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[Translation]
● (1540)
[English]
The Chair (Ms. Julie Dabrusin (Toronto—Danforth, Lib.)):
We'll mark the beginning of meeting 140 of the Standing Committee
on Canadian Heritage.
Today we are doing the clause-by-clause of Bill C-369.
I would like to welcome, as assistance for us, from the Department
of Canadian Heritage, Andrew Campbell and Stefan Van Doorn. We
also have, from the Department of Employment and Social
Development, Sébastien St-Arnaud and Kelly Winter. Thank you
for joining us today.
We will now begin. You all have seen the amendments that have
been circulated. I will begin with new clause LIB-0.1. Would anyone
like to speak to that?
[Translation]
Mr. Randy Boissonnault (Edmonton Centre, Lib.): Thank you,
Madam Chair.

Hon. Steven Blaney (Bellechasse—Les Etchemins—Lévis,
CPC): Thank you, Madam Chair.
I'd like to thank my fellow member for putting forward this
amendment, but I wonder about something. We've been studying the
bill for a few weeks now and heard from many witnesses. Initially,
our goal was to make National Indigenous Peoples Day a holiday.
Although I understand what my fellow member is trying to do, I'm
shocked that he proposed this amendment today, at the end of our
study.
The proposed amendment deals with something that representatives of the Inuit community and the Native Women's Association
were not consulted on. That's what they said when Mr. Vandal asked
them about it.
We are committed to the truth and reconciliation process, which, I
would remind you was started by the Conservative government I was
a part of at the time. One of the cornerstones of the process is
consultation.

Fellow members, good afternoon.
I'd like to thank the department officials for being here today.
[English]
I've worked with many of you in my time as parliamentary
secretary, so it's nice to see you here.
Colleagues, this is an addition to the bill to provide some extra
scope. You can read what it is, what the purpose is. We want to be
clear that it's responding to TRC call to action 80. We want to be
clear that it's a federal holiday. We want to make sure that we are
clear about the fact that we're honouring survivors, families and
communities:
ensure that public commemoration of the history and legacy of residential
schools, and other atrocities committed against First Nation, Inuit and Metis
people, remains a vital component of the reconciliation process.

You all heard the testimony. It was very clear that people wanted
us to keep it separate from what was happening on a celebratory note
in June, and so it's also important for us to make sure that we have
the language of “first nation” and “Métis people” in the bill, so this is
the amendment as proposed.
The Chair: Thank you.
I see Mr. Blaney.

The amendment being proposed changes the purpose of the bill, to
make National Indigenous Peoples Day a holiday. In fact, the
measure would amend the bill to, instead, create a federal holiday
called the National Day for Truth and Reconciliation. What I wonder
is whether that is in line with what the member who introduced the
bill was trying to achieve, so I'm a bit troubled.
First of all, I'd like to know whether the amendment is in order.
Second of all, how is it that the government is bringing something
like this forward at the last minute, completely dismissing all the
work the committee has done for months?
The Chair: Mr. Nantel, did you want to say something?
Mr. Pierre Nantel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, NDP): Yes.
Thank you, Madam Chair.
Although I agree with some of what Mr. Blaney said, I think many
of us were surprised over the course of the study to learn how wideranging the views heard by the committee were. We began our study
within a narrower framework, and then we heard many witnesses
propose a second holiday. The sponsor of the bill, Georgina Jolibois,
heard all of those comments. Therefore, in the spirit of co-operation,
we are open to a number of the amendments proposed today.
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Mr. Boissonnault, on many occasions, you've poignantly told us
how deeply you care about these issues and how much they matter,
and rightfully so. However, given Mr. Blaney's concerns, I'm
wondering how you would explain this to Ms. Jolibois. This is
indeed a last-minute amendment that appears to alter her bill's initial
purpose. You're sensible enough to know what I mean.
Yes, there is a problem. What you're trying to do could have
consequences I'm sure you don't intend. The fact is you could be
perceived as trying to school an indigenous woman who took pains
to prepare and introduce a bill. That's the impression we got after
speaking with Ms. Jolibois, so I'd like to hear what you think.
● (1545)
The Chair: Mr. Boissonnault now has the floor.
Mr. Randy Boissonnault: To Mr. Blaney's question about the
amendment's admissibility, I would say that nothing in it came out of
the blue. Let's look at what's been proposed today. It's a matter—
Hon. Steven Blaney: Point of order, Madam Chair.
The Chair: You may go ahead, Mr. Blaney.
Hon. Steven Blaney: I submitted the question about the
admissibility of the amendment to the clerk, through you,
Madam Chair. I'd like an answer. I realize that my fellow member
is stating his opinion, but I expect to receive an answer from the
clerk, through you.
The Chair: I believe the question was addressed to me.
At first glance, the amendment appeared to be admissible. You
touched on the issue, and Mr. Nantel talked about it as well.
Mr. Boissonnault also has an answer to the question, and I think it
would be good to hear it.
Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Thank you, Madam Chair.
I'd also like to thank my fellow members.
Ms. Jolibois's bill contained elements that the committee was
tasked to shed light on and clarify through the process of hearing
from witnesses. The amendment I'm proposing today still seeks to
establish a federal holiday for the purpose of honouring first nation,
Inuit and Métis people. In fact, that is the wording used in the
amendment. What's more, the amendment addresses the Truth and
Reconciliation Commission's call to action 80. All of the comments
we heard from witnesses revolved around three key themes: the date,
the title and the purpose of the federal holiday. This amendment is in
keeping with all of those things.
Never would I dream of schooling an indigenous woman on how
to rewrite her bill. The committee is supposed to contribute to the bill
in a way that ensures it reflects all of the comments we heard. That is
our job.
The Chair: It is now Mr. Nantel's turn.
Mr. Pierre Nantel: If you don't mind, I'd like to know whether
you did, or plan to, speak with Ms. Jolibois to explain this to her.
Mr. Randy Boissonnault: We've had at least three conversations
with Ms. Jolibois about this, and the discussion is ongoing.
The Chair: We now go to Mr. Vandal.
Mr. Dan Vandal (Saint Boniface—Saint Vital, Lib.): I just
wanted to add that, for several meetings now, we've been asking all
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kinds of questions about the date and the purpose of the holiday, and
during that time, we never considered our questions as being outside
the scope of the bill. I don't see why that wouldn't be the case today.
[English]
We've been asking these questions for many meetings, and they
have never been ruled out of scope. The amendments we're
proposing, the amendment Randy is proposing.... It's hard to see
how the amendment he's proposing is out of scope, all of a sudden, if
the questioning was not out of scope over many meetings. That's the
only thing I wanted to add.
[Translation]
The Chair: Mr. Blaney, you may go ahead.
Hon. Steven Blaney: This time, my question is for
Mr. Boissonnault. I'd like to follow up on the point my fellow
member Mr. Nantel made regarding the member who sponsored the
bill, Ms. Jolibois. I'd like him to clarify his comments.
It seems to me that it's important for all the committee members to
have a clear understanding of the spirit of the bill that was introduced
and voted on by members in the House. Mr. Vandal just referred to
the date and purpose of the holiday. The entire time we heard from
witnesses, however, the discussion did not revolve around just one
date, one title or one purpose. Two dates, two titles and two purposes
were actually discussed. We clearly heard that there was a need for
commemoration and celebration. Should both of those needs be
addressed at the same time or not? Unfortunately, first nation, Inuit
and Métis people weren't really consulted.
This amendment puts forward a fundamental question, but not the
one debated in the House, when members voted to refer the bill to
committee for study. The original purpose of the bill was to establish
National Indigenous Peoples Day. Today, we are talking about
holding a day of celebration on June 21 and a day to mark the
tragedy on which the Truth and Reconciliation Commission shone a
light. This bill concerns each and every Canadian. It's a highly
important and sensitive issue, so getting this right is essential.
Mr. Boissonnault, you spoke to Ms. Jolibois and the go-ahead was
given, so I'd like to know what the spirit of her bill was. Why did she
propose National Indigenous Peoples Day? How did she link it to the
day recommended by the Truth and Reconciliation Commission?
How can the two be reconciled?
I'm not even sure we'll be able to respect the wishes of all the
witnesses who appeared before the committee. Some told us they
wanted two days. Two said they wanted one day, including the Inuit
representative we heard from at the last meeting. Education was also
discussed, but that's another component.
As I see it, the member has pulled a rabbit out of a hat this
afternoon. We aren't the only ones caught off guard. All of the
witnesses we invited didn't know about this element when they
appeared. What's more, I'd like to know where the sponsor of the bill
stands.
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● (1550)
The Chair: It is now over to Mr. Nantel.
Mr. Pierre Nantel: It's rare that I get to do this, but I'm going to
answer the member next to me, and not the member across the way.
It's paramount that the committee be productive. I can tell you
that's the mindset of my fellow member Ms. Jolibois. She clearly
sees that an approach was taken to have this holiday reflect the Truth
and Reconciliation Commission's recommendation. She wants to
work constructively and move forward.
Everyone here should know that, aside from Liberal
amendment 0.1, the current topic of conversation, Liberal
amendments 1, 2, 3 and 4 have the support of Ms. Jolibois and
the NDP, with some reservation. For example, we'd like to know
how you plan to make this a significant day. What kind of funding
will be allocated to it? Furthermore, how do you plan to implement
the measure you're adding to my fellow member's bill?
On principle, I just checked and I've received official confirmation
that you did indeed discuss the substance of Liberal amendments 1,
2, 3 and 4 with Ms. Jolibois. Liberal amendment 0.1, though, takes
the cake. It's a bit much. I would like you to call her to explain and
provide some context.
As for the rest, the committee should know that, in an effort to be
constructive, Ms. Jolibois wants to see things move forward. Liberal
amendment 0.1 suggests some overconfidence, I would say. It would
be good if it were a small amendment. In fact, “amendment” isn't the
right word. Let's just say that, out of courtesy, she should get a phone
call or a message.
[English]
The Chair: Mr. Anandasangaree.
Mr. Gary Anandasangaree (Scarborough—Rouge Park, Lib.):
Thank you, Madam Chair.
Just to add a bit of context to Mr. Blaney's reference to the
intention of the bill, I would like to quote from Ms. Jolibois'
intervention with respect to Bill C-369, when she was here:
Over your study of Bill C-369, you're going to be hearing a lot of remarks about
residential schools, the Truth and Reconciliation Commission's calls to action...
specifically call to action number 80 from the TRC, which calls for a national day
of truth and reconciliation to honour survivors, their families and their
communities so that the legacy and history of residential schools is never
forgotten.
It was in the spirit of call to action 80 that I proposed my bill. I understand that it
doesn't meet the exact wording of the call to action, but I do believe my bill
fulfills its intentions.

3

message. I had conversations with her this morning, and they were
relayed to our team.
There was a bit of uncertainty as to her understanding of what it
meant, and I was able to add some context to it. If you actually read
the amendment, it's quite clear that it just adds more context to the
bill in relation to what we heard from the various witnesses,
particularly the last witnesses, the ITK, as well as NWAC. I believe
it's in that spirit that this amendment is being brought forward.
● (1555)
The Chair: Monsieur Boissonnault is next, and then Monsieur
Nantel.
[Translation]
Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Thank you, Madam Chair.
I'd also like to thank my fellow member Mr. Anandasangaree for
that clarification.
I think it will be clear, from the record, that when I asked Ms.
Jolibois whether she preferred the term “celebration” or “commemoration”, she answered “commemoration” and said that the emphasis
had to be on the Truth and Reconciliation Commission. That was my
inspiration for proposing this evolution of the bill, let's call it, as
opposed to an amendment, Mr. Nantel. No one is pulling a rabbit out
of a hat. This evolution reflects what witnesses wanted.
The Chair: Mr. Nantel, you may go ahead.
Mr. Pierre Nantel: I'm going to make things crystal clear.
As I said, the NDP will support Liberal amendments 1, 2, 3 and 4.
As for Liberal amendment 0.1, enough fooling around. The matter of
the telephone call is at issue. This morning, Ms. Georgina Jolibois
received a text about this amendment. Ladies and gentlemen, all I
can say is come on. You thought you would do this on top of the rest,
merely letting us know in passing. That's a bit over the top.
I suggest you put down that neon sign you're holding. My fellow
member received word of it this morning and was astounded. I move
that Liberal amendment 0.1 be withdrawn. We agree on everything
else. I'm not the one making up what people's positions are. That is
the position of my colleague Georgina Jolibois. I would remind
everyone that this is her private member's bill. We are in agreement
on Liberal amendments 1, 2, 3 and 4, but I move that Liberal
amendment 0.1 be withdrawn.
Thank you.

Her intention, then, is quite clear, and I think similar statements
were made in the House by a number of speakers, including those
around the table. I'm assured, then, that this is something that is
within the scope of the bill, and therefore amendments thereto should
not be an issue.

[English]

With respect to conversations regarding the amendments, I think
we've had discussions with Ms. Jolibois with respect to all the
amendments, including the one that is referenced as amendment
LIB-0.1. We've had discussions on it. She was, in fact, supposed to
send us a follow-up on that this morning—I can show you the text

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Madam Chair, would it be possible to
take a short break?

The Chair: Seeing no further debate on amendment LIB-0.1, I
call the question.
[Translation]

[English]
The Chair: Yes.
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● (1555)

(Pause)

● (1600)
[Translation]
The Chair: We are now resuming after a short break.
Did anyone want to say something?
Go ahead, Mr. Nantel.
Mr. Pierre Nantel: Thank you, Madam Chair.
I'm very glad to say that we've talked. That's very important. It's a
matter of principle that Mr. Boissonnault, on behalf of the
government, telephone Georgina Jolibois to explain that, because
things moved so quickly this morning, she wasn't made aware of the
amendment until this morning. In exchange for that call, a sign of
courtesy and respect, we are even going to support Liberal
amendment 0.1.
Thank you.
The Chair: Mr. Boissonnault, you may go ahead.
Mr. Randy Boissonnault: In light of Mr. Nantel's comment and
our commitment to this bill, we, on the government side, are going to
discuss the funding and promotion for the day with our fellow
members.
The Chair: Did you have something to say, Mr. Blaney?
Hon. Steven Blaney: Yes, Madam Chair.
I'd like to follow up on the parliamentary secretary's comments to
the effect that Ms. Jolibois was open to the idea of marking the
commemoration aspect, in response to the Truth and Reconciliation
Commission's call to action 80. However, these adjustments were
made quite hastily. I want to stress that we believe in doing things
properly. We heard from witnesses about how significant these
events are. I appreciate the importance Mr. Boissonnault attaches to
education, but there was some confusion as to the date of the
holiday. The key stakeholders weren't consulted. We heard from
members of the indigenous, Inuit and Métis communities.
For that reason, even though we've always been in favour of the
principle behind the bill, we can't support a last-minute amendment.
Consequently, we will abstain from the vote on this last-minute
change altering the purpose of the bill.
[English]
The Chair: All right, let's have the vote on LIB-0.1.
(Amendment agreed to [See Minutes of Proceedings])
(On clause 1)
The Chair: That brings us to clause 1 and LIB-1. I need to let you
know that the vote on LIB-1 applies to LIB-2, LIB-3 and LIB-4,
because they're all consequential.
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Is there any discussion on LIB-1? Seeing none, we will vote on
LIB-1, knowing that this will take with it LIB-2, LIB-3 and LIB-4 as
consequential amendments.
(Amendment agreed to [See Minutes of Proceedings])
(Clause 1 as amended agreed to)
(Clauses 2 and 3 as amended agreed to)
The Chair: This brings us to CPC-1, which proposes a new
clause, clause 4.
Has CPC-1 been moved? Someone has to move CPC-1 if we're
going to discuss it.
Mr. Blaney is moving it.
All right, is there any discussion on CPC-1?
Mr. Vandal.
● (1605)
Mr. Dan Vandal: It seems to me that, with the adoption of clauses
1, 2 and 3, CPC-1 is redundant. We've already chosen a date.
Hon. Steven Blaney: You're right.
The Chair: That is an excellent point. It is redundant and nonvotable, so we will move along.
I just want to check one more thing. Because that was a new
clause, clause 4, now we have no clause 4. Okay.
I can move to the title, which has been amended by LIB-4.
Shall the title as amended carry?
Some hon. members: Agreed.
The Chair: Shall the bill as amended carry?
Some hon. members: Agreed.
The Chair: Shall the chair report the bill as amended to the
House?
Some hon. members: Agreed.
The Chair: Shall the committee order a reprint of the bill as
amended for the use of the House at report stage?
Some hon. members: Agreed.
The Chair: Wonderful. That means we're done.
Thank you very much, and thank you to all the officials for
coming to help us today.
The meeting is adjourned.

Published under the authority of the Speaker of
the House of Commons

Publié en conformité de l’autorité
du Président de la Chambre des communes

SPEAKER’S PERMISSION

PERMISSION DU PRÉSIDENT

The proceedings of the House of Commons and its Committees are hereby made available to provide greater public
access. The parliamentary privilege of the House of Commons
to control the publication and broadcast of the proceedings of
the House of Commons and its Committees is nonetheless
reserved. All copyrights therein are also reserved.

Les délibérations de la Chambre des communes et de ses
comités sont mises à la disposition du public pour mieux le
renseigner. La Chambre conserve néanmoins son privilège
parlementaire de contrôler la publication et la diffusion des
délibérations et elle possède tous les droits d’auteur sur cellesci.

Reproduction of the proceedings of the House of Commons
and its Committees, in whole or in part and in any medium, is
hereby permitted provided that the reproduction is accurate
and is not presented as official. This permission does not
extend to reproduction, distribution or use for commercial
purpose of financial gain. Reproduction or use outside this
permission or without authorization may be treated as
copyright infringement in accordance with the Copyright Act.
Authorization may be obtained on written application to the
Office of the Speaker of the House of Commons.

Il est permis de reproduire les délibérations de la Chambre et
de ses comités, en tout ou en partie, sur n’importe quel
support, pourvu que la reproduction soit exacte et qu’elle ne
soit pas présentée comme version officielle. Il n’est toutefois
pas permis de reproduire, de distribuer ou d’utiliser les
délibérations à des fins commerciales visant la réalisation d'un
profit financier. Toute reproduction ou utilisation non permise
ou non formellement autorisée peut être considérée comme
une violation du droit d’auteur aux termes de la Loi sur le
droit d’auteur. Une autorisation formelle peut être obtenue sur
présentation d’une demande écrite au Bureau du Président de
la Chambre.

Reproduction in accordance with this permission does not
constitute publication under the authority of the House of
Commons. The absolute privilege that applies to the
proceedings of the House of Commons does not extend to
these permitted reproductions. Where a reproduction includes
briefs to a Committee of the House of Commons, authorization for reproduction may be required from the authors in
accordance with the Copyright Act.

La reproduction conforme à la présente permission ne
constitue pas une publication sous l’autorité de la Chambre.
Le privilège absolu qui s’applique aux délibérations de la
Chambre ne s’étend pas aux reproductions permises. Lorsqu’une reproduction comprend des mémoires présentés à un
comité de la Chambre, il peut être nécessaire d’obtenir de
leurs auteurs l’autorisation de les reproduire, conformément à
la Loi sur le droit d’auteur.

Nothing in this permission abrogates or derogates from the
privileges, powers, immunities and rights of the House of
Commons and its Committees. For greater certainty, this
permission does not affect the prohibition against impeaching
or questioning the proceedings of the House of Commons in
courts or otherwise. The House of Commons retains the right
and privilege to find users in contempt of Parliament if a
reproduction or use is not in accordance with this permission.

La présente permission ne porte pas atteinte aux privilèges,
pouvoirs, immunités et droits de la Chambre et de ses comités.
Il est entendu que cette permission ne touche pas l’interdiction
de contester ou de mettre en cause les délibérations de la
Chambre devant les tribunaux ou autrement. La Chambre
conserve le droit et le privilège de déclarer l’utilisateur
coupable d’outrage au Parlement lorsque la reproduction ou
l’utilisation n’est pas conforme à la présente permission.

Also available on the House of Commons website at the
following address: http://www.ourcommons.ca

Aussi disponible sur le site Web de la Chambre des communes
à l’adresse suivante : http://www.noscommunes.ca

