil and gas sector. That pays for a lot of
doctors, a lot of schools, and a lot of teachers. It is a significant
number, to say the least. Per year, it is $155 billion in the country's
GDP and approximately 300,000 jobs. There are indirect impacts in
engineering and construction jobs, about $2.5 billion in engineering
and research and development in 2010, and $32 billion in annual
energy efficiency savings across the economy in 2010. Important
research development is happening in the energy sector. This is,
without question, an important sector. In my view, this has to be part
of the equation when we consider what ought to be the absolute
liability limit for pipelines.

● (1315)

Overall, there seems to be a consensus that, while the bill is long
overdue, it is a move in the right direction or at least a good first step.
I do not think anyone would argue with the fact that we need to
strengthen the safety and security of pipelines to ensure that
companies operating them take every measure to prevent any spill
from happening and of course be held accountable if a spill does
occur.

I know the Minister of Natural Resources is fond of pointing out
that between 2008 and 2013, 99.9995% of oil transported in
federally regulated pipelines moved safely. It is not perfect, but it is
certainly a very good record, and our pipeline companies do deserve
recognition for this important achievement.

The fact of the matter is that we use petroleum products in our
country every day. We could go outside to the nearest street and
watch the number of cars that go by. They are not all electric, by any
means. Most of them obviously are not. We use it to heat our homes.
We use petroleum products in so many ways. We rely on pipelines.
They are an important part of our economy and are likely to be for
quite a while to come. They play an important role in our society,
and it is vitally important that they be run safely. When they are, it is
appreciated, and we have to find ways to ensure it is done as well as
possible at all times.

However, we also need to look to the future and take every step
possible to continue to prevent spills, because they are the last thing
we want. We heard about one in Montana a few minutes ago. That is
very alarming. We do not want to see the kind of damage that oil can
do when it is released to the environment.

We need to put in place proper measures to efficiently and
effectively clean up spills and assign appropriate liability to make
sure that companies have a really strong incentive to look after those
pipelines, to renew them, and to maintain them appropriately.
Canada must have the safest pipelines in the world, and we need to
ensure that this pipeline safety act is well designed to achieve that
goal.

In the bill, the National Energy Board would be given increased
regulatory control over the 73,000 km of pipeline that transport more
than $100 billion worth of petroleum products across Canada
annually. Bill C-46 would build on previous moves to give the NEB
the authority to increase the number of pipeline inspections and
double the number of yearly safety audits. It does not guarantee the
NEB would actually do either of those things, but at least the bill
gives it the authority. In that sense, it is a step in the right direction.
The worry is the amount of discretion that would be given to cabinet
and to the NEB, as I mentioned earlier.

The NEB would also be asked to provide guidance on the best
available technologies for pipeline construction and operations. We
have seen the measures that set out how the government would work
with aboriginal communities and industry to develop a strategy to
better integrate aboriginal peoples and pipeline safety operations.
That is something those communities are very concerned about, for
obvious reasons. This would include planning, monitoring, incident
response, and related employment and business opportunities. I hope
this is an indication that we will see some progress in this area.

However, let us look at some of the key provisions in Bill C-46.
Previous speakers have noted that there would be at least the $1
billion absolute or no-fault liability limit. In other words, in a case
where there is negligence or fault shown, the liability would be in
fact unlimited. However, no-fault or absolute liability applies when
that negligence or fault is not shown. It means that no matter what
they have done, if the product is a deleterious product that could be
toxic, we would hold them accountable when there is a release of it,
whether or not it can be proven they were negligent. That is an
important measure because it is a valuable product and it produces
important revenues for the industry, so we have to hold them to
account appropriately. We are talking here about an unintended or
uncontrolled release of oil, gas, or other petroleum product from a
pipeline.

● (1320)

Absolute liability applies to companies operating major oil
pipelines; that is to say, those with capacity to transport at least
250,000 barrels per day of oil. Lesser amounts—so smaller pipelines
—will be prescribed by regulation for companies that operate
smaller pipelines.
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It should be noted that Bill C-46 confirms that the liability of the
companies operating pipelines would remain unlimited if the spill is
the result of negligence. Companies would be required to maintain
the financial resources to pay the amount of liability that applies to
them and must make sure that the resources are readily accessible to
ensure rapid response to any spill situation. They would be required,
as stated in the bill, to have the materials and equipment necessary
nearby in order to deal with a spill. I hope the NEB would enforce
that.

Under the bill, the NEB would have the authority to take control
of an incident response if a company were unable or unwilling to do
so and to order reimbursement of any level of government, whether
it be an aboriginal governing body or a federal-provincial-municipal
government or an individual, for cleanup costs. That is a positive
measure. Again, would be left to the discretion of the NEB, and that
discretion is a concern.

If the NEB takes control of an incident response, the government
may also establish a claims tribunal. Again, it is “may establish”. We
do not know that the government will do this; we hope it would. It
may also establish a claims tribunal to streamline claims for
compensation for those affected by the spill. This could be a good
measure, depending on how the government used its discretion in
implementing this.

While the government would provide the resources to take control
of an incident and set up a claims tribunal, it would have the
authority to recover the costs from the individual or the company.
That is a good thing.

The bill would also ensure that companies are liable for their
pipelines until they are removed from the ground, and the National
Energy Board would be authorized to make sure companies are
responsible for the maintenance of their abandoned pipelines.
Clearly these and other measures in Bill C-46 signify a much-
needed overhaul of the liability regime for federally regulated
pipelines.

The no-fault liability, the additional authorities given to the NEB,
and measures around abandoned pipelines are welcome, and the
Liberal Party will support sending the legislation for further study at
committee. I expect that the process will lead to amendments at
committee that strengthen this legislation. I hope we will be
surprised to find that the government will actually adopt such
amendments, because our past experience has been that this is not
the case.

For instance, groups like Ecojustice have already noted that the
effectiveness of the changes proposed in Bill C-46 would be left
largely to the discretion of the National Energy Board and the
government. I think this is an issue we will hear more about when
the bill goes to committee for further study.

To wrap up, as I said earlier, I was a bit surprised to be debating
Bill C-46 on the first day of the House coming back after the holiday
recess and given the fact that this legislation was only introduced on
December 8, 2014. Perhaps the haste with which the government is
proceeding has more to do with trying to restore public confidence in
pipelines after it has completely bungled the file so often.

As my colleague from Papineau has said, when it comes to
pipelines, the Prime Minister and the government are all hat and no
cattle. This is a government that has failed to effectively protect the
interests of the oil and gas sector or the environment. Of course, the
oil and gas sector needs pipelines to get its product to offshore
markets and other markets domestically in North America in the
safest manner possible. I suspect members would all agree that, in
terms of transportation of petroleum products, a pipeline is safer than
a truck or a train.

Look at the government's record. It has botched the handling of
the Keystone XL project. It bungled the northern gateway. It has
orphaned energy east. Let us not forget that this is a government that
has swallowed itself whole with regard to its attitude toward the
energy sector. It was not very long ago that the government and the
Prime Minister were constantly boasting about how Canada was a
petro-state. The Prime Minister boasted that we are an emerging
energy superpower to anyone who would listen. As a result of his
fixation with the oil and gas industry, his party became dismissive of
the importance of other sectors.

Of course, that was when the price of oil was in the $100 a barrel
range, and perhaps it will be there again in six months or a year. Who
knows when? However, now that the price of oil has fallen
dramatically, the Prime Minister and his minions have adopted a new
mantra to try to cover their incompetence and their failed economic
strategy to put all their eggs in one basket.

● (1325)

Today they are telling Canadians that the energy sector is just a
small percentage of Canada's GDP and that the economy as a whole
is strong. They should tell that to the workers who are experiencing
downsizing these days.

Some voters might believe the empty rhetoric, if there were not
obvious signs of panic and chaos within cabinet ranks. We have a
finance minister who one day says that his economic forecast
remains on target and the very next day says that he is forced to
delay the budget for several more months because of severe
economic uncertainty. How do those two things equate? How do
they go together? Clearly, the finance minister is hiding his budget,
for obvious reasons.

I hope the natural resources minister is not hiding the real reason
he is moving so quickly on Bill C-46. I hope the government is
serious about pipeline safety, when it comes to Bill C-46, and is not
just trying to cover up its ineptness and incompetence. I guess we
will find out when we see its response to our efforts to enhance and
strengthen this legislation to make sure that Canada has the safest
pipeline infrastructure in the world. I hope that means the
government will allow us to hear what experts have to say about
what the limit ought to be and how this bill ought to be amended to
be improved. After all, Canadians deserve nothing less.
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● (1330)

Mr. James Lunney (Nanaimo—Alberni, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
listened with much interest to our colleague across the way. I have a
lot of respect for my hon. colleague and for most of his remarks. If I
overlook the partisan nature of the last five minutes, he made some
very good points.

The member mentioned that we are bringing in new measures on
pipelines and an absolute liability of $1 billion. He mentioned that
there is Liberal support for measures around abandoned pipelines
and so on. There are a lot of good measures coming in to build on an
already tremendously successful pipeline record in Canada.

I think the member noted in his speech that there are some 73,000
kilometres of pipeline in Canada. Converted to miles, it is about
45,360 miles, with a few decimal points after that. That is almost two
times around the world.

I will just make this point, and then I will pose my question. We
had a pipeline going through Burnaby for more than 60 years, and
most people in Burnaby did not even know it was there until
someone, a few years ago, inadvertently put a backhoe through the
pipeline and caused a minor spill. There has been no environmental
disaster.

We have had a lot of furor, particularly in the community in
Burnaby and other places, about pipeline security.

We have one of the largest and most secure pipeline systems in
the entire world, and I appreciate the member acknowledging that. I
wonder if the member would acknowledge that there has been a lot
of media hype related to pipeline security, which has raised the angst
of the public, and that it is a good idea to emphasize the safety record
we have in this country, one that is enviable in the world. We are
looking to work with our colleagues to make sure it is even better
with the legislation before us today.

Hon. Geoff Regan: Mr. Speaker, I must say, first of all, that I was
impressed watching my colleague do the conversion in his head from
kilometres to miles. He said he could not come up with the decimals,
but I thought the rest was pretty precise. That was very impressive.

The member talked about how in a community in his riding there
is a pipeline that has been there for 60 years, and people do not know
it is there. One of the concerns we ought to have as we look at this
bill and what the limits should be and how we regulate the pipeline
sector is the concern that where there are pipelines that have been in
place for 60 years they are being properly maintained and checked.

I am sure my colleague knows about the mechanisms used to run
through pipelines. They are called pigs that go through pipelines.
They are not actual pigs. That is the name of the machine that goes
through the pipeline to examine the condition of the pipeline. We
need to make sure that this is being done as it should be and that no
pipeline is left in the ground longer than it ought to be, becoming a
danger.

While it is true, as the member noted, and as I did earlier, that the
safety record of pipelines in our country is enviable, it is not perfect,
and we want to perfect it. The last thing we want in any community
is a spill of oil or any kind of petroleum product, especially one that
ends up in some of our fresh water or soil. That is a grave concern.

It is very important that we look at this in detail. I hope to be able
to have a thorough study of this bill at committee.

Hon. John McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I thank the member for his speech, and I share his
skepticism with respect to whether we will have a thorough study in
committee. However, hope springs eternal, and maybe in 2015 a
committee will actually study it and make recommendations, and the
government will actually make changes to the bill.

I would like to get the member's commentary on the $1-billion
threshold for liability. As the member rightly points out, it is a no-
fault threshold, and thereafter it is unlimited liability. In the matter of
oil spills, particularly significant ones, $1 billion is actually just a
rounding error. It is nothing in terms of the catastrophic effect an oil
spill can have. To use my own community of Toronto as an example,
if there were an oil spill and it leaked into Lake Ontario close to a
water pipe intake, the consequences would be catastrophic

I wonder whether the committee might actually give some thought
to whether $1 billion is a threshold. In fact, liability beyond $1
billion is limited by bankruptcy legislation. No company is immune
from bankruptcy, and a company can hit its bankruptcy threshold
pretty quickly in some of these things.

The third thing I would like the member to comment on is a
terrorist incident. If there were a series of well-planned incidents by
people who wished to do us harm, how would the liability play
through, both for the $1-billion threshold and the post-$1-billion
threshold?

● (1335)

Hon. Geoff Regan: Mr. Speaker, on this question, I think it is
important that the committee actually look at the options in terms of
what the threshold should be for absolute liability.

It is kind of an odd coincidence that when the government has
done its calculation, when it has weighed all the factors it thinks
ought to be weighed, it so happens to have picked this round number
of $1 billion. Why is that the number, and why do the Conservatives
feel that it is the correct number?

That is why it is important to have experts talk to us about what
might be the impact on the environment and on the industry if there
was a different threshold. What is the argument for this particular
threshold, and what are the arguments for other possible thresholds?
I think the NDP is saying, basically, that it should be unlimited, but
let us hear the argument on that and the impact it would have.

My hon. colleague talked about bankruptcy. I think another
consideration here is insurance. It is not just a question of whether
the company itself goes bankrupt in a case like this. It is also a
question of whether the insurance company also goes bankrupt. One
would expect the insurance to cover the consequences of a spill and
to cover the liability provided for in the legislation, whether it is
unlimited liability where fault is found or absolute liability where no
fault is found.
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Hon. John McKay: Mr. Speaker, with friends like me, he does
not need any enemies. This is actually an opportunity to have a real
debate about this liability, as opposed to the usual nonsense that
passes for debate around here.

I wonder whether the concept of pooled insurance would be a
concept the committee might consider. It may well be similar to
Lloyd's of London. The insurance company would take the first hit
on the liability, and thereafter some form of Lloyd's-type insurance,
either from the industry itself or from Lloyd's, would actually pick
up the balance.

I appreciate the significance of the cost of the premiums, but on
the other hand, as they say in the economics trade, these are
externalities. These externalities are things that heretofore we have
not actually factored into the cost of transporting carbon. We feel it is
perfectly fine to pollute the environment, the water, the air, and that
sort of thing and not price it, as opposed to other forms of energy
generation. These are the kinds of things I would like to see a
committee get into.

Does the member accept the minister's statement that it is 99.99%
safe? There seem to be a heck of a lot of incidents in the newspaper
about spills, small and large.

The Deputy Speaker: The member is going to use up all the time,
and the member for Halifax West is not going to have an opportunity
to respond.

The member for Halifax West.

● (1340)

Hon. Geoff Regan: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate your intervention.

I do not think I can answer all the points and questions my hon.
colleague raised. It is remarkable. In my time in this job, I have
found it interesting how often some of the most fascinating debates
around here happen within our own Liberal caucus. It is great to
have discussions, because we need to have that kind of debate
around here.

I think this question of pooled insurance is one we ought to
consider. We have to have enough companies in the sector to make it
worthwhile. For instance, in the nuclear sector in the U.S.,
apparently there are enough to do it, while it would not work here
in the nuclear sector. Perhaps it might work well in the pipeline
sector. It is a good question to raise in committee. I hope we will
have the chance, with a good study of the bill, to do so.

Mr. Guy Lauzon (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I will be sharing my time with the member
from Saskatoon—Humboldt today.

Let me begin by saying I am very pleased to have the opportunity
to speak to the pipeline safety act and its critical importance to all
Canadians.

Most Canadians hardly think twice about the impact pipelines
have on their day-to-day lives. These energy highways are essential
for delivering energy that Canadians need to heat our homes, power
industries, and fuel our vehicles. When Canadians turn up the
thermostat, we hardly bat an eye. We tend not to consider where
energy comes from. Like mine, most homes in Canada are heated
with natural gas, all of which is delivered by pipelines, but

Canadians do not need to give it a second thought, because it all
happens so safely and seamlessly every single day.

Behind the scenes is a vast network of federally regulated
pipelines. There are some 73,000 kilometres throughout Canada.
These pipelines transport $100 billion worth of oil and natural gas
each year. When we stop to think about it, energy fuels our daily
lives and pipelines carry that energy. Pipelines are used to move oil
from producers to refineries and on to customers right across the
country. Whether we travel by car, bus, train, boat, or airplane, our
journey is fuelled by energy that was most likely transported by
pipelines at some point.

The oil and gas sector is tremendously important to Canada. It
generates almost 8% of Canada's gross domestic product. As
members know, energy is our leading export. Central to all of this
economic activity are Canada's pipelines. In fact, 94% of all
Canadian transportation is fuelled by energy from petroleum
products moved by pipelines.

One thing is certain: pipelines are the cornerstone of Canada's oil
and gas sector and are also an important national industry. In 2012,
pipelines added nearly $9 billion to Canada's gross domestic product
and over 6,800 jobs. They also account for between $40 billion and
$55 billion in private sector investment each year. That is a lot of
dollars being invested in the Canadian economy.

It seems that Canadians cannot pick up a newspaper or turn on the
television these days without hearing about pipelines. Some
Canadians have concerns about pipelines after a few recent
incidents, but when it comes to safety, Canada's record is
outstanding. In fact, our pipelines are among the safest in the world.
Between 2008 and 2013, 99.999% of oil delivered through federally
regulated pipelines arrived safely. As a result, our pipeline safety
record easily tops that of Europe and the United States. What is
more, during the last three years, 100% of the liquids spilled by these
pipelines were completely recovered. Therefore, pipelines have
proven to be one of the safest means of delivering the energy we all
use.

Every day, Canadian pipeline companies move about three million
barrels of oil. Moving the same amount of oil would require 15,000
tanker trucks or 4,200 railcars. Transporting oil through pipelines
also consumes less energy and causes fewer greenhouse gas
emissions.

However, we know we can always do better, and when it comes to
the safety of Canadians and the safety of our environment, there is
no second best. That is why new pipeline safety legislation is so
important. With this legislation, the Government of Canada is
building on its already impressive safety record through a suite of
measures in the areas of prevention, preparedness and response, and
liability and compensation. We are taking action to strengthen
pipeline safety and modernize the National Energy Board Act.
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This legislation proposes preventative measures that will clarify
the rules and responsibilities of pipeline owners to prevent pipeline
incidents, increase safety for Canadians, and better protect the
environment. It will ensure that pipeline operators have the financial
resources to respond in the unlikely event that an incident occurs.
For example, major oil pipeline operators will be required to show
proof of $1 billion in financial resources. In addition, they will be
required to carry a certain portion of these resources as cash on hand
in order to ensure an immediate response.

● (1345)

New regulations would also give the National Energy Board the
power to directly administer tough new penalties that would address
contraventions quickly so that larger issues would not arise in the
future. We would enshrine the polluter pays principle in law so that
polluters, not Canadian taxpayers, would be held financially
responsible for the costs and damages they caused.

The bill also introduces absolute or no-fault liability. This means
that pipeline operators would be held liable even when fault or
negligence has not been proven. For companies operating major oil
pipelines, the amount of absolute liability would be set at $1 billion.
The pipeline safety act would also give the NEB authority to take
control of incident response and cleanup if a company is unable or
unwilling to do so. At the same time, it would expand the authority
of the National Energy Board to recover costs from industry if the
NEB ever steps in and takes charge.

Beyond the legislation itself, our government is taking a wider
approach to pipeline safety and resource development. We are
deeply committed to working directly with aboriginal peoples in all
aspects of pipeline safety operations, including planning, monitor-
ing, incident response, and related employment and business
opportunities. We believe that aboriginal peoples must be partners
in everything we do, from ensuring the safety of our pipeline system
to protecting our marine environment from incidents to sharing in
the benefits of developing our resources. That is why our
Conservative government is working with aboriginal peoples to
ensure the responsible development of our resources and the long-
term prosperity of our communities for the benefit of all Canadians.

Taken together, these measures would ensure that Canada's
pipeline safety system is world class and among the safest in the
world. Building safe pipelines is something Canadians have done
well for decades now; with the proposed legislation, we are making
Canada's robust pipeline safety system even safer.

When it comes to the handling of oil and gas, our government
should and will strive for the highest safety standards possible.
Canadians expect and deserve nothing less. Canada's pipelines carry
the products that fuel our economy, support the livelihoods of
thousands of Canadians, and support our day-to-day high quality of
life. I am a big promoter of continuing the great record we have.

Mr. Bruce Hyer (Thunder Bay—Superior North, GP): Mr.
Speaker, my dad was an investment banker and taught me from the
time I was two that the first rule of business is “Buy low, sell high.”
Here in Canada, we buy the world's most expensive oil in the east.
We have an 80% dependency on oil from places like Arabia, Nigeria,
and Venezuela, oil that has a large carbon footprint and is very
expensive, and we sell at a huge discount in the west.

Yes, we want safer pipelines. This act is not going to do it without
some major changes, but the real question for the member is this:
does he understand that we have to reduce our use and export of oil,
that we need to transport it more safely, and that this bill is not going
to do what we really need to do, which is to stop putting all of our
eggs in the oil basket?

● (1350)

Mr. Guy Lauzon: Mr. Speaker, diversity is, of course, a key to
the success of our Canadian economy. Yes, I agree with the member
opposite that we have to look at all alternatives for energy, but when
we have a 99.999% success rate using pipelines to transport oil, it is
incumbent on us to continue to look at this as a very viable option.
With this new act, we would even improve on that record.

As long as we are going to use oil as an energy source, we need to
do the best job we can in transporting it. Pipelines have one of the
finest records so far, and this act will do nothing but improve that
record.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
there is no doubt that the issue of pipeline safety is of great concern
for Canadians from coast to coast to coast. We understand and
appreciate the need to capitalize on the potential of Canada's
contribution of a very important energy source, but in looking at the
legislation, one cannot help but be somewhat disappointed, in the
sense that the government seems to be offloading quite a bit through
regulations and the National Energy Board. The government could
have been more precise in terms of how it is going to deliver that
world-class pipeline safety.

My question for the member is this: does he not believe that the
government has fallen short, in terms of having stronger legislation
that would have provided assurance to Canadians that we are in fact
serious about going forward?

Yes, we have a great record on pipeline safety, but there is more
that we could have done through legislation, as opposed to being so
dependent upon regulation. I would ask him to comment on that.

Mr. Guy Lauzon: Mr. Speaker, the member agreed that our
record is great, and it is nice to hear that from an opposition member.
I must say, though, that the previous government's record was not
necessarily great. We lived through a period of time of about 13
years when that particular government's record was not great.

January 26, 2015 COMMONS DEBATES 10571

Government Orders



Now our government is doing what it is supposed to do. We are
supposed to keep Canadians safe and we are supposed to keep our
economy growing and going forward, and this is what the act is all
about. It would push the economy of this wonderful country forward
and ensure that we deliver energy in a safe, secure manner. The bill
would do nothing but that.

The Deputy Speaker: Resuming debate, the hon. member for
Saskatoon—Humboldt.

I advise the member that he will have approximately six to six and
a half minutes before we end the debate for question period.

Mr. Brad Trost (Saskatoon—Humboldt, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
like many members who arrive late on Monday mornings as a result
of flights, I unfortunately have not been able to listen to all of the
remarks of my hon. colleagues, so I hope I do not engage in too
much duplication in my remarks.

By way of quick summary, as someone who has been on the
natural resources committee, I would point out that I quite enjoy
doing legislation like this. The pipeline safety act and the other
safety acts we have done clearly demonstrate how we as a
government and as responsible legislators try to bring together
natural resources and the environment to provide for safety and to
deliver results for all Canadians. This is something that we
sometimes take for granted here in this country, because we have
a modern society, a technologically advanced society, a clean society
and clean industry that in many parts of the country is based on
natural resources.

Other parts of the world do not necessarily have this. They
produce natural resources and products for world markets, but they
do not always have the safety, the technology, or the culture and
mentality to deliver and produce natural resources in a safe way.
That is why I enjoy talking about issues such as the pipeline safety
act. Canada does have extraordinary expertise with respect to
pipelines and an extraordinary safety record. The environment and
oil production can go hand in hand.

I will make some comments on what I think a few other people
will already have said in this debate, but which need repeating.

Building and operating safe pipelines is something that Canadians
have done well for decades. Federally regulated pipelines in Canada
have transported 99.999% of oil safely. Our environmental
performance has been strong. It is world class. As technology and
regulations are improved, safety standards are raised.

The government has structured its plan based upon four key
objectives. First of all, we make regulatory review processes for
major projects and pipelines fit in a more timely and predictable way.
Another goal of all of our legislation involving natural resources and
issues like pipelines is to reduce duplication. We also try to
strengthen protections for the environment in everything that we do.
Our government is also strongly committed to engaging first nations
in every aspect of resource development.

Across Canada the opportunities for prosperity in aboriginal
communities from infrastructure and resource development have
never been greater. It is one of the reasons the government is
determined to forging a strong and lasting relationship with
aboriginal peoples in Canada in the development of oil and gas

resources. There are not many economic opportunities for many
aboriginal communities located in rural areas, except for natural
resources.

Over the past year, as part of its responsible resource development
plan, the government has initiated a series of new measures to ensure
the safe development of natural resources. We introduced new
enforcement mechanisms and monetary penalties for non-compli-
ance, along with new legislation, regulations, standards, and
environmental requirements. Oil and gas pipeline inspections have
increased by 50% a year and comprehensive audits of pipelines have
doubled.

The government has also brought in tough new measures for oil
tankers to ensure the safe transportation of our energy resources
through our waterways. With respect to the Safeguarding Canada's
Seas and Skies Act, an expert panel reviewed Canada's current
tanker safety. As Canadians can see, we are committed to safety from
the second oil is pumped from the ground right up until the time it is
delivered and leaves not only our lands but our waters as well.
Building on these measures the government is taking steps to
improve the pipeline safety record and ensure that it remains truly
world class.

The new legislation focuses on prevention, preparedness, response
liability, and compensation. It takes concrete action to strengthen
pipeline safety and would modernize the National Energy Board Act.

● (1355)

I am just going to summarize my remarks by saying that in
everything we do, we should have in mind a motto that goes
something like this:

Good, better, best,
Let's never rest.
Our good is better;
Our better is best.

That rule should apply to everything in this place, and especially
to environmentally sensitive legislation. Legislation like this would
help to protect Canada's environment while our natural resources are
developed.

STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS

[Translation]

MICHEL GUIMOND

Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, Ind.): Mr.
Speaker, it was with great sadness that we learned of the passing of
our colleague, Michel Guimond, the hon. member for Montmorency
—Charlevoix—Haute-Côte-Nord from 1993 to 2011, with whom I
had the honour and pleasure of sitting for seven years.

Michel had a distinguished career as a lawyer, a municipal
councillor, a lecturer, a sovereignist member of Parliament, the chief
whip of the Bloc Québécois, a municipal chief of staff, and the list
goes on. Through his career he made a difference in the lives of
many.
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He was loved and respected by friends and foes alike. He will be
remembered for his determination, passion, outspokenness, and fiery
and lively spirit. His straight talk is probably still echoing in this
House. Nonetheless, he was above all a very giving person. I would
be remiss if I did not mention his love of singing. In the evening, he
would often regale us with his famous version of Piano Man.

I offer my deepest condolences to his partner, former MP Johanne
Deschamps, his two children, his grandson, his parents, his entire
family and all his friends.

Michel, you are gone too soon, but everyone you befriended,
served and helped will never forget you. Thank you, my friend.

* * *

● (1400)

ASSISTANCE TO BUSINESSES

Mr. Pierre Lemieux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, last week, I was proud to
announce more than $120,000 in federal funding for two businesses
in Rockland, Ontario: RONA J. Lalonde & Fils and A. Potvin
Construction.

Our federal government fully supports these types of businesses
and is committed to doing so, not just by providing grants, but also
through many initiatives that yield positive results.

For example, under our leadership, we have reduced corporate
income taxes from 22% to 15%.

[English]

These significant tax reductions strengthen our businesses; they
keep more of their hard earned money to reinvest in their employees
and create new jobs. This is a winning recipe for economic growth
and job creation.

[Translation]

I am delighted that our government provides ongoing support for
our businesses, which promotes the growth of the Canadian
economy and all our local economies.

* * *

PRESERVATION OF OUR NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

Mrs. Djaouida Sellah (Saint-Bruno—Saint-Hubert, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, my riding of Saint-Bruno—Saint-Hubert is in a forest
corridor with 4,000 wetlands and 18 exceptional forest ecosystems.
It is also home to no fewer than 84 endangered species.

Today, I would like to recognize Nature-Action Québec, the
Fondation du Mont-Saint-Bruno, the City of Saint-Bruno and all of
the people who work to preserve our natural environment.

Because of their commitment, our region is rich in biodiversity.
Too often, the personal interests of certain members of the other
chamber threaten these areas that we hold dear.

That is why I am inviting my constituents to join the many
conservation projects of Nature-Action Québec, the Fondation du
Mont-Saint-Bruno and the City of Saint-Bruno, so that we can
continue to enjoy a healthy environment.

YOUR LIFE CHALLENGE: 28 DAYS WITHOUTALCOHOL

Mr. Jacques Gourde (Lotbinière—Chutes-de-la-Chaudière,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, how can we properly and easily understand
the role that alcohol plays in our lives? I invite the people of Canada,
the people of Quebec and the people of Lotbinière—Chutes-de-la-
Chaudière to learn the answer to that question by joining me in the
Longest 28 Days of Your Life Challenge.

The objective of the challenge is to raise $100,000 and to make
50,000 teens aged 12-14 more aware of the many risks of using
alcohol and drugs.

We all know that over the long term, irresponsible alcohol use has
devastating effects on young people, their friends, and their family.

I invite everyone who wants to join in, for one dollar a day for 28
days, to track their progress with the help of a downloadable mobile
app and to work together to achieve the objective of this second
Longest 28 Days of Your Life Challenge.

* * *

[English]

ALZHEIMER'S AWARENESS MONTH

Mr. Frank Valeriote (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, January is
Alzheimer's Awareness Month, a time to renew our efforts to be
more attentive to and to better combat Alzheimer's disease, its
stigma, and the heavy burden it places on the family and caregivers
of the hundreds of thousands of Canadian sufferers.

In Canada, someone is diagnosed with Alzheimer's disease every
5 minutes, and with baby boomers approaching their senior years,
this rate will increase exponentially over the next few decades.
Beyond the $33 billion direct cost to our economy, this disease takes
a terrible physical, psychological, and financial toll on the many
families who care for a loved one with a form of dementia.

Family caregivers spend hundreds of unpaid hours a year looking
after loved ones with cognitive impairment. It shook the foundation
of my family when my father, Mico Valeriote, developed
Alzheimer's. The disease took a terrible toll, not only on his quality
of life, but it also dramatically altered how my mother, siblings, and I
related to him and to each other.

In his memory and the memory of so many Canadians with
Alzheimer's we all know, let us be the difference this year.

* * *

JOHN A. MACDONALD

Mr. Chungsen Leung (Willowdale, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is my
honour today to rise in honour of Canada's first prime minister, Sir
John A. Macdonald, as we celebrate the 200th anniversary of his
birth this year.

Our first prime minister turned his vision of trade and prosperity
into a reality. Sir John A. Macdonald approached challenges without
intimidation and asked for a big vision for Canada.
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Canada's first prime minister was the first national leader to
attempt to grant women and aboriginals the right to vote. Sir John A.
Macdonald is remembered for his role in expansion of Canada's
boundaries from sea to sea, the completion of the Canadian Pacific
Railway and the creation of the North-West Mounted Police.

The 200th anniversary of Sir John A. Macdonald's birth speaks to
what Canadians have accomplished together, to the historical
moments that have served to define us and to the promising future
of this great country. In this country, where we celebrate our
diversity, our values of freedom, unity and tolerance, let us be
reminded of the great works of our first prime minister, but above all,
let us be Canadians.

* * *

● (1405)

[Translation]

PIERRE-ANDRÉ FOURNIER

Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas-
ques, NDP):Mr. Speaker, last Sunday, over 1,500 people gathered at
the Saint-Robert-Bellarmin church in Rimouski to pay their final
respects to Monsignor Pierre-André Fournier, Archbishop of
Rimouski and president of the Assembly of Quebec Catholic
Bishops, who died suddenly on January 10.

Although he was the Archbishop of Rimouski for just six years, he
loved his adoptive community and region deeply, and was so
beloved in return by the people of his diocese that one would have
thought he had been archbishop there for 60 years.

Humble and genuine, he was so approachable and so close to
people that many of his friends called him PAF, after his initials. He
had a gift for making every person he spoke to feel that he or she was
the most important person in the world to him at that moment. He
spent countless hours with the poor, the vulnerable and the
marginalized, exemplifying his episcopal motto, “Blessed are the
poor.”

He gave generously of himself. Rarely did he turn down an
invitation from his community, be it to a community supper or a
meeting to stand up for what mattered to the region.

As one person in the enormous crowd of people who attended the
funeral called out, “Thank you, PAF”, not just for everything you
did, but also for everything you were.

* * *

[English]

COMMUNITY SERVICE

Mr. Brad Trost (Saskatoon—Humboldt, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
today, we honour Ron Ardell of Saskatoon, who exemplifies the
faith of the common man that inspires us all.

Ron and his wife of 40 years, MaryAnn, met at Moose Lake bible
camp, where he was a camp counsellor and she was the camp nurse.
They raised a family of three boys and supported many local
community and sports events, flipping thousands of burger with fried
onions for good causes.

Ron's tireless support of grassroots democracy focused on pro-life
and pro-family issues, as evidenced by his missing working in only
two federal and provincial election campaigns in his entire adult life.
A lifelong supporter of the local church, Ron views it as a calling to
reach out to community and fellow neighbours in friendship and
love.

In 2012, he received his Master of Theology degree, reflecting his
lifelong love of God's word.

In 2013, he received a Queen Elizabeth II Diamond Jubilee Medal
for lifelong volunteer efforts. In all that he has done, Ron has made
putting Jesus Christ first and foremost in his life, running life's race
alongside his wife and family.

I will miss my friend. I thank him for being there.

* * *

DAVID WYNN

Mrs. Joy Smith (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
want to express my sincere condolences to the family of Constable
David Wynn, who will be laid to rest in St. Albert, Alberta, today.

Today, I stand with all of the families that have lost loved ones in
the line of duty. What a tragedy that four RCMP officers were killed
in the line of duty this past year.

With my own son being an RCMP officer who was on the ground
following the Moncton shooting, I know the sacrifice and dedication
it takes to be in the force, but none know that sacrifice more
personally, more profoundly or more painfully than the families and
colleagues of a fallen officer.

I would like to thank all police officers from all across our great
nation for continuing to ensure that our communities and our
families are safe. Truly, they serve and protect.

* * *

POVERTY

Mr. Robert Chisholm (Dartmouth—Cole Harbour, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I would like to thank the United Way for hosting its “Living
on the Edge” poverty experience in Halifax last week. As I worked
my way through the simulation, it was a powerful reminder of just
how difficult life in poverty can be.

Poverty is not just about a lack of employment or money; it is a
lack of safe affordable housing, reliable transportation, healthy food,
child care, prescription medication, education and training. Poverty
can box us in, limit our choices and rob us of our dignity.

I am grateful for the many organizations in and the people of
Dartmouth—Cole Harbour who work tirelessly on these issues,
including the Dartmouth Family Centre, the Public Good Society of
Dartmouth, Feeding Others of Dartmouth, the Dartmouth Learning
Network and the Circle of Care Society furniture bank, to name but a
few.

As life becomes unaffordable for more and more Canadians, let us
hope that 2015 is the year the government finally makes the
elimination of poverty a top priority.
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● (1410)

TAXATION

Mr. Scott Armstrong (Cumberland—Colchester—Musquodo-
boit Valley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, over the break I was pleased to talk
to hundreds of families across Cumberland—Colchester—Musquo-
doboit Valley. I was pleased to hear the confidence they had that our
Prime Minister would protect the tax cuts that our government was
delivering for Canadian families. They also expressed their concern
with the Liberal leader's plan to actually reverse these tax cuts,
raising taxes for Canadian families across the whole country.

This year, every parent in Canada will receive tax cuts equal to
about $2,000 per child thanks to our expansion of family tax cuts
and the universal child care benefit.

The Liberal leader has pledged to reverse these tax cuts and is
threatening to do exactly what Liberal elites always do: raise taxes
on ordinary hard-working people and spending it on big bureaucratic
programs because they do not trust parents to make choices for their
own families.

Canadians know that this Conservative government will continue
to deliver these tax cuts and they can count on it to do what is right
for Canadian families.

* * *

[Translation]

MAURICE DUMAS

Ms. Mylène Freeman (Argenteuil—Papineau—Mirabel,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would like to take this opportunity to pay
tribute to a former member for Argenteuil—Papineau—Mirabel,
Maurice Dumas, who passed away on January 17, 2014, at age 87
and eight months.

He served the people of my riding with integrity for seven years,
from 1993 to 2000, just as he served all Quebeckers with integrity
throughout his entire life.

He was a passionate man and a proud nationalist who loved the
French language and Quebec culture. Mr. Dumas was a man of
action who dedicated his life to moving our society forward. He will
be remembered as a caring man with strong roots in the community
he worked so hard for.

I invite all members of the House to join me in extending our
sincere condolences to Mr. Dumas's family and friends and in
remembering one of our colleagues, whose commitment should
serve as an example to us all.

* * *

[English]

RUSSIA

Mr. Ted Opitz (Etobicoke Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the
Russian-backed proxies of Vladimir Putin attacked Mariupol killing
and wounding over 100 people, a criminal act using Russian
supplied weapons like those that shot down MH317.

Nadiya Savchenko, a Ukrainian MP and former pilot, was
kidnapped by Putin's proxies in Luhansk last June 17 and delivered

to Russia bound and gagged. She is jailed in Russia and resisting
with a hunger strike.

Savchenko is falsely accused of involvement in the death of a
Russian journalist and entering Russia illegally. Putin claims she is a
prisoner of war, but Putin claims he is not waging war in Ukraine.
This is right out of the KGB cold war playbook: lies, obfuscation,
kidnapping, murders and proxy wars.

Vladamir Putin is turning Russia into a pariah state. The Russian
people are suffering through a failing economy and Putin's rogue
behaviour. They deserve better leaders, leaders that the international
community can respect.

Today is Free Savchenko Day and Canada calls for Nadiya
Savchenko to be freed.

Slava Ukraini.

* * *

DAVID WYNN

Mr. Justin Trudeau (Papineau, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to offer our respects on the death of a courageous and honourable
Canadian, RCMP Constable David Wynn.

[Translation]

Constable Wynn was shot in the line of duty as he tried to
apprehend a criminal in St. Albert, Alberta. Tragically, he
succumbed to his injuries last week.

[English]

All of us in this place know the bravery of the men and women
who work to protect us. My whole life, I have been fortunate to see
first-hand the selflessness of the RCMP in times of crisis, and I am
reminded of it today.

Constable Wynn's wife, Shelly, said that the RCMP's recent
support had been unbelievable. I rise today to say that she and her
three boys have the support of the entire House, and of all
Canadians. We stand with them, and we will never forget his
sacrifice.

* * *

TAXATION

Mr. Joe Daniel (Don Valley East, CPC): Mr. Speaker, under the
strong and dependable leadership of our Prime Minister, our
government will balance the budget and put money where it
belongs: in the pockets of hard-working Canadians. The last thing
we can do is put our economy at risk with high taxes and debt
promised by the Liberals and the NDP.

With the enhancement of the universal child care benefit, moms
and dads in my riding of Don Valley East and across the country will
receive nearly $2,000 per year for every child under 6 and $720 per
year for every child between the ages of 6 and 17. However, the
NDP and Liberals want to take this money away and spend it on big
government bureaucracy instead.
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Our government understands the challenge of balancing a family
budget and saving for education, while ensuring that Canadian
children can take advantage of the opportunities available to them.

On this side of the House, we know Canadian families deserve to
make their own decisions and we are proud to be the only party
standing up for them.

* * *
● (1415)

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

Speaker, climate change continues to be a threat to our future and
costs our economy billions of dollars, but the Conservatives continue
to evade any action on the climate crisis.

The Prime Minister promised to introduce regulations on oil and
gas emissions. For years, that was his stock answer: “Just wait for
the regulations.” Then one day, the Prime Minister decided his own
plan was “crazy”. Despite promising a cap and trade system in the
2008 campaign, Conservatives now say they are opposed to dealing
with the climate crisis.

What about the Liberals? Just a few days ago, the leader of the
Liberal Party announced that he did not believe in any federal role in
dealing with climate change. Shame. This is the voice of a corporate
party that champions the Keystone pipeline and says that carbon
pricing is for others.

Only the NDP can be counted on to take action on climate change.
Later this year, with a new NDP government, we will take action
because Canadians deserve better from their government.

* * *

DAVID WYNN
Mr. Jim Eglinski (Yellowhead, CPC):Mr. Speaker, today, joined

by family, friends and members of his law enforcement family,
Constable David Wynn will be laid to rest in St. Albert, Alberta.
With a heavy heart, we pay our respects to Constable Wynn for his
dedication and service to our nation.

He was an RCMP officer, a paramedic, a father of three and was
noted for his work in local minor hockey and the food drive during
Christmas.

Let us also spare a thought for Auxiliary Constable Derek Bond,
his partner who was also shot in the line of duty and is recovering.

Together, these two brave officers worked to keep us safe, and for
that they have our gratitude. The horrific tragedy in St. Albert was a
stark reminder of the dangers faced by all law enforcement officers.

On behalf of the government and all Canadians, I would like to
thank all front-line police officers for putting themselves in harm's
way each and every day to keep us safe.

* * *

DAVID WYNN
The Speaker: I understand there have been discussions among

representatives of all parties in the House and there is agreement that
we now rise and observe a moment of silence to commemorate

RCMP Constable David Matthew Wynn who died on January 21,
2015, as a result of injuries sustained in the line of duty.

[A moment of silence observed]

ORAL QUESTIONS

[Translation]

NATIONAL DEFENCE

Hon. Thomas Mulcair (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, last fall, the NDP asked clear and specific questions about
the deployment in Iraq. The Conservatives repeatedly said that our
soldiers would be training the Iraqis and would definitely not be
accompanying them into combat.

Now, the Chief of the Defence Staff has confirmed that the
mission has changed and that our soldiers are accompanying Iraqi
troops to the front lines. The Minister of National Defence says that
there are no longer any limits on Canada's engagement. That is not
what the Prime Minister said in the House in the fall.

Why have the Conservatives kept the truth from Canadians?

● (1420)

[English]

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, that is not in fact the case. We were very clear before
Parliament that our special forces would be in a position to advise
and assist, and that is exactly what they are doing. From the reports
that I have, they are doing an outstanding job. Of course there are
risks, but they are risks that are being managed. We are 100% behind
our armed forces, and everyone can be proud of the work that they
are doing.

Hon. Thomas Mulcair (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, we are proud of our forces and less proud of a government
that does not tell the truth to Canadians.

Last fall the Prime Minister specifically said that Canadian Forces
would not be pinpointing targets on the ground. The Chief of the
Defence Staff agreed that such a role would be a “semi-combat role”
and would not fit with a non-combat mission.

Is the Minister of National Defence now telling us that he
disagrees with the Chief of the Defence Staff and with his own Prime
Minister, or is he finally willing to admit that this is indeed a combat
mission?

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, we have been very clear. We have been giving continuous
updates to members of the opposition and to the public, just as we
indicated that we would do.

He asks if I agree with the Prime Minister. The Prime Minister
says that if Canadian Armed Forces are shot at, they will shoot back,
and I am very proud of the work that they are doing.
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Hon. Thomas Mulcair (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, of course they have to defend themselves, but the real
question is why the government put them in harm's way after
promising Canadians they would not be at the front. That is the real
question.

We learned more today. We learned that our forces have been
caught up in even more firefights. How many gun battles, how many
air strikes, how many targets painted by our troops on the ground
before the Prime Minister or this minister finally admits that our
troops are indeed in a combat mission? Stop playing with words. Our
troops deserve better.

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, we have been very clear throughout that we are there to
assist the Iraqis in their fight against this terrorist organization and
we are there in support of our air fighters who are operating out of
Kuwait. I know the NDP has some problems with this, but I believe
most Canadians are 100% with us behind our Canadian Armed
Forces when they stand up against terrorism and take the fight to
them.

* * *

[Translation]

THE ECONOMY

Hon. Thomas Mulcair (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, the Bank of Canada lowered its prime rate to less than 1%,
the lowest rate since the financial crisis.

The bank seems to fully understand the economic risks and the
potential impact on the middle class. Analysts and economists are
sounding the alarm. We have been sounding the alarm for quite some
time, but the Conservatives' only response has been to panic and
delay the budget in the hope that things will work themselves out.
Crossing one's fingers is not a good economic plan.

Where is the budget?

Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our
growth rate is higher than that of most G7 countries.

[English]

The Bank of Canada itself has said that our economic growth will
be superior to 2%. The IMF actually was more optimistic: it said
2.3%. We will honour our commitments to the provinces to increase
our transfer payments, we will honour our promises to four million
Canadian families, we will honour our promises to 780,000 small
businesses, and we will balance our budget.

Hon. Thomas Mulcair (Leader of the Opposition, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, for nine years the Prime Minister has put all of our
economic eggs in the resource extraction basket, leaving our
economy at the mercy of falling oil prices. The Prime Minister has
dithered as hundreds of thousands of well-paid manufacturing jobs
have disappeared. Now, with a string of bankruptcies across the retail
industry, he is watching tens of thousands of those jobs disappear as
well.

Where is the Prime Minister's plan? When will he start creating
the next generation of middle-class jobs? Where is the budget?

The minister said one thing and its opposite day after day last
week. He—

● (1425)

The Speaker: The hon. Minister of Finance.

Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
Canadians understand that we have a highly diversified economy.
The manufacturing sector is something that we are proud of and that
will continue to be an important contributor to the Canadian
economy. It will be advantaged now by several things: the decline in
energy prices and the fact that more growth will come to the global
economy, particularly the U.S. economy.

We have a plan. The plan has created 1.2 million net new jobs. We
have reduced taxes for Canadians. The last thing that Canada needs
now is a high-tax plan, a bureaucratic plan, which will drive us—

The Speaker: The hon. member for Papineau.

Mr. Justin Trudeau (Papineau, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, instead of a
plan to strengthen Canada's middle class, the Conservatives
responded to the drop in oil prices with confusion, delays, and
secrecy. In the fall the minister tabled an update rejecting $81 per
barrel for oil. Today oil is closer to $45. Exactly how much has that
difference cost the government so far?

Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Finance, CPC):Mr. Speaker, when
I presented the economic and fiscal action plan, we based our results,
our bottom line, on the price then. We made an adjustment of $2.5
billion, and when we present our budget we will take into account
the 15 private sector economists, as we always do, and will base our
projections on their projections.

What we are saying to Canadians is that they should be reassured
that we have a strong economy. We will balance the budget and we
will honour our commitments.

Mr. Justin Trudeau (Papineau, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the
minister's officials have given him the answer to my question. He
is choosing not to share that with Canadians.

[Translation]

The Minister of Employment and Social Development said that
the government would refrain from using the contingency reserve.
The Minister of Finance said the opposite, that the reserve might be
used. All this ad libbing by the government is bad for Canada's
economy.

Which of these two ministers, who head major departments, is
right?

[English]

Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, there
is no difference in our economic forecast. We base it on private
sector economists, all 15 of them. We take the average, and that is
what we base our projections on.

Last week the leader of the Liberal Party told the hundreds of
thousands of people working in the manufacturing sector that they
should find another job. He has turned his back on manufacturing
just at the moment that the manufacturing sector is emerging from
the recession. It is the worst possible message to send to—

The Speaker: The hon. member for Papineau.
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NATIONAL DEFENCE

Mr. Justin Trudeau (Papineau, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, all
Canadians support the right of our forces to defend themselves
when they are sent into harm's way. The government said our ground
forces would advise and assist, but not accompany, Iraqi troops.
Now we find out they are routinely on the front lines. Why did the
government mislead Canadians?

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I am not sure we could train troops without accompanying
them. We have been very clear that we would be in the business of
assisting and training these individuals.

What I do not get is the Liberal position on this, which is that we
should know the outcome before we get in there and expect others to
do the heavy lifting. That has never been the Canadian way for 200
years. We do not stand on the sidelines; we get out there and stand
up for those who are oppressed.

* * *

THE ECONOMY

Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the Conserva-
tives can bury their heads in the sand, but they cannot hide from the
fact that they have done such damage to our economy.

There have been 375,000 manufacturing jobs lost since 2006.
There is a 13% youth unemployment rate. Family incomes are
shrinking, and household debts have skyrocketed to 163% of
disposable income.

Canadian families need help now, so why are the Conservatives
making corporate giveaways a priority?

● (1430)

Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am
proud that our government has presented a benefit plan for four
million Canadian families, every one of them, a plan whereby two-
thirds of the benefits will go to low- and middle-income families,
with 25% going to families earning less than $30,000 a year. We are
also providing a tax benefit for 780,000 small businesses, 90% of all
businesses.

We are doing what is right for Canadians. What the NDP
proposes would create deficits. It would cancel the tax plan and go
back to the old days of high spending and high debt.

Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the Conserva-
tives remain in denial, but job losses are mounting and the inequality
gap between the privileged few and the middle class keeps on
growing.

It is time to make the economy work for all Canadians. Instead,
the government is taking billions away from hard-working families
and giving it away to the wealthy few who do not need it.

Will the Conservatives finally admit their backward economic
policies are failing the middle class?

Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the
member opposite does not seem to listen to the answers. I said that
two-thirds of the benefits will be going to low- and middle-income
Canadians.

There has been a 45% increase in the net worth of Canadians
since we took office, a 10% increase in real income, and 14% for
lower-income Canadians. We have created 1.2 million new jobs and
we are continuing to grow at a superior rate to that of developed
countries.

We have a lot to be proud of.

* * *

[Translation]

EMPLOYMENT

Ms. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the
Minister of Finance has postponed his budget. He claims he needs
time to see where the economy is headed.

The Minister of Employment, however, is ready to get out the axe.
He is suggesting that there will be another round of cuts in public
services. He seems more keen to impose his ideological agenda than
to take measures to stimulate the economy and job-creating
businesses.

When will the government show some economic leadership and
address the needs of the middle class?

Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Employment and Social
Development and Minister for Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, as the Minister of Finance just said, 1.2 million jobs have
been created since the global recession and we continue to make
significant investments in labour market training.

For example, we just launched the Canada apprentice loan, which
will increase the number of young Canadians who apprentice in
specialized trades and end up in very good jobs.

We will keep making these investments and reduce the tax burden
on Canadians in order to create jobs.

Ms. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the
Conservatives' deplorable management is hurting the Canadian
economy.

Thousands of jobs have been lost since the beginning of the year.
In the past three weeks, Target, Suncor, Sony, Bombardier, Mexx
and Groupe Épicia have announced major layoffs. Job losses and
bankruptcies are mounting, and the government is just watching
from the sidelines.

Why is the government refusing to show economic leadership?
Why has it abandoned the middle class?

Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Employment and Social
Development and Minister for Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the hon. member is absolutely wrong.

Our government has made job creation its top priority. That is why
1.2 million jobs have been created since the global recession.

In addition, as I just said, we have cut taxes and employment
insurance benefits to help small businesses create new jobs, created
new loans for apprentices and put forward a number of initiatives to
support training. Thanks to these measures, we will continue to
create new jobs.
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THE ECONOMY

Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas-
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the government is standing idly by while
Canada loses thousands of jobs and slides into economic uncertainty.
It is stubbornly refusing to face reality.

During the 2008 election campaign, on the eve of a major
economic crisis, the Conservatives told us that there was no problem
and that everything was under control. The opposition parties had to
unite to force the government to react.

Rather than dragging his feet and refusing to face the facts, why
does the Minister of Finance not show some leadership and help our
businesses so that they can create jobs?

● (1435)

Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the
government is focusing on what is important to Canadians: jobs and
economic growth.

Over 1.2 million net new jobs have been created since the
recession. The IMF and the OECD both predict that Canada will be
among the G7 economies with the strongest growth in the coming
years. According to a report published by the International Labour
Organization on wages, Canada has the second-best wages of all the
G20 countries.

Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas-
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the Conservatives insist on denying the
facts. We cannot wait until April for the government to bring down a
budget and take action. Thousands of jobs are at stake here.

What we need is leadership, but the government seems more
disorganized than ever. The Minister of Employment is calling for a
new round of cuts, while the President of the Treasury Board is
telling us that is not necessary. The Minister of Finance does not
know whether he will have enough revenue to balance his budget,
but he knows he will have enough money to bring in his ineffective
income-splitting policy.

Why does the minister not give us an economic and fiscal update
right now, so that Canadians know where we stand?

Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Employment and Social
Development and Minister for Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, let us be clear. The NDP's only economic policy is to
increase spending, taxes, the deficit and debt. All that does is kill
jobs. The NDP's policy is wrong-headed.

This government will continue to balance the budget and support
training for young Canadians and the unemployed. We will continue
to reduce the tax burden to create new jobs.

[English]

Mr. Nathan Cullen (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, when it comes to the federal budget, it seems with
Conservatives it is different day, different minister, different answers.
If panic and confusion could get us out of this mess, Conservatives
would actually be doing something right, but their economic plans
and their credibility are in tatters. Maybe it was the employment
minister just jumping the gun a little bit when he let slip that big cuts
were coming in order to fix his own government's mess.

Will the minister confirm that he is willing to cut services to all
Canadians just to pay for his reckless income-splitting scheme?

Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we
will not be cutting expenditures. We will be honouring our
commitments to Canadians. We will be providing tax breaks to four
million Canadian families and tax breaks to small businesses. We
will continue on our low-tax plan for jobs and growth. We will reject
the high-tax, high-spend policies of the NDP, which would bring us
to ruin.

Mr. Nathan Cullen (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, this is what their policies got us. They lost 400,000
manufacturing jobs, and just last year when things were supposedly
good, the Canadian economy grew slower than our population grew,
and these guys want a pat on the back. Everyone can see that
Conservatives delaying the budget is pure politics.

Former parliamentary budget officer Kevin Page said that in spite
of their rhetoric, Conservatives are bad economic managers, that
they built their budgets on a “house of cards”. The Bank of Canada
and the private sector economists are all saying our economy is in
real trouble, but just as in 2008, the Conservatives are pretending
that there is nothing to worry about.

Why will the Conservatives not come clean with Canadians and
give us a real fiscal update on the situation now and be straight with
Canadians for once?

Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
whenever I have an opportunity to attend an international
conference, I am struck by how positive the experts, decision-
makers, and economists from around the world are in the way they
view Canada and the Canadian economy. Certainly that was the view
at the World Economic Forum in Davos.

In contrast to that, the opposition members are mired in negativity
and a desire to talk down Canada's success, and they do that with all
their lopsided presentations. Canadians have a more positive view of
Canada, a more accurate view. It is our view. We will not talk down
Canada. We will—

The Speaker: The hon. member for St. John's South—Mount
Pearl.

* * *

REGIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Ryan Cleary (St. John's South—Mount Pearl, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, the Minister of Justice is saying that Newfoundlanders and
Labradorians are demanding a CETA “slush fund”. Now that is
coming from the minister who used a military search and rescue
helicopter to taxi him from a fishing trip. It is also not true. What my
province deserves is a “transition” fund for “development and
renewal”, because that is word for word what the trade minister's
chief of staff and the Minister of State for the Atlantic Canada
Opportunities Agency promised my province.

Why will the minister not honour that promise?
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● (1440)

Hon. Rob Moore (Minister of State (Atlantic Canada
Opportunities Agency), CPC): Mr. Speaker, as I have said in the
past, we remain open; our government remains open to a transition
initiative that includes support for displaced workers, research and
development, as well as innovation. However, this fund was always
intended to compensate hard-working Newfoundlanders and Labra-
dorians for actual losses arriving out of the removal of MPRs. It was
never intended to be a blank cheque that could be used to
disadvantage other provinces.

* * *

THE ECONOMY
Ms. Chrystia Freeland (Toronto Centre, Lib.):Mr. Speaker, last

week the Bank of Canada said that low oil prices will “weigh
significantly on the Canadian economy.” The bank acted on its grave
concerns by lowering rates to an astonishing 0.75%, yet the Minister
of Finance has the gall to pretend, as he has done today, that the
Canadian economy is in “a good space”. His actions belie his own
words. Why else would he delay the budget?

When will the Conservatives come clean with Canadians and
present a plan to stimulate growth and create jobs rather than cling to
their imprudent and expensive tax cuts for the Canadians who need
them the least?
Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as I

have said, we will not have a budget before April because of the
current instability in the market. We want to have as much
information as we can.

Canadians should understand that the implications of a precipitous
drop in oil prices will have different effects on the economy.
Everyone knows it is going to advantage people at the pumps, which
should increase either consumption or savings. It will advantage
manufacturing and transport companies. It will raise global growth
around the world, but it will have negative effects on part of the
economy. We are taking that all into consideration in planning the
budget.

* * *

TAXATION
Hon. Scott Brison (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, last week

the Bank of Canada cut rates, because the bank's priority now is jobs
and growth, but the Conservatives' priority is a $10 billion income-
splitting scheme that does nothing for jobs or growth. According to
TD, income splitting will drive Canadians or the Canadian
government $10 billion deeper in debt.

When will the Conservatives realize that their pre-election
income-splitting scheme does nothing for growth, is unfair, and now
is unaffordable? When will they scrap this $10 billion fiscally
irresponsible scheme?
Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Employment and Social

Development and Minister for Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, in fact, this is a massive tax saving for families with kids to
help them cover the cost of taking care of their children. We do not
apologize for one minute for a package of tax relief and child care
benefits that will support 100% of Canadian families with children
under the age of 18. The average benefit will be nearly $1,200.

Families with two kids under the age of six will be getting at least
$3,800 in benefits annually.

We are proud to provide more support, because that is not the
government's money. That money belongs to those working
Canadian families.

* * *

THE ECONOMY

Hon. Scott Brison (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I guess it
is that minister and not the Minister of Finance who speaks on behalf
of the government when it comes to the budget.

On January 14, the Minister of Finance said that his budget
projections accounted for the lower price of oil; yet the next day he
said that the impact of the oil price was complex, and he postponed
the budget until April.

Which of the minister's stories should markets and Canadians
actually believe? More fundamentally, why is the minister creating
instability when he should be strengthening the reputation of Canada
in the world by introducing a real plan for jobs and growth?

Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the
member of the opposition may not want to acknowledge that we
have emerged from the greatest recession since the Great Depression
more quickly and in better shape than other countries. We have half
the debt of the G7 countries, on average, in relation to our GDP. We
are growing faster than most of the G7 countries. Canadians are
benefiting in terms of their net worth and in terms of their income,
and we are able to sustain this international shock because we are in
such strong fiscal shape.

* * *

● (1445)

[Translation]

VETERANS AFFAIRS

Mr. Sylvain Chicoine (Châteauguay—Saint-Constant, NDP):
Mr. Speaker, we hope the new Minister of Veterans Affairs will not
take the same path as his predecessors. Our veterans have been left
out in the cold. They have been abandoned. They have been treated
as though they were a terrible burden.

These men and women fought for us, and yet they often have to
wait months or even years to access the health care they are entitled
to.

Will the minister commit to taking concrete action to correct his
predecessors' blunders, starting by reopening the Veterans Affairs
regional offices?
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[English]
Hon. Erin O'Toole (Minister of Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, it is a pleasure for me to rise in this House as the Minister of
Veterans Affairs. I want to thank the Associate Minister of National
Defence and the two other members of this House who served in this
capacity. I am the 31st minister of veterans affairs and I am the 13th
who has served in the Canadian Forces. Daniel J. Macdonald and
George Hees are illustrious names. In the last three weeks, I have
been listening across this country to our veterans, to their needs. We
will make sure we meet those needs now and in the future.
Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Mr.

Speaker, for the record, he is my 11th minister in 17.5 years, and
these problems still continue. However, I do congratulate the hon.
member for Durham for his new post as veterans affairs minister. I
also thank him for his service to our country.

Having said that, as a veteran and as the Minister of Veterans
Affairs, does he now believe—because the Prime Minister and the
former minister would not answer this question—that the Govern-
ment of Canada has a social, moral, legal, and fiduciary
responsibility to care for those men and women it asks to put
themselves in harm's way?
Hon. Erin O'Toole (Minister of Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, I would like to quote Sir Robert Borden to this House:
...That you need not fear that the government and the country will fail to show just
appreciation of your service to [this] country....

Our support for our veterans, from Borden's time to today, is
important, but we also have to meet the needs, the evolving needs, of
our veterans. In Borden's day, there was no support to Sam Sharpe,
in his own caucus, for mental injuries from war. I am proud to say
that our government is moving mountains to ensure we address the
mental injuries from service.

* * *

FOREIGN AFFAIRS
Mr. Wayne Marston (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek, NDP):

Mr. Speaker, for years, we have seen human rights take a back seat
under these Conservatives. Now, we have the case of Raif Badawi, a
free-speech activist in Saudi Arabia, condemned to 1,000 lashes for
making a website, and the minister waited until after he had 50 of
those lashes before speaking out about his concerns over the
flogging.

Members will know that Canadians expect their government to
speak out loudly and clearly on human rights abuses, wherever they
are.

To the minister, starting here, today, will you send an
unambiguous message to the Government of Saudi Arabia that Mr.
Badawi must—

The Speaker: Order, please.

I just remind the hon. member to address his question through the
Chair, not directly to the minister.

The hon. Minister of State for Foreign Affairs and Consular.
Hon. Lynne Yelich (Minister of State (Foreign Affairs and

Consular), CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canada does consider the punish-
ment of Mr. Badawi to be a violation, a very serious violation, of

human dignity, and we do continue to call for clemency in this case.
The promotion and protection of human rights are integral to our
policy, and we promote and protect human rights.

While Mr. Badawi is not a Canadian citizen, we will continue to
make our position very clear, diplomatically and publicly.

[Translation]

Mr. Pierre-Luc Dusseault (Sherbrooke, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
this kind of lip service means nothing if no action is taken.

A woman in my riding is asking her government for help. If the
government really cares about human rights, now is the time to
prove it.

Raif Badawi was sentenced to 1,000 lashes for creating a blog that
Saudi authorities did not like. He has already received 50 lashes.
How many more does he have to bear before Canada takes a clear
stand on the matter?

When will the government finally walk the talk and put some real
pressure on the government of Saudi Arabia to release this activist?

● (1450)

[English]

Hon. Lynne Yelich (Minister of State (Foreign Affairs and
Consular), CPC):Mr. Speaker, our government has been very clear.
We have made our position known, both publicly and diplomatically,
through diplomatic channels. We have called, and continue to call,
for clemency in this case. While Mr. Badawi is not a Canadian
citizen, we still continue to call for clemency.

* * *

MANUFACTURING INDUSTRY

Mr. Phil McColeman (Brant, CPC): Mr. Speaker, last week we
saw how our government's strong support for manufacturing is
creating jobs and generating economic growth in my community of
Brantford and all across the region.

Meanwhile, the Liberal leader was busy turning his back on
southern Ontario's manufacturing sector and on the hundreds of
thousands of workers who depend on it. Many of my constituents
were disappointed to hear the Liberal leader attack manufacturing

Can the minister responsible for FedDev Ontario update the
House on our Conservative government's support for the manufac-
turing sector?

Hon. Gary Goodyear (Minister of State (Federal Economic
Development Agency for Southern Ontario), CPC): Mr. Speaker,
southwestern Ontario's manufacturing sector is a driving force in
Canada's economy, and our government is committed to helping
these regional businesses and communities thrive.
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I too was shocked to hear the Liberal leader say he has given up
on southwestern Ontario's manufacturing sector. While the Liberal
leader attacks and undermines this vital manufacturing sector, this
Conservative government will continue to fight for these hard-
working people, their families, and their jobs.

His comments are further proof that the Liberal leader is an
economic novice who is completely incapable of managing Canada's
economy.

* * *

[Translation]

RAIL TRANSPORTATION

Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
last week the program Enquête revealed that the report on the Lac-
Mégantic tragedy was watered down.

The public's confidence cannot be restored by allowing such
important decisions to be made behind closed doors. Canadians are
worried. We need a public inquiry on the rail transportation of
dangerous goods.

What is the government waiting for to take action?

[English]

Hon. Lisa Raitt (Minister of Transport, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
obviously our thoughts and prayers are always with the victims of
that tragedy in Lac-Mégantic.

The Transportation Safety Board, we should also note, is an
independent body that actually formulates its own analysis based
upon the facts that they find in an accident.

What they found in this accident is that it was caused by
somebody who was not following the rules, and the Sûreté du
Québec is actually following up with criminal charges in this matter.

We have taken the report and recommendations of the
Transportation Safety Board extremely seriously. We have re-
sponded on a number of things and will continue to work on this file.

[Translation]

Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
since 2009, Transport Canada spending on transportation safety has
dropped by more than 20%.

At the same time, the volume of oil transported by rail has
increased by a factor of 27. The Lac-Mégantic tragedy laid bare the
terrible consequences of Transport Canada's complacency. Allowing
the industry to regulate itself and cutting oversight can lead to worst-
case scenarios.

Why is the minister cutting Transport Canada's oversight funding?

[English]

Hon. Lisa Raitt (Minister of Transport, CPC): First, Mr.
Speaker, as the hon. member should know, rail safety has not been
cut at Transport Canada. In fact, it has been increased, and we take
oversight extremely seriously.

Second, it is also important to note that safety management
systems in this country are the way to go, and indeed the

Transportation Safety Board has indicated such. It is a world
renowned system.

It works very effectively in other transportation modes. It will
continue to work effectively in rail transport as well.

* * *

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS

Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill, NDP): Mr. Speaker, thanks to
recent media coverage, Canadians are finally talking about the
horrific levels of racism faced by indigenous people in cities like
Winnipeg and elsewhere.

From health care to police protection to employment and
education, indigenous people are too often treated as second class
citizens. That treatment as second class citizens often has a direct
correlation with government policy put forward by this federal
government.

Instead of being part of the problem, will the Minister of
Aboriginal Affairs commit to working with indigenous communities
and Canadians to put an end to the racism that indigenous people in
Canada face?

Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government
believes that aboriginal people should have the same quality of life,
the same opportunities, and the same choices as all other Canadians.

That is why we continue to work and to take concrete action on
priorities that we share with first nations and aboriginals, such as on
economic development, good governance, skills training, and on
advancing treaty negotiations and reconciliation, and we will
continue in that vein.

* * *

● (1455)

NORTHERN DEVELOPMENT

Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill, NDP): Mr. Speaker, indigenous
Canadians want action, not rhetoric, and that is what we need to end
racism in this country.

Speaking of systemic discrimination, let us talk about nutrition
north. People in northern communities have been forced to root
around in garbage dumps to find food, but instead of fixing the
issues with nutrition north, the government has said that it is looking
at alternative programs.

We are such a wealthy country, there is no excuse for people in the
north of this country to look to the garbage dump for food.

Why is the government refusing to take immediate action in fixing
nutrition north?

Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, again, our govern-
ment wants northerners like all other Canadians to have access to
quality and nutritious food. As a matter of fact, and as the member
cannot deny, the results are clear. Since the implementation of
nutrition north, the cost of a food basket has gone down by $110
since 2011. Moreover, 25% more nutritious food gets to northern
Canada because of this program.
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In addition, the Auditor General has made recommendations that
we have said we accept and will be implementing to benefit the
program.

* * *

EMPLOYMENT

Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we now
know that first nations on reserve have been excluded from Canada's
job numbers. The government is flying blind when it comes to the
real need for job training, a fundamental component of the Canadian
economy.

Canadians are fed up with the Conservative government relying
more on ideology than credible information.

Will the government close this unacceptable gap in employment
statistics and stop making it up as it goes along on the economy?

Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Employment and Social
Development and Minister for Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the fact of the matter is that Statistics Canada has never
surveyed reserves for the labour force survey, including under the 13
years of the previous Liberal government, because Statistics Canada
statisticians advise that there are significant practical challenges to
doing so.

I have raised this with Statistics Canada and have asked that it
come up with suggestions on how it can get better labour market
information from reserves, because we do know that unemployment
rates are typically far too high on aboriginal reserves. That is why
our government has invested record amounts in skills development
and job training programs for aboriginal people to ensure that they
can benefit from Canada's prosperity.

* * *

VETERANS AFFAIRS

Mr. Frank Valeriote (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I welcome the
Minister of Veterans Affairs to his new role. I am glad that the Prime
Minister has finally recognized how poorly the previous minister
was treating veterans. A new face does not mean a change in attitude
though.

The new minister already started off on the wrong foot by
excluding from consultations the veterans groups with whom he
disagrees. This does not offer us much hope for movement on major
issues like reopening veterans offices, ending budget cuts on the
back of veterans services, and recognizing the sacred obligation
owed to veterans.

Why was the minister's very first act an attempt to silence
Canadian veterans who have rightly called the government out for
mistreating them?

Hon. Erin O'Toole (Minister of Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, it appears that my friend is just as angry as he was last fall,
which is unfortunate because my outreach to veterans groups was
about listening and reaching out. All stakeholders were called and
talked to, and I found that there is tremendous diversity among our
stakeholder community, those traditional organizations, those help-
ing veterans, as well as those new groups, the peer-based counselling
and support groups.

I am going to continue to reach out and listen to all of them, if we
are all going to work together to help our men and women.

* * *

[Translation]

HEALTH

Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, in 1961 the Canadian government made a terrible mistake
when it approved thalidomide and was slow to pull it off the shelves.
It was not until 2014 that the House unanimously voiced its support
for compensation for hundreds of victims and adopted a motion to
that effect. Today was the deadline for the government to move from
the motion to action. However, nothing has been done.

Can the minister guarantee that the victims will receive
compensation as soon as possible?

[English]

Ms. Eve Adams (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Health, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I can absolutely assure the House that
we remain committed to working collaboratively with the survivors
to ensure that their health care needs are supported.

Officials from Health Canada are working to undertake the
analyses needed to approve this new spending. As one can imagine,
in government all sorts of spending programs will have checks and
balances that need to be covered off.

We are hopeful that the minister will be able to make an
announcement very shortly.

● (1500)

Mr. Murray Rankin (Victoria, NDP): Mr. Speaker, thalidomide
survivors just do not have the luxury of time. They have been
suffering from their disabilities their whole lives. The Canadian
government told their mothers that thalidomide was safe. That means
we have a moral responsibility to provide them with support now.

In December, the House vowed to make things right, but today an
important deadline has passed and the government still has not
moved to action.

Will the minister act quickly to give survivors the support they so
desperately need?

Ms. Eve Adams (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Health, CPC): Mr. Speaker, nothing can ever undo the pain and
suffering that has been inflicted on these survivors. This tragic event
from the 1960s reminds us why we need to take drug safety so
seriously.

I have had the pleasure of meeting with many members of the
Thalidomide Victims Association of Canada and will continue
working to ensure that survivors are properly supported.

We hope that the minister will be able to make an announcement
very shortly.
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CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION
Hon. Peter Kent (Thornhill, CPC): Mr. Speaker, earlier this

month we witnessed the terrorist attacks in Paris. One of the targets,
tragically, was a kosher grocery store.

Too often we have seen that enemies of freedom and democratic
rights target their hatred against the Jewish people. Anti-Semitism is
on the rise globally and we must stand ready to fight this rising
hatred.

Can the Minister of Citizenship and Immigration please update the
House on our government's efforts to combat anti-Semitism?

Hon. Chris Alexander (Minister of Citizenship and Immigra-
tion, CPC): Mr. Speaker, on behalf of all members of the House, I
would like to thank the member for Thornhill for his leadership on
this issue across Canada and around the world in opposing anti-
Semitism in all its forms.

As the member said, with Canada and the international
community standing up to the menace of terrorism and the ideology
of hatred and violence it represents, we find ourselves increasingly
dealing with the scourge of anti-Semitism, which we thought we had
been left behind.

That is why Canada continues to participate in a meeting of the
UN called just last week by Israel to address the rise of anti-
Semitism. We outlined our government's leadership on these issues,
which will continue under the Prime Minister's leadership and with
the participation of everyone on these benches.

We have supported efforts to promote Holocaust remembrance
and are opposing the deeply misguided boycott, divestment, and
sanctions campaign. This government will stand on the principle of
opposing anti-Semitism.

* * *

[Translation]

FOREIGN AFFAIRS
Hon. Stéphane Dion (Saint-Laurent—Cartierville, Lib.): Mr.

Speaker, the Minister of Foreign Affairs initially refused to intercede
on behalf of Raif Badawi because he is not a Canadian.

The Liberal opposition insisted that the minister condemn the
cruel and inhuman punishment inflicted on the blogger and that he
call on the Saudi authorities to overturn his sentence, just as the
United Nations, the U.S. government and many Nobel Prize
recipients have done.

Will the Prime Minister intercede directly with the new Saudi king
as requested by Mr. Badawi's spouse?

[English]

Hon. Lynne Yelich (Minister of State (Foreign Affairs and
Consular), CPC): Mr. Speaker, to expand on this, the Minister of
Foreign Affairs recently raised Mr. Badawi's case directly with
Prince Turki Al-Faisal. Canada also made representations to Saudi
Arabia's ambassador in Ottawa. Canada's ambassador in Riyadh has
met with senior Saudi officials about the case, seeking further
meetings. Canada does consider the punishment to be a violation of
human dignity. We continue to promote and protect human rights as
an integral part of our Canadian foreign—

The Speaker: Order, please. The hon. member for Victoria.

* * *

HEALTH

Mr. Murray Rankin (Victoria, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I have sad
breaking news. We have just heard that the first case of H7N9 bird
flu in North America has been found in a traveller in British
Columbia. This is obviously a very serious public health concern for
all Canadians.

Can the minister update the House about what measures the
government will be taking to screen travellers and identify anyone
who may have been in contact with that virus?

Ms. Eve Adams (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Health, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I can inform the House that,
unfortunately, the first case of H7N9 has now reached Canadian
soil. The patient is being monitored, is in isolation, and is recovering.

Health officials have also been in contact with the close contacts
of that patient, and all of those individuals are being monitored.

The Public Health Agency advised us that the risk to Canadians
remains very low, as H7N9 does not appear to spread easily from
human to human.

* * *

● (1505)

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Mr. Mark Warawa (Langley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the serious
situation in Ukraine is escalating. Russian-backed rebels in Mariupol
fired rockets that killed 30 innocent Ukrainians. This escalation of
hostilities has resulted in a mounting civilian death toll and has
exacerbated an already-dire humanitarian crisis in eastern Ukraine.
Russia continues not to fulfill its commitment outlined in the Minsk
agreement.

Can the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National
Defence please comment on this serious situation in Ukraine?

Mr. James Bezan (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the member
for Langley for his strong commitment in standing in support of the
people of Ukraine.

Our government is appalled by Russia's latest aggression, and we
demand that Russia stop its reprehensible actions. Russia must
immediately abide by the Minsk agreement and respect Ukraine's
sovereignty and territorial integrity.

Furthermore, today we join the Canadian Ukrainian community in
calling for the immediate release of the Ukrainian pilot and member
of parliament, Nadiya Savchenko, who was illegally abducted and is
now being held in Russia.

Our government will continue to work with our allies to isolate
Russia for its destabilizing actions in Ukraine. As the Prime Minister
has said, Russia needs to get out of Ukraine.
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[Translation]

NATIONAL DEFENCE
Mr. Jean-François Larose (Repentigny, FD): Mr. Speaker, the

Prime Minister promised Canadians that the Canadian Forces'
mission in Iraq would not be a ground combat mission. He has
broken that promise. Even the Chief of the Defence Staff has
acknowledged that there are Canadian soldiers at the front.

Since the mission is completely different than what Canadians
were told it would be, the Prime Minister needs to set the record
straight and move a new motion this week for debate in the House.
Will he do that?

[English]
Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, we are operating under the government's decision, that was
approved by Parliament, that the six-month mission would come up
for discussion and/or renewal, if that be the case, in the first week of
April. That being said, members of our armed forces are doing an
outstanding job standing up to terrorism in that part of the world, and
we can all be very proud of that.

* * *

[Translation]

THE ECONOMY
Mr. Louis Plamondon (Bas-Richelieu—Nicolet—Bécancour,

BQ): Mr. Speaker, now that oil prices are dropping, we can see just
how fragile the Canadian economy really is. We have been living in
an oil bubble created by the federal government.

The Bloc Québécois and its partners have already proposed an
economic recovery plan that would have allowed and would still
allow the federal government to diversify and modernize its
economy. However, yesterday, the Prime Minister said that he
wanted to put a strong focus on the manufacturing industry in order
to promote the interests of Ontario and appeal to voters.

What does he intend to propose for Quebec other than a pipeline
for which the province will have to assume all the environmental
risks without reaping any of the financial benefits?
Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

falling oil prices will have an impact on the government's room to
manoeuvre. However, we are going to balance the budget by 2015.

Falling oil prices will affect the economy in various ways. As I
said, there will be a drop in the price of gasoline and energy prices
for manufacturers, including Quebec manufacturers.

* * *

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, Ind.): Mr.

Speaker, the government has been caught with its pants down after
basing its economic strategy exclusively on oil production.

This government, which did not even believe in the crisis in 2008,
did not see the drop in oil prices coming, and now its vote-getting
plans are being thwarted. That worries us.

Since we know that the government insists on moving forward
with its promise to introduce income splitting for the wealthy and

balance the budget, can the Minister of Finance guarantee that he
will not offset this by cutting transfers to Quebec and making cuts to
social programs?

Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Employment and Social
Development and Minister for Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, this government has significantly increased transfers to the
provinces, and in particular to Quebec. We are talking billions of
dollars.

Quebeckers want to see a decrease in their tax burden. They want
their taxes to go down. The reforms we have made to help families
will help 100% of Quebec families with children under the age of 18.
These families will receive on average $1,200 a year, as a result of
the benefits we increased. That is good for Quebec families.

* * *

[English]

THE ENVIRONMENT

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
last month, in Lima, at the climate negotiations, Canada signed on to
a decision in which all nations are invited to submit their intended
nationally determined contributions—in other words, the next round
of pledges for cuts—within the first quarter of 2015.

My question for the minister is this. Will Canada meet this
request? Will we submit new pledges by the first quarter of 2015?
Will it slide to a nebulous budget date? Will we actually have a
pledge that will mean we can avoid a 2° Celsius global average
temperature increase?

● (1510)

Hon. Leona Aglukkaq (Minister of the Environment, Minister
of the Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency and
Minister for the Arctic Council, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our
government is working to negotiate a new global climate change
agreement that includes commitments from all major emitters.

We take the challenge of climate change seriously, which is why
we are doing our part reducing emissions in Canada and working
with our international partners. We will continue to reduce short-
lived climate pollutants under the Climate and Clean Air Coalition,
the Arctic Council, and the Montreal protocol. Our recent
contribution to the Green Climate Fund will also help developing
countries mitigate and adapt to climate change and promote private
sector investment.

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS

[English]

GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO PETITIONS

Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to Standing Order 36 (8), I have the honour to present, in
both official languages, the government's response to 32 petitions.
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TAXPAYERS' OMBUDSMAN
Hon. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay (Minister of National Revenue,

CPC): Mr. Speaker, pursuant to Standing Order 32 (2), I have the
honour to table, in both official languages, a document entitled
“Taxpayers' Ombudsman Annual Report 2013-2014”.

* * *

COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE

PROCEDURE AND HOUSE AFFAIRS

Mr. Joe Preston (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I have the honour to present, in both official languages,
the 29th report of the Standing Committee on Procedure and House
Affairs on Bill C-586, An Act to amend the Canada Elections Act
and the Parliament of Canada Act (candidacy and caucus reforms).
The committee has studied the bill and has decided to report the bill
back to the House with amendments.

* * *

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House

of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, this is an opportune time for me
to rise and confirm for the House information that was given to the
opposition parties last week, that being that tomorrow shall be the
first allotted day, and the House will debate a topic of the New
Democrats' choosing. Thursday shall be the second allotted day,
when it will be the Liberals' next chance to share with us some
insight into their policy positions.

* * *

PETITIONS

IMPAIRED DRIVING

Mr. Earl Dreeshen (Red Deer, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is a
pleasure to rise today on behalf of many Canadians to present a
petition regarding impaired driving causing death. Petitioners want
to see tougher laws and the implementation of new mandatory
minimum sentences for those persons convicted of impaired driving
causing death.

[Translation]

SENIORS

Mr. Matthew Dubé (Chambly—Borduas, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to present a petition signed by a number of my
constituents. They support my colleague from London—Fanshawe,
who is fighting for a strategy to address the aging population and
protect seniors.

We know that the issues affecting people in need, such as
affordable housing and credit card fees, significantly affect seniors.
That is why we think it is important for the Government of Canada
to take action. That is what these petitioners are calling for.

[English]

AGRICULTURE

Hon. Ralph Goodale (Wascana, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I have the
honour to table a petition today, signed by many people in Regina
and elsewhere across Canada, expressing their concern about the
rights and interests of small-scale farmers, both in Canada and

around the world. They call upon the Canadian government to adopt
policies and programs that would protect the rights of small family
farms to preserve, use, and freely exchange seeds.

● (1515)

[Translation]

MINING INDUSTRY

Ms. Élaine Michaud (Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I would like to present four petitions from my constituents
in Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier.

The petitioners are calling on the government to create a legal
mechanism to establish a Canadian extractive sector ombudsman for
responsible mining.

[English]

CANADA POST

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc (Beauséjour, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I have
the privilege to present in the House today a petition signed by
hundreds of residents of southeastern New Brunswick. They are very
concerned about the government's cuts to Canada Post and what the
layoff of so many employees of Canada Post and the potential
closure of so many small rural post offices will mean for seniors, for
persons living with disabilities, and for small communities. They are
asking the government to reverse this ill-conceived plan from
Canada Post.

[Translation]

NATIONAL DAY OF THE MIDWIFE

Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre (Alfred-Pellan, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to rise in the House to present a petition signed by
several dozen people from the north shore and Laval. They are
asking the government to support my Bill C-608 to designate a
national day of the midwife.

CANADA POST

Ms. Laurin Liu (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
am presenting a petition signed by residents of Saint-Eustache. They
are asking the federal government to cancel its plans to eliminate
home mail delivery by Canada Post and to stop cutting public
services to citizens.

[English]

CBC/RADIO-CANADA

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
it is my honour to rise today to present petitions on behalf of
petitioners primarily from Mississauga, Ontario, but also from
Victoria and even Sidney, within Saanich—Gulf Islands.

All of the petitioners are calling on the government to save the
CBC, to provide steady, predictable, long-term funding, and to
reduce the brutal recent cuts.
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THE ENVIRONMENT

Mr. Bruce Hyer (Thunder Bay—Superior North, GP): Mr.
Speaker, I have a petition from hundreds of Canadians from across
the entire country who are concerned about the northwest pipeline in
B.C. They are very concerned about it, but the particular focus of the
petition is that they want the government to allow the National
Energy Board and the regulatory agencies to do their work, to not
interfere in the process, and to stop supporting the pipeline project
explicitly.

AGRICULTURE

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
rise today on behalf of a number of residents of Winnipeg North who
have expressed a great deal of interest in an issue. They would like to
see Canada ensure that Canadian policies and programs are
developed in consultation with small family farmers to protect the
rights of small family farms to preserve, use, and freely exchange
seeds.

ELEPHANT POACHING

Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
present this petition with hundreds of signatures regarding elephant
poaching, which has reached critical levels. According to a
continent-wide survey, African forest elephant population levels
declined 62% between 2002 and 2011.

The petitioners are calling on the Parliament of Canada to adopt a
unanimous motion to support the implementation of the African
elephant action plan, to provide financial contributions to the fund to
assist African and Asian elephant range states to improve their
capacity to manage and conserve their populations, and to destroy
Canada's stockpile of confiscated ivory to enforce the message that
ivory is not a legitimate consumer product.

* * *

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER

Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
the following questions will be answered today: Nos. 773, 777, 781,
785, 791, 792, 795, 800 to 803, 809, 810, 815, 819, 822 to 825, 829,
832 to 837, 839, 844 to 846, 858, 862, 870 to 872, 883, 885, 886,
889, 891, 911, 915, 919, 932.

[Text]

Question No. 773—Hon. Mark Eyking:

With regard to the Canadian Food Inspection Agency’s (CFIA) animal
transportation inspection system, and review of the animal transport regulations
under Part XII of the Health of Animals Regulations: (a) what corrective actions are
being taken in light of the apparent violations of the Health of Animals Regulations
and CFIA inspectors’ apparent failure to respond to unacceptable treatment of
animals, as recently suggested by images filmed at the Western Hog Exchange in Red
Deer, Alberta (http://www.ctvnews.ca/w5/hidden-camera-investigation-reveals-
abuse-in-canadian-pork-transportation-system-1.2049011); (b) what is the status of
draft amendments or proposals to the animal transport regulations under the Health of
Animals Regulations, Part XII, and what is the Agency’s timeframe for publishing
those proposed changes in Part I of the Canada Gazette; and (c) what measures will
the Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food advise CFIA to take to ensure that
Administrative Monetary Penalties (AMPs) are dissuasive and specifically, is the
Minister planning to significantly increase AMPs in order to ensure that they are
dissuasive?

Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, with regard to (a), the CFIA has taken
immediate action with regard to the regulatory authority for which it
is responsible upon learning of this situation.

To assess the state of compliance with humane transportation
provisions of the Health of Animals Act, staff conducted humane
transportation inspection blitzes. While the inspection team observed
some minor health issues with transported animals, the district
veterinarian concluded that the inspected loads were in compliance
with the sections of the regulations that were assessed.

A team of subject matter specialists external to the region was
tasked with conducting a review to determine whether federal rules
were broken and if appropriate inspection actions were taken. The
results of this review are pending and appropriate actions will be
taken based on the review results.

To address any perceptions or concerns of regulatory capture,
CFIA has increased inspector presence within the Western Hog
Exchange barns. The increased inspection presence will continue
until the results of this review are received and an action plan is in
place.

CFIA management has met with inspection staff in the area to
reinforce our values of courage, rigour and respect. The CFIA has
also taken this opportunity to discuss with staff our ongoing
expectation that animal welfare responsibilities be carried out in a
compassionate and respectful manner.

With regard to (b), the CFIA is committed to updating Part XII of
the Health of Animals Regulations, which pertains to the
transportation of animals, and continues to work on the proposed
amendment. There have been ongoing consultations with Canadian
stakeholders and the CFIA is currently assessing feedback received.

With regard to (c), the Government of Canada is taking significant
measures to implement appropriate penalties in the agricultural
sector. Among others, the Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food
introduced Bill C-18, the agricultural growth act, which contains
provisions that propose to amend the Agriculture and Agri-Food
Administrative Monetary Penalties Act, AAAMP. In the bill, clauses
114 to 116 aim at increasing monetary penalties for businesses from
$2,000, minor violation, $10,000, serious violation, and $15,000,
very serious violation, to $5,000, $15,000 and $25,000 respectively.

The government believes that this updated regime of penalties
included in Bill C-18 will be dissuasive and encourage compliance
from regulated parties in the sector. Unfortunately, the Liberal
agricultural critic introduced an amendment during the consideration
of this bill at committee stage to water down this updated regime. A
majority of members of Parliament disagreed with this amendment
and defeated the attempt by the Liberal agricultural critic to
significantly lessen the impact of this provision.
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Question No. 777—Hon. John McKay:

With respect to the Office of the Extractive Sector Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR) Counsellor in the Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade and
Development: (a) is the Department currently conducting interviews to fill the role of
CSR Counsellor within the office and, if so, (i) how many candidates have been
interviewed by the Department, (ii) by what date does the Department expect to fill
the role of CSR Counsellor; (b) how many staff are currently employed by the
Department to administer the Office of the CSR Counsellor; and (c) including the
cost of staff, office space rental, stationery and similar materials, hospitality, and any
other expenses not mentioned above, what was the total cost of maintaining the
Office of the CSR Counsellor during the period from October 2013 to October 2014?

Hon. Ed Fast (Minister of International Trade, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, with regard to (a), on November 14, 2014, the government
officially launched the selection process to appoint a new extractive
sector CSR counsellor. The process commenced through notifica-
tions on the Canada Gazette and Governor in Council websites.

No candidates have yet been interviewed, as potential candidates
had until December 1, 2014, to submit their applications to the Privy
Council Office, assistant secretary of the cabinet.

It is not possible to indicate a precise date for the completion of
the selection process; however, in light of the announcement on
November 14 of the updated CSR strategy, Doing Business the
Canadian Way, the government is moving to staff this important post
as soon as possible.

With regard to (b), administration of the CSR counsellor’s office
consists of three positions: the CSR counsellor, a senior adviser, and
an administrative assistant.

With regard to (c), the total operating cost of maintaining the CSR
counsellor’s office from October 2013 to October 2014 was
$181,600.

Question No. 781—Mr. Kevin Lamoureux:

With regard to the Canadian Space Agency: (a) why was the photograph of
Canadarm 2, previously posted to the Agency's Tumblr accounts at “http://canadian-
space-agency.tumblr.com/post/76666430256/csa-astronaut-jeremy-hansen-cana-
darm2-looks” and “http://agence-spatiale-canadienne.tumblr.com/post/76666430181/
jeremy-hansen-asronaute-de-lasc-canadarm2”, modified to add the Canada word-
mark; (b) who made these modifications to the photograph; (c) who requested or
directed that the modifications be made; (d) when was that request or direction
issued; (e) why was the Tumblr posting removed; (f) who removed the Tumblr
posting; (g) who requested or directed that the Tumblr posting be removed; and (h)
why was that request or direction issued?

Hon. James Moore (Minister of Industry, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, with regard to (a), the altered image was produced for an
internal event celebrating the fifth anniversary of Canadarm2.

With regard to (b) to (d), in 2006, the Canadian Space Agency,
CSA, employees made the modifications to the original photo, at
their own initiative.

With regard to (e), as soon as the CSA was made aware of the
situation, it took steps to remove the altered photo from its Tumblr
account. The agency also contacted both Citizenship and Immigra-
tion Canada, CIC, and the Privy Council Office, PCO, to have the
altered image replaced with the original photo already available on
the CSA’s website. The correct image has now been posted.

With regard to (f) to (g), the CSA’s communications and public
affairs directorate.

With regard to (h), the altered photo was intended to be used for
an internal event in 2006. As soon as the CSAwas made aware of its
error, it took steps to replace the photo with the original image
available on the CSA website, including replacing it on the Tumblr
website.

Question No. 785—Mr. Sean Casey:

With regard to the War Veterans Allowance (WVA) program: (a) how many
Allied veterans have applied for the program since it was expanded in June 2009; (b)
what are the criteria that Allied veterans must meet to be eligible for the WVA; (c)
specifically, are Allied veterans required to be Canadian citizens, permanent
residents, or living in Canada to be eligible; (d) how many applicants have been
approved; (e) how many family members of Allied veterans have applied for the
program since it was expanded in June 2009; (f) how many family members of Allied
veterans have been approved to receive the benefit; (g) what is the total value of
benefits approved for Allied veterans and their families since the WVAwas expanded
in June 2009; and (h) after submitting an application, what is the average wait-time
for Allied veterans or their families to receive a benefit?

Hon. Erin O'Toole (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
International Trade, CPC): Mr. Speaker, with regard to (a), as of
March 31, 2014, 2,356 Allied veterans have applied for the war
veterans allowance program since it was expanded in June 2009.

With regard to (b), effective January 1, 2010, low-income Allied
veterans of the Second World War and the Korean War who live in
Canada have access to war veterans allowance and associated health
benefits. These benefits include treatment benefits, the veterans
independence program, long-term care as well as the assistance fund
and funeral and burial assistance. To qualify for these benefits,
Allied veterans must have served in a war zone during the Second
World War or Korean War, lived in Canada prior to enlisting, or
moved to Canada after the war and have lived here for at least 10
years and live in Canada now.

With regard to (c) Allied veterans do not have to be Canadian
citizens or permanent residents as those terms are described in
legislation administered by Citizenship and Immigration Canada.
The War Veterans Allowance Act requires that an Allied veteran be a
resident in Canada to apply for and receive the allowance.

With regard to (d) Of the 2,356 Allied veteran applications, 1,103
have been approved. This number does not include veterans’
survivors.

With regard to (e) As of March 31, 2014, 170 Allied veteran
family members (survivors of veterans) have applied for the program
since it was expanded in June 2009.

With regard to (f) Of the 170 applications by family members of
Allied veterans, 66 have been approved to receive the benefit.
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With regard to (g) As of March 31, 2014, the total expenditure for
Allied veterans and their families, since the war veterans allowance
program was expanded in June 2009, was $2.1 million.

With regard to (h) The average adjudication decision turnaround
time for applicants is 47 days.

Question No. 791—Mr. John Barlow:

With regard to the operations of the RCMP in and around the Town of High
River, Alberta, between June 20, 2013, and July 12, 2013 (“the High River
operations”): (a) what are the definitions of “illegally stored firearms”, “carelessly
stored firearms” and “unsafe storage” as accepted and enforced by the RCMP, (i) are
there any circumstances under which these definitions are expanded or altered in
such a way that it impacts the extent to which the RCMP can enforce them, (ii) if (i)
is answered affirmatively, did any of these circumstances occur in the context of the
High River operations, and in what way were these definitions thus altered; (b) what
statutes and regulations, as enforced by the RCMP, regulate the storage of legally
owned firearms, of all classifications, (i) are there any circumstances under which
these statutes and or regulations are expanded or altered in such a way that it impacts
the extent to which the RCMP can enforce them, (ii) if (i) is answered affirmatively,
did any of these circumstances occur in the context of the High River operations, and
in what way were the statutes and regulations in question thus altered; (c) what
specific sections of RCMP training, procedural manuals, or other documentation
governed the procedures that led to the seizure of legally stored firearms located by
RCMP in residences during the High River operations; (d) what prior examples of
large scale door-to-door searches by the RCMP that included the seizure of firearms
from multiple residences informed the procedure for the seizure of legally stored
firearms that occurred in the context of the High River operations; (e) what
information was recorded by the RCMP regarding the location in each residence of
the firearms that were seized and or secured by the RCMP in the course of the door-
to-door searches of residences during the High River operations, (i) where is this
information being kept, (ii) who has access to it, (iii) what was the purpose of
recording this information; (f) in how many instances were legally stored firearms
located in residences by RCMP in the context of the High River operations and not
seized or secured by the RCMP; (g) was any information recorded regarding legally
stored firearms in residences which were not seized and or secured by the RCMP in
the context of the High River operations and, if so, (i) what are the details of the
information recorded, (ii) who (including name, rank, and detachment) authorized the
recording; (h) under what statutory or procedural authority was the RCMP operating
when the firearms which were seized or secured by the RCMP during the course of
the door-to-door searches of residences in the context of the High River operations
were queried in the Canadian Police Information Centre database; (i) how many
times has the Canadian Police Information Centre database been accessed by any
members of the RCMP regarding (i) any residents of the Town of High River,
Alberta, (ii) any firearms-license holders residing in and around the town of High
River, Alberta; (j) what was the purpose of querying, in the Canadian Police
Information Centre database, the firearms which had been seized or secured by the
RCMP in the context of the High River operations, (i) what are the names, ranks,
positions, units and detachments of the officer or officers who authorized this
procedure, (ii) what other seized items were queried in the Canadian Police
Information Centre database, (iii) if no other seized items were checked against the
Canadian Police Information Centre database, why not, (iv) in how many instances
did this process result in the identification of stolen weapons, (v) in how many
instances did this process result in the identification of persons in possession of
firearms that they were prohibited from possessing; (k) was the Canadian Police
Information Center database accessed by any member or members of the RCMP
regarding any residences which were linked with federal firearms-license holders, in
and around the Town of High River, Alberta and, if so, (i) what information was
accessed, (ii) why was the information accessed, (iii) on what specific dates was the
information accessed, (iv) what are the names, ranks, positions, units and
detachments of the RCMP officers or officer who authorized this procedure; and
(l) was the restricted-firearms registry accessed at any point between June 20, 2013,
and July 12, 2013, by any members of the RCMP regarding any residents of the
Town of High River, Alberta, or regarding any restricted or prohibited firearms
registered to persons residing in and around the Town of High River, Alberta and, if
so, (i) what information from the restricted-firearms registry was sought by the
RCMP, (ii) what was the purpose of accessing the restricted firearms registry at this
time, (iii) what was the number of restricted or prohibited firearms identified in the
restricted-firearms registry as being registered in and around the Town of High River,
Alberta, (iv) how many such firearms were eventually seized by the RCMP, (v) what
are the names, ranks, positions, units and detachments of the officers or officer who
authorized this procedure?

Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in response to this question,
the RCMP has provided the following assessment. There is an
ongoing review of this matter by the Civilian Review and
Complaints Commission for the Royal Canadian Mounted Police.

With regard to (a), the Firearms Act and the Criminal Code, and
their supporting regulations, are used by the RCMP to determine
storage requirements. With regard to (i), no. With regard to (ii), not
applicable.

With regard to (b), there are two regulations that apply to the
storage of firearms: the Storage, Display and Transportation of
Firearms and Other Weapons by Businesses Regulations; and the
Storage, Display, Transportation and Handling of Firearms by
Individuals Regulations. With regard to (i), no. With regard to (ii),
not applicable.

With regard to (c) to (e) and (h) to (l), there is an ongoing review
of this matter by the Civilian Review and Complaints Commission
for the Royal Canadian Mounted Police.

With regard to (f) and (g), the RCMP’s data collection system
does not capture this information.
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Question No. 792—Mr. John Barlow:

With regard to the operations of the Canadian Armed Forces in and around the
Town of High River, Alberta between June 20, 2013, and July 12, 2013: (a) what
were the operational directives issued to the Canadian Armed Forces concerning their
operations in conjunction with the RCMP, specifically with respect to (i) the door-to-
door searches of residences, (ii) door-to-door searches of residences by forced entry,
(iii) searches for any firearms in residences, (iv) collection of any firearms found
while searching residences, (v) transportation of any firearms found while searching
residences, (vi) recording of any information regarding firearms found while
searching residences, (vii) recording of any information regarding residences in
which firearms were located; (b) what operations were conducted by the Canadian
Armed Forces in conjunction with the RCMP specifically with respect to (i) the door-
to-door searches of residences, (ii) door-to-door searches of residences by forced
entry, (iii) searches for any firearms in residences, (iv) collection of any firearms
found while searching residences, (v) transportation of any firearms found while
searching residences, (vi) recording of any information regarding firearms found
while searching residences, (vii) recording of any information regarding residences in
which firearms were located; (c) what requests were issued by the RCMP to the
Canadian Armed Forces specifically with respect to (i) the door-to-door searches of
residences, (ii) door-to-door searches of residences by forced entry, (iii) searches for
any firearms in residences, (iv) collection of any firearms found while searching
residences, (v) transportation of any firearms found while searching residences, (vi)
recording of any information regarding firearms found while searching residences,
(vii) recording of any information regarding residences in which firearms were
located; (d) were any requests by the RCMP refused by the Canadian Armed Forces
and, if so, (i) what was the content of each request by the RCMP that was refused by
the Canadian Armed Forces, (ii) on what date was each request made, (iii) what were
the reasons for the refusal of each request; (e) what requests were issued by any
government entities, including, but not limited to municipal, provincial and federal
governments, to the Canadian Armed Forces specifically with respect to (i) the door-
to-door searches of residences, (ii) door-to-door searches of residences by forced
entry, (iii) searches for any firearms in residences, (iv) collection of any firearms
found while searching residences, (v) transportation of any firearms found while
searching residences, (vi) recording of any information regarding firearms found
while searching residences, (vii) recording of any information regarding residences in
which firearms were located; and (f) was any request by any government entity
refused by the Canadian Armed Forces and, if so, (i) what was the content of each
request by any government entity that was refused by the Canadian Armed Forces,
(ii) on what date was each request made, (iii) what were the reasons for the refusal of
each request?

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of National Defence, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, with regard to (a), in June 2013, the Canadian Armed
Forces, CAF, provided support to Royal Canadian Mounted Police,
RCMP, flood relief operations in High River, Alberta. The support
was provided pursuant to subsection 273.6(1), Public Service, of the
National Defence Act, following a request for assistance from the
Minister of Public Safety, which was itself preceded by a request for
assistance from the province of Alberta. The CAF was asked for
humanitarian support, including transportation support in the effort
to locate trapped or injured persons.

The CAF operation in the area was guided by a tasking order from
the Chief of the Defence Staff and an operations order issued by the
commander, Canadian Joint Operations Command. Concerning
operations in conjunction with the RCMP, the operations order
stated that CAF personnel would remain under military command at
all times and would not engage in assistance to law enforcement
agency operations. CAF support and capabilities were specifically
directed to be in response to relief efforts for flooding.

With regard to (b), the basis for CAF involvement in the flood
relief operations in Alberta was pursuant to the National Defence
Act, subsection 273.6(1), Public Service, and not specifically for law
enforcement assistance. Public Safety Canada has the lead
responsibility for emergency response and CAF personnel were in
continuous liaison with Public Safety Canada, as well as with

provincial authorities and our other federal partners as part of relief
efforts.

With regard to (c), the Department of National Defence and CAF,
DND/CAF, did not find any records of official requests made by the
RCMP to the CAF for law enforcement assistance.

With regard to (d), DND/CAF did not find any records of official
requests made by the RCMP to the CAF for law enforcement
assistance.

With regard to (e), these requests would have been made through
the formal request for assistance, RFA, process between the Minister
of National Defence and the Minister of Public Safety. DND/CAF do
not have any records of formal RFAs on assistance with law
enforcement activities. On June 21, 2013, the Minister of Public
Safety requested the following assistance: evacuation and safe-
guarding of at-risk persons; safeguarding of critical infrastructure
from flooding; resupply of those areas isolated by flooding as
requested by civil authorities; provision of engineering, logistic and
humanitarian relief support to those communities that must shelter in
place; and, assistance in informing the public of the need to avoid
entry in to those areas evacuated, damaged or otherwise in need of
control and surveillance in order to ensure the safety of emergency
personnel and evacuees.

If informal requests for assistance were made to the local
commanders, these low-level RFAs would have been handled at
site unless there were larger operational concerns.

With regard to (f), as with part (e) these requests would have been
made through the formal request for assistance process between the
Minister of National Defence and the Minister of Public Safety.
DND/CAF do not have any records of formal RFAs on assistance
with law enforcement activities.

Question No. 795—Mr. Dennis Bevington:

With respect to the imprisonment in China of Canadian citizen Huseyin Celil; (a)
has the government discussed the topic of his case with Chinese government
officials; (b) if discussions have taken place, how were they conducted; (c) what
questions did the government ask regarding his status and well-being; (d) what
responses did the government receive from the Chinese government; (e) what were
the government's follow-up actions based on these responses; (f) has the Canadian
Consular services ever visited him in prison (either directly, or indirectly through a
third party like Red Crescent or Red Cross); and (g) if the Canadian Consular
Services has not visited him in prison, why not?
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Hon. Lynne Yelich (Minister of State (Foreign Affairs and
Consular), CPC): Mr. Speaker, in processing parliamentary
returns, the government applies the Privacy Act and the principles
set out in the Access to Information Act. Information that constitutes
personal information and information that could reasonably be
expected to be injurious to the conduct of international affairs is not
shared in accordance with the law.

With regard to (a), the Prime Minister of Canada and senior
cabinet ministers have raised Mr. Celil’s case with their counterparts.

With regard to (c), the Government of Canada is actively engaged
in Mr. Celil’s case. Senior-level officials have raised his case at every
opportunity with the goal of ensuring that he is safe and that he is
treated fairly and in accordance with local laws and international
norms.

With regard to (e), the Government of Canada is very engaged.
Senior officials continue to raise Mr. Celil’s case at every
opportunity calling upon the Government of China to permit
consular access to Mr. Celil. Canadian consular officials continue all
efforts to pursue access to Mr. Celil.

With regard to (f), Canada remains deeply concerned at China’s
refusal to recognize Mr. Celil’s Canadian citizenship or permit
Canadian consular officials to visit him. Canadian officials continue
to call upon the Government of China to permit consular access to
Mr. Celil. China does not permit visits by the Red Cross to Chinese
prisons.

With regard to (g), Canada remains deeply concerned at China’s
refusal to recognize Mr. Celil’s Canadian citizenship or permit
Canadian consular officials to visit him. Canadian officials continue
to call upon the Government of China to permit consular access to
Mr. Celil.

Question No. 800—Mr. Rodger Cuzner:

With respect to fines and penalties issued or imposed for violations of the Do Not
Call List since January 1, 2010: (a) what is the total number and dollar value of
Administrative Monetary Penalties (AMPs) that have been imposed; (b) what is the
total number and dollar value of AMPs that have been paid to date; (c) what is the
total number of negotiated settlements that have been reached to date; (d) what is the
total number and dollar value of negotiated settlements that have been paid to date;
(e) what is the number of companies that have refused to either pay an AMP or reach
a negotiated settlement; (f) for Pecon Software Ltd., (i) did the company seek a
review of the fine, (ii) what was the total dollar value of the fine after a review, if any,
was completed, (iii) did the company request a negotiated settlement of the fine, (iv)
was a negotiated settlement reached, (v) if a negotiated settlement was reached, what
was its total value (vi) what is the total dollar value of the fine, if any, that has been
paid to date, (vii) has the company refused to pay the fine or reach a negotiated
settlement; and (g) for Avaneesh Software, (i) what was the finding of the Violation
and Review Panel, (ii) what was the total dollar value of the fine after the review, if
any, (iii) did the company request a negotiated settlement of the fine, (iv) was a
negotiated settlement reached, (v) what was the total value of the negotiated
settlement, if any, (vi) what is the total dollar value of the fine, if any, that has been
paid to date, (vii) has the company refused to pay the fine or reach a negotiated
settlement?

Mr. Rick Dykstra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Canadian Heritage, CPC): Mr. Speaker, with regard to (a), since
January 1, 2010, the CRTC has issued 86 administrative monetary
penalties, AMPs, including negotiated settlements, for a value of
$4,499,800.

With regard to (b), since January 1, 2010, the total number and
dollar value of AMPs paid are 62 and $3,900,419 respectively.

With regard to (c), since January 1, 2010, the CRTC has entered
into 31 negotiated settlements.

With regard to (d), since January 1, 2010, 28 negotiated
settlements have been paid in full for a total of $ 3,423,400.

With regard to (e), since January 1, 2010, no companies have
refused to either pay an AMP or reach a negotiated settlement.

With regard to (f), with respect to the fine of $495,000 to Pecon
Software Ltd., the Canadian Radio-television and Telecommunica-
tions Commission, CRTC, issued a notice of violation on October 2,
2012. In order to comply with international service requirements, the
CRTC filed the documents with the Indian Government’s Ministry of
Law and Justice—central authority for extrajudicial service of
documents. The CRTC cannot proceed with these matters legally
until Pecon Software Ltd. has been legally served. According to the
Convention on Service Abroad of Judicial and Extrajudicial
Documents in Civil or Commercial Matters, the Indian central
authority is required to provide the CRTC with an affidavit attesting
to the fact that they have legally served the documents to Pecon
Software Ltd.

The documents were received by the central authority in India on
April 2, 2013. The CRTC is now working with the Indian Ministry
of Law and Justice—central authority to serve the documents to
Pecon Software Ltd. Once the Indian Ministry has attested to the fact
that the documents have been served, Pecon Software Ltd. will have
30 days to pay the penalty or file representations with the CRTC.

With regard to (g), with respect to the fine of $12,000 to
Avaneesh Software, the CRTC issued a notice of violation on
October 2, 2012, and Avaneesh Software accepted the service of the
notice and accompanying documents. Avaneesh Software has
submitted representations as per section 72.07(2) of the Telecom-
munications Act and a violation and review panel will be held to
determine if the violations set out in the notice of violation occurred
and whether or not to uphold the administrative monetary penalty.
The matter has yet to be reviewed.

Question No. 801—Mr. Charlie Angus:

With respect to information in the government's possession concerning First
Nation students on-reserve who participated in provincial standardized testing for
numeracy and literacy: (a) what was the methodology used to determine the results;
(b) what were the ages of the individuals tested; and (c) what were the numeracy and
literacy results, broken down by reserve?

Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, insofar as Abori-
ginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada, AANDC, and its
special operating agency, Indian Oil and Gas Canada, are concerned,
the response is as follows:
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With regard to (a), first nations schools on reserve covered by
regional first nations organizations that receive funding under the
first nation student success program, FNSSP, are required to
administer to their students standardized tests that are identical to
those used by the relevant provincial ministry of education to assess
student outcomes. Regional first nations organizations are respon-
sible for the collection, analysis and reporting to AANDC of data on
student achievement.

With regard to (b), Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development
Canada does not gather information on the ages of the individuals
who were tested.

With regard to (c), Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development
Canada’s 2013-2014 departmental performance report, DPR, sets out
the percentages of male and female first nations students, broken
down by region, who: attended an on-reserve school covered by a
regional first nations organization that received funding under the
first nation school success program; participated in provincial
standardized testing; and met the provincially established standard
associated with this testing.

Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada does not
gather or break down information on literacy and numeracy results
by reserve.

Question No. 802—Mr. Jack Harris:

With regard to Canada’s combat mission in Iraq, known as Operation IMPACT:
(a) what are the total estimated flying hours for the six-month mission, broken down
by month, for each of the following, (i) CF-188 Hornets, (ii) CC-177 Globemaster,
(iii) CC-130J Hercules, (iv) CP-140 Aurora, (v) CC-150T Polaris; (b) what are the
total estimated costs per hour associated with the flying hours for each of these
previously mentioned aircraft; and (c) what is the amount of any additional costs
related to the deployment and sustainment of the air mission to Iraq, including the
total estimated costs of the establishment of personnel in Kuwait, and all associated
costs for the six-month period?

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of National Defence, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, the Department of National Defence and Canadian
Armed Forces, DND/CAF, provided an estimate of flying hours to
the government to inform decision-making on the mission. However,
this information cannot be provided at this time, as flying hours
remain dynamic and evolve with the refinement of planning and
operational assumptions, as well as the requirements of the coalition.

With regard to (a), (i), (iv), and (v) specifically, as of 25
November 2014, Air Task Force Iraq had conducted 111 sorties,
including 72 sorties by CF-188 Hornet fighters; 21 sorties by CC-
150T Polaris aerial refuelling aircraft, delivering some 976,000
pounds of fuel to coalition aircraft; and 23 reconnaissance missions
by CP-140 Aurora aircraft.

With regard to (a), (ii), and (iii), as of 26 September 2014, CC-177
Globemaster and CC-130J Hercules aircraft had completed 25
flights, delivering more than 1,600,000 pounds of military supplies,
consisting of small arms, ammunition, and equipment donated by
contributing allies to Iraq.

Further information on the Royal Canadian Air Force’s activities
as part of Operation Impact is available on DND/CAF’s website at
http://www.forces.gc.ca/en/operations-abroad-current/op-impact.
page.

With regard to (b), cost estimates are dynamic and evolve with the
refinement of planning and operational requirements. Estimates are
updated regularly to support planning efforts and decision-making,
and therefore any estimate provided would be inaccurate.

With regard to (c), all elements, units, and organizations involved
in Operation Impact are required to capture incremental costs and
charge expenses related to their tasks in accordance with the
published financial directives, and to report results through the
Department of National Defence’s financial review process. The
costs of a mission are available through the regular parliamentary
process, including with the publication of the annual departmental
performance report or 90 days following the end of the mission.

Question No. 803—Mr. Jack Harris:

With regard to the Canadian Armed Forces’ advise and assist mission to Iraq
announced on September 5, 2014: (a) what are the estimated total and incremental
costs of the mission; (b) are there other personnel associated with this mission and, if
so, how many; and (c) is this mission scheduled to end six months from October 7,
2014, the date the motion to initiate it was adopted by the House of Commons?

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of National Defence, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, with regard to (a), the costs of a mission are available
through the regular parliamentary process, including with the
publication of the annual departmental performance report, or 90
days following the end of the mission. Cost estimates are dynamic
and evolve with the refinement of planning and operational
requirements. Estimates are updated regularly to support planning
efforts and decision-making, and therefore any estimate provided
would be inaccurate.

With regard to (b), as announced by the Government of Canada,
up to 69 personnel have been authorized for the advise and assist
mission in Iraq.

With regard to (c), the Canadian Armed Forces’ advise and assist
mission to Iraq is running on the same timelines as those indicated in
the motion that was adopted by the House of Commons on the
contribution of Canadian military assets to the fight against the
Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant, ISIL, and terrorists allied with
ISIL.

Question No. 809—Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre:

With regard to transactions respecting Leclerc penitentiary in Laval between the
federal government and the Government of Quebec: (a) what was the total cost of the
penitentiary transaction; (b) for how much was the kitchen equipment sold; (c) for
how much was the laundry equipment sold; and (d) was the heating equipment
including in the transaction, and if so, what are the details of the service contract for
sharing the heating equipment with the rest of the complex, which includes other
federal penitentiaries?

Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the transaction regarding the
Leclerc Institution is not a real estate sale, but rather a lease for a
period of ten years effective April 1, 2014, with a renewal option of
five years.
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In processing parliamentary returns, the government applies the
principles set out in the Access to Information Act. As such, the
details of the transaction are protected under these principles, as the
information was obtained in confidence from the government of a
province. In order to determine whether this information can be
disclosed, consultations with the provincial government of Quebec
are required, and these consultations cannot be completed within the
timeframe provided.

Question No. 810—Mr. Mathieu Ravignat:

With regard to Shared Services Canada: (a) what was the intention of the
privatization of email services; and (b) what are the consequences of this
privatization with respect to (i) public service jobs, (ii) the possible loss of these
jobs, (iii) the reliability of email services for shared services employees, (iv) the
confidentiality and security of these email services, (v) the savings or losses from
these changes to email services?

Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Public Works and Government
Services, CPC): Mr. Speaker, with regard to (a), the email
transformation initiative, ETI, will replace 63 different legacy email
systems across 43 organizations, affecting over 375,000 employees,
as part of a whole-of-government approach, consistent with the
government’s strategy to create a secure, centralized, and modern
information technology infrastructure. The decision to move to an
enterprise-wide email solution was based upon meeting the
Government of Canada’s stated requirements: increased security,
providing value for money, and improving services to Canadians.

With regard to (b)(i) and (ii), the decision to move to an
enterprise-wide email solution was based upon meeting the
Government of Canada’s stated requirements: increased security,
providing value for money, and improving services to Canadians.

When SSC was created in August 2011, there were approximately
360 public service employees supporting email services across 63
email systems. There are currently about 140 public service
employees supporting the existing email legacy systems and
working to implement a single modern, consolidated system for
the Government of Canada.

As the consolidation project is implemented, some employees
who had been working on legacy departmental email systems have
already been re-assigned to other transformation activities within
SSC or have accepted appointments to positions outside of SSC.
Other employees will continue to work on supporting the existing
email legacy systems until the transition to the modern, consolidated
system is complete. They will then be assigned to other positions.
SSC is committed to supporting employees throughout this
transformation process, helping them build the skills they need to
meet evolving government requirements. To do this, SSC has
implemented a workforce management strategy that was designed at
the outset of the ETI project and endorsed by SSC and bargaining
agents.

With regard to (b)(iii), moving to a single, integrated email system
will reduce the diversity, duplication, and complexity of email
services; enhance access; and improve how public servants work to
deliver programs to Canadian citizens and businesses. To ensure
reliability and to help better manage, monitor, and protect the email
system, state of the art anti-spam and anti-virus software will be used
to inspect all emails entering the system. The email server will be
hosted in secure facilities to ensure high availability and recover-

ability of data in accordance with government policies and
procedures. The ETI project is being rolled out in a series of waves
across the Government of Canada, beginning with SSC, to ensure
that the solution works and that it is secure.

With regard to (b)(iv), increasing the security of email commu-
nication is a fundamental component of the new email service, which
has up-to-date security features incorporated into its design,
construction, and operation. SSC is committed to protecting the
information and the confidentiality of data held by the Government
of Canada.

For all services, including the new consolidated email system,
SSC's security architecture is based upon an approach that uses a
series of control measures to protect information. SSC will continue
to work with its partners to ensure that equipment comes from
trusted vendors and that services meet Government of Canada
security standards.

With regard to (b)(v), beginning in 2015–16, the Government of
Canada will achieve $50 million in annual savings through the
standardization and consolidation of email services into one solution.

Question No. 815—Hon. Scott Brison:

With respect to each expenditure contained in each budget or budget
implementation bill since fiscal year 2006-2007, inclusively: (a) has the Department
of Finance done an economic impact analysis of the expenditure; (b) if the answer to
(a) is affirmative, what is the date, name and file number of any record which
constitutes part of that analysis; (c) has the Department of Finance relied on any
economic impact analysis of any organization outside government on the expenditure
or not; and (d) if the answer to (c) is affirmative, (i) which organizations analysed the
measure, (ii) what is the date, name and file number of any record obtained from that
organization which constitutes part of that analysis?

Mr. Andrew Saxton (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, with regard to (a), the department
conducts a broad analysis of every measure included in the budget
and budget-related legislation on elements that include the follow-
ing: proposed program design, program effectiveness, administrative
issues, and general economic impacts. It is not the department’s
practice to develop specific estimates of the job impact of each
measure.

With regard to (b), in processing parliamentary returns, the
government applies the Privacy Act and the principles set out in the
Access to Information Act, and some information has been withheld
on the grounds that the information is considered confidences of the
Queen’s Privy Council for Canada.

With regard to (c), when assessing proposals, the department
considers analyses of outside organizations.
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With regard to (d), in processing parliamentary returns, the
government applies the Privacy Act and the principles set out in the
Access to Information Act, and some information has been withheld
on the grounds that the information is considered confidences of the
Queen’s Privy Council for Canada.

Question No. 819—Ms. Peggy Nash:

With regard to Canada Post: (a) what are the details of the five-point turnaround
plan to put Canada Post on track for financial sustainability by 2020; (b) what is the
annual budget for advertising campaigns, broken down by (i) medium, (ii) region,
(iii) product or service line, (iv) any additional internal categories used not included
in this question; (c) what are the internal metrics for measuring success of any
advertising outlined in (b); and (d) what is the cost of any advertising campaigns
from (b) in (i) fiscal year 2012-2013, (ii) fiscal year 2013-2014, (iii) fiscal year-to-
date 2014-2015?

Hon. Lisa Raitt (Minister of Transport, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
with regard to (a), Canada Post’s five-point action plan is available
at: https://www.canadapost.ca/cpo/mc/assets/pdf/aboutus/5_en.pdf

With regard to parts (b), (c), and (d), the requested information is
financial and commercial in nature and has always been treated as
confidential.

Question No. 822—Mr. Philip Toone:

With regard to employment insurance benefits: (a) what are the amounts paid out
for employment insurance benefits in Quebec from fiscal year 2010–2011 to the
current fiscal year, broken down by (i) year, (ii) economic region, (iii) electoral
district, (iv) regional county municipality (RCM) or the most detailed level available;
(b) how many beneficiaries have there been in Quebec from fiscal year 2010–2011 to
the current fiscal year, broken down by (i) year, (ii) economic region, (iii) electoral
district, (iv) RCM or the most detailed level available; and (c) if the information
requested in (a) and (b) is not available, why is that the case?

Mr. Scott Armstrong (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Employment and Social Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
the amount of employment insurance regular benefits paid, which is
under part I of the Employment Insurance Act, and the number of
employment insurance beneficiaries, meaning the number of new
claims for which at least one dollar of employment insurance regular
benefits was paid, are available by province and employment
insurance economic region and by year until 2012–13. Annex 2.5 of
the 2012-13 EI Monitoring and Assessment Report provides this
information. The report is accessible via the following link: http://
www.esdc.gc.ca/en/reports/ei/monitoring2013/index.page.

The employment insurance program is designed and administered
based on 62 employment insurance regions. As a result, data by
electoral district and regional county municipality, or RCM, are not
available. As for the data in 2013–14, they will be available in the
first quarter of 2015.

Question No. 823—Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe:

With regard to the government's Temporary Public Policy Concerning Tibetans
Living in the State of Arunachal Pradesh in India: (a) how much has been spent in
research towards implementing this resettlement program; (b) what is the budget
allocated to this program; (c) how many applications for permanent residence have
been made under the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act for this program; and
(d) how many applicants have been resettled?

Hon. Chris Alexander (Minister of Citizenship and Immigra-
tion, CPC): Mr. Speaker, insofar as Citizenship and Immigration
Canada, CIC, is concerned, with regard to (a) and (b), this public
policy has been implemented within existing CIC reference levels
and with existing staff. There have been no funds earmarked
specifically for research.

With regard to (c), as of November 26, 2014, 517 applications for
permanent residence have been made.

With regard to (d), as of November 26, 2014, 197 persons have
been resettled.

Question No. 824—Mr. Brian Masse:

With regard to construction undertaken during the period from fiscal year 2004-
2005 to 2014-2015, inclusively: (a) how much has been spent on scaffolding
throughout the Parliamentary Precinct including specific costs incurred for (i) the
preparation of the building, (ii) construction, (iii) maintenance, (iv) the entire project;
and (b) how much has been spent on scaffolding for the Paul Martin Building in
Windsor, Ontario, including specific costs incurred for (i) the preparation of the
building, (ii) construction, (iii) maintenance, (iv) the entire project?

Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Public Works and Government
Services, CPC): Mr. Speaker, with regard to (a) and (b), the
information on scaffolding for the Parliamentary Precinct was
obtained for multiple projects over multiple years, while the
information on scaffolding for the Paul Martin Building is accounted
for as a single project.

With regard to part (a), the scaffolding costs throughout the
Parliamentary Precinct, including specific costs incurred, were, for
(a)(i), $835,902.33; for (a)(ii), $18,757,302.86; for (a)(iii),
$1,733,470.72; and for (a)(iv), $21,326,675.91.

With regard to part (b), scaffolding was installed on the Paul
Martin Building in 2010. The specific costs listed in the question
were, for (b)(i), nil, in that there were no preparation costs; for (b)(ii),
$77,212.00; for (b)(iii), $407,931.90; and for (b)(iv), $538,750.15.
The entire project cost $485,143.90, plus an encroachment fee for
the use of the public sidewalk of $53,606.25, which was paid to the
City of Windsor for the period July 2, 2014, to July 1, 2015, bringing
the total cost to $538,750.15.

Question No. 825—Hon. Hedy Fry:

With respect to the creation of the position of President of the Public Health
Agency of Canada in Bill C-43, the Budget Implementation Act: (a) what are the
names, positions, organizations or affiliations of all the stakeholders consulted
leading up to the creation of this position; (b) what submissions, proposals or
recommendations were made by stakeholders during the consultation process before
the creation of this position; and (c) what are the dates, times, and locations of the
meetings with those individuals or organizations consulted before the creation of this
position?
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Hon. Rona Ambrose (Minister of Health, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, changes to the Public Health Agency of Canada’s
organizational structure are aimed at strengthening both its internal
management and public health capacity. The division of responsi-
bilities between the president and the chief public health officer will
enhance the agency’s internal management and allow the chief
public health officer to focus on the important public health needs of
Canadians. The proposed position of president will bring the
leadership of the agency in alignment with other health portfolio
organizations; both the Canadian Food Inspection Agency and the
Canadian Institutes for Health Research are led by presidents. These
changes were proposed by the chief public health officer, Dr.
Gregory Taylor, and recommended by both him and the president-
designate, Ms. Krista Outhwaite.

As part of the legislative process, parliamentarians were briefed on
the proposed changes. Bill C-43 was discussed and read in both the
House of Commons and the Senate and examined in committees: the
Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science and
Technology; the House of Commons Standing Committee on
Finance; the Senate National Finance Committee. Witnesses gave
their opinions on the bill and it was subjected to clause-by-clause
study based on the testimony.

The chief public health officer, Dr. Taylor, pointed out during his
appearances that he supports this proposal as it will allow his
position to focus on moving Canada forward on public health issues;
providing excellent advice directly to the Minister of Health and to
Canadians; collaborating with all partners, and interacting with
multiple key players including the Canadian public.

At the same time, a dedicated Public Health Agency of Canada
president will provide strategic policy and management leadership
for a world-leading and strong public sector organization. The
president, as deputy head, will become the agency’s accounting
officer and will focus on many of the issues for which the CPHO was
previously accountable, including finance, audit, evaluation, staffing,
official languages, and access to information and privacy. These are
all important functions, requiring the attention of an experienced
public service leader.

The changes will allow the chief public health officer to dedicate
more of his time to public health issues of importance to Canadians.
This is also a model seen in many provinces across Canada, and
internationally.

Question No. 829—Hon. Judy Sgro:

With respect to Citizenship and Immigration Canada’s pause in processing visa
applications from foreign nationals who have been physically present in a country
designated by the World Health Organization as having widespread and intense
transmission of the Ebola virus on Friday, October 31, 2014: (a) what are the names,
positions, organizations or affiliations of all the stakeholders consulted leading up to
this decision; (b) what submissions, proposals or recommendations were made by
stakeholders during the consultation process; and (c) what are the dates, times, and
locations of the meetings with those individuals or organizations consulted?

Hon. Chris Alexander (Minister of Citizenship and Immigra-
tion, CPC): Mr. Speaker, insofar as Citizenship and Immigration
Canada, CIC, is concerned, the Government of Canada has a duty to
ensure that the security and safety of Canadians is paramount in
determining the admissibility of foreign nationals. In rapidly
evolving situations where the potential impact may be very

significant, potentially resulting in loss of life, it is essential that
the government take decisive action to protect the well-being of its
citizens.

That is why on October 31, 2014, it announced precautionary
measures to protect the health and safety of all Canadians. Under
these new measures, visas for temporary residence will not be issued
unless the officer is satisfied the applicant has not been in an Ebola-
affected country within the three months prior to the finalization of
an application. Discretion remains for the Minister of Citizenship
and Immigration to grant entry where travel is essential and in
Canadians’ interest.

CIC consulted with partners across government including those in
the public safety and health portfolios. The Public Health Agency of
Canada has significant experience and responsibility for public
health and safety. This includes a consultative relationship with the
World Health Organization, which was contacted upon development
of these new measures. The government has advised various
domestic and international stakeholders including government
representatives from the affected countries, at the time of deploy-
ment.

Question No. 832—Mr. Paul Dewar:

With regard to the Family Class sponsorships and Immigration and Refugee
Protection Act (IRPA) Regulation 117(9)(d): (a) how many Family Class sponsor-
ships have been denied by visa officers based on this Regulation since its inception in
2003; (b) of the refused applications, (i) how many of the excluded family members
were spouses, (ii) how many of the excluded family members were children, (iii)
what is the gender breakdown of the sponsors; (c) how many sponsors have
requested an exemption from this Regulation to allow their excluded family member
to come to Canada on humanitarian and compassionate grounds under Section 25 of
the IRPA; (d) how many requests for exemptions were granted; (e) of the exemptions
that were granted, (i) how many of the excluded family members were spouses, (ii)
how many of the excluded family members were children, (iii) what is the gender
breakdown of the sponsors; (f) how many requests for exemptions were refused; and
(g) of the exemptions that were refused, (i) how many of the excluded family
members were spouses, (ii) how many of the excluded family members were
children, (iii) what is the gender breakdown of the sponsors?

Hon. Chris Alexander (Minister of Citizenship and Immigra-
tion, CPC): Mr. Speaker, insofar as Citizenship and Immigration
Canada, CIC, is concerned, in response to question (a), a total of
1,200 family class applications have been refused based on the R117
(9)(d) refusal ground, in persons, beginning in 2010. Prior to 2010, a
different system was in use by the department, which did not allow
for the consistent tracking and reporting of refusal grounds. Due to
this, CIC can only report on the number of applications that were
refused based on 117(9)(d) beginning in 2010 for those applications
that were processed in the global case management system, GCMS.

In response to questions (b)(i) and (ii), CIC does not capture this
level of detail sought for these questions in a systematic fashion and
therefore cannot provide this information.
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In response to question (b)(iii), of the 1,200 family class
applicants refused with R117(9)(d), 333 were female sponsors and
594 were male sponsors.

In response to questions (c) to (g), CIC is not able to report on
this type of information as it is not tracked systematically in the
global case Management system, GCMS, and therefore CIC cannot
provide the level of detail required.

Question No. 833—Mr. Ryan Cleary:

With regard to the Department of National Defense and the policy stating that
Members of Parliament only have permission to visit a regional base if it is within
their constituency: (a) when did this policy become a formal departmental policy; (b)
what were the reasons given for establishing this policy; and (c) how many requests
have been denied?

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of National Defence, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, while the Department of National Defence and the
Canadian Armed Forces endeavour to maintain an open and
accessible posture in order to connect with the Canadian public,
this approach is balanced against the need to limit visits to military
bases when such visits interfere with operational missions and
critical security activities. A directive is currently in draft form
awaiting publication in the defence administrative orders and
directives. The departmental position is that the Canadian Armed
Forces’ wings and bases are to support cabinet committee work,
commissions, as well as their own members of Parliament and
senators within capabilities. The draft directive reflects this position.

The Department of National Defence has no central tracking
system regarding visits to military bases and therefore cannot report
how many, if any, requests from members of Parliament to visit
bases have been denied.

Question No. 834—Mr. Ryan Cleary:

With regard to Transport Canada and tanker vessel traffic entering Placentia Bay,
Newfoundland and Labrador: (a) where is the oil spill response equipment for
Placentia Bay stored; (b) what is the oil spill capacity of the response equipment; (c)
what is the response time if an oil spill should occur; and (d) is there personnel on-
call to handle an oil spill?

Hon. Lisa Raitt (Minister of Transport, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
in response to part (a), the Canada Shipping Act, 2001, its
regulations and standards require potential polluters to maintain a
minimum level of preparedness at all times. Prescribed oil handling
facilities must have an arrangement with a certified response
organization that would maintain a prescribed level of preparedness
to respond to a spill on the polluter's behalf. Oil handling facilities
must each have onsite plans, equipment, personnel, and training and
exercise programs that allow them to deploy an immediate response
in the event of an oil spill.

There are several caches of oil pollution countermeasures
equipment in Placentia Bay. Oil handling facilities such as North
Atlantic Refining Limited and Newfoundland Transshipment
Limited have their own stockpile of spill response equipment
equating to 150 tonnes as they are responsible for initially
responding to their own spills.

Eastern Canada Response Corporation, the response organization
responsible for responding to ship-source oil spills in this area, stores
its pollution countermeasures equipment at its base in Donovan’s
Industrial Park in Mount Pearl, Newfoundland and Labrador.

The Canadian Coast Guard also stores its pollution counter-
measures equipment at its base in Donovan’s Industrial Park in
Mount Pearl, Newfoundland and Labrador.

In response to part (b), Transport Canada is the lead agency
responsible for Canada's marine oil spill preparedness and response
regime. The regime was established in 1995 to enable industry to
respond to its own oil spills of up to 10,000 tones within the
prescribed time standards and operating environments, for Canadian
waters south of 60 degrees north latitude. The regime is built upon a
partnership between government and industry. It sets rigorous
standards for response organizations and oil handling facilities, and
establishes the requirements for national preparedness capacity.

In response to part (c), designated ports, each with a primary area
of responsibility, are an important piece of Canada's marine oil spill
response regime.. A designated port has higher volumes of oil
transferred between the shore and a vessel than other ports. The
associated higher risk requires more concentrated response cap-
ability. A designated port thus has advantages with respect to spill
response time and capability. Holyrood and Come By Chance are
two designated ports in Newfoundland and Labrador. The response
time to deploy equipment at a designated port is six hours.

In response to part (d), under part 8 of the Canada Shipping Act,
2001, prescribed oil handling facilities and vessels must have
arrangements with a response organization, in this case, Eastern
Canada Response Corporation. As part of its response plan, Eastern
Canada Response Corporation has response personnel available to
respond to a spill when contracted by the polluter.

In addition, oil handling facilities have personnel, listed in their oil
pollution emergency plans, who must be available to respond in the
event of a spill.

The Canadian Coast Guard monitors the overall response to
ensure that it is effective, timely, and appropriate to the incident. In
the event that the polluter is unable to respond, unwilling to take
action or unknown, the Canadian Coast Guard becomes the on-scene
commander.

Question No. 835—Mr. Ryan Cleary:

With regard to the Department of Fisheries and Oceans and the food fishery in
Newfoundland and Labrador: (a) what communication occurred between the
Minister's office and the Department regarding the extension of the food fishery in
fall 2014 in Newfoundland and Labrador; and (b) what were the formal reasons given
for the extension?

Hon. Gail Shea (Minister of Fisheries and Oceans, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, in response to (a), the communication between the
department and the minister’s office regarding the extension of the
recreational groundfish fishery in fall 2014, in Newfoundland and
Labrador, included the drafting of a note regarding the decision to
extend the fishery.
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In response to (b), the formal reason for the extension was the
result of poor weather during the second half of the fall fishing
seasons, September 20 to September 28, which created safety
concerns for recreational fishers. As a result the minister made the
decision to extend the fishery by three days.

Question No. 836—Hon. Irwin Cotler:

With regard to federal judicial appointments from 1993 to 2014 inclusive: (a)
broken down by year, province, level of court, (i) how many judicial appointments
were made, (ii) how many of those appointments were women, (iii) what percentage
were women, (iv) how many indicated French as a first language, (v) what
percentage indicated French as a first language, (vi) how many were visible
minorities, (vii) what percentage were visible minorities, (viii) how many were
Aboriginal, First Nations, or Métis, (ix) what percentage were Aboriginal, First
Nations, or Métis; (b) broken down by year, how many persons were appointed to the
following Judicial Appointments Advisory Committees or their predecessors, if any
names changed, (i) Alberta, (ii) British Columbia, (iii) Manitoba, (iv), New
Brunswick, (v) Newfoundland and Labrador, (vi) Northwest Territories, (vii) Nova
Scotia, (viii) Nunavut, (ix) Ontario, East and North, (x) Ontario, Greater Toronto
Area, (xi) Ontario, West and South, (xii) Prince Edward Island, (xiii) Quebec, East,
(xiv) Quebec, West, (xv) Saskatchewan, (xvi) Yukon, (xvii) Tax Court of Canada; (c)
for the persons named by the Justice Minister to the committees in (b), how many
and what percentage were (i) women, (ii) Francophone, (iii) Aboriginal, First
Nations, or Métis, (iv) visible minorities, broken down by committee and year; (d)
how many applications were received total, and of these, how many were from (i)
women, (ii) Francophones, (iii) Aboriginals, First Nations, or Métis, (iv) visible
minorities, broken down by year and Judicial Advisory Committee; (e) what
percentage of applicants were appointed, broken down by (i) gender, (ii) first
language, (iii) visible minority status, (iv) Aboriginal, First Nations, or Métis status,
broken down by year for all federal judicial appointments; (f) what was the ratio of
men to women on the committee and the ratio of women to men in terms of
appointments for each year, broken down by Judicial Advisory Committee; (g) in
what ways were appointment demographics measured, tracked, and monitored; (h)
were any targets, quotas, or principles set with respect to the diversity of those
serving on the Advisory Committees; (i) were any targets, quotas, or principles set
with respect to the diversity of those who received judicial appointments; (j) what
specific efforts were made to ensure diversity on Judicial Advisory Committees; (k)
what documents are available that substantiate the answer in (j) with reference,
control, or access numbers; (l) what specific efforts were made to ensure diversity in
federal judicial appointments; (m) what documents are available that substantiate the
answer in (l) with reference, control, or access numbers; (n) what meetings did the
Department or Minister have with regard to ensuring diversity on Judicial Advisory
Committees, broken down by year; (o) what meetings did the Department or Minister
have to ensure diversity among federal judicial appointees, broken down by year; (p)
how many Supreme Court of Canada appointments were made, broken down by
Prime Minister; (q) how many of the appointments in (p) were of women; (r) what
efforts were made to ensure gender parity on the Supreme Court of Canada; (s) how
many federal judicial appointments were made to the (i) Federal Court, (ii) Federal
Court of Appeals, (iii) Tax Court of Canada or their predecessor bodies, broken down
by year; (t) of the appointments in (s) how many were (i) women, (ii) Francophone,
(iii) Aboriginal, First Nations, or Métis, (iv) visible minorities; (u) of the candidates
considered for each position filled in (s) how many were (i) women, (ii)
Francophone, (iii) Aboriginal, First Nations, or Métis, (iv) visible minorities; (v)
are women statistically more likely to be appointed to some courts over others and, if
so, what explains this difference; (w) are women statistically less likely to be
appointed to some courts over others and, if so, what explains this difference; (x) in
what ways does the likelihood of an Aboriginal, First Nations, or Métis person
receiving a federal judicial appointment vary; (y) in what ways does the likelihood of
visible minority receiving a federal judicial appointment vary; (z) regarding the
statistics needed to answer (x) and (y), have any quantities studies been completed by
the government regarding any relationship between likelihood of appointment and
demographic factors; (aa) have any studies been conducted on the demographics of
individuals receiving federal judicial appointments; (bb) have any studies been
conducted on the demographics panels, boards, and committees responsible for
federal judicial appointments; (cc) regarding applications for judicial appointment,
how do the percentage of applicants compare with general Canadian population as a
whole, broken down by (i) year, (ii) gender, (iii) visible minority, (iv) Aboriginal,
First Nations, or Métis status; (dd) regarding federal judicial appointments, how do
the percentage of appointees compare with the general Canadian population, broken
down by (i) year, (ii) gender, (iii) visible minority, (iv) Aboriginal, First Nations, or
Métis status; (ee) regarding appointment to Federal Judicial Advisory Committees,
how does the percentage of applicants compare with general Canadian population as

a whole, broken down by (i) year, (ii) gender, (iii) visible minority, (iv) Aboriginal,
First Nations, or Métis status; (ff) for each appointment made within the period, what
was the duration of time between the date the vacancy arose and the date of
appointment, broken down by court; (gg) what policies, guidelines, or targets exist
regarding the timeliness of filling vacancies on courts; (hh) for each appointment
made within the period to a judicial advisory committee, what was the duration of
time between the date the vacancy arose and the date of appointment, broken down
by advisory committee; (ii) what policies, guidelines, or targets exist regarding the
timeliness of filling vacancies on advisory committees; (jj) what was the average time
between a vacancy arising and it being filled, broken down by (i) year, (ii) court; (kk)
what accounts for variations in the delay between a judicial vacancy arising and its
being filled; (ll) when multiple vacancies exist concurrently, in what order are
appointments made; (mm) for each court to which federal judicial appointments are
made, what is the vacancy percentage, broken down by (i) year, (ii) court; (nn) do
any requirements exist regarding the deadline by which a vacancy must be filled,
broken down by court; (oo) what are the consequences of judicial vacancies on courts
to which federal judicial appointments are made; (pp) what studies has the
government undertaken or completed with respect to the impact of judicial vacancies;
(qq) what metrics, if any, has the government identified with respect to judicial
vacancies, (i) how are these measured, (ii) how often, (iii) by whom, (iv) for what
purpose, (v) with what reporting; (rr) what metrics, if any, has the government
identified with respect to judicial appointments, (i) how are these measured, (ii) how
often, (iii) by whom, (iv) for what purpose, (v) with what reporting; and (ss) in what
ways have any of the federal judicial appointments processes changed over the
period indicated?

Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of Justice and Attorney General
of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the information requested is not
readily available and would require an extensive manual search of all
records. It is therefore not feasible to produce a response within the
time period allotted.

Question No. 837—Mr. Peter Julian:

With respect to the evidence requested from the Department of Justice by the
Costa Rican Attorney General, to which the latter referred in his statement of October
3, 2014: (a) does the Minister of Justice or his Department have any information
regarding an amount of $200,000 sent to the Aria Foundation for Peace in 2008 and,
if so, what are details, including the identity of the sender and the relationship
between the sender and Infinito Gold, Ronald Mannix, the Norlien Foundation, and
Coril Holdings Ltd.; and (b) did the Department of Justice answer the Costa Rican
Attorney General's questions in the first request letter (#08-000011-033-PE) sent on
Tuesday, December 10, 2013, as well as in the second request letter (#12-000124-
621-PE) dated Tuesday, February 4, 2014, (i) if so, what answer was provided, (ii) if
not, why not?

Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of Justice and Attorney General
of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, due to the confidentiality of state-
to-state communications, the Department of Justice does not confirm
nor deny any requests for legal assistance by other countries.

Question No. 839—Mr. Ryan Cleary:

With regard to the Department of Fisheries and Oceans and the Canadian Coast
Guard: has the Department done an assessment on the total cost to remove the oil
from the Manolis L that sunk off the coast of Newfoundland in 1985?

Hon. Gail Shea (Minister of Fisheries and Oceans, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, the Government of Canada and the Canadian Coast
Guard remain committed to protecting our oceans from ship-sourced
oil spills. The government has made this clear through the ongoing
implementation of a world-class tanker safety system.
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The Canadian Coast Guard has received some advice from
international experts regarding how to best address the Manolis L
situation since March 2013. Further analysis and data collection is
required in order to make the most informed decision as part of the
ongoing management plan for the Manolis L. The Canadian Coast
Guard successfully completed a major operation on the Manolis L
wreck in December 2014. This included the cleaning of the
cofferdam, replacement with a new cofferdam and detailed
inspection of the hull. Removal of oil collected in the cofferdam
was within its capacity and samples will be sent to Environment
Canada for analysis.

Surveillance of the area has detected no oil. The Canadian Coast
Guard plans to return to the site of the Manolis L in the spring of
2015 to conduct the next oil removal from the cofferdam.

The Canadian Coast Guard, along with its federal partners,
Transport Canada and Environment Canada, is continuing to monitor
and manage the site. Should this situation change, the department
will take the necessary action to mitigate the risk.

Question No. 844—Ms. Joyce Murray:

With regard to Canadian military bases and stations both in Canada and abroad:
since 2007, what are (a) the names and ridings of Members of Parliament who have
visited any bases or stations; (b) the dates that the Members visited; (c) the name of
the base or station that was visited; (d) the purpose of the visit; and (e) any costs
associated with Member’s visit?

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of National Defence, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, the Department of National Defence and Canadian
Armed Forces, DND/CAF, do not have a centralized tracking and
reporting mechanism for visits by members of Parliament to CAF
bases and stations, whether in Canada or abroad. As such, DND/
CAF is unable to provide the requested details in the available
timeframe.

Question No. 845—Ms. Mylène Freeman:

With respect to the implementation of Bill C-10, An Act to amend the Criminal
Code (trafficking in contraband tobacco): (a) what is the full itemized cost of
implementing the bill; (b) what are the steps identified to implement the bill; (c) what
is the timeline to implement the bill; (d) on the Mohawk territory of Kanehsatà:ke,
whom does the government anticipate will enforce the law once implemented and,
more specifically, does the government anticipate that it will be enforced by (i) the
Sureté du Québec, (ii) the RCMP; (e) on the Mohawk territory of Kanehsatà:ke, what
does the government project it will cost to enforce the law, once implemented; (f)
how many residents of Kanehsatà:ke does the government project will potentially be
affected; (g) how much contraband tobacco does the government expect to seize
fromKanehsatà:ke; (h) how much revenue in Kanehsatà: ke will be affected; and (i)
how does the government anticipate that residents of Kanehsatà:ke will be tried under
the law, once implemented?

Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness, CPC): Mr. Speaker, with regard to (a), it is not
anticipated that there will be any new costs in implementing this bill.

With regard to (b), the act will come into force on a day to be
fixed by order of the Governor in Council. On coming into force, it
will provide a new tool for federal and provincial law enforcement to
lay charges under the Criminal Code for the trafficking of high
volumes—10,000 cigarettes or more or 10 kg or more of raw leaf or
any other tobacco product—of contraband tobacco.

On the act’s coming into force, the RCMP will implement an
internal communications process to inform front-line RCMP officers
of the new legislation.

With regard to (c), the act will come into force on a day to be fixed
by order of the Governor in Council.

With regard to (d), the Criminal Code applies evenly across
Canada. The new Criminal Code offence will provide both the
RCMP and the Sureté du Québec with a new tool to address the
problem of trafficking in contraband tobacco. The bill will also allow
for concurrent jurisdiction, whereby the Office of the Director of
Public Prosecutions and provincial attorneys general would share the
authority to prosecute this new Criminal Code offence. It is not
anticipated that there will be any new costs in implementing this bill.

With regard to (e), it is not anticipated that there will be any new
costs in enforcing this bill.

With regard to (f), it is recognized that organized crime networks
are exploiting first nation communities and the jurisdictional and
political relationships between those communities, governments, and
enforcement agencies.

The objective of Bill C-10 is to target organized crime groups
operating in these communities and involved in the large-volume
trafficking of contraband tobacco, as well as other forms of serious
criminality, including trafficking in weapons and illicit drugs.

With regard to (g), Bill C-10 provides a new tool for federal and
provincial law enforcement agencies to target organized crime
groups involved in the contraband tobacco market.

The RCMP focuses its federal investigations on criminal networks
conducting illegal operations in Canada, regardless of the illicit
commodity. The outcome of potential seizures of contraband tobacco
resulting from Bill C-10 is unknown.

With regard to (h), Bill C-10 establishes a new Criminal Code
offence to help address the problem of trafficking in contraband
tobacco. The bill is not intended to affect legitimate trade in tobacco
products, but rather to target organized crime groups and their
associates involved in the large-volume trafficking of contraband
tobacco.

With regard to (i), under the bill, the maximum penalty for a first
offence would be six months’ imprisonment on summary conviction
and five years’ imprisonment if prosecuted on indictment. The
decision to proceed by way of summary conviction, six months, or
indictment, five years, is a matter of prosecutorial discretion.

The bill also establishes mandatory minimum penalties of
imprisonment of six months to two years less a day on second and
subsequent convictions.

Question No. 846—Ms. Megan Leslie:

With respect to the Convention on the International Trade of Endangered Species
(CITES) Conference of the Parties in March of 2013: (a) why has the government
placed reservations on all species added to Appendix I or II of the Wild Animal and
Plant Trade regulations from the meeting of the Conference of the Parties rather than
adding them to Schedule I of Canada’s Wild Animal and Plant Trade Regulations;
and (b) does the government intend to lift these reservations and fulfil its
commitment to CITES and, if so, what is the timeline in which the government
intends on lifting the reservations on all species given increased protection?
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Hon. Leona Aglukkaq (Minister of the Environment, Minister
of the Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency and
Minister for the Arctic Council, CPC): Mr. Speaker, with regard
to (a), Canada is supportive of all the CoP16 decisions and takes the
commitments made at the CITES Conference of the Parties very
seriously. Canada’s reservation on all the species listing decisions at
the 16th meeting of the CITES Conference of the Parties, CoP16, is
temporary, undertaken for administrative and procedural reasons.

The reservation placed by Canada is done so that Canada is not in
contravention of CITES obligations and with Canada’s treaty law
policy and procedures.The convention, drafted in 1975, allows 90
days for countries to update their regulations. Canada, as with many
other parties to the convention, is unable to meet the short timelines
for making the necessary regulatory changes. In order to avoid being
in contravention of treaty requirements, the Government of Canada
placed a temporary reservation until such time as listing decisions of
the Conference of the Parties can be reflected in its domestic
regulations.

With regard to (b), yes, Canada fully intends to lift the temporary
reservation.

Environment Canada is working diligently to complete the
regulatory changes to schedule I of the wild animal and plant trade
regulations to enable the listing changes agreed at the 16th
Conference of Parties to be legally enforced in Canada by spring
2015. Once the regulatory changes are completed, the Department of
Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development will proceed to obtain the
necessary authorities and lift the temporary reservation.

Question No. 858—Hon. John McCallum:

With regard to Public Works and the temporary flagpole erected between West
Block of Parliament and the central lawn: (a) what is the date on which the temporary
flagpole was initially installed; (b) on what dates was it relocated; (c) who carried out
each relocation; and (d) what have been the costs associated with each relocation?

Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Public Works and Government
Services, CPC): Mr. Speaker, with regard to (a), in the winter of
2011, the pole was temporarily moved outside the West Block
construction area to replace the pole that was on the West Block
prior to the start of the major rehabilitation project.

With regard to (b), during the summer of 2014, the construction
area for the West Block rehabilitation project was expanded for
health and safety reasons. The base and the pole in question were
therefore relocated southeast of the West Block. The pole is there to
ensure that the flag is present on the west side of the Hill and that the
program whereby Canadian flags from Parliament Hill are given to
Canadian citizens is continued for the duration of the rehabilitation
work.

With regard to (c), in the winter of 2011, PWGSC and PCL
Construction carried out the relocation. In the summer of 2014, PCP
Construction carried out the relocation.

With regard to (d), in the winter of 2011, the total cost for the
purchase of the pole and its installation was $25,000. Of that cost,
$14,000 was used to purchase the flagpole, with a brushed aluminum
finish; and $11,000 was used for the installation of the pole and the
establishment of a safety perimeter. The pole in question is 15.25
metres high and meets the ceremonial standards for Parliament Hill.

In the summer of 2014, $2,000 was used to relocate the base, the
flagpole, and the safety perimeter southeast of the West Block.

Note that the cost of these relocations was included in the budget
approved for the West Block rehabilitation project.

Question No. 862—Hon. Lawrence MacAulay:

With regard to the Wild Atlantic Salmon Conservation Policy: (a) what progress
has been made in reaching the goals of the Wild Atlantic Salmon Conservation
Policy; (b) has there been a performance review of the Wild Atlantic Salmon
Conservation Policy since its 2009 announcement, (i) if so, what are the findings of
such a review, (ii) if not, why not, (iii) again if not, what justification is there for not
respecting the five year deadline for an independent review; and (c) has the
government formed a task force or advisory committee with the authority and
resources to meet with stakeholders, review relevant information, and advise
Fisheries and Oceans Canada of the measures needed to increase salmon populations
on the Miramichi River, (i) if so, what are the details of the task force or advisory
committee, (ii) if not, why not?

Hon. Gail Shea (Minister of Fisheries and Oceans, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, with regard to (a), the intent of the wild Atlantic salmon
conservation policy is to provide a framework for decision-making
and priority-setting. The progress of its goals is therefore measured
in terms of plans, investments, and partnerships, some recent
examples of which include the following: the establishment of the
recreational fisheries conservation partnership program in 2013, and
allocation of over $1 million to community groups for projects to
rebuild and restore wild salmon habitat; support of 53 projects in
2014 under the Atlantic salmon endowment fund, and ongoing
science activities to rigorously undertake counts of salmon returns,
including the dedication of nearly 65,000 hours in 2013 alone for
monitoring and enforcement activities; introduction of extra
measures for salmon conservation in 2014, including reductions in
allowable retention for recreational anglers; and advocacy for
sustainable fishing at forums such as the North Atlantic Salmon
Conservation Organization.

With regard to (b), early planning to review of the wild Atlantic
salmon conservation policy starting in 2015 has been initiated. The
intention is to present a plan for discussion and feedback at the next
meeting of the Atlantic salmon advisory committee, expected in the
spring/summer of 2015.

With regard to (c), the creation of a ministerial advisory
committee on Atlantic salmon to help determine the course of
action to address low returns of Atlantic salmon on the east coast
was announced on December 18, 2014. The committee, supported
by officials from Fisheries and Oceans Canada, will focus on the
following aspects: conservation and enforcement measures, preda-
tion, and a strategy to address international unsustainable fishing,
and focused areas for advancing science.

Question No. 870—Hon. Mauril Bélanger:

With regard to the Canadian observers sent by the government to monitor
Tunisia’s recent presidential and legislative elections: (a) how many observers took
part in the observation missions and what are their names; (b) with which
organizations did the observers work; and (c) what selection process was used to
choose the observers?
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Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, as announced on October 26, following Tunisia’s
legislative elections and again following the first and second rounds
of the presidential election, Canada is pleased to have supported the
deployment of both domestic and international election observers.
These election observers served as a confidence building measure for
the Tunisian population as they voted in their first democratic
elections, and monitored and reported upon the conduct of the
elections in line with national regulations and international election
benchmarks and standards for democratic elections.

With regard to (a), the delegation included four Canadian
observers for the legislative elections and nine for each round of
the presidential elections.

For the legislative elections on October 26, 2014, the observers
were Darrell Dexter, Elizabeth Weir, Eric Duhaime, and Sylvia
Thomson.

For the first round of the presidential election on November 23,
2014, the observers were Les Campbell, Olivia Chow, Paul Hong,
Judy Wasylycia-Leis, Michael Ferrabee, Mathieu Jacques, Greg
Lyle, David McLaughlin, and Chris Yonke.

For the second round of the presidential election on December 21,
2014, the observers were Les Campbell, the Hon. Ken Dryden,
Darrell Dexter, Paul Hong, Greg Lyle, John MacDonell, the Hon.
William Paul Robert Norris, Nathan Rotman, and Chris Yonke.

With regard to (b), while a number of international organizations
sent election observers to Tunisia, Canada’s funding was through the
National Democratic Institute, NDI. The aforementioned Canadian
observers formed a part of the NDI delegation.

With regard to (c), the recruitment, selection, and deployments of
observers were done by the partner, NDI, who selected individuals
through its global network of experts and partners. NDI draws upon
current and former members of parliaments and other legislative
bodies, current and former heads of state, current and former
government officials, election commissioners, technical and legal
experts, and civil society activists, among others.

Canada supports the tremendous progress that has been achieved
in the pursuit of a free and democratic Tunisia and will continue to
support Tunisia’s continued efforts to strengthen its democracy and
build a prosperous and secure future for all Tunisians.

Question No. 871—Mr. Scott Simms:

With respect to servers, including leased physical and virtual servers and cloud-
based servers, owned, operated, shared, or otherwise used by the government for all
platforms and protocols, broken down by department: (a) what operating system and
kernel version is the server using, including, for all unix-variant systems, the output
of "uname -a"; (b) in what datacenter is the server physically located; (c) who owns,
provides, and operates the server; (d) what is the purpose of the server; (e) for each
service provided by the server, what is the name, type, software used, protocol, and
listening ports of the service; (f) what security compromises have been detected in
each service provided by the server, broken down by (i) the nature of the security
compromise (privilege escalation, rooting or rootkits, sniffed packets, compromised
passwords, worms, viruses, trojans, lost data storage devices, unauthorised use of
information by otherwise authorised users, etc.), (ii) the details of any information
accessed without proper authority, damaged, or lost, (iii) the classification and
designation of the compromise and the information compromised, (iv) measures
taken to prevent further security compromises, (v) date the security compromise was
detected, (vi) date the security compromise was believed or found to have taken

place, (vii) date the security compromise was resolved; (g) of the security
compromises identified in (f), what are the file numbers of any correspondence or
government records related to any such security compromises, broken down by (i)
relevant file numbers, (ii) correspondence or file type, (iii) subject, (iv) date, (v)
purpose, (vi) origin, (vii) intended destination, other officials copied or involved; and
(h) on what dates have any threat risk assessments been conducted that affected or
involved the server or its surrounding infrastructure, stored data, use, or relevant
department?

Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Public Works and Government
Services, CPC): Mr. Speaker, SSC was created on August 4,
2011, as a common service organization providing information
technology, IT, infrastructure services to other federal government
departments and agencies. Its mandate is to consolidate, standardize,
transform, and deliver e-mail, data centre, and telecommunication
services to 43 federal departments and agencies.

For security reasons, SSC does not share or discuss information
related to Government of Canada servers.

SSC is accountable and responsible for IT infrastructure, systems,
and services within its purview and for ensuring the confidentiality,
integrity, and availability of the information processed. SSC does not
publish information that, if disclosed, could reasonably be expected
to be used in a malicious fashion against Government of Canada IT
infrastructure. This includes information relating to servers, data
centre locations, cyberattacks, and current tactics, techniques, and
processes used to defend Government of Canada IT infrastructure.

Question No. 872—Mr. Pat Martin:

With regard to the government and the Canadian Wheat Board (CWB): (a) the
2011-12 Annual Report states that expenses were “offset by $177.3 million in
government reimbursements”, what is meant by this statement; (b) what expenses
were the reimbursements made for; (c) what government reimbursements were made
in fiscal years 2012-2013 and 2013-2014; (d) what total government revenues were
paid to the CWB in each fiscal year and crop year between 2011 and 2014; (e) what
was the objective of these government revenues; (f) on which dates and in which
amounts were the $349 million, pledged by the Minister of Agriculture in June 2012,
transferred to the CWB; (g) what studies were conducted by the Department of
Agriculture and Agri-Food regarding the future of the CWB; (h) what public and
private consultations were undertaken regarding the privatization of the CWB in
2012, 2013, and 2014, (i) who were those consultations with, (ii) on what dates; (i)
what is the total outstanding amount owed to the government for credit sales
undertaken by the CWB; (j) what foreign customers have outstanding credit sales; (k)
what is the status of interest owed on outstanding credit sales; and (l) which body or
government agency will receive the interest paid on credit sales?

Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, with regard to (a), in anticipation of the
government’s funding of certain restructuring costs of the Canadian
Wheat Board, CWB, through the Canadian Wheat Board transition
cost program, CTP, the CWB notionally estimated $177.3 million in
reimbursable costs as of July 31, 2012, accrued in their financial
statements.
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With regard to (b), the funding provided under the CTP was in
relation to the following restructuring expenses that were incurred in
the year ended July 31, 2012 and described in the CWB’s financial
statements as follows: loss on property, plant and equipment;
impairment loss on intangible assets; employee severance expense;
and net expenses related to the curtailment of pension and post-
employment benefit plans.

With regard to (c) and (d), see the Public Accounts of Canada.

With regard to (e), the purpose of these expenditures from the
CTP was to reimburse the transaction costs of the CWB as it
transitions to a voluntary grain marketing organization. By assisting
with the transition costs, the CWB will be better positioned to be a
viable marketing alternative for farmers in the open wheat and barley
market.

With regard to (f), the amounts were transferred in fiscal years
2013-14 and 2014-15.

With regard to (g), the department has conducted an economic
analysis of a June 2008 study by Informa Economics. The Informa
study examined the potential impact on farmers of an open
marketing system for wheat, durum, and barley in western Canada.

With regard to (h), since Bill C-18, the Marketing Freedom for
Grain Farmers Act, has received royal assent, consultations with
stakeholders are ongoing.

With regards to (i), (j), (k), and (l), this information is protected
under subparagraph 21.(1)(e)(3) of the Canadian Wheat Board
(Interim Operations) Act.

Question No. 883—Mr. Robert Chisholm:

With regard to Employment Insurance, has the government conducted any
assessments or evaluations of the reforms implemented in 2012 and, if so, (i) what
are their titles and dates, (ii) will the government make them public?

Mr. Scott Armstrong (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Employment and Social Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
with regards to the employment insurance, EI, program, ESDC has
not yet conducted any assessments or evaluations of the reforms
implemented in 2012.

The EI program is evaluated through the employment insurance
monitoring and assessment report on an annual basis. The most
recent version of the report can be accessed at http://www.esdc.gc.ca/
en/reports/ei/monitoring2013/index.page

Question No. 885—Ms. Chrystia Freeland:

With regard to all written questions on the Order Paper, submitted to date during
the 41st Parliament, which received returns in the House of Commons from the
government: (a) on what date was each question, with instructions to answer,
forwarded by the Privy Council Office (PCO) to all relevant departments and
agencies; (b) on what date did each department or agency receive and process the
incoming request; (c) on what date did each department or agency return their
respective answer to PCO; and (d) how many days did each department or agency
require to complete each request for answer?

Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, with regard to part (a) of the question, during the 41st
Parliament, more than 2,300 written questions have been placed on
the order paper. The Privy Council Office, or PCO, analyzes each

question and, when required, provides guidance and instructions to
organizations assigned to provide a response.

Each assignment or set of instructions is developed as a result of
consultations with implicated organizations. This process is iterative
in nature, and as a result, assignments and instructions are modified
as necessary. The dates of these modifications are not tracked in
PCO information systems. In order to compile a response, an
extensive manual search of records would be required. This search
cannot be completed in the timeframe allotted to respond to this
question.

PCO strives to assign questions and provide instructions as soon
as possible to ensure that organizations have the maximum amount
of time possible to produce a response.

With regard to part (b), organizations assigned to respond to each
question receive the assignment notice and instructions immediately
following the assignment by PCO.

With regard to part (c), in order to compile a response, an
extensive manual search of records for more than 2,300 written
questions would be required. This search cannot be completed in the
timeframe allotted to respond to this question. For all questions for
which a response was requested within 45 calendar days, PCO
encourages organizations to return their answers at least five
business days prior to the deadline for responding to the question.

With regard to part (d), the date on which each written question
was placed on the notice, as well as the date of the response, can be
found in the Status of House Business section on the Parliament of
Canada website. It should be noted that when a member of
Parliament requests a response within 45 calendar days, the deadline
for responding to the question is not established until the question is
transferred to the order paper.

In the case of the 41st Parliament, 1st session, members are
referred to: http://www.parl.gc.ca/HousePublications/Publication.
aspx?Pub=status&Language=E&Mode=1&Parl=41&Ses=1&-
File=12.

In the case of the 41st Parliament, 2nd session, members are
referred to: http://www.parl.gc.ca/HousePublications/Publication.
aspx?Pub=status&Language=E&Mode=1&Parl=41&Ses=2&-
File=12.

Question No. 886—Ms. Chrystia Freeland:

With regard to the log books for personal use of ministerial executive vehicles:
for each fiscal year since 2011-2012, (a) what is the total number of entries for each
executive vehicle; (b) what are the dates, time and length for each entry; (c) what is
the trip description, if any, of each entry; (d) what is the identification, if available, of
the family member or member of the household that was the driver for each entry;
and (e) what is the total kilometres travelled for personal use?

Mr. Paul Calandra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime
Minister and for Intergovernmental Affairs, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, with regard to parts (a) to (d) of the question, the Privy
Council Office, or PCO, has no information in regard to logbooks for
the personal use of ministerial executive vehicles for each fiscal year
since 2011-12. When processing Parliamentary returns, the govern-
ment applies the Privacy Act and the principles set out in the Access
to Information Act. Information has been withheld that could
compromise the security of government officials or family members.
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Question No. 889—Ms. Libby Davies:

With regard to Health Canada and drug shortages: (a) what is the compliance rate
with the voluntary drug-shortage reporting recommendations; (b) what communica-
tions has the Department received from concerned health care providers, pharmacists,
patients and caregivers related to drug shortages; and (c) what actions has the
Department undertaken to respond to these concerns?

Hon. Rona Ambrose (Minister of Health, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the current voluntary drug shortage reporting system,
which can be seen at www.drugshortages.ca, was launched by
industry associations in March 2012 in response to calls from the
Minister of Health. This industry-funded and administered reporting
website enables drug manufacturers and importers to provide public
notification of shortages and discontinuances. As of November
2014, over 1000 shortages and discontinuances have been publicly
reported by drug companies on the website.

Timely, comprehensive, and reliable drug shortage information is
critical to the health and safety of Canadians. Drug companies have
been reminded on several occasions of the federal government’s
expectation that they provide public notification of all drug
shortages. Health Canada also publicly issues letters of non-
compliance to drug companies that fail to provide notification of
anticipated or actual drug shortages. These letters are posted publicly
on Health Canada’s website as part of the department’s ongoing
efforts to improve drug supplier transparency and accountability for
drug shortages and discontinuances.

Health Canada’s efforts to address drug shortages, and to improve
shortage notification in particular, benefits greatly from the direct
involvement of key stakeholders, including health care providers,
pharmacists, and patient groups. From May 2014 to July 2014,
Health Canada led extensive consultations on the voluntary
notification system and on whether a voluntary or mandatory
notification approach would be appropriate and effective for
Canadian patients and those who care for them. Direct input was
received from the Canadian public and a broad range of
stakeholders, including provinces and territories, patient and
consumer advocates, health care professionals, regional health
authorities, drug companies, group purchasing organizations,
distributors, wholesalers, importers, and international counterparts.
With consultations now complete, Health Canada is analyzing the
findings and assessing options to improve drug shortage notification
in Canada so that Canadians have access to the timely, comprehen-
sive, and reliable information they need.

Health Canada co-chairs the multi-stakeholder steering committee
on drug shortages, MSSC, with the Province of British Columbia.
The MSSC brings together representatives from provincial and
territorial governments, industry, group purchasing organizations,
distributors, and health professional associations in support of a
more rigorous and coordinated approach to drug shortages. This
comprehensive and collaborative approach recognizes that all levels
of government and all stakeholders across the health care system
have important and distinct roles to play in response to drug
shortages. Reflecting the input provided by health care providers,
pharmacists, patients, and other key stakeholders, the MSSC has
made considerable progress to date, including the enhanced
coordination of actual shortages and the development of concrete
tools such as the MSSC Protocol for the Notification and
Communication of Drug Shortages and the MSSC Multi-Stake-

holder Toolkit, announced in September 2013. The MSSC is
building on this momentum while focusing on identifying under-
lying causes and the prevention of drug shortages

Health Canada will continue to work with all key stakeholders
across the drug supply and health care system, including patient and
caregiver groups, to advance concrete action on improving the
communication, management, and prevention of drug shortages.

As has been consistently communicated, the government is open
to a mandatory reporting system if needed, especially if it will
benefit patients.

Question No. 891—Hon. Stéphane Dion:

With regard to the Universal Child Care Benefit (UCCB) advertisements: (a) how
much money has been spent on these ads, broken down by (i) television, (ii) radio,
(iii) internet; and (b) what are the internal tracking numbers of all documents,
communications or briefing notes regarding the UCCB advertisements, broken down
by (i) prior to the release of the ad, (ii) following the release of the ad?

Mr. Andrew Saxton (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, with regard to (a), the UCCB
component is part of a broader campaign that highlights various
proposed benefits to help Canadian families keep money into their
pockets, such as the new family tax cut, the doubling of the
children’s fitness tax credit and the Increasing of the child care
deduction. However, at this time the Department of Finance is not
able to determine the final costs for the campaign, as all invoices
have not yet been received, verified, and paid. All advertising costs
will be published in the annual report on advertising, available at
http://www.tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca/pub-adv/annuel-annual-eng.html.

With regard to (b)(i), prior to the release of the ad, the tracking
number is ADV#1415-0040/ 1415 0167/1415-0176/1415-0208/
1415-0200.

With regard to (b)(ii), following the release of the ad, the tracking
number is not available.

Question No. 911—Ms. Charmaine Borg:

With regard to property No. 06872 in the Directory of Federal Real Property, also
known as the Old St-Maurice Firing Range: (a) has the Department of National
Defence estimated the total cost of decontaminating site No. 00008471 in the Federal
Contaminated Sites Inventory; and (b) how much is the total cost of decontaminating
the site identified in (a)?

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of National Defence, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, with regard to (a), the Department of National Defence
has evaluated the cost for decontaminating site No. 00008471,
located on property No. 06872.

With regard to (b), in processing Parliamentary returns, the
government applies the principles set out in the Access to
Information Act, and this information has been withheld on the
grounds that the information is related to economic interests of
Canada and of federal Institutions.
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Question No. 915—Mr. Marc Garneau:

With respect to Canada’s involvement in Iraq since September 2014: what are the
direct costs, broken down by department or agency incurring the cost, which have
been incurred, and are anticipated to be incurred by the end of the current fiscal year,
relative to (a) the deployment of the Canadian Forces; (b) the deployment of
Canadian F-18s; and (c) other costs?

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of National Defence, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, all elements, units, and organizations of the Department
of National Defence and Canadian Armed Forces involved in Iraq
are required to capture incremental costs and charge expenses related
to their tasks in accordance with the published financial directives
and to report results through the Department of National Defence’s
financial review process.

The costs of a mission are available through the regular
parliamentary process, including the publication of the annual
departmental performance report or within 90 days following the end
of the mission.

Cost estimates are dynamic and evolve with the refinement of
planning and operational requirements. Estimates are updated
regularly to support planning efforts and decision-making, and
therefore any estimate provided would be inaccurate.

Question No. 919—Ms. Judy Foote:

With respect to the Public Service Health Care Plan for pensioners: (a) how many
plan members were or are members of (i) the federal public service, (ii) the RCMP,
(iii) the Canadian Forces, (iv) the Veterans Affairs client group; and (b) what will the
pensioner contribution rate be for single person supplementary coverage as of (i)
April 1, 2014, (ii) April 1, 2015, (iii) April 1, 2016, (iv) April 1, 2017, (v) April 1,
2018?

Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, in managing the federal benefit plans in a
way that is affordable, sustainable, and fair for both plan members
and Canadian taxpayers, the Government of Canada noted in
Economic Action Plan 2013 that it would examine overall employee
compensation and pensioner benefit with a view to aligning federal
compensation with other public and private sector employers. The
government worked with and consulted key stakeholders, including
retiree representatives, with a resulting negotiated settlement reached
with retiree representatives and federal public sector unions.

The government health care plan is a voluntary program that
retirees can opt into. To have this choice is a privilege. The benefits
of the plan are generous, with coverage included for hospital beds
and therapeutic mattresses, hearing aids, psychological services, and
$15,000 a year in nursing services. Retired employees may choose to
join the government program or elect to join in any number of
alternative benefit plans available to Canadians. It should be noted
that the provision of health care benefits to retired workers is the
exception in Canada, not the rule. Most public and private sector
employers in Canada do not provide health care benefits to
employees after retirement, as alternative plans are available.

Previously, the costs of the federal benefit plan were subsidized by
Canadian taxpayers, with retirees paying 25% of the plan costs and
Canadian taxpayers 75% of the costs. As a result of the negotiations,
the costs of the voluntary supplemental plan will be split evenly
between retirees and Canadian taxpayers. Canadian taxpayers should
be aware of the health care benefits that they subsidize as part of the
federal public servants’ retirement benefit package. It should be

noted that this negotiated agreement does not apply to low-income
pensioners, who will not be subject to the 50:50 cost-sharing
measures.

With regard to (a), as of November 30, 2014, the following is the
breakdown of Public Service Health Care Plan pensioner member
participation: with regard to (a)(i), the federal public service, based
on pensioners in receipt of a pension under the Public Service
Superannuation Act: 205,843; with regard to (a)(ii), the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police, based on pensioners in receipt of a
pension under the Royal Canadian Mounted Police Superannuation
Act): 16,171; with regard to (a)(iii), the Canadian Forces, based on
pensioners in receipt of a pension under the Canadian Forces
Superannuation Act: 80,469; with regard to (a)(iv), the Veterans
Affairs client group: 2,179.

With regard to (b), the pensioner contribution rate for a single
member with supplementary coverage can be found at: http://www.
njc-cnm.gc.ca/directive/index.php?hl=1&lang=eng&merge=2&-
sid=87

An exception is that a new PSHCP pensioner supplementary relief
rate will be introduced effective April 1, 2015, and will be available
at the above-mentioned site on January 30, 2015. The new provision
is only available to those pensioners enrolled in the PSHCP on or
before March 31, 2015, and requires an application to be submitted
to the pensioner’s respective pension office. Following receipt of an
application, eligibility is contingent upon the pensioner being in
receipt of a guaranteed income supplement, GIS, benefit or having a
single or joint net income that is lower than the applicable GIS
thresholds in effect on the date application is received.

The pensioner contribution rates for a single member approved for
the supplementary relief provision effective April 1, 2015 will be
available on January 30, 2015, at the above-mentioned site.

Contribution rates are calculated based on plan experience. As a
result, the rates for (b)(iii), April 1, 2016, (b)(iv), April 1, 2017, and
(b)(v), April 1, 2018, have not yet been determined. It is anticipated
that the rates for April 1, 2016, will be established in early 2016.
Similarly, it is anticipated that the rates for April 1, 2017, will be
established in early 2017 and that the rates for April 1, 2018, will be
established in early 2018.
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Question No. 932—Ms. Irene Mathyssen:

With regard to Employment and Social Development Canada: (a) what funding
has been spent since January 2013, including the 2013 Budget and up to today,
fulfilling the promise within the 2013 Speech from the Throne about providing
seniors with access to information about government programs and services such as,
but not limited to, Old Age Security, the Guaranteed Income Supplement, the
Allowance and the Allowance for a Survivor, Canada Pension Plan and, in each case,
(i) what are the funds, grants, loans and loan guarantees provided, (ii) what is the
monetary value of the funding, (iii) what is the location and organization or group
given the funding, (iv) what is the specific purpose of the funding; (b) what oversight
mechanism has been put in place to ensure funding in order to provide seniors
increased access to information about the aforementioned programs; and (c) what
detailed plans have been articulated in writing by the government to improve access
to information about seniors’ programs for seniors who rely on door-to-door mail
delivery, (i) what is the timeframe in which seniors will have increased information
about seniors’ programs as a replacement for door-to-door delivery, (ii) what is the
expected cost of any such plans, (iii) what input has the government received from
seniors regarding their need to greater access to information on these programs?

Mr. Scott Armstrong (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Employment and Social Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
ESDC is not in a position to respond to the question in a specific way
within the time allotted. However, in general, ESDC is committed to
providing seniors with information about government programs and
services.

The department has implemented budget and Speech from the
Throne commitments by taking a number of steps to improve
seniors’ access to benefits. They include enhancing mobile services
to better reach seniors where they live; ensuring clients have easier
access to the information they need on the web, by phone, and in
person through the Service Canada network; increasing the number
of applications that are sent proactively to Canadians before they
turn 65 of age; and reorganizing and rewriting the pension-related
pages on the Service Canada website using a plain language
perspective to better explain the retirement income system in Canada
and improve access to the Canada pension plan, CPP, and the old age
security, OAS, pensions and benefits.

Through inserts with tax slips for CPP or OAS benefits, we advise
seniors on how to access information on the full range of benefits
available to them. In 2013, we sent out 7.2 million tax inserts.

Between April 2013 and March 2014, Service Canada mobile
outreach services delivered 1,774 information sessions to 22,490
senior citizens and caregivers, community groups, and service
delivery partners across the country.

Service Canada also mails application forms for CPP and OAS
benefits or the renewal of guaranteed income supplement, or GIS,
and the allowances to many senior Canadians. In 2013-14, Service
Canada mailed OAS application forms to approximately 250,000
individuals who recently turned 64 years old. A CPP retirement
application was also included for individuals not yet in receipt of
CPP Retirement benefits. An additional 10,000 CPP application
forms were sent to individuals who recently turned 64 and were not
in pay for CPP, but for whom an application for OAS had already
been received. As well, 138,605 individuals received automatic
enrolment letters instead of an application form. Most of these
individuals will not need to apply for their OAS pension.
Approximately 50,000 applications for the GIS and allowances
were sent to individuals who may be eligible, based on Canada
Revenue Agency income.

Service Canada has also introduced a landing page on the Internet
devoted to content of particular interest to seniors at servicecanada.
gc.ca. This page is continually updated with new information of
interest to seniors.

In addition to the above, automatic enrolment of OAS
beneficiaries using existing information on their CPP and Quebec
pension plan began in April 2013 and was fully implemented in
October 2013.

As of November 2014, Service Canada has sent automatic
enrolment letters to notify individuals that they will be put into pay
for their OAS benefit without having to apply. It is estimated that the
first 130,000 of these individuals will have been put into pay at the
age of 65 by the end of 2014-15.

* * *

● (1520)

[English]

QUESTIONS PASSED AS ORDERS FOR RETURNS

Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, if Questions Nos. 768 to 772,
774, 778 to 780, 782 to 784, 786 to 790, 793, 794, 796 to 799, 804 to
808, 811 to 814, 816 to 818, 820, 821, 826 to 828, 830, 831, 838,
840 to 843, 847 to 857, 859 to 861, 863 to 869, 873 to 882, 884, 887,
888, 890, 892 to 910, 912 to 914, 916 to 918, 920 to 931, 933, and
934 could be made orders for returns, these returns would be tabled
immediately.

The Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

[Text]

Question No. 768—Hon. Scott Brison:

With regard to travel paid for by government departments and agencies for
Members of Parliament and Senators other than the minister, Minister of State, or
Parliamentary Secretary responsible for the department: since 2010-2011 inclusively,
(a) what was the total cost for each trip; (b) what was the cost for each trip, broken
down by (i) transportation, (ii) accommodation, (iii) meals and incidentals, (iv) gifts;
(c) what was the reason for each trip; (d) what was the name of the Member of
Parliament or Senator on each trip; (e) what was the itinerary for each trip; (f) was the
Member accompanied by staff and, if so, what was the cost for the staff member or
members, broken down by (i) transportation, (ii) accommodation, (iii) meals and
incidentals, (iv) gifts; and (g) was a press release issued regarding the trip and, if so,
what is the (i) date, (ii) headline, (iii) file number of the press release?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 769—Hon. Dominic LeBlanc:

With regard to the Youth Gang Prevention Fund Program announced on February
21, 2012: (a) how much funding has been disbursed; (b) which organizations have
received funding; and (c) for each funding award, (i) how many participants have
there been, (ii) how many participants are expected to take part over the course of the
program, (iii) where is the program located, (iv) what is the estimated at-risk
population in each city, town, or municipality concerned, (v) how much funding did
the project receive?

(Return tabled)

10604 COMMONS DEBATES January 26, 2015

Routine Proceedings



Question No. 770—Mr. Emmanuel Dubourg:

With regard to the Treasury Board Secretariat: (a) does the Directive on Open
Government, dated October 9, 2014, apply to tabular material prepared by
departments, agencies, or crown corporations in response to written questions
placed on the Order Paper by Members of the House of Commons or Senators; (b) if
the response to (a) is negative, (i) why does the Directive not apply, (ii) who made
this determination, (iii) when was this determination made; and (c) what are the titles
and file numbers of any file, briefing note, dossier, or any other document, created or
held by either the Treasury Board Secretariat or the Privy Council Office, relating to
the application of the Directive on Open Government to government responses to
written questions placed on the Order Paper by Members of the House of Commons
or Senators?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 771—Mr. Emmanuel Dubourg:

With regard to the rental or charter of private aircraft for the use of ministers and
parliamentary secretaries since January 1, 2010: (a) what was the cost for each rental
or charter; (b) what was the passenger manifest for each flight; (c) what was the
purpose of the trip; (d) what was the itinerary for each trip; and (e) was a press release
issued regarding the trip and, if so, what is the (i) date, (ii) headline, (iii) file number
of the press release?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 772—Mr. Emmanuel Dubourg:

With regard to Passport Canada: what was the total number of passport
applications received in each year since 2006 inclusive, broken down by (i) in-person
location, (ii) Service Canada receiving agent location, (iii) Canada Post receiving
agent, and (iv) mail?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 774—Hon. Gerry Byrne:

With regard to the statutes, regulations, policies and practices governing the
Department of Fisheries and Oceans related to the issuing and administration of
commercial fishing licences and fisheries resource allocation decisions: (a) what is
the definition of (i) a commercial fishing licence, (ii) a commercial fishing permit; (b)
what are the differences between a commercial fishing licence and a commercial
fishing permit in terms of (i) the rights and responsibilities of the harvester holding
either a licence or a permit respectively, (ii) the rights and responsibilities of the
Minister in terms of resource allocation policy; (c) what is the definition of the “Last-
in – First-out” (LIFO) policy; (d) how often has the LIFO policy been acted upon in
determining allocations of annual quotas to either commercial fisheries licences or to
permit holders that have experienced any year-over-year decline in the total
allowable catch, broken down by (i) year, (ii) each such regulated harvesting
category within any of the fisheries management areas of each fisheries stock area
within the Newfoundland and Labrador, the Gulf, the Maritime and the Quebec
regions of the Department of Fisheries and Oceans, further broken down in turn by
(iii) species fished, (iv) individual fisheries management area within the species stock
area within the past ten years, including the total quota levels for each such species
and for each such fisheries management area within each stock area in each year; and
(e) in each of the occurrences reported in answering (d), for each of the past ten years
described, what was the total number of fish licence holders or permit holders who
were directly affected by a reduction in quota on a year-over-year basis and were
subject to the application and enactment of the LIFO policy, broken down by (i)
species, (ii) individual fisheries management area within each fisheries stock area?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 778—Hon. Carolyn Bennett:

With regard to the application of the Access to Information Act: (a) what are the
dates, titles, and file numbers of all directives, orders, memoranda, reports, dossiers,
or other documents that deal with the security concerns associated with the release of
documents pursuant to Access to Information requests in digital formats or on digital
media; and (b) what are the dates, titles, and file numbers of all directives, orders,
memoranda, reports, dossiers, or other documents in which the Privy Council Office
has set down or promulgated its policies concerning the provision or non-provision
of documents released pursuant to Access to Information requests in digital formats
or on digital media?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 779—Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach:

With regard to the ship Kathryn Spirit moored in Beauharnois, Quebec: (a) has
Environment Canada or Transport Canada received a towing plan or an
environmental certificate application from the ship’s owner and, if so, when was
this plan received; (b) according to government information, is Reciclajes Ecologicos
Maritimos the ship’s owner; (c) if the answer to (b) is no, who owns the ship,
according to government information; (d) has the government conducted an analysis
as to whether federal legislation allows the ship to be dismantled at its mooring
location and, if so, what are the details of this analysis; (e) has the government
conducted an analysis of the risk of pollution from dismantling the ship and, if so,
what are the details of this analysis; (f) according to government information, does
the ship contain toxic materials and, if so, what are they; (g) is there a port equipped
to dismantle such a ship in Canada and, if so, where is it; (h) has the government
analyzed whether federal legislation allows it to (i) seize the ship, (ii) tow the ship to
a safe location and, if so, what are the details of this analysis; (i) does the government
intend to (i) seize the ship, (ii) tow the ship to a safe location; and (j) has the
government conducted an analysis on dismantling the ship in the Port of Salaberry-
de-Valleyfield or in another port elsewhere in the country and, if so, has it estimated
the cost of such an operation?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 780—Ms. Judy Foote:

With regard to government expenditures on sporting event tickets: since January
1, 2013, what was the (i) date, (ii) location, (iii) ticket cost, (iv) identity of persons
using the tickets, (v) nature of the sporting event, for all sporting event tickets
purchased by any department, agency or crown corporation, or any person acting on
behalf of a department, agency, or crown corporation, whether the event was held in
Canada or outside Canada?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 782—Mr. Scott Simms:

With regard to government advertising since September 1, 2012: (a) how much
has been spent on billboards, advertising and other information campaigns, broken
down by (i) date released, (ii) cost, (iii) topic, (iv) whether any analysis of the
effectiveness of the advertising campaign was carried out and, if so, the details of that
analysis, (v) medium, including publication or media outlet and type of media used,
(vi) purpose, (vii) duration of campaign (including those that are ongoing), (viii)
targeted audience, (ix) estimated audience; and (b) what are the details of all records
of related correspondence regarding the aforementioned billboards, advertising and
other information campaigns broken down by (i) relevant file numbers, (ii)
correspondence or file type, (iii) subject, (iv) date, (v) purpose, (vi) origin, (vii)
intended destination, (viii) other officials copied or involved?

(Return tabled)
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Question No. 783—Hon. Carolyn Bennett:

With regard to Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD), the transmissible spongiform
encephalopathy of mule deer, white-tailed deer, elk and moose: (a) since 2006, what
government funding has been allocated or provided to research this disease, broken
down by (i) department or agency, (ii) year; (b) what documents have been produced
by government departments or agencies with regard to existing or future economic,
health or environmental impacts of CWD including, for each document, the (i) date,
(ii) authoring department or agency; (c) what documents have been produced by
government departments or agencies regarding CWD generally including, for each
document, the (i) date, (ii) authoring department or agency; (d) for each year since
2006, what measures have been taken by the government to mitigate the spread of
CWD in Canada, including (i) the department or agency responsible for each
measure, (ii) the date each measure was initiated, (iii) the duration of each measure,
(iv) the objective of each measure, (v) whether those objectives were met; (e) what
strategies and programs are currently in place or are being developed to deal with the
potential spread of CWD to animals not currently susceptible to the disease, and to
humans; (f) since 2006, what meetings or consultations have been conducted with
provincial or territorial governments regarding CWD and what documents or
decisions were produced from those meetings or consultations, including (i) the
initiating and responsible federal department or agency, (ii) the date of the document
that was produced or of the decision that was taken; (g) since 2006, what
consultations, meetings or outreach has any federal department or agency had with
any First Nations, Inuit or Metis government, organization or representative,
including the (i) date of the interaction, (ii) names of participants, (iii) topics
discussed, (iv) outcomes, (v) documents produced as a result of the interaction; (h)
since 2006, what measures has the government put in place to monitor the spread of
CWD, including (i) the department or agency initiating each measure, (ii) the date
each measure was initiated, (iii) the duration of each measure; and (i) what measures
are currently being considered by government departments or agencies as a result of,
or in relation to, CWD?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 784—Mr. Sean Casey:

With respect to the Enhanced New Veterans Charter Act: how much have
payments increased on average for (i) the 2,717 veterans entitled to increased
earnings loss benefits, (ii) the 590 veterans entitled to increased Permanent
Incapacity Allowances, (iii) the 202 veterans entitled to Exceptional Incapacity
Allowances?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 786—Mr. Sean Casey:

With respect to the benefit provided by the government for veterans' funeral and
burial expenses: (a) what is the maximum amount available through the Veterans
Funeral and Burial Program for funeral services; (b) how does the amount in (a)
compare to the allowable maximum established for members of the RCMP and
Canadian Forces; (c) in order to qualify for the maximum amount available through
the Veterans Funeral and Burial Program, at what must a veteran's estate be valued;
(d) how does the amount in (c) compare to the means test established for members of
the RCMP and Canadian Forces; (e) how many requests for assistance with burial
costs were made in each of the fiscal years from 2006 to 2013; (f) how many of the
requests in (e) were approved; (g) for each request in (e), broken down by fiscal year,
what were the reasons for rejecting the request; and (h) what is the total number of
requests that were rejected for each particular reason mentioned in (g)?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 787—Ms. Yvonne Jones:

With regard to the Income Tax Act: during each of the last five taxation years, (a)
what is the number and percentage of the income tax returns of income tax filers in
each province or territory who have been reviewed, broken down by income tax
filers who live (i) in a Prescribed Northern Zone for the purposes of the northern
residents deduction, (ii) in a Prescribed Intermediate Zone for the purposes of the
northern residents deduction, (iii) in a location other than a Northern or Intermediate
Zone; (b) what is the number and percentage of the income tax returns of income tax
filers in each province or territory who have been audited, broken down by income
tax filers who live (i) in a Prescribed Northern Zone for the purposes of the northern
residents deduction, (ii) in a Prescribed Intermediate Zone for the purposes of the
northern residents deduction, (iii) in a location other than a Northern or Intermediate
Zone; (c) what is the number and percentage of the income tax returns of income tax

filers in each province or territory who have been (i) reviewed, (ii) audited, broken
down by income tax filers who have claimed any northern residents deduction and
those who have not claimed any northern residents deduction; (d) what is the number
and percentage of the income tax returns of income tax filers in each province or
territory who, after having been (i) reviewed, (ii) audited, have had their claim for the
northern residents deduction rejected, broken down by those income tax filers who
have claimed the northern residents deduction in a Prescribed Northern Zone and
those who have claimed the northern residents deduction in a Prescribed Intermediate
Zone; (e) what is the number and percentage of the income tax returns of income tax
filers in each province or territory who, in respect of the northern residents deduction,
have been asked to document the cost of the lowest return airfare available at the time
of the trip between the airport closest to their residence and the nearest designated
city, broken down by those who live (i) in a Prescribed Northern Zone for the
purposes of the northern residents deduction, (ii) in a Prescribed Intermediate Zone
for the purposes of the northern residents deduction; (f) of the tax filers enumerated in
(e), what is the number and percentage of the income tax returns of income tax filers
in each province or territory who, in respect of the northern residents deduction,
informed the Canada Revenue Agency that they could not document the cost of the
lowest return airfare available at the time of the trip between the airport closest to
their residence and the nearest designated city; and (g) of the tax filers enumerated in
(e), what is the number and percentage of the income tax returns of income tax filers
in each province or territory whose claim of the northern residents deduction has
been rejected because they could not document the cost of the lowest return airfare
available at the time of the trip between the airport closest to their residence and the
nearest designated city?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 788—Ms. Yvonne Jones:

With regard to the administration of the Income Tax Act: (a) what are the titles,
dates, and file-numbers of any studies, assessments, or evaluations that have been
conducted or are being conducted concerning the cost-effectiveness of reviewing or
auditing income tax filers who claim the northern residents deduction; (b) what are
the results of the studies, assessments, or evaluations referred to in (a); (c) what are
the titles, dates, and file-numbers of any studies, assessments, or evaluations that
have been conducted or are being conducted concerning the administrative burden
faced by income tax filers who claim the northern residents deduction; (d) what are
the results of the studies, assessments, or evaluations referred to in (c); (e) what are
the titles, dates, and file-numbers of any studies, assessments, or evaluations that
have been conducted or are being conducted concerning the administrative burden
faced by the Canada Revenue Agency in administering the northern residents
deduction; and (f) what are the results of the studies, assessments, or evaluations
referred to in (e)?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 789—Hon. Ralph Goodale:

With regard to Public Private Partnerships involving Infrastructure Canada or
PPP Canada: since January 1, 2006, for each such project, what are (a) the details of
the project; (b) the time taken to design the bidding process; (c) the length of the
bidding process from the initial expression of interest to the close; and (d) the cost to
proponents of preparing a bid?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 790—Mr. John Rafferty:

With regard to the Department of Veterans Affairs: how many clients were served
each year from 2010 to 2014 inclusively at each Veterans Affairs office location,
including the nine offices that have recently closed?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 793—Mrs. Carol Hughes:

With regard to government spending in the constituency of Algoma—Manitoulin
—Kapuskasing: what was the total amount spent, from fiscal year 2010-2011 up to
and including the current fiscal year, broken down by (i) the date the funds were
received in the riding, (ii) the dollar amount of the expenditure, (iii) the program
through which the funding was allocated, (iv) the department responsible, (v) the
designated recipient?

(Return tabled)
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Question No. 794—Mr. Scott Simms:

With respect to licenses and permits issued by government departments, related
to any maritime activity for potential use anywhere within, or in the waters of, the
Atlantic provinces: (a) for each license or permit issued since 2009, (i) on what date
was each license or permit issued, (ii) who were the owners or operators, (iii) under
what conditions concerning the use, retention, or renewal of the license or permit,
was it issued; (b) for each vessel whose license was suspended, rejected, or for which
a renewal was denied, (i) on what date was the license suspended, rejected, or the
renewal denied, (ii) for what reasons, (iii) by whose authority; (c) what are the file
numbers of all ministerial briefings or departmental correspondence between the
government and all entities, departments, companies, contractors, or individuals,
relating to the suspension, rejection or denial of license renewal, broken down by (i)
minister or department, (ii) correspondence or file type, (iii) date, (iv) purpose, (v)
origin, (vi) intended destination, (vii) other officials copied or involved; (d) what are
the specific rules for the retention or renewal of any such license or permits; (e) what
are all rules, files, and correspondence related to observer and dockside monitoring of
these license-holders and users, broken down by (i) all relevant file numbers, (ii)
entities, companies, contractors, or individuals, (iii) minister or department, (iv)
correspondence or file type, (v) date, (vi) purpose, (vii) origin, (viii) intended
destination, (ix) other officials copied or involved, (x) military base, asset, or facility,
(xi) type of activity or contract; (f) what differences exist in the conditions for
licenses or permits among different regions, zones, or provinces; and (g) what are the
rules governing the keeping, as opposed to the releasing, of fish caught on boats used
for recreational or touristic purposes, broken down by (i) province, (ii) number of
applicable licensees or permits?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 796—Ms. Joyce Murray:

With regard to the Canadian Armed Forces Task Force Libeccio in Operation
Mobile: what were the (a) full and incremental costs from March 2011 to October
2011, broken down by month; (b) full and incremental costs for the (i) CF-18, (ii)
CC-150, (iii) CC-130, (iv) CC-177, (v) CP-140; (c) total flying hours for the (i) CF-
18, (ii) CC-150, (iii) CC-130, (iv) CC-177, (v) CP-140; (d) full and incremental costs
of all base support arrangements (e.g. accommodations, meals, amenities,
infrastructure, utilities) including any in-kind support received; (e) full and
incremental costs of all deployment, supply, and re-deployment flights, including
Royal Canadian Air Force (RCAF) and charter aircraft; (f) ordnance ammunition
used and its full and incremental costs; (g) full and incremental costs related to fuel
delivered by RCAF tankers; (h) full and incremental costs of repair and overhaul; (i)
full and incremental costs of any special pay or allowances for deployed personnel;
(j) full and incremental costs associated with Home Leave Travel Assistance; (k) full
and incremental costs associated with Class C Reserves deployed on operations; and
(l) full and incremental costs associated with Class B Reserves employed as backfill
in Canada?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 797—Ms. Joyce Murray:

With regard to the Canadian Armed Forces Operation IMPACT: what are the
estimated (for the entire six-month operation) and actual (to-date) (a) full and
incremental costs for the mission, broken down by month; (b) full and incremental
costs for the (i) CC-130J, (ii) CC-177, (iii) CF-188, (iv) CP-140, (v) CC-150T; (c)
total flying hours for the (i) CC-130J, (ii) CC-177, (iii) CF-188, (iv) CP-140, (v) CC-
150T; (d) full and incremental costs of all base support arrangements (e.g.
accommodations, meals, amenities, infrastructure, utilities) including any in-kind
support received; (e) full and incremental costs of all deployment, supply, and re-
deployment flights, including Royal Canadian Air Force (RCAF) and charter aircraft;
(f) ordnance ammunition (i) used, (ii) to be used, and its full and incremental costs;
(g) full and incremental costs related to fuel delivered by RCAF tankers; (h) full and
incremental costs of repair and overhaul; (i) full and incremental costs of any special
pay or allowances for deployed personnel; (j) full and incremental costs associated
with Home Leave Travel Assistance; (k) full and incremental costs associated with
Class C Reserves deployed on operations; and (l) full and incremental costs
associated with Class B Reserves employed as backfill in Canada?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 798—Mr. Pierre Nantel:

With regard to the Department of Canadian Heritage: (a) for the data collected in
the Grants and Contributions Information Management System (GCIMS), for all the

Department’s various program components, what were the processing times for grant
and contribution applications between the time the program received the application
and the time the Department made a funding decision, broken down by program
component and quarter, for fiscal years 2011-2012 to 2014-2015 inclusively; and (b)
for the Department’s executive committee responsible for reviewing the data on
processing times collected in the GCIMS, (i) who are the members of the executive
committee, (ii) how often does it meet, (iii) what is its operating budget, (iv) what
were its recommendations to the Minister’s office, broken down by quarter for fiscal
years 2011-2012 to 2014-2015 inclusively, (v) what were its recommendations to the
deputy ministers, broken down by quarter for fiscal years 2011-2012 to 2014-2015
inclusively, (vi) what were its recommendations to the assistant deputy ministers,
broken down by quarter for fiscal years 2011-2012 to 2014-2015 inclusively, (vii)
what were its recommendations to directors general, broken down by quarter for
fiscal years 2011-2012 to 2014-2015 inclusively, (viii) what were its recommenda-
tions to program managers, broken down by quarter for fiscal years 2011-2012 to
2014-2015 inclusively?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 799—Ms. Hélène Laverdière:

With regard to the government’s Maternal, Newborn and Child Health Summit
(the Summit) held in Toronto, May 28-30, 2014: (a) who within the Department of
Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development was responsible for the organization of the
Summit; (b) what was the initial budget of the event, (i) did the Summit go over
budget, (ii) if so, what were the cost overruns, (iii) were there unforeseen expenses;
(c) what was the total cost of the Summit; (d) what was the total cost for the venue
rental (Fairmont Royal York); (e) how many bedrooms in the Fairmont Royal York
were paid for by the government and at what cost; (f) how many names were on the
final guest list and what were the names; (g) how many government officials and
employees attended the Summit and what are their names; (h) how many guests who
are not employees of the government had their stay at the Fairmont Royal York paid
for by the government and what are their names; (i) did the government pay for the
travel expenses of international visitors; (j) how was the Fairmont Royal York chosen
as a venue for the Summit, (i) on what date was the hotel first contacted with regard
to the Summit, (ii) on what date was the contract with the hotel signed, (iii) did the
Summit organizers contact venues other than the Fairmont Royal York and, if so,
how many; (k) what was the total cost for security; (l) what was the total cost of
meals and hospitality; and (m) was the Summit paid for by funds dedicated to the
Muskoka Initiative?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 804—Hon. Lawrence MacAulay:

With regard to the Mount Polley mine spill: (a) has the Department of Fisheries
and Oceans (DFO) or Environment Canada filed charges regarding the spill, (i) if so,
what are the details of the charges, (ii) if not, why not; (b) what role are DFO and
Environment Canada playing in the ongoing investigation being led by British
Columbia conservation officers; (c) are DFO and Environment Canada reviewing the
rehabilitation plan developed by Imperial Metals Corporation, (i) if so, what are the
findings of any such review, (ii) if not, why not; (d) has the government obtained the
approval of the Secwepemc people for the investigation process or the review of the
rehabilitation plan; (e) has the government studied the impact of the waste that
remains in the Hazeltine Creek and Quesnel Lake Watershed; (f) during and
following the rehabilitation process, how will DFO and Environment Canada ensure
that there are no ongoing violations of the Fisheries Act; (g) how is the government
monitoring and enforcing compliance with best practice standards by Imperial Metals
Corporation at its other mine sites; (h) how will the government ensure that there are
additional layers of control to prevent loopholes in regulatory oversight and
enforcement by the province; (i) will the government be examining any proposals
concerning (i) repairs to the tailings storage facility, (ii) the resumption of operations
at the mine; (j) how will the government ensure that the interests of the affected First
Nations are addressed prior to any resumption of operation; (k) what steps will the
government take to ensure that First Nation rights are addressed; and (l) what are the
internal tracking numbers of all documents, communications or briefing notes
regarding the Mount Polley spill for senior departmental officials at the Regional
Director General level and above, at both DFO and Environment Canada?
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(Return tabled)

Question No. 805—Hon. Mark Eyking:

With regard to the Enterprise Cape Breton Corporation (ECBC): for each year
from 2005 to 2014 inclusively, (a) how much did the ECBC spend on infrastructure;
and (b) what were all the projects of the ECBC, including but not limited to details
such as the project’s name, purpose, and cost?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 806—Hon. Mark Eyking:

With regard to federal government employees in Nova Scotia: for each year from
2005 to 2013 inclusively, broken down by department, how many government
employees worked in (i) Cape Breton Regional Municipality, (ii) Victoria County,
(iii) Inverness County, (iv) Richmond County?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 807—Mr. Brian Masse:

With regard to the Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario
(FedDev Ontario), how much government funding has been approved and distributed
to each of the 37 census divisions by year since 2009?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 808—Mrs. Sadia Groguhé:

With respect to the Canada Job Grant: (a) how much is each province and
territory receiving in federal transfers under the Canada Job Fund for the current
fiscal year, and for each subsequent fiscal year until the Fund is fully phased-in; (b)
how much did each province and territory receive in federal transfers under the
Labour Market Agreements in 2013-2014; (c) how much is, or is projected to be, the
federal portion of the Canada Job Grant, year-to-date and for each of the coming
fiscal years until the program is fully phased-in; (d) is the federal contribution to the
Canada Job Grant paid out of the 40 % funds earmarked for employer-driven training
under the Canada Job Fund; (e) if the federal portion of the Canada Job Grant is not
paid out of the Canada Job Fund, from which program envelope is the contribution
drawn; (f) on a year-to-date basis for fiscal year 2014-2015, how much has the
government actually spent on the Canada Job Grant, broken down by province and
territory; (g) on a year-to-date basis for fiscal year 2014-2015, how much has each
province and territory contributed to the Canada Job Grant from the Canada Job
Fund; (h) on a year-to-date basis for fiscal year 2014-2015, how much has been the
employer contribution to the Canada Job Grant, broken down by province and
territory; (i) how much is the employer contribution projected to be for the Canada
Job Grant for each of the coming fiscal years, until the program is fully phased-in; (j)
how many businesses are projected to be eligible to provide “in-kind contribution” as
their share of the Canada Job Grant when the program is fully-phased in; (k) what are
eligible contributions “in-kind” for an employer’s participation in the Canada Job
Grant; (l) on a year-to-date basis for fiscal year 2014-2015, how many Canadians
have been trained with the help of the Canada Job Grant, broken down by province
and territory; (m) how many Canadians will be trained with help of the Canada Job
Grant for each of the fiscal years until it is fully phased-in; and (n) on a year-to-date
basis for fiscal year 2014-2015, for which occupations have Canadians been trained
with the help of the Canada Job Grant (using the National Occupational
Classification system)?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 811—Hon. Geoff Regan:

With regard to government records: what information, asset management
systems, correspondence tracking systems, telecommunications logs, vehicle logs,
and all other forms of records are (a) kept, broken down by (i) department, (ii) record
type, (iii) duration of preservation, (iv) frequency of update, (v) date of oldest
currently preserved record, (vi) method of disposal, (vii) file numbering or similar
record access system, (viii) list of employees (by title), contractors or other
individuals with access to the records, (ix) method of keeping track of access requests
to the records; and (b) not kept, including the details pertaining to what was not kept
and why?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 812—Hon. Irwin Cotler:

With regard to the changes announced in October 2014 to the Caregiver Program
(the Program), formerly known as the Live-In Caregiver Program: (a) what
individuals, organizations, agencies, and other governments did the government
consult as part of the process of developing the changes; (b) when did each
consultation in (a) occur; (c) how did each consultation in (a) occur; (d) who in the
government carried out each consultation in (a); (e) for past or current participants in
the Program, (i) what opportunities existed to participate in consultations, (ii) how
did the government make them aware of these opportunities, (iii) when did the
government make them aware of these opportunities; (f) for other individuals,
organizations, agencies, and other governments, (i) how did the government make
them aware of the opportunity to participate in consultations, (ii) when did the
government make them aware of the opportunity; (g) what results of the
consultations in (a) were presented to the Minister of Citizenship and Immigration;
(h) how were the results of the consultations in (a) presented to the Minister of
Citizenship and Immigration; (i) when were the results of the consultations in (a)
presented to the Minister of Citizenship and Immigration; (j) according to what
criteria were the inputs that were received through consultations in (a) evaluated by
the government; (k) what studies, reports, surveys, or other documents were
consulted by the government; (l) based on what factors did the government cap at
2750 the number of applicants for permanent residence through the Caring for
Children Pathway; (m) based on what factors did the government cap at 2750 the
number of applicants for permanent residence through the Caring for People with
High Medical Needs Pathway; (n) what was the number of principal applicants for
permanent residence through the Program for each of the last ten years; (o) do the
caps in (l) and (m) refer only to the number of new applications that the government
will accept each year, or do they refer to the total number of applications that will be
processed each year; (p) broken down by province and territory, how many
temporary residents are currently in Canada as part of the Program; (q) broken down
by province and territory, how many temporary residents have been in Canada as part
of the Program for each of the last ten years; (r) how many temporary residents does
the government expect to be in Canada as part of the Program for each of the next ten
years; (s) what studies has the government carried out or consulted to determine
whether the number of temporary residents in Canada as part of the Program is likely
to change in the coming years; (t) what are the conclusions of the studies in (s); (u)
for each of the last ten years, not including spouses and dependents, how many
applications for permanent residence under the Program have been (i) submitted, (ii)
accepted, (iii) denied; (v) if the number of principal applicants for permanent
residence exceeds the cap of 2750 in either category in a given year, how will the
government determine which applications to consider; (w) who will make the
determination in (v); (x) based on what factors will the determination in (v) be made;
(y) how many applications for permanent residence under the Program are currently
being processed, not including spouses and dependents; (z) how many applications
for permanent residence under the Program, not including spouses and dependents,
does the government intend to process for each of the next five years; (aa) how will
the government reduce the backlog of permanent residence applications under the
program; (bb) by what date does the government intend to reduce the backlog in (aa);
(cc) how many applications must be processed before the government will consider
the backlog in (aa) to be reduced; (dd) when will the six-month limit on processing
times for applications under the Program take effect; (ee) what impact will the six-
month limit in (dd) have on applications underway at the time the limit takes effect;
(ff) what measures will be implemented to ensure that applications for permanent
residence will be processed within six months; (gg) what recourse will be available to
applicants whose applications are not processed within six months; (hh) how will
applications that remain in process after six months be dealt with by the government;
(ii) will the six-month limit apply regardless of (i) the number of dependents, (ii) the
country of origin of the principal applicants, their spouse, or their dependents; (jj)
what measures are being introduced to give recourse to temporary residents in
Canada under the Program who feel that they are being exploited or treated
inappropriately by their employers, whether or not the caregiver lives with the
employer; (kk) what changes have been made or will be made to the criteria used to
evaluate applications for permanent residence under the Program; (ll) what directives
have been or will be issued to visa officers; (mm) when do the directives in (ll) take
effect; and (nn) how will applicants with applications currently underway be affected
by the changes?

(Return tabled)
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Question No. 813—Hon. Irwin Cotler:

With regard to applicants seeking permanent residence in Canada as dependent
children of Canadian residents: (a) broken down by source country and year of
application, for each of the last ten years, how many applications has Citizenship and
Immigration Canada (CIC) received from applicants seeking permanent residence as
dependent children of Canadian citizens; (b) broken down by source country and
year of application, how many of the applications in (a), (i) have been accepted, (ii)
have been denied, (iii) are still being processed; (c) broken down by source country
and year of application, for each of the last ten years, how many applications has CIC
received from applicants seeking permanent residence as dependent children of non-
citizen permanent residents of Canada, excluding the Live-In Caregiver Program
(LCP); (d) broken down by source country and year of application, how many of the
applications in (c), (i) have been accepted, (ii) have been denied, (iii) are still being
processed; (e) broken down by source country and year of application, for each of the
last ten years, how many applications has CIC received from applicants seeking
permanent residence as dependent children under the LCP; (f) broken down by
source country and year of application, how many of the applications in (e), (i) have
been accepted, (ii) have been denied, (iii) are still being processed; (g) broken down
by source country and year of application, what is the average processing time of
applications in (a); (h) broken down by source country and year of application, what
is the average processing time of applications in (a) by applicants who, at the time of
their application, were (i) under 15 years old, (ii) between 15 and 17 years old, (iii)
over 17 years old; (i) broken down by source country and year of application, how
many applications in (a) were denied or abandoned subsequent to the applicant
becoming too old to qualify as a dependent; (j) broken down by source country and
year of application, what is the average processing time of applications in (c); (k)
broken down by source country and year of application, what is the average
processing time of applications in (c) by applicants who, at the time of their
application, were (i) under 15 years old, (ii) between 15 and 17 years old, (iii) over
17 years old; (l) broken down by source country and year of application, how many
applications in (c) were denied or abandoned subsequent to the applicant becoming
too old to qualify as a dependent; (m) broken down by source country and year of
application, what is the average processing time of applications in (e); (n) broken
down by source country and year of application, what is the average processing time
of applications in (e) by applicants who, at the time of their application, were (i)
under 15 years old, (ii) between 15 and 17 years old, (iii) over 17 years old; (o)
broken down by source country and year of application, how many applications in (e)
were denied or abandoned subsequent to the applicant becoming too old to qualify as
a dependent; (p) has the government set processing times it considers acceptable for
applications by applicants seeking permanent residence in Canada as dependent
children (i) of Canadian citizens, (ii) of non-citizen permanent residents, (iii) under
the live-in caregiver program; (q) how were the acceptable processing times in (p)
determined; (r) who determined the acceptable processing times in (p); (s) what
variance, if any, exists for acceptable processing times in (p) based on (i) source
country, (ii) age of applicant, (iii) visa office, (iv) other factors; (t) what changes, if
any, have been made to the acceptable processing times in (p) over the last ten years,
and what accounts for these changes; (u) if no acceptable processing times have been
set, why have they not been set; (v) what evaluations of processing times has the
government undertaken; (w) what were the results of the evaluations in (v); (x) if no
evaluations of processing times have been undertaken, why has this not been done;
(y) broken down by year, for each of the last ten years, what operational bulletins,
changes to operational manuals, or other directives, published or unpublished, formal
or informal, written or oral, have been issued by CIC to visa officers regarding
applications by individuals seeking permanent residence as dependents of residents
of Canada; (z) for each of the directives in (y), (i) how was the directive issued, (ii) by
whom was it issued, (iii) what was the objective of the directive, (iv) how were its
effects evaluated, (v) is it still in force; and (aa) for each directive in (y) no longer in
force, (i) why was it terminated, (ii) who made the decision to terminate it, (iii) how
was the decision to terminate it communicated to visa officers?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 814—Mr. Charlie Angus:

With respect to the government’s implementation of motion M-456, a Pan-
Canadian Strategy for Palliative and End-of-Life Care: (a) what steps has the
government taken or do they plan on taking to implement this strategy; (b) what are
the needs identified by the government that this strategy could address; (c) what
information or data has been provided or solicited from Statistics Canada or the
Canadian Institute for Health of Information regarding patient needs for palliative
and end-of-life care; (d) what standards and best practices have been identified for
this strategy; (e) what stakeholders and medical experts have been identified as
collaborators in developing this strategy, and which of them have been approached;

(f) which provinces and territories have been approached to discuss the establishment
of this strategy; (g) what steps has the government taken to implement this strategy
for the jurisdictions where it has a direct responsibility for health care delivery,
including, but not limited to, services to First Nations on reserve, the military, and
prisoners; and (h) what palliative and end-of-life care programs are currently in place
where the government has a direct responsibility for health care delivery, including,
but not limited to, services to First Nations on reserve, the military, and prisoners?

(Return tabled)
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Question No. 816—Mr. Ted Hsu:

With regard to the Agreement Between the Government of Canada and the
Government of the United States of America to Improve International Tax
Compliance through Enhanced Exchange of Information under the Convention
Between the United States of America and Canada with Respect to Taxes on Income
and on Capital (the Agreement), the government’s Policy on Tabling of Treaties in
Parliament (the Policy), and the statement of Peter Van Loan, Government House
Leader, in the House on Monday, April 28, 2014, that “in this case, the fact is that the
government, the cabinet, actually did grant such an exemption to the tabling policy.
As such, the very words of the policy, the requirements of the policy, have been
followed. The processes for obtaining the exemption were obtained. As a result, the
requirement that it be tabled in the House 21 days in advance of the legislation being
introduced is not necessary and the policy is fully complied with” (the Statement): (a)
was an exemption to the government’s Policy granted with respect to the Agreement;
(b) what is the difference between an “exemption” and an “exception” in terms of the
Policy; (c) if the word “exception” is substituted for “exemption” is the Statement
accurate; (d) on what basis was the Statement made; (e) how was the Government
House Leader informed of the exemption or exception being granted to the Policy; (f)
what documents or memos were created regarding this exemption or exception and
what are their access or control numbers; (g) who was involved in this decision to
grant an exemption or exception and at what stage were they involved; (h) what was
the process, step-by-step, by which this Agreement was granted an exemption or
exception; (i) who reviewed the decision to grant an exemption or exception, (i)
when, (ii) why, (iii) how; (j) does the Policy apply to the Agreement, and how; (k)
between what departments does correspondence exist regarding the tabling of the
Agreement under the Policy and what are the file numbers for these documents; (l)
on what date was the Agreement concluded; (m) on what date was the Agreement
tabled in Parliament; (n) on what date was the Agreement ratified; (o) when was the
House made aware of the text of the Agreement; (p) how was the House made aware
of the text of the Agreement; (q) when was the House made aware of the granting of
an exemption or exception to the Policy in the case of the Agreement; (r) how was
the House made aware of the granting of an exemption or exception to the Policy in
the case of the Agreement; (s) when and by what means is the House usually
informed that an exception has been granted to the Policy; (t) in the absence of the
point of order prompting the Government House Leader's response, how and when
would the House have been informed of the exemption; (u) what steps and measures
are in place to ensure that Parliament is informed of exceptions being granted to the
Policy; (v) what steps are in place to ensure that Canadians are informed when
exceptions have been granted; (w) what steps and measures are in place to ensure that
Parliament is informed of exemptions being granted to the Policy; (x) what steps are
in place to ensure that Canadians are informed when exemptions have been granted;
(y) what does “urgent” mean in the context of the Policy; (z) how was the ratification
of the Agreement determined to be urgent; (aa) who made the determination in (z),
(i) how, (ii) on the basis of what information, (iii) with what authority, (iv) under
what criteria; (bb) how was the decision in (z) reviewed, (i) by whom, (ii) how, (iii)
when, (iv) by what criteria; (cc) who are or were the lead ministers with respect to the
Agreement in terms of the Policy and how was this determined; (dd) when and how
did the Minister of Foreign Affairs and the lead ministers seek approval from the
Prime Minister for an exemption to the treaty tabling process; (ee) when was the
approval in (dd) granted and how; (ff) what correspondence is available – with file
and control number—to corroborate the information provided in response to (dd) and
(ee); (gg) was a “joint-letter that clearly articulates the rationale to proceed with the
ratification, without tabling in the House of Commons” created; (hh) with respect to
the letter in (gg), (i) who created this letter, (ii) when is it dated, (iii) how can it be
obtained, (iv) who has access to it, (v) to whom is it addressed; (ii) was the letter
drafted in consultation with the Treaty Section of the Department of Foreign Affairs
and International Trade and the relevant Secretariat in the Privy Council Office; (jj)
what documentation exists – with file or control number for each document—to
corroborate the information provided in response to (ii); (kk) who is responsible for
retention and access of such joint letters; (ll) with respect to the Agreement, were the
responsible ministers and the Minister of Foreign Affairs aware early on of the need
to request an exemption to the treaty process prior to obtaining Cabinet authority to
sign a treaty; (mm) how is “early on” defined for purposes of the Policy; (nn) how is
“aware” defined for purposes of this provision in the Policy; (oo) was a request made
in a Memorandum to Cabinet, seeking policy approval for the Agreement; (pp) what
Memorandums to Cabinet exist relative to this agreement, (i) what are their dates, (ii)
are they subject to privilege, (iii) who made them, (iv) what are their record or control
numbers; (qq) which document in (pp) can be said to “clearly articulate the rationale
for the exception to the treaty tabling process”; (rr) what is the rationale for the
exception to the treaty tabling process with respect to the Agreement; (ss) who
determines the rationale per the Policy; (tt) what is an acceptable rationale per the
Policy; (uu) how is rationale defined in terms of the Policy; (vv) is there a minimal
level of sufficiency for a rationale per the Policy and if so what is it; (ww) when was

the exception granted; (xx) did the Minister of Foreign Affairs “inform the House of
Commons that Canada has agreed to be bound by the instrument at the earliest
opportunity following the ratification” per the Policy; (yy) when did the actions in
(xx) occur and how; (zz) in 2014, how many exemptions or exceptions were granted
under the Policy before the Agreement; (aaa) in 2014, was the Agreement’s rationale
for exception unique; (bbb) in 2014, was the Agreement the only item determined to
be urgent in terms of the Policy; (ccc) is the Government House Leader always
informed of exceptions and exemptions under the Policy and, if so, how; (ddd) is the
House always informed of exceptions or exemptions under the Policy and, if so,
how; (eee) how early could the Agreement have been tabled in Parliament; (fff) how
was the date in (eee) determined; (ggg) if the Agreement could have been tabled
earlier in Parliament than the date in (o), (i) why was it not, (ii) what decisions were
made in this regard, (iii) who made these decisions, (iv) how, (v) on what basis; and
(hhh) if the Statement could have been made sooner in the House than Monday, April
28, 2014, (i) why was it not, (ii) what decisions were made in this regard, (iii) who
made these decisions, (iv) how, (v) on what basis?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 817—Mr. Ted Hsu:

With regard to Statistics Canada: (a) have studies been done on how to use
alternative sources of data and methods of data collection, outside of surveys, to
replace the information gathered by the mandatory long-form census in 1971, and
every five years from 1981 to 2006; (b) what alternative sources of data and methods
of data collection, outside of surveys, were considered prior to 2011 to replace the
information gathered by the mandatory long-form census in 1971, and every five
years from 1981 to 2006; (c) what alternative sources of data and methods of data
collection, outside of surveys, were considered from 2011 to the present to replace
the information gathered by the mandatory long-form census in 1971, and every five
years from 1981 to 2006; (d) prior to 2011, which foreign jurisdictions were
consulted in order to assess alternative sources of data and methods of data
collection, outside of surveys, to replace the information gathered by the mandatory
long-form census in 1971, and every five years from 1981 to 2006; (e) from 2011 to
the present, which foreign jurisdictions were consulted in order to assess alternative
sources of data and methods of data collection, outside of surveys, to replace the
information gathered by the mandatory long-form census in 1971, and every five
years from 1981 to 2006; (f) what studies, reports or assessments have been prepared
by Statistics Canada regarding alternative sources of data and methods of data
collection, outside of surveys, to replace the information gathered by the mandatory
long-form census in 1971, and every five years from 1981 to 2006, broken down by
(i) date of studies, reports or assessments, (ii) title of studies, reports or assessments,
(iii) internal tracking number of studies, reports or assessments; (g) what briefing
documents have been prepared for ministers and their staff regarding alternative
sources of data and methods of data collection, outside of surveys, to replace the
information gathered by the mandatory long-form census in 1971, and every five
years from 1981 to 2006, broken down by (i) date of studies, reports or assessments,
(ii) title of studies, reports or assessments, (iii) internal tracking number of studies,
reports or assessments; (h) before 2011, did Statistics Canada consider the possibility
of establishing connections between existing databases in different Canadian
jurisdictions containing the personal information of Canadians, with the use of any
form of primary key; and (i) from 2011 to the present, did Statistics Canada consider
the possibility of establishing connections between existing databases in different
Canadian jurisdictions containing the personal information of Canadians, with the
use of any form of primary key?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 818—Ms. Peggy Nash:

With regard to government funding: for each fiscal year from 2011-2012 to
present, (a) what are the details of all grants, contributions, and loans to any
organization, body, or group in the electoral district of Parkdale—High Park,
providing for each (i) the name of the recipient, (ii) the location of the recipient,
indicating the municipality, (iii) the date, (iv) the amount, (v) the department or
agency providing it, (vi) the program under which the grant, contribution, or loan
was made, (vii) the nature or purpose; and (b) for each grant, contribution and loan
identified in (a), was a press release issued to announce it and, if so, what is the (i)
date, (ii) headline, (iii) file number of the press release?

(Return tabled)
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Question No. 820—Hon. Ralph Goodale:

With regard to the Prime Minister’s announcement of $5.8 billion in new
infrastructure investments on November 24, 2014, in London, Ontario, and each of
the commitments detailed in the accompanying backgrounder: (a) what department
and program does each commitment fall under; (b) how much will be spent on each
commitment in each of the next five fiscal years; (c) were these funds in the fiscal
framework in Budget 2014; (d) do any of these commitments constitute an increase
in planned spending and, if so, (i) which, (ii) by how much; (e) on each of these
programs for capital and infrastructure investments in each fiscal year since 2004-
2005, what was (i) allocated, (ii) spent, (iii) lapsed; and (f) was the expenditure of
these funds already accounted for in the economic forecasts used by the Finance
Department?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 821—Ms. Laurin Liu:

With regard to government funding for the aerospace industry since 2010: how
much has been invested in the form of loans or research and development tax credits,
broken down by (i) year, (ii) province and territory, (iii) federal program, (iv) funding
type (tax credit, repayable loan, non-repayable loan), (v) individual company?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 826—Mr. Rodger Cuzner:

With regard to the Prime Minister's trips to Northern Canada in or about August
2006, August 2007, August 2008, August 2009, August 2010, August 2011, August
2012, and August 2013: what are the details concerning the costs of these trips,
including those costs of federal personnel already on the ground in Northern Canada
tasked with support, broken down by (i) date, (ii) location, (iii) department or agency,
(iv) purpose or nature of the expenditure?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 827—Mr. Frank Valeriote:

With regard to Veterans Affairs delegations to Cyprus in March 2014, to
Normandy in June 2014, and to Italy in November 2014: (a) for each delegation,
what was the (i) total cost to each department which incurred expenditures related to
the delegation, (ii) total cost for accommodation, (iii) total cost for travel, (iv) total
cost for gifts, (v) total cost for meals and incidentals, (iv) complete list of delegation
members, (vii) complete itinerary, (viii) reason for each delegation; (b) for each
member of the delegation, what was the (i) total cost to each department which
incurred expenditures related to the delegation, (ii) total cost for accommodation, (iii)
total cost for travel, (iv) total cost for gifts, (v) total cost for meals and incidentals,
(vi) reason for inclusion on the delegation; (c) for each contract for accommodations,
was the contract competitively or non-competitively sourced and, if non-
competitively, what was the rationale for non-competitive sourcing; and (d) for
each delegation, (i) when was the itinerary tentatively established, (ii) when was the
itinerary finalized, (iii) when was the Minister of Veterans Affairs own travel booked,
(iv) if there were any changes to the booking referred to in (iii), what were those
changes and when were they made?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 828—Hon. Geoff Regan:

With respect to Health Canada’s marketing campaign concerning marijuana and
prescription drugs, launched on or about October 20, 2014: (a) what are the names,
positions, organizations or affiliations of all the stakeholders consulted leading up to
this decision; (b) what submissions, proposals or recommendations were made by
stakeholders during the consultation process; (c) what are the dates, times, and
locations of the meetings with those individuals or organizations consulted; (d) how
much funding has been allocated to the deployment of this proposal for fiscal year
2014-2015; (e) what are the next steps in this marketing campaign; (f) how is the
effectiveness, reach, and impact of this campaign measured; and (g) what other
methods is the Department or government considering to make Canadians more
aware of the real dangers of drug abuse?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 830—Hon. Mark Eyking:

With regard to government advertising: what was (a) the total amount spent on
radio or television advertisements; and (b) the total number of placements in each
medium, broken down by (i) subject matter of the advertisement and title of the
advertising campaign, (ii) broadcast outlet on which the advertisements were placed,
(iii) identification number, Media Authorization Number, or ADV number, (iv)
name, (v) time-period when the advertisement was broadcast, namely, from
September 5, 2014, to October 11, 2014, from October 12, 2014, to November 17,
2014, and on or after November 18, 2014?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 831—Ms. Laurin Liu :

With respect to the Canada Accelerator and Incubator Program launched in
September 2013: (a) how much money was budgeted for the program, broken down
by year; (b) how many applications have been received, broken down by province
and territory; (c) how much money will be allocated, broken down by province and
territory; (d) which groups have received funding; and (e) which groups have
received a pledge of funding?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 838—Mr. Charlie Angus:

With respect to the access to information system: broken down by government
department, institution and agency, for each year from 2004 to 2014, (a) what is the
budget for managing access to information requests; (b) how much was spent on the
access to information system; (c) how much was spent on full-time equivalent
employees; (d) how much was spent on non-full-time equivalent employees, such as
consultants and temporary hiring services, to carry out access to information
activities; (e) how much did these non-full-time equivalent employees cost per hour;
(f) what were these non-full-time equivalent employees hired to do; and (g) what are
the security clearances of these non-full time equivalent employees?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 840—Hon. Mauril Bélanger:

With regard to the government’s announcement that it will transfer to the
National Capital Commission up to 60 acres of land belonging to Agriculture and
Agri-Food Canada for the construction of a hospital and teaching facilities: (a) was
this decision preceded by public and private consultations; (b) what was the
consultation process and what were the methods involved; (c) when was the
consultation process launched; and (d) what organizations were consulted?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 841—Hon. Gerry Byrne:

With regard to public revenue: for each government organization, including a
department, agency, or Crown corporation, (a) when providing a good or service,
does that organization charge a fuel surcharge or any other charge or fee related to the
cost of fuel; and (b) if the answer to (a) is affirmative, (i) what is the nature or
description of the good or service provided for which a fuel surcharge or related fee is
charged, (ii) in each case, when was the fuel surcharge or fee first instituted, (iii) how
often is the fuel surcharge or fee adjusted, (iv) what were the dates of each occasion
on which the fuel surcharge or fee was adjusted or set since January 1, 2011, (v) for
each adjustment or setting of a fuel surcharge or fee referred to in (iv), what was the
amount established on that date for the fuel surcharge or fee?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 842—Mr. Andrew Cash:

With regard to the court cases on the changes to the Interim Federal Health
Program: (a) what are the costs, including legal fees, incurred by the government to
date; and (b) what are the estimated total costs, including legal fees, of the
government’s appeal of the Federal Court’s ruling?

(Return tabled)
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Question No. 843—Ms. Joyce Murray:

With respect the procurement of goods and services for use by the Department of
National Defence: for each awarded contract over $25,000 for which a supplier
cancelled or failed to meet a delivery date after March 31, 2011, what is (a) the name
of the contract; (b) the type of contract or method of supply; (c) the reference number,
solicitation number, and tracking number; (d) the names of all parties to the contract;
(e) the date the contract was awarded; (f) the description of the good or service to be
supplied; (g) the value of the contract; (h) the delivery date specified in the contract;
(i) the value of monies paid by the government to the supplier in advance of delivery,
if applicable; (j) the date that the good or service was delivered, for goods and
services that were delivered late; (k) the planned future delivery date, for deliveries
that remain outstanding; (l) the date the contract was cancelled, for cancelled
contracts; (m) the reason for the cancellation of the contract, for cancelled contracts;
(n) the value of advance payments returned to the government, for undelivered goods
and services; (o) the values and conditions of the contractual penalties for late and
failed delivery; and (p) the value of monies recuperated by the government pursuant
to penalties for late or failed delivery?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 847—Hon. John McKay:

With regard to meteorological services: (a) what is the name, location and
identifying number or code of each terrestrial Automated Weather Observing Station
which has been in service in Canada at any time since January 1, 2006; (b) what is
the name, location, identifying number or code, and model type of each Ocean Data
Acquisition System buoy which has been in service in Canadian waters, or in
international waters but operated by the Government of Canada, since January 1,
2006; (c) what is the name, location and identifying number or code of each weather
radar station which has been in service in Canada at any time since January 1, 2006;
(d) what is the name, location and identifying number or code of each lightning
sensor which has been in service in Canada at any time since January 1, 2006; and (e)
for each station, buoy or sensor referred to in (a) through (d), for each month since
January 1, 2006, (i) on how many days has it been out of service, (ii) what was the
reason for which it was not in service, (iii) was it returned to service, (iv) which
department or agency is responsible for maintaining it?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 848—Mr. Frank Valeriote:

With regard to government public relations, for each contract for the provision of
photography services to the office of the Prime Minister, a minister, a Minister of
State, or a Parliamentary Secretary, since January 1, 2006: (a) what was the date, file
number, and value of the contract; (b) what were the dates on which the photography
was carried out; (c) what was the event or occasion, if any, to which the photography
related; (d) were the photographs which were produced used in any government
publications or on any government websites; (e) were the photographs used in any
other way, specifying the way in which they were so used; (f) who has custody or
care of the photographs which were produced; (g) if no longer required for the day-
to-day operations of the office, have the photographs been transferred, or will they be
transferred, to a library or historical division within the department, a national
museum, or Library and Archives Canada; (h) does the department, agency, or other
government organization for which the Minister, Minister of State or Parliamentary
Secretary is responsible, have an office or position which has the capacity to carry
out photography, identifying the office or position; and (i) if the answer to (h) is
affirmative, why were the services of an outside photographer engaged?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 849—Mr. David McGuinty:

With regard to government procurement: what are the details of all contracts for
the provision of research or speechwriting services to ministers since June 6, 2014
specifying (a) for each such contract (i) the start and end dates, (ii) contracting
parties, (iii) file number, (iv) nature or description of the work; and (b) in the case of
a contract for speechwriting, the (i) date, (ii) location, (iii) audience or event at which
the speech was, or was intended to be, delivered?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 850—Mr. David McGuinty:

With regard to government communications since September 18, 2014: (a) for
each press release containing the phrase “Harper government” issued by any

government department, agency, office, Crown corporation, or other government
body, what is the (i) headline or subject line, (ii) date, (iii) file or code-number, (iv)
subject matter; (b) for each such press release, was it distributed on (i) the web site of
the issuing department, agency, office, Crown corporation, or other government
body, (ii) Marketwire, (iii) Canada Newswire, (iv) any other commercial wire or
distribution service, specifying which service; and (c) for each press release
distributed by a commercial wire or distribution service mentioned in (b)(ii) through
(b)(iv), what was the cost of using the service?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 851—Hon. Geoff Regan:

With regard to Parks Canada, in respect of Beaubassin National Historic Site of
Canada (“Beaubassin”): (a) what are the details of all expenditures, broken down by
fiscal year since 2002-2003 inclusive, related to the (i) acquisition, (ii) maintenance,
(iii) archeological research, (iv) archival research, (v) other expenditures, specifying
the nature of those other expenditures; (b) what are the dates, file numbers, and titles
of all reports or documents concerning the operation of Beaubassin; (c) what are the
dates, file numbers, and titles of all reports or documents concerning archaeological
or historical research related to Beaubassin; and (d) what are the bibliographic details
of all published reports or articles relating to Beaubassin authored, co-authored, or
contributed to by any archaeologist or researcher working for, on behalf of, or in
association with the government or an employee or officer of the government?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 852—Hon. Dominic LeBlanc:

With regard to the Royal Canadian Mint's television advertising activities since
January 1, 2009: for any communication between the Mint and any agency,
department, Crown corporation, or other organization of government other than the
Mint, (a) what is the date; (b) who are the sender and recipient; and (c) what is the
file or reference number?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 853—Hon. Dominic LeBlanc:

With regard to government communications, for each department, agency, Crown
corporation, or other government body: (a) how far back in time does its website
archive of press releases and backgrounders extend; (b) what is the rationale for the
date range of press releases and backgrounders which are retained for on-line access;
(c) are press releases and backgrounders which pre-date the date limit retained
elsewhere; (d) if the answer to (c) is affirmative, where are they retained, and are they
accessible to the public; (e) what are the titles, dates, and file numbers of any
document, order, policy, directive, or other record in which the current policy
pertaining to the retention of press releases and backgrounders on websites is set
forth; (f) what are the titles, dates, and file numbers of any document, order, policy,
directive, or other record in which any former policy pertaining to the retention of
press releases and backgrounders on websites was set forth; (g) is there a
government-wide policy pertaining to the retention of press releases and back-
grounders on websites; and (h) if the answer to (g) is affirmative, what are the titles,
dates, and file numbers of any document, order, policy, directive, or other record in
which the current policy, or any former policy, is or was set forth?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 854—Hon. Dominic LeBlanc:

With regard to regional ministerial responsibilities, for each fiscal year since
2005-2006 inclusively: (a) which ministers have had regional representation
responsibilities, and for which provinces, territories or other regions; (b) what were
the start and end dates of those responsibilities; (c) what were the instructions given
to each minister in respect of his or her regional ministerial responsibilities; (d) what
were the operating expenditures for each minister in respect of his or her regional
representation responsibilities, including the amount spent on wages, salaries,
contracts for the provision of services, contracts for the provision of goods, office
leases, and other expenditures, giving particulars of those expenditures; (e) where
were these leased offices located; (f) how many employees are or were employed by
each minister’s regional office; (g) where did each employee have his or her principal
place of employment; and (h) what were the travel and hospitality expenses of each
minister or minister’s employee in respect of their regional ministerial responsi-
bilities?
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(Return tabled)

Question No. 855—Hon. Carolyn Bennett:

With regard to a verification strategy for Métis identification systems: (a) what
are the purposes of proposed or actual contracts with the Canadian Standards
Association to develop a verification strategy for Métis identification systems; (b)
what is the monetary value of the contract or contracts; (c) what are the effective
dates of the contract or contracts; (d) what is the file number of the contract or
contracts; (e) what is the scope of the work to be carried out under any such contract;
(f) was any such contract awarded on a sole-source or competitive basis; (g) if any
such contract was awarded on a competitive basis, how many bids were received; (h)
are there provisions for Métis employment or procurement benefits under this
contract; (i) has the government consulted with Métis representative organizations
concerning Métis identification generally or as concerns this contract in particular
and, if so, (i) with which Métis representative organizations has it consulted, (ii) what
was the nature, duration, and extent of such consultations, (iii) what was the outcome
of those consultations; (j) what definitions of “Métis” are to be used for this
verification strategy; (k) what is the rationale behind the definition or definitions of
“Métis” that are to be used; and (l) is the verification strategy consistent with Articles
9 and 33 of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples and,
if not, what is the nature and extent of the inconsistency?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 856—Ms. Judy Foote:

With respect to the report entitled "The Unified Family Court Summative
Evaluation", released in March 2009 by the Department of Justice: (a) what progress
has been made on each of the three recommendations outlined in section 8; (b) since
fiscal year 2002-2003, what initiatives, as indicated on page 8 of the English version
of the report, has the Department of Justice launched to enhance the level of services
that provincial and territorial governments provide in the area of family law; and (c)
how much federal funding was spent in each fiscal year since 2002-2003 on every
initiative identified in (b)?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 857—Ms. Judy Foote:

With regard to the Canada Science and Technology Museum, what are the dates,
titles, and file numbers of all briefing notes, briefing materials, reports, engineering
assessments, or other documents, produced, created, or modified since January 1,
2006, concerning either the condition of the building housing the Canada Science
and Technology Museum on St. Laurent Boulevard in Ottawa, repairs which have
been made to that building, or which are or have been contemplated to be made, or
options for the replacement of the building, held by: (a) the Canada Science and
Technology Museums Corporation; (b) the Department of Canadian Heritage; (c)
Public Works and Government Services Canada; (d) the National Capital
Commission, (e) the Treasury Board Secretariat; and (f) the Privy Council Office?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 859—Ms. Yvonne Jones:

With respect to Crown copyright: (a) what is the total revenue collected, in each
fiscal year since 2005-2006 inclusive, by each department, agency, or other
government organization, for the licensing of the use of works for which copyright is
held by Canada or a department, agency, or other government organization; (b) what
are the works which have been so licensed, specifying the title or nature of the work,
and the date of publication or creation of the work; (c) what has been the total cost to
each department or agency to administer the licensing of those works in each fiscal
year since 2005-2006 inclusive; (d) how many infringements of Crown or federal
government copyright have been the subject of litigation or other action in each fiscal
year since 2005-2006 inclusive; (e) what have been the outcomes or resolutions of
each such litigation or other action in (d); (f) how many applications to license the
use of Crown copyright works have been declined or rejected since fiscal year 2005-
2006, specifying the title or nature of the work, the date of publication or creation of
the work and the reason for denying or rejecting the application; and (g) what steps,
if any, has the government taken to mitigate the impact or costs to users of perpetual
Crown copyright in unpublished works?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 860—Mr. David McGuinty:

With regard to the public service, for each fiscal year since 2008-2009 inclusive:
(a) how many days of sick leave were due to public service employees at the end of
each fiscal year, or as of the most recent date in the current fiscal year, as the case
may be; (b) how many public service employees retired; (c) how many public service
employees left the public service for reasons other than retirement, distinguishing
those who left because of (i) disability, (ii) resignation, (iii) termination, (iv) death,
(v) other reasons; (d) of the total sick leave referred to in (a), how many sick days
were not paid, broken down by the categories of termination enumerated in (b) and
(c); and (e) what is the dollar value of the sick days referred to in each of (a), (d) and
(e)?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 861—Hon. Lawrence MacAulay:

With regard to the Department of Fisheries and Oceans: what is the amount and
percentage of all “lapsed spending,” broken down by year, from 2006 to 2013?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 863—Hon. Lawrence MacAulay:

With regard to Employment Insurance benefits: (a) what are the amounts paid out
for Employment Insurance benefits in Prince Edward Island from fiscal year 2010-
2011 to the current fiscal year, broken down by (i) year, (ii) electoral district or most
detailed level available; (b) how many beneficiaries have there been in Prince
Edward Island from fiscal year 2010-2011 to the current fiscal year, broken down by
(i) year, (ii) electoral district or most detailed level available; (c) how many
applications for Employment Insurance benefits have there been in Prince Edward
Island from fiscal year 2010-2011 to the current fiscal year, broken down by (i) year,
(ii) electoral district or most detailed level available; (d) how many Employment
Insurance applications in Prince Edward Island have been rejected from fiscal year
2010-2011 to the current fiscal year, broken down by (i) year, (ii) electoral district or
most detailed level available; (e) what is the average waiting time for Employment
Insurance applications in Prince Edward Island to be processed from fiscal year
2010-2011 to the current fiscal year, broken down by (i) year, (ii) electoral district or
most detailed level available, and what is the longest single waiting time on record;
(f) what is the number of Employment Insurance appeals in Prince Edward Island
from fiscal year 2010-2011 to the current fiscal year, broken down by (i) year, (ii)
electoral district or most detailed level available, (iii) number of positive decisions on
appeals, (iv) number of negative decisions on appeals; (g) what is the average wait
time for decisions made on Employment Insurance appeals in Prince Edward Island
from fiscal year 2010-2011 to the current fiscal year, broken down by (i) year, (ii)
electoral district or most detailed level available, and what is the longest single
waiting time on record; and (h) if any of the information requested is not available,
what are the reasons, in detail, as to why that is the case?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 864—Hon. Scott Brison:

With regard to the administration of the Access to Information Act: (a) what are
the criteria and what is the process by which the government judges that a request
made under the act is frivolous or vexatious in nature; (b) what are the titles, dates,
and file numbers of the documents in which the criteria and process are set forth; (c)
for each government institution, how many requests has the institution processed
since January 1, 2014; (d) of the number of requests in (c), how many were
considered frivolous or vexatious according to the criteria and process set out in (a);
and (e) for each government institution, what were the ten most recent requests
processed which, in the opinion of government, are frivolous or vexatious, providing
the file number of the request, the text of the request, and the category of requester,
distinguishing the following categories, (i) academia, (ii) business (private sector),
(iii) media, (iv) organization, (v) member of the public, (vi) decline to identify?

(Return tabled)

January 26, 2015 COMMONS DEBATES 10613

Routine Proceedings



Question No. 865—Mr. Kevin Lamoureux:

With regard to the government’s processing of immigration applications: (a) what
is the total average cost to government and time required to complete a single
application for (i) federal skilled worker, (ii) federal skilled trade, (iii) Canadian
Experience Class, (iv) Quebec-selected skilled workers, (v) Provincial Nominee
Program, (vi) start-up visa, (vii) self-employed people, (viii) spouse, common-law, or
conjugal partner, or dependent children sponsorship, (ix) parent and grandparents
sponsorship, (x) inland asylum claimant, (xi) government-sponsored refugee, (xii)
privately sponsored refugee, (xiii) temporary resident visa, (xiv) parents and
grandparents super visa, (xv) Express Entry system; and (b) in each fiscal year since
2009-2010 inclusive, how many applications have been (i) received, (ii) processed,
(iii) accepted, (iv) rejected, (v) otherwise treated, providing details of that treatment?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 866—Mr. Kevin Lamoureux:

With regard to government communications: for each department, agency or
crown corporation, what are the titles, dates, and file numbers of all documents,
reports, memoranda, orders, directives, guidelines, manuals, or any other records
pertaining to the use of the phrase “Harper Government” in press releases or other
communications material?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 867—Mr. Kevin Lamoureux:

With regard to legislative drafting: (a) what are the titles, dates, and file numbers
of all documents, reports, memoranda, or any other records since January 1, 2008,
concerning practices and procedures related to the drafting of the titles, short titles, or
alternative titles of government bills introduced in the Senate or the House of
Commons; and (b) for each government bill introduced in the Senate or the House of
Commons since January 1, 2008, what are the titles, dates, and file numbers of all
documents, reports, memoranda, or any other records, since January 1, 2008,
concerning the titles, short titles, or alternative titles of that bill?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 868—Mr. Emmanuel Dubourg:

With regard to materials prepared for past or current Parliamentary Secretaries or
their staff from April 1, 2013, to the present: for every briefing document or docket
prepared, what is the (i) date, (ii) title or subject matter, (iii) department’s internal
tracking number?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 869—Mr. Scott Simms:

With respect to the Enabling Accessibility Fund, since September 2011: (a) how
many applications (i) were successful and received funding under this program, (ii)
were rejected through calls for proposals; (b) with respect to successful applications,
what was the location and value of each project, broken down by (i) province, (ii)
federal electoral district, (iii) corresponding file and reference number; (c) what is the
total cost of administering the program thus far for each year since 2011; (d) how
much funding is left; (e) how many major projects under this program will go to, or
went to, expanding existing centres; (f) what is the value of the successful major
projects applications that went to (i) the construction of new centres, (ii) the
expanding of existing centres; (g) how many of the successful Mid-Sized Projects
Enabling Accessibility Fund applications went to (i) renovating buildings, (ii)
modifying vehicles, (iii) making information and communications more accessible;
(h) what is the value of the successful Small Projects Enabling Accessibility Fund
applications that went to (i) renovating buildings, (ii) modifying vehicles, (iii)
making information and communications more accessible; (i) what is the reason most
often given for rejecting an application; (j) what are the reasons given for rejecting an
application and what is the frequency of each reason; (k) will the program be
renovated next year and, if so, when will the next call for proposals be issued; and (l)
with respect to rejected applications, what was the location and value of each
proposal, broken down by (i) province, (ii) federal electoral district, (iii)
corresponding file and reference number?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 873—Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims:

With regard to the Temporary Foreign Worker Program: (a) how many
applications were received for Labour Market Opinions from 2012 to 2014
inclusively, broken down by (i) year, (ii) month, (iii) province; (b) how many
applications for Labour Market Opinions were approved from 2012 to 2014
inclusively, broken down by (i) year, (ii) month, (iii) province; (c) how many
applications for Labour Market Opinions were received for high skill temporary
foreign workers, per year from 2012 to 2014 inclusively; (d) how many applications
for Labour Market Opinions were received for low skill temporary foreign workers,
per year from 2012 to 2014 inclusively; (e) how many applications for Labour
Market Opinions were approved for high skill temporary foreign workers, per year
from 2012 to 2014 inclusively; (f) how many applications for Labour Market
Opinions were approved for low skill temporary foreign workers, per year from 2012
to 2014 inclusively; (g) how many applications were received for Labour Market
Impact Assessments in 2014, broken down by (i) total number, (ii) month, (iii)
province; (h) how many applications for Labour Market Impact Assessments were
approved in 2014, broken down by (i) total number, (ii) month, (iii) province; (i) how
many applications for Labour Market Impact Assessments were received for high
wage temporary foreign workers in 2014; (j) how many applications for Labour
Market Impact Assessments were received for low wage temporary foreign workers
in 2014; (k) how many applications for Labour Market Impact Assessments were
approved for high wage temporary foreign workers in 2014; (l) how many
applications for Labour Market Impact Assessments were approved for low wage
temporary foreign workers in 2014; (m) how many work permits were issued from
2012 to 2014 inclusively, broken down by (i) total number per year, (ii) month, (iii)
province; (n) how many work permits were issued for high skill temporary foreign
workers from 2012 to 2014 inclusively; (o) how many work permits were issued for
low skill temporary foreign workers from 2012 to 2014 inclusively; (p) how many
work permits were issued for high wage temporary foreign workers in 2014; (q) how
many work permits were issued for low-wage temporary foreign workers in 2014; (r)
how many employers with fewer than ten employees have been granted positive
Labour Market Impact Assessments since June 2014; and (s) how many employers
with more than ten employees have been granted positive Labour Market Impact
Assessments since June 2014?

(Return tabled)
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Question No. 874—Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims:

With regard to the Temporary Foreign Worker Program: (a) when will
Employment and Social Development Canada begin publicly reporting data on the
number of temporary foreign workers approved and the names of employers
receiving positive Labour Market Impact Assessments; (b) for which National
Occupation Codes are employers no longer allowed to seek temporary foreign
workers in regions with unemployment rates of more than 6%; (c) how many
provinces and territories, and which ones, have negotiated new annex agreements
regarding Labour Market Impact Assessment exemptions with the federal
government; (d) how many information-sharing deals have been signed with
provinces and territories regarding the temporary foreign worker program, and which
provinces and territories are they; (e) how many information-sharing agreements
between federal government departments have been revised since June 2014; (f)
when will the new Statistics Canada surveys on Job Vacancies and National Wages
be implemented; (g) when will the new Job Matching service be implemented, and
how will it work; (h) what is the target date for offering the option of applying for
jobs online directly through the Job Bank; (i) what specific safeguards will be in
place to protect the privacy of applicants, if program officers are able to see the
number of applicants and the relevance of their skills; (j) has the Privacy
Commissioner been consulted on the inclusion of this data in the operation of the
Temporary Foreign Worker Program; (k) how many investigators are assigned to
follow up on tips from the government’s confidential tip line and the online tip portal;
(l) what is the budget for the confidential tip line and the online tip portal; (m) how
many tips have been received on the confidential tip line since April, broken down by
month; (n) how many tips have been received through the online tip portal since its
creation, broken down by month; (o) how many investigations have been conducted
as a result of tips received; (p) how many employers using the Temporary Foreign
Worker Program have been subject to an inspection in 2013-2014, broken down by
(i) month, (ii) province; (q) how many inspections conducted in 2013-2014 have
involved an on-site visit; (r) when is the new regulatory framework for penalties for
non-compliance expected to be in place; (s) how many comments were received on
the government’s Discussion Paper on the regulatory framework; (t) how many
letters of complaint has the Department received about the increase in fees for the
Temporary Foreign Worker Program; (u) when is the new privilege fee expected to
be introduced; (v) when is the review of Labour Market Impact Assessment-exempt
streams expected to be completed, and who will be consulted as part of that process;
(w) how many errors on the government’s list of employers with temporary foreign
workers were determined to have been the result of employers giving the government
the wrong information, and how many employers will face sanctions as a result; and
(x) what action will the Department take in cases where Canadians are laid off after
temporary foreign workers are hired?

(Return tabled)
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Question No. 875—Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims:

With regard to the Social Security Tribunal: (a) how many appeals are currently
waiting to be heard at the Income Security Section (ISS), in total and broken down by
(i) Canada Pension Plan retirement pensions and survivors benefits, (ii) Canada
Pension Plan Disability benefits, (iii) Old Age Security; (b) how many appeals have
been heard by the ISS, in total and broken down by (i) year, (ii) Canada Pension plan
retirement pensions and survivors benefits, (iii) Canada Pension Plan disability
benefits, (iv) Old Age Security; (c) how many appeals heard by the ISS were
allowed, in total and broken down by (i) year, (ii) Canada Pension plan retirement
pensions and survivors benefits, (iii) Canada Pension Plan disability benefits, (iv)
Old Age Security; (d) how many appeals heard by the ISS were dismissed, in total
and broken down by (i) year, (ii) Canada Pension plan retirement pensions and
survivors benefits, (iii) Canada Pension Plan disability benefits, (iv) Old Age
Security; (e) how many appeals to the ISS were summarily dismissed, in total and
broken down by (i) year, (ii) Canada Pension plan retirement pensions and survivors
benefits, (iii) Canada Pension Plan disability benefits, (iv) Old Age Security; (f) how
many appeals at the ISS have been heard in person, broken down by (i) year, (ii)
appeals allowed, (ii) appeals dismissed; (g) how many appeals at the ISS have been
heard by teleconference, broken down by (i) year, (ii) appeals allowed, (iii) appeals
dismissed; (h) how many appeals at the ISS have been heard by videoconference,
broken down by (i) year, (ii) appeals allowed, (iii) appeals dismissed; (i) how many
appeals at the ISS have been heard in writing, broken down by (i) year, (ii) appeals
allowed, (iii) appeals dismissed; (j) how many ISS members assigned Canada
Pension Plan Disability benefit cases have (i) a degree from a recognized post-
secondary institution, (ii) a provincial or territorial licence in medicine, (iii) a
provincial or territorial licence in nursing, (iv) a provincial or territorial licence in
occupational therapy, (v) a provincial or territorial licence in pharmacy, (vi) a
provincial or territorial licence in physiotherapy, (vii) a provincial or territorial
licence in psychology, (viii) experience working on issues affecting seniors or people
with disabilities; (k) how many members hired in the Employment Insurance Section
(EIS) but currently assigned to the ISS have been assigned Canada Pension Plan
Disability benefit cases, and of those members, how many have (i) a degree from a
recognized post-secondary institution, (ii) a provincial or territorial licence in
medicine, (iii) a provincial or territorial licence in nursing, (iv) a provincial or
territorial licence in occupational therapy, (v) a provincial or territorial licence in
pharmacy, (vi) a provincial or territorial licence in physiotherapy, (vii) a provincial or
territorial licence in psychology, (viii) experience working on issues affecting seniors
or people with disabilities; (l) how many income security appeals are currently
waiting to be heard by the Appeal Division (AD), in total and broken down by (i)
Canada Pension plan retirement pensions and survivors benefits, (ii) Canada Pension
Plan disability benefits, (iii) Old Age Security; (m) how many income security
appeals have been heard by the AD, in total and broken down by (i) year, (ii) Canada
Pension plan retirement pensions and survivors benefits, (iii) Canada Pension Plan
disability benefits, (iv) Old Age Security; (n) how many income security appeals
heard by the AD were allowed, in total and broken down by (i) year, (ii) Canada
Pension plan retirement pensions and survivors benefits, (iii) Canada Pension Plan
disability benefits, (iv) Old Age Security; (o) how many income security appeals
heard by the AD were dismissed, in total and broken down by (i) year, (ii) Canada
Pension plan retirement pensions and survivors benefits, (iii) Canada Pension Plan
disability benefits, (iv) Old Age Security; (p) how many income security appeals to
the AD were summarily dismissed, in total and broken down by (i) year, (ii) Canada
Pension plan retirement pensions and survivors benefits, (iii) Canada Pension Plan
disability benefits, (iv) Old Age Security; (q) how many income security appeals at
the AD have been heard in person, broken down by (i) year, (ii) appeals allowed, (iii)
appeals dismissed; (r) how many income security appeals at the AD have been heard
in by videoconference, broken down by (i) year, (ii) appeals allowed, (iii) appeals
dismissed; (s) how many income security appeals at the AD have been heard by
teleconference, broken down by (i) year, (ii) appeals allowed, (iii) appeals dismissed;
(t) how many income security appeals at the AD have been heard in writing, broken
down by (i) year, (ii) appeals allowed, (iii) appeals dismissed; (u) how many appeals
are currently waiting to be heard at the Employment Insurance Section (EIS); (v) how
many appeals have been heard by the EIS, in total and broken down by year; (w) how
many appeals heard by the EIS were allowed, in total and broken down by year; (x)
how many appeals heard by the EIS were dismissed, in total and broken down by
year; (y) how many appeals to the EIS were summarily dismissed, in total and broken
down by year; (z) how many appeals at the EIS have been heard in person, broken
down by (i) year, (ii) appeals allowed, (iii) appeals dismissed; (aa) how many appeals
at the EIS have been heard by videoconference, broken down by (i) year, (ii) appeals
allowed, (iii) appeals dismissed; (bb) how many appeals at the EIS have been heard
by teleconference, broken down by (i) year, (ii) appeals allowed, (iii) appeals
dismissed; (cc) how many appeals at the EIS have been heard in writing, broken
down by (i) year, (ii) appeals allowed, (iii) appeals dismissed; (dd) how many EI
appeals are currently waiting to be heard by the AD; (ee) how many EI appeals have

been heard by the AD, in total and broken down by year; (ff) how many EI appeals
heard by the AD were allowed, in total and broken down by year; (gg) how many EI
appeals heard by the AD were dismissed, in total and broken down by year; (hh) how
many EI appeals to the AD were summarily dismissed, in total and broken down by
year; (ii) how many EI appeals at the AD have been heard in person, broken down by
(i) year, (ii) appeals allowed, (iii) appeals dismissed; (jj) how many EI appeals at the
AD have been heard by videoconference, broken down by (i) year, (ii) appeals
allowed, (iii) appeals dismissed; (kk) how many EI appeals at the AD have been
heard by teleconference, broken down by (i) year, (ii) appeals allowed, (iii) appeals
dismissed; (ll) how many EI appeals at the AD have been heard in writing, broken
down by (i) year, (ii) appeals allowed, (iii) appeals dismissed; (mm) how many
legacy appeals are currently waiting to be heard at the ISS; (nn) how many legacy
appeals are currently waiting to be heard at the EIS; (oo) how many legacy income
security appeals are currently waiting to be heard at the AD; (pp) how many legacy
Employment Insurance appeals are currently waiting to be heard at the AD; (qq) how
many requests has the Tribunal received for an expedited hearing due to terminal
illness, broken down by (i) year, (ii) requests granted, (iii) requests not granted; (rr)
how many requests has the Tribunal received for an expedited hearing due to
financial hardship, broken down by (i) year, (ii) section, (iii) requests granted, (iv)
requests not granted; (ss) how many AD members are (i) English speakers, (ii)
French speakers, (iii) bilingual; (tt) how many ISS members are (i) English speakers,
(ii) French speakers, (iii) bilingual; (uu) how many EIS members are (i) English
speakers, (ii) French speakers, (iii) bilingual; (vv) when will performance standards
for the Tribunal be put in place; (ww) when is the consultants’ report on productivity
due to be completed and will the report be made public; (xx) when did the Tribunal
begin assigning cases to members in 2013, broken down by (i) ISS, (ii) EIS, (iii) AD;
(yy) at what point in 2013 did all existing members have case files assigned to them,
broken down by (i) ISS, (ii) EIS, (iii) AD; (zz) what was the rationale for not
maintaining the old Boards of Referees, EI Umpires, Review Tribunals, and Pensions
Appeal Board until their existing caseloads were completely finished; and (aaa) what
was the rationale for imposing a cap on the number of Tribunal members at the time
of the Tribunal’s creation?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 876—Mr. John Rafferty:

With regard to Veterans’ Affairs Canada offices: how many clients have been
served each year from 2006 to 2014 inclusively in each Veterans Affairs Canada
office (excluding Service Canada locations, Operational Stress Injury clinics, and
Integrated Personnel Support Centres), including the nine recently closed offices in
Thunder Bay, Sydney, Charlottetown, Corner Brook, Windsor, Brandon, Saskatoon,
Kelowna, and Prince George?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 877—Mr. John Rafferty:

With regard to the Federal Economic Development Initiative for Northern
Ontario (FedNor): what are the total annual expenditures, for each fiscal year from
2004-2005 to the present, for (a) the Northern Ontario Development Program; (b) the
Community Futures Program; (c) the Economic Development Initiative; (d) the
Community Infrastructure Improvement Fund; (e) general administration; and (f) any
other temporary or permanent program or service delivered by the FedNor during this
time period that is not listed above?

(Return tabled)
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Question No. 878—Mr. Arnold Chan:

With regard to the visit to Canada of the President of the European Council and
the President of the European Commission on September 26, 2014: (a) when was the
invitation first sent by the government; (b) what was the planned agenda for the visit;
(c) which department was responsible for the visit; (d) what was the budget for the
visit, broken down by department; (e) when was the Toronto portion added to the
visit; (f) which department added the Toronto portion; (g) who was on the guest list
for the Toronto event, including the name, the company or organization, and which
department or Minister’s office placed them on the list; (h) what was the cost of the
Toronto event, broken down by (i) food, (ii) room rental, (iii) staging, (iv) other costs;
(i) did the government do a value for money assessment for the Toronto event and, if
so, (i) what is the tracking number, (ii) what are the conclusions; (j) how much did
the flight for the Presidents to Europe cost; (k) did the government look at other
options than the Royal Canadian Air Force (RCAF) flight and, if so, (i) which
options were reviewed, (ii) why were they rejected; (l) what was the passenger
manifest for the trip; (m) did the flight make any stops on the way to or from
Brussels; (n) if the answer in (m) is no, how did the Prime Minister travel from
Toronto, including the cost of this trip if not included with the trip to Brussels; (o) has
the government offered the use of RCAF planes for travel of other visiting dignitaries
since 2006 and, if so, for which visitors; (p) was the venue for the Toronto event
tendered, (i) if so, what was the Request for Proposal reference number, (ii) if not,
which exception from the procurement directive was invoked and when did this
receive approval from cabinet; (q) which government officials attended the Toronto
event, including their travel method and cost; and (r) were there any passengers on
the RCAF flight to Toronto from Ottawa who were not government employees and,
if so, what are their names and their reason for being on the flight?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 879—Mr. Arnold Chan:

With regard to government’s loans and grants to businesses since 2006: (a) what
are the names of the companies that received grants and loans, including (i) the
program that the loan was granted under, (ii) the amount of the loan, (iii) the amount
that has currently paid back, (iv) the amount that is currently outstanding, (v) the
amount that was originally announced, (vi) the reason for any write down or write
off, (vii) the number of jobs that were supposed to be created by the loan, (viii) the
number of jobs that were actually created after the loan was issued, (ix) the number
of jobs that were committed to be maintained because of the loan, (x) the number of
jobs that were actually maintained; and (b) for companies that failed to meet their job
numbers, what action has the government taken to address the missed target?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 880—Mr. Arnold Chan:

With regard to government and agency contracts for communications since 2006:
(a) how much has the government spent on contracts for communications products;
(b) whom has the government contracted for writing, specifying (i) the name of the
organization or individual, (ii) the type of service provided, (iii) the event or
announcement that was linked to the contract, (iv) whether the contract was tendered,
(v) how much the contract was for, including whether the contract value changed,
(vi) the date the product was release, (vii) the date of the announcement; (c) whom
has the government contracted for media training, specifying (i) the name of the
organization or individual, (ii) the persons that the training was provided to,
including their title, (iii) whether the contract was tendered, (iv) how much the
contract was for, including whether the contract value changed, (v) the date of the
contract; (d) whom has the government contracted for media monitoring, specifying
(i) the name of the organization or individual, (ii) the length of the contract, (iii) the
cost of the contract, (iv) whether the contract was tendered; (e) whom has the
government contracted for distribution of press releases, including (i) the name of the
organization or individual, (ii) the length of the contract, (iii) the cost of the contract,
(iv) whether the contract was tendered; (f) whom has the government contracted for
event staging, specifying (i) the name of the organization or individual, (ii) the type
of service provided, (iii) the event or announcement that was linked to the contract,
(iv) whether the contract was tendered, (v) how much the contract was for, including
whether the contract value changed, (vi) the date the product was release, (vii) the
date of the announcement; and (g) whom has the government contracted for any
other communications product, specifying (i) the name of the organization or
individual, (ii) the length of the contract, (iii) the cost of the contract, (iv) whether the
contract was tendered, (v) what the contract was for?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 881—Mr. Arnold Chan:

With regard to the government’s sale of assets over $1,000 after 2007: (a) what
were the assets sold, specifying (i) the asset sale price, (ii) the name of the purchaser,
(iii) whether multiple bids were received, (iv) what amount the asset was purchased
for by the government, (v) the reason for the sale; (b) was a third party used for the
sale and, if so, (i) what is the name of the third party, (ii) was this contract tendered or
not; (c) in the case where a third party was used, how much was the third party paid
for their services; (d) for the government’s sale of stocks, (i) how much of the stock
was sold, (ii) how much does the government still hold; (e) for sale of privately held
companies in which the government held a position, (i) does the government still
hold a position in the company, (ii) did the government have a market assessment
done before the sale and, if so, by whom, (iii) what was the difference in the amount
the government projected from the sale and the actual amount received; (f) how much
income did the asset bring in in the year prior to its sale; and (g) how much was spent
marketing the sale of each asset?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 882—Mr. Robert Chisholm:

With regard to Service Canada: for the past five fiscal years, (a) how many staff
in the Integrity unit have been allocated in each year to (i) Employment Insurance
(EI), (ii) the Temporary Foreign Worker Program (TFWP), (iii) Old Age Security
(OAS), (iv) Canada Pension Plan (CPP); (b) what is the average caseload for EI
inspectors annually; (c) how many EI overpayments have been made annually by
number and by amount; (d) how many EI overpayments have been collected
annually by number and by amount; (e) how many EI overpayments have been
written off annually by number and by amount; (f) what is the average caseload for
CPP inspectors annually; (g) how many CPP overpayments have been made annually
by number and by amount; (h) how many CPP overpayments have been collected
annually by number and by amount; (i) how many CPP overpayments have been
written off annually by number and by amount; (j) what is the average caseload for
OAS inspectors annually; (k) how many OAS overpayments have been made
annually by number and by amount; (l) how many OAS overpayments have been
collected annually by number and by amount; (m) how many OAS overpayments
have been written off annually by number and by amount; (n) what is the average
caseload for TFWP inspectors; (o) what is the number of Service Canada employees
on long-term disability leave every year, excluding those on parental leave, in total
and broken down by (i) EI call centres, (ii) EI processing centres, (iii) CPP and OAS
call centres, (iv) Labour Market Impact Assessment processing centres; (p) what is
the definition for the performance indicator “future expenditure reduction” for the
Integrity Section listed in the 2013-2014 Departmental Performance Report; and (q)
what has been the Department’s performance on “future expenditure reduction”
annually, broken down by (i) EI, (ii) CPP, (iii) OAS?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 884—Ms. Chrystia Freeland:

With regard to the government's Global Markets Action Plan (GMAP): (a) what
submissions, proposals or recommendations were made by stakeholders during the
consultation process; (b) what are the dates, times and locations of the meetings with
those individuals or organizations consulted during the creation of GMAP; (c) what
is the total of all government expenditures related to the consultation process related
to GMAP, including, but not limited to, (i) travel expenses, including transportation,
accommodation, rental meeting spaces or equipment, food and other travel-related
expenses, (ii) staff time costs, including any overtime pay incurred, (iii) any services
or other support procured from consultants or other contractors, (iv) other relevant
expenses incurred, broken down by all related details; (d) what are the titles and file
names of all reports, emails and briefing notes prepared in relation to the
development and consultation process involved in the creation of GMAP?

(Return tabled)
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Question No. 887—Ms. Chrystia Freeland:

With regard to the federal public service employed in Prince Edward Island and
the City of Charlottetown, for each fiscal year since 2005-2006 inclusive, for both the
province and the city separately, public service wide and for each department: (a)
how many persons were employed; (b) how many public service employees were
hired; (c) how many public service employees retired; (d) how many public service
employees left the public service for reasons other than retirement, distinguishing
those who left because of (i) disability, (ii) resignation, (iii) termination, (iv) death,
(v) other reasons; (e) how many of those employees, by both number and percentage,
were (i) full-time, (ii) part-time, (iii) students, (iv) any other employment category in
the public service; (f) what occupational tier level did the employees occupy by both
number and percentage; (g) what was the mean, median, and modal salary for a full-
time employee; and (h) what was the total paid to employees (i) in salary, (ii) in other
benefits?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 888—Ms. Libby Davies:

With regard to Health Canada: for the last ten years, (a) how many drug safety
inspectors has Health Canada employed, broken down by year; (b) how many
inspections of pharmaceutical manufacturing companies has Health Canada
conducted within Canada, broken down by year; (c) how many pharmaceutical
manufacturing companies inspected within Canada have received a warning letter or
citation from Health Canada, broken down by year; (d) how many pharmaceutical
manufacturing companies inspected within Canada have had penalties imposed,
broken down by year; (e) how many pharmaceutical manufacturing companies
inspected within Canada have been subject to a ban, broken down by year; (f) how
many inspections of pharmaceutical manufacturing companies has Health Canada
conducted internationally, broken down by year; (g) how many pharmaceutical
manufacturing companies inspected internationally have received a warning letter or
citation from Health Canada, broken down by year; (h) how many pharmaceutical
manufacturing companies inspected internationally have had penalties imposed,
broken down by year; (i) how many pharmaceutical manufacturing companies
inspected internationally have been subject to a ban, broken down by year; (j) how
many notices of violation concerning companies operating in Canada has Health
Canada received from foreign regulators, broken down by year; (k) how many
pharmaceutical manufacturing companies has Health Canada inspected because of a
notification received from a foreign regulator, broken down by year; (l) how many
clinical trials has Health Canada inspected, broken down by year; (m) how many
clinical trials received a warning letter or citation from Health Canada following an
inspection, broken down by year; (n) how many clinical trials have been shut down
by Health Canada following an inspection, broken down by year; (o) how many
investigations has Health Canada conducted regarding promotion of off-label
prescription of drugs by pharmaceutical companies, broken down by year; (p) how
many fines or penalties has Health Canada levied for off-label promotions, broken
down by year; (q) how many reports of side effects relating to off-label prescriptions
of pharmaceuticals has Health Canada received, broken down by year; and (r) when
will Health Canada begin including side effects related to off-label prescriptions in its
public database?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 890—Hon. Stéphane Dion:

—With regard to the case before the courts between Daniel Christopher Scott,
Mark Douglas Campbell, Gavin Michael David Flett, Kevin Albert Matthew Berry,
Bradley Darren Quast, and Aaron Michael Bedard, Respondents (Plaintiffs) and
Attorney General of Canada Appellant (Defendant): (a) what has been the total cost
to the government to pursue this matter in the courts, broken down by expense and (i)
cost incurred before September 6, 2013, (ii) cost incurred since September 6, 2013;
(b) who has been consulted by the government throughout the proceedings, broken
down by (i) name, (ii) date; (c) what are the internal tracking numbers of all
documents, communications or briefing notes regarding the aforementioned case;
and (d) how much more has the government budgeted to spend on this file?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 892—Hon. Geoff Regan:

With respect to the Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade and
subsequently the Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development: during the
period from 2004 to 2014, what is the total number of employees who were posted
outside of Canada for ten or more consecutive years?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 893—Mr. Malcolm Allen:

With respect to the interim Canadian Wheat Board (CWB): (a) what is the salary
range afforded to the executive management of the interim CWB; (b) what
information does the government possess as to the bonuses, benefits, fees, and other
forms of compensation are the members of the executive management receiving; (c)
what information does the government possess as to the bonuses, benefits, fees, and
other forms of compensation will the members of the executive management receive
upon the transfer of the interim CWB to new ownership; and (d) what commitments
have been made regarding bonuses, benefits, fees, and other forms of compensation
for the members of executive management after the transfer of the interim CWB to
new ownership?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 894—Mr. Malcolm Allen:

With respect to changes to Canada’s food safety laws: (a) what is the status of
regulations requiring better labelling of food safety risks caused by meat
tenderization and related processing techniques; (b) what communications and
consultations have taken place with industry in the last year regarding these new
regulations; (c) what compliance rates have been measured in regard to the new
regulations; (d) what is the status of new regulations developed in regards to ensuring
better traceability for Canadian fresh produce and meat products; (e) what is the
status of the implementation of regulations related to Bill S-11, the Safe Food For
Canadians Act; (f) what has been the cost of developing new regulations related to
Bill S-11; (g) what is the status of the implementation of all of the recommendations
to improve food safety that were outlined in the Weatherill report; (h) what are the
names and costs of food safety programs that will sunset in the years 2014 and 2015;
and (i) who was consulted with regards to new regulations related to the
implementation of Bill S-11?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 895—Mr. Andrew Cash:

With regard to International Mobility Programs: (a) when will Citizenship and
Immigration Canada (CIC) begin proactively posting more data, what data will be
posted, and how often; (b) when will the new compliance fee for employer-specific
work permits be levied, and at what level will the fee be set; (c) when will the new
privilege fee be in place for open work permit holders; (d) how many CIC staff are
assigned to investigations of employers for compliance; (e) how many employers
have been investigated in 2014, broken down by month; (f) what penalty regime is in
place for employers who break the rules; (g) how many employers have been
subjected to penalties or sanctions for breaking the rules; (h) how many
investigations have included an on-site inspection; (i) how many information-
sharing agreements have been signed with other federal government departments; (j)
how many information-sharing agreements have been signed with provincial and
territorial governments, and which provinces and territories are they; (k) which
streams have seen changes to their guidelines or requirements since June 2014; (l)
has the review of Labour Market Impact Assessment (LMIA)-exempt streams to
determine if they should become part of the LMIA-required stream taken place yet
and, if so, what are the outcomes of that review; (m) what measures have been taken
to promote the International Experience Canada program to Canadians; and (n) what
is the new wage floor for Intra-Company Transferees with specialized knowledge and
when did it come into effect?

(Return tabled)
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Question No. 896—Mr. Andrew Cash:

With regard to International Mobility Programs, for the years 2006 to 2014: (a)
for each year, how many work permits were issued under the North American Free
Trade Agreement (NAFTA), in total and by source country; (b) for each year, how
many Canadians worked in the United States and Mexico under the auspices of
NAFTA; (c) which other Free Trade Agreements (FTA) include provisions on worker
mobility, and for each FTA how many work permits were issued each year, in total
and by source country; (d) for each year, how many Canadians worked in other
countries under the auspices of a FTA and which countries did they work in; (e) for
each year, how many work permits were issued under the General Agreement on
Trade in Services (GATS), in total and by source country; (f) for each year, how
many Canadians worked abroad under the auspices of GATS and which countries did
they work in; (g) which international agreements allow workers to work for a
Canadian employer in Canada without a Labour Market Impact Assessment and, for
each agreement, how many work permits were issued each year, in total and by
source country; (h) for each year, how many Canadians worked in other countries
under these same international agreements and in which countries did they work; (i)
which provincial agreements allow workers to work for a Canadian employer in
Canada without a Labour Market Impact Assessment, and for each agreement, how
many work permits were issued each year, in total and by source country; (j) which
reciprocal employment programs or agreements allow workers to work for a
Canadian employer in Canada without a Labour Market Impact Assessment, and for
each program or agreement, how many work permits were issued each year, in total
and by source country; (k) for each year, how many Canadians worked in other
countries under these same reciprocal programs or agreements and in which countries
did they work; (l) which employment benefit programs or agreements allow workers
to work for a Canadian employer in Canada without a Labour Market Impact
Assessment, and for each program or agreement, how many work permits were
issued each year, in total and by source country; (m) for each year, how many
Canadians worked in other countries under employment benefit programs or
agreements and in which countries did they work; (n) which research or studies-
related programs or agreements allow workers to work for a Canadian employer in
Canada without a Labour Market Impact Assessment, and for each program or
agreement, how many work permits were issued each year, in total and by source
country; (o) which programs or agreements fall under “Other Canadian interests,”
and for each program or agreement, how many work permits were issued each year,
in total and by source country; (p) which programs or agreements fall under “Other
work permit holders without Labour Market Opinion,” and for each program or
agreement, how many work permits were issued each year, in total and by source
country; and (q) for each year, how many spouse/common law partners were issued
work permits, in total and by source country?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 897—Mr. Andrew Cash:

With regard to International Experience Canada, for the years 2013 and 2014: (a)
with which countries did Canada have an agreement; (b) what were the reciprocal
quotas; (c) how many Canadians travelled to each country under the auspices of the
agreement; (d) how many youths from each country travelled to Canada under the
auspices of the agreement; (e) what measures has the government taken to promote
the program to Canadians; and (f) what measures has the government undertaken to
reduce barriers to Canadian participants in some countries?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 898—Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe:

With regard to Express Entry: (a) with whom did the government consult in
regard to the creation and design of the program, and on what dates; (b) with whom
did the government consult in regard to the development of the point system, and on
what dates; (c) what studies did the government conduct before the decision was
made to introduce Express Entry; (d) what studies did the government conduct in
designing the program; (e) has the Privacy Commissioner been consulted on the
design of the program; (f) what is the target date for matching prospective immigrants
with potential employers; (g) what precautions will be taken to ensure that employers
have tried to hire eligible Canadians before they are allowed to search for prospective
immigrants; (h) how will the system identify potential candidates for employers; (i)
how often will draws for names be conducted; (j) who will decide how many names
will be drawn in each draw; (k) who will decide how names drawn will be divided
among the three immigration streams included in Express Entry; (l) when will the
first evaluation of Express Entry be conducted; and (m) what is the projected budget
for the next three years?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 899—Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe:

With regard to the Live-In Caregiver Program: (a) how many applications did the
government receive for permanent residence from live-in caregivers for each year
from 2010 to 2014 inclusively; (b) for each year, how many of the applications came
from caregivers who had cared for children and how many came from caregivers
who had cared for seniors or persons living with a disability; (c) how many staff were
assigned to process applications for permanent residence from live-in caregivers in
each year; (d) whom did the government consult before making changes to the
program and on which date did the consultations take place; (e) did the government
conduct any studies regarding the impact of a cap on permanent resident applications
from live-in caregivers; (f) will caregivers be allowed to study in Canada before
achieving permanent residence, and if so, will they be allowed to pay domestic
tuition; and (g) what are the current requirements for advertising for applicants for a
Labour Market Impact Assessment?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 900—Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe:

With regard to refugee applications from 2010 to 2014: (a) what is the average
processing time for refugee applications, broken down by (i) year, (ii) processing
centre, (iii) government-assisted refugees, (iv) privately sponsored refugees; (b) for
each year, where were application processing centres located; and (c) for each year
and for each centre, how many staff worked on processing refugee applications?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 901—Ms. Kirsty Duncan:

With regard to the government’s event entitled “Strong Girls, Strong World”
scheduled to be held in Toronto on October 22, 2014: (a) who within the government
was responsible for the organization of the event; (b) what was the entire budget of
the event, (i) did the event go over budget, (ii) if so, what were the cost overruns, (iii)
were there unforeseen expenses, (iv) if the event was cancelled, what was the amount
of money the government was able to recover, (v) if the event was cancelled, what
was the amount of money the government was unable to recover; (c) if the event was
cancelled, will the event be rescheduled in 2015 and, if so, (i) what is the new date of
the event, (ii) what is the estimated budget of the new event; (d) what was the total
cost for the venue rental at the Central Technical School; (e) how many names were
on the final guest list and what were the names; (f) did the government pay for the
travel expenses of international visitors; (g) how was the Central Technical School
chosen as a venue for the event, (i) on what date was the school first contacted with
regard to the Summit, (ii) how many other venues did the event organizers contact
other than the Central Technical School; (h) what was the total cost for security for
the event; (i) what was the total cost for meals and hospitality for the event; and (j)
was the event paid for from general consolidated revenue?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 902—Ms. Kirsty Duncan:

With regard to government funding: for each fiscal year from 2011-2012 to
present, (a) what are the details of all grants, contributions, and loans to any
organization, body, or group in the electoral districts of Etobicoke North, Etobicoke
Centre, and Etobicoke—Lakeshore, providing for each (i) the name of the recipient,
(ii) the location of the recipient, indicating the municipality, (iii) the date, (iv) the
amount, (v) the department or agency providing it, (vi) the program under which the
grant, contribution, or loan was made, (vii) the nature or purpose; and (b) for each
grant, contribution and loan identified in (a), was a press release issued to announce it
and, if so, what is the (i) date, (ii) headline, (iii) file number of the press release?

(Return tabled)
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Question No. 903—Ms. Kirsty Duncan:

With respect to the government’s “Implementation of the Beijing Declaration and
Platform for Action (1995) and the Outcomes of the Twenty-Third Special Session of
the General Assembly (2000) in the Context of the Twentieth Anniversary of the
Fourth World Conference on Women and the Adoption of the Beijing Declaration
and Platform for Action: Canada’s National Review, June 2014”: (a) what are the
names, positions, organizations or affiliations of all the stakeholders consulted during
the creation of this review; (b) what submissions, proposals or recommendations
were made by stakeholders during the consultation process; (c) what are the dates,
times and locations of the meetings with those individuals or organizations consulted
during the creation of this plan; (d) what is the total of all government expenditures
related to the consultation process related to the plan, including, but not limited to, (i)
travel expenses, including transportation, accommodation, rental meeting spaces or
equipment, food and other travel-related expenses, (ii) staff time costs, including any
overtime pay incurred, (iii) any services or other support procured from consultants
or other contractors, (iv) other relevant expenses incurred, broken down by all related
details; (e) what are the titles and file names of all reports, emails and briefing notes
prepared in relation to the development and consultation process involved in
finalizing the creation of the Review; and (f) how much funding has been allocated to
the deployment of this proposal for fiscal years 2014-2015 and 2015-2016?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 904—Ms. Kirsty Duncan:

With respect to the government’s Action Plan to Address Family Violence and
Violent Crimes Against Aboriginal Women and Girls (the Plan): (a) what are the
names, positions, organizations or affiliations of all the stakeholders consulted during
the creation of the Plan; (b) what submissions, proposals or recommendations were
made by stakeholders during the consultation process; (c) what are the dates, times
and locations of the meetings with those individuals or organizations consulted
during the creation of the Plan; (d) what is the total of all government expenditures
related to the consultation process related to the Plan, including, but not limited to, (i)
travel expenses, including transportation, accommodation, rental meeting spaces or
equipment, food and other travel-related expenses, (ii) staff time costs, including any
overtime pay incurred, (iii) any services or other support procured from consultants
or other contractors, (iv) other relevant expenses incurred, broken down by all related
details; (e) what are the titles and file names of all reports, emails and briefing notes
prepared in relation to the development and consultation process involved in
finalizing the creation of the Plan; (f) what is the fiscal year breakdown and allocation
of the $25 million pledged for the Plan; (g) what are the deadlines; (h) what are the
dates, times and locations of the meetings with various provincial and territorial
representations consulted during the creation of the Plan; (i) what are the projected
deadlines for the government’s safety plans set out in the Plan; (j) during which fiscal
years will Public Safety Canada begin allocating the $1.72 million to support
Aboriginal communities to develop safety plans; (k) during which fiscal years will
Justice Canada begin allocating the $500,000 to support Aboriginal communities to
break intergenerational cycles of violence; (l) during which fiscal years will Status of
Women Canada begin allocating the $5 million to work with First Nations, Inuit and
Metis communities to denounce and prevent violence against Aboriginal women, and
what is the breakdown per year?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 905—Hon. John McCallum:

With regard to materials prepared for deputy heads or their staff from September
19, 2014, to the present: for every briefing document prepared, what is (i) the date on
the document, (ii) the title or the subject matter of the document, (iii) the department's
internal tracking number?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 906—Hon. John McCallum:

With regard to materials prepared for Assistant Deputy Ministers from September
19, 2014, to the present: for every briefing document prepared, what is (i) the date on
the document, (ii) the title or the subject matter of the document, (iii) the department's
internal tracking number?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 907—Hon. John McCallum:

With regard to materials prepared for ministers or their staff from September 19,
2014, to the present: for every briefing document prepared, what is (i) the date on the
document, (ii) the title or the subject matter of the document, (iii) the department's
internal tracking number?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 908—Mrs. Sadia Groguhé:

With regard to the Seasonal Agricultural Workers Program: (a) how many staff
are currently assigned to processing applications for Labour Market Impact
Assessments (LMIA); (b) how many staff were assigned to processing applications
for Labour Market Opinions (LMO) from 2011 to 2013; (c) what is the average time
to process an application for an LMIA; (d) what was the average time to process an
application for an LMO from 2011 to 2013; (e) how many applications have taken
more than two months to process from 2011 to 2014; (f) what is the average time to
process an application for a work permit; (g) what was the average time to process an
application for a work permit from 2011 to 2014; (h) how many complaints has the
government received about workers not arriving until after the harvest has begun;
and (i) how many complaints has the government received about workers not
arriving until after the harvest is over?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 909—Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims:

With regard to Service Canada: (a) who is responsible for handling Employment
Insurance (EI) callbacks; (b) what is the service standard for EI callbacks; (c) for the
last five fiscal years, what was the service standard achieved for EI call backs; (d) for
the last two fiscal years, what was the service standard achieved for EI callbacks
broken down by month; (e) for the last five fiscal years, what was the average
number of days for an EI callback; (f) who is responsible for handling Canada
Pension Plan (CPP) and Old Age Security (OAS) callbacks; (g) what is the service
standard for CPP and OAS callbacks; (h) for the last five fiscal years, what was the
service standard achieved for CPP and OAS callbacks; (i) for the last two fiscal years,
what was the service standard achieved for CPP and OAS callbacks, broken down by
month; (j) for the last five fiscal years, what was the average number of days for a
CPP and OAS callback; (k) who made the decision to change the service standard for
EI call centres from 180 seconds to ten minutes; (l) who was consulted in making the
decision to change the service standard for EI call centres from 180 seconds to ten
minutes; (m) who made the decision to change the service standard for CPP and OAS
call centres from 180 seconds to ten minutes; and (n) who was consulted in making
the decision to change the service standard for CPP and OAS call centres from 180
seconds to ten minutes?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 910—Ms. Libby Davies:

With regard to Health Canada: for the last ten years, broken down by year, (a)
how many complaints have been received regarding pharmaceutical advertising
targeted to consumers; (b) how many penalties or fines have been imposed for
violations of the regulations regarding pharmaceutical advertising targeted to
consumers; (c) how many warning letters or citations have been issued for violations
of the regulations regarding pharmaceutical advertising targeted to consumers; and
(d) which companies have been found to have violated the regulations regarding
pharmaceutical advertising targeted to consumers?

(Return tabled)
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Question No. 912—Mr. Rodger Cuzner:

With regard to the ineligibility for Employment Insurance (EI) Sickness Benefits
for parents (claimants) who fell ill or became injured while receiving parental
benefits because they were not considered to be otherwise available for work under
the Employment Insurance Act: for fiscal years 2003-2004 to 2013-2014: (a) how
many claimants (i) were denied their initial application for EI sickness benefits by the
government because they were deemed to otherwise be not available for work, (ii)
appealed their denial of sickness benefits to the Board of Referees, broken down by
each fiscal year; (b) how many claimants on parental leave were denied sickness
benefits after the Canadian Umpire Benefit (CUB) 77039 decision on March 24,
2013; (c) did Human Resources and Skills Development Canada (HRSDC) appeal
CUB 77039, and if not, why not; (d) if HRSDC did not appeal the decision, did it
accept the ruling, and if not, why not; (e) is a CUB ruling that is not successfully
appealed final and binding on the government; (f) what were the policy implications
for HRSDC in the interpretation of the Employment Insurance Act after the
significant CUB decision; (g) what process was HRSDC supposed to have followed
after the CUB decision (or appeal of said decision) to change implementation of
relevant EI policy; (h) what was the specific impact of CUB 77039 on HRSDC
policy concerning eligibility of claimants on parental leave accessing sickness
benefits; (i) as a result of the CUB 77039 decision, what specific policy directives
were made by HRSDC and, if none were made, why not; (j) did the government
undertake any analysis or studies concerning the impact of CUB 77039 and, if so,
what are the titles, files numbers, and results of any such analysis or studies; (k) did
HRSDC deny sickness benefits to claimants post CUB 77039 up to March 24, 2013,
and, if so, what is the justification; (l) how many Claimants had active appeals
outstanding with the Board of Referees and EI Umpire regarding their denial by the
government of sickness benefits while on parental leave as of March 24, 2013; (m)
how many of the claimants in (l) did the government subsequently settle with, (i)
what was the average settlement cost per claimant, (ii) what were the total legal fees
associated with the settlement with the claimants, (iii) what was the total cost of the
settlement; (n) what was the rationale for settling with claimants in (m); (o) when did
the government decide to settle and when did it settle with claimants described in
(m); (p) was the enhanced access to EI sickness benefits announced in Bill C-44,
Helping Families in Need Act, the direct result of the CUB 77039 decision; (q) was
the CUB 77039 decision disclosed to parliamentarians in either the technical briefing
provided by the government to parliamentarians on September 26, 2012, or during
the legislative process for Bill C-44, Helping Families in Need Act, if not, why; (r)
when did the government realize that the 2002 legislative changes to EI stacking
provisions by Bill C-49, Budget Implementation Act 2001, were intended to make
sickness benefits available to women who become ill during receipt of parental
benefits and what was done about it; (s) what is the total cost of legal services to date
to defend against the McCrea v. Canada - Federal Court file number T-210-12; (t)
what are the HRSDC reference details of all documents related to CUB 77039
prepared for the Minister or his staff, including, but not limited to, briefings, analysis,
and reports, broken down by (i) dates, (ii) titles or subject matter, (iii) department’s
internal tracking number; and (u) after both the CUB 77039 and CUB 79390A
decisions determined that sickness benefits were to be paid to Natalya Rougas and
Jane Kittmer, why did the government issue news releases concerning Bill C-44,
Helping Families in Need Act, dated September 20, 2012, October 2, 2012,
November 20, 2012, December 12, 2012, and March 10, 2013, with the statement
“currently, people receiving parental benefits under the EI program do not qualify for
sickness benefits because they are not considered to be otherwise available for
work”?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 913—Hon. Wayne Easter:

With regard to international trade, respecting the Canada-European Union
Summit in Ottawa and Toronto on September 25 and 26, 2014: what are the details of
all contracts for goods or services relating to the summit, providing for each contract:
(i) the name of the contractor, (ii) a description of the goods or services provided, (iii)
the value of the contract, (iv) whether or not there was an open bidding process for
the contract?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 914—Hon. Judy Sgro:

With regard to international trade, respecting the Canada-European Union
Summit in Ottawa and Toronto on September 25 and 26, 2014: (a) what were the
expenses incurred in relation to travel by government officials from the current
Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development to Ottawa, or to any
European location, specifying the location, broken down by (i) department, (ii)

individual incurring the expense, (iii) details of the expense; and (b) what were the
expenses incurred in Ottawa and in Toronto in relation to all receptions, press
conferences, signing ceremonies, official meetings, or bilateral meetings, for
Canadian and European officials broken down by (i) department, (ii) individual
incurring the expense, (iii) details of the expense?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 916—Mr. Marc Garneau:

With regard to foreign affairs: (a) what are the dates, locations, and attendees of
all meetings held from March 1, 2010, to December 4, 2014, attended by the Minister
of Foreign Affairs, his staff, or officials from his Department, concerning the Global
Market Action Plan; and (b) for all briefing materials or documents prepared for the
Minister, his staff, or officials relative to such meetings, whether prepared before or
after the meeting, what is (i) the date of the document, (ii) the title or subject matter
of the document, (iii) the Department’s internal tracking number?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 917—Hon. Judy Sgro:

With regard to international trade: (a) what are the dates, locations, and attendees
of all meetings held from March 1, 2010, to December 4, 2014, attended by the
Minister of International Trade, his staff, or officials from his Department,
concerning the 2014 Corporate Social Responsibility Strategy; and (b) for all
briefing materials or documents prepared for the Minister, his staff, or officials
relative to such meetings, whether prepared before or after the meeting, what is (i) the
date of the document, (ii) the title or subject matter of the document, (iii) the
Department’s internal tracking number?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 918—Hon. Wayne Easter:

With regard to the Canada First Defence Strategy (CFDS): (a) does the strategy
include (i) acquisition of three strategic air transport aircraft and stationing them at
Canadian Forces Base (CFB) Trenton, (ii) doubling the size of the Disaster
Assistance Response Team (DART), (iii) acquisition of three armed naval heavy
icebreakers, and stationing them in the area of Iqaluit, (iv) building a new civilian-
military deepwater docking facility to accommodate the three armed naval heavy
icebreakers mentioned in (iii), (v) establishing a new underwater sensor system, (vi)
building a new army training centre in the area of Cambridge Bay, (vii) stationing
new long-range unmanned aerial vehicle squadrons at both CFB Goose Bay and CFB
Comox, (viii) stationing new fixed-wing search and rescue aircraft in Yellowknife,
(ix) increasing the size of the Canadian Rangers by 500, (x) establishing a 650-
member regular forces battalion at CFB Comox, CFB Goose Bay, CFB Trenton, and
CFB Bagotville respectively, (xi) adding 1,000 regular force and 750 reserve force
personnel to the army in Quebec, (xii) establishing a territorial defence unit in
Vancouver, Calgary, Regina, Winnipeg, Ottawa, Toronto, Montreal, Quebec City,
Saint John, St. John's, Halifax and the Niagara-Windsor corridor respectively, (xiii)
recruiting 1,000 regular force personnel for the purpose of improving and enlarging
the Atlantic fleet, (xiv) increasing the number of personnel in CFB Gagetown, (xv)
stationing new aircraft and personnel at CFB Greenwood, (xvi) increasing the
numbers of Pacific navy regular force personnel by about 500, (xvii) deploying new
fixed-wing search and rescue aircraft at CFB Comox and CFB Winnipeg, (xviii)
upgrading fighter aircraft at CFB Cold Lake; (b) what is the rationale for the
inclusion or exclusion, from the CFDS, of each of the items mentioned in (a)(i) to (a)
(xviii); and (c) for each item mentioned in (a)(i) to (a)(xviii) that is not a part of the
strategy, (i) has the government taken any steps since January 1, 2012, to carry out or
implement the item, (ii) if the government has not taken any such steps, does it intend
to do so, (iii) if the government does intend to implement the item, when does it
intend to do so, (iv) if the government does not intend to implement the item, when
was this decision made, and what are the titles, dates, and file numbers of any
document related to that decision?

(Return tabled)
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Question No. 920—Mr. Marc Garneau:

With regard to foreign affairs: for each foreign visit or delegation described under
the heading “Travel Expenses for Canadian Representation at International
Conferences and Meetings” in the Public Accounts for fiscal years 2006-2007 to
2013-2014 inclusive, for each traveller or delegate who falls under the rubric of
“Others” or “Stakeholders”, but not including parliamentarians or spouses of
parliamentarians, what is his or her full name and the reason for which he or she was
selected to join the visit or delegation?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 921—Mr. Marc Garneau:

With respect to the Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development
Departmental Performance Review of actual spending for 2013-2014 on international
development and humanitarian assistance to low-income countries: (a) what low-
income countries received financial assistance; (b) how much was spent on each of
those countries; (c) what countries that were previously in the low-income country
category were moved to the categories “fragile states” and “crisis-affected countries”;
(d) how much was spent on those newly identified fragile states and crisis-affected
countries; and (e) will the $125.9 million in lapsed funding be allocated as end-of-
year funding to other programs and, if so, (i) which other programs, (ii) in which
specific locations, (iii) how much is allocated for each program?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 922—Ms. Yvonne Jones:

With regard to federal-provincial fiscal arrangements: (a) has the 70% federal
share of the $400-million federal-provincial fund to support fisheries industry
enhancements, announced on October 29, 2013, by the government of Newfound-
land and Labrador, been accounted for in the fiscal framework; (b) if the answer to
(a) is affirmative, (i) in which department, (ii) for which fiscal year, (iii) under which
authority, (iv) under which program and sub-program has the funding been accounted
for in the fiscal framework; (c) was there any involvement by the government in the
announcement of October 29, 2013; (d) if the answer to (c) is affirmative, what was
the nature of that involvement; (e) if the answer to (c) is negative, what were the
reasons for the non-involvement; (f) why does the press release issued by the
Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development on December 6, 2013, titled
“Minister Shea Highlights Benefits of Canada-European Union Trade Agreement to
Newfoundland and Labrador”, make no reference to the $400-million fund referred
to in (a); (g) why does the press release issued by the Department of Fisheries and
Oceans on June 26, 2014, titled “Ministers Continue Collaboration to Protect
Fisheries and Support Canadian Fishing and Aquaculture Industries”, make no
reference to the $400-million fund referred to in (a); (h) why does the press release
issued by the Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development on August 5,
2014, titled “Complete Canada-EU Text Reached”, make no reference to the $400-
million fund referred to in (a); (i) why does the backgrounder issued by the
Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development on September 26, 2014,
titled “Canada-European Union Trade Agreement Summary of Benefits”, make no
reference to the $400-million fund referred to in (a); (j) what were the dates and
locations of all meetings held between federal and provincial officials concerning the
$400-million fund referred to in (a); and (k) what are the dates, titles and file numbers
of all dockets, dossiers, reports, documents, briefing notes, briefing materials, or
other records concerning the $400-million fund referred to in (a), held by (i) the Privy
Council Office, (ii) the Canadian Intergovernmental Conference Secretariat, (iii) the
Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency, (iv) the Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade
and Development, (v) the Department of Fisheries and Oceans?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 923—Mr. Murray Rankin:

With regard to the administration of pay by the government: (a) what is the
current and total number of government employees; (b) what is the complete listing
of government institutions, with the number of employees, broken down by each
institution identified; (c) what are the actual costs, including but not limited to, A-
Base, B-Based, and sunset funding, for salaries and wages as well as operations and
maintenance, and funding sources for the operations of administration of pay, broken
down by (i) each fiscal year from 2006 to date, at period (P-9) and (P-12), (ii) service
for each fiscal year from 2006 year-to-date at period (P-9) and (P-12), (iii)
organizations specified in (b) for each fiscal year from 2006 year-to-date at period (P-
9) and (P-12); (d) what is the complete list of all government institutions participating
in the Public Works and Government Services of Canada (PWGSC) Transformation

of Pay Administration Initiative, with the number of employees, broken down by
each institution identified; (e) what is the itemized list and the comprehensive range
of all the pay services or activities that are processed, handled, administered,
managed, or delivered by the Public Service Pay Centre in Miramichi, New
Brunswick; (f) what is the itemized list of all the pay services or activities that are not,
in whole or in part, processed, handled, administered, managed, or delivered by the
Public Service Pay Centre in Miramichi, but that are reliant, in whole or in part, on
compensation advisors outside of the Public Service Pay Centre in Miramichi or that
are reliant on compensation advisors within institutions specified in (d); (g) what are
the detailed rationales for each item in (f); (h) what is the complete list of all
government institutions that are either excluded, in whole or in part, from having any
other separate arrangement apart from the Transformation of Pay Administration
Initiative, with the number of employees affected, broken down by each institution
identified; (i) what are the detailed rationales and reasons for each item in (h); (j)
what are the details of all framework documentation and Treasury Board
Submissions (TB-Subs) related to the PWGSC Transformation of Pay Administration
Initiative project life cycle, including, but not limited to, (i) business case, (ii) project
charter, (iii) work plans, (iv) roadmap, (v) project complexity and risk assessment,
(vi) projected schedule and timeline, (vii) projected budget tables, (viii) projected
costing tables, (ix) inception/definition phase, (x) identification phase (initiation,
feasibility, analysis, close out), (xi) delivery phase (planning, design, implementation,
close out), (xii) preliminary project approval, (xiii) effective project approval (EPA);
(k) what are the details of all documentation after EPA in (j), including, but not
limited to, (i) on-going readiness assessment reports, (ii) internal PWGSC audits,
reviews, and reporting, (iii) Treasury Board audits, reviews, and reporting, (iv)
external audits, reviews, and reporting from professional services providers and
consulting firms, (v) subsequent TB-Subs modifications, amendments, and changes;
(l) what are the actual costs and funding sources for the Transformation of Pay
Administration Initiative, broken down by (i) each fiscal year from 2006 to date, at
period (P-9) and (P-12), (ii) projects for each fiscal year from 2006 year-to-date at
period (P-9) and (P-12), (iii) service for each fiscal year from 2006 year-to-date at
period (P-9) and (P-12), (iv) institutions specified in (d) for each fiscal year from
2006 year-to-date at period (P-9) and (P-12); (m) what are the actual budgetary and
cost impacts from the perspective and standpoint of each affected institution specified
in (d) related to the implementation of the Transformation of Pay Administration
Initiative, broken down by (i) each fiscal year from 2006 to date, at period (P-9) and
(P-12), (ii) projects for each fiscal year from 2006 year-to-date at period (P-9) and (P-
12), (iii) service for each fiscal year from 2006 year-to-date at period (P-9) and (P-
12); and (n) what are the details of all PWGSC prequel documentation prior to,
preceding, and leading to and from the earliest attempt up to the initiation of the
project life cycle process defined in (j), including, but not limited to, (i) all scenarios,
reports, analysis with projected projects budgets, (ii) briefing notes to ministers and
deputy heads, (iii) budget and costs, broken down by each fiscal year, from the
earliest attempt up to the initiation of the project life cycle process defined in (j), (iv)
funding sources related specifically to the carrying out of the prequel phase exercise?

(Return tabled)
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Question No. 924—Mr. Murray Rankin:

With regard to the administration of pensions by the government: (a) what is the
current and total number of pension members, active and retired; (b) what is the
complete listing of government institutions, with the number of members, active and
retired, broken down by each institution identified; (c) what are the actual costs,
including but not limited to, A-Base, B-Based, and sunset funding, for salaries and
wages as well as operations and maintenance, and funding sources for the operations
of administration of pension, broken down by (i) each fiscal year from 2006 to date,
at period (P-9) and (P-12), (ii) service for each fiscal year from 2006 year-to-date at
period (P-9) and (P-12), (iii) institutions specified in (b) for each fiscal year from
2006 year-to-date at period (P-9) and (P-12); (d) what is the complete list of all
government institutions participating in the Public Works and Government Services
of Canada (PWGSC) Transformation of Pension Administration Initiative, with the
number of members involved, active and retired, broken down by each institution
identified; (e) what is the itemized list and the comprehensive range of all the pension
services or activities that are processed, handled, administered, managed, or delivered
by the Public Service Pension Centre (PSPC) in Shediac, New Brunswick; (f) what is
the itemized list of all the pension services or activities that are not, in whole or in
part, processed, handled, administered, managed, or delivered by the PSPC, but that
are reliant, in whole or in part, on compensation advisors outside of the PSPC in
Shediac and that are reliant on compensation advisors within institutions specified in
(d); (g) what are the detailed rationales for each item in (f); (h) what is the complete
list of all government institutions that are either excluded, in whole or in part, from
having any other separate arrangement apart from the Transformation of Pension
Administration Initiative, with the number of members affected, active and retired,
broken down by each institution identified; (i) what are the detailed rationales for
each item in (h); (j) what are the details of all framework documentation and Treasury
Board Submissions (TB-Subs) related to the PWGSC Transformation of Pension
Administration Initiative project life cycle, including, but not limited to, (i) business
case, (ii) project charter, (iii) work plans, (iv) roadmap, (v) project complexity and
risk assessment, (vi) projected schedule and timeline, (vii) projected budget tables,
(viii) projected costing tables, (ix) inception/definition phase, (x) identification phase
(initiation, feasibility, analysis, close out), (xi) delivery phase (planning, design,
implementation, close out), (xii) preliminary project approval, (xiii) effective project
approval (EPA); (k) what are the details of all documentation after EPA of question
(j), including, but not limited to, (i) on-going readiness assessment reports, (ii)
internal PWGSC audits, reviews, and reporting, (iii) Treasury Board audits, reviews,
and reporting, (iv) external audits, reviews, and reporting from professional services
providers and consulting firms, (v) subsequent TB-Subs modifications, amendments,
and changes; (l) what are the actual costs and funding sources for the Transformation
of Pension Administration Initiative, broken down by (i) each fiscal year from 2006
to date, at period (P-9) and (P-12), (ii) projects for each fiscal year from 2006 year-to-
date at period (P-9) and (P-12), (iii) service for each fiscal year from 2006 year-to-
date at period (P-9) and (P-12), (iv) institutions specified in (d) for each fiscal year
from 2006 year-to-date at period (P-9) and (P-12); (m) what are the actual budgetary
and cost impacts from the perspective and standpoint of each affected institution
specified in (d) related to the implementation of the Transformation of Pension
Administration Initiative, broken down by (i) each fiscal year from 2006 to date, at
period (P-9) and (P-12), (ii) projects for each fiscal year from 2006 year-to-date at
period (P-9) and (P-12), (iii) service for each fiscal year from 2006 year-to-date at
period (P-9) and (P-12); (n) what are the details of all PWGSC prequel
documentation prior to, preceding, and leading to and from the earliest attempt up
to the initiation of the project life cycle process defined in (j), including, but not
limited to (i) all scenarios, reports, analysis with projected projects budgets, (ii)
briefing notes to ministers and deputy heads, (iii) budget and costs broken down by
each fiscal year between earliest attempt up to the initiation of the project life cycle
process defined in (j), (iv) funding sources related specifically to the carrying out of
the prequel phase exercise?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 925—Hon. Judy Sgro:

With respect to workforce adjustments since 2012: (a) how many employees
received (i) pay in lieu of unfulfilled surplus period, (ii) a transition support measure,
(iii) an education allowance, (iv) retention payment or other payment as a result of an
alternative delivery initiative under a work force adjustment agreement, (v) a lump
sum payment under the Directive on Career Transition for Executives; and (b) what
was the total amount spent on (i) pay in lieu of unfulfilled surplus periods, (ii)
transition support measures, (iii) education allowances, (iv) retention payments or
other payments as a result of an alternative delivery initiative under a work force
adjustment agreement, (v) lump sum payments under the Directive on Career
Transition for Executives?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 926—Mr. Matthew Dubé:

With regard to payments in lieu of taxes regarding national historic sites as
designated by Parks Canada: from 2009 to date, what amounts have been granted by
the department of Public Works and Government Services to each taxing authority,
broken down by (i) historic site, (ii) year?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 927—Hon. Ralph Goodale:

With regard to “nudge” policies discussed in Policy Horizons Canada, March
2012, ISBN number: PH4-134/2012E-PDF, 978-1-100-21668-3: (a) has the
government communicated about nudge policies with other countries that use such
policies and, if so, which countries; (b) has the government produced any analysis of
them and, if so, what is the (i) title, (ii) date, (iii) department, (iv) author, (v) record
number of those documents; (c) has the government implemented or tested these
policies and, if so, (i) how, (ii) where, (iii) by whom, (iv) what were the results; and
(d) if the government has not implemented or tested these policies, what was the
rationale for that decision?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 928—Hon. Ralph Goodale:

With regard to federal taxes, including tariffs, service charges and fees: since
2005, (a) in which instance was there an increase, a new imposition or the
elimination of a credit or benefit, broken down by (i) the particular tax, tariff, charge,
fee or credit, (ii) the rate or amount, (iii) the date it took effect, (iv) the revenue it has
generated, (v) the department that made the change; and (b) what is the annual total
of revenue generated by each of the changes in (a), broken down by year?

(Return tabled)
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Question No. 929—Hon. Irwin Cotler:

With regard to the role of Canadian diplomatic personnel in respect to the
operations of Canadian extractive companies outside Canada: (a) what is this role;
(b) what policies, guidelines, and directives govern this role; (c) for each of the
policies, guidelines, and directives in (b), (i) when was it enacted, (ii) by whom was it
enacted, (iii) what was its objective, (iv) has its objective been met, (v) how does the
government determine whether its objective has been met, (vi) how was it
communicated to Canadian diplomatic personnel, (vii) what former policy, guideline,
or directive did it replace or modify; (d) in what ways do Canadian diplomatic
personnel support the operations of Canadian extractive companies; (e) in what ways
do Canadian diplomatic personnel facilitate the establishment of new operations,
projects, or facilities by Canadian extractive companies; (f) in what ways do
Canadian diplomatic personnel intervene in interactions between Canadian extractive
companies and (i) local governments, (ii) local law enforcement, (iii) local civil
society, (iv) local residents; (g) in what ways do Canadian diplomatic personnel seek
to ensure compliance by Canadian extractive companies with (i) local laws and
regulations, (ii) Canadian laws and regulations, (iii) international laws and
regulations, (iv) local standards regarding human rights, (v) Canadian standards
regarding human rights, (vi) international standards regarding human rights, (vii)
local standards regarding environmental protection, (viii) Canadian standards
regarding environmental protection, (ix) international standards regarding environ-
mental protection; (h) in what ways do Canadian diplomatic personnel seek to reduce
resistance to the operations of Canadian extractive companies on the part of (i) local
governments, (ii) local civil society, (iii) local residents; (i) in what ways do
Canadian diplomatic personnel help Canadian extractive companies reduce resistance
to their operations on the part of (i) local governments, (ii) local civil society, (iii)
local residents; (j) in what ways do Canadian diplomatic personnel seek to facilitate
the operations of Canadian extractive companies by advocating for changes to local
laws or regulations; (k) in what ways do Canadian diplomatic personnel seek to
facilitate the operations of Canadian extractive companies by advocating against
changes to local laws or regulations; (l) based on what factors do Canadian
diplomatic missions evaluate requests from extractive companies for assistance or
services, including services offered as part of the Global Markets Action Plan; (m) for
each of the last five years, broken down by country where the diplomatic mission is
located, how many requests for assistance or services have Canadian diplomatic
missions received from Canadian extractive companies; (n) for each request in (m),
(i) what company made the request, (ii) what assistance or service was sought by the
company, (iii) what assistance or service was provided to the company, (iv) who
evaluated the request, (v) if the request was not granted, on what grounds was it not
granted, (vi) who provided the assistance or service, (vii) what was the cost of
providing the assistance or service, (viii) what was the objective of providing the
assistance or service, (ix) in what way was that objective achieved; (o) in what
circumstances do Canadian diplomatic missions provide assistance or services,
including services offered as part of the Global Markets Action Plan, to an extractive
company without a request from that company; (p) for each of the last five years,
broken down by country where the diplomatic mission is located, (i) what companies
have received assistance or services from a Canadian diplomatic mission without
making a request, (ii) what was the nature of that assistance or service, (iii) who made
the decision to provide the assistance or service, (iv) who provided the assistance or
service, (v) what was the cost of providing the assistance or service, (vi) what was the
objective of providing the assistance or service, (vii) in what way was that objective
achieved; (q) for each of the last five years, broken down by country, in what legal
proceedings outside Canada involving Canadian extractive companies has Canada
intervened; (r) for each intervention in (q), (i) what was the nature of the intervention,
(ii) what was the objective of the intervention, (iii) in what way was the objective
achieved, (iv) who made the decision to intervene, (v) who carried out the
intervention, (vi) what outside counsel was retained, (vii) what is the breakdown of
the cost of the intervention, (viii) what are the access or control numbers of any legal
filings made by Canada; (s) based on what criteria do Canadian diplomatic personnel
determine whether a Canadian extractive company is complying with Canada’s
corporate social responsibility standards, particularly those standards set out in
November 2014 in Doing Business the Canadian Way: A Strategy to Advance CSR
in Canada’s Extractive Sector Abroad; (t) how frequently do Canadian diplomatic
personnel evaluate the compliance of Canadian companies with Canada’s corporate
social responsibility standards; (u) what action do Canadian diplomatic personnel
take when a company is found not to comply with Canada’s corporate social
responsibility standards; (v) for each of the last five years, broken down by country in
which the diplomatic mission is located, what extractive companies have been
deemed in non-compliance with Canada’s corporate social responsibility standards;
(w) for each company in (v), what action has been taken by Canadian diplomatic
personnel to address the non-compliance; (x) what training do Canadian diplomatic
personnel receive to ensure that they can advise and monitor Canadian extractive
companies with respect to corporate social responsibility; (y) what assistance or

services have Canadian diplomatic personnel provided to (i) Tahoe Resources in
Guatemala, (ii) Nevsun Resources in Eritrea, (iii) Fortuna Silver in Mexico, (iv)
Excellon Resources in Mexico, (v) IAMGOLD in Ecuador, (vi) Cornerstone Capital
Resources in Ecuador, (vii) Kinross Gold Corporation in Ecuador, (viii) Lundin
Mining in Ecuador, (ix) Barrick Gold in Chile, (x) Goldcorp in Chile, (xi) Yamana
Gold in Argentina, (xii) Barrick Gold in Peru, (xiii) Candente Copper in Peru, (xiv)
Bear Creek Mining in Peru, (xv) HudBay Minerals in Peru, (xvi) Eldorado Gold in
Greece, (xvii) Esperanza Resources in Mexico, (xviii) TVI Pacific in the Philippines,
(xix) Infinito Gold in Costa Rica, (xx) Blackfire Exploration in Mexico, (xxi) Skye
Resources in Guatemala, (xxii) Glamis Gold in Guatemala; (z) for each instance in
(y) of providing assistance or service, (i) what was the cost, (ii) what was the
objective, (iii) in what way was the objective achieved, (iv) who made the decision to
provide the assistance or service, (v) who provided the assistance or service; (aa)
what lobbying or advocacy activities have Canadian diplomatic personnel undertaken
with respect to (i) laws relating to the extractive sector in Guatemala, including
Decree 22-2014, (ii) laws relating to the extractive sector in Ecuador, including Ley
Orgánica Reformatoria a la Ley de Minería, a la Ley Reformatoria para la Equidad
Tributaria en el Ecuador y a la Ley Orgánica de Régimen Tributario Interno in
Ecuador, (iii) laws relating to the extractive sector in Honduras, including
amendments to the Honduran General Mining Law; and (bb) for each instance of
lobbying or advocacy in (aa), (i) what was the cost, (ii) what was the objective, (iii) in
what way was the objective achieved, (iv) who made the decision to engage in
lobbying or advocacy, (v) who carried out the lobbying or advocacy?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 930—Mr. Robert Chisholm:

With regard to Employment Insurance: (a) how many applications for sickness
benefits made while the applicant was on parental leave were granted by the
Employment Insurance Commission for each year from 2010 to the present; (b) how
many applications for sickness benefits made while the applicant was on parental
leave were granted by the Employment Insurance Boards of Referees for each year
from 2010 to 2013 inclusively; (c) how many applications for sickness benefits made
while the applicant was on parental leave were granted by Employment Insurance
Umpires for each year from 2010 to 2013 inclusively; (d) how many applications for
sickness benefits made while the applicant was on parental leave were granted by the
Social Security Tribunal in 2013 and 2014; (e) how much money has the government
spent on the class-action court case regarding women who were denied sickness
benefits while on parental leave; (f) how many Justice Department lawyers have been
working on the class-action court case; and (g) what was the average cost for an
appeal to be considered by the Employment Insurance Commission, the Board of
Referees, and an Employment Insurance Umpire?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 931—Ms. Irene Mathyssen:

With regard to Employment and Social Development Canada: (a) what specific
action has the government taken since January 2013 to ensure the sufficiency of the
Guaranteed Income Supplement (GIS) to provide a reasonable quality of life for each
recipient, specifically, (i) what updates to the GIS have accounted for the rising cost
of food, (ii) what GIS alterations have been made to increase access to non-insured
prescription and non-prescription medications for low-income seniors, (iii) what GIS
alterations have been considered for low-income senior homeowners and renters to
offset housing costs; (b) what are the details of the government’s promise to begin
automatic enrollment for seniors in the GIS program, specifically, (i) the number of
calls made to Service Canada about the program, (ii) the dates when these calls were
made, (iii) the number of people auto-enrolled, (iv) the number of people still to be
auto-enrolled, (v) the number of calls from citizens with questions regarding auto-
enrollment at Service Canada, (vi) the most common complaint received by Service
Canada, (vii) details on how the auto-enrollment program was rolled out across
Canada; and (c) what are the details of the government’s proactive GIS enrollment
program, specifically, (i) the number of calls made to Service Canada about the
program, (ii) the dates when these calls were made, (iii) the number of people
enrolled through the program, (iv) the number of people still to be auto-enrolled, (v)
the number of calls from citizens with questions regarding auto-enrollment at Service
Canada, (vi) the most common complaint received by Service Canada, (vii) details
on how the proactive enrollment program was rolled out across Canada?

(Return tabled)
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Question No. 933—Ms. Irene Mathyssen:

With regard to Employment and Social Development Canada, since January
2013, in the campaign to combat elder abuse: (a) what is the total amount spent,
further broken down by each category of spending; (b) in which ridings was the
money spent; and (c) what has been the observable change in the number of elders
being abused?

(Return tabled)

Question No. 934—Ms. Libby Davies:

With regard to the Federal Tobacco Control Strategy (FTCS) in fiscal year 2013-
2014: (a) what was the budget for the FTCS; (b) how much of that budget was spent
within the fiscal year; (c) how much was spent on each of the following components
of the FTCS, (i) mass media, (ii) policy and regulatory development, (iii) research,
(iv) surveillance, (v) enforcement, (vi) grants and contributions, (vii) programs for
Aboriginals of Canada; and (d) were any other activities not listed in (c) funded by
the FTCS and, if so, how much was spent on each of these activities?

(Return tabled)

[English]

Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, I ask that the remaining
questions be allowed to stand.

The Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

* * *

REQUEST FOR EMERGENCY DEBATE

IRAQ

The Speaker: The Chair has notice of a request for an emergency
debate from the hon. member for St. John's East, and I will hear him
now.

Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I rise
under Standing Order 52(2) to ask for an emergency debate in the
House on the issue of the military mission of the Canadian Forces in
Iraq. It arises as a result of revelations made only in the past week.

This is the first opportunity to raise the matter of the engagement
of the Canadian Forces in matters that were not contemplated by the
House prior to the authorization that was given on October 7, 2014,
for a mission to Iraq and in fact contrary to those assurances given in
the House by the Prime Minister, in the foreign affairs committee by
the Minister of National Defence, and since then, repeatedly, by the
Chief of the Defence Staff that the engagement of the Canadian
Forces ground troops would not be involved in combat.

There have been three occasions now, one revealed last week and
two more today, of engagement by Canadian Forces special
operations forces in firefights or gun battles with ISIL operatives,
spending considerable time, some 20%-plus, routinely on the front
lines in harm's way, in reach of machine gun fire, which is an
indication of how close they are.

This was not contemplated. In fact, when asked specific questions,
the Prime Minister in the House and the Minister of National
Defence in committee, as to whether or not our ground forces would
be painting targets for the air strikes, we were repeatedly assured that
there would be no combat engagement by our Canadian Forces
troops.

The news last week and this morning came as a shock to
Canadians who were assured that this would not be the case.

This Parliament gave the authorization for the mission back on
October 7. The mission, as has been described in the last week, is
very different from what Canadians and the House was assured of,
and what the House was led to expect.

This is an opportune time for a full debate in Parliament about
this. Other opportunities, such as question period, are not sufficient
to receive the kind of response we need. We need a more extensive
debate.

An emergency debate under Standing Order 52(2) would be an
opportunity for that debate. Parliament was where this motion was
brought down in October and Parliament is where this debate should
take place. There is an emergency debate procedure. The conflicting
messages from the government and military officials have left
Canadians confused about what risks our troops are confronting in
Iraq and the extent of parliamentary authorization for this mission.
There is also ongoing ambiguity about costs, success criteria and the
length of the Canadian mission.

We know there will be debate in April about the potential
continuation of this mission, but the nature of the mission is the
source of confusion. There have been conflicting statements today,
in the past and in the last week.

There ought to be a full emergency debate today about this matter.
We rely on your careful consideration of this application, Mr.
Speaker, and look forward to your ruling.

● (1525)

SPEAKER'S RULING

The Speaker: I will first thank the hon. member for St. John's
East for raising this issue, which is of great interest to many
members in the House. However, I do not feel it meets the criteria for
an emergency debate at this time. I would note that the House has
just learned we are into a new cycle of supply days, and the members
are free to take advantage of those as well.

* * *

PRIVILEGE

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER

Hon. Chris Alexander (Minister of Citizenship and Immigra-
tion, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the question of privilege, raised by the
hon. member for Pierrefonds—Dollard respecting order paper
Question No. 393, is based on documents released by my
department, the Department of Citizenship and Immigration, under
the Access to Information Act, on or about November 17, 2014.

As you know, Mr. Speaker, House of Commons Procedure and
Practice, second edition, on page 143, offers this relevant guidance
for us all. It states:

The matter of privilege to be raised in the House must have recently occurred....
Therefore, the Member must satisfy the Speaker that he or she is bringing the matter
to the attention of the House as soon as practicable after becoming aware of the
situation. When a Member has not fulfilled this important requirement, the Speaker
has ruled that the matter is not a prima facie question of privilege.
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The hon. member effectively had a month prior to the Christmas
adjournment to bring forward her issue. Nonetheless, her question of
privilege also fails on its merits.

Mr. Speaker, as you have stated in the past, on April 3, 2012, at
page 6857 of the Debates:

—there has been a notable increase in the length of the questions submitted. As
noted on various occasions by government spokespersons, the length of questions
can, in turn, have an impact on the ability to provide an answer within the 45-day
limit and may require considerable resources.

If I may read out the question Mr. Speaker, and I will just
summarize it, you will in fact see that Question No. 393 required a
lengthy search of CIC records which was not feasible in the
mandated timeframe. It states:

With regard to Citizenship and Immigration Canada : (a) what was the budget for
processing visa applications between 2005 and 2014, broken down by...fiscal year...
processing centre...international student visas...work permits...broken down in turn
by temporary workers, live-in caregivers, business people, and students...temporary
visas (broken down in turn by tourist, business, Super Visas, and transit visas);

Then it asks for the same information broken down in similar
ways for: the budget for processing immigration applications
between 2005 and 2014; the number of full-time equivalent staff
allocated to each processing centre between 2005 and 2014; the
average wait time for processing of visa applications between 2005
and 2014, broken down by similar distinctions; the average wait time
for processing of immigration applications between 2005 and 2014;
the budget for processing private sponsorship of refugee applications
between 2005 and 2014; how many full-time equivalent staff were
allocated to the processing of private sponsorship of refugee
applications; and the average wait time for processing of private
sponsorship of refugee applications between 2005 and 2014.

What was asked for were operational details down to the
individual case for an entire decade of our department's work. Just
one of those requests, and I noted that there were about 10 major
headings in the request, would have involved the review and the
analysis of 16 million items from the department's records.
Therefore, it was clear to us, as I think it would be clear to you.
Mr. Speaker, and to the House, that the 45-day limit would not have
been met under any circumstances and that the reasonableness of this
request, as with other requests, regrettably, that we have seen made
by the opposition of late, is very much in question.

As minister, I rely on the advice of our hard-working public
service to carry out my duties, including those mandated by the
Standing Orders. The answers provided to the House by way of
written questions are no different. Indeed, a full reading of the 70-
some pages released under the Access to Information Act, rather
than the narrow selection offered by just a few words, easily show
that the 45-day response deadline for this very extensive question
posed a challenge to a number of officials in the department. Despite
this, those public servants made every attempt to provide the
member with the requested information.

Due to the length and breadth of the question, the amount of time
needed to research the information requested meant that the deadline
imposed by the Standing Orders could not be met.

On page 522 of O'Brien and Bosc, we find the following
statement:

As with oral questions, it is acceptable for the government, in responding to a
written question, to indicate to the House that it cannot supply an answer.

It was this practice that public servants invoked when advising me
that they would not be able to provide an answer to this question
within the mandated timeline, and it was on that advice that I
provided the response to Question No. 393.

Furthermore, your role, Mr. Speaker, with respect to written
questions is limited and clearly spelled out in O'Brien and Bosc.
Also, on page 522, it clearly states:

There are no provisions in the rules for the Speaker to review government
responses to questions.

A long line of Speaker decisions confirm this point, including
most recently your ruling on April 3, 2014, at page 4207 of the
Debates respecting order paper Question No. 176.

As such, I respectively submit that there is no prima facie case of
privilege to be found here.

I understand that the member for Pierrefonds—Dollard may not
be satisfied with the response provided. Perhaps the member will
bear in mind Standing Order 39(5)(a) when filing written questions
in the future, which states:

A Member may request that the Ministry respond to a specific question within
forty-five days by so indicating when filing his or her question.

● (1530)

I, as minister, and the entire Department of Citizenship and
Immigration stand ready to continue responding to any order paper
questions, petitions, question period questions, access to information
requests or other correspondence concerning the policies and
programs that we deliver for newcomers and citizens on behalf of
all Canadians.

[Translation]

Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, the member for Pierrefonds—Dollard made her presenta-
tion this morning.

I would like to focus on three elements that the minister just
mentioned. First, before receiving any information in response to her
access to information request, the member was unaware of the extent
to which the minister interfered with the work of his officials, who
said that the work was perfectly feasible. Once she received that
information, she decided to raise this question of privilege here in the
House, so in terms of time, the documentation was already there.

Second—and this is the most important point—as the member for
Pierrefonds—Dollard said this morning, officials had replied that the
work was perfectly feasible. Then, on May 2, 2014, information was
released following her access to information request.

I would like to quote what the member for Pierrefonds—Dollard
said this morning.

[English]

An email dated the next day, May 2, 2014, then ordered the
officials who worked on this issue to stop their work because “...[the]
(minister’s office) has come back to advise...[the] (office of the
assistant deputy minister for operations) that we will use the same
response we provided to Q-359.”
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[Translation]

It was therefore quite doable and the question was relevant. As the
member pointed out this morning, this relates directly to parliamen-
tary proceedings and her work as a parliamentarian. The minister
said that it would take more time, while officials from the department
said they could provide an answer. Furthermore, as the member for
Pierrefonds—Dollard showed this morning, this directly relates to
her work and she was deprived of standard information that she
requested through this process.

[English]

The Speaker: I thank both the minister and the opposition House
leader for their further contributions to this question. I of course will
come back to the House in due time.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

[English]

RED TAPE REDUCTION ACT

The House proceeded to the consideration of Bill C-21, An Act to
control the administrative burden that regulations impose on
businesses, as reported (without amendment) from the committee.

The Speaker: There being no motions at report stage, the House
will now proceed without debate to the putting of the question on the
motion to concur in the bill at report stage.

Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board, CPC)
moved that the bill be concurred in.

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

Some hon. members: Agreed.

An hon. member: On division.

The Speaker: I declare the motion carried.

(Motion agreed to)

Hon. Tony Clement moved that the bill be read a third time and
passed.

He said: It is always a pleasure to rise in the chamber to not only
represent my department but also the people of Parry Sound—
Muskoka. Our anniversary just came up for some of us. I am
currently in my 10th year of representation at this point. I want to
thank the people of Parry Sound—Muskoka for their confidence in
me, but I want to talk about this legislation as well.

It is one of the first of its kind in the world. It will enshrine into
law a rule that has been in place since April 2012 administratively in
this government and it goes to our pledge to the people of Canada to
continue to find ways to create new jobs, create growth, rebuild our
economy, and create new opportunity. One of the ways we do that is
by supporting small businesses in our communities and promoting
small business growth throughout the country.

● (1535)

[Translation]

Our plan to reduce the administrative burden will of course help
us achieve these objectives.

[English]

What would the bill do? Quite simply, when a new regulation that
imposes an administrative burden is introduced, the law would
require that another one be repealed. I think what we do is
unprecedented in these kinds of operations around the world.
Specifically, we monetize the value of the administrative burden and
then declare that the monetary value be offset by other regulatory
changes. I believe this enhances transparency and accountability. We
further do so in an annual report that reports on the implementation.

However, it is important to note what the bill would not do. It
would not compromise public health, public safety, or the efficient
operation of the Canadian economy.

Some may ask why reducing red tape matters. Well, red tape gets
in the way of jobs and growth and improving Canadians' lives.
Complying with the information obligation of twelve of the most
common federal, provincial, and municipal regulations in five
sectors of the economy works out to a total cost of $1.1 billion per
year for our small businesses. On average, the annual time per small
business establishment to comply with legislative tax requirements
was 15 hours, at an annual cost of $1,724 to these small businesses.
This is a hidden tax that hits the little guy or gal hardest.

It is four years now since we launched the Red Tape Reduction
Commission. We asked how red tape was killing jobs and we asked
for recommendations on how to fix these problems. This commis-
sion went coast to coast. We had 15 round tables in 13 cities, with
over 200 participants, along with online consultations and a
dedicated website. We heard that Canadians needed one for one,
and they needed what became known as the red tape reduction action
plan.

[Translation]

We introduced this regulation as a pilot project in April 2012. It
has reduced the administrative burden by $24 million and achieved a
net reduction of 20 regulations.

[English]

To give an example, we changed the Corporations Returns Act to
collect financial and ownership information on corporations doing
business in Canada. Now only corporations with revenues of more
than $200 million, assets of over $600 million, or foreign debt and
equity over $1 million will have to report financial and ownership
information. There are 32,000 businesses that will no longer be
required to file this complex government return. This one change
saves our small businesses $1.2 million per year.
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[Translation]

Here is another example: Health Canada has reduced its red tape
by amending regulations in order to allow regulated pharmacy
technicians to oversee the transfer of prescriptions from one
pharmacy to another, a task that was previously restricted to
pharmacists. This enables pharmacists to focus more of their time on
direct patient care and on running their business.

This initiative has cut red tape by $15 million a year.

● (1540)

[English]

We also changed amendments for Northwest Territories and
Nunavut Mining Regulations. We have simplified the licensing, we
have encouraged holders of mineral claims towards development,
and we have modernized the tenure system in this regard, which has
saved over $600,000. Examples of successes like these are going to
save almost 100,000 hours of wading through red tape per year.

I should mention that I am here as the President of the Treasury
Board. It is the Treasury Board that in fact enforces this rule, and we
have indeed ensured compliance.

What are the next steps?

[Translation]

It is time to take this highly successful pilot project and enshrine it
in law.

[English]

We committed to this, I should add, in our Speech to the Throne,
and that is why the bill is here in the House.

What is the message that we are sending by supporting this bill?
What are we saying about Canada? We are saying that Canada is
open for business. We are saying that we are on the side of job
creators, and we are saying that government is committed to
protecting Canadian businesses and employees and to growing the
economy.

I will read into the record, if I might, some commentary on this
bill, starting with Laura Jones, who is the vice-president of the
Canadian Federation of Independent Business. She stated:

The federal government is showing tremendous leadership in implementing its
ambitious red tape reforms. Wrestling with reducing red tape requires the ‘stick-to-
itiveness’ and political leadership that we are seeing from Ottawa. It’s heartening that
the messages that we are getting from the Prime Minister, [myself], and their
colleagues that they are in this for the long haul.

Then there is Kevin Dancey, president and CEO of the Chartered
Professional Accountants of Canada, who stated:

We applaud the federal government's early accomplishments in reducing red tape
barriers faced by Canadian entrepreneurs and business owners. The government's
reiterated commitment to a sustained approach over the long-term is encouraging. A
persistent approach is the remedy required to identify and develop solutions to
effectively reduce the compliance burdens and associated costs faced by Canada's
business community.

Also, there is Helen Long, president of the Canadian Health Food
Association, who stated:

The government’s focus on the reduction of red tape has already made an
important impact on our and many other industries.... CHFA and its members stand
ready to support the government in its efforts to further reduce the red tape burden on

Canadian business, and to allow them to focus on innovation and job creation instead
of administration.

Finally, Carole Presseault, regulatory affairs, CGA Canada, stated:

These measures should give Canada’s small and medium businesses more time to
focus on growth, innovation and job creation.

That is exactly the point. We want small businesses to focus on
growth, jobs, and innovation in our economy.

I want to talk very briefly about the small business lens.

Introducing a small business lens to regulatory creation is part and
parcel of this bill as well. Businesses that represent over 40% of
Canada's private sector GDP and almost 50% of all jobs in the
private sector have requested that when we look at regulation, we
take the time to look at it from the point of view of the small
business. How will the proposed regulation affect them and their
ability to operate, innovate, and create new jobs?

Therefore, we have this is as part of the rules in our law as well.
This will happen, this small business lens, when a regulatory change
imposes over $1 million in annual nationwide costs and has an
impact on at least one small business. That is the test.

Now, as a result, regulators will have to ask themselves if the
information we are asking these small businesses for is already being
collected by another government department. As a former small
business owner myself, I can say that nothing drives one crazier than
filling out a form in triplicate from one level of government or one
government department and then, the next day, getting another form
asking the same questions. We heard that from small businesses. I
remember it well when I operated my own small business.

Therefore, we are demanding that regulators at Treasury Board
know what is already being collected by another government
department so that we do not have to overburden our small
businesses, and we want this in the law if it is passed by this House.

Here is another question. Is there another way to regulate that
would be less burdensome, rather than automatically saying, “We've
got a problem.” We hear this all the time in Ottawa: “Folks, we've
got a problem. We've got to solve a problem. How are we going to
solve the problem?” The constant advice we get is, “Well, if we just
pass this regulation, we would solve the problem.”

Maybe there is another way to solve the problem. Maybe there are
other ways, if we use our noggins a bit, that we can solve the
problem without overregulating our small businesses.

The third question is, are we communicating in plain language? I
hear time and again from small businesses that understanding what
government is asking of them is sometimes very difficult, so if there
is going to be a burden, we want to let the burden be on the
bureaucracy, on the regulators, to actually speak in plain language so
that people can understand what they say.
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This is part of a 20-point small business checklist that regulators
would have to fill out and publish and have signed by the minister
responsible as part of their package to Treasury Board before
Treasury Board would consider whether this regulation was the right
thing to do. Of course, this would mean greater transparency as well.

Very briefly, here are some other changes.

Service standards for 24 high-volume regulatory authorizations
have been created, covering more than 60,000 transactions with
businesses each year. There would be 32 departmental forward
regulatory plans to let small businesses know what is coming around
the corner. They would publish these forward plans so that small
business has either the time to adapt or the time to react and say to
government, “You know what? We understand what you're trying to
do here. We agree that something has to be done, but maybe there's a
better way to deal with it that doesn't involve, always, further
regulating small businesses.”

Then there is the annual scorecard.

● (1545)

[Translation]

I released the first and second annual scorecard on the red tape
reduction action plan so Canadians can see just how much progress
we are making. The scorecard is independently vetted by a
regulatory advisory committee.

[English]

In conclusion, let me put it this way: low taxes, less red tape, more
growth, more prosperity, balanced budgets, safe streets and
communities, and a belief that this is the best country in the world
in which to live and in which to do business. That is our aspiration
and that is our record, but we want to move forward as well.

Mr. Mathieu Ravignat (Pontiac, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I think
Canadians have a right to be asking themselves some pretty
profound questions about whether or not the current government
actually does want to reduce red tape.

First, we if look at the infrastructure program and the bureaucracy
the government has created for municipalities and for businesses that
the municipalities have to deal with, we see delays of up to 18
months right now just to deliver a project.

Second, with regard to employment insurance, the amount of red
tape now that small- and medium-sized businesses have to deal with
just to track employment insurance is ridiculous.

Therefore, we have to question whether there is truly a motive to
change the red tape for small and medium-sized business. Perhaps
more importantly, the President of the Treasury Board, the minister,
is giving himself significant powers in order to gut health, safety, and
environmental regulations and standards in this country, putting the
future of Canadians in danger.

What does he say to Canadians who are worried that he will use
his own noggin, his own judgment, when it comes to their safety and
security and health?

Hon. Tony Clement: Mr. Speaker, it is very specific and we have
operated this way over the last couple of years. Health and safety
impacts are exempt from the one-for-one rule. That is to say that

regulators who are fixing a problem that will then have a positive
impact on the health and safety of Canadians are not required to find
another regulation to offset that particular rule.

I am not standing here saying that, with a wave of a magic wand,
every single regulation is going to be off the books. No, of course
not. There is a need for regulation. Those hon. members would be
the first ones to stand up in the House and complain if we did not
have rules in place to ensure the accountability of tax dollars. Some
of the rules that the member referred to are there to make sure that,
when a tax dollar is spent, there is accountability for that. They
would be the first ones to complain if we did not do that.

● (1550)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
have had the opportunity to meet with business people. Many of my
colleagues within the Liberal caucus have spent time trying to assist
businesses across Canada and get a better understanding of them. Let
there be no doubt that there is a great deal of frustration with respect
to the amount of administrative work necessary to deal with the red
tape currently in place.

My question for the President of the Treasury Board is with
respect to the lack of leadership from the government in terms of
working with other levels of government and doing what they can,
jointly, to reduce the red tape. Business people tell us that there is far
too much paperwork, far too much regulation, and I am talking about
small businesses in all regions of the country.

What is the minister doing to ensure that there is strong leadership
and a sense of co-operation with all the stakeholders to reduce red
tape?

Hon. Tony Clement:Mr. Speaker, it is important to work together
with other levels and orders of government where we can. I have
done that myself. We have worked with various provinces—for
instance, British Columbia comes to mind first—and have explained
our red tape reduction efforts. That is part of it as well. When
regulators come before Treasury Board, we do require them to have
a tour d’horizon of other regulatory impacts and say whether they
have had those discussions as well.

This is an important aspect. I contend that we are doing that. I
thank the hon. member for raising it in this place as well.

Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener—Conestoga, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank the minister and our government for taking
the initiative on red tape reduction.

The minister mentioned that the amount of paperwork that
companies are saddled with can often be very burdensome and
prohibitive, and that is especially true for small and medium
enterprises. A larger company can possibly afford to hire a full-time
person to fill out the reams of paperwork, but a small company with
10, 12, or 15 employees has a much more difficult time getting to
that task.

I wonder if the minister could highlight how this particular
measure would benefit all companies, especially those small and
medium enterprises that are responsible for 90% of the business in
our country.
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Hon. Tony Clement:Mr. Speaker, the hon. member for Kitchener
—Conestoga is quite right. We have tried to listen specifically to the
small and medium-sized enterprises and their specific concerns when
we had our round tables and our discussions. I continue those to this
day when I do my pre-budget round tables across the country. This is
one of the items upon which I always touch.

It is clear that small and medium-sized enterprises do not have the
ability, many times, to specifically dedicate people to deal with
regulation on a daily basis. We have heard that. Just through our
administrative work prior to this legislation coming before the
House, we have reduced about 100,000 hours of regulatory burden
that small businesses face. That is a tangible number.

We also heard dozens of ideas from small businesses of specific
regulations that have no impact on health or safety but perhaps had
some meaning or purpose 20, 30, or 40 years ago, but those
regulations now do not have that same purpose. We are working our
way through their suggestions on how to make those regulations
either disappear entirely or be less burdensome.

● (1555)

Mr. Mathieu Ravignat (Pontiac, NDP): Mr. Speaker, since this
is the first time on my feet giving a speech, I would like to wish all
my constituents a happy new year.

[Translation]

Happy new year to all my constituents. 2015 will no doubt be a
very interesting year, one that I am sure will mark a major change in
Canadian politics when an NDP government takes power.

Obviously, no one can oppose virtue. However, this bill is far from
virtuous. I want to be clear with Canadians. I believe—as does my
party, of course—in the principle of red tape reduction, which will
reduce administrative hassles for business people. However, this bill
does not significantly reduce the burden on small and medium-sized
businesses, since it does not address most of the regulations that are
problematic for them, namely those pertaining to all of the
paperwork associated with taxes. When I visit small and medium-
sized businesses in my riding, most of them complain about all of the
paperwork required, particularly by Revenue Canada.

It is difficult to believe that the Conservatives are sincere about
wanting to eliminate red tape since they did the opposite with the
Building Canada fund, for example. Instead of helping municipa-
lities and SMEs start infrastructure projects in a timely manner, the
Conservatives set up a long and cumbersome bureaucratic process
for every project worth more than $100 million. That will create
delays of up to 18 months that will slow down important projects in
my riding and the ridings of my colleagues.

The Conservatives did the same thing with their so-called
employment insurance reform, which requires employers to provide
more and more information about their employees. What is more,
small and medium-sized business are not really getting any help
when it comes to training and information. Such assistance would
help them figure out all of the paperwork and send the right forms to
the right people. This government is not really supporting small and
medium-sized businesses.

If we really want to help small and medium-sized businesses, we
can do better than this bill. For example, the Conservatives are

dragging their feet when it comes to taking serious action to regulate
anti-competitive credit card fees that merchants must pay to card
issuers. That is another example of bureaucracy and red tape.

If the Conservatives really wanted to help SMEs, they would
have supported the NDP's idea to have an ombudsman to control the
credit card fees that card issuers charge merchants. That was a simple
and reasonable solution, but it was rejected by this government.

No, this bill is not good enough. The principle is good, but it is
unclear whether it will achieve the expected results. What small
businesses really need is for us to identify what is wrong with the
system and eliminate it. It would take a simple study. The one-for-
one rule is too vague, and there is no guarantee that it is going to
work.

We also have to stop giving lip service to small and medium-size
businesses and actually help them out, either by restoring the small
business hiring tax credit for young people; reducing taxes for small
businesses specifically, not the corporate tax rate for the largest and
most successful businesses in this country; cracking down on hidden
credit card transaction fees; and perhaps redefining what a small and
medium-size business actually is for the purposes of government
procurement contracts. These are major, tangible differences. These
are changes that can help SMEs.

I do not know if members realize this, but the government
currently defines small and medium-size businesses as businesses
with 500 or fewer employees.

● (1600)

In my riding, SMEs have on average 12 employees. It is
completely unrealistic to expect a company with 25 employees to
compete with a so-called small business with 499 employees. That
makes absolutely no sense. The system is not designed to consider
criteria such as profit margins or staffing numbers, for example.

We could debate the service agreements that merchants sign with
credit card companies, which favour small-business owners by
allowing them to pass the fees on to consumers, thereby increasing
all prices. Even though the Competition Tribunal recently rejected a
lawsuit against Visa and MasterCard, in a rare move, it did call for
the creation of a regulatory framework for anti-competitive practices.

Furthermore, to help small and medium-sized businesses, we
could also create a tax credit to help businesses that hire and train
young people or give grants to help SMEs expand. We could make it
easier to transfer a family business to the next generation, for
example, create tax credits that would offset payroll taxes, help small
business innovate, and so on. In agriculture, we could do something
about venture capital and the high interest rate for new land
purchases.
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Clearly, unlike the government's symbolic one-for-one legislation
to reduce red tape, our proposals are sensible, concrete, realistic
measures that would actually help Canadian SMEs create jobs.
However, as the official opposition's Treasury Board critic, I have
other, more serious concerns regarding this bill.

As is often the case with the Conservatives' bills, because of their
almost uncontrollable zeal for defending the free market as they
understand it at all costs, I see that they have hidden in this bill their
intent to eliminate regulations that protect my constituents' health
and safety and the environment.

After the listeriosis crisis and the Lac-Mégantic tragedy, we need
to guarantee, more than the government is doing, that there will be
more, not fewer, standards and regulations to protect Canadians'
health and safety.

Regulations that are in the public interest should be kept. This bill
puts them in jeopardy because it gives the President of the Treasury
Board the power to eliminate them under the pretext of cutting red
tape for businesses. This is definitely not the recipe for sound public
administration.

We are not alone in thinking that. During the study of the bill,
Chris Aylward of PSAC testified before the committee. He said:

If regulations are no longer deemed to be in the public interest after due
consideration and consultation, the regulators have always had the ability to amend
or delete them. In fact, they have done so on a regular basis... Not only is Bill C-21
unnecessary, it will not adequately protect Canadians... At worst it is a make-work
project that will mean regulatory and enforcement officers will have to spend their
valuable time within a context of shrinking resources aimlessly looking for
regulations to cut.

Furthermore, Laura Jones, executive vice-president of the
Canadian Federation of Independent Business, stated that:

It's always going to be challenging, you know, where that line is drawn, because
to get a bit more safety sometimes can be very costly, and different people will draw
that line in different places.

It is all still quite vague.

● (1605)

It is true that the NDP wants to reduce red tape for small
businesses, but we cannot do that at the expense of Canadians'
safety. We cannot trust the Conservatives, who are in the habit of
deregulating without any regard for safety, health or the environ-
ment. Their harmful record on eroding regulations that protect the
health and safety of Canadians and the environment is quite clear.

For example, in 2013, the then Minister of Transport gave WestJet
an exemption from the Canadian aviation regulations. WestJet planes
can now operate with just one flight attendant for every 50
passengers, rather than the standard one flight attendant for every 40
passengers, as required by the regulations. Other airlines have since
asked for similar exemptions. It is only natural. Where will this end?
The NDP has asked that the rule of one flight attendant for every 40
passengers be upheld.

The Lac-Mégantic tragedy also put the important issue of rail
safety in Canada back on the agenda, after decades of Liberal and
Conservative deregulation. In 1999, the Liberals persisted with the
deregulation of rail safety by continuing to implement the safety
management systems approach, which was adopted by the Mulroney

Conservatives. This approach left it up to the industry to look after
the safety of its own operations—in other words, self-regulation,
which no longer works—instead of ensuring that the government
worked with the industry to set safety standards. That would be
perfectly reasonable.

In October 2013, the Conservatives used the budget implementa-
tion bill, Bill C-4, to make changes to the Canada Labour Code, and
those changes will gut the powers of health and safety officers in
federal workplaces. This will jeopardize the health and safety of
workers.

The Liberals were no better. I would remind the House that the
Lac-Mégantic tragedy called decades of Liberal regulations into
question. In 1999, the Liberals continued with the deregulation
begun by the Mulroney government. No, the Liberals are no more
reliable when it comes to protecting the health and safety of
Canadians. Does the Liberal leader really have the judgment needed
to defend the regulations protecting the health and safety of
Canadians? I seriously doubt it.

It is not simply a question of managing the number of regulations
to please the richest companies in Canada, but rather of determining
which ones are helping Canadians. Therefore it is important that we
do our research and our homework as good public administrators.
This is a reasonable way to address this issue.

It is ridiculous that only the bill's preamble clearly states that the
regulations protecting the health and safety of Canadians will not be
affected. We all know that the legislation that will govern these
regulations has no preamble. No mention is made of the environment
in the entire bill. If the Conservatives really care about the health and
safety of Canadians, why did they not specifically protect health and
safety regulations from the application of the bill?

Why did they not support our amendments in that regard when
studying this bill? The NDP moved 12 amendments; that is not a lot.
They were robust amendments, and nine of them would have
prevented the government from eliminating regulations that protect
Canadians' health and safety, food safety, transportation safety, the
safety management system and the environment. One amendment
would have required the government to just consult with
stakeholders before eliminating regulations. Another amendment
laid out the reporting requirements and eliminated the Governor in
Council's power to make new regulations for the report.

● (1610)

If the Conservatives are serious, why did they vote against all
these amendments? The amendments are reasonable and truly reflect
all the evidence we heard in committee. The Conservatives said that
these amendments were redundant. That is absolutely not the case. It
is obvious that giving the President of the Treasury Board more
powers is not what is needed for sound public administration.
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[English]

The NDP believes in common sense solutions to reduce red tape
and the compliance costs for small businesses when they deal with
the government. The NDP is always open to ways to help small
businesses by eliminating unnecessary red tape and letting them
focus on what they do best: growing their businesses and creating
jobs. However, the best way of doing this is not the one-for-one rule.
It is rigorous research and broad consultation with the business
community to identify those bureaucratic demands that are really
causing problems.

This bill is a poison pill. Bill C-21 gives the President of the
Treasury Board too many arbitrary powers that will make him the
arbiter of eliminating regulations that he deems unnecessary. If the
Conservatives are really serious about the health and safety of
Canadians, I hope they will answer during this debate why they will
not explicitly exclude regulations that protect health and safety from
the application of this bill and why they opposed the NDP
amendments that did that very thing.

Government regulations to protect Canadians' health and safety
and the environment should remain a priority of any government. We
need more than the government's promises of a preamble. The NDP
would like to prevent the government from eliminating the
regulations that protect health, safety, food security, and workplace
health and safety, and this is why we are opposing this bill.

We want to make sure that future generations are not affected by
the deregulation this bill would cause. Our fellow citizens deserve to
be protected, as well as our children and grandchildren. Also, any
bill of this kind should include clear obligations in terms of
accountability for how the government uses this legislation and for
the stakeholders who are consulted before regulation is eliminated.
However, the Conservatives voted against this accountability in
committee. Regulations that are in the public interest should clearly
be consulted on with the public.

[Translation]

It is a matter of good public administration. It is about protecting
our children, keeping them healthy and safe, and protecting the
beauty of their natural environment, while finding a way to eliminate
red tape. As I said before, we can do this by conducting a study in
partnership with the public service and our small and medium-sized
businesses and by using our heads.

Ms. Hélène LeBlanc (LaSalle—Émard, NDP): Happy new year,
Mr. Speaker. I would like to thank my colleague, the Treasury Board
critic, for his speech. He shed a lot of light on Bill C-21 and on the
way the Conservatives are always claiming that they take care of
small and medium-sized businesses when, in actual fact, those
businesses have been completely misled by the Conservatives when
it comes to measures that will allow them to grow and create jobs.

I would like my colleague to elaborate on the policies the
Conservative government has implemented over the past few years.
They are hindering Canada's economic growth and creating
obstacles for small and medium-sized businesses. They are
preventing these businesses and the middle class from making ends
meet.

Mr. Mathieu Ravignat: Mr. Speaker, I thank my esteemed
colleague for her question, which got right to the point.

During the break, I visited some small and medium-sized
businesses in my riding. I simply asked them what they thought of
the one-for-one principle. They told me that it was still a theory and
that they were wondering what would be eliminated and when, how
the business owners would learn about it and how they would be
directly affected.

However, when I spoke with them and presented some measures
that the NDP would like to implement with respect to credit cards
and EI reforms, these people understood how this connected directly
to their everyday work. They would like to see the regulations
spelled out clearly. It is a matter of education. The government will
have to determine which regulations should be eliminated, and small
and medium-sized businesses need to be clearly told, so that they
know how to do their job. Furthermore, we need to ensure that they
do what they need to do to ensure that their communities continue to
be safe and healthy.

● (1615)

Mrs. Djaouida Sellah (Saint-Bruno—Saint-Hubert, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I too would like to wish you and all of my colleagues in the
House a happy new year. I would also like to say that I was very
pleased to hear the speech by my colleague, the critic for this
portfolio.

As the member for Saint-Bruno—Saint-Hubert, I have had the
distinct pleasure of visiting small and medium-sized businesses in
my riding twice, and it is exactly as my colleague described. These
small and medium-sized businesses need real measures that will
make a difference to them and how they operate. I asked one small
business owner what he wanted from the federal government. He
said that nothing happening in the House was of any interest to him
because he feels like a tax collector for the federal government these
days.

I also had the opportunity to meet someone who owns a little
supermarket. He runs it together with his family and some
employees. He told me that he has had it with all the paperwork
that makes their lives such a pain because he has to ask his spouse,
who is supposed to be there to work in the store, to take care of the
paperwork. Those are real situations that we observed on the ground.

The bill before us today, Bill C-21, is just smoke and mirrors as far
as small and medium-sized businesses are concerned. As my
colleague pointed out, we know that the average small or medium-
sized business does not have more than 20 to 25 employees. That
may even be true of most of them. As a result, this bill will not affect
everyone. Unfortunately, this is one of the Conservative govern-
ment's usual tactics for pleasing its electoral base.

I would like my colleague to say more about the measures in this
bill in terms of their real impact on people on the ground.

Mr. Mathieu Ravignat: Mr. Speaker, I thank my dear friend for
her question and her comments. She seems to have her finger on the
pulse of her riding and its small and medium-sized businesses.
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It is no different in my riding. Small and medium-sized business
owners usually tell me that tax returns are the hardest part,
considering all the paperwork they have to submit. Tax returns are
a lot more complicated for businesses than they are for individuals

This bill does nothing to make tax returns easier. People are
wondering what the point of it is. What does it do to help most small
and medium-sized businesses in this country, which, incidentally,
employ the majority of Canadians? Helping such businesses is
absolutely crucial.

This bill is really nothing but spin. All it does is send a vague
message to the small and medium-sized business community that the
government is thinking of them.

When the vice-president of the Canadian Federation of Indepen-
dent Business appeared before our committee, I expected her to be
very excited about this bill. I thought that the Conservatives must
have done their homework and consulted that organization. She
simply told the committee that the bill was not bad. Is it even
needed? It seemed to me that the spin had not really worked.

● (1620)

[English]

Mr. Robert Chisholm (Dartmouth—Cole Harbour, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I was interested in some of the comments that my friend
and colleague made about the bill. It sounded as though he may
think that the one-for-one idea is a bit of a gimmick as it relates to
the current government's commitment to actually removing red tape,
especially in light of the fact that I hear from small- and medium-
sized businesses that they are frustrated to the nth degree when it
comes to dealing with issues like eligibility on employment
insurance forms, for example, and all of those issues. The
government keeps piling on these requirements and does not seem
to be worried about red tape.

As well, there was the point the member brought up on the
infrastructure program. Municipalities have to jump through hoops
that are delaying the moving of money out of government offices by
upwards of 18 months now, I think he said. It is incredible, frankly.

I would like to ask the member to expand on what I think is his
conclusion, which is that the bill and this one-for-one business are
simply nothing more than a gimmick.

Mr. Mathieu Ravignat:Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. member for
his question. I think it is very pertinent and it goes directly to the
heart of the matter.

If we really wanted to help small and medium-sized businesses in
this country, the first thing we would do is lay out all of the
legislation and regulations that we have, determine whether they are
redundant or are actually doing what they should, consult with the
business community, and identify those that are the biggest problem.

When we talk to small and medium-sized businesses in our
ridings, two things come up the most: human resources and the
process of hiring somebody and the red tape surrounding that, and
second, the red tape involved in paying taxes. Neither of these issues
is addressed in the bill. This is why it is clear that it is a gimmick.

Small and medium-sized businesses do not know how the bill
would positively affect them, and I do not blame them for
wondering.

[Translation]

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): 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 Beauport—Limoilou, Health.

Resuming debate. The hon. member for Winnipeg North.

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it
is a pleasure to rise today to speak to Bill C-21. It is a significant
piece of legislation. A strong statement is being made, and maybe a
certain expectation is being built up by the government.

I must say at the get-go that the government has not been very
successful at meeting the expectations of Canadians, specifically
small businesses, with respect to the government's getting rid of
unnecessary red tape.

The member referred to the idea of having those regulations in
front of us. We would need an exceptionally large table, because we
are talking about literally hundreds of thousands of pieces of paper
that we would ultimately have to review, and that is just federal
regulations. That does not mention provincial regulations and
municipal regulations, all of which have a very significant impact
on each and every one of us, in particular with a special focus on
small businesses.

Within the Liberal Party, we have recognized that the potential
growth, the potential valuable jobs into the future, will be provided
by our small business sector. It is the mid-sized businesses that will
be providing the hope into the future in terms of those valuable,
important jobs that will feed our middle class and ensure that the
Canadian economy continues to move forward or improves from
where the Conservative Party has it today.

Bureaucracy and the public service as a whole, our civil servants,
have done a phenomenal job in working with the regulations we
currently have in place and ensuring that those regulations are being
followed. It is our job to do what we can to try to minimize the
regulations and at the same time make sure there is a strong sense of
efficiency.

No one would question, at least within the Liberal Party, the need
for strong regulations dealing with issues of safety, health care, food
safety, and so forth. We have asked plenty of questions related to all
three of those. In fact, earlier today, we were debating Bill C-46,
which deals with pipeline safety. I had the opportunity to pose a
question in regard to that issue.
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Canadians recognize that regulations are not an option, but an
absolute necessity. They provide a service that complements
legislation and ensures that there are certain standards throughout
our country to protect us. Whether it is health care, environmental
safety, ensuring our pipelines are built satisfactorily, ensuring there
are fines where they are appropriate, or ensuring that good quality
product is produced and manufactured, and the whole nine yards,
there is absolutely no doubt that regulations are of critical
importance.

Having said that, I think it bears repeating, because I have heard
many members from all sides of the House talk about regulations
that are somewhat dated. There are a great number of regulations
currently in place that are just not necessary.

Reviewing should not happen every four or five years but happen
internally, virtually on an ongoing basis, at the micro end. We should
look at regulations that could be deemed dated or no longer
necessary and look at ways in which we can improve the system.

● (1625)

There was an interesting report done by the Canadian Federation
of Independent Business. It was suggested in the report that the cost
of regulations to Canadian businesses was estimated in 2012 at $31
billion. That is a phenomenal cost. Obviously, a good part of that
cost is necessary, but let me suggest that there is great room for
improvement. When we look at it from a party's perspective, if we
can identify ways in which we can improve the system and ensure
that there is more efficiency, we can help small and medium-sized
businesses.

By doing that, we would be helping the Canadian economy. We
would be creating jobs, and possibly even raises in certain sectors. If
small business owners were able to save money on some of that
administrative work that they have to do every week, that money
could be turned into a cost reduction of a consumer product or
consumer service. It could be used as an increase in pay for the
workers, which is something that I personally would highly
recommend. There is so much more that can be done if we are
successful at reducing the paperwork.

I would suggest that the Canadian Federation of Independent
Business has been fairly consistent over the years. I am relatively
new to Ottawa, having been here for just over four years now, but I
have been a parliamentarian for 20-plus years. When I have had the
opportunity to meet with members of those stakeholder umbrella
groups, they have consistently said that there is a need to improve
and get rid of red tape and make our system more efficient.

Even in the NDP-administered government in the province of
Manitoba, there is a great deal of room for improvement. However,
there is also room for improvement at the municipal level, and
obviously there is room for a great deal of improvement here in
Ottawa. That is why I posed the question for the minister responsible
for Treasury Board about how he, as the President of the Treasury
Board, along with his department, is trying to work with other levels
of government to deal with the issue of administration costs, and
what our expectations jointly are for small and medium-sized
businesses in Canada.

I have been disappointed, in the sense that there does not seem to
be any holistic approach to dealing with business people in
particular. I do not say that lightly. I hear members talking about
meeting with business people and what the business people have to
say. Like them, for me it is something that is ongoing. I am
constantly talking with entrepreneurs, almost on a weekly basis, and
dealing with a wide variety of issues. One of the issues that comes up
time and again is the issue of red tape, administration costs, and
things of that nature. I truly believe that there are businesses that are
no longer in existence because of the paperwork that was required to
be in business.

Let us look at what it takes in order to even start a business these
days. It is no easy task, whether it is having to register and fill out all
the necessary paperwork for a name for one's business or whether it
is meeting the requirements for an occupancy permit and everything
that is involved in regard to that.

● (1630)

Often business people refer to the federal government as a
collection agency for the government. Whether it is the collection of
the provincial sales tax, which sadly is going up in Manitoba, or the
GST, or employment insurance or pension benefits, all of these are
very important, but look at the pieces of paper involved. How often
do we find a great deal of repetition in all of it? Is it the most efficient
way of dealing with and supporting our small and medium-sized
businesses, along with others?

There is room for great improvement. We have lost jobs in
Canada. We are not talking about dozens or even hundreds. We are
talking about thousands of jobs. Why? It is not because of the
entrepreneur's idea, desire and possible dream to own a business and
employ Canadians. It is because of the overwhelming amount of
paperwork. That is what it feels like to many small business owners
in particular.

My gut feeling is the government has sensed that in our
communities and that is why it has come up with Bill C-21. It is
hard to oppose the bill, given it is making a statement in the general
direction of reducing unnecessary regulations. However, I think it
has a lot more to do with the government wanting to give an
impression that it is sympathetic to what individuals and businesses
are saying, which is they are quickly becoming overwhelmed with
the amount of paperwork and duplication. The government could
have done a great deal more in addressing this very important issue.

The government has brought in trade agreements. We in the
Liberal Party have been very supportive. We understand the real
value of trade. We are not scared of trade agreements for the simple
reason we recognize Canada is a trading nation and in the long run it
is in our best interest to develop, promote and encourage trade
agreements. We differ from our New Democratic friends who tend to
oppose free trade for rather bizarre reasons, but they have their own
rationale and justification.

When we talk about trade, what are we really encouraging? The
exporting and importing of goods. Canadian jobs are very dependent
on that. Consumers benefit immensely from it.
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To what degree has the government been able to deal with some
of the barriers of regulations of trade? I believe there is a lot of room
for improvement. I have had discussions with individuals who get
exceptionally frustrated because their product is being held at the
border waiting to get paperwork through, or there are issues
surrounding tariffs, or what should be deemed what. There are a
great number of complications. The bottom line is that it causes
delays and those delays have significant impacts on our communities
in all regions of our country.

● (1635)

At times, the government seems to move in a general direction in
certain areas, which we can support. However, more often than we
would like to see, it is caught falling short on the important issues
that affect us all, and we should be giving those issues more
attention. That is why I posed the question for the President of the
Treasury Board with respect to the issue of leadership. To what
degree has the treasury minister or any other minister worked with
the different levels of government?

Members should put themselves in the shoes of individuals who
want to open a small business such as selling widgets, or a restaurant
or whatever it might be. They do not necessarily care what level of
government is causing the issues related to the amount of paperwork.
They understand that there is a certain amount of paperwork
involved in owning a business. I think where they are less
sympathetic is when the government as a whole does not respond
to what they feel are overwhelming situations at times, where there is
just too much being asked of them, especially when in certain
situations they do not have the financial means to meet those
requirements without substantial cost. Quite often family business
members are making less than minimum wage in order to sustain the
business.

The government needs to be more sympathetic. Therefore, when I
posed the question for the President of the Treasury Board, I was
hoping the minister would tell me that the government was
proactively working with other levels of government, while at the
same time reviewing its regulations to see what it could do to better
enhance the overall efficiency in the bureaucracy or in the filling of
forms. How wonderful it would be to have a portal on the Internet
which would assist our small businesses more directly and
efficiently. We will need more co-operation and collaboration
among our partners of Confederation to make that happen. It is an
admirable goal. It means we have to work with others. We in the
Liberal caucus are not scared to work to make a difference.

As my time is quickly running out, I will conclude where I started,
by emphasizing just how important our small and medium-size
businesses are to our economy and to our social and economic
fabric.

I believe we could be doing so much more. Regulations is just one
aspect of it but it is an important one. We recognize the great deal of
frustration. If we take a more proactive approach in dealing with
some of those frustrations, at the end of the day we will see more
successful businesses. With that success, we will witness more
employment, better pricing for consumers and better wages, which is
one of my personal favourites.

I want to stress how important regulations are with respect to the
issues of safety and health. We need to stay on top of this and that is
why we are here.

● (1640)

As an example, today the government brought forward the bill on
the pipeline safety act. It is important that we hold the government
accountable when it is about to make significant changes to the
regulations.

[Translation]

Mr. François Lapointe (Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouraska
—Rivière-du-Loup, NDP): Mr. Speaker, reducing red tape is a
complex issue. The idea that a simple solution can fix a complex
problem is a recurring theme in this Conservative government. Often
it does not work. The simple solution is nothing but smoke and
mirrors. It does not fix a complex problem.

The one-for-one rule, in what the government is proposing, is a
perfect example of a solution that mathematically equals nothing.
One for one equals zero. It is quite something to come up with a
solution that equals nothing. I have an example to illustrate how
complex this can be. The tax program whereby SMEs can get an
innovation tax credit is falling apart. People in SMEs tell us that
there is no additional red tape and there are no new forms. The
problem instead has to do with the number of documents that need to
be attached and the number of times they have to contact federal
officials. SME owners say that it can cost them up to 35% of the tax
credit to administer all this. This is not just about red tape. It is much
more complex than that.

I would like to point out to my colleague from Winnipeg North
that a real NDP administration will tackle the SMEs' red tape
problem. It will address this complex problem and will have the
advantage of being able to consult our leader, who has almost 30
years' experience in public service. He understands these complex
problems. When we present complex but effective solutions, he will
know what solutions to implement in order to move things along.

What worries me about the Liberals is that the leader has no
experience whatsoever in such matters. It will be very difficult to
come up with complex solutions with a leader who has had
practically no management experience in his entire career. I would
like to know whether my colleague has some thoughts about this
rather blatant problem with the Liberals.

● (1645)

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, with all due respect, I
believe the member has overvalued his leader's experience. As best I
can tell, the leader of the New Democratic Party is in desperate need
of stronger leadership skills in order to deal with many of the
complex issues.

At the end of the day, it is about working with Canadians.

Mr. Ryan Cleary: You've got to be kidding. You need a leader
with some depth.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: I see they are a little antsy on that. The
truth hurts. I can appreciate the member's spin lines. He has some
spin lines and he should stick with them.
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Mr. Ryan Cleary: Spin lines? You have the truth.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, please. It is the
first day back. I did not hear anything unparliamentary, but it seems
to have provoked some disorder in the House.

The hon. member for Winnipeg North can continue with his
response and then we will go to questions and comments.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I will refrain from
commenting on the leader of the official opposition at least for now.

When we look at the legislation before us, one of the priority
areas, for example, would be to look at how we might provide better
services. That can be done by looking at target processing times, for
instance. If we want to go beyond the rhetoric of red tape, there are
some tangible things we could be doing that would actually make a
difference. I cited a couple of them during my comments. If there is
strong leadership that is prepared to work with others, as the leader
of my party has clearly demonstrated by working with the premiers,
we can make a difference. By co-operating, working with others and
bringing in initiatives that will support small businesses, we would
be creating more jobs in Canada.

[Translation]

Ms. Hélène LeBlanc (LaSalle—Émard, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
since the mid-1990s, and even since the Liberals were in power,
there has been an increase in the deregulation of rail and air
transportation. The Conservatives have also undermined environ-
mental protections. Bill C-21 seems to be just another exercise in
deregulation, which was initiated by previous federal governments.

I would like my colleague from Winnipeg North to talk about the
dangers of eliminating regulations that protect Canadians' health and
safety and the environment. The Conservatives claim that Bill C-21
will help reduce the administrative burden of SMEs. However, does
this not appear to be just another step in the process of deregulation
initiated by the Liberals?

● (1650)

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, if I heard the member
correctly, she seems to be of the opinion that there is no room for
deregulation, meaning looking at regulations that might be some-
what dated and useless and getting rid of them.

I would disagree with the member. I believe that there are many
regulations that need to be gotten rid of. I suspect that if the member
canvassed some of her caucus colleagues, she would find that even
some of her own caucus colleagues would agree with that statement.
Having said that, I emphasized in my comments just how important
regulations are in our society. What I emphasized was health care. I
emphasized safety. I even talked about the environment. These are
all important. That is one of the reasons we have regulations.

I can assure the member and viewers that regulations are a priority
for the Liberal Party. We are concerned, and we are going to make
sure that there are strong practical regulations to ensure that there is
safety in health care and for issues dealing with the environment.

Regulations are necessary. Where we disagree is that some
regulations on the books today are somewhat redundant, and we

believe it is best to get rid of them to try to make our system more
efficient.

[Translation]

Mr. François Lapointe: Mr. Speaker, I think my colleague from
Winnipeg North misunderstood. He simplified the whole thing by
saying that his party will work with others because of his leadership.
That is not the problem. When other people come to work with us,
they must have the experience required to understand complex
solutions.

The deregulation of the railroad, most of which was done by the
Liberals, contributed to the current state of affairs and led to a
number of disasters. We need to find more complex and intelligent
solutions. We need to keep the regulations in place while simplifying
the way in which they are administered. If I am given the mandate to
find solutions and I can consult someone with a great deal of
experience, that will help. However, the Liberals cannot say the
same.

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, as someone who has 24 or
25 years of parliamentary experience and who has been in a
provincial legislature that deals with the administration of many
different areas, including health and safety, I like to think I have
plenty of experience.

That does not necessarily mean that because of that specific
experience I am the best person for the job. Quite often it is the
individuals we work with who empower us to make the decisions
necessary to get the job done. That is what we should be trying to
achieve.

I have seen some pretty questionable characters who had plenty of
years of experience. Just because they had the experience does not
mean they were the best. Someone could have a lot of experience but
be worth very little.

● (1655)

Mr. Dean Allison (Niagara West—Glanbrook, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I would like to thank the member for Parry Sound—
Muskoka for his insightful comments earlier on the importance of
Bill C-21. I would also like to extend my gratitude to the House for
allowing me to rise today to speak to why I think it is important to
support Bill C-21, the red tape reduction act.

As members know, Bill C-21 is an important piece of legislation
when it comes to how the government relates to and engages with
one of the drivers of Canada's economy, which is small business.

As one of the members of the Red Tape Reduction Commission, I
feel privileged to rise to speak to this issue today. One of the key
drivers of the commission was that helping businesses succeed in
Canada requires doing all we can as a government to decrease the
administrative burden that regulations impose on businesses. Bill
C-21 represents a strong step toward accomplishing this goal for
many reasons.
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In my time today, I would like to focus on one of those reasons in
terms of the importance of enshrining into law the government's one-
for-one rule. This rule, which has been in effect since April 1, 2012,
has already proven to be effective in controlling and even reducing
red tape regulations that hurt small business. It works by placing
strict controls on the growth of regulatory red tape for businesses by
applying a very simple principle: for every new regulation that is
added that imposes an administrative burden on businesses, one
must be removed. In addition, regulators must offset any increase in
the administrative burden as a result of regulatory changes with
equal reductions in existing regulations.

Canada is one of the first countries in the world to give the one-
for-one rule the added muscle of legislation, making it the most
aggressive red tape regulation in the world. What is more, we know
that it works. The one-for-one rule has already proven successful in
system-wide controls and regulatory red tape that impact businesses.
Specifically, as of June 14, 2014, it has resulted in a net annual
reduction of over $22 million in the administrative burden imposed
on businesses, estimated annual savings of 290,000 hours in time
spent dealing with regulatory red tape, and a net reduction of 19
federal regulations taken off the books.

By giving the one-for-one rule the added muscle of legislation,
this Conservative government has clearly demonstrated just how
committed it is to reducing unnecessary regulations for businesses.
We know that time spent navigating red tape is valuable time that
small-business owners could otherwise use to grow their operations
and create jobs.

When I speak about red tape, I am referring to the unnecessary
and undue compliance burden placed on small businesses. A
compliance burden is exactly the time and resources spent by
businesses to demonstrate compliance with federal government
regulations. It can include planning, collecting, processing, and
reporting information; completing forms and retaining data required
by governments; inspection costs; and time wasted waiting for
regulatory decisions and feedback.

There are many areas of Canada's economy that benefit from
discreet regulation, like safe food, air space control, workplace
health and safety, and so on. However, every regulation that requires
paperwork, equipment, or training imposes compliance costs on a
business. At some point, regulations get into diminishing return
territory when the cost, time, and effort required to comply with the
regulations outweigh the benefits conferred by the regulation.

Our Conservative government recognizes this red tape problem,
and through measures like the one-for-one rule, it is taking measures
to curb it.

A couple of years ago, I participated in the Red Tape Reduction
Commission, which consulted a wide cross-section of Canadians for
ideas on reducing the onerous administrative overhead for Canadian
businesses. What I heard was the feedback of hard-working small-
business owners who were absolutely fed up with over-regulation,
tedious paperwork, and valuable time wasted.

This past week, I stood proudly by our Prime Minister, fellow
members of Parliament, and the executive vice-president of the
Canadian Federation of Independent Business, the CFIB, Laura

Jones, in the Niagara region. Through talking to and hearing the
stories of small businesses within my riding as well as Canadian
small-business representatives like Ms. Jones of the CFIB, one thing
becomes immediately clear: red tape heavily limits the ability of
small businesses to grow.

● (1700)

I would add that the CFIB had Red Tape Awareness Week last
week, from January 19-23. This is actually very good timing as we
introduce this legislation. I would also mention that I had a chance to
work with Ms. Jones on the red tape reduction round table, and it
was a great experience.

To put it in the words of our Prime Minister, red tape and
administrative burdens all represent “a silent killer of jobs” in this
country. Although Canada has been recognized by the OECD as
having a sophisticated and mature regulatory system that continues
to maintain high levels of health, safety, security, and environmental
protection, the OECD has also recommended that reducing undue
regulatory costs would help to improve Canada's economic
performance.

Let me be clear. Applying the one-for-one rule and giving it the
legislative shape it requires to fulfill its mandate does not in any way
compromise the presence of important health and safety regulations.
Put simply, we are not repealing health and safety standards. We are
making it less of an administrative nuisance to comply with them.

Canadians can count on this government and its regulatory system
to uphold the public trust and to continually enforce the health and
safety standards that protect everyday Canadians.

One of the aspects of the red tape reduction plan I am most proud
of is the level of public consultation and transparency that informed
its approach. As a government, we listened to the advice provided by
small-business owners from across the country, and we reflected
very carefully on that advice.

We understand the necessity of enforcing regulations that maintain
Canada's high standards for safety and protection. We believe that
regulations can and should co-exist with freeing businesses from
unnecessary, costly, and time-consuming red tape.

I would like to remind my hon. colleagues that reducing
regulatory red tape was one of the commitments we made to
Canadians in October 2012, when we first announced the red tape
reduction action plan. This plan is one of the most aggressive in the
world today for reducing red tape, and with its implementation,
Canada is bringing a new level of discipline to how we regulate and
create a more predictable environment for businesses.
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I would like to update members on the progress we have made in
this important effort. In all, the red tape reduction plan introduced six
system-wide reforms to the federal regulatory system to limit
regulatory creep and to free up small businesses to focus on what
they do best, which is to grow and create jobs.

This plan has helped businesses meet challenges in the areas of
payroll, labour, and trade. It has further introduced time-saving
measures, such as single windows and electronic submissions.

We have made substantial progress in implementing the reforms
outlined in the plan. As well as the one-for-one rule, a number of
other reforms are advancing well. For example, federal regulators
have stepped up efforts to ensure that new and existing service
standards are publicly posted, making the approval process for
complying with regulations more transparent for business. In
addition, departments have posted 40 forward regulatory plans on
their websites, providing early notice of upcoming regulations so
that stakeholders can provide input and prepare for their implemen-
tation.

All of these initiatives are proving their value and are further
demonstrating this government's commitment to a transparent and
safe system for business growth that is not weighed down by
unnecessary red tape.

We have also saved small businesses in Canada $75 million
annually through the application of the small business lens.

In the fall of 2014, the government published the administrative
burden baseline, a key commitment of the action plan that clearly
tracks the total number of requirements that impose administrative
burdens on businesses.

Finally, we have also put into place a regulatory advisory
committee. This committee's main task is to provide the President of
the Treasury Board with advice on the fairness and reliability of the
government's annual scorecard report.

● (1705)

We recently published our second score card report during Red
Tape Awareness Week. It shows that we continue to eliminate
unnecessary rules and costs that have been a source of frustration for
Canadian businesses and entrepreneurs across the country, while
maintaining high standards for the protection of the health and safety
of our citizens.

The bottom line is that this report confirms that we have made
tangible progress in cutting red tape for Canadians and businesses.

Let me now turn to a few examples of how departments are
putting the red tape action plan into action. There are numerous
examples. I am thinking of the launch of buyandsell.gc.ca at Public
Works and Government Services Canada and the modernization of
food safety regulations through the Canadian Food Inspection
Agency's Safe Food for Canadians Act.

There is also the launch by Canada Revenue Agency of the new
online mail service for Canadian small businesses. The service
allows businesses to communicate with CRA online, helping
streamline their interactions with the agency.

CRA also launched My Business Account, the online enquiry
service where business people or their representatives can ask the
agency tax-related questions about their accounts online and receive
answers online. I know one of the things we heard over and over
again was the frustration of business people to call and not be able to
get anything actually in writing. That made it difficult for them when
they called someone, were bounced around, and went to different
people. This is a very direct response to what we heard in talking to
small business people.

As well, CRA introduced a one-stop web page for businesses,
allowing them to easily find information and service options relevant
to their tax situation.

In addition, Statistics Canada has improved communication with
survey respondents to better explain the purpose of business surveys.
The changes include redesigning printed material and improving a
section of its website.

These are just a few of the many departmental actions that are
under way to reduce red tape. The one-for-one rule and other red
tape reforms demonstrate our resolve to improve Canada's regulatory
system and help businesses focus their energies on seizing new
opportunities. They are part of the broader commitment to ensuring
Canada is playing its A game when it comes to creating the right
environment in which businesses can grow and create jobs.

Bill C-21 is smart legislation that would help Canadian businesses
become more productive and succeed in an increasingly competitive
global marketplace. The red tape reduction act would require that
regulators take seriously the requirement to control the amount of red
tape imposed upon businesses, and the related costs. The legislation
is also designed to be tough. It would challenge regulators to think
through how regulations could be designed and implemented in
ways that would not impose unnecessary red tape on businesses.
While it would be tough, it would nevertheless offer a great deal of
flexibility. The government's commitment to maintaining Canada's
high standards for health and safety is unwavering and will not come
at the cost of helping small businesses succeed.

The legislation would also be timely. As members know, one of
the government's top priorities is creating a climate in which
businesses can innovate, invest in the future, and create economic
growth and jobs. That is why, despite what is happening in the global
economy today, Canada has and continues to post one of the
strongest job creation records in the G7, with more than 1.2 million
jobs created since July 2009.

I would add that over 85% of those jobs created since July 2009
are full-time positions and almost two-thirds are in high-wage
industries.
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Looking ahead, this government believes Canada is positioned for
sustained economic growth. We are one of the few countries that can
boast of having both declining taxes and low debt. Our government
remains committed to eliminating the deficit. This would ensure we
continue to create a business climate here in Canada that invites
investment, prosperity, and growth. Canadian businesses have to be
playing at the top of their game to succeed and to compete in a
global economy. This is especially true in uncertain times, such as
those we have faced since the 2008 global recession. By reducing
debt, we could free up tax dollars that would otherwise be absorbed
by interest costs. We could then reinvest that money into things that
matter to Canadians, such as health care, public services, or lower
taxes. I would add that reducing debt would also strengthen the
country's ability to respond to economic shocks, such as global
financial crises.

● (1710)

It is worth remembering that, when the hard times arrived in 2008,
Canada was in a position of economic strength compared to our
international partners. This allowed us to put in place one of the most
comprehensive stimulus packages in the world. At the time,
international observers such as the International Monetary Fund
were predicting that Canada would have one of the fastest
recoveries. I am proud to say that these predictions have come true,
given our relative economic, financial, and fiscal strength.

Our red tape initiatives all demonstrate the government's ongoing
commitment to helping Canadian businesses succeed, and they are
part of a broad strategy that is present in almost everything we do.
We only need to look at the recent PricewaterhouseCoopers study
analyzing the ease of paying taxes in 189 countries. The study, called
“Paying Taxes 2014”, found that a business in Canada takes 25%
less time than a business in the United States to prepare, file, and pay
its taxes each year. Furthermore, the study said that Canada is the
only G7 country to rank among the top 10 countries based on the
overall ease of complying with tax obligations.

Balanced budgets and responsible fiscal management have been
keys to helping small businesses succeed, as well as to our success as
a country.

Through real action such as enshrining the one-for-one rule in law,
we are making the regulatory system more conducive to economic
growth. We are creating a more predictable environment for
businesses, particularly small and medium-sized businesses, and
we are freeing entrepreneurs from the burden of regulatory red tape.

Our government is focused on the drivers of growth and job
creation—innovation, investment, education, skills, and commu-
nities—underpinned by our ongoing commitment to keeping taxes
low and returning to a balanced budget. This is our plan for Canada.
I hope members of the House will join us in enshrining the one-for-
one rule into law to help Canadian businesses succeed.

I talked about how this all fits together and I look at the acronym
TIRE, which this government has used: T is for taxes and trade; I is
for infrastructure, investments, and immigration; R is for R and D,
red tape reduction, and relationships; and E is for entrepreneurship.
If I could just go through those, members will see how it all ties
together. I talked in my speech about how we look at reducing red

tape, but that is just one thing in a large array of things that the
government has done to make Canada more competitive.

I will start with the T for taxes and trade. Our government looked
at reducing taxes for business to make us more competitive on the
world stage. In addition to that, we have fostered additional trade
deals—the European free trade deal and all the numerous deals that
this country is working on right now—because we realize, as a net
exporter, that we need to sell our goods and services around the
world. There is no way that 35 million people could sustain the type
of GDP that we have come to enjoy without the ability to trade. That
is the T in TIRE.

I is for infrastructure, investments, and immigration. We have
continued to move forward on immigration reforms to make sure we
look at bringing the best and brightest people into this country. We
have looked at continuous investments. We look at the Detroit bridge
that stalled under the previous Liberal government. We have worked
hard to make sure we can get our goods and services to the U.S. in a
timely way given the fact that it represents one of our largest trading
partners at over 75%. We have spent money on massive
infrastructure, and we will continue to commit to infrastructure over
the next 10 years as we realize that is important for the sake of our
country.

I talked about R and D and trying to make it more targeted, more
specific, and more timely. I have just spent my whole time talking
about red tape reduction, which is absolutely huge.

The last letter is E for entrepreneurship. Our government has
started a venture capital fund, or we have set aside $400 million
where we could try to attract, realizing that it is tough sometimes for
companies to get started. One of the issues that continues to be there
is access to capital. We believe we can continue to create the climate
in this country. We will not only continue to lead the world in
development but will continue to lead the world in jobs, and Canada
will be the best country in the world in which to live, to work, and to
play.

● (1715)

Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would
like to say that I appreciate the member's comments, but I would add
a D to the end of his TIRE for a done government, and it is a tired
argument.

We see in the legislation before us the ideology of one for one
versus that of proper regulation when it comes to new products and
entry into the market.

I would ask the member this. When a new product comes in—and
it could be a new tablet, a device, or something different—why
would we apply the one-for-one rule when we actually have to build
in regulations that are new?
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Mr. Dean Allison:Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned in my speech, one
of the things we will not jeopardize is the health and safety of
Canadians, and that is something we will continue to look at.
However, it is only practical, as we look at increased regulations or
the threat of increased regulations and rules, that we manage all these
things. We understand that if we want to bring in a rule or regulation
that there may be other ones that we need to remove to make sure
that we continue to keep the burden of red tape down.

One of the things that concerns me is the fact that, as a
government, we have done a great job in reducing red tape but there
is still more work to be done at the provincial and municipal levels. I
think that one of the biggest challenges we have is that we go ahead
and reduce red tape, which is good for businesses, but the provinces
need to also step up to do these things, as well as the municipalities.

When I talk to small business people, they tell me that one of the
biggest challenges they have is complying with all the paperwork,
the forms, and all the things that need to be done.

I will just reiterate for the member that we have no intention of
jeopardizing the health and safety of Canadians, which is paramount
in what we do. However, we need to find ways to help our business
people succeed, by making sure we remove some of the obstacles
that make it difficult for them to do what they need to do, which is
create jobs and wealth for people in this economy.

Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the member
talks about reducing red tape, but with so much of what the current
government does, it is more deception than reality.

For example, the member talked about the infrastructure program.
The government did announce the biggest infrastructure program in
Canadian history, but the problem is that the money does not really
flow until about 2019, and so that will not do a lot of good for
Canadians.

The Conservatives have been talking about reducing red tape for
years, but when I talk to small businesses they are still complaining
about the burdens they face in terms of paperwork.

My last point is that the member mentioned that the Conservatives
will not undermine Canadians' health and safety. However, we have
seen recently on the safety side, with the RCMP, that the
recommendations from the reports on Mayerthorpe and Moncton
were not acted on. The reason they were not acted on is that the
resources were not there in terms of personnel and finances to put in
place the equipment, training, and weaponry for the RCMP to do its
job.

There is a lot of deception on that side and not much reality.

Mr. Dean Allison: Mr. Speaker, to address some of the things the
member talked about, I mentioned that as we look to streamline the
regulatory burden or framework, the challenge still remains that we
have provincial and municipal legislation, red tape, and regulations,
which continue to be a challenge.

I know that a number of years ago the Progressive Conservative
government in Ontario had a red tape reduction commission under
Mr. Harris that looked at reducing some of these things.
Unfortunately, what has happened over time is that additional
burdensome red tape has crept back in, which is one of the things we

need to be mindful of, and I know that is what the one-for-one rule
does. It is trying to create a new mindset when we look at how we
can do this. In my remarks I talked about different agencies and
government bureaucracies posting online what they are thinking
about doing and then working with industry to find a way to actually
do a good job with it.

I think it is a mindset that we need to look at. We could go around
the country and consult, but unless we are prepared to sit down and
make it a part of the way we look at how we do business, then I think
we will have a hard time making it stick. I know that—

● (1720)

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, please.
Questions and comments, the hon. member for Ancaster—Dundas
—Flamborough—Westdale.

Mr. David Sweet (Ancaster—Dundas—Flamborough—West-
dale, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I really appreciate the speech from my
colleague from Niagara West—Glanbrook. In fact, one of the things
about this chamber that is regretful is that often we do not hear about
the actual resumés, the curriculum vitae, of individual members,
which sometimes are very robust. This particular member has one of
those.

Rather than talk about the program at the level he was speaking of
in regard to government, municipalities, and provinces, I wonder if
he would share personally, because he was a very successful small-
business owner prior to being elected, what it is like for an
entrepreneur who has narrow margins, who is trying to find the right
people to work for him to be effective, to deal with municipal,
provincial, and federal regulations. How tough is it when there is an
extra layer of burden on an entrepreneur? What does it mean to an
entrepreneur who may or may not be able to balance his or her books
at the end of the month, end of the quarter, and end of the year?

Mr. Dean Allison: Mr. Speaker, one of the challenges small-
business people have in this country is that they are expected to wear
many hats. When a small-business person, a man or woman, starts a
business, he or she needs to be part HR, part finance, part marketing,
part administrator, and operator.

What we heard from people across the country was this. I
remember sitting around the table, and it was the same thing,
whether it was in Ontario or B.C. It was what they are required to
provide. Sometimes there is duplication. Sometimes it is like they are
being asked the same thing two or three times, whereas if they just
talked internally, they would actually have what they need.

In larger companies, there are finance people and accounting
departments that will handle some of those things. I think of what
happens when a company goes public. One of the biggest things that
happens when a company goes public is that its accounting
department swells by two, three, four, or five times because of the
amount of compliance it is required to have when it is publicly
traded. We get that.

What we are talking about are the small-business people who have
to do multiple things. Maybe they have to pull a shift, because
someone called in sick, or maybe they have to figure out how they
are going to hire someone and put ads in the paper, et cetera.

10640 COMMONS DEBATES January 26, 2015

Government Orders



We are looking at not affecting the safety and security of
Canadians. We are trying to remove some of the duplication. We are
trying to ensure, as I mentioned in my speech, that we take a small-
business lens approach, which is absolutely key if we are going to
look at it from a small-business point of view. Yes, we still require
these things, but how can we make it easier for small-business men
or women to provide all these things and still run their businesses
successfully and create the jobs we need as Canadians?

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
I support anything that reduces the red-tape burden on small
businesses. My father ran a small business on Cape Breton Island,
and my late father used to have a bulletin board with a big headline:
“The Government of Canada Never Sleeps”. He would post the
things he had been required to fill out, for the enjoyment of tourists.

I want to follow up on the point my friend made about debt. It is
not part of this bill, but he made the point that it was important to pay
down debt. I am concerned that we are not paying attention to the
fact that Canada's national debt is now larger than it has ever been
before. It is over $600 billion. The current Prime Minister presided
over 24% of that debt-building. It is going to be $29 billion this year
in interest payments.

I know that my hon. colleague is not the Minister of Finance, but I
am wondering if he has any crystal ball as to whether his
administration has any plans to pay down the debt or is just
interested in trying to spend money.

● (1725)

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): As the member
referenced, the question is actually a bit outside the parameters of the
question before the House. However, I do recognize the hon.
member for Niagara West—Glanbrook did invoke some discussion
around that line, so he may want to take that question.

The hon. member for Niagara West—Glanbrook.

Mr. Dean Allison: Mr. Speaker, I certainly would love to
entertain that. That is a great question.

The question is around debt. Where I cannot foresee where the
budget is going to be in terms of paying down debt, what I can
assure the member is that we are going to move back to balanced
budgets. That is the first step we need to look at. We cannot even
entertain paying down additional debt at this stage until we get a
balanced budget. That will be the first thing we do, and it was
mentioned in my speech. As we balance the budget and reduce debt,
we would reduce interest. When we reduce interest, that frees up
money to provide more programming. That provides the opportunity
to present tax cuts. That also provides the potential for additional
infrastructure, et cetera.

To my hon. colleague's question, it is important that we continue
to reduce and come back to balanced budgets so that we have
options. Then we can move forward with a new budget that would
give us those options, with maybe some suggestions that come up in
the new year.

Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I will be
splitting my time with the member for Surrey North, and I am
pleased to do so.

I am pleased to speak about Bill C-21. It is an interesting issue.
The vast majority of Canadian businesses are small businesses. They
employ millions of people. Some employ just one, sometimes two,
and sometimes more. It is a vital part of the economy that we have to
take care of.

The government website says it all. It has nice cute little scissors
cutting red tape and talking about the one-for-one rule. I want to
address that to start with.

What is red tape? Red tape can actually prevent yellow tape,
yellow tape being sickness, death, or something else. Regulations
have been put on products, services, and the way we go about doing
business because of problems or issues. We have seen that most
recently with food safety, rail, and aviation.

A number of times we have needed to bring in rules. Some of
those rules are important. In fact, I want to point to an example of
something I worked on when I first got to Parliament, and that was
the tax deductibility of fines and penalties. It used to be the case in
Canada that people were able to get a tax credit of up to 15% for a
fine or penalty they incurred that went through the judicial system.

For example, if my memory serves me correctly, there was a drug
company that got $11 million back from a $40 million fine. That is
unfair, not only in terms of taxpayers but also for the companies that
are actually following the proper regulations and rules and doing the
right thing. It would be akin to getting a speeding ticket going to
work and being able to write half of it off.

The reality is that the rule is the rule. If people are caught breaking
it, then it is a problem. There are two ends to this. The regulation is
in place and it is an issue for some businesses to actually get the
paperwork and get the regulation through their process. However,
there is also the unfair competition aspect, where people are breaking
the rules and regulations, taking shortcuts, and putting people's
health and safety at risk, and those people are rewarded for that type
of behaviour. We end up paying for that in a couple of ways. We pay
for it on the front end, with the loss of revenue that could go to other
types of things. We also lose by paying for the damage that the
improper product or service led to, whether it be a health care cost or
an insurance cost.

This is a problem with the ideology of the one-for-one rule. The
one-for-one ideology does not take into account new product
development, innovation, and change that is necessary at different
times. Look at how far electronic products have come over the last
number of years.

We have also had changes in the types of materials we have.
Sometimes it has been quite positive. Mercury is an example. If we
did not have regulations in place, we would end up with more of it in
our landfills.

I would argue that regulations can also protect some of our trade.
We know from the work we have done in the industry committee that
some illegal products, often those coming from China or other
places, do not follow some of the regulations, which ends up costing
us. Mercury in batteries is a good example. We end up paying for
that, at the end of the day. There are even cases where knock-off
products were used in hospitals. If the regulatory process is not in
place, it can actually create other problems.
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The government can help small business. I want to point to
products and services it could actually bring in and implement that
would be a benefit for them. On the services aspect of the
government, small business is hurting. I will use a couple of
examples from my constituency. There has been the closing of mail
sorting and the raising of the price of stamps.

● (1730)

Right there we have a significant issue that impacts small business
far greater than filling forms. When small businesses do their
transactions now, their banking, their outreach to the community,
they often use door-to-door delivery. Whether it is a pizza place, or a
new business, often those flyers are the ones that hit our doors. The
postal service is used for that.

The door-to-door delivery is one of the greatest assets for
outreach. If there are five or six people working in a small business,
or it is a new pizza place, they do not have time to deliver those
flyers. They do not have time to do the outreach. However, the post
office delivery system offers an economic alternative and a worry-
free service that gets business flyers to somebody's door right away.

The Conservatives will argue those post office boxes will do the
same thing, but it is not the same. It is not having a person go there.
It guarantees that it gets into the customer's hand.

Sorting the mail in London, Ontario is not helping our small
businesses in Windsor, Ontario. We now have a built-in delay
system, and we throw all these trucks onto the highways and the 401.
They go up to 401, get sorted, come back and get distributed, which
is another delay in service.

Another one affecting our area is the closure of the consul general
services in Detroit. It used to be we could fly into Detroit and if we
needed to come across to Canada, we could get a visa right there
from that service. A lot of small and medium-sized businesses arrive
in Detroit. When they realize how close Canada is, they want to
investigate opening a business. However, they have to go to New
York or wait three weeks. Closing that service did not help my
constituents and small businesses. It put them at risk.

Another thing employers talk about is employment insurance, not
having the proper staffing at Service Canada and delays of cases.
That hurts on two fronts. It hurts employers that are trying to deal
with employment insurance and the lay-off of people for perhaps the
first time. It also delays, in the casework files processing, the person
receiving employment insurance being able to get that cheque to buy
local groceries, products and services. Those things in particular hurt
small business.

There is also credit card fees. Small business has been gouged on
credit card fees for many years, and that continues. The govern-
ment's program has not resulted in any significant reduction in credit
card fees. They will finally be reduced a little, but not nearly as much
as they should be. They still collect billions of dollars in fees.

Adding new products to the market will help small business, like
C-290, which is a single sports betting bill. It has been stuck in the
Senate for three years. That would allow convenience stores and
other small businesses a new source of revenue, taking it away from
organized crime and offshore nefarious businesses and putting that
money back into the pockets of Canadians.

● (1735)

Mr. Dan Albas (Parliamentary Secretary to the President of
the Treasury Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate my
colleague on his new portfolio for small business. I am sure he will
be up to the task.

My question is relatively simple. Bill C-21, the red tape reduction
act, is premised around working on administrative burden, not
compliance burden. There seems to be some misunderstandings
about that.

I would like to member to elucidate to the House the difference
between administrative burden and compliance burden. If someone
knows the difference between the two, they will have a very good
understanding of how the bill would relieve many of the
administrative burdens on small businesses, while not dealing with
any of the health and safety issues he mentioned.

Mr. Brian Masse: Mr. Speaker, I would point back to my
experience with the transport sector. When I was on the transport
committee, I was the transportation critic at that time, and the
Liberals brought in the safety management system. It was reviewed,
and what we found was that the two actually connect because of the
fact that self-reporting by the railway did not take place due to a
culture of fear and intimidation. That is in the Lewis report itself.
That meant that in the end, the paperwork did not get done and the
inspections diminished, especially with the reduction in the staffing
of Transport Canada.

Therefore, they do blend at the end of the day if the system is not
accountable, and that is what I worry about. The safety management
system is a classic example that, if the system is not healthy, then the
other does not get taken care of either.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
would ask the member this. Does he believe that there are, in fact,
federal regulations in place today that are somewhat dated and really
serve no purpose or value? Does he believe that the situation exists
today?

Mr. Brian Masse: Mr. Speaker, there are always going to be
changing circumstances as products and services enter and leave the
market. The issue is making sure that the regulatory processes,
municipally, provincially, and federally, do not duplicate themselves,
and that requires working together, something the current govern-
ment has been incapable of doing. In fact, the Prime Minister has not
even wanted to meet with some premiers. That is the way we have to
go about approaching the overlaps.

The reality is that at the end of the day, things change. Every
single day there is a new product on the market, and the ideology of
the one for one fails from the get-go because it does not take into
account the changing world we have.
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Mr. Robert Chisholm (Dartmouth—Cole Harbour, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I too want to congratulate my colleague for the new file he
has taken on, working with small business and bringing concerns to
the House.

I would like him to expand a little more on the fact that there is
nothing right now that prevents the Conservative government, or any
other government, for that matter, getting rid of any regulations that
are outdated, are not working, or are in the way. Part of the problem,
of course, is that the government has gutted so many of the
departments of public servants that maybe that is one of the activities
that is not being done. “One for one” is a cute little phrase and we
can see it as a campaign slogan, but there is absolutely nothing that
prevents a good, responsible government, with solid administration,
from actually doing the job of making sure that regulations are up to
date and effective.

My concern is what the member has talked about, the whole issue
of the safety of transportation, food safety, and safety in other areas. I
would like the member to comment, if he would, on those points and
any government worth its salt not being on top of this without a cute
little slogan.

● (1740)

Mr. Brian Masse: Mr. Speaker, absolutely the member is correct.
Regulations can be changed at any point in time. A good example is
when I tabled a bill on invasive carp in this country. The government
stole those regulations and changed them, and I am thankful that it
did that. It was an improvement. It is a good example to show that it
can be done if it is right and without this legislation and putting all
the eggs in the basket of the Treasury Board.

Mr. Jasbir Sandhu (Surrey North, NDP): Mr. Speaker, as
always, it is an honour to stand up in the House on behalf of my
constituents of Surrey North to bring forward their concerns. Today I
would particularly like to inform the House that Surrey is on the list
of the seven most intelligent communities in the world, so kudos to
my city. We always knew that we were very intelligent and we
finally made the Intelligent Community Forum list.

I am very proud of my people from Surrey and I am particularly
proud of small businesses. As we in the House know, and as we have
often heard, it is small businesses that drive this economy. They are
the economic engines of this economy from coast to coast.

I have been in the House for over three and a half years now, and I
have not seen many initiatives that would actually address the
concerns of small businesses in order to ensure that we let them do
what they do best, which is to create more jobs and invest in our
communities. Bill C-21 has a nice name, “An Act to control the
administrative burden that regulations impose on businesses”. I like
the title of the bill. If it actually reduced the regulations, that would
be welcome on this side of the House, but the fact of the matter is
that Conservatives have failed time after time to deliver for our
businesses and our communities.

NDP MPs will always look forward to days when we can reduce
red tape for our businesses. I was in a business myself before I
became a member of Parliament. Unfortunately, I had to sell it,
because being a member of Parliament involves quite a bill of work.
I can tell members that the amount of red tape and the forms I had to

fill out took a lot of time that I could have more productively
invested in my business and in hiring more people.

We know the system is broken. We know there is a lot of red tape
that small businesses have to jump across. Big businesses have lots
of employees. They have HR departments and PR departments. They
have many departments. In small businesses, the CEO is the one
who actually sweeps the floor at the end of the day. The CEO is the
one who handles the paperwork. There is a lot of extra burden on
small businesses that could be eliminated, and doing that could
actually help small businesses prosper.

When we are looking at reducing red tape for small businesses, we
need to ensure that health and safety issues are also addressed and
that we are not stripping away the very regulations that protect
Canadians. Whether they are health, safety, or environmental issues,
those are fundamental. We need to ensure we do not strip those
regulations away.

There is a small business group that meets regularly in my
community. Whenever I am in Surrey, I attend those meetings. What
those small businesses want from the federal government is, first of
all, a fair system. I can say from my experience that the exorbitant
amount of money we pay to the credit card companies is ridiculous.
At the end of the day, we see a $10 Visa transaction, and part of that
money is taken away by the credit card company. We know those are
high fees. We have been advocating to the government on behalf of
businesses to ensure that there is a fair system in place and that the
credit card companies are not gouging these small businesses, but
this has not been done because the government caved under the Bay
Street bullies. It failed to protect consumers, it failed to protect
Canadians, and it failed to protect the very small businesses that are
the economic engines of this country.

● (1745)

The group also talked about mental health issues in the
community. Small businesses want the federal government to
provide housing for mentally ill individuals who are out on the
street. Some of the businesses are being hurt because these people
are sleeping in front of the businesses. These are the kinds of
initiatives that small businesses want in our communities. With
them, they can do what they know best, which is to grow and create
jobs.

They need government assistance to ensure they have the proper
tools to expand and hire more workers. Housing for mental health
patients is the kind of initiative that the Conservative government
has failed to deliver for Canadians and small businesses.

I want to echo what the previous member talked about when it
came to postal services. If the government is truly interested in
delivering for small businesses, it would not increase the postal
service fees imposed, most notably, on small businesses.

Most of the business I attracted, and the business I offered, was
through Canada Post. It was fairly efficient and costs were fairly
competitive. It allowed me to get my message to out to my
customers. The Conservative government has raised that cost. Every
bit of cost that is added to small businesses hurts them. It takes them
away from the very focus of creating jobs and offering their products
to the communities.
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Any time there is a reduction in red tape, we on this side of the
House will support that. However, the plan of the government would
not reduce red tape. It talks about how it would bring in one
regulation and eliminate another. The government should be looking
at the very regulations we have right now. Eliminate the ones that are
red tape. Why do we need to have another regulation to eliminate
some of the regulations that are already red tape? We could be more
efficient, but the government has failed to realize that.

When we talk about regulations, the government has failed to
deliver for small businesses time after time. We will always support
the regulations that will protect Canadians and their health and safety
concerns. We have seen the regulation of some of the very industries
in front of us. If we look at the food and safety industries, we have
seen the results of that in Alberta, where thousands of jobs were hurt
because the government failed to provide the safety regulations and
inspectors to ensure the food was safe. We have seen the cuts in the
railway and to the very regulations that provide for safety along the
railway corridors. We have seen this erosion not only come from the
Conservative government, but from the Liberals, and it keeps going
on and on.

If Conservatives were really trying to help the economic engines
of the country, the small businesses, it would take the initiative. It
would provide leadership.

Another example is the $500 million hiring credit that we
supported. We wanted it to go beyond the 2014 budget. The
Conservatives eliminated it. Instead, it put in another credit of $500
million, but it created only 800 jobs. According to my math, that is
about $75,000 per job. That is how the Conservatives spend the
hard-earned money of Canadian taxpayers.

I will again ask the Conservative government to ensure that it
makes concrete efforts to help our small businesses, rather than put
red tape up in front of them.

● (1750)

Mr. Dan Albas (Parliamentary Secretary to the President of
the Treasury Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank the member
opposite, a fellow British Columbian. I always appreciate hearing his
input.

The one-for-one rule has been in place in British Columbia for a
long time. The government is showing leadership by saying that we
will make it into law, and we will be the only jurisdiction in the
world to do so, which amounts to more than a slogan. Time and
again at the red tape commission, which held hearings right across
this country, we heard from members of the small business
community who said they wanted to see a reduction in bureaucratic
red tape. Therefore, the one-for-one rule actually forces the
bureaucrats here in Ottawa to review those regulations, and any
time they want to add another one they will have to take one out.
That will allow modernization of these laws as they come to pass.

I have two short questions. First, does the member realize that the
one-for-one rule will only apply to the administrative burden? This
means that the forms or emails one has to send showing that one has
complied with government regulation have nothing to do with health
or safety, just the associated paperwork. If that can be done online
and if we ask for the same information less often or require that

instead of doing quarterly reports they do it once a year, would the
member support that?

Second, do the New Democrats support this bill? I have heard
them talking in a wishy-washy manner about red tape and wanting to
see it gone, but will they support this common sense bill, which is
supported by groups like the CFIB and will at the end of the day help
small businesses?

Mr. Jasbir Sandhu:Mr. Speaker, the member can be assured that
I will not support any bill that does not actually help small
businesses. This bill does not help small businesses.

We introduced 12 amendments at committee stage. None of those
amendments were accepted by the government. One of those
amendments called for a consultation with businesses so that we
consult the very people who will be affected by new regulations
coming out or those being eliminated. That is nothing new from the
current government because it does not consult the people who will
be impacted by the regulations and the laws.

We would first want the government to consult the stakeholders,
the people and the businesses who will be affected. Time after time,
it has failed to do that.

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
as we debate the red tape bill and what it would do for small
business, there is an opportunity today to focus on this term “job
creators”. We have heard for some time from the Conservative
administration that the job creators are the large corporations whose
corporate tax rate they have reduced to 15%. It is clear, based on the
evidence as described by our former governor of the Bank of Canada
Mark Carney, that the large corporations are taking the money they
have avoided in paying taxes and having it slosh around in their bank
accounts. Mark Carney called it the “dead money”. It is now an
astonishing 32% of our GDP that is in these large corporate bank
accounts. It is not helping to create jobs, while small and medium-
size businesses and enterprises do create the jobs.

I wonder if my friend has any comments on that.

● (1755)

Mr. Jasbir Sandhu: Mr. Speaker, small businesses are the
economic drivers of job creation and wealth in this country and we
should be supporting them.

The member is absolutely right that the government has reduced
the corporate tax rate for the big corporations to a very low rate. It is
much lower even than the rate in the United States.

The idea behind lowering taxes is that corporations would make
money and then reinvest that into new businesses and create new
jobs. However, the big corporations and friends of the Conservatives
have not done that. There is over $500 billion of dead money sitting
in corporate balance sheets that has not come back to create more
jobs. Rather, as the member has pointed out, it is dead money.
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We should be providing small business with incentives like the
one we had advocated for, a hiring tax credit that would provide
them additional incentives to hire more young people, youth, and
students. We know that the youth unemployment rate is high and that
small businesses could provide them with jobs, but time after time
the Conservatives have failed to provide these incentives.

[Translation]

Ms. Hélène LeBlanc (LaSalle—Émard, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
would like to begin by saying that I will be sharing my time with the
fine member for Notre-Dame-de-Grâce—Lachine, whose constitu-
ency is next to mine.

First, I would like to wish all of the members of the House, as well
as the support staff and pages, a happy 2015. I would also like to
wish all of my constituents of LaSalle—Émard good health,
happiness and solidarity. I will also take this opportunity to wish
the owners and employees of small and medium-sized businesses in
the riding of LaSalle—Émard a happy and prosperous 2015. Happy
new year as well to all of the members of the co-operatives, which
are also businesses that are striving for a sustainable and 100% local
economy.

At the beginning of this new year, I am pleased to have the
opportunity to debate Bill C-21, An Act to control the administrative
burden that regulations impose on businesses.

This is a very important bill, particularly when you come from a
riding such as mine, namely LaSalle—Émard. LaSalle has close to
1,680 registered businesses and 71% of them employ fewer than
10 workers. There are therefore many small and medium-sized
businesses in LaSalle, many of which are retail stores.

We recently learned of the imminent closure of Target stores and
the loss of hundreds of jobs in my riding. Small business is very
important to the Sud-Ouest borough. There are 2,047 small
businesses in the borough, and 69% of them have fewer than 10
employees. This is the case across Canada. Canada's economic
landscape is shaped by a large number of small and medium-sized
businesses which, as many of my colleagues have mentioned, are the
driving force of our economy. More than 75% of jobs are created by
small and medium-sized businesses. One would think that Bill C-21
would focus on the owners and the people who work in these
businesses. This is also a bill that, to some degree, could be of
interest to co-operatives. We often forget that co-operatives are also
businesses involved in a multitude of areas. Naturally, we always
want to help the owners of small and medium-sized businesses, but
we could also consider co-operatives.

We must be careful. Once again, the Conservatives are talking
about a bill to help small and medium-sized businesses and to reduce
red tape. However, we should also realize that regulations have a
very important role to play in Canada, whether it is protecting the
environment or ensuring the health and safety of Canadians.
Regulations stem from the bills introduced in the House of
Commons, bills that are introduced by all members in order to
improve the lives of Canadians, not to increase red tape.

● (1800)

The Conservatives are using this bill to eliminate some
regulations, but these regulations are important to protect the safety
and health of Canadians and to protect the environment.

Government regulations are intended to protect the safety and
health of Canadians and protect the environment. That should be a
priority. Regulations that are in the public interest should be
maintained. It is not just a question of managing the number of
regulations on the books, as is the case with Bill C-21, but of
determining which regulations are working for Canadians and which
are not.

Let us look at how the bill defines an administrative burden:

“administrative burden” means anything that is necessary to demonstrate
compliance with a regulation, including the collecting, processing, reporting and
retaining of information and the completing of forms.

It may not, in fact, be an administrative burden, but rather a tool to
ensure accountability or to answer questionnaires, as is often the
case.

Businesses must prove that they comply with the regulations and
look at the whole economic picture. However, not every small and
medium-sized business has the resources to comply with these
administrative rules. That is why legislators, and not just bureau-
cracy or the public service, must be innovative. We also need to give
small and medium-sized businesses the means to comply with
administrative demands.

Earlier, Conservative members spoke about online forms and
faster ways to comply with administrative regulations. What are they
doing to ensure that all Canadians have access to high-speed
Internet? Speaking of high speed, this is also a matter of how easy it
is to fill out and submit these forms. The government must also
ensure that high-speed Internet is affordable for all Canadians and
for small and medium-sized businesses. The Conservatives have
completely missed the boat there.

As legislators, we are also responsible for introducing bills that
will not increase the administrative burden on small and medium-
sized businesses. However, a bill introduced not long ago by the
Conservatives, Canada's anti-spam legislation, places a huge added
administrative burden on small and medium-sized businesses. In
addition, this bill, Bill C-21, is inconsistent by virtue of its own
administrative burden, because it requires a calculation of the cost of
the administrative burden and compliance deadlines.

● (1805)

The truth is that Bill C-21 will not reduce the administrative
burden for small and medium-sized businesses. On the contrary, the
Conservatives will actually be increasing their burden without really
helping them by instituting a hiring tax credit, which the NDP has
proposed, or reducing the credit card fees they have to pay.
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[English]

Mr. Dan Albas (Parliamentary Secretary to the President of
the Treasury Board, CPC):Mr. Speaker, I am a bit confused on the
position of the NDP on Bill C-21, the red tape reduction act. Earlier,
members said that they would not support anything that would not
help small business, yet the Canadian Federation of Independent
Business, with members from coast to coast to coast in our great
country, has said that it would support the one-for-one rule. It
supported it when it was a policy of government, and it is excited to
see the government taking a leadership role and actually enshrining
it into law.

Again, small business is keenly supportive of it. Are the NDP
members seriously suggesting that small business is not supportive
of the bill? I do not understand. Maybe the member could clarify it.

[Translation]

Ms. Hélène LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, I sincerely thank the
Parliamentary Secretary to the President of the Treasury Board for
his question. He has given me an opportunity to discuss an issue I
did not have time to address because I did not have much speaking
time.

We have to wonder whether the one-for-one approach is the
smartest and most effective way to reduce the administrative burden.
My colleague's government increased the administrative burden for
small and medium-sized businesses by passing the anti-spam
legislation and complicating Revenue Canada.

I believe that the Conservatives are going overboard and actually
increasing the administrative burden for small and medium-sized
businesses.

Ms. Isabelle Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grâce—Lachine, NDP):
Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my colleague for her speech. It is
obvious that she is very knowledgeable when it comes to her riding
and businesses. She does an incredible job for co-operatives.

Co-operatives will also be affected by this bill. Even though my
Conservative colleague says that we are not being clear, we do want
to reduce the burden for small business.

My spouse owns a small business that has five employees. He is
always telling me how all the forms make his job difficult. He has to
ask for help from many people, including his accountant. At the end
of the year, his income is modest because he spends money on
getting help to fill out the forms. This bill only increases that burden.

We understand why the one-for-one rule was introduced.
However, the NDP wonders whether that is the best solution. New
products are coming onto the market every day and there is a great
deal of innovation. The one-for-one rule may well be obsolete.

Would my colleague comment on what the NDP is proposing to
do to help make small businesses more profitable? She mentioned
that these businesses create 75% of jobs in Canada. What does the
NDP want to do to help them?

● (1810)

Ms. Hélène LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague.

The NDP is the only party that has denounced the abusive
transaction fees small and medium-sized businesses are charged,

particularly for credit card transactions. We also want the hiring tax
credit to be restored.

The NDP is also the only party that defends co-ops, businesses
that are 100% Canadian and create a sustainable, fair economy.

The government claims it wants to help small and medium-sized
businesses, but it is completely neglecting a sector of our economy
that creates jobs in Canada and contributes to our multi-faceted
economy.

Ms. Isabelle Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grâce—Lachine, NDP):
Mr. Speaker, this is the first time I have had the honour of rising in
the House in 2015, so I would also like to take a moment to wish all
my colleagues a happy new year. I wish all my constituents a happy,
healthy and successful year. I also want to take this opportunity to
acknowledge all the small and medium-sized businesses in my riding
and wish them a happy new year. I am lucky to have many small
businesses throughout my riding, including the Lachine industrial
park and the Dorval industrial park. There are SMEs in Notre-Dame-
de-Grâce—Lachine and Montreal West. I am very familiar with
these SMEs because I am involved in the business groups in my
riding. I talk to them regularly and they tell me about the problems
they face. As I said, my husband owns a small business that he
started three years ago, with a storefront that just opened this year.
We talk about it a lot, because it can be complicated, so I am very
familiar with what is at stake.

I am rising in the House today to oppose at third reading
Bill C-21, which seeks to control the administrative burden that
regulations impose on businesses.

I would first like to remind members that the bill was meant to
respond to the poor management of regulations, which has been
hindering the growth of our companies. The red tape that our
businesses have to deal with is preventing them from successfully
carrying out their innovative projects, which promote economic
growth and benefit the entire country. In that regard, it is important
to point out that many regulations are problematic for our economic
activities. I think that everyone agrees that there are too many
regulations and that something needs to be done. However, it is
important to point out that this debilitating situation is the result of
the action taken to date by Liberal and Conservative governments.
We are trying here to repair the damage done by previous
governments through neglect. As I said, the administrative burden
is too heavy right now, but regulations cannot just be changed willy-
nilly. A procedure must be followed. Right now, the government is
eliminating regulations that are very important.

To explain why I am opposed to this bill, I would like to remind
members that, in 2012, the Conservatives passed an action plan that
consisted of 90 measures to be taken by the departments and six
major reforms, including the one-for-one rule. This rule requires the
government to eliminate one regulation for every new regulation it
adopts. The one-for-one rule also stipulates that departments must
evaluate the impact that any proposed regulation would have on
small businesses. What is more, the government must offset any new
burden on small businesses, that is, time and money spent by
businesses to demonstrate compliance, with amendments to existing
regulations. That was the theoretical answer the Conservative
government gave us in 2012.
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I understand that a reduction in red tape in necessary. However,
the government cannot simply say that a regulation must be
eliminated every time a new one is adopted. I think that happens
naturally at some point. If there are outdated regulations or
regulations that are no longer useful, they should be eliminated.
This should not be a requirement every time a new regulation needs
to be put in place. I think we need to look beyond that.

In truth, Bill C-21 is dangerous. I will explain why I think we
should not support it. First, it gives the President of the Treasury
Board a completely arbitrary position. He might unilaterally decide
to get rid of some regulation or another. He can establish policies on
how the rules will apply. He will have the power to regulate how
deadlines will be determined for taking the necessary measures in
order to comply with the regulations. He will have the power to
determine the manner of calculating the cost of the administrative
burden and how the law will apply to regulations that are amended
when the one-for-one rule comes into effect. He will also have the
power to grant exemptions.

We all know that our President of the Treasury Board is not the
biggest fan of regulations in general. In my opinion, giving him too
much authority might jeopardize the many regulations that are
essential for Canadians.

We might also wonder what right the President of the Treasury
Board has to hold such power. Since I have been here, I have seen
the Conservatives give a lot of power to the ministers and the
President of the Treasury Board. In our system, I do not think we
should give all the power to the government in place, the ministers or
the President of the Treasury Board.

● (1815)

In a democratic Canada, if we have democratic principles, we
need to care about what Canadians want. I think it is very dangerous
to put all the power in the hands of one person. One has to wonder.

Furthermore, we cannot stand for compromising regulations that
deal with sensitive topics, such as those that protect the interests of
Canadians. Contrary to what the government appears to be trying to
show, some regulations truly are necessary and essential. Regula-
tions dealing with the health and safety of Canadians, for example,
must be handled carefully and wisely. The Conservatives seem to
want to reject any protections related to the interests of Canadians.
The only mention of regulations that protect the health and safety of
Canadians is in the preamble. There is no other mention in the bill.
How can the government completely disregard a topic that so
directly affects how we protect Canadians?

This is an unfortunate demonstration of the Conservative
government's lack of interest in issues that truly matter to Canadians.
These subjects do not seem to be priorities for the Conservative
government. Think of the Lac-Mégantic tragedy. That was the result
of decades of Liberal and Conservative deregulation. Canadians'
safety is not an option; it is an objective. We should all keep that in
mind as we discuss this bill.

I also want to point out that Bill C-21 is silent on the environment.
The government continues to ignore the protection of nature and the
consequences of human activity on the resources available to us.
Once again, it looks like taking care of those things is not on the

government's agenda even though creating a regulatory framework
for that would be very useful. That is why I do not think that the one-
for-one rule should apply in this case. There are necessary
regulations that should not be summarily discarded.

This bill is awash in paradoxes. Although touted as a bill to reduce
the burden, it is counter-productive. The bill calls for an annual
report on the implementation of the one-for-one rule and gives the
Governor in Council the power to adopt regulations dictating how
that report should be structured. In addition, the bill calls for a
review of the law after five years, thereby creating an even greater
administrative burden. Instead of simplifying the existing regime,
these measures will slow down reforms and end up wasting public
funds at Canadians' expense.

Instead, the NDP is proposing more consistent and more careful
management of regulations. We want to promote SMEs and help
young entrepreneurs and family businesses so they can contribute to
the growth of our country and our economy. As I was saying, SMEs
create most of the jobs in this country and wealth that could spur
economic growth. With everything that is going on, we know that
growth is sluggish. We really need to focus on SMEs and jobs that
are created locally. That is really important.

Clearly, the Conservatives have not really managed to improve the
situation. They have made it worse. For instance, the hiring tax credit
was eliminated from the 2014 budget. That credit was really
important to small businesses. The transaction fees that Canadian
businesses are charged are among the highest in the world. Lowering
those fees would also really help small businesses.

The Conservatives promised to do something, but instead, they
allowed credit card companies to use voluntary measures. This is
another fine example of self-regulation. This just goes to show how
little this government cares about the interests of SMEs and
Canadian consumers. They come second to the interests of large
corporations and multinationals.

It is not complicated. We want to help SMEs. As my colleagues
said, we are in favour of reducing red tape. We are in favour of
reducing this burden. However, we cannot go about this in any old
fashion. The NDP proposed 12 amendments in committee. Nine of
those sought to protect health and safety, food safety, transportation
safety and the environment. They were all rejected. This is a
government that never listens to the opposition and does not want to
work with us.

Bill C-21 had the potential to be good. Unfortunately, the
government did not allow us to give our opinion and stand up for the
interests of Canadians. For that reason, I will be forced to vote
against this bill.

That being said, I think that it is important in future to have a
better way to work with small businesses on reducing their burden. It
is very important. They create good local jobs and we must help
them.
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● (1820)

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
the member, in a question earlier, made reference to the fact that her
spouse is a small businessman and an entrepreneur. She said that the
New Democrats do not support the legislation, as her other
colleagues have indicated very clearly.

There is a feeling among small businesses and middle-sized
businesses, and it has been reflected in umbrella organizations, that
even though the legislation has fallen short in many ways, it does
seem to have support and acceptance from small business and brings
us a small step in the right direction. In that case, how can the New
Democrats say, on the one hand, that they are supporting small and
medium-sized business policies and that this is a policy that they
actually support, and then vote against it?

[Translation]

Ms. Isabelle Morin: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my
colleague for his question.

I will go back to the small businesses in my riding and explain to
them why I voted against this bill. The government cannot brush
aside certain regulations that are necessary for the health and safety
of Canadians just so that it can put other regulations in place.

Many witnesses supported us in committee. Chris Aylward from
the Public Service Alliance of Canada said that Bill C-21 was useless
and would not protect Canadians properly. Robyn Benson, the
president of the Public Service Alliance of Canada, said that the
regulations could save lives if they were enforced properly, but that it
sometimes takes a serious tragedy to make people aware of the
importance of these regulations, and even then, that is not always the
case.

There are necessary regulations that cannot be eliminated. By
imposing the one-for-one rule, the government is eliminating
regulations that should not be eliminated. I therefore cannot vote
in favour of this bill. There are other ways to help small businesses.
The hiring credit was an excellent way to help, as is the reduction of
credit card fees.

Also, the cost of mailing letters and parcels through Canada Post
has increased so much that it has become another burden on small
businesses. Clearly, there are concrete ways to help our SMEs. I
really want to do that, but this bill does not meet the criteria that I
think are important in protecting Canadians. I cannot vote in favour
of this bill.

● (1825)

[English]

Mr. Robert Chisholm (Dartmouth—Cole Harbour, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, my colleague raised a concern, and I would like her to
speak to it a bit more.

One of the issues and concerns that members of this caucus had
about the bill was that there was nothing in it, other than in the
preamble, that protected health and safety regulations and ensured
that the health and safety of workers throughout this country were
protected.

We are concerned about this aspect because the current
government does not have a good record when it comes to safety
regulations. The Conservative governments and the Liberal govern-
ments before them have been very much in favour of voluntary
regulation. That is the direction that they followed as it relates to
both transportation and food security.

I would like to ask the member if she would comment. Regardless
of the concerns that have been raised, regardless of the fact that the
Conservatives continue to say that this bill would not affect health
and safety regulations, can the member explain why she thinks the
government failed to accept any of our amendments that would have
ensured that the protection of health and safety regulations was
spelled out clearly in the text of this bill?

[Translation]

Ms. Isabelle Morin: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for his
question. The NDP presented nine recommendations to prevent the
government from eliminating regulations relating to health, safety,
food safety, transportation safety, safety management systems and
Canadians' environment. The members of the committee voted
against these amendments.

This means that we are not able to ensure that this bill will not
affect safety, health or transportation safety. I refuse to hand the
government a blank cheque, and I especially refuse to put so many
powers in the hands of the President of the Treasury Board without
first ensuring that the health and safety of Canadians will not be
affected.

[English]

The Deputy Speaker: Resuming debate. I think the hon. member
for Dartmouth—Cole Harbour is aware that he will only have about
two minutes to start his speech.

Mr. Robert Chisholm (Dartmouth—Cole Harbour, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I will be sharing my time, not the two minutes, but what is
left of it thereafter.

I am pleased to rise and speak for a few minutes on Bill C-21. I
have listened to much of the debate. It is interesting to note that it is
always said that if regulation and red tape were removed, that would
be of benefit to small business.

Regulations, like laws, have been established to protect our
economy and our communities and to ensure the proper operation of
our economy and our communities to the benefit of small and large
businesses and individual citizens, and to try to ensure their safety
through the administration of our food and transportation systems,
and others.

If the government is not paying attention to regulations and to
ensuring that counter-productive, wrong-headed, and inefficient ones
are not dealt with, then it is not doing its job. Wrapping up that
commitment under a cute little title called “one for one” is not going
to make any difference. Many of the small business people that I talk
to in my riding of Dartmouth—Cole Harbour are not easily fooled by
this kind of sloganeering and campaigning.
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All the government wants to be able to do with Bill C-21 is to
ensure that when the election is called, it is able to put up a sign
repeating the slogan that it has reduced red tape. The government
should be doing its job and making sure that it gets rid of inefficient
regulations while ensuring the protection of Canadians.
● (1830)

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member will have eight minutes
when the debate resumes on this legislation.

* * *

[Translation]

ROUGE NATIONAL URBAN PARK ACT

The House resumed from December 12, 2014, consideration of
the motion that Bill C-40, An Act respecting the Rouge National
Urban Park, be read the third time and passed.
The Deputy Speaker: It being 6:30 p.m., the House will now

proceed to the taking of the deferred recorded division on the motion
at third reading stage of Bill C-40.

Call in the members.
● (1855)

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 311)

YEAS
Members

Ablonczy Adler
Aglukkaq Albas
Albrecht Alexander
Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac) Allison
Ambler Anders
Armstrong Aspin
Barlow Benoit
Bergen Bezan
Block Boughen
Braid Breitkreuz
Brown (Leeds—Grenville) Brown (Newmarket—Aurora)
Bruinooge Butt
Calandra Calkins
Cannan Carmichael
Carrie Chong
Clement Crockatt
Daniel Davidson
Dechert Devolin
Dreeshen Duncan (Vancouver Island North)
Dykstra Eglinski
Falk Fantino
Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) Finley (Haldimand—Norfolk)
Fletcher Galipeau
Gallant Gill
Glover Goguen
Goldring Goodyear
Gosal Gourde
Grewal Hawn
Hayes Hiebert
Hillyer Hoback
Holder James
Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission) Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's)
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Kent
Kerr Komarnicki
Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) Lake
Lauzon Lebel
Leitch Lemieux
Leung Lobb
Lukiwski Lunney
MacKay (Central Nova) MacKenzie
Maguire Mayes

McColeman McLeod
Menegakis Moore (Port Moody—Westwood—Port Coquitlam)
Moore (Fundy Royal) Nicholson
Norlock Oliver
O'Neill Gordon Opitz
O'Toole Payne
Perkins Poilievre
Preston Raitt
Rajotte Reid
Rempel Richards
Rickford Ritz
Saxton Schellenberger
Seeback Shea
Shipley Smith
Sopuck Sorenson
Stanton Storseth
Sweet Tilson
Toet Trost
Trottier Truppe
Valcourt Van Kesteren
Van Loan Wallace
Warawa Warkentin
Watson Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to
Sky Country)
Weston (Saint John) Wilks
Williamson Wong
Woodworth Yelich
Young (Oakville) Yurdiga
Zimmer– — 137

NAYS
Members

Andrews Angus
Ashton Atamanenko
Ayala Bellavance
Bennett Benskin
Blanchette Blanchette-Lamothe
Boivin Borg
Boutin-Sweet Brahmi
Brison Brosseau
Caron Casey
Cash Charlton
Chicoine Chisholm
Choquette Christopherson
Cleary Côté
Cullen Cuzner
Davies (Vancouver Kingsway) Davies (Vancouver East)
Day Dewar
Dion Dionne Labelle
Donnelly Doré Lefebvre
Dubé Dubourg
Duncan (Etobicoke North) Dusseault
Easter Fortin
Freeland Freeman
Genest Genest-Jourdain
Giguère Goodale
Gravelle Groguhé
Harris (Scarborough Southwest) Harris (St. John's East)
Hsu Hyer
Julian Lamoureux
Lapointe Larose
Latendresse Laverdière
LeBlanc (Beauséjour) Leslie
Liu MacAulay
Mai Marston
Masse Mathyssen
May McGuinty
McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood) Michaud
Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue) Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord)
Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grâce—Lachine) Morin (Laurentides—Labelle)
Mulcair Murray
Nantel Nicholls
Nunez-Melo Pacetti
Péclet Perreault
Pilon Plamondon
Quach Rafferty
Rankin Ravignat
Regan Rousseau
Saganash Sandhu
Scarpaleggia Scott
Sellah Sgro
Sitsabaiesan St-Denis

January 26, 2015 COMMONS DEBATES 10649

Government Orders



Stewart Stoffer
Tremblay Turmel
Valeriote Vaughan– — 106

PAIRED
Nil

The Deputy Speaker: I declare the motion carried.

ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS

A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed
to have been moved.

[Translation]

HEALTH

Mr. Raymond Côté (Beauport—Limoilou, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
I would like to revisit a subject I have raised many times in the
House over the past two years. Ever since the famous red dust
episode at the Port of Québec in October 2012, nothing has been
done. I have received at best cursory answers from the government,
first from the transport minister at the time, who is now the Minister
of Infrastructure, but those answers were not enough for Canadians.

Last fall, Véronique Lalande, the leader of the citizen movement
denouncing the pollution problems caused by dust from the Port of
Québec, appeared before the Standing Committee on Finance to
describe how serious the consequences have been for the commu-
nity.

Another very troubling aspect of this matter is the government's
attitude, as well as Transport Canada's vagueness about its
involvement. Government officials do not even seem to know
whether they bear some responsibility for this matter or whether
Transport Canada has nothing to do with it and the Quebec Port
Authority must bear full responsibility.

To illustrate this vagueness, I will quote the answer given by the
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Transport on December 5,
2014:

I understand that the Quebec Port Authority has been working with tenants to
reduce those dust emissions.

This response from just a few weeks ago is far from satisfactory
two years after this affair began, when there is ample evidence of the
extent of the contamination from the nickel dust and the dust from
the Port of Québec. I want to remind hon. members that the
government admitted that Quebec Stevedoring was responsible for
the high level of contamination from the nickel dust that falls on
Limoilou and Quebec City's lower town in general.

Just today, I received certain documents following an access to
information request. I have not had the chance to go over them, but
other documents were provided to me after more than a year and a
half of waiting. They show that, in the three months following the
red dust incident, Transport Canada consistently followed the lead of
the Port of Québec. In fact, Transport Canada officials seemed to be
overwhelmed by the events and did not seem to have any guidance
or instruction on to how to deal with the situation. Everything was
based on what the CEO of the Port of Québec reported and what the

Port of Québec was willing to provide to Transport Canada;
Transport Canada did nothing to get to the bottom of the problem
and actually become involved in the case.

I have often questioned the Conservative government about its
failure to act in this case. Such inaction has tremendous and direct
consequences for public health and quality of life. This causes
concern.

I want to know what it is going to take for the government to be a
real player alongside the Port of Québec and Quebec Stevedoring in
coming up with a solution to this problem.

● (1900)

Mr. Jacques Gourde (Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime
Minister, for Official Languages and for the Economic Develop-
ment Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, first of all I would like to thank the member for Beauport—
Limoilou for the question.

I would like to repeat that Transport Canada takes this matter very
seriously and, consequently, constantly monitors all information and
updates about dust pollution caused by activities at the Port of
Québec. It is important to remind the member for Beauport—
Limoilou that the Quebec Port Authority is solely responsible for the
administration, management and operation of the infrastructure
under its authority.

From what we have consistently seen to date, the Quebec Port
Authority continues to take this issue very seriously, is managing the
situation in a responsible manner and continues to work in a spirit of
co-operation. The Quebec Port Authority has committed to
providing resources to reduce dust emissions resulting from
transshipment operations. Furthermore, once this issue was brought
to its attention, the Port of Québec worked very closely with its
tenants to ensure that practical mitigation measures were imple-
mented in order to minimize dust emissions resulting from port
operations.

Some tenants of the port conducted a complete review of their
operations. These reviews led to the implementation of practical
mitigation measures, including the installation of sprinklers, dust
detectors and washing stations and the optimization of operational
procedures. These tenants also hired resources to help prevent and
deal with air emissions. The Quebec Port Authority committed to
monitoring the measures implemented to ensure that they were
achieving the desired results and to taking into account the potential
impacts on the community.

It is also important to note that the Quebec Port Authority worked
closely with all levels of government: federal, provincial and
municipal. More specifically, we have found that the Quebec Port
Authority works regularly with Environment Canada and Quebec's
ministry for sustainable development, the environment and the fight
against climate change by keeping them informed on how it is
working with its tenants to implement its environmental action plan.
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Since Transport Canada has been monitoring the situation, we
have been pleased to see that the Quebec Port Authority is taking
responsible and timely action when any potential issues related to air
emissions are brought to its attention. We are confident that the
Quebec Port Authority will maintain this approach and spirit of co-
operation when doing business. This will allow this key player in the
Quebec City region to continue playing its vital role as an instrument
of economic development, while addressing the issues brought to its
attention that could affect the quality of life of its own community.
● (1905)

Mr. Raymond Côté: Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for
Lotbinière—Chutes-de-la-Chaudière for his response. However, all
he did was repeat what I have been hearing for two years. His answer
was completely unsatisfactory. My colleague, the Minister of
Transport and the parliamentary secretary are all incapable of
addressing the public's concerns.

Where is the proof that the measures taken have resulted in a real
reduction in dust emissions? Where is the proof that the air has been
cleaned and that the Port of Québec and Quebec Stevedoring were
successful? We are still in the dark, and not just because of the dust
cloud over Quebec City's lower town. We are in the dark because the
Conservative government, along with the Port of Québec and
Quebec Stevedoring, have done absolutely nothing and refuse to do
anything.

Where is the proof that these wonderful measures have had a
positive impact on the public? I have yet to see any evidence, and I
am sure that I will not see any this evening.

Mr. Jacques Gourde: Mr. Speaker, as I said earlier, Transport
Canada continues to monitor this matter closely. In my opinion, the
degree of co-operation exhibited by the port authority and the other
stakeholders shows just how seriously this problem has been taken.
In light of the various concrete measures that various stakeholders
have implemented over the past year, I am confident that the issues
that were identified are now better understood and better managed.

Canada's Minister of Transport understands that Canadian port
authorities are important to our country's economic development.
Working with various partners, port authorities know how to
implement the necessary measures to support their development
while respecting the environment.

The Deputy Speaker: Order. The motion to adjourn the House is
now deemed to have been adopted. Accordingly, this House stands
adjourned until tomorrow at 10 a.m., pursuant to Standing Order
24(1).

(The House adjourned at 7:07 p.m.)
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