
House of Commons Debates
VOLUME 147 ● NUMBER 177 ● 2nd SESSION ● 41st PARLIAMENT

OFFICIAL REPORT
(HANSARD)

Monday, February 23, 2015

Speaker: The Honourable Andrew Scheer



CONTENTS

(Table of Contents appears at back of this issue.)



HOUSE OF COMMONS

Monday, February 23, 2015

The House met at 11 a.m.

Prayers

PRIVATE MEMBERS' BUSINESS
● (1105)

[English]

NATIONAL ANTHEM ACT
Hon. Mauril Bélanger (Ottawa—Vanier, Lib.) moved that Bill

C-624, an act to amend the National Anthem Act (gender), be read
the second time and referred to a committee.

He said: Mr. Speaker, it is an honour to speak to the bill entitled
“an act to amend the National Anthem Act”. The bill proposes a
simple change in the English version only. It proposes that “True
patriot love in all thy sons command” become “True patriot love in
all of us command”; therefore, changing only two words: “thy sons”
with “of us”.

There are many reasons we would want to sing “in all of us
command”. We love our country and all of its people. Our anthem is
important to us, and we want it to clearly include every Canadian.
All of us are proud to sing O Canada, and O Canada should embrace
all of us.

These two words that we want to reintroduce in O Canada are
small yet meaningful, and would ensure that more than 18 million
Canadian women are included in our national anthem

As Canadians, we continually test assumptions, and indeed
symbols or anthems for their suitability, as we did with our flag 50
years ago. It is a sign of courage and thoughtfulness that, as a nation,
we are willing to say this is just not good enough for us. We have
done the right things many times. We have the opportunity to do the
right thing now with respect to the English version of our national
anthem.

Hearing the words “True patriot love in all of us command” would
make the anthem crystal clear and inclusive, which is the essence of
what it is to be Canadian.

The French version of O Canada was popular and remained
unchanged from the moment it was sung on June 24, 1880.
However, it took some time for the English version to emerge. Lest
us not forget that the English version is not a translation of the
French O Canada, even though they share the same music. A number

of poems were set to Calixa Lavallée's music, including one written
in 1908 by Judge R. Stanley Weir, of Montreal, in honour of the
300th anniversary of the founding of Quebec City.

Here are the words from the first verse that Judge Weir wrote, in
1908:

Our home and native land!
True patriot love thou dost in us command.

As members can hear, “us” is exactly what we are trying to put
back in our anthem

Judge Weir is known to have amended his poem in 1913, 1914,
and 1916. By 1913, he changed the second line of the poem to “True
patriot love in all thy sons command”. Many believe the change was
in response to the events leading up to the First World War, in which
men and women from Canada proudly took part. We do honour the
Canadian men who fought for liberty on those battlegrounds. We
honour them and all who died. We honour them in our anthem.

Canadian women also served in the First World War, not as
soldiers, but in other functions, especially, as nurses, and many died.
We have commemorated them in Parliament's Hall of Honour;
however, we have not commemorated them in our anthem.

In 1927, the 60th anniversary of Confederation, the government
authorized Judge Weir's song for singing in schools and at public
functions, but kept the second line from the 1913 version, not the
original 1908 gender-neutral version.

Incidentally, other words were changed in 1927, and again in
1980, when it was enacted by Parliament. The National Anthem Act
was introduced, passed, and given royal assent, all in the same day,
on June 27, 1980. The rapidity with which this was done did not
allow sufficient time to deal with some concerns, such as the lack of
inclusiveness of the English version. A commitment was given that
time would be devoted in the following session to further
considering O Canada, including in particular the words “thy sons”.
Unfortunately, it did not happen.
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Since 1980, there have been nine private members' bills
introduced in Parliament to change the second line of the English
anthem so as to include both women and men. Unfortunately, until
now, none have been debated or voted upon in the House. Today
could become an interesting moment. I invite my colleagues to
engage in this debate, which could lead us to deciding to include our
daughters and granddaughters in our national anthem.

Thirty-five years is a long time to wait to bring about a simple yet
meaningful change, especially with the 150th anniversary of
Confederation quickly approaching. The House now has the
opportunity to rectify the 1980 oversight.

We can restore words that were written and sung 107 years ago.
We should not fear such a change. The English lyrics for O Canada
have already been changed five times since 1908. The first version,
the 1908 one, was inclusive, but then the words were changed. The
line “thy sons command” perhaps seemed more appropriate because
of our soldiers' participation in the First World War; however, it is
not inclusive enough for our time.

Some may wonder or ask why. In the century since the
introduction of “thy sons” in our national anthem, numerous events
justify returning to the “us” of the original version from 1908. Here
are some of these noteworthy changes:

Women were first granted the federal right to vote in 1918, by the
government of Sir Robert Borden.

Canada held its first federal election in which women were
allowed to vote and run for office in 1921. It was the year that Agnes
Macphail was elected to the House of Commons, making her
Canada's first female member of Parliament.

There was the 1929 Persons Case, where the Famous Five
succeeded in having women recognized as persons and thereby
eligible for appointment to the Senate. A few months later, in early
1930, Canada's first female senator, Cairine Wilson, was sworn in.

Less than a minute into 1947, once the Canadian Citizenship Act
came into effect, the first born Canadian citizen joined us, Nicole
Cyr-Mazerolle, a woman.

The Royal Military College of Canada, in Kingston, started
admitting women as students in 1980. Now women serve as soldiers,
and just recently a woman was promoted to the rank of major-
general, Ms. Christine Whitecross.

The adoption of our Charter of Rights and Freedoms, in 1982, has
led to the gradual and rigorous implementation of equality between
men and women, which the charter guarantees. We would be taking
a very important symbolic step by ensuring that our anthem respects
our charter.

Let us remember and celebrate the fact that our Canadian women
won more medals than our men during the 2010 Vancouver Olympic
Winter Games. It is no longer just “he shoots, he scores”; it is also
“she shoots, she scores”.

When I took the oath of office for the Privy Council, I swore
allegiance to the Queen of Canada. Three times, she has been
represented by female Governors General, and we have had and

have many women Lieutenant Governors. Why are Her Majesty and
her representatives not included in our anthem?

Chris Hadfield, my colleague from Westmount—Ville-Marie, and
the other men who have risked their lives in space are included when
we sing “thy sons”, but their colleagues, Julie Payette and Roberta
Bondar, are not. This is far from appropriate.

In 2013, the Restore Our Anthem campaign was launched to
change the English words from “thy sons” to “of us”.

Former prime minister, Kim Campbell, internationally renowned
author, Margaret Atwood, Senator Nancy Ruth, and former senator,
Vivienne Poy, have lent their support to the campaign. The hon.
Belinda Stronach also supports this.

Author Wayne Johnston said, “This is a no-brainer. All thy sons?
Citisons? All of us, of course. Sing it loud and proud. My wife,
sisters, mom, nieces...us”.

● (1110)

Jacquelin Holzman, former mayor of Ottawa, sings “all of us”
already. CFRA talk show host Lowell Green told me that he supports
this change. Ms. Maureen McTeer, Canadian lawyer and author, wife
of the Right Hon. Joe Clark, 16th prime minister of Canada, sent me
a note supporting this initiative. Former MP and leader of the NDP,
Mr. Ed Broadbent, also confirmed his support to me.

Former Conservative senator Hugh Segal said:

Our national anthem should reflect the women and men who have led and
sacrificed to shape our history. [Sing all of us] is right about what needs to be done.

Jonathan Kay, of the National Post, stated:

Perhaps the best argument for bringing O Canada into the 21st century is the fact
that if our government doesn’t do it, ordinary Canadians will.

In fact, that is what is happening. Choirs across the country have
already taken up the new language. Some musical groups that are
now advancing an inclusive national anthem are the Toronto Welsh
Male Voice Choir, the Vancouver Children's Choir, and the Elektra
Women's Choir.

The Ottawa Citizen supported my bill in an editorial titled,
“What's so scary about an inclusive anthem?” The following is an
excerpt from that editorial:

It’s a little bizarre that so many people consider the anthem’s current lyrics to be
sacrosanct when the very line in question is the result of a change to the lyrics.

In a similar move, the Austrian legislature changed its national
anthem in 2011, adding the word “daughters” to make the lyrics
inclusive. If Austria can do it, why can't we?

Even our neighbours to the south have taken note of the inequality
of our English anthem. The New York Times had this to say:

Although Canada's public schools are trying to eliminate sexism from the
curriculum, every morning when "O Canada" is sung in English, half the population
is effectively excluded.
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It is actually a little more than half of the population.

Last, but certainly not least, let us not forget Nichola Goddard,
who, in 2006, became the first female Canadian solider to die in
combat. She died in Afghanistan serving us. She deserves to be
included in our anthem just as much as our sons. Her mother also
supports this symbolic, yet very meaningful change to our anthem.

We have come a long way. The strides made by women in our
society have been significant and should be fully recognized. Our
anthem should not ignore the increasingly important contribution of
52% of our population. There are Canadians everywhere in our
country in support of the change being advocated with this bill.

There are also some who are opposed to it. They believe our
anthem is fine as it is. This reminds me of the debate that we had in
Canada 51 years ago about adopting a new flag. It was a fierce,
sometimes acrimonious, debate. In the end, the right decision was
made. The proof is that today our flag is embraced by an
overwhelming majority of us. I repeat the words, “of us”. I believe
that including all “of us” in our anthem will yield the same results.

The only goal of this bill is to honour the contribution and
sacrifice of our Canadian women, as well as those of our men, in our
national anthem. I look forward to a respectful, and hopefully non-
partisan debate, and eventually to a free vote.

● (1115)

Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
I want to thank the member for Ottawa—Vanier for so ably outlining
the history of the anthem in English in this country. He has pointed
out, of course, that the original version was “in all of us command”
and that over the years it was changed to “all thy sons command”.

As the member pointed out, this is a minor change in wording, and
in some ways is largely symbolic in terms of recognizing gender
equality in this country. I need only to point to the House of
Commons, where women make up only roughly 21% of the
members.

I wonder if the member for Ottawa—Vanier could highlight the
importance once again of this symbolic change, where women still
do not have equality in this country.

Hon. Mauril Bélanger: Mr. Speaker, again, I have said that it is
two simple words, however, they are very meaningful ones.

If we are to respect our charter, if we are to respect the equality of
men and women in our country, we should do so in our national
anthem. I know some colleagues think by singing “thy sons” we
include everybody, but we do not. We exclude 52% of our
population.

I have three grandchildren, a grandson and two granddaughters. I
want my national anthem to command “true patriot love” not only in
my grandson but in my granddaughters, and that is the right thing to
do.

It is going back to the original version, which was all inclusive. I
do not understand why we cannot do that. I hope my colleagues will
reflect seriously on this and do the right thing.

● (1120)

Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I would like to thank the hon. member for bringing this
forward again. I know a number of members in this place previously
brought this proposal forward, including the member for Vancouver
East. I look forward to her comments on this bill.

It is important for us to keep in mind, when we consider the bill
and eventually vote on it, that many women society serve in our
armed forces, many women are in senior positions in our armed
forces, and they put their lives at risk.

I am proud that I am from Alberta where the famous five were
from. If they were here today, I think they would be cheering on the
member and those who support the bill.

What is really important, as the member has done, is going back to
the original version but putting it into plain language, which we have
undertaken to do in our law-making.

Could the member speak to any conceivable reasons why on Earth
we would only honour half of our population when we give honour
to our country?

Hon. Mauril Bélanger: Mr. Speaker, I suspect what happened in
1913, as I mentioned, was that we were at war. We joined World War
I and sent our soldiers. At that time, only men were on the front lines
as soldiers.

That is no longer the case today. Women and men serve as
soldiers on the front lines. I mentioned the first woman who died as a
soldier.

If the rationale in 1913 to use “thy sons” was because we only had
sons fighting for our freedom, that is no longer valid. We no longer
just have sons fighting for our freedom; we have daughters are
fighting for our freedom as well.

Let us revert back to the 1908 version and include us all in our
national anthem.

[Translation]

Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, we have to honour traditions because they are
very important. However, we recognize that changes happen and that
we have to make changes as we progress.

Take, for example, Canada's flag, whose 50th anniversary we just
celebrated. It has been changed over the years. When we take a look
at that, we see that Canadian society has evolved, as have our
policies, and if those policies are discriminatory or do not recognize
the fundamental need for equality, we have to make changes.

The Prime Minister said that there would have to be changes, but
we doubt that he will be supporting this excellent bill.

Can my colleague comment further on that?

Hon. Mauril Bélanger:Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for her
question.

We must not forget that the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms, which was introduced in 1982 and came into force in
1985, guarantees gender equality.
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Cabinet decided not to vote in favour of this bill, and that is why I
am calling for a free vote. I believe that enough MPs have enough
respect for the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and for the
fact that 52% of our population is not recognized in the English
version of our national anthem to vote to revert to the 1908 version
that included all of us.

I think it is the right thing to do. I hope that my colleagues will
agree and that a majority of us will recognize and accept that women
are just as important as men in our country.

[English]

Mr. Costas Menegakis (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister of Citizenship and Immigration, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to rise today to address Bill C-624, an act to amend the
National Anthem Act with respect to gender, which seeks to amend
the act to replace the words “thy sons” with the words “of us” in the
English version of the national anthem. The intent of this change is
to make our national anthem gender neutral. The verse would then
read “True patriot love in all of us command” rather than “True
patriot love in all thy sons”. O Canada is not a direct translation.
Therefore, the lyrics of the French national anthem would not be
affected by the proposed bill and would remain the same.

In addition to O Canada, Canada also has a royal anthem, God
Save the Queen, that is performed in the presence of members the
royal family and as part of the salute accorded to the Governor
General and Lieutenant Governors at ceremonies and events across
our country.

Canada has a rich history of other patriotic songs as well, such as
the Ode to Newfoundland and The Maple Leaf Forever, that
preserve our heritage and history in song.

National symbols and anthems are very important aspects of a
country. They are very important to national identity. They represent
the beliefs and values of citizens and tell the story of a nation, its
people, environment, history and traditions. They can be used to
instill pride and unity in a nation's population, and this is particularly
true of our national anthem.

Every country has its own set of symbols that establishes its
identity and sets it apart from other countries around the world. Our
symbols are as diverse as Canada's history and include the coat of
arms, our motto, the national flag of Canada, our official colours, the
maple tree, the beaver, the national horse of Canada, our national
sports, the tartan and, of course, our national anthem. Together, these
symbols help explain what it means to be Canadian and express our
national identity. For Canadians, these symbols provide connections
across space and time, and are a source of unity and pride.

As we head toward 2017, our government will focus on increasing
Canadians' awareness and fostering a deeper understanding and
appreciation of our country's history, symbols and institutions as we
celebrate our 150th anniversary.

The symbols of Canada can heighten not only our awareness of
our country, but also our sense of celebration in being Canadian. Our
national anthem represents a legacy that has been passed down from
our predecessors. It is a source of national pride. A 2012 survey
found that 78% of Canadians believed our national anthem to be a
great source of pride. Another poll conducted in the same year found

that 74% of Canadians believed that our national anthem best
reflected what Canada really was.

Our government is committed to promoting and protecting our
symbols and institutions. These pillars of national cohesion are key
in building awareness and appreciation of shared experiences and
pride. National symbols represent the country and its people. The
lyrics of the national anthem have remained untouched since it was
adopted as the official national anthem in 1980.

Although many bills have been tabled seeking to modify the
national anthem to make it gender neutral, none of the bills was
successful.

In the 2010 Speech from the Throne, our government committed
to looking at changing the lyrics for gender neutrality. However,
following this speech, the public strongly expressed its opposition to
changing the anthem and the government opted not to modify it.
Further research to seek Canadians' opinion on this subject was
conducted and there was a clear indication that Canadians loved their
anthem and wished to see it kept as it is. A 2013 study found that
65% of Canadians opposed the change. Only 25% supported the
change and 10% had no opinion on the issue.

● (1125)

After that clear message, how can we possibly support the bill?
Canadians across our country, men and women alike, are against the
change and have voiced that. Supporting this bill would be telling
them loudly and clearly that what the majority of Canadians want
does not matter and that their opinions do not matter to the
government.

As mentioned, our symbols are a celebration of who we are as a
people. They are designed to unite a population that possesses
similar views, outlooks and goals. If our anthem is a celebration of
who we are as a people and represents the beliefs and values of
citizens, how can we change it without the consent of those very
same citizens? It is the opinion of Canadians across our country that
counts. No government can go against the will of its people.

I believe gender equality to be a very important issue. Our
government has come a long way in ensuring that the many
contributions and achievements of women are recognized and that
their role in society is highlighted. This is accomplished through the
designation of special days such as International Women's Day and
Women's History, by presenting awards, by highlighting the
significant role women continue to play in the building of our
country during commemorations and celebrations, and by making
specific investments through Canada's economic action plan.

For example, since 2007, our government has provided over $146
million in funding through the Status of Women Canada's women
program, which aims to achieve the full participation of women in
the economic, social and democratic life of Canada.

11498 COMMONS DEBATES February 23, 2015

Private Members' Business



There is certainly work left to be done to ensure that gender
equality in all aspects of Canadian life is realized. It is incumbent
upon all of us to continue to work toward that key objective.
However, given that Canadians oppose changing our national
anthem, our government will not support this bill. Our government
will continue to recognize women in the various tangible ways it has
been doing and will remain committed, with conviction, to
protecting and preserving our national symbols.

● (1130)

Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank the member for Ottawa—Vanier for bring
forward this important bill. He made wonderful comments in support
of the bill, and I agree with everything that he said.

I am proud of the fact that over the years several former members
of the NDP, including Svend Robinson and Judy Wasylycia-Leis,
and myself in the 40th Parliament, have had exactly the same bills.
The bills tried to change the wording of our national anthem.

As I stand here today, I have to ask myself if it is 2015. As I was
getting ready for this speech, I noted that a Conservative member
would be speaking to the bill before me. I wondered what
Conservative members would say in opposition to the bill. What
could it be? This is totally a no-brainer. This is about gender equality.
This is about a minor word change in our national anthem that would
reflect our whole country.

I thought this would be a unanimous situation and that the bill
would go through, which would have been great, but lo and behold,
the parliamentary secretary stands up on his principle that no
government could vote against the will of the people. Then I think
back to that terrible omnibus bill on voter suppression; that bill was
certainly against the will of the people.

The Conservatives say they cannot vote for this legislation
because it would mean that the opinion of Canadians does not
matter. That is just utter nonsense. This is about reflecting the
present-day nature of our society.

I presume that the Conservative member is reflecting the general
view of the government, although maybe not the view of individual
members. What I find really disturbing is that the Conservatives
seem to be resting their argument on upholding tradition, even
though the original version from 1908 of our national anthem, as the
member sponsoring the bill has pointed out, states “True patriot love
thou dost in us command”. Even though the original version was
gender-neutral, the Conservatives are stuck on the idea that when the
wording was changed in 1980 to “True patriot love in all thy sons
command”, those words suddenly became tradition, and they do not
want to deviate from that tradition.

What is tradition? Tradition is something that we value, and it is
important, but tradition also evolves. Tradition evolves based on the
diversity of society. Some traditions are really bad. If we rested on
tradition and we use that as the principle of an argument as to why
we would vote against the bill, we would not have seen same-sex
marriage or racial intermarriage. God help us, we would not have
seen women or aboriginal people voting. That would have been
sticking with tradition at the time when those issues were debated.

This idea that somehow we cannot deal with this issue because it
is about tradition and a legacy is absolute nonsense. I would hope
that Conservative members, or at least every woman on the other
side of the House, will support the bill before us today. It is offensive
that the national anthem that we treasure, the national anthem that we
sing on so many occasions, does not reflect who we are.

O Canada is sung many times in my community in East
Vancouver at community events. It is sung many times on Canada
Day. I already incorporate this change, as do many other people. We
heard from the member for Ottawa—Vanier about some of the choirs
that already do that, which is wonderful. This practice is already
taking place. This idea that Canadians are not behind this idea does
not reflect what is taking place in practice across the country.

● (1135)

We have noted that the change would not affect the French version
and that this is a debate about the English version of our anthem, and
I happen to think that the symbolism of the national anthem is
important in this country. If we recognize the role and sacrifice of
women in the Canadian Armed Forces and we recognize, support,
and uphold the role and the value of women in our society generally
as Canadians, then this kind of symbolic change is very important.

I want to appeal to the Conservative members to stick to the plan
they had in 2010 when this issue was mentioned in the Speech from
the Throne by the Prime Minister. I appeal to them not to suddenly
retreat from what was a good position, a logical position, a position
of respecting tradition while also respecting diversity. They are not
mutually exclusive. I want to encourage members of the Con-
servative side to look at the bill and to think about history and who
we are as a society, and to remember that we are approaching the
150th year of this country. This is a very timely and appropriate
debate as we approach that very important anniversary.

I am very proud to say that members of the NDP get this. We
understand that it is a very important symbolic but simple initiative,
and it needs to be undertaken by this House. What are we here for?
We are here to display leadership.

If we listen to what our Conservative members are saying, at least
the parliamentary secretary, every time there is a poll and somebody
says, “I am not sure about that. Do not do that. It is about tradition”,
we would just do nothing, is that it? We would just all pack it up and
go home and do everything by poll, which I really have to wonder
about, being from B.C., where polls have become pretty suspect
when we look at elections, for example, and even here in Ontario.

This is not legislation by poll. This is not about being a member of
Parliament by poll. This is about reflecting on what our country is
about and reflecting that it is 2015 and not 1980, and that women are
not only prominent in this country but also need to be more
prominent. If the national anthem cannot reflect us as women, then
heck, we really have not come very far.

Let us get rid of the illusions. Let us get rid of the smokescreen of
these polls and the idea that the Conservatives do not wish to go
against the will of the people. We can all think of examples of the
Conservatives throwing in the face of the Canadian people anything
that they believed in to motivate their own political agenda.

February 23, 2015 COMMONS DEBATES 11499

Private Members' Business



I want to end on a positive note and say thanks to the member for
Ottawa—Vanier for bringing this matter forward again. The fact that
it has come forward on a number of occasions means that it is an
enduring issue. It means that it is something that needs to be dealt
with, and it will keep coming forward until the folks on the other
side, or those who are naysayers, understand that we need to be in a
modern-day society and that this change in our national anthem is
long overdue.

I really hope, because it is a private member's bill, that individual
members from all sides of the House will think about the bill, think
about who they are, think about women in this country, and think
about what this national anthem actually says. On that basis, they
will come to what I think is the only conclusion that one can come
to, which is that we should be supporting this change. We should be
going out and celebrating that change. We should be talking to our
constituents and the people who are worried about tradition. We have
so many arguments to show how tradition itself evolves and can
represent the diversity of Canada.

I thank the member for the bill. I look forward to hearing from
other Conservative members and I hope very much that they will
accept a modern-day bill and not be stuck in a sexist and
discriminatory frame of mind. I hope that they will support the bill.

● (1140)

[Translation]

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Saint-Laurent—Cartierville, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I am honoured to rise in the House today and, as the
Canadian heritage critic for the Liberal party, express my support for
Bill C-624, An Act to amend the National Anthem Act (gender),
sponsored by our indomitable colleague, the member for Ottawa—
Vanier.

It is a seemingly simple bill, perhaps one of the simplest bills we
have ever debated in this House. It simply changes two little words
in the English version of our national anthem. However, since that
change will have immense symbolic significance, we would not
expect it to receive unanimous support right away.

I therefore want to examine the arguments made against this bill
with an open mind, and demonstrate that they do not outweigh those
in its favour.

[English]

The bill proposes making the English version of the national
anthem gender neutral by changing two little words in one of the
verses. Thus, the verse “True patriot love in all thy sons command”
would become “True patriot love in all of us command”. They are
two small words, “thy sons” to “of us”, but they are an important
symbol.

Why change it? It is because the new gender-neutral wording
would make Canada's anthem gender inclusive, thus catching up
with the evolution of Canadian society and confirming one of the
most important values espoused by Canadians, which is the equality
of women and men.

This is the only, but important, purpose of the bill.

[Translation]

Who, then, would want to oppose such a change and why? Do all
of us here in the House not support gender equality? Of course we
may not always agree on how to promote equality, but I am quite
certain that we all agree with the objective.

Moreover, it would be completely unfair to accuse everyone who
opposes the bill of also opposing gender equality.

● (1145)

[English]

My understanding is that those who disagree with the proposed
change argue that O Canada is a historical artifact that must be
preserved in its current form for purposes of heritage and historical
integrity. They argue that the past has contributed to the Canada of
today and serves as an indicator of how far we have come as a
society and a nation.

[Translation]

We have to recognize that that is a valid argument. Take the
French version of O Canada, for example.

Some might say, and rightly so, that it is not inclusive enough for
today's Canadian society. The French version of the anthem begins
with making reference to the land of our ancestors, when the
ancestors of many Canadians were not born on this land. It urges us
to wear the cross, when many of us are not adherents of the Christian
faith.

Nevertheless, in response to those arguments, I think we might say
that the beautiful poem written by Adolphe-Basile Routhier in 1880
is part of our heritage and must be respected. It reminds us where we
came from and helps us determine together where we want to go.

Let us call it the heritage argument. Today's Canada was born of
yesterday's Canada and did not come out of nowhere. Our national
anthem serves to remind us of that. That argument has merit. By the
same token, it is not an absolute. There are other arguments to
consider.

When we weigh all sides of the issue, it seems that the small
change proposed in Bill C-624 is quite justified. Better still, it is
desirable and I have two arguments to back that up.

Firstly, the heritage argument in this specific case supports
changing the two words as proposed by Bill C-624. If we look at the
heritage side of this matter, then it would be more accurate to say
that we are reverting back to the original version rather than making
a change.

[English]

The original version, written in 1908 by Judge R. Stanley Weir,
had “True patriot love thou dost in us command”. The bill proposes
returning to this original historical form, though using contemporary
English, so it would be “in all of us”.
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The English lyrics for O Canada have been amended a number of
times since 1908. They were amended in 1913, 1914, 1916, 1927,
and 1980. That does not mean they changed these lyrics without very
valid justification, but it shows that they are not untouchable,
particularly when the proposed amendment would, in one fell
swoop, bring our national anthem closer to its original 1908 form.

It also shows that while the words have been amended on various
dates, what has stood the test of time is the spirit of patriotism that
continues to be embodied by Canada's anthem and Canadians who
rise to sing it.

[Translation]

Secondly, the two-word change proposed in Bill C-624 is not only
true to our heritage but it is also likely inevitable. If we do not make
that change now, it will be made another time.

It would be better for us to get on the right side of history by
making this change ourselves right away rather than leaving it for the
legislators of tomorrow to do.

[English]

If “thy sons” does not become “of us” today, it will tomorrow.

A similar evolution happened in Austria, where, in December
2011, legislators voted to add three little words to the first verse of
their national anthem. Thus “homeland of great sons” became
“homeland of great daughters and sons”.

The English lyrics of Canada's anthem were adopted in 1980.
They have been criticized ever since for excluding women, so if we
do not fix the problem, the debate can only grow with time. Between
1984 and 2011, no fewer than nine bills have been introduced in
Parliament to make these lyrics gender neutral.

Even the current Conservative government, in the 2010 Speech
from the Throne, proposed to amend the anthem to make the lyrics
gender neutral. It stated, “Our Government will also ask Parliament
to examine the original gender-neutral English wording of the
national anthem”. The government supported reverting to the
original 1908 poem, replacing the current “in all thy sons command”
with “thou dost in us command”. Although the government changed
its mind 48 hours later, general support for such a change has only
increased since.

In 2013, an online campaign entitled “Restore Our Anthem” was
launched to make the English version of the national anthem gender
neutral. Prominent Canadians such as Margaret Atwood, Kim
Campbell, Vivienne Poy, Nancy Ruth, and Belinda Stronach have
lent their support to the campaign.

● (1150)

[Translation]

An increasing number of Canadians are willing to embrace this
change because it is so simple and consistent with today's values of
equality.

[English]

Choirs and musical groups across the country, such as the Toronto
Welsh Male Voice Choir, the Vancouver Children's Choir, and the
Elektra Women's Choir, have already taken up the new language. It

is inevitable that the words “thy sons” will be replaced with “of us”,
if not today, tomorrow.

Therefore, let us support Bill C-624 for all of us. Let us support
the small but important change our colleague, the member for
Ottawa—Vanier, rightly proposes. Our anthem will thus remain true
to its original lyrics and most importantly, true to our daughters and
sons both, who equally stand on guard for thee, the true north strong
and free.
Mrs. Stella Ambler (Mississauga South, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I

rise today to address Bill C-624, an act to amend the National
Anthem Act with respect to gender.

The purpose of the bill is to amend the act to make the lyrics of the
anthem more gender neutral. Specifically, the bill seeks to replace
the words “thy sons” with the words “of us” in the English version.

The lyrics of the national anthem have remained unchanged since
it was adopted as the official national anthem in 1980, as members
have heard today. Several attempts have been made to change the
lyrics, so we have been down this road before, but these attempts
have not been successful.

Additionally, as the media has reported and recent studies have
demonstrated, Canadians have voiced their opinion that the anthem
should not be changed. A 2013 study by Forum Research found that
65% of Canadians opposed the change, only 25% supported the
change, and 10% had no opinion on the issue.

First, let me mention the many ways the Government of Canada is
recognizing women and their significant role in society. One of the
ways Canadian women are celebrated across Canada is through the
designation of special days, as the parliamentary secretary
mentioned, such as International Women's Day and Women's
History Month. Our government is also recognizing women through
awards commemorations and investments in the economic action
plan.

International Women's Day has been celebrated since 1911. This
global day of recognition and celebration provides an opportunity to
highlight the contributions women have made and are continuing to
make in society. It is also a time to reflect on the progress in
advancing women's rights and equality and to reflect on the
challenges that are still facing women, not only in Canada but all
around the world.

On March 8, 2015, Canada will once again participate in this
special day with events and activities to raise awareness and to pay
tribute to the economic, political, and social achievements of
women. International Women's Day is celebrated not only by the
government but also by organizations, charities, educational
institutions, women's groups, corporations, and the media.

Another form of recognition for women in Canada is the Governor
General's Awards in Commemoration of the Persons Case, a
landmark victory for Canadian women, which has also been
mentioned this morning. These awards, which were created in
1979, the year in which Canada celebrated the 50th anniversary of
the persons case, annually honour five recipients. The award
continues the tradition of the famous five, and it recognizes
Canadians who have made an outstanding contribution to the goal
of equality for women and girls in Canada.
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The entire month of October is designated Women's History
Month. It provides an opportunity to build understanding and to
recognize women's achievements as a vital part of our heritage. We
celebrate the accomplishments of Canadian women and recognize
their contributions in this way.

Activities for Women's History Month take many forms: events,
exhibits, film screenings, and classroom activities. Canadians are
encouraged to learn about and better appreciate women's contribu-
tions to history and their fight for equality, which is a powerful,
ongoing social movement.

It is another opportunity to bring to the forefront the work of the
famous five: Emily Murphy, Nellie McClung, Henrietta Muir
Edwards, Louise McKinney, and Irene Parlby, from Alberta. Their
tireless efforts created a new precedent for women. It is also an
opportunity to recognize other women in Canada's history who
achieved important firsts or other significant accomplishments,
women such as Cairine Ray Wilson, the first woman in the Senate of
Canada, or Harriet Brooks, Canada's first woman nuclear physicist,
or Roberta Bondar, Canada's first female astronaut.

Canada is proud that women have the opportunity to participate in
every aspect of Canadian life. From entrepreneurs to astronauts to
world-class athletes, women are making their mark, changing their
nation for the better, and inspiring future generations.

This is not to say that equality has been fully realized, but Canada
is making real progress toward this goal. As we look forward to
Canada's 150th birthday, the Government of Canada is marking
important milestones that have shaped our nation. The commemora-
tions of the First and Second World Wars are under way. These
commemorations are opportunities to celebrate Canada's heroines,
who served their country with dedication and courage.

Yes, today women are part of every aspect of military life. All of
us in this House probably know of at least one or two or more strong
women serving in the Canadian Armed Forces. However, in 1913,
when military involvement was mandatory, that is, conscripted, only
men were conscripted.
● (1155)

I believe this Liberal member's intentions are honourable but tend
to the sentimental, if not revisionist. Women's contributions on the
home front should be honoured and commemorated. Canadian
women not only served in military roles but also assumed
unprecedented roles, working in factories, offices, and volunteer
organizations that supported the war effort.

In my own riding of Mississauga South, a small arms building is
still in existence. It was a factory for Lee-Enfield rifles and Sten
machine guns. In fact, there were over 5,000 women working there
at any one given time creating and making these Lee-Enfield rifles
for the entire allied efforts. I know the contributions women made in
the great wars.

The 1914 change reflected the reality of the appalling toll in
young male lives, reflected as the price paid for their so-called “true
patriot love”. The reference to “thy sons” is clearly a military
reference to the Great War. It is not about sexism or discrimination,
as the NDP member opposite said. I see it as respect for Canada's
history.

It is not simple either, as one of the Liberal members mentioned.
With two small words, the Liberals would have us believe that this is
insignificant, but erasing history does not accomplish the goal of
gender neutrality or equality for women. Concrete actions taken to
improve the lives of Canadian women accomplish this goal.

As I have said, our government recognizes women and their
significant role in society in a variety of ways, including with special
days, awards, commemorations, and investments through the
economic action plan. These tangible forms of recognition show
the value placed on women in Canadian society.

We have heard from Canadians on this issue, and they have
spoken loudly and clearly. They overwhelmingly do not want to
open the issue. This is an issue for the Ottawa bubble, not for
ordinary Canadians, including strong women from coast to coast to
coast who want us to reject this bill.

Our tradition of the anthem will remain intact in its current form,
and the Government of Canada will continue to show its support for
women in positive and tangible ways that celebrate their accom-
plishments, recognize their contributions, and support their future
success in Canadian society.

● (1200)

[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.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

[English]

ANTI-TERRORISM ACT, 2015

The House resumed from February 19 consideration of the motion
that Bill C-51, an act to enact the Security of Canada Information
Sharing Act and the Secure Air Travel Act, to amend the Criminal
Code, the Canadian Security Intelligence Service Act and the
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act and to make related and
consequential amendments to other acts, be read the second time and
referred to a committee, and of the amendment.

Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would
like to indicate at the outset that I will be sharing my time with the
hon. member for Victoria.

Bill C-51 is now before us so that we can debate something that is
of great importance to the people of Canada. I think its short title is
the “anti-terrorism act, 2015”. There is a real question as to what it is
really about.

In fact, The Globe and Mail, one of the oldest and most prominent
newspapers in Canada, says:

On close inspection, Bill C-51 is not an anti-terrorism bill. Fighting terrorism is its
pretext; its language reveals a broader goal of allowing government departments, as
well as CSIS, to act whenever they believe limply defined security threats “may”—
not “will”—occur.
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That is a pretty fierce condemnation of a piece of legislation by
what purports to be a serious government interested in dealing with
terrorism.

Let us make no mistake. Terrorism is a real threat and everyone
agrees that public safety is a top priority for any government.
However, Canadians do not have to choose between their security
and their rights. This is in fact a false choice presented to the people
of Canada by the current government and by the Prime Minister.

When the member for Ottawa West—Nepean was announcing his
retirement as foreign minister, he quoted John Diefenbaker that
"Parliament is more than procedure—it is the custodian of the
nation's freedom.”

I believe that is right. What we are doing here today on this side of
the House is what we can and must do as parliamentarians to protect
the freedoms of Canadians, because that is the issue here. The issue
is that we need to have concrete measures that would keep
Canadians safe without eroding our freedoms and our way of life.
Unfortunately, time and time again, the current Prime Minister and
the current government is putting politics ahead of principle.

Once again, The Globe and Mail stated, on February 1:
Under the cloud of fear produced by his repeated hyperbole about the scope and

nature of the threat, he [the Prime Minister] now wants to turn our domestic spy
agency into something that looks disturbingly like a secret police force.

Canadians should not be willing to accept such an obvious threat to their basic
liberties.

Where does that come from? It comes from the provisions in the
bill itself, which would give additional powers to CSIS that it does
not already have and, arguably, does not need; and which would
allow for information-sharing broadly between 16 government
departments. The bill does not specify this would be limited in
nature. It would cause problems that have been described and
outlined by many prominent citizens—former prime ministers,
former leaders of political parties, academics, legal expects, former
justices of the Supreme Court of Canada—all of whom have
condemned the legislation as going too far and giving unnecessary
and dangerous powers to government agencies with a profound lack
of parliamentary oversight.

● (1205)

The government's position on oversight is that we already have
enough, that we have a robust system. We do not. We do not have
any system of oversight for the Canada Border Services Agency. We
have an appointed body, SIRC, that deals with CSIS, but it is not an
oversight agency. It says so itself in its most recent report and it
makes the distinction between oversight and review. It says it is a
review agency that looks at things some time after the fact. It does
not have oversight on a continuous basis over what is going on in the
moment on the day. Therefore, it is not an oversight agency. It says
so itself and recognizes that oversight is a different value and is
required.

Its provisions have been put before the House to provide the kind
of oversight that we could use, oversight that some of our Five Eyes
friends have over intelligence. Australia, the United Kingdom, and
the United States of America have robust parliamentary or
congressional oversight with the power to know what is going on
and to keep an eye on things.

This has been rejected outright by the government. There was
private member's bill, Bill C-622, that would have modernized a
piece of legislation that was before the House in 2006, a piece of
legislation that arose out of the committee that you, Mr. Speaker, sat
on, along with the current Minister of Justice, who said at that time
that this would be a desirable, necessary, and important measure to
be undertaken. That bill died on the order paper, but Bill C-622,
which proposed modernizing that legislation to some extent—which
I am not saying we agreed with entirely—was before the House and
was defeated by the government at second reading.

Also before the House is Motion No. 461, a motion that I
presented to the House on October 24, 2013, calling for a special
select committee of the House, like the one the Speaker and the
Minister of Justice sat on, to devise the best and appropriate form of
oversight by Parliament that might be required given the change in
circumstances since 2004 and the experiences of other jurisdictions,
for us to devise the best system for our Parliament.

Although it was offered up for debate, the government House
leader refused to allow it to be debated, saying there was no
necessity for any more oversight than already in place. That flies in
the face of all the experts, the academic experts and people who have
studied this time and time again, such as lawyers, judges, former
leaders, and former prime ministers, who have all said that
parliamentary oversight must be present in a system that protects
the rights and freedoms of individuals in this country when we are
dealing with this kind of legislation.

The bill is extremely intrusive. It gives significant police powers,
including the power to disrupt activities. I heard the Minister of
National Defence—who all of a sudden is the spokesperson for
Public Safety, as I do not know what happened to the Minister of
Public Safety, who seems to have disappeared off the map since the
new Minister of Defence was appointed—say several times over the
weekend in various interviews that “No, no, no, we're giving powers
to the judiciary, not to CSIS”. That is wrong. The power to disrupt in
section 42 of the bill would be given to CSIS directly. It would only
be when CSIS decided that whatever it wanted to do would actually
violate the Charter of Rights and Freedoms that it would have to go a
judge, and the judge supposedly would be allowed to tell CSIS that it
could break the Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

I do not think that is constitutional. I do not think a judge can have
a licence by legislation to violate the Constitution of Canada, which
is what the bill would allow. That is how bad this legislation is. that
in itself is enough to say that the bill is bad, wrong, unconstitutional,
and cannot be supported. I will leave it at that.

● (1210)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
the member just finished saying that the legislation is bad,
unconstitutional, and cannot be supported. The New Democrats
were saying last week that they would vote against this bill at second
and third reading, and that in principle it is a bad bill. Over the
weekend we heard the leader of the New Democratic Party saying
that if in fact the New Democrats were elected as government, they
would not revoke the legislation, that they would leave it in place.
There seems to be some inconsistency in the NDP position on the
issue.
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In principle, if the New Democrats support the legislation if it
ultimately passes—and that is what the leader of the New
Democratic Party is saying they would do if they formed
government—then why would they be voting against it in principle
here? In the Liberal Party, we have indicated that we support the bill
in principle, but that it has to be amended. We are pushing hard for
those amendments.

Why will the New Democrats not join the Liberal Party and be
more transparent in their position and just say what needs to be said,
that in principle the legislation has some steps worthy of support but
that it must be amended, and then push for those amendments?

Mr. Jack Harris: Mr. Speaker, I do not know where the member
gets his information. I am sure he must have misunderstood
whatever might have been said by the Leader of the Opposition,
because we are clearly not going to support it, nor would we keep in
place if it were passed, as it is unconstitutional legislation. I cannot
imagine how the son of the father of the charter of rights can ask his
caucus to vote in favour of legislation that clearly would give a judge
the power to override in secret, on an individual case, the Charter of
Rights and Freedoms.

I say to the hon. member that if they are pushing hard against it,
they are pushing with a straw.

Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague for his address on this bill, which I
am sure he could speak to for several hours with his concerns about
it, but which he put very succinctly in the brief time he had.

What the hon. member from Newfoundland and Labrador has
raised is one of the most significant aspects of the bill, the
misleading, uninformative statements by the Minister of National
Defence on it. In fact, as the member pointed out, the bill would add
very strong additional powers to the intelligence body. As the
member said, the minister has said that the new powers would be
only for the judges.

Could he elaborate on my understanding? It would only be in the
discretion of CSIS to choose to think that if it were maybe acting
beyond the bounds of the law, then it could go to a judge.

Mr. Jack Harris: Mr. Speaker, the discretion to decide whether
there is a violation of the charter of rights is quite astonishing. In
fact, clause 42 says, “The Service shall not take measures to reduce a
threat to the security of Canada if those measures will contravene a
right or freedom guaranteed by the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms”, unless they go to a judge.

The determination would have to be made by CSIS officials that
they would violate the charter. Who is CSIS to make these
determinations in the first place? Only if the people at CSIS were
sure that it would, would they then go to a judge.

When we look at the experience of CSIS in dealing with the
judiciary already, it has been found to have misinformed—in other
words not told the truth—to Mr. Justice Mosley in an application in
relation to getting secret powers. There is a real question here as to
whether this would be abused, would likely be abused, or would be
possible to abuse, particularly if there is no oversight.

● (1215)

Mr. Murray Rankin (Victoria, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I rise with
great sadness today to debate Bill C-51. I am sad because the
Conservatives appear to be using national security as a wedge issue,
using fear to divide us at the very time Canadians rightly demand
non-partisan collaboration to keep us safe from very real threats and
to protect the very rights and freedoms that define our precious
democracy. I am sad because it did not need to be this way.

Canadians will remember the touching speeches given by our
Prime Minister and all leaders in the House in the aftermath of the
shooting incident in Parliament in October.

On October 23, the Prime Minister said, “In our system, in our
country, we are opponents but we are never enemies. We are
Canadians, one and all”. Then he introduced this bill in a campaign-
style rally away from Parliament. He used rhetoric of war and spoke
in front of the largest Canadian flag I have ever seen.

I am also sad the Liberals did not stand up. I guess they fear that
they will have to support a bill like this because the polls say that. It
is very difficult to explain on the doorstep their position on such
critical legislation.

On a personal note, I do understand the very real threats to
security in our country. For many years, I was legal counsel to the
Security Intelligence Review Committee. I received a top secret
clearance and conducted terrorism hearings. A couple years ago, the
present Minister of Foreign Affairs, then justice minister, appointed
me as a so-called special advocate to do national security work under
the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act where national security
issues arise. I do understand the need to take action on national
security. Would that we can do it while holding hands across the
aisle, as we did on October 23.

The government has simply failed to make the case for the new
powers it seeks. This is another omnibus bill by the Conservatives,
containing 62 pages, and amending a great number of statutes. It
would expand the powers of CSIS dramatically but would fail utterly
to strengthen oversight and review powers. Noted anti-terrorism
expert and University of Toronto Law Professor Kent Roach told me
a few days ago that we already had a dozen anti-terrorism sections in
the Criminal Code.

The government has failed over and over again to give a single
example of how the amendments it seeks in Bill C-51 would be
used. It has added offences such as “communicating statements,
knowingly advocates or promotes the commission of terrorism
offences in general”. Most lawyers who I have consulted with have
no idea how words as vague as “terrorism in general” appear in a
legal text.
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Terrorism, let us break that down. When the Attorney General of
our country, the Minister of Justice, was asked what that meant, he
said, “Look it up in the dictionary.” What do the words “in general”
have to do in a legal text. Under section 7 of the charter,
unconstitutionally vague language is bound to be thrown out by
the courts as soon as they get a chance to see it.

The Minister of National Defence, who appears to be the new
spokesperson on this bill, argued that it was wrong to describe Bill
C-51 as a bill that would give new powers to police and intelligence
agencies. In his view, it would award new authority to judges and
courts to approve the use of the extra discretion afforded in the bill.

How is that working so far? In its annual report last year, the
Security Intelligence Review Committee said, “In one investigation,
SIRC...had been seriously misled by CSIS”.

As well, my colleague from Newfoundland has reminded us that
in 2013 Mr. Justice Mosley said that CSIS “withheld information in
a deliberate decision to keep the Court in the dark”. That is, in and of
itself, very disturbing.

The government has refused calls for more oversight of our
national security apparatus, notwithstanding that information sharing
among many departments would now be permitted, despite the
Privacy Commissioner of Canada's serious concerns about what that
would mean as information of a personal nature goes across the
bureaucracy unimpeded.

We are already limiting debate on this bill. We will have had three
days to debate this important bill. Notwithstanding the fact that
former prime ministers, former justices of the Supreme Court of
Canada and all sorts of experts have looked at it and said that it is
unconstitutional and should not be adopted, the government appears
to be willing to bull ahead and will probably not accept amendments
that will be offered, which is disturbing.

● (1220)

When I was at SIRC, I was very proud, after consultation with all
three of the parties in the House at the time, to work under Rosemary
Brown, former B.C. cabinet minister, wartime expert in security,
Saul Cherniack, who had been cabinet minister in Manitoba, Frances
Lankin, Liberals, NDP, Conservatives, all working in the national
interest. That is now how the Conservatives have let it unravel at this
point.

What does “consultation” mean? Apparently, the Leader of the
Opposition gets a phone call from someone saying, “We're going to
appoint this person. How do you feel about that?” There is no one in
whom the official opposition would have any confidence in this
work. The proof in the pudding is that the person who was appointed
to chair, this, by his own admission, with little or no vetting, is now
serving time in a Panamanian jail. That is how this proud agency has
been deformed.

Let us talk about lack of money and lack of new powers to deal
with the kinds of new powers that have been given to CSIS, such as
disrupting. This was supposed to be an intelligence agency. Does
nobody remember what happened when barns were burned in
Quebec and we said, after the McDonald Commission of Inquiry, we
should have an intelligence-gathering agency. CSIS will not be that
anymore. Apparently, now it will be given the powers to disrupt,

whatever that means, and to do so not only in Canada but anywhere
else it wants. The Conservatives are turning that agency into another
law enforcement agency. That is not what was intended in CSIS.
They have utterly deformed the bill.

As my friend from Newfoundland so ably pointed out, one really
has to ask what the Conservatives understand by the rule of law.
They would amend section 42 to apparently allow the agency to
decide what is contrary to the charter or unlawful. It is shocking what
this section would appear to do. Do not take my word for it. Read
clause 12.1 as it would be amended by this statute. Apparently, the
service would be able to take measures that would contravene the
charter and other laws if it were authorized to take them by a warrant
that a court would give, as if that is supposed to make us happy.

Notwithstanding the lack of oversight that I have tried to describe,
it would provide new powers that are frightening to many people in
my community. The job of the official opposition is to inform and
engage with its communities. All opposition members do that. This
Friday night there will be a town hall meeting in Victoria, which I
know will be packed with national security experts, my colleague,
the member for Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, the NDP public safety
critic and me, all speaking to this.

I was on people's doorsteps this weekend, and they are very
concerned. We hope they will rise up and fight, like they did against
the unfair elections act, to try to get the government to actually see
why all of these former prime ministers and supreme court justices
just might be onto something.

The government will tell us not to worry, that lawful advocacy
protest and dissent does not matter, that the act will not affect
dissent. If people are blockading a road, if Mahatma Gandhi or
Martin Luther King were engaging in civil disobedience, that is, by
definition, unlawful. People may be blockading a road on a
mountain. Grand Chief Stewart Phillip was arrested in the Burnaby
protest against Kinder Morgan. He has reason to fear once these
powers are used against him, which, of course, will spread across 16
government agencies and possibly go abroad as we share
information with other intelligence agencies around the world.

People are concerned, especially when the Conservatives call us
who opposed, for example, the Enbridge pipeline eco-terrorists or
foreign-funded radicals. Does anyone think there is a reason why
people in my community may be a tad worried about what the
government is doing? We are worried. Canadians should be worried.
This is overkill and it is unnecessary.
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I was proud to be in a party that stood up against another
government when 465 people were thrown in jail, not one of whom
was ultimately convicted, when the War Measures Act was passed.
We stand up against this bill proudly because our constituents
demand us to do so, and we will.

● (1225)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
could the member provide some clarification on actual position of
the New Democratic Party?

I will quote a Global news story from yesterday. The headline is
that the NDP leader “won't commit to scrapping anti-terror bill, if
ever in power”. It states:

Though vehemently against the bill, NDP Leader...if in power, would not
necessarily scrap the Conservative’s “anti-terror” bill—but he would definitely
change it, he said in an interview Sunday.

When I posed the question to his colleague, the member for St.
John's East, he was very clear that the NDP would revoke the
legislation. Who does the member believe is correct, the leader of the
New Democratic Party who says that the party would revoke it or his
colleague from St. John's East who says that it would not revoke it?

Mr. Murray Rankin: Mr. Speaker, let me be perfectly clear. As
others have said, we are voting against the bill.

I understand my colleague from the third party believes it is
coherent to say that the bill is bad, that we need new powers and that
we need to change oversight, but they will support it anyway. In my
view, that is not coherent.

If there is any doubt about it, let me just say it as loudly and
clearly as I can for my colleague that we will vote against this
unconstitutional, unnecessary, inefficient legislation.

Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am glad
my colleague from Victoria mentioned the matter of unlawful. The
Minister of National Defence mentioned many times over the
weekend that we should not worry, that lawful protests and dissent
were okay.

However, so many times, whether it be a strike that is not exactly
in keeping with the existing labour laws, protest movements like Idle
No More, or some of the matters that the member mentioned, they
are clearly not authorized by law, which is the proper definition of
“unlawful”. It seems to me that it is a very serious problem. It is
fooling people into thinking that it is harmless, because if they are
not breaking the law, they have nothing to worry about. However,
the issue of lawfulness is a real problem for the application of this
legislation.

Would the member care to comment on that?

Mr. Murray Rankin: Mr. Speaker, I have heard the government
defend that somehow, the magic incantation of lawful advocacy,
protests and dissent is the Holy Grail, and that we need not worry
about it. However, as the member properly points out, the word
“lawful”, as with so many of the key terms in the bill, is completely
undefined. The member is right that it is not authorized by law.

What I have tried to say in my remarks is that sometimes civil and
or criminal injunctions are transgressed by people. That, by
definition, is unlawful, I presume. They are engaged in civil

disobedience because they understand that there is a consequence of
civil disobedience. That is what the sense often involves in the
labour context and in the environmental context.

I have had indigenous leaders come to me, frightened by what this
might mean as they engage in the kind of dissent that is obviously
taking place up and down our coast against the Enbridge northern
gateway pipeline. They have asked for legal advice and what this
would mean. Would CSIS be going after them, disrupting their
activities, infiltrating them?

Do we need our intelligence gathering agency to do that? We
have a perfectly competent RCMP that does that, and has done it
well, and that understands the need to gather evidence carefully, and
so forth. To turn an intelligence agency into some kind of law
enforcement agency like this is really reprehensible.

● (1230)

Mrs. Cathy McLeod (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Health and for Western Economic Diversification, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I am very pleased to rise today to debate Bill C-51, the anti-
terrorism act, 2015, and I want to mention at the outset that I will be
sharing my time with the member for Yukon.

This is a very important bill. Over the last few years, I have
noticed a real change in what is happening across the world and in
Canada. Hardly a week goes by that I, like many Parliamentarians,
do not wake up to news of extreme incidents or threats somewhere in
the world. A couple of days ago we heard that al Shabaab was
threatening Canadians in malls, malls where our children go, malls
where grandmothers go. The West Edmonton Mall was named
specifically.

Clearly, times have changed. Times are a lot different from what
they were in the sixties and the seventies, before communication
changed and before the Internet. If I mention places like
Copenhagen, Brussels, Sydney, Paris, and Ottawa, one would think
I was listing some of the freest cities in western democracies. Sadly,
however, this is a list of the locations of the most recent jihadi
terrorist attacks.

Let us make no mistake: the international jihadi movement has
declared war on Canada and war on our allies. That is important. We
are seeking to degrade and destroy the so-called Islamic State
through the committed and professional work of our Canadian
Armed Forces, and I think everyone in this House should be very
proud that when Canada calls, they do the job we ask of them and
they do an amazing job. We are taking important measures to
strengthen the protection of Canada.

I have been listening carefully and I think the NDP has been
sowing some confusion about what is contained in the bill. I will
reflect on some of the comments made by the leader of the NDP and
share some of the inaccuracies in his comments last week.

The leader of the NDP has accused Bill C-51 of being both overly
broad and not doing anything. That is a bit of a square circle. How
can a bill be overly broad on one hand and not really do anything on
the other?
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That in itself reflects an issue in terms of the approach of New
Democrats to the bill, whose leader said that the provisions to
criminalize the promotion of terrorism generally have no business in
the criminal law.

It is currently not a criminal offence to advocate or promote
terrorism generally. The ability to arrest someone who is, in general
terms, advocating or promoting the activity of terrorism does not
exist. The threshold for arrest in the Criminal Code is specific to
someone who knowingly instructs, directly or indirectly, any person
to carry out a terrorist activity.

As an example, the jihadists are saying, “Go hurt Canada.” In the
case of the threat to the West Edmonton Mall, are the jihadists
instructing specifically or more generally? We need to make sure we
capture those sorts of threats to Canadians.

The anti-terrorism act of 2015 would make it an offence to
advocate or promote terrorism in broader terms. It states:

Every person who, by communicating statements, knowingly advocates or
promotes the commission of terrorism offences in general

—which could mean malls or hurting Canadians—
—other than an offence under this section—while knowing that any of those
offences will be committed or being reckless as to whether any of those offences
may be committed, as a result of such communication, is guilty of an indictable
offence and is liable to imprisonment for a term of not more than five years.

By way of example, if someone posts a video on YouTube calling
for death to infidels wherever they may be, as was done by a recent
Canadian-linked jihadist, it is not currently a criminal offence. I am
sorry if the opposition does not believe that should be a criminal
offence, but frankly, I believe that if someone makes that kind of
threat, it clearly should be defined as a criminal offence. This
legislation will change that.

● (1235)

The leader of the NDP has also said that the legislation before us
today would allow the targeting of legitimate protesters, and that too
is inaccurate. Again, it is an attempt to fearmonger about this
particular bill.

Under the legislation, the threshold for CSIS to engage in
disruption is met if there are reasonable grounds to believe that a
particular activity constitutes a threat to the security of Canada.
Previously, CSIS did not have disruption powers, allowing it only to
collect and retain information. We previously heard that this was an
issue. To be quite frank, if CSIS knows of an imminent threat, I want
it to be able to act, not turn the information over to another agency so
that maybe some action will be taken after whatever has been
planned has been completed.

“Threats to the security of Canada” are qualified by the following
points, but “threats” do not include lawful advocacy, protests, or
dissent unless carried on in conjunction with any of these listed
activities, which would not be amended by Bill C-51: first,
espionage or sabotage that is against Canada or is detrimental to
the interests of Canada, or activities directed toward or in support of
such espionage or sabotage; second, foreign-influenced activities
within or relating to Canada that are detrimental to the interests of
Canada and are clandestine or deceptive or involve a threat to any
person; third, activities within or relating to Canada directed toward

or in support of the threat or use of acts of serious violence against
persons or property for the purpose of achieving a political,
religious, or ideological objective within Canada or a foreign state;
and four, activities directed toward undermining by covert unlawful
acts or directed toward or intended ultimately to lead to the
destruction or overthrow by violence of the constitutionally
established system of government in Canada.

What the leader of the NDP may be getting confused about is the
power of the sharing of information between government institu-
tions. The bill states:

...a Government of Canada institution may, on its own initiative or on request,
disclose information to the head of a recipient Government of Canada institution
whose title is listed in Schedule 3, or their delegate, if the information is relevant
to the recipient institution’s jurisdiction or responsibilities under an Act of
Parliament or another lawful authority in respect of activities that undermine the
security of Canada, including in respect of their detection, identification, analysis,
prevention, investigation or disruption.

The NDP leader's claims are simply false. Absolutely no change
would be made to what constitutes a threat to the security of Canada.
The measures he is pointing to deal with information sharing
between government departments.

Further, the CSIS Act specifically states that threats to the security
of Canada do not include lawful advocacy, protest, or dissent. The
new legislation states that activity that would undermine the security
of Canada does not include lawful advocacy, protest, dissent, and
artistic expression. It is very clear, and again I think some
fearmongering has gone on.

We reject the arguments that every time we talk about our security,
our freedoms are threatened. Canadians understand that freedoms
and security go hand in hand. Canadians expect us to protect both,
and there are protections in this legislation that would do exactly
that. The fundamental fact is that our police and our national security
agencies are working to protect our rights and our freedoms, and it is
jihadi terrorists who would endanger our security and who would
take away our freedoms.

We have covered what the bill would not do, but we should look
at what it would do. I have a lot of things to say about what it would
do, but it looks as if I will not have time to discuss them all. I will
quickly try to fit in a few.

Bill C-51 is a comprehensive package that would criminalize the
advocacy or promotion of terrorism. It would counter terrorist
recruitment by giving our courts the authority to remove things that
are online. It would enhance CSIS' power to address threats, in that
we are not going to sit and wait for threats but are going to address
them. The bill would provide law enforcement agencies with
enhanced stability to disrupt terrorist offences and activities.

Another issue is the passenger protect program related to people
who are travelling by air for the purpose of engaging in terrorism.
The bill would make it easier for our law enforcement agencies to do
the job that we ask them to do and share relevant national security
information.
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Many of my colleagues will speak to other components of the bill.
This is important legislation, and we are doing the right thing for
Canadians. We have hit the important balance between security and
the protection of freedoms.

● (1240)

[Translation]

Ms. Marjolaine Boutin-Sweet (Hochelaga, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
the Conservatives eliminated the position of inspector general of
CSIS and left two agency positions open for months and months.

Why are the Conservatives insisting on reducing civilian oversight
rather than enhancing it?

[English]

Mrs. Cathy McLeod: Mr. Speaker, oversight is important. SIRC
has done an annual report indicating the measures it takes and the
watching it is doing.

It is also important to note that this particular legislation would
give powers to CSIS to stop threats. We need to look at it currently.
If CSIS knew something was going to happen imminently, it would
have some warrant provisions, but oversight over these powers is
there, and it is important.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
the Liberal Party and the leader of the Liberal Party will argue, and I
support it wholeheartedly, that there is no real oversight. In fact, the
government could be doing a whole lot more.

Canada is a member of the Five Eyes nations. We are talking
about the United States, England, Australia, and a fifth one. Only
Canada does not have parliamentary oversight. All the others have
parliamentary oversight.

Why does the member believe that Canada should stand alone and
not have parliamentary oversight, given the importance of individual
rights and freedoms?

Mrs. Cathy McLeod: Mr. Speaker, our government believes that
independent, expert, third party oversight is absolutely critical. There
is no question.

However, even though every country does something one way,
does the member actually think that we should not have the
sovereignty to determine what a good way would be for Canada?

I believe his party, back in the day, actually did not support
changes to the system because at the time it believed that third party
independent oversight was important. Obviously, the third party
oversight does report through the normal parliamentary channels.

Mr. Corneliu Chisu (Pickering—Scarborough East, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I was listening with great interest to the speech of my
colleague, the parliamentary secretary. Bill C-51 contains provisions
of information sharing. The information sharing component is a
common sense measure to keep us safe.

Could the parliamentary secretary provide examples of how
reducing silos within the government can keep us safe?

Mrs. Cathy McLeod: Mr. Speaker, we need to look at what
Canadians think is common sense. For example, if someone comes
in to see a consular official in Beirut and the official is very
concerned about the history that person presents and about injuries

that might be consistent with some activities that are less than
savoury, to think that this consular official could not actually share
those concerns with an organization such as the RCMP and CSIS
does not make sense, although obviously that information sharing
has to be done in a prudent way.

I think most Canadians will agree that if someone was raising five
or six red flags, they would be concerned about that person and what
that means to the safety and security of Canada. It would be more
than appropriate to take some measures and flag that particular
person.

● (1245)

Mr. Ryan Leef (Yukon, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to
rise today to speak in support of Bill C-51, anti-terrorism act, 2015.

First and foremost, my support for the bill is driven by one single
overarching principle, that the international jihadist movement has
declared war on Canada.

In the bill, the preamble sets out something that is important to
note. I will read directly from Bill C-51, which states:

Whereas activities that undermine the security of Canada are often carried out in a
clandestine, deceptive or hostile manner, are increasingly global, complex and
sophisticated, and often emerge and evolve rapidly;

That is important because as we ask Canadian security intelligence
agencies and law enforcement agencies across our country to detect,
assess, and prevent threats in an ever-evolving global terrorism
climate without themselves evolving, it is both unfair to Canadians,
unrealistic to the agencies we task with this role, and irresponsible as
a government.

Information sharing can provide critical and otherwise unrecog-
nizable links to exclude or include certain individuals, activities, or
groups that could pose a threat to the security of Canada. It is not
unusual for Canadian security intelligence agencies and law
enforcement agencies to share information to determine inculpatory
or exculpatory evidence that would help them focus their
investigations, to prevent or exclude the possibility of a particular
activity, group, or individual from participating in those threats.

We have put forward measures to protect Canadians against the
jihadist terrorists, as I have said, who have clearly waged a war on
Canada. They have done so because they target our society and they
hate the values that we represent.

The legislation effectively breaks down silos that exist between
government agencies. These silos put Canadians' lives at risk. I think
any constituent, mine in particular, would expect that if one branch
of government knows information that would be a threat to our
security, then naturally that information could be shared with other
branches of government.

Currently, it is not a clear case. This legislation seeks to achieve
that. Of course, we on this side of the House reject the fundamental
argument that is always put forward by the opposition, that every
time we talk about security somehow our freedoms are threatened.

11508 COMMONS DEBATES February 23, 2015

Government Orders



We understand that freedom and security go hand in hand and
that Canadians expect us, as parliamentarians, to protect both. As I
read through the entirety of this bill, all 63 pages of it, there are many
checks and balances that I am sure I will be able to talk about as this
debate continues. They ensure both the protection and preservation
of Canadians' freedoms while at the same time ensuring that security
intelligence agencies, our law enforcement agencies, and the
multiple departments within the Canadian government that are
tasked with Canadians day-to-day security are able to do the job that
we expect them to do.

Sometimes I believe that those on the other side of the House
forget all of this, but the fundamental fact is that our police and our
national security agencies are working to protect our rights and
freedoms. That is what jihadist terrorists want to endanger. They
want to take that away from us. In essence, the provisions of this bill
are designed to do specifically what the opposition is proposing that
this legislation is threatening

That being said, of course, it is important that there be a robust
accountability structure. In my view, the Canadian model of third
party, non-partisan, and independent oversight of our national
security agencies is superior to the political intervention in the
process that is being suggested by the opposition.

Further, we also know that well-ingrained in this bill are key
elements of new legislative authorities that require judicial review
and judicial authorization. In other words, in plain language, before
any action can be taken, each of the agencies tasked with the
responsibilities require show cause. They require warrant authoriza-
tion, and those warrants require in-depth explanation as to the
reasonable and probable grounds that exist to ask for warrants, to ask
for intervention, to ask for the mechanisms to disrupt, interrupt, or
proceed with investigations to deal with the threats that they face.

● (1250)

Therefore, any characterization by the opposition that this would
impede Canadians' rights, when certain sections specifically express
the legal requirements to respect that, in my opinion, is the
opposition challenging the ability of our courts to exercise their
judicial oversight when it comes to assessing the merits, need, and
expeditious requirements of anything that law enforcement or
security intelligence agencies come to them with. Obviously, I have
full confidence that our courts and judiciary can determine, based on
the merits, evidence, and information provided by law enforcement
agencies on their own, without Parliament trying to intervene.

Additionally, we have heard comments that there are not enough
resources to combat terrorist threats in Canada. We have increased
the resources that are available to our national security agencies by a
third. The Liberals and the NDP have voted against those increases
each step of the way. Despite their votes against these increases, of
course, our government will continue to ensure that the national
security agencies have the resources they need to keep Canada safe,
and that includes the legislative resources they require.

There can be no liberty without security, and I will tell members
what Canadians feel about this.

Four in five Canadians surveyed by the Angus Reid Institute say
that they support this legislation, with 91% in favour of making it

illegal to promote terrorism. There are 89% who favour blocking
websites that promote terrorism, and 87% support making it easier
for law enforcement agencies to add a terror suspect's name to an
airline's no-fly list. There are 80% who favour extending the length
of time that a terrorist suspect can be detained without charges to
seven days from three days; and 81% support giving government
departments the authority to share private information, such as
passport applications or commercial data, with law enforcement
agencies.

It is fairly clear that Canadians understand this legislation.
Canadians understand the threats that we face. Canadians understand
the roles of law enforcement agencies and security intelligence
information. Canadians understand the gaps that currently exist.
Canadians also understand the measures we are taking to fill those
gaps, to allow Canadians, those agencies, and those groups and
organizations that work with those agencies, with an opportunity to
engage in this battle without one hand being tied behind their backs.

As I said in my introductory remarks, it is both unfair,
unreasonable, and irresponsible for us to expect law enforcement
agencies and security intelligence agencies in this country to fight an
evolving global terrorism threat without themselves evolving. That
makes no sense. We are effectively asking them not to utilize all of
the tools and resources that the terrorists are able to utilize in terms
of access to information. We are asking them to operate two steps
behind in a world that is continually and rapidly changing,
effectively, efficiently and harmfully, not only to our nation but to
other nations.

It is incumbent upon us to make sure that we are providing our
security intelligence and law enforcement agencies with these tools.
As I have said, and as is it contained within the bill, there are the
necessary protections and preservation of Canadians' freedoms,
respect for the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, judicial
oversight and review, as well as three and four stages of checks and
balances.

I think this piece of legislation has struck the right balance
between allowing our law enforcement and security agencies to do
the job we expect them to do while at the same time ensuring the
privacy and protection of the freedoms we enjoy and deeply respect
in this country.

● (1255)

Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, the previous government speaker talked about
fearmongering. It is the Conservatives who are fearmongering. Now
this colleague talks about the fight evolving on global terrorism
threats and that they need to evolve as well. What Conservatives
need are dollars to use the current legislation already in place, and
they can only do that if they have enough staffing in place. We saw
last week, with respect to the fight against sexual exploitation for
children, where the government held back $10 million in unspent
funding, basically to take down the deficit.
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We have current laws in place that are not being used, which
would help to protect that. The Conservatives are the ones who are
trying to instill fear in Canadians, in believing that they need to look
over their shoulder day after day. That is wrong. We should ensure
that the RCMP and police officers have the right tools, which takes
dollars. The Department of Public Safety has seen a total of $688
million in cuts over the past three consecutive years.

Does my colleague not believe that these cuts by the government
are negatively impacting the ability of our public safety agencies to
conduct their work and keep Canadians safe?

Mr. Ryan Leef: Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned in my introductory
remarks, our government has increased investments in the Canadian
Security Intelligence Service. We continue to invest. That is one
piece of it. We can also talk about front-line law enforcement
agencies. It was our government that brought in things like the police
officer recruitment fund and doubled and tripled the number of
RCMP officers. I recall, in 1998, when the Liberal government
actually cut the funds, and I was in depot when they closed it down.
There were no front-line police officers coming out at the time. It has
been our government that brought forward police officer recruitment,
put more law enforcement officers on the front line, and more in our
communities. Guess who voted against that? The opposition voted
against it.

It is not just financial resources that would allow law enforcement
officers to do the job they need to do. They need the legislative tools.
They also need to know, and Canadians need to know, that there are
consequences to actions that people take. Coincidentally, not only
are we giving law enforcement agencies the tools to do their jobs, we
are providing consequences for the judiciary to consider when
people are convicted.

However, guess what? Once again, the opposition voted against
that. Members think that having law enforcement running around
this community in great numbers, not enforcing any laws with any
tools, or not having any consequences for actions, is public safety. It
is not at all. It is a total package, and it is a package that opposition
members never support.

Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind-
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, in the past year, I have had many debates
about democratic reform regarding the Senate and the judiciary,
about how many of the members of the government, primarily the
backbench, talk about being less keen on seeing people appointed as
opposed to people who are elected as serving as some sort of
oversight.

The member talked about judicial review and how he has
completely satisfied that. Although I appreciated many parts of his
speech, the part of the package I am concerned about is this
oversight that gives power to Parliament. Very specifically, why is
parliamentary oversight not a good idea for this legislation?

Mr. Ryan Leef: Mr. Speaker, most of what is embedded in the
legislation is around law enforcement agencies and security
intelligence agencies discovering, on reasonable and probable
grounds, either an offence or an activity that would cause them
concern. Clearly, members of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police,
Transport Canada, Canada Border Services Agency, or the Canadian
Security Intelligence Service are not going to take the information

they have and provide that to members of Parliament so we can all
vote on whether or not they get a warrant to act. They have to show
cause in front of a justice. That is the natural course of law
enforcement investigative procedures. The justice needs to consider
that.

There are parameters clearly detailed in this legislation around
what the law enforcement and security intelligence agencies have to
present in a show cause. There are considerations that are deeply
embedded in this legislation that tell the justices what they have to
consider, including the nature, extent, and quality of the information
in context to the current environmental conditions. Then they can
apply that to granting of a warrant or granting of an activity for law
enforcement agencies. That is something we cannot debate in the
House of Commons. There are protective measures that are required
because of national security, individual security, witness security. It
only stands to reason that it happen in the courts, and not on the floor
of the House of Commons.

● (1300)

Mr. Alex Atamanenko (British Columbia Southern Interior,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, let me start by saying how proud I am of our
leader and our party for taking a principled stand against this flawed
piece of legislation.

As I move closer to retirement, I have been reflecting on my past
nine years here in Ottawa. I often think about all those individuals,
not only in my riding but right across this country, who are deeply
committed to the cause of social justice. As a member of Parliament,
it has been an honour for me to work with them in our common
struggle for a better world. The issues have been many: world peace,
food sovereignty, climate change, the environment, poverty, violence
against women, and many others.

As a party, we have taken principled stands against the
ideologically driven policies of the current Conservative govern-
ment, such as its so-called tough-on-crime agenda, the abandonment
of environmental protection, and anti-labour legislation. Today our
position on Bill C-51 is consistent with this proud NDP tradition.

I should say that with all this anti-terrorism and anti-Muslim hype
generated by the Conservatives, it would have been easy to come out
in support of this draconian piece of legislation. After all, it appears,
as the polls are saying, that Canadians are afraid, and they want
tougher laws to protect them against terrorists. However, as the
official opposition, that would not be in the best interests of
Canadians.

I believe that my party has taken the responsible approach, and I
am very proud of it. After carefully listening to experts and studying
Bill C-51 in detail, we have determined that the bill would be a direct
threat to the rights and freedoms we currently enjoy in this country.
Here I would like to offer my sincere thanks to my colleagues from
Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca and Alfred-Pellan and the research team
for their due diligence on Bill C-51.

[Translation]

The following points summarize our concerns.
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This bill threatens our way of life by asking Canadians to choose
between their security and their freedoms. The bill was not
developed in consultation with the other parties, all of whom
recognize the real threat of terrorism and support effective, concrete
measures to keep Canadians safe.

What is more, the bill irresponsibly provides CSIS with a
sweeping new mandate without equally increasing oversight. It
contains definitions that are broad, vague and threaten to lump
together legitimate dissent with terrorism. It does not include the
type of concrete, effective measures that have been proven to work,
such as working with communities on measures to counter
radicalization of youth.

We agree that terrorism is a real threat and everyone agrees that
public safety should be a top priority for any government, but
Canadians should not have to choose between their security and their
rights. The Prime Minister is offering them a false choice.

We need concrete measures that protect Canadians without
eroding our freedoms and undermining our way of life. However,
time and time again, the Prime Minister goes too far and puts politics
before principles.

● (1305)

[English]

As I endeavoured to study this bill, I read through various articles
that appeared in our mainstream media. A number of them, such as
the National Post editorial of February 19, dealt with the efforts of
university professors and national security specialists Craig Forcese
and Kent Roach, who have produced three exhaustive analyses of
Bill C-51. They are concerned about the new powers granted to
CSIS to engage in disruptive activities.

We have also recently learned from an internal RCMP document
that the environmental movement is already being targeted as a
national security threat. According to the National Post, “that does
not require a particularly paranoid mind to be interpreted as evidence
that the environmental movement is already being targeted as a
national security threat”.

Prior to CSIS being created in 1984, the RCMP had engaged in
disruptive activities that were illegal. That is why the McDonald
Commission was created and why CSIS was given a mandate to
collect and analyze information and produce intelligence about
potential national security threats to Canada. Now, under Bill C-51,
they would be able to do legally what the RCMP was doing illegally
in the 1960s and 1970s. This is a direct threat to the rights and
freedoms we currently enjoy.

As our leader stated:

Bill C-51 would expand CSIS’s mandate to spying on ‘interference with
infrastructure and interference with economic or financial stability.

The language is so broad that it would allow CSIS to investigate anyone who
challenges the government’s social, economic or environmental policies. What is to
stop this bill from being used to spy on the government’s political enemy?

We have also learned that former CSIS officer Francois Lavigne is
alarmed by this bill. According to an article that appeared in The
Windsor Star:

He believes the measures proposed in C-51 are unnecessary, a threat to the rights
of Canadians and that the prime minister is using fascist techniques to push the bill.

Mr. Lavigne was part of the barn burning, off-the-leash Mounties
group whose law-breaking ways led to the McDonald Commission
and the eventual establishment of CSIS in 1984. He spent years
tracking dangerous radicals without the powers the government
wants to give CSIS. He said:

I find it a little convenient that in the past few years that these radicalized people
are the biggest threat to ever hit us. There are more people dying because of drunk
drivers or because of gang violence.

It would also appear that the Conservative government is using
terror to deflect us from real problems facing Canadians, such as the
loss of jobs, the growing disparity between the rich and the poor, and
climate change, to name a few. History is full of examples of
irresponsible leaders rallying their citizens by exaggerating threats to
their security. As Mr. Lavigne goes on to say:

Some of these tactics are taken right out of the fascist playbook. Create an enemy
that is hard to identify. Make it an enemy that is nebulous and seems to be able to do
things that nobody else can. Don't define the enemy. Just identify. Generate fear
around that enemy. Then send out the message that the only people who can deal
with this enemy are us.

This is totally irresponsible and, I would say, immoral on the part
of the Conservative government.

[Translation]

As our leader said, the NDP believes that current laws, at this
time, allow the police and intelligence officers to do a good job.
Providing new legislative tools is not the only solution. We must first
ensure that our officers have the financial resources they need to
better enforce laws.

In the end, any legislative measure to fight security threats must
satisfy the following principle: the legislative measure must protect
both Canadians and their civil liberties. The protection of civil
liberties and public safety are both fundamental Canadian values.
What is needed is a more rigorous legislative approach to fight
terrorism based on evidence and facts, an approach that provides for
strict monitoring of security agencies.

[English]

There is a lot of concern that this bill has been rammed through
with the typical time allocation, not giving enough time for experts
and the public to consult with the government, as happened in 2001
after what happened in New York City, when it took time, and
committee meetings and hearings were held. This is being rammed
through under the guise of fear.

I would like to quote from a disturbing article I read this morning
in The Globe and Mail by Campbell Clark, which said:

Two things are clear: First, the Conservatives think this bill will help them win an
election, and second, they don't want people to understand it. That's a bad
combination for a bill that will change things in secret, in ways we won't know for
years.
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● (1310)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
would give it a different twist. We recognize that when we are
fighting terrorism, one of the issues is resources. When we think
about the RCMP, there has been a question as to the government's
commitment to ensuring that it has the resources necessary to deliver
on its current responsibilities. We have seen cutbacks and budgets
that have been intentionally underspent.

My question for the member is related to the idea that we can
bring forward legislation, but unless we provide the resources
necessary to support the legislation, we will not really be that much
further ahead. I wonder if the member might comment on the issue
of resources, whether it is for the military, for fighting terrorism, or
for whatever it may be.

Mr. Alex Atamanenko: Mr. Speaker, one would think that when
we had a new perceived or real threat, we would do our homework.
One would think we would look at the existing legislation to see
what was working and what was not. One would think we would
look at the resources that should be there, and if they were not there,
one would think a responsible government would add additional
resources, using the current system we have. One would also think
there would be good parliamentary oversight of a new piece of
legislation we were trying to put in. None of this has happened.

The bill is being rammed through without any kind of oversight. It
is being rammed through as a fear tactic. It is meant to kind of wield
all this hype and fear of so-called jihadists and Muslims, all lumped
into one, as a fear tactic, and, I am afraid, as an election platform for
the next election.

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
I want to thank my friend, the member for British Columbia
Southern Interior, very much for his presentation. Since I will not
have an opportunity to speak to the bill, because of closure, I want an
opportunity to put one of the concerns I have in opposing the bill to
my friend and ask for his comments.

Much has been made of the notion that the bill would have
judicial oversight. I want to make it very clear that it would not have
judicial oversight unless CSIS agents themselves decided that a step
they were about to take would violate the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms.

I put to my friend that we know that the Minister of Justice often
disagrees with the Supreme Court of Canada about when the charter
is being violated, yet we are to trust that somehow CSIS agents, who
have at this point been empowered with the responsibility to interfere
with and reduce a nebulous cloud of potential threats to Canadian
security, would have the judicial wherewithal to figure out when
something is about to violate the charter. Only then would they have
to go to a judge for a warrant, and they would never have to go back
to that judge to report on their activities.

This is not judicial oversight. This is not checks and balances.
This is creating a scenario we have been warned about, as my friend
pointed out, by numerous royal commissions. That is why we should
keep intelligence services separate from police and keep them under
close scrutiny.

Mr. Alex Atamanenko: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my
colleague for her comments. It is good that she had a chance to make
them.

I agree. I have been going through all sorts of papers over the last
few weeks. One of the common themes is that there is not this
oversight. One of the common themes is that the bill would grant
power without having careful control. This is why the bill needs to
be studied carefully, not in the span of two days or one and a half
days. It needs to be looked at, and it needs to be amended. I certainly
hope that even if the bill goes further, the government will look at the
amendments we have proposed.

The Deputy Speaker: We are going to be resuming debate, but I
would draw to the House's attention the fact that we have used up the
five hours allowed for speeches of 20 minutes and questions and
comments of 10 minutes. We are now down to speeches that would
only be for 10 minutes and questions and comments for five minutes.

● (1315)

Mr. Jay Aspin (Nipissing—Timiskaming, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to have the opportunity to speak today in support of Bill
C-51, the anti-terrorism act, 2015. This important and timely
legislation, as many of our colleagues have said, fills important gaps
in Canadian law relating to threats to our national security. This bill
is comprehensive and would address, among other things, improved
information sharing so that national security and law enforcement
agencies can more effectively share information relating to threats,
and improved security for air transportation. It would also strengthen
the tools available to our intelligence and law enforcement
communities.

The anti-terrorism act, 2015, would help prevent, detect, and
respond to terrorist threats and activities. There are two important
prevention measures in the bill that I would like to speak to today,
namely, the terrorist propaganda seizure and take-down powers.
Prevention can come in various forms, and this legislation has a
number of measures that would support this pillar, including
improved information sharing.

As we all know, the international jihadist movement has declared
war on Canada and her allies. As we have seen in Copenhagen,
Brussels, Sydney, Paris, and even right here at home in Saint-Jean-
sur-Richelieu and Ottawa, jihadi terrorists are attempting to destroy
the values that make Canada the best country in the world to live,
work, and raise a family. Clearly, Canada is not immune to
homegrown terrorist threats. Therefore, the legislation before us
today also includes, in support of the terrorism prevention pillar,
measures to address the radicalization of these homegrown threats.

Bill C-51 proposes two provisions that would address the
proliferation and availability of terrorist propaganda that can
contribute to the radicalization of our youth and turn them toward
terrorism. These new powers would complement the proposed
indictable offence of promoting and advocating the commission of
terrorism offences in general.
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Specifically, the proposal is to create two warrants that would
allow for the seizure of terrorist propaganda. “Terrorist propaganda”
would be defined to mean any writing, sign, visible representation,
or audio recording that advocates or promotes the commission of
terrorism offences in general—other than the proposed new offence
of advocating terrorism offences, which I just mentioned—or
counsels the commission of a terrorism offence. The effect of this
change would be to authorize courts to order the seizure and
forfeiture of terrorist propaganda material, whether in a tangible
form, such as a poster, or in electronic form, such as a website.

Currently there exists a shocking gap. The Criminal Code does not
presently authorize the confiscation of terrorist propaganda produced
for sale or distribution in Canada, or that is stored on or made
available by a Canadian server. The first new warrant would be
similar to the provision in the Criminal Code governing the seizure
and forfeiture of hate propaganda in a hard-copy format, such as in
books or magazines.

Terrorist use of websites and social media to recruit and radicalize
youth to violence is a growing concern. Currently, police can only
ask that a website host voluntarily remove the material, which would
usually only occur after a conviction. However, when the person
who posted the material cannot be found because they are abroad or
have posted it anonymously, the removal of such offensive material
is very difficult, and it may be available to the public for some time
thereafter.

The anti-terrorism act, 2015, proposes to authorize a court to
order the removal of terrorist propaganda from Canadian Internet
services, even when the person who posted it cannot be found. This
proposed power is similar to ones that already exist for other
materials that Parliament has deemed harmful, such as hate
propaganda, child pornography, voyeuristic material, and most
recently with the passage of Bill C-13, the protecting Canadians
from online crime act, intimate images.

Some of these provisions have been in the Criminal Code since
2002 and help facilitate the removal of such harmful content from
Canadian Internet services, which in turn limits Canadian exposure
to such harmful content.

● (1320)

Courts must have the power to order the removal of such terrorist
propaganda when posted online. That is exactly what this new take-
down provision is designed to accomplish. Under this new
provision, judges may order both the person who posted the terrorist
propaganda and the Internet service provider to remove the material
that is terrorist propaganda. It is focused only on the removal of the
material that is available to the public, so that even in the absence of
a prosecution, police will still be able to remove this material from
Canadian servers.

As I mentioned earlier, these types of warrants are not new to the
Criminal Code. They are also not new to the international
community. For example, the United Kingdom has had similar
powers in place since 2006, and Australia provides for the takedown
of restricted online material, such as terrorist propaganda, through its
Broadcasting Services Act.

As an additional complementary amendment to these new tools,
Bill C-51 also proposes changing the customs tariff to include the
new concept of terrorist propaganda. This change would ensure that
Canada Border Services Agency officers would be authorized to
inspect and seize terrorist propaganda material.

These new tools are not only complementary to the proposed new
offence of advocating and promoting the commission of terrorism
offences in general, but they are also consistent with Parliament's
past approach relating to content that we have deemed harmful to
Canadian society.

As I have said, these tools are designed to help address the
radicalization of Canadian youth toward violence by assisting in the
removal of terrorist propaganda material. I would like to quote Avi
Benlolo, the president and CEO of the Friends of Simon Wiesenthal
Centre, who says:

It is especially significant that this new legislation will enable the removal of
websites promoting jihad and related materials on the internet. Jewish communities
are a favourite target of jihadis, and the provisions of this bill will do a great deal to
help ensure the safety and security of all Canadians as we continue to fight this threat
to western democracies.

I hope that all members of the House heed these words and
support these proposals in Bill C-51 as a positive step toward making
Canada and the world a safer place.

Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I listened to the hon. member's speech on this bill, but I
remain very puzzled by the member's comments.

The Minister of National Defence has been quoted as saying that
none of the new powers in Bill C-51 accord new powers to CSIS,
that the new powers are only accorded to the courts.

I am wondering if the hon. member can elaborate for us. Would
the member agree with the minister that in all cases where CSIS
officials take down material that is explained publicly or posted on a
website, or intervenes directly in an activity where they fear that
there are “terrorism activities” taking place, those are not new
powers for CSIS? Does the member agree with the Minister of
National Defence, or is he taking another position that the bill in fact
accords specific new powers to CSIS?

Mr. Jay Aspin: Mr. Speaker, quite frankly, I am puzzled why the
NDP is against safety and security for Canadians.

This is not hard. These measures will make Canada safer. Back in
2001, when we had the first terrorist incident, similar measures to
these were passed.

We simply think that third-party, non-independent, expert over-
sight of our national security agencies is the model. Furthermore,
key powers of the new legislation will be subject to judicial review
and judicial authorization.

Let us get on with protecting Canadians.

● (1325)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
the Liberal Party has been fairly clear on this legislation, in the sense
that we support it and will be voting in favour of it in principle,
primarily because it is a step forward.
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We have pointed out a concern that many Canadians share, that
the government needs to do more to protect the rights and freedoms
of Canadians. We take this seriously. When addressing the House on
the legislation, the leader of the Liberal Party put forward a model of
parliamentary oversight.

Surely to goodness, the member recognizes that other countries
like England and the United States already have parliamentary
oversight in some form to deal with these issues. Given that other
countries have oversight, and because there is such a great need for
Canada to do more on the oversight issue, why would the
government not accept a Liberal Party amendment that would
ensure parliamentary oversight? Everyone wants parliamentary
oversight. Why will the government not allow Canada to have
parliamentary oversight?

Mr. Jay Aspin: Mr. Speaker, as I said in my earlier remarks, I go
back to 2001 and the first terrorist attack. The member might recall
that it was a Liberal government that passed the Canadian Anti-
terrorism Act in response to the attacks in the United States on
September 11. The expanded powers at that time were highly
controversial, due to their widely perceived incompatibility with the
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, in particular the act's
provision allowing for secret trials, lengthy detention, and expensive
security and surveillance powers. The Liberal government passed
that act and the sky did not fall.

This legislation is needed right now, 13 years later. The sky will
not fall. We need protection. We need safety and security for
Canadians and we need it right now.

[Translation]

Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, although the Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness claims that no wrongdoing will result from the
application of Bill C-51, unfortunately Canadian history is replete
with examples of abuse, wrongdoing and lack of transparency. This
leads the official opposition to effectively exercise its full role and
remind members of past experiences.

First, I would like to speak of the events of October 1970, when
terrorist acts were committed in Quebec. The government imposed
martial law and expanded the powers of the RCMP. Probably ill-
informed of the real risk of the terrorist threat in Quebec, RCMP
officers performed illegal acts in carrying out their duties. They
infiltrated groups, stole documents, opened mail, and carried out
searches without warrants and widespread wiretaps without making
a distinction between dissidence and subversion.

Over the years, the criteria for determining the existence of a
security threat to a country have been expanded to include the
personal characteristics of the suspects, groups and associations,
which are not terrorists. For example, the separatist activities of
individuals or political groups like the Parti Québécois were closely
monitored by the RCMP. At the time, Quebec separatist activities
were perceived as potential security threats, according to the report
of the Commission of Inquiry Concerning Certain Activities of the
RCMP, presented in August 1981.

Robert Samson, an RCMP officer, revealed that he had broken
into the offices of the Agence de presse libre du Québec, made up of
young left-wing idealists, as pointed out in the book Enquêtes sur les

services secrets. These declarations led to the creation of the Keable
provincial commission of inquiry in 1977, which was responsible for
looking into the RCMP's illegal activities in Quebec.

Another commission was created at the federal level, chaired by
Justice McDonald. Its report revealed how RCMP informants had
infiltrated the upper levels. In 1978, the Ligue des droits et libertés
dealt a blow with its Opération liberté, or operation freedom. In the
name of national security, it warned the public about the illegal
activities of the RCMP, the Sûreté du Québec and the Montreal
Urban Community Police Department.

The Ligue des droits et libertés presented a report to the
McDonald Commission, and in response to its recommendations,
the RCMP lost its authority over national security intelligence
services, and a civilian agency was created to take over those
responsibilities, giving rise to the Canadian Security Intelligence
Service.

This look at the past was necessary so that we can understand
what is happening now. Like the member for Outremont, the leader
of the official opposition, who has 35 years in politics, I am
presenting my arguments against this anti-terrorism act, 2015, in a
clear and fair manner. As I just showed, there were cases of abuse in
the past. At the time, fear was used to justify illegal actions against
individuals who were not terrorists but dissidents who held a
different political opinion.

The government is repeating the errors of the past. It is stirring up
people's fears about terrorist attacks to justify spying on them and
violating their rights. This is not so much about implementing new
laws as it is about ensuring that there are enough resources on the
ground to be able to intervene.

Recently, there were six terrorism-related arrests. Clearly, the
police can take action, but they need resources.

● (1330)

I would like to take the time to share a simple analogy that will
help people understand what is going on here. Imagine a nurse
working the emergency room alone. Obviously she will not be able
to take care of all of the patients because there are too many. What
does the nurse do? She focuses on the most serious cases and the
highest-risk patients. She knows that in the meantime, other patients
are not doing well, but she does not have the time to deal with them.
She focuses on the most urgent cases and tries to keep an eye on the
others. Unfortunately, she will miss some cases. Maybe while
dealing with the most serious cases, she will not notice that another
patient's condition is deteriorating.

When incidents like these happen, we put additional resources in
place while waiting to review what happened. We review what
happened, put new policies and rules in place, decide that there
should be more oversight and so on. When we think we have
identified the problem, we take away the resources that were added
while the matter was under review.
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The poor nurse is still doing the job all by herself. She may know
that she has to check on all of the patients, but she does not have
time to do it. She therefore deals with the most urgent cases. She
would be happy if fewer sick people came to the hospital where she
works and if fewer people had heart attacks. However, no one is
doing anything about prevention, so just as many sick people are
coming to the hospital and the nurse is still doing the job alone.

In this case, it is not the policies or regulations that are causing
problems. Resources must be put in place to correct the situation.
When it comes to radicalization and terrorism, which is what we are
dealing with right now, the problem is not policies. We know that we
can make arrests. The problem is resource-related. We need to put
human resources in place to ensure that people do not slip through
the cracks and that we are not just dealing with the most serious
cases because we have too much on our plate and we do not have
time to manage everything that needs to be managed. We need to put
resources in place to prevent young people from becoming
radicalized and going to fight abroad. To do that, we need people
on the ground. We also need social workers who can work with the
communities concerned to prevent this sort of thing from happening.

I believe that I clearly demonstrated that when we are talking
about problems like this, it is not always a matter of introducing new
laws; it is a matter of resources, intervention and a presence on the
ground. Regardless of the number of laws we create, we will never
solve the problem if the resources are not available. That is why it is
important to put those resources in place.

Recently we learned that the government is not even spending all
of its budget envelopes. We learned that the RCMP and National
Defence have returned money to the public purse because they did
not use it all. Those departments have already experienced budget
cuts and yet they are not even using their whole budgets and are
returning the surplus to the public purse. Could those departments
not at least use all of the money at their disposal? That would be a
good start.

We must not sacrifice our fundamental freedoms because of the
fear of terrorism. Following the October 22 attacks, the Prime
Minister and the Leader of the Opposition stood up here and said
that they would not give in to fear. I was proud that they said that.
However, when we pass legislation that violates our individual
freedoms, I honestly believe that we are giving in to fear. The police
are able to intervene. What is needed is resources. We must not
violate people's rights. We must not use bills that, in a roundabout
way, allow attacks on political dissidents and non-violent activist
groups under the pretext of being able to intervene sooner. The
government is missing the boat. There is no direct link between this
bill and the kinds of acts we want to prevent.

● (1335)

Under the guise of wanting to protect Canada from potential
terrorist acts, the bill includes many people who should not be
subject to such measures. By making the bill much too broad, the
government has missed the boat entirely.

[English]

Mr. Bev Shipley (Lambton—Kent—Middlesex, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I found it interesting that yesterday all the newscasts
reported that al Shabaab members had come out and threatened areas

of our great country of Canada where a great deal of innocent people
gather every day. They hate the freedoms we have in our great
country every day.

I know my colleague wants to sit down with those people and talk
to them about not doing that. These threats are coming through on
the Internet and social media from other parts of the world.

The member talked about the need to put resources on the ground.
In fact, we have increased our resources for security. We may have
stopped some from the top, but we have increased the numbers. The
unfortunate part is that NDP members talk about that, but they never
stand and support giving them any money or adding people to our
security forces.

My question is about our freedoms and at the same time protecting
our security. Does the member see any way that they can run in
parallel?

● (1340)

[Translation]

Ms. Christine Moore: Mr. Speaker, I believe that it is entirely
possible to protect people under threat, such as those in Edmonton,
where a shopping centre has been targeted, not by changing existing
laws but by truly increasing resources.

People in Muslim communities, for example, regularly talk to
their imams to find out who currently holds extremist views. We
must be able to target people who pose a risk. We will never have
enough resources to spy on everyone all the time.

We have to be able to target people who are particularly at risk and
that means having a presence in the community. We should not be
adding new laws; we should be adding people on the ground who
know exactly who poses a risk.

We will never be able to monitor everyone at the same time. It can
easily take 12 police officers to keep an individual under surveillance
around the clock. There will never be enough police officers in
Edmonton to keep tabs on 1,000 people all at once.

That is why we need to know exactly who poses a risk. To do that
we have to be in the community.

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as
the Liberal Party has pointed out, some aspects of the legislation are
beneficial for the security of Canadians. The bill would build upon
the powers of preventive arrest. It would make better use of no-fly
lists. It would allow for a more coordinated information approach
with different departments and agencies.

However, we have also expressed great concern with regard to
other issues, one of which I focused on this morning, which is the
need for additional oversight. It is a major issue for the Liberal Party.
We need to have parliamentary oversight, which is something other
countries in the world already have.

Would the member provide some comment on the need for
parliamentary oversight and whether she sees any value or positive
things within the legislation?
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[Translation]

Ms. Christine Moore: Mr. Speaker, of course we must provide
parliamentary oversight. I already raised this issue with the Standing
Committee on National Defence when I was a member of that
committee.

However, the Liberals support this bill and are saying that they
will propose amendments to correct its major flaws, even though
they know full well that the government will reject all their
amendments without even reading them. Since the beginning of this
Parliament, the government has accepted roughly six opposition
amendments to its bills. I wish the Liberals luck in getting their
amendments adopted.

It is extremely hypocritical of the Liberal Party to support the bill
despite its major flaws and even though the government rejects all its
amendments. I do not know whether the Liberal Party is doing so
because it did more than just spy on people when it was in office,
especially during the October crisis and the referendum period in
Quebec. Nonetheless, this is very hypocritical of the Liberals and I
am sorry that they are not taking a stand on this bill.

[English]

Mr. Mark Warawa (Langley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to add my voice to the debate on Bill C-51, the anti-terrorism act,
2015.

The international jihadist movement has declared war on Canada.
We have tabled this important legislation to stop terrorists dead in
their tracks before they can harm law-abiding Canadians. The
legislation before us contains a number of provisions that work
toward a common goal, which is to protect Canada and Canadians. It
is a broad approach to a global program that has reached our
doorsteps.

I will focus my remarks today on important amendments to the
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act, commonly known as
IRPA, and specifically to Division 9 of the act.

As members of the House know, IRPA sets out the legal
framework for Canada's immigration and refugee programs. Our
immigration programs serve a number of purposes, including
enriching the social and cultural fabric of Canada, reuniting families,
and strengthening our economy.

However, the immigration program also plays a fundamental role
in maintaining the integrity of our borders and safeguarding our
national security. In this respect, the government must sometimes
turn to Division 9 of IRPA, which contains mechanisms that allow
the government to use and protect classified information when
deciding whether a non-citizen can enter or remain in Canada.

Indeed, Division 9 mechanisms and their predecessors have been
used for more than three decades. These include security certificates
before the Federal Court and applications for non-disclosure before
the Immigration and Refugee Board and the Federal Court.

Certificates commonly known as “security certificates” are
perhaps the most well-known proceeding under Division 9. They are
used in exceptional circumstances when classified information is
required to establish that a non-citizen is inadmissible to Canada for

serious grounds of security, human or international rights violations,
or serious or organized criminality.

The information involved in these cases, which we commonly
refer to as “classified information”, cannot be disclosed publicly
because doing so would injure national security or endanger the
safety of a person. The certificate is signed by the Minister of Public
Safety and Emergency Preparedness and by the Minister of
Citizenship and Immigration. It is then referred to the Federal
Court. If the Federal Court determines the certificate is reasonable, it
becomes a removal order that is in force.

The system includes strong safeguards. There is broad judicial
discretion to ensure the overall fairness of the proceedings.
Furthermore, since 2008, special advocates who are non-govern-
mental lawyers with the required security clearance to handle
classified information protect the interests of non-citizens during the
closed portions of the proceedings.

In 2014 the Supreme Court of Canada found that the security
certificate regime provides for a fair and constitutional process.
Today we see that the recent phenomenon of individuals travelling
abroad to engage in terrorist-related activities reinforces the need for
Division 9 proceedings. In some of these cases, Division 9 may be
the only mechanism available to pursue immigration proceedings
against non-citizens so that they are unable to obtain or retain an
immigration status, such as a permanent residency, and pursue their
removal from Canada.

Given the nature of the global threat environment, it is critical that
the government be able to rely on effective and fair mechanisms to
protect classified information in immigration proceedings before the
courts and the Immigration and Refugee Board. Therefore, we
believe that it is important to make limited and targeted changes to
Division 9.

Recent Division 9 cases have shown that there are times when
classified information has become part of a case, even when it was
irrelevant, repetitive, or not used by the government to prove its
allegations. It also did not allow the persons subject to the
proceedings to be reasonably informed of the case against them.
The lack of clarity in Division 9 with respect to what information
needs to form part of a case has increased the length of time needed
to complete these proceedings. This is inconsistent with the
legislative obligation to ensure expediency in these cases.

● (1345)

Classified information must always be handled according to
specific procedures distinct from those used to handle unclassified
information. These procedures are meant to protect the classified
information and reduce the risk of its being compromised. The
current lack of clarity in Division 9 has also resulted in classified
information becoming part of the court proceedings even though it
was not used or needed. This is inconsistent with the need to reduce
the risk of information being compromised.
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Furthermore, as it stands now, an appeal or judicial review of an
order to publicly disclose classified information can only take place
at the end of the proceedings. By the time this appeal could take
place, it would be too late, as the information could have already
been disclosed publicly. This disclosed information then could result
in injuring national security or endangering people.

To avoid releasing information, the government may elect to
withdraw from the proceedings the classified information that has
been ordered to be publicly disclosed, which could potentially
weaken the case. The government could also withdraw the
allegations against the person, but this is inconsistent with the need
to ensure that we pursue all avenues to deny entry and status to
individuals who are inadmissible to Canada, especially for serious
reasons such as treason.

That brings me to the amendments found within Bill C-51, which
are designed to address these challenges.

First, we intend to amend Division 9 to clarify what classified
information forms part of a security certificate before the federal
courts in cases involving classified information before the Immigra-
tion and Refugee Board.

This would include information that is relevant to the case, that
forms the basis of the case—in other words, information upon which
the Minister of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness and the
Minister of Citizenship and Immigration rely—and that allows the
person to be reasonably informed of the case against them.

Relevant information that is not relied upon would also be
provided to specific advocates, but this information would not
automatically be included as evidence in the case. To ensure fairness,
special advocates would have discretion to review this information
and determine if some of it should also be included as evidence.

This would codify a practice that has evolved over time in
Division 9 cases since the Supreme Court's decision on security
certificates in 2008. It would help provide more certainty as to how
these cases are being conducted, thus reducing the amount of time
needed for these cases and making the process more expedient and
fair for the person.

The regime would also be amended to allow the Minister of Public
Safety and Emergency Preparedness and the Minister of Citizenship
and Immigration to ask a judge to be exempted from providing some
relevant classified information to the special advocates that is now
relied on and which does not reasonably inform the person of the
ministers' case.

To be clear, a judge would make this decision and would have
broad discretion to communicate with special advocates as required.
Special advocates could also make submissions to the court as to
whether the exemption should be granted. The judge would only
grant the exemption if he or she were satisfied that the information
did not enable the person to be reasonably informed of the ministers'
case.

The final measure we are taking is to allow the government to
appeal or to seek judicial review of orders to publicly disclose
information that it considers injurious to national security or the
safety of any person during Division 9 proceedings rather than at the

end of those proceedings. This will provide another opportunity to
argue before the court that this information should not be made
public.

The changes we are making to protect Canadians are important. I
encourage all members of the House to support Bill C-51.

● (1350)

Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, we need to reiterate that Canadians do not
have to sacrifice security over their rights. It has to be both. I am
wondering if the member is aware that there is already legislation in
place under the Criminal Code, in section 46, that takes on all of the
concerns the Conservatives are indicating are their reasons for
bringing the bill forward.

The Minister of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness says
Canada will not be intimidated. Why is it, then, that today we are
debating a bill that actually says, yes, we are being intimidated? I
think that is atrocious.

The government says it is investing all of this money. All the
Conservatives are talking about is how much they have invested.
They are not talking about how much they spent, because if we look
at how much they spent, we see that it certainly is not the appropriate
amount of money that they have actually invested.

On that note, it is about security and about the proper tools. Those
tools are currently in place and can be used. Could the member tell
me how many times since 2001 the government has resorted to the
recognizance with condition provisions that allow police to make
preventive arrests?

● (1355)

Mr. Mark Warawa: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the member for
her question, but obviously it has been vetted by her party, which
unfortunately opposes protecting Canada and Canadians.

It is currently not a criminal offence to advocate or promote
terrorism. The New Democrats want that to stay. The ability to arrest
someone who is in general terms advocating and promoting the
activity of terrorism does not exist. The New Democrats want that to
stay.

The threshold for arrest in the Criminal Code is specific to
someone who knowingly instructs, directly or indirectly, any person
to carry out terrorist activities. The anti-terrorism act, 2015, would
make it an offence to advocate or promote terrorism in broader
terms:

Every person who, by communicating statements, knowingly advocates or
promotes the commission of terrorism offences in general—other than an offence
under this section—while knowing that any of those offences will be committed or
being reckless as to whether any of those offences may be committed, as a result of
such communication, is guilty of an indictable offence and is liable to imprisonment
for a term of not more than five years.

We are trying to protect Canada and Canadians. We are at war
with terrorism and need to act accordingly. To do nothing, as the
New Democrats suggest, is irresponsible. It is not what Canadians
want nor what Canada needs.
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
the security of Canadians and the protection of their rights and
freedoms is important to the Liberal Party. It is something that we
have been advocating for since the government brought forward this
legislation. One of the ways in which the government can best
address the concerns of the Liberal Party and what Canadians as a
whole expect of the government is to provide clear oversight.

We are calling on the government to recognize the importance of
parliamentary oversight. This is something that the U.S.A., England,
and Australia have already done. The question for the member is
this. Why not Canada? Why not have parliamentary oversight here
in Canada to ensure the rights and freedoms of all Canadians?

Mr. Mark Warawa: Mr. Speaker, I do acknowledge that the
Liberal member is consistent in believing that national security will
work out, that everything will work out, that the economy will
manage itself and everyone will live in harmony and love. However,
that is not reality.

War has been declared against Canada and we are taking
appropriate action. Creating a carbon tax and hiring more bureau-
cracy to manage this would be irresponsible. It would not protect
Canadians. What we would do as a result of this legislation, Bill
C-51, needs to be supported by every member of the House.

Mr. Ryan Leef (Yukon, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we heard the
opposition members talking about resources. In my intervention, I
mentioned that our government has already increased the resources
available for national security by one-third. Of course, the New
Democrats voted against that increase.

Would the member comment on this? It is not only about
resources but about the fact that this legislation would also allow for
tools that would enable us to do more with the resources we have so
that we would not be asking our law enforcement agencies and
security intelligence services to deal with this threat with one hand
tied behind their backs.

Mr. Mark Warawa: Mr. Speaker, the member is quite right. I
want to thank him for serving Canada over the years, not only as a
police officer formerly but also here as a member of Parliament.

We have increased the resources available, but every time the New
Democrats and the Liberals have opposed this. We want to have a
strong and safe Canada, and Bill C-51 would give our police and
security forces and CSIS the tools they need.

STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS
[Translation]

THALIDOMIDE VICTIMS
Ms. Manon Perreault (Montcalm, Ind.): Mr. Speaker, thalido-

mide victims are grateful to all members of Parliament for
unanimously adopting a motion to give the victims financial
compensation for the injustices against them and their years of pain
and suffering.

However, the government has to make arrangements to ensure that
the compensation promised is paid out as soon as possible. The
victims cannot wait any longer. A woman in Montcalm called to

thank us for the motion adopted in December, but now she is asking
if we are going to keep our promise and how long that will take.

I am calling on the government to do everything it can to
compensate the thalidomide victims without further delay. Madam
Minister of Health, it is your responsibility to get the ball rolling so
that the thalidomide victims do not have to wait any longer.

It is high time to put words into action.

* * *

● (1400)

[English]

BUSINESS EXCELLENCE AWARDS

Mr. Peter Braid (Kitchener—Waterloo, CPC):Mr. Speaker, my
riding is well-known for its innovative and entrepreneurial culture.
One of the key drivers of our success is the Greater Kitchener
Waterloo Chamber of Commerce. Its annual Business Excellence
Awards celebrate outstanding companies, individuals, and organiza-
tions.

I am pleased to recognize this year's recipients and their awards, as
announced at last week's gala: Maureen Cowan, community leader;
Al Hayes, volunteer of the year; Lesley Warren, young entrepreneur;
Wilfrid Laurier University, environment and sustainability; Econom-
ical Insurance, employee engagement; Drayton Entertainment,
tourism; St. Mary's General Hospital, innovation; Chicopee Ski &
Summer Resort, non-profit; Kitchener-Wilmot Hydro, workplace
health and wellness; and in the three business of the year categories:
Zoup!, Caudle's Catch Seafood, and Ontario Drive & Gear.

I congratulate all winners and I thank the chamber for promoting
business excellence in our community.

* * *

THE ENVIRONMENT

Mr. Murray Rankin (Victoria, NDP): Mr. Speaker, while
considering the Kinder Morgan proposal that would drastically
increase tanker traffic off the coast of my riding of Victoria,
Conservatives stood by as the National Energy Board limited public
input and cross-examination by intervenors, including the NDP.
They gutted long-standing environmental protections and continue
to ignore climate change. Now, they are again standing by as Kinder
Morgan is allowed to keep its plans for oil-spill recovery secret from
the people of Victoria and all British Columbians—the very kind of
plans that are routinely available across the border in Washington
state.

This deplorable secrecy does no favour to the resource industry,
which depends on social licence from first nations and from
communities small and large, who are being trampled by a
government that allows our resources to be sold at any price.
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Canadians deserve laws that protect us from toxic spills, make
polluters pay, and rise to the challenge of climate change, and they
deserve a government with a plan to invest resource revenue in the
public interest and to build an advanced low-carbon economy
powered by renewable energy.

* * *

CHARITY HOCKEY GAME

Ms. Lois Brown (Newmarket—Aurora, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
February 15 was an exciting day in Newmarket—Aurora. Not only
was it the 50th birthday of Canada's national flag, it was also the
Battle of York charity hockey game between the Newmarket
Hurricanes and the Aurora Tigers.

The annual matchup between the junior A hockey club rivals,
hosted by the Newmarket Hurricanes, has raised an impressive
$111,000 to date. Dozens of individuals donated their time and
resources to make the Battle of York 2015 one of the most successful
yet. This year's proceeds will go toward the cancer centre at
Southlake Regional Health Centre.

It was a thrilling game, played during this Year of Sport in
Canada. With hundreds of fans cheering players on both sides, it was
more than just a game; it was sport at its finest, bringing hockey
lovers and community together for a tremendous cause.

I congratulate all the players involved and to the Newmarket
Hurricanes and the Aurora Tigers junior A hockey clubs on a job
well done.

* * *

ACTS OF BRAVERY

Ms. Judy Foote (Random—Burin—St. George's, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to recognize three young men from Marystown,
in my riding of Random—Burin—St. George's.

The heroic actions of 18-year-old TJ Fitzpatrick and Justin
Saunders and 17-year-old James Stapleton saved the lives of three
people from almost certain death in a blaze that destroyed a hotel in
the early morning of February 16.

When TJ noticed smoke coming from the hotel, he alerted the
local fire department. While waiting for the fire department to arrive,
he and his two friends forced their way into the building. Once inside
the smoke-filled hotel, the trio made their way into rooms, looking
for sleeping guests.

It was because of their efforts that two guests staying at the hotel
and the receptionist were safely led from the building. Just 20
minutes after TJ came upon the scene, the hotel was completely
engulfed in flames.

When asked about their actions, they said they just did what
anyone else would do in the same situation: “You don't think about
yourself. You just think about who might be inside.”

I ask all members to join me in recognizing the bravery shown by
TJ Fitzpatrick, Justin Saunders, and James Stapleton.

● (1405)

TRINITY WESTERN UNIVERSITY

Mr. Mark Warawa (Langley, CPC):Mr. Speaker, Canadians are
shocked to find out that an organization is attempting to deny
Canada's brightest students the right to work in Canada because of
their religious views.

The Bank of Montreal has been discriminating against Trinity
Western University students. BMO has aggressively opposed TWU
law school graduates from practising law in Canada. This is one of
Canada's largest banks. Why is it attacking religious freedoms?

Canada's Charter of Rights and Freedoms confirms and protects
our religious freedoms. Both the Supreme Court of Canada and the
Supreme Court of Nova Scotia have upheld these democratic rights.
The Supreme Court has said that our religious freedoms should be
permitted to exist and should be encouraged to thrive.

Canadians want their rights and freedoms to be taken seriously.
They do not want a big national bank to bully a small private
university. Canadians want their banks to focus on what they are
there for, to focus on the economy and to provide financial assistance
to Canadians.

We call on the Bank of Montreal to reverse its discriminatory
position and respect the religious freedoms of all Canadians.

* * *

HEALTH

Mr. Malcolm Allen (Welland, NDP): Mr. Speaker, Welland
Hospital, in my riding, is under threat of closure. Last month, about
70 people gathered at the Welland Civic Square for a meeting
organized by the Niagara Health Coalition and launched a petition to
save Welland Hospital.

I fully support the efforts being made to save Welland Hospital
and the services people rely on. I would like to thank the many
people who have taken the initiative and been involved in the
campaign.

Welland Hospital serves 51,000 city residents, as well as the
communities of Port Colborne, Fort Erie, Pelham, and Wainfleet,
meaning that almost 100,000 people rely on Welland Hospital.

The Niagara Health System says it is too expensive to maintain
the number of existing hospitals in the Niagara region. Having two
hospitals or maybe just one will save millions of dollars in operating
costs, it says. It might be true, but it shows that we are not making
health care the priority it really deserves to be.

We are beginning to see in Welland and Niagara the impact of the
continuing neglect of health care by successive governments, both
Liberal and Conservative, here in Ottawa. The Conservative
government's $36 billion cut to health care transfer payments is
affecting real lives in my community.

We need better health care. We need to give it the attention it
deserves. A healthy, productive community relies on easily—
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The Speaker: Order, please. The hon. member for Oakville.

* * *

TELECOMMUNICATIONS

Mr. Terence Young (Oakville, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the world is
waking up to the potential health risks of electromagnetic radiation
from cellular phones, Wi-Fi, baby monitors, iPads, and other tablets.

France banned Wi-Fi in daycare centres and elementary schools
and, for older children, teachers must turn off Wi-Fi when it is not
being used for teaching. The Israeli Knesset has ordered radiation
testing in all Israeli schools, banned Wi-Fi from preschools and
kindergartens, and restricted its use to one hour a day for students up
to Grade 3. Taiwanese lawmakers have banned the use of electronic
devices for children under two altogether, and parents who allow
older children to use iPads and smart phones face fines.

Oakville-based Canadians 4 Safe Technology is on the Hill today
with cancer expert Dr. Anthony Miller to address the potential harms
from wireless radiation.

Manufacturers' safety warnings are hidden in fine print in tiny
booklets that most users never see. My private members' bill, Bill
C-648, would make sure that Canadians can see the safety warnings
they deserve to see so that they can use wireless devices safely.

* * *

RIDEAU CANAL

Mr. Gordon Brown (Leeds—Grenville, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in
ongoing efforts to attract more boaters to the Rideau Canal, much of
which runs through my riding of Leeds—Grenville, Parks Canada is
operating a two-for-one deal at the beginning of the upcoming
season.

From May 15 to June 30 this year, boaters who purchase a single
lock and return permit or a one-day permit will receive a second one
free. Boaters can purchase the permits and receive their second at
any lock station along the canal. This applies to both motorized and
non-motorized boats.

This promotion builds upon our government's continuing efforts
and commitments to this historic waterway. Last year, we concluded
an extensive visitors' experience study, which is leading to further
investment in the canal and extended operating hours.

I encourage everyone to visit Burritts Rapids, Merrickville,
Rideau Ferry, Portland, Westport, Newboro, Chaffey's Lock, Jones
Falls, Seeleys Bay, and many other places along the canal, and get to
see what the canal has to offer families and visitors alike.

* * *

[Translation]

FRIENDS OF SÉBASTIEN MÉTIVIER FOUNDATION

Ms. Marjolaine Boutin-Sweet (Hochelaga, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
the name of a young boy from the Hochelaga-Maisonneuve area will
be forever etched in our minds. Sébastien Métivier disappeared 30
years ago at the age of eight. The body of his friend, Wilton Lubin,
who was 12, was found, as was the body of Maurice Viens, a four-
year-old boy, but Sébastien was never found.

His mother and sister never gave up. They continued looking for
him and they created Les amis de Sébastien Métivier, a foundation to
provide support and assistance to the families of other missing or
murdered children.

Thanks to the commitment and generosity of these two women
and the directors of the Repos Saint-François d'Assise cemetery,
these parents will now have a place, a monument, where they can
gather and where those who sadly do not have the means can bury
their children.

Congratulations and thank you, Christiane Sirois and Mélanie
Métivier. You are extraordinary women.

* * *

● (1410)

[English]

ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE

Mr. Garry Breitkreuz (Yorkton—Melville, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
earlier this month, the civilian review and complaints commissioner
for the RCMP finally released his report into the RCMP's handling
of the June 2013 flood in High River, Alberta.

Members will recall that both the Canadian military and the
RCMP were called upon to undertake a search and rescue operation
in response to the devastating flood situation there. However, long
after the town was secured those efforts by the RCMP changed into
forcibly entering homes and seizing legally owned firearms and
ammunition. The report confirms that hundreds of those firearms
were taken without the legal authority to do so.

Back in June of 2013, our government raised the alarm after
hearing reports that firearms were being seized by the RCMP. Law-
abiding Canadians should never face unlawful search and seizure of
their personal property. The RCMP clearly has a long road ahead of
it in restoring the reputation with law-abiding gun owners. Some
accountability in light of the report's finding would be a good start.

* * *

[Translation]

BANK FEES

Ms. Francine Raynault (Joliette, NDP): Mr. Speaker, on
Saturday, we organized a day of action on affordability in Joliette.
The day was a huge success, and lots of people joined me to say that
we expect more from a responsible government.
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The NDP wants to limit credit card interest rates and reduce ATM
fees. The banking sector is not very strictly regulated, and at a time
when we are all being asked to tighten our belts, there is no reason to
let this economic sector get ever richer at the expense of small
depositors. Instead of 19% interest rates and $3 transaction fees, we
think the maximum interest rate should be prime plus 5%, and
transaction fees should be no more than 50¢.

Those are the kinds of solid ideas that bring the people of Joliette
together. Our day of action on Saturday was amazing. I am happy to
see that our community is willing to take action to make change, one
step at a time.

* * *

[English]

TAXATION

Mr. Bob Zimmer (Prince George—Peace River, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, our government's responsible resource development plan is
creating jobs, growth and long-term prosperity for all Canadians.
That is why I am proud to be part of a government that recognizes
the importance of creating the best fiscal conditions for energy
investment and development.

The natural resource sector supports 1.8 million jobs, contributes
toward nearly 20% of our economy and provides government
revenue for important programs like health care, education and
infrastructure, in contrast with the high tax and spend agenda of the
Liberals and the NDP, who would both implement a carbon tax that
would raise the price of everything.

Our low-tax plan is delivering results for Canadians by creating
jobs and economic growth from coast to coast to coast. Residents in
my riding expect our government to ensure that our natural resources
are developed for the benefit of future generations of Canadians. I
am proud to say we are doing just that.

* * *

PREMIER OF PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND

Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, about four
hours ago, the 32nd premier of Prince Edward Island was sworn in.
We now have the distinction of not only having the first ever female
premier in Canada, but the first ever premier who got his Order of
Canada before becoming premier.

Wade MacLauchlan transformed the University of Prince Edward
Island as the president of UPEI from 1999 to 2011. Prior to that, he
was the dean of the UNB law school and prior to that he taught law
at Dal, where one of his more under-accomplished students was me,
although that should not be held against him.

He grew up in rural Prince Edward Island, where he began and
developed his entrepreneurial spirit selling newspapers. Now he will
be selling Canada's smallest and nicest province in his self-described
role as optimist in chief.

The theme of his leadership campaign was “People, Prosperity
and Engagement”. He urged all to raise the level of debate and to call
on people's better nature, which is something we could certainly
learn from here.

I invite the House to join me in welcoming the 32nd premier of
the Province of Prince Edward Island as he leads Canada's smallest
and nicest province. As his dad, Harry, would say “It's a great day”.

* * *

● (1415)

TAXATION

Mr. Robert Goguen (Moncton—Riverview—Dieppe, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, New Brunswickers are deeply concerned about an
apparent new Liberal plan that would allow provincial Liberals to
raise taxes and tolls without getting the consent of New Brunswick-
ers with a referendum. This is exactly what Liberals do. They raise
taxes and take money from average Canadians.

At the federal level, in addition to the Liberal carbon tax to raise
the cost of everything, it has been exposed that the federal Liberal
leader will reverse our tax cuts that help Canadians. Perhaps only
someone with a trust fund could understand how middle-class
Canadians could afford these higher taxes and higher costs on
everything.

We reject the high tax and high debt Liberal plan. Our government
stands with hard-working New Brunswickers and Canadians who
want to keep taxes low. We will continue to work to put money back
into the pockets of hard-working Canadians and New Brunswickers,
where it belongs.

* * *

PUBLIC SAFETY

Mr. Kennedy Stewart (Burnaby—Douglas, NDP):Mr. Speaker,
as the great Bill Blaikie once said, “It's not about where you sit, it's
about where you stand”, and tonight we will see where MPs stand on
this overarching, vague and dangerous bill, Bill C-51, a bill that has
been condemned by experts, editorial boards and average Canadians.
It would provide the Canadian Security Intelligence Service with a
sweeping new mandate to disrupt—and that is the key word,
“disrupt”—the actions of Canadian citizens.

In question period, the minister has refused to explain what kinds
of actions this new mandate would allow. The Conservatives have
also been unable to explain why these and other new measures in the
bill are necessary or how they would have prevented past attacks.

We cannot save our freedoms by sacrificing them. We cannot do
as the Liberals are and pledge a vote for draconian legislation before
even reading it.

The New Democrats have a different vision. We will stick to our
principles and oppose this bill. We will not allow anyone to bully us
away from standing by our principles and defending the freedoms
and liberties that define our Canadian way of life.
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TAXATION

Mrs. Stella Ambler (Mississauga South, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
mothers and fathers should be able to make the important decisions
that affect their own children. That is why our new family tax cut and
enhanced universal child care benefit will give 100% of families
with kids an average of nearly $2,000 per child. That is nearly
$12,000 over the child's first six years. Our government trusts that
parents know what is best for their kids.

However, both the Liberals and the NDP are against putting back
money into the pockets of hard-working families. In fact, the
Liberals would reverse our tax cuts and impose more taxes on
middle-class Canadian families.

On this side of the House, we will not hike taxes like the Liberals
and NDP will. On the contrary, we are proud to ensure that mom and
dad have the final say in where their money goes.

ORAL QUESTIONS

[Translation]

PUBLIC SAFETY

Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, serious human rights violations are sometimes committed
in the name of national security, which is why a real oversight
mechanism is needed for our security agencies.

On the weekend, the Minister of National Defence rejected such a
measure. Worse still, that is the same minister who is claiming that
Bill C-51 does not give our security agencies any additional powers.

Why should Canadians trust a government that is trying to protect
its bill and security agencies from the scrutiny of parliamentarians?
What does it have to hide?

Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as we saw again this weekend,
the threat from extreme jihadists is real and is targeting places here in
Canada. That is why I encourage all members to support Bill C-51.

For us, safety and freedom go hand in hand. Indeed, we have a bill
that will ensure that there is even greater judicial oversight and that
the attorney general must give his or her consent. Let us send this bill
to committee and get the job done for Canadians.

[English]

Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, from the day the Prime Minister announced Bill C-51 in a
campaign-style event, this has been about politics and not about
protecting Canadians.

Bill C-51 is a 62-page omnibus bill that amends no fewer than 13
acts, and despite ministers not being clear and sometimes even
contradicting each other on the bill, the Conservatives still want to
force it through after only a few hours of debate.

If the government is so confident about the bill, why is it ramming
it through to avoid debate? Why is it trying to keep it away from
public scrutiny?

● (1420)

Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we have seen again this
weekend how the jihadi extremists' threat is real. That is why we
need to move on and put measures in place to keep Canadians safe.

Under his leadership, our Prime Minister, in one of the largest
communities in our country, was proud to announce a bill that would
fix the issue we face in our country, and when in this very place, we
were attacked.

I invite the member to support the bill and to send it to committee.
I will be more than happy to answer all the questions he has on the
bill so we can keep Canadians safe.

Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, we all agree public safety is important, but it must never be
used as an excuse for dividing Canadians.

There is growing criticism that Bill C-51 goes too far. First nations
in particular are sounding the alarm about how the bill would impact
them. Grand Chief Terrance Nelson spoke out, saying, “Treaty
rights, land rights, natural resource development, any protest like
that, they could be considered eco terrorists”.

Does the government not understand that the bill is not just about
terrorism? Is it really blind to the fact it can also target legitimate
dissent and take away fundamental rights of Canadians?

Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the member should spend less
time fearmongering and more time reading the bill.

On the third page of the bill, protests are not even included. What
is included is tools to ensure that those who are there to protect us
will be able to protect us, such as sharing information or preventing
high-risk travellers from being in an airplane.

When will the member read the bill and have a more balanced
question?

* * *

[Translation]

AUTOMOTIVE INDUSTRY

Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
the Conservatives are apparently considering selling off General
Motors shares in order to balance the budget, even though Canadians
would lose $600 million in the process.

Can the Minister of Finance tell us whether he is really planning to
sell the GM shares at a loss in order to balance the upcoming
budget?
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[English]

Mr. Andrew Saxton (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, at the height of the recession, our
government took decisive action to support the automotive industry,
including purchasing shares of General Motors. This decisive action
helped to save over 52,000 jobs in Canada.

Our government is committed to selling more shares at a time and
place that is in the best interests of all Canadians.

Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Just to be clear,
Mr. Speaker, the Conservatives will not rule out selling GM shares at
a loss of hundreds of millions of Canadian tax dollars for their
political gain.

The Conservatives have never taken the auto sector seriously.
Under their watch, we have lost tens of thousands of good paying
auto jobs, and many plants still face uncertainty, including the GM
plant in Oshawa.

Why is the government in such a hurry to sell off GM shares at the
expense of Canadian workers and Canadian taxpayers?

Hon. James Moore (Minister of Industry, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
Canadian Vehicle Manufacturers’ Association says that budget 2014
“demonstrates the government’s continued recognition of the
importance of the auto sector to Canada’s economy..”.

Add to that, news just last week that both Ford and GM are going
to be building new cars in Canada. Add to that, the fact that Chrysler
has announced that it is investing $2 billion into its plant. Add to
that, the fact that Ford is expanding its footprint in Oakville, adding
1,200 new jobs. Add to that, the fact that Honda is expanding. Add
to that, the fact that Toyota is expanding. It shows, again and again,
that our government gets, supports, and is building the Canadian
auto sector.

* * *

[Translation]

THE ECONOMY
Hon. Dominic LeBlanc (Beauséjour, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, since

the Conservatives were elected to power, job creation has been half
of what it used to be, and economic growth has been anaemic.

In response to that, the Conservatives are eliminating programs
that help veterans and cutting funding to security agencies and the
RCMP. Why? They are doing that in order to provide tax cuts to
which 86% of Canadians are not entitled.

Why are the Conservatives refusing to come up with a real plan
for job creation and economic growth, one that will help all
Canadians, not just the richest ones?

● (1425)

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Minister of Employment and Social
Development and Minister for Democratic Reform, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the hon. member has it wrong, but that is not surprising
coming from a party whose leader thinks that budgets balance
themselves.

Obviously, we have a plan not just to balance the budget, but also
to create jobs. We have already created 1.2 million net new jobs
through our tax cuts.

The Liberals want to increase taxes for the middle class. It is clear
that that will kill jobs, and we are going to stop them from doing
that.

[English]

Hon. Ralph Goodale (Wascana, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, greater
economic growth is critical to lifting the fortunes of the middle class.

Since 2006, the government has had the worst growth record of
any Canadian government in 80 years, a paltry 1.7%. Since
Conservatives have come to power, job creation in Canada is less
than half of what it was before they came to power. Wage growth is
also down by nearly one third. The middle class is struggling just to
get by, let alone get ahead.

Why is there no plan for growth, jobs, or fairness?

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Minister of Employment and Social
Development and Minister for Democratic Reform, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, there is a plan. It is called the low-tax plan for jobs and
growth.

It is no surprise that that member would get so many facts wrong
in his question because his leader says that the budget will just
balance itself. He probably thinks that household budgets work that
way as well.

Most families cannot rely on a multi-million dollar trust fund to
pay the bills. They work hard every day to put food on the table and
put money in their bank accounts. We are lowering their taxes so that
they can keep more of the money they earn.

The Liberals would raise taxes on the middle class. We are cutting
them, and we are just getting started.

Hon. Ralph Goodale (Wascana, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the
government's own former employment minister said “wage rates
have barely kept pace with inflation...”.

Economic growth is also crucial to balancing the government's
books. Conservatives have failed to generate growth, so they have to
concoct a balance: 70% of infrastructure funds get punted into 2019,
$1 billion gets clawed back from veterans, $10 billion is gone from
DND, and the Mounties cannot keep up with child porn. Why? It is
so that those earning $233,000 can get the biggest tax break. How
smart is that?

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Minister of Employment and Social
Development and Minister for Democratic Reform, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, anyone whose leader thinks that budgets balance
themselves could never make sense of the basic numbers that
Canadian households calculate every single day.

Let us talk about those numbers. We brought forward a family tax
cut and an enhanced universal child care benefit that will help 100%
of families with kids. On average, those families will have an extra
$1,000 in their pockets, starting right now. In fact, as we speak,
Canadians are getting ready to fill out their tax forms to enjoy the
benefits of the family tax cut. That tax cut is in place.
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The Liberals would raise taxes. We will not let them.

* * *

[Translation]

PUBLIC SAFETY

Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre (Alfred-Pellan, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
the number of people opposed to the Conservatives' anti-terrorism
bill is growing every day.

Former prime ministers, former Supreme Court judges, first
nations leaders and security and privacy experts all believe that this
bill is very problematic.

Given that it has many flaws, the NDP will move an amendment
this evening to ensure that the bill does not proceed.

Will the Conservatives listen to reason and support this
amendment?

Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness, CPC): Mr. Speaker, at a time when we are facing a
terrorist threat from jihadist extremists who are targeting Canada, it
is completely irresponsible to want to just sit back and do nothing.

Today, members will have an opportunity to rise and support
protecting Canada against terrorism by voting for Bill C-51. This
balanced bill has five measures. We can debate them in committee
with experts and representatives and study the bill clause by clause.
The responsible thing to do today is to support it and take action to
protect Canadians.

Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre (Alfred-Pellan, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
the Conservatives should have consulted experts before introducing
Bill C-51.

Canadians expect the government to defend our freedoms and
values while keeping us safe. However, Bill C-51 completely misses
the mark. The Conservatives are asking the RCMP to neglect some
aspects of our security and are flatly refusing to use proven methods
for combatting radicalization.

Why are the Conservatives so insistent on doing something that
clearly does not work?

● (1430)

Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our balanced bill includes
measures to prevent radicalization, in particular by allowing
intelligence officers to reduce the threat by, for example, visiting
the parents of a child who could fall prey to radicalization and
shutting down websites that spread jihadist propaganda.

These are concrete examples from Bill C-51, a bill that is
necessary and that has been well received. It is very important for
parliamentarians to send it to committee so that it can be fully
debated. This evening we will have the opportunity to vote for Bill
C-51 in order to protect Canadians.

Ms. Françoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Mr. Speaker, as a
former mayor of Gatineau always said, it is important to walk the
talk. Unfortunately, that is not the case with the Conservatives.

The Conservatives are about to give CSIS and the RCMP
sweeping new powers, but we learned last week that they diverted

$1.7 billion that was supposed to go to the RCMP. That money could
have been used right away in the fight against terrorism.

The government can introduce all the legislation it likes, but what
is the point if we do not have police officers and inspectors on the
ground to enforce it?

Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we have increased the RCMP's
budget seven times. Unfortunately, we have not been able to count
on the opposition's support.

Unlike the opposition, on this side of the House, we are ensuring
that our intelligence and law enforcement agencies have the
resources they need to carry out the primary responsibility of any
government, that of protecting the public.

[English]

Ms. Françoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Mr. Speaker, Canadians
were promised that cuts would not impact services, but it turns out
that the Conservatives so-called deficit reduction plan is having real
consequences for critically important areas of law enforcement. The
RCMP unit dedicated to stamping out child pornography underspent
by $10 million over five years.

Why have the Conservatives allowed this critical investigative
team to be underfunded? Does the minister think that is acceptable?

Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness, CPC): On the contrary, Mr. Speaker, we have
doubled the human resources dedicated to tackling child and sexual
exploitation. It so happens that we have increased the budget so
much that the RCMP is having difficulty finding the human
resources to fill the positions. Why? It is because those of us on this
side of the House are taking action despite the lack of support from
the opposition.

Canadians can count on the Conservative government to protect
Canadians, to protect victims, and to protect children from sexual
exploitation.

Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr. Speak-
er, we will always support legislation that protects children, but
police need resources too. The Conservatives do not get it. The
parliamentary secretary dismissed millions in lapsed funding to stop
child sexual exploitation as “accounting issues”. It is much more
than that.

This police unit receives more than 40,000 tips on child
pornography every year, and there is already a huge backlog.

Does the minister not understand that child sexual exploitation is a
critical public safety issue, not something on which to balance his
books?

Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government clearly under-
stands that we need to do something against sexual exploitation.
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We can be proud of the agenda of this government over the last 10
years that has targeted this crime. We have doubled our resources, so
much so that the RCMP is having a hard time finding the resources
to fill these positions.

We will continue despite the lack of support from the opposition.
Canadians can count on us.

* * *

[Translation]

NATIONAL DEFENCE

Ms. Hélène Laverdière (Laurier—Sainte-Marie, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, we are already having a hard time getting clear answers
from this government on its war in Iraq, and now the Minister of
National Defence is opening the door to a mission in Syria and even
Libya.

The military mission in Iraq, which was supposed to be limited, is
taking on a whole other dimension. Can the minister set the record
straight? Is he considering sending our troops to Libya?

● (1435)

Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of National Defence and
Minister for Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr. Speaker, let us be clear:
we have special forces in Iraq to help the Kurdish peshmerga forces.
We also have the air force hitting Daesh and ISIL targets in Iraq.
Thanks to our contribution, we have stemmed the growth of the
Islamic State in Iraq.

We will consider the success and effectiveness of our military
mission there shortly, as a government, before making any decisions.
If we decide to extend the mission, we will move a motion in the
House.

Ms. Hélène Laverdière (Laurier—Sainte-Marie, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, we are eager to see the motion. Canadians expect any
deployment of our soldiers to be debated here in the House, not on a
radio station.

The consequences are too serious for this to be taken lightly. The
minister is quite aware that he has no legal justification for
intervening in Syria, unless he wants to ask Bashar al-Assad's
permission.

Can the Minister of National Defence clarify his statements? Is the
government planning Canadian military involvement in Syria?

Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of National Defence and
Minister for Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the framework
for our military mission in Iraq is clear and is set out in the motion
that was approved by the House last October. We will consider our
allies' needs. We are in consultation with the United States and a
coalition of over 20 countries, including Arab countries, to see what
Canada can do to help fight this genocidal terrorist organization.

This is a security mission and a humanitarian one, and it is
appalling that a particular political party does not want to get
involved.

[English]

Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, we are
looking for a bit of clarity from this government, not just more and
more rhetoric.

The Minister of National Defence knows that he should not be
publicly musing about becoming militarily involved in Libya or
Syria. He knows full well that Canada has not made a legal case for
bombing in Syria. The Prime Minister has said that it would require
the support of the Assad regime to do so.

Can the minister assure the House that there are no plans for
military operations in Syria or Libya?

Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of National Defence and
Minister for Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr. Speaker, of course, the
House knows that the Canadian Armed Forces are engaged in this
multi-country, international coalition involving western democracies
and Arab countries against this genocidal terrorist organization in
Iraq, supporting the Kurds with an advice-and-assistance mission for
the peshmerga, as well as hitting ISIL targets through tactical strikes
by the Royal Canadian Air Force.

I would like to inform the House that just last week the RCAF
managed to lead the destruction of an ISIL armaments factory. That
is the mission to which we are committed.

The government will consider its options and the needs of where
Canada might be able to contribute, and we will table a motion in the
House in due course.

* * *

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Mr. Wayne Marston (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek, NDP):
Mr. Speaker, Mohamed Fahmy showed up this morning for the
beginning of his retrial, only to find that it was postponed for another
two weeks.

Earlier this month, because of strong and personal advocacy from
the Prime Minister of Australia, Australian citizen, Peter Greste, who
had been convicted with Mr. Fahmy, was released and deported from
Egypt.

The obvious question: Will the Prime Minister personally call
President el-Sisi to push for the immediate release of Mr. Fahmy?

Hon. Lynne Yelich (Minister of State (Foreign Affairs and
Consular), CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canada continues to call for the
immediate and full release of Mohamed Fahmy. The prospect of Mr.
Fahmy continuing to stand trial is unacceptable.

Canada advocates for the same treatment of Mr. Fahmy that other
foreign nationals have received. I, the former minister of foreign
affairs, and the Prime Minister have been raising this case with
Egyptian officials at the highest level for some time. We will
continue to do so. Our officials are providing consular assistance to
Mr. Fahmy to ensure his well-being.
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[Translation]

THE ECONOMY

Mr. Emmanuel Dubourg (Bourassa, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the
Conservatives have already begun their election campaign at
taxpayers' expense. Yesterday during the Oscars they were
trumpeting their income splitting scheme, which will put more
money in rich people's pockets.

In my riding, social housing units are closing for lack of funding.
Infrastructure is crumbling before our eyes. The CBC, which they
dislike, is being bled to death by their cuts.

Meanwhile, the Conservatives are wasting money on election ads.
Last week, they budgeted an extra $11 million.

When will the Conservative government start using taxpayers'
money to serve Canadians?

[English]

Hon. Candice Bergen (Minister of State (Social Development),
CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canadian families know that they are better off
under this Conservative government than they have ever been
before. As Canadian families are filing their income taxes, they are
going to be benefiting from our family tax cut as well as our
expanded and increased universal child care benefit. We have done
that at the same time as increasing jobs, cutting taxes, and balancing
the budget. We have done it with good, sound fiscal management.

That is something the opposition members do not know about,
because they think the budgets balance themselves.

Hon. Scott Brison (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the same
Minister of Finance who has shown no action when it comes to
introducing a February budget is now seeking millions of dollars
more in tax dollars for new action plan ads. Economic growth has
flatlined. Middle-class Canadian families are struggling. Canadians
need more action and fewer action plan ads.

Why is the minister spending his time writing ads and not writing
a February budget?

Hon. Candice Bergen (Minister of State (Social Development),
CPC): Mr. Speaker, we know that Canadians have to balance their
budgets each and every day. That is why we are focused on making
sure that we have strong jobs, a strong economy, low taxes, and more
actual dollars in the pockets of Canadian families. We want
Canadian families to know about that. As they are filing their
income taxes this year, they can access our family tax cut retroactive
to 2014. They can access, starting January 1, our expanded universal
child care benefit.

They are going to increase taxes. They are going to create a bigger
burden on Canadian families. We are going to make life easier for
Canadian families.

Hon. Scott Brison (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the
Conservatives are ignoring the challenges faced by middle-class
families. They have cut funding for veterans. They have cut public
health funding to educate Canadians about the importance of
vaccinations. Meanwhile, the Conservatives are shovelling more
money into economic action plan ads.

When will the Conservatives lay off the action plan ads and start
focusing on the things that really matter to Canadians, like
supporting veterans or protecting children?

Hon. Candice Bergen (Minister of State (Social Development),
CPC): Mr. Speaker, what Canadian families know is that under the
Liberals, transfer payments to the provinces went down, deficits
went up, taxes went up, and services went down.

Under this government, we have created more jobs. We have
lowered taxes for Canadian families. We have increased benefits to
them directly. We know which government they can trust. It is this
Conservative government.

* * *

[Translation]

HEALTH

Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, Canadian families are already struggling to make ends
meet, and now some parents have to pay $200 to have their baby
vaccinated or $40 to see an ophthalmologist. However, those fees
violate the principle of accessibility in the Canada Health Act.

Do the Conservatives realize that by making such draconian cuts
to transfers to the provinces, they are making it harder for Canadian
families to access health care?

[English]

Hon. Rona Ambrose (Minister of Health, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
the member might want to check the Constitution. The reality is that
we are now transferring more money for health care to the provinces
than ever in the history of Canada, and it is the provinces'
responsibility to decide what vaccinations they cover in their public
systems. Basic vaccinations are covered by the provincial system,
and we encourage all parents to vaccinate their children.

Mr. Murray Rankin (Victoria, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the issue is
that the Conservatives act as if they had nothing to do with extra
medical fees, when the main reason hospitals, clinics, and doctors
are looking for money is that the provinces do not get enough from
the federal government. These kinds of practices threaten the
universality of health care, which is a fundamental part of the
Canada Health Act, yet the Conservatives are still planning on
cutting health transfers to the provinces over the years.

What does the minister have to say to Canadians who now have to
pay hundreds of dollars each year in extra medical fees?
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Hon. Rona Ambrose (Minister of Health, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
what I would say to Canadians is that we value our public health care
system. That is why we now have the highest recorded health
transfer dollars in history going to the provinces. In fact, we are
talking record funding now. It will reach $40 billion annually by the
end of the decade.

The only government that has ever cut transfers to the provinces
for health care was the previous Liberal government. We are
committed to continuing to increase health transfers year after year.

* * *

TELECOMMUNICATIONS
Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, now that

Telus has decided to implement usage-based billing, middle-class
Canadians, who are already paying some of the highest Internet rates
in the world, will now have to pay even more. This is something the
Conservatives used to rail against. Now it is common practice across
the sector.

Every month Canadians are getting nickel-and-dimed, while the
current government bails on its responsibility to protect consumers.
Why have the Conservatives given up the fight against usage-based
billing?
Hon. James Moore (Minister of Industry, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

of course that is entirely not the case. It was the President of the
Treasury Board, as the industry minister, who took up the fight, went
forward, and defended consumers on this very file.

More important than that, and more broadly going forward, is that
in last year's budget, and we will have announcements coming up
very soon, was our connecting Canadians program to ensure that all
Canadians are bound together and have full access to high-speed
Internet in all parts of this country. This is an aspiration this country
has had for a very long time. For 13 years, the Liberals aspired to get
it done. They never got it done. Through our connecting Canadians
program, in partnership with the private sector, we are going to make
sure that all Canadians have access to high-speed, reliable Internet
service so that they can have full participation in the digital economy
and all the opportunities of the future.
Ms. Charmaine Borg (Terrebonne—Blainville, NDP): Mr.

Speaker, they have had four years to act and protect consumers, and
they have failed.

[Translation]

All of the major Internet service providers now use usage-based
billing.

The Conservatives' empty rhetoric against this kind of billing
remains just that: empty rhetoric. Canadians, who keep paying more
and more for their Internet service want more than just talk; they
want action.

What is the minister doing to protect consumers and to ensure that
the Internet remains accessible at a reasonable price?
Hon. James Moore (Minister of Industry, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

as I just said, through our connecting Canadians program, we will
continue working with the private sector and the provinces in every
region of Canada to ensure that all Canadians have access to high-

speed Internet in the future, to protect consumer opportunities and
the economy of the future and to ensure a digital future that everyone
can access.

In economic action plan 2014, we included $405 million invested
in partnership with the private sector. This will guarantee access to
the digital future for every region of Canada, and we are very proud
of that.

* * *

[English]

TAXATION

Mr. John Williamson (New Brunswick Southwest, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, millions of families across Canada will benefit from our
government's family tax cut and benefits plan, but New Brunswick
residents are deeply concerned about a plan by the new provincial
government that will allow the Liberals to raise highway tolls and
taxes without first getting the consent of voters in a referendum. The
Canadian Federation of Independent Business is concerned that this
is unfair, and the Canadian Taxpayers Federation says that the
Liberals are clearing the way for future tax increases.

Can the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Finance please
update this House as to what our government is doing to keep taxes
low?

Mr. Andrew Saxton (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, this is what Liberals consistently
do: raise taxes and take money from Canadians' pockets. The federal
Liberal leader has said that he could convince Canadians to accept a
tax hike. According to the media, he is even looking at reversing the
doubling of the children's fitness tax credit.

We reject the Liberal high-tax plan. Our government stands with
hard-working New Brunswickers and all Canadians who want to
keep taxes low. We will continue to put more money back into their
pockets, where it belongs.

* * *

FOOD SAFETY

Mr. Malcolm Allen (Welland, NDP): Mr. Speaker, Canadian
families expect the government to make sure that the food they are
putting on their family tables is safe. New reports from a CFIA
inspector are actually quite distressing. She said she was regularly
intimidated by abattoir operators just for trying to do her job. When
she brought forward her concerns, her supervisors dismissed them.

Is the minister aware of this situation, and if indeed the minister is,
does she really think this level of oversight will keep Canadians'
food safe?
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Hon. Rona Ambrose (Minister of Health, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
as the member knows, in the last budget we invested another $390
million in the Canadian Food Inspection Agency. That is almost $1
billion, under our government, into food safety. Today the
Conference Board of Canada rates our food safety system number
one against 17 other OECD countries. We are very proud of that. We
can always do better.

In terms of this issue, I am aware of it, and I have asked the
Canadian Food Inspection Agency to provide a safe and respectful
workplace and environment, as we all expect, and I know it will be
doing that.

[Translation]

Ms. Ruth Ellen Brosseau (Berthier—Maskinongé, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, La Presse revealed today that inspectors from the Canadian
Food Inspection Agency are victims of intimidation when they
perform their duties to the letter. They are even transferred if they
report problems or are too insistent. Staff cuts are putting even more
pressure on the remaining inspectors.

Does the minister realize that the credibility of the agri-food
industry and public safety are called into question by today's
revelations?

[English]

Hon. Rona Ambrose (Minister of Health, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
this is an issue I take seriously, and I do expect the Canadian Food
Inspection Agency to provide a very safe and healthy work
environment. Of course, there are avenues. There is whistleblower
protection. There is also the labour department and the Labour Code.
Again, there are employee assistance programs available for any
employees who may need them.

* * *

[Translation]

EMPLOYMENT

Mr. Matthew Dubé (Chambly—Borduas, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
the closure of the Parmalat Canada plant in Marieville will result in
the loss of 92 good jobs. This is a real catastrophe for our community
and all the families affected.

While the NDP is providing ideas to kick-start the economy, the
Conservatives are doing nothing to keep jobs, like those in
Marieville, in our small communities.

What does the Minister of Employment and Social Development
have to say to the people of Marieville who are going to lose their
jobs? Why is he so insensitive to their problems?

Hon. James Moore (Minister of Industry, CPC):Mr. Speaker, it
is sad for those people who will lose their jobs in this case. However,
if we look at Canada's overall economy, 1.2 million net new jobs
have been created since the recession.

We definitely want to ensure that our policies, investments and
approaches for the future will not only protect, but also strengthen
our ability to create jobs in every region.

That is what we are doing in the manufacturing sector, and I hope
that the NDP will abandon its proposed corporate tax increases and
will want to protect the quality of our jobs.

[English]

Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, the Target store in my riding is slated to close within
weeks. Dozens of part-time employees will be without work. Many
will not qualify for EI benefits in a city where only 20% of the
unemployed do. The finance minister empathized. That and no
benefits buys people what? He also promised every assistance to find
new jobs. There is no sign of that.

Where is that help? What happened to the promise of help?

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Minister of Employment and Social
Development and Minister for Democratic Reform, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, we obviously sympathize with those families who are
suffering through this difficult time, but the member's question
contained a clear falsehood. He said there has been no help. In fact,
we have already hosted over 1,500 Target employees for information
sessions on the benefits they can receive through our generous
employment insurance system, on the training that is available to
help them retool for new jobs, and on the jobs that are already
available and vacant looking for workers at this very time.

The last thing these families and the businesses that might hire
them need is higher taxes and irresponsible government spending,
which is all the NDP has to offer.

* * *

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS

Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is clear
that this week's national round table on missing and murdered
indigenous women and girls will not replace a national public
inquiry. It could, however, be a step in the right direction. There is a
cry for federal leadership and genuine collaboration to address this
national tragedy that is ongoing.

Why would the Prime Minister refuse to attend this week's round
table on what is clearly an urgent national crisis? Is it because it is
not very high on his radar?

● (1455)

Mrs. Susan Truppe (Parliamentary Secretary for Status of
Women, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as you are aware, the Minister of
Status of Women and the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and
Northern Development will be attending the round table on behalf of
the federal government.

Since coming to office, we have taken action on this issue. That
includes passing more than 30 criminal justice and public safety
initiatives, including tougher sentences for murder, sexual assault,
and kidnapping and mandatory prison sentences for the most serious
crimes. The opposition, sadly, votes against these bills.
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Our government has taken strong action to address the broader
problems facing aboriginal women.

* * *

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Ms. Chrystia Freeland (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
Igor Sechin and Vladimir Yakunin are two close friends of Russian
President Vladimir Putin. While both have been sanctioned by the
United States, they are not on Canada's list. The media have
described Canada's sanctions against Rosneft, Mr. Sechin's company,
as “relaxed”. The government's hypocritical talking points about the
number of people Canada has sanctioned ring hollow with our allies
and with Canadians. This is about quality, not just quantity.

When will the government match its actions to its rhetoric and
sanction Sechin and Yakunin?

[Translation]

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, that is not accurate. We have the toughest sanctions in the
world.

[English]

As a matter of fact, we sanctioned over 270 individuals and
entities, which is more than the United States and the European
Union. We need no lessons here from the Liberal Party.

* * *

PUBLIC SAFETY

Mr. Kennedy Stewart (Burnaby—Douglas, NDP):Mr. Speaker,
after a recent cyberattack on the National Research Council,
Canadians were kept in the dark for three weeks. It seems
Conservatives were more worried about how they looked in the
media than about keeping Canadians informed about the latest
security breach.

Communications security officials say every cyberattack on
government networks last year could have been stopped if computers
had been properly protected. Why did the government keep this
breach under wraps, and what is it doing to better protect against
these cyberattacks?

[Translation]

Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we take cyberattacks very
seriously. That is why we implemented a strategy to fight
cyberattacks and why we are investing $245 million. It is important
for Canada—the government, our industries and the general public
—to protect itself from these attacks, and we are going to continue to
invest and introduce measures to enhance cybersecurity in our
country.

Ms. Laurin Liu (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, NDP): Mr. Speaker, this
summer, the National Research Council of Canada network was
hacked. Highly strategic information belonging to Canadian
companies and scientists was allegedly stolen. Nevertheless, the
National Research Council did not inform the public until three
weeks later.

Does the government realize that its lack of transparency is
undermining the trust needed for Canadian researchers to work
together?

Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like to remind my
colleague that our Conservative government is the one that
implemented the first cybersecurity strategy. We are investing
$245 million in that strategy, which seeks to protect government
entities, promote co-operation with the private sector and encourage
individuals to protect themselves from cyberthreats.

We take cyberthreats seriously and we are acting accordingly.

* * *

[English]

TAXATION

Mr. Ted Opitz (Etobicoke Centre, CPC):Mr. Speaker, Canadian
families know that we are the only party that trusts parents to do
what is right for their own families. That is why our government has
taken real action to help Canadian families by introducing the family
tax cut and the enhanced universal child care benefit.

Could the Minister of State for Social Development please update
the House on our government's initiatives to put more money in the
pockets of Canadian families?

Hon. Candice Bergen (Minister of State (Social Development),
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I especially want to highlight today the
expanded universal child care benefit for parents who have children
between the ages of seven and 17. It is a brand new benefit that
provides $60 a month for every child between those ages.

Parents have never received that benefit before. We would
encourage parents to talk to their accountant, look at the CRA
website, or call another Conservative member of Parliament to find
out about those benefits.

However, parents should not talk to opposition members. They
would take that benefit away.

* * *

● (1500)

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the
Conservative government is sitting on its hands instead of bringing
Mohamed Fahmy home. Fahmy is free on bail while he waits retrial.
The Liberal Party has repeatedly called on the Prime Minister to step
in, but so far there has been no response from the PMO. Why is the
Prime Minister sitting on the sidelines? Why will he not pick up the
phone, call the president, and secure Canadian Mohamed Fahmy's
freedom?

Hon. Lynne Yelich (Minister of State (Foreign Affairs and
Consular), CPC):Mr. Speaker, the Canadian government, including
myself, the former minister of foreign affairs, and the Prime
Minister, has been raising the case with Egyptian officials at the
highest level for some time. Canada advocates for the same
treatment of Mr. Fahmy as other foreign nationals have received.
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We continue to call for his immediate and full release. The
prospect for Mr. Fahmy to continue to stand trial is unacceptable, but
our officials are providing consular assistance to Mr. Fahmy, and we
are ensuring his well-being.

* * *

[Translation]

NATIONAL CAPITAL COMMISSION

Ms. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the
mayors of Ottawa and Gatineau are working hard to better
coordinate their efforts. They both say that the NCC finally
considers them to be real partners. What is worrisome, however, is
that the new minister responsible for the NCC declared that he would
fight for the people of Ottawa. Once again the Conservatives are
ignoring the Outaouais.

Will the minister rectify this situation and focus on issues that
matter to people on both sides of the river, such as protecting
Gatineau Park?

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Minister of Employment and Social
Development and Minister for Democratic Reform, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, our government is obviously working on improving the
quality of life of all people in the national capital region. I have the
honour to represent the Ottawa side, but I would be quite honoured
to work with the hon. member and other members of the House to
help the people on the other side of the river.

We have a great country and we can work together to improve it.

* * *

[English]

NATURAL RESOURCES

Hon. Peter Kent (Thornhill, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our govern-
ment is proud to support projects that create jobs, grow the economy,
and protect the environment. That is why we have invested
significantly more than the Liberals did in clean energy technology,
and these investments are achieving results.

Can the Minister of Natural Resources tell the House about the
actions we are taking to promote jobs and growth in the natural
resources sector?

Hon. Greg Rickford (Minister of Natural Resources and
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the member
for Thornhill for his question. Yes, last week, I was in Quebec City
and Toronto. There was a media frenzy around our announcements
of significant support for world-leading ecotechnology.

Our sustainable development technology Canada fund is bringing
clean tech and clean green-energy solutions to the marketplace and
creating good jobs for Canadians. For every dollar invested by our
government, the marketplace has responded with 14 private sector
dollars for the more than 57 mature companies accessing this fund.
We can contrast that with the Liberal carbon tax that would raise the
price of everything.

Canadians can count on this government and the clean energy
sector to protect the environment without—

[Translation]

The Speaker: The hon. member for Montcalm.

* * *

HEALTH

Ms. Manon Perreault (Montcalm, Ind.): Mr. Speaker, thalido-
mide victims have been patient so far. These survivors are models of
bravery and resilience. In spite of serious disabilities and often with
limited resources, they have continued to fight for compensation, .

We need to remember that these people were victims of greed and
the Canadian government's mismanagement and that we all agreed to
compensate them.

Can the Minister of Health tell us when these victims will receive
compensation? Can she at least start making the lump sum payments
in the coming weeks?

[English]

Hon. Rona Ambrose (Minister of Health, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
this tragic event, while it happened in the 1960s, continues to remind
us of the importance of patient safety and drug safety, which is
something our government is firmly committed to.

I continue to be in contact with Mercedes and the thalidomide
survivors association, and we are working toward a resolution.

* * *

THE ENVIRONMENT

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
U.S. President Barack Obama recently commented that the climate
crisis is a bigger threat to security than terrorism, whereas here in
Canada, the RCMP has put forward a report that characterizes people
working for progress on the climate crisis as anti-petroleum
ideologues. It reflects a real lack of understanding of the science.

This is very worrying, particularly in light of the measures
proposed in Bill C-51. To the Minister of Public Safety and
Emergency Preparedness, what measures will he take to educate the
RCMP as to the real threat of climate change so that it understands
the science and understands that the threat is not the people who
want to get us off of fossil fuels but the people who pander to the oil
industry?

● (1505)

Hon. Leona Aglukkaq (Minister of the Environment, Minister
of the Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency and
Minister for the Arctic Council, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canada's
approach is generating results. Our economy has grown substan-
tially, while greenhouse gas emissions have decreased. Our per
capita emissions are now at their lowest since tracking began in
1990. We have one of the cleanest electricity systems in the world,
with 79% of our electricity supply emitting no greenhouse gas
emissions. Canada also became the first major coal user to ban the
construction of traditional coal-fired electricity generation units.

We will continue to move forward with regulatory measures that
reduce greenhouse gas emissions while maintaining job creation and
economic growth.
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[Translation]

INTERNATIONAL TRADE

Mrs. Sana Hassainia (Verchères—Les Patriotes, Ind.): Mr.
Speaker, in September, Canada and Europe signed a free trade
agreement that had been finalized a year earlier. Dairy producers
have been worried ever since the agreement was signed. A number
of small producers in my region are worried they will have to close
up shop if nothing is done to compensate for the massive influx of
subsidized European cheese on the market.

The Conservative government said it would compensate produ-
cers. However, to this day, dairy producers still do not know how the
government plans to address the supply management problem that
threatens Quebec's fifth-largest industry.

My question is this: exactly how does the government plan to
protect this industry from the downsides of the Canada-European
Union Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement?

[English]

Mr. Gerald Keddy (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Agriculture, to the Minister of National Revenue and for the
Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our
government has always defended Canada's supply management
system, and this agreement will continue to do so.

The three pillars of our domestic system of supply management
remain intact. We will monitor any impact of this historic agreement
on dairy producers' income, and if production levels are negatively
affected, we will assist them financially.

* * *

[Translation]

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Mrs. Sana Hassainia (Verchères—Les Patriotes, Ind.): Mr.
Speaker, I have to say that I did not hear a very clear answer.

On January 27, I asked a question in the House about the
inhumane situation that blogger Raif Badawi has been subjected to
for far too long. I know the government has already said several
times that it has called for clemency and has asked the Saudi
government to set aside the sentence, but the government must see
that that is not enough and that it is time to get serious.

The blogger's health is deteriorating by the day, and his wife and
children fear for his life. We cannot continue to sit idly by as he
continues to suffer.

Will this government commit to taking real action? Will it tell us
in concrete terms what it plans to do to liberate Mr. Badawi and
reunite him with his family in Canada?

[English]

Hon. Lynne Yelich (Minister of State (Foreign Affairs and
Consular), CPC): Mr. Speaker, we are concerned about the loss of
dignity and human rights and we are calling for this to be respected,
keeping in mind this person is not Canadian and we can only do
what we can do.

PRESENCE IN GALLERY

The Speaker: I would like to draw the attention of hon. members
to the presence in the gallery of Mr. Andriy Parubiy, First Deputy
Speaker of the Parliament of Ukraine.

Some hon. members: Hear, hear!

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS

[English]

COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS

Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I have the honour to present, in both official languages,
the following reports of the Standing Committee on Public
Accounts: the 12th report on Chapter 6, Transfer Payment
Programs—Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency, of
the spring 2014 Report of the Auditor General of Canada; the 13th
report on Chapter 3, Aggressive Tax Planning, of the spring 2014
Report of the Auditor General of Canada; and the 14th report on
Chapter 2, Support for Combatting Transnational Crime, of the fall
2014 Report of the Auditor General of Canada.

Pursuant to Standing Order 109 of the House of Commons, the
committee requests the government table a comprehensive response
for the 12th, 13th and 14th reports.

* * *

● (1510)

[Translation]

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE

Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, CPC) moved:

That, notwithstanding any Standing Order or usual practices of the House, any
Member rising to speak during the debate pursuant to Standing Order 53.1 on
Tuesday, February 24, 2015, may indicate to the Chair that he or she will be dividing
his or her time with another Member.

He said: Mr. Speaker, there have been discussions among the
parties, and I believe you will find unanimous consent for this
motion.

[English]

The Speaker: Does the hon. member have the unanimous consent
of the House to propose this motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Speaker: The House has heard the terms of the motion. Is it
the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

(Motion agreed to)

Mr. Dave MacKenzie (Oxford, CPC): Mr. Speaker, there have
been discussions among the parties in the House, and I move:
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That, notwithstanding any Standing Order or usual practice of the House, on
Wednesday, February 25, 2015, (a) any recorded division deferred, or deemed
deferred, to that day shall be taken up at the conclusion of oral questions; and (b) any
recorded division demanded in respect of a debatable motion, other than an item of
private members' business, on that day shall be deemed deferred to the conclusion of
oral questions on the next sitting day which is not a Friday.

The Speaker: Does the hon. member have the unanimous consent
of the House to propose this motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Speaker: The House has heard the terms of the motion. Is it
the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

(Motion agreed to)

* * *

PETITIONS

IMPAIRED DRIVING

Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener—Conestoga, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I have the honour to present a number of petitions signed
by Canadian citizens.

The petitioners would like to see tougher laws and the
implementation of new mandatory minimum sentencing for those
persons convicted of impaired driving causing death. They also
would like to see the Criminal Code of Canada changed to redefine
the offence of impaired driving causing death as vehicular
manslaughter.

THE ENVIRONMENT

Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, it is my honour to table a petition from Canadians in
support of the New Democrats' climate change accountability bill.

The petitioners state concerns that the government has failed to
address climate change and its impacts on the day-to-day lives of
Canadians, and the fact that the Government of Canada has cancelled
the eco-energy retrofit program, which saves taxpayer dollars.

Mr. Bruce Hyer (Thunder Bay—Superior North, GP): Mr.
Speaker, I have received a series of petitions from people in Thunder
Bay—Superior North and northwestern Ontario. The petitioners are
concerned about the NWMO's, the Nuclear Waste Management
Organization, plan to bury waste, quite likely in 1 of 15 northern
Ontario communities

The petitioners call on the Government of Canada to not allow the
construction of nuclear waste depositories in northern Ontario, nor
the transport of radioactive material through northern Ontario
communities.

AGRICULTURE

Mr. David Anderson (Cypress Hills—Grasslands, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I am presenting a petition signed by a number of folks in
my riding who are calling on the government to adopt international
aid policies that support small family farmers, recognizing their vital
role in the struggle against hunger and poverty, to ensure that
Canadian policies and programs are developed in consultation with
these small family farmers and that they protect the rights of small

family farmers in the global south to preserve, use and freely
exchange seed.

[Translation]

CONSUMER PROTECTION

Mrs. Anne-Marie Day (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would like to present a number of petitions on
behalf of the residents of my riding.

The first pertains to abusive credit card and ATM fees. The people
of my riding are also calling on the government to do away with the
controversial $2 fee that people have to pay to get a paper copy of
their bills delivered to their homes.

AGRICULTURE

Mrs. Anne-Marie Day (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, the second petition calls on the government to
adopt legislation that includes international aid policies that support
small farmers, especially women, and recognize their essential role
in the fight against hunger and poverty. It also calls on the
government to do away with the controversial seed legislation.

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
bring forward today a petition signed by many of my constituents
asking for the government to look at ways in which it could adopt
international aid policies that support small family farmers,
especially women, and recognize their vital role in the struggle
against hunger and poverty.

The petitioners ask that we ensure that policies and programs are
developed in consultation with small family farmers and that they
protect the rights of small family farmers in the global south to
preserve, use and freely exchange seeds.

SHARK FINNING

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
I am honoured to rise today with two petitions.

The first petition is from hundreds of residents primarily from the
Halifax area who call on the government to take action to stop the
trade, possession and sale of shark fins in Canada.

We do not fish for shark fins within Canada, but the trade in them
from other countries is a threat to millions of the species around the
world.

● (1515)

MINING INDUSTRY

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
the second petition is signed by residents in my riding of Saanich—
Gulf Islands, particularly Victoria.

The petitioners call upon the government to take action, as some
private members' bills have attempted to do, on corporate
responsibility in the mining sector, particularly for the creation of
an ombudsman to investigate complaints, to make findings public
and to recommend actions to improve the sustainability and respect
for human rights within Canadian mining companies abroad.
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THE ENVIRONMENT

Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, it is my honour to present a petition today in support of
the climate change accountability act.

The signatories to the petition draw the attention of the House to
their concern about the inaction of successive federal governments to
address climate change, all the while giving billions of dollars of
public money away in the form of oil and gas industry subsidies.

The petitioners call on the Government of Canada to support the
NDP's climate change accountability act, a law that would reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and hold the government accountable for
doing so.

AGRICULTURE

Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to present a petition today from 200 of my
constituents in the city of Burnaby and the city of New Westminster
as well as a handful of people from Vancouver and Surrey in
beautiful British Columbia.

The petitioners call upon the Government of Canada and the
House of Commons to commit to adopting international aid policies
that support small family farmers, especially women, and recognize
the vital role they play in the struggle against hunger and poverty.
They also call upon the Government of Canada to ensure that
Canadian policies and programs are developed in consultation with
small family farmers and that they protect the rights of small family
farmers in the global south to preserve, use and freely exchange
seeds.

* * *

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER
Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of

the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
ask that all questions be allowed to stand.

The Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[English]

ANTI-TERRORISM ACT, 2015
The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-51,

An Act to enact the Security of Canada Information Sharing Act and
the Secure Air Travel Act, to amend the Criminal Code, the
Canadian Security Intelligence Service Act and the Immigration and
Refugee Protection Act and to make related and consequential
amendments to other Acts, be read the second time and referred to a
committee, and of the amendment.
Hon. Irwin Cotler (Mount Royal, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I rise to

join in this critical debate on Bill C-51 as we, like parliamentarians
around the world, continue to seek ways of safeguarding our
country's security in the face of terrorism, while securing also our
rights and freedoms, as we have been grappling with for so many
years.

Indeed, after the attacks of September 11, 2001, it was said then
that the whole world had changed. Anti-terrorism law and policy
became principle and priority not only for our government but for
governments everywhere. It was, in fact, mandated by the UN
Security Council Resolution 1377, adopted in the months following
9/11, which called upon states to unequivocally condemn “all acts,
methods and practices of terrorism as criminal and unjustifiable,
regardless of their motivation, in all their forms and manifestations,
wherever and by whomever committed”.

I must state, parenthetically for reasons of time but not
unimportantly, that the notion of a parliamentary debate when time
allocation has been imposed on this comprehensive and crucial
legislation is, to put it mildly, a misnomer.

First, Bill C-51 is not simply one act. It is omnibus anti-terrorist
legislation composed of five different acts. It is not just one bill but
five bills bundled together into one omnibus legislation of
compelling character. Each bill, whether it deals with cross-
government information sharing and coordination and enhanced
powers for that purpose; or the securing of air travel, or Criminal
Code amendments, including lowering thresholds for terrorism-
related peace bonds; or expanded powers of detention; or a new
offence of knowingly advocating or promoting terrorism or being
reckless in that advocacy; or legislation to expand the powers of
CSIS, what is referred as “threat disruption activities”; all impact on
national security agencies and on those national security powers.
There is also, which has almost not been discussed at all, amending
the security certificate procedural regime for government appeals of
court ordered disclosures.

Underpinning all of this, and tucked away in the information
sharing act and provisions, but only there, is an effective reframing
of a terrorist threat as a threat to national security, a selective redoing
not only of our anti-terrorism law but our national security law, and
where a terrorist threat is conflated with a national security threat,
which can include also threats to economic and fiscal stability or a
threat to the infrastructure and the like. In other words, it is a
reframing that is being carried out without the necessary debate on
this crucial legislation.

Admittedly, over a decade after 9/11, the world may well have
changed again, and we must continue to ensure that the enhanced
powers are to be found in our law and vested in our national security
agency for purposes of protecting Canadians from terrorist threats
with the tools needed to counter those threats. However, what has
not changed are the fundamental principles that must underpin our
approach to combatting terrorism.
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I outlined those principles when I appeared both before the House
and Senate justice and public safety committees respectively as
minister of justice a decade ago, and I will recall them now in the
context of this present parliamentary debate on a new bill, Bill C-51,
but reflecting and representing a long-standing global challenge.

Let me summarize the foundational principles.

The first fundamental principle is that there is no inherent
contradiction between the protection of our security and the
protection of human rights. As I wrote in the wake of October's
assault on our parliamentary precinct and of the murders of Corporal
Nathan Cirillo and Warrant Officer Patrice Vincent, while we often
hear about the need to strike a balance between protecting Canadians
from attack and protecting individual freedoms, we must remember
that these are not mutually exclusive objectives or opposite ends of
the spectrum, but rather an appropriate and effective strategy that
must view security and rights, not as concepts in conflict, but as
values that are inextricably linked.

● (1520)

In other words, terrorism constitutes an assault on the security of
our democracy and an assault on our fundamental rights to life,
liberty, and security of the person. In this sense, therefore, anti-
terrorism law and policy are intended to protect the security of a
democracy like Canada and to protect our fundamental rights to life,
liberty, and security of the person.

However, the reverse is also true and must be read together as part
of this foundational principle, namely, that anti-terrorism law and
policy must always adhere to the rule of law and must always
comport to the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Torture must,
everywhere and always, be prohibited. Minorities must never be
singled out for differential or discriminatory treatment. Also, as we
emphasized 10 years ago when tabling legislation to that effect and
as I emphasize again, such anti-terrorism law and policy must also be
subject to a comprehensive oversight review and accountability
mechanisms.

This leads me to the next principle, which might be called the
“contextual principle”. By this, I refer to the approach taken by the
Supreme Court, according to which charter rights and any limits
imposed on them must be analyzed not in the abstract but in the
factual context that gives rise to them. As such, the debate we are
having today must be anchored in the reality of the increasingly
lethal, if not barbaric, and international nature of terrorism; the
proliferation of transnational terrorist entities that invoke Islam at the
same time as they subvert it for their purpose; the increasing
potential for cyberterrorism; the sophistication of transnational
communications, transportation, and financial networks, including
the explosive use of social media, which ISIS alone is said to be
using 100,000 times a day; the increasing radicalization of those
exposed, for example, to these social media, including our Canadian
youth; and the potential for what in our recent experiences have been
characterized as “lone-wolf terrorists”.

This brings me to the third principle. The third principle is that the
threat posed by terrorism, which is increasingly transnational in
character, must be part of a global response. Indeed, previous
Canadian anti-terrorist measures have implemented international
conventions and undertakings mandated by the UN Security

Council, which I referred to earlier, and we must continue, therefore,
not only to mobilize our domestic legal arsenal against terrorism but
also to participate in strengthening international mechanisms to
confront this international threat.

Let there be no mistake about it: when we deal with such
terrorists, we are dealing with Nuremberg crimes and Nuremberg
criminals, with hostis humani generis, with enemies of humankind.
Our domestic criminal-law, due-process model standing alone is
insufficient. It must be joined with the overall international legal
arsenal, and much of our anti-terrorism law and policies in fact must
be anchored in the 14 anti-terrorism international treaties for that
purpose.

The fourth principle flows from the third one. It is that nonetheless
there still is a need for due-process safeguards in the application and
implementation of our domestic criminal law. This remains of vital
importance and must be included in any foundational underpinnings
for this and other anti-terrorism legislation.

The fifth principle is that of proportionality. As the Supreme Court
has ruled, there must be a proportionality between the effects of the
measures for limiting charter or other rights under this legislation
and the objective that has been identified as sufficient importance.

There can be no doubt that the threat of transnational terrorism
comports with the first requirement of a proportionality test, namely,
that there be a substantial and compelling objective for the limitation
of charter and other rights. However, we must still ensure that the
measures we enact respect this principle in other ways: they must be
tailored specifically to their objective and not be over-broad or
vague; they must intrude as little as possible upon our charter rights
and other rights, and not undercut any of them; and their impact on
civil liberties must not outweigh their remedial character.

This leads me to the sixth principle. We must consider and learn
from anti-terrorism measures proposed and enacted in other
jurisdictions similar to our own, and indeed from our own previous
experiences in this regard. All free and democratic societies are
grappling with the same issues we are grappling with today, and their
efforts to remain both secure and free must be considered as part of
our deliberations.

● (1525)

The seventh principle is the need for counterterrorism measures to
focus on prevention. Admittedly, we must seek to disable and
dismantle terrorist networks and disrupt terrorist plots before they
result in injury and death, and that accounts for the enhanced
approach to giving increased power to CSIS. However, it also means
that those powers that are invested in CSIS must obey principles of
proportionality. It also means intervening to prevent or undo
radicalization and supporting local and community initiatives in
this regard.

To conclude, we must emphasize the importance of oversight, of
an accountability mechanism, and of a parliamentary review
mechanism, all of which are missing in the present legislation.
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Ms. Roxanne James (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the Liberals are fundamentally opposed to taking away
passports from those who would travel overseas and engage in
terrorist activities. In fact, the leader of the Liberal Party went as far
as saying it was against Canadian values.

However, with respect to the passenger protect program, we are
actually expanding the legislation so that we could issue a no-board
order for someone who is suspected of travelling overseas to engage
in terrorist activities. As well, there would be certain provisions with
regard to terrorism, such as peace bonds. Also, judges could impose
conditions, such as surrender of a passport.

My question for the member of the Liberal Party is this: does he
agree with his leader that it is against Canadian values, or has he
somehow come to the realization that these provisions in the bill are
needed and the Liberal Party has decided to support it, or is this a
section of the bill that the Liberal Party is actually against?

Hon. Irwin Cotler: Mr. Speaker, I set forth some foundational
principles that would apply to this specific issue as well as others.
When I said that we need to invest certain powers, I was referring in
particular to those that relate to parts of part 3 and to part 4 of the
bill. The hon. member has referred to part 2.

This brings me exactly to the point I was saying. The bill has five
major pieces of legislation bundled together in omnibus anti-
terrorism legislation. I would be delighted if the hon. member, since
we cannot do it here in debate, would allow us in committee to
address the whole issue of securing air travel, which she mentioned
in particular, as well as each of the other facets of this omnibus anti-
terrorism legislation, which time does not permit us to address here. I
suspect, if precedent be our guide, that we will not be able to do so in
committee either.

● (1530)

Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, the member has indicated a lot of areas where
there should be some oversight. On this side of the House, we
believe it is extremely important to have oversight when it comes to
CSIS and the RCMP. We need to have that oversight.

However, the Liberal Party is willing to pass the legislation even
though that oversight is not there. That is quite problematic. It is
willing to do it afterward, either during a federal election by
campaigning on it or doing it only later on, when they think they are
going to form the government. Well, it is no surprise that we cannot
predict the future. We need to ensure that the safety of Canadians is
in place, but we also have to make sure that their rights are also
protected.

François Lavigne was a CSIS officer. He used to be with the
RCMP as well. He spent years tracking dangerous radicals without
the powers the government wants to give to CSIS. There are
currently powers in place. There are mechanisms, practices, and laws
necessary for dealing with terrorists in section 46 of the Criminal
Code of Canada.

Therefore, I wonder if my colleague could explain why this
former CSIS worker is saying we should not be going down this
route but Liberals are saying that we should go down this route.

Hon. Irwin Cotler: Mr. Speaker, the primary thrust of the hon.
member's remarks had to do with the question of oversight
mechanisms and the issue of our support for legislation which
may not, at the end day, have such an oversight mechanism.

The point is that we are hoping that there will be not only
oversight mechanisms but review and accountability mechanisms as
well. That is why we are proposing them.

I was one of a number of Canadians who signed on to a statement
that was published on February 19 in The Globe and Mail. This
statement calls for just such an integrated series of oversight, review,
and accountability mechanisms, with Parliament at its core. I would
hope that the government, which looks to public opinion and finds
that some 80% of Canadians are in support of this bill, will also look
to the fact that two-thirds of Canadians also want a robust and
integrated oversight mechanism system that has a parliamentary
review mechanism and parliamentary oversight at its core as part of
overall accountability.

This is something that was called for in the Arar commission,
which we as a Liberal government set up. We tabled legislation in
2005 calling for such an oversight mechanism. All parliamentarians
agreed to it. We lost the election, and for the last 10 years, the
Conservative government has done nothing about implementing that
mechanism. I hope the Conservatives will do it now.

Mr. Bryan Hayes (Sault Ste. Marie, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise in the House today to discuss Bill C-51, anti-terrorism
act, 2015.

This is important legislation that was developed with much
consultation. In the wake of the horrific terrorist attacks this past
October, our Conservative government, led by the Prime Minister,
the Minister of Public Safety, and the Minister of Justice, consulted
with Canadians from coast to coast while they were developing the
legislation before us today.

We saw the results of those consultations when statistics come out
last week: four out of every five Canadians fully support this
legislation. That is because they know that the international jihadist
movement has declared war on Canada. Canadians are being
targeted by jihadi terrorists simply because they hate our society and
the values it represents.

That is why our government has put forward these measures that
protect Canadians against the jihadi terrorists, who seek to destroy
the very principles that make Canada the best country in the world in
which to live. That is also why Canada is not sitting on the sidelines,
as some would have us do, and is instead joining our allies and
supporting the international coalition in the fight against ISIL. In line
with measures taken by our allies, these new measures will
specifically ensure that our law enforcement and national securities
agencies of Canada counter those who would advocate terrorism,
prevent terrorist travel and the efforts of those who seek to use
Canada as a recruiting ground, and disrupt planned attacks on
Canadian soil.

I reject the argument that every time we talk about security our
freedoms are threatened. Canadians understand that their freedom
and security go hand in hand. Canadians expect us to protect both,
and there are protections in this legislation to do exactly that.
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It is currently not a criminal offence to advocate or promote
terrorism. The ability to arrest someone who in general terms is
advocating or promoting the activity of terrorism does not exist. The
threshold for arrest under the Criminal Code is specific to someone
who knowingly instructs, directly or indirectly, any persons to carry
out terrorist activity.

The anti-terrorism act, 2015, makes it an offence to advocate or
promote terrorism in broader terms, a measure that is supported by
90% of Canadians, according to a survey done by the Angus Reid
Institute. The fundamental fact is that our police and national
security agencies are working to protect our rights and our freedoms,
and it is jihadi terrorists who endanger our security and would take
away our freedoms.

CSIS currently does not have the legal mandate to take action to
disrupt threats to Canada in order to keep Canadians safe. When the
CSIS Act was originally developed, Soviet espionage was the
greatest threat to our national security. Today, violent jihadists are
the greatest threats to Canada and Canadians, and the threat
continues to evolve. It is imperative that we provide our national
security agencies with the tools they require to face this evolving
global threat.

Let us look at a case study. A terrorist entity puts up a terrorist-
promoting propaganda video on YouTube, which concludes with the
words “Attack Canada” on the screen. No description of the kind of
attacks to be carried out is given. Under the current law, counselling
the commission of a terrorism offence is criminal, whether the attack
is carried out or not. However, the counselling must relate to
committing a specific terrorist offence, for example, counselling
someone to kill someone for a political, religious, or ideological
purpose.

In the case study, there is insufficient detail to allow one to
conclude that the person was counselling to do a specific terrorism
offence in the Criminal Code to kill someone, as opposed to
disrupting an essential service. Under the new anti-terrorism act,
posting such a video, with its call to carry out attacks in Canada in
general, which is a form of active encouragement, would now be
caught by the criminal law.

With respect to oversight, I think third-party, non-partisan,
independent expert oversight of our national security agencies is a
better model than political intervention in the process. Furthermore,
the key powers of the new legislation are subject to judicial review
and authorization. In fact, any activity that infringes on a person's
privacy or charter rights would require a warrant, such as entering a
person's home to remove their passport, or tampering with a possible
chemical weapon to render it harmless.

● (1535)

I would like to acknowledge the concerns raised by the Liberals
and the NDP regarding resources for national security agencies.

Our Conservative government has already increased the resources
available to our national security agencies by one third. The Liberals
and the NDP voted against these increases each step of the way.
Seven times our Conservative government brought forward
proposals for more funds for these agencies, and seven times the
NDP and the Liberals voted against these measures.

Despite the Liberals' and the NDP's votes against these increases,
our government will continue to ensure that our national security
agencies have the resources they need to keep Canadians safe.

I mentioned earlier in my comments that Canadians had expressed
strong support for the legislation. I would like to take this time to
discuss what some prominent Canadians think about the legislation
before us today.

CSIS director, Michel Coulombe, said:

Last fall, two terrorist attacks took place in Canada, the first one in Saint-Jean-
sur-Richelieu and the second in downtown Ottawa. Since then, the threat has
accelerated as extremist groups call for additional attacks on Canada.

[...] CSIS welcomes the introduction of legislation to better enable the
government to safeguard the nation's security interests. The new legislation will
help CSIS protect Canadian lives from a terrorist threat unprecedented in our
country's history.

What is more, Bob Paulson, the Commissioner of the RCMP said,
“The recent terrorist attacks on Canada and against our allies have
shown us that the threat can materialize rapidly and that we cannot
be complacent when it comes to terrorism. The proposed legislation
would provide the RCMP with new tools to carry out its national
security criminal investigations and, ultimately, to keep Canadians
safe”.

Members opposite may say it is a certainty that the national
security agencies whose powers would be enhanced would be
supportive. They may say that they are interested in a view from the
academics.

Queen's University professor, Christian Leuprecht, said:

There's a balance to be struck here between civil liberties and between protecting
individual, public, and community safety [...] I think the government is trying very
hard to strike a fine line and find a middle ground....

The opposition may say that none of that which I have cited
speaks to oversight.

To that, I would answer with comments from Ron Atkey, the first
chairman of the Security Intelligence Review Committee. He said:

Some of the instant critics [...] have missed the mark in decrying lack of
oversight. [...]

But regarding new powers of terrorism disruption to be given to CSIS, oversight
is alive and well.

I would also like to cite S.A. McCartan, a criminal prosecutor, in
Ontario. He said:

Canada is alone amongst Western countries in not allowing its spy agencies any
powers whatsoever to prevent terror. It is alone in having a spy agency still operating
30 years in the past. It's time to fix that.

Last, I would like to quote two esteemed members of Canada's
Jewish community.

David Cape, chair of the Centre for Israel and Jewish Affairs, said:

We welcome this legislation which enhances the capacity of authorities to address
a growing threat in our society. We are supportive of the Government of Canada's
efforts to respond to the terrorist threat in as comprehensive and forceful a way as
possible.
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Avi Benlolo, of the Friends of Simon Wiesenthal Center, said:
It is especially significant that this new legislation will enable the removal of

websites promoting jihad and related materials on the Internet. Jewish communities
are a favourite target of jihadis, and the provisions of this bill will do a great deal to
help ensure the safety and security of all Canadians as we continue to fight this threat
to western democracies [...]

As I said earlier, 82% of Canadians support the legislation.

I am proud to be part of a government that is standing up for the
wishes of Canadians, as well as delivering important measures to
keep them safe.

● (1540)

[Translation]

Mr. Alain Giguère (Marc-Aurèle-Fortin, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank my colleague for his remarks. I am sure that he is
acting in good faith, but the problem is that history has proven him
wrong.

We are experiencing a new version of October 1970. In October
1970, the government panicked as it scrambled to respond to a
terrorist threat, much like the current government is doing now.
Parliament voted on a law and the government acted on it. Over
300 people were imprisoned, and it was not until much later that we
realized that none of those individuals had any ties to the Front de
libération du Québec.

We need only look at the debates I have here in my hand.
Jean Marchand said that there were 5,000 FLQ members in Quebec.
David Lewis responded that if we wanted to catch them, we had to
begin by making sure that our RCMP officers spoke French.

The question is quite simple. Is it not better to have police officers
than useless laws that put innocent people in prison?

● (1545)

[English]

Mr. Bryan Hayes: Mr. Speaker, it is not surprising that New
Democrats bring forward fearmongering tactics. They talk about an
isolated incident that occurred. New Democrats automatically
assume that CSIS and the RCMP would be the body to commit
abuse and human rights abuses. I think that is an unfair assumption.
This is simply speculation, and if, for some reason, serious human
rights abuses occur, then not only is SIRC in place as an oversight
body, but so too are the courts.

This is a judicial oversight at the front end of the process, and new
powers are provided to our judicial authorities to tackle this at the
front end. I am confident that they will be quite capable of doing
that.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
whether it is SIRC or our courts, it has been very clearly illustrated to
the Government of Canada that it is just not good enough.

It is not just the Liberal Party or Canadians as a whole who are
saying that. We have seen other jurisdictions, including the United
States, England, Australia and others that have recognized the value
of parliamentary oversight, which is what we have been advocating.

At some point, because of time allocation, the bill will be going to
committee sooner as opposed to later. My question to the member is,
to what degree does he believe that the government will respond to

amendments from the opposition, given its past track record for not
accepting opposition motions or amendments?

If there are solid amendments that are supported, does he believe
that the government is obligated, at the very least morally, to not
only entertain them, but to also allow them to be passed so that we
can improve the quality of the legislation that the Liberals are in
principle supporting?

Mr. Bryan Hayes: Mr. Speaker, in response to the hon. member,
that is the purpose of committee work, and that is why we encourage
this legislation to get to committee and not be held up in the House.

In my role as a committee member on public accounts and the
Standing Committee on Veterans Affairs, we take the opposition's
views quite seriously. We do listen and we bring forward witnesses.
The whole purpose of that process is so that we ultimately bring
forward good solid legislation.

Although I am not on the public safety committee, I have
confidence that all members will take the questions very seriously.

Mr. Dennis Bevington (Northwest Territories, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I am glad to have the opportunity to speak to this bill,
though many of my colleagues in the House who would also like an
opportunity to speak to such an important bill that mixes security and
freedom will not have one because we are under time allocation.

Bill C-51 makes it very clear that the Prime Minister meant what
he said when he remarked that we would not recognize Canada when
he got through with the bill. The party of one will make sure that this
country is not the same after his reign is finished. We will not
recognize Canada after Bill C-51 is made law and used for many
years. We will not recognize what this bill can do to Canada,
including today when we stand to speak about a couple of jihadist
threats that have potentially occurred in Canada and speak about the
bill in that regard. We will not recognize what the bill would do to
Canada because it will come in the actions of CSIS over many years,
as CSIS uses its new powers to work in Canadian society and,
through Bill C-44, in various ways abroad to change the very nature
of Canadian society.

The Conservative Prime Minister has demonstrated time and again
that disagreement is not something he tolerates or understands. In
fact, we heard the former Public Safety minister Vic Toews call
environmentalists eco-terrorists in 2012. The current finance
minister, in his time as natural resources minister, basically made
the same kinds of remarks.

We live in a world where we know that we have to balance the
environment and the economy and where those questions require
debate, disagreement and, many times, civil confrontation. Now
there would be a new set of rules. It is hard to think that that type of
interaction could in any way be a threat to national security when we
talk about how we are balancing what we do in this country between
the environment and the economy, but that is quite clearly laid out in
this bill. It underlies this bill.
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This bill would likely create even greater divisions and alienation
in our society than exist now. That is generally what happens when
there is more authoritarian and secretive behaviour in society, with
more opportunities for collusion under the law to take out the people
who are not liked or the people who are somehow thought to be
threats to Canada.

When one views the government's actions and words of concern
about environmentalists, it is understandable that many Canadians
are starting to speak up about Bill C-51. Yes, the initial poll showed
that a lot of Canadians liked the idea of security against terrorism;
but did they understand what was in the bill, and are the
Conservatives allowing them to understand that by continuing this
debate in the House of Commons? No, they are not. They are closing
the debate down because they know darn well that as this debate
continues and things come out, others will ask for a better bill and a
better understanding of the nature of what the Conservatives are
proposing.

To be specific, Bill C-51 threatens our way of life by asking
Canadians to choose between their security and their freedoms. It
asks Canadians to choose, but the Conservatives do not actually ask
Canadians; they simply put this bill forward, apply closure, and send
it through committee in very little time. That is what will happen.

● (1550)

A bill like this should take time. We should be at it for months,
maybe a year, getting the bill right. We do not have any rush. After
Air India, we did not change anything for many years. We did not
have significant problems. We are not having significant problems
today.

Bill C-51 was not developed in consultation with other parties.
That is very much the case. This thing was brought up in a very big
rush after October 2014, as we heard commentators from the
Conservatives Party say here today.

The bill irresponsibly provides CSIS with a sweeping new
mandate without equally increasing oversight. Actually, there is no
oversight; there is review, and we need to keep those separate. There
is the Security Intelligence Review Committee, which is not an
oversight committee but a review committee that looks at things the
agency has done long after it is finished. Oversight says more
immediacy. The Conservatives say that a judge will do that, but only
if CSIS takes it to a judge. In many cases, they may not.

I want to talk about threat disruption, which is an interesting
subject. When we think of groups that may be formed to do
something the government opposes, like environmental action, CSIS
might say, “Then if they might do something unlawful in the future,
perhaps we should get involved right now to deal with threat
disruption. Maybe we should put a CSIS member into that
organization. Maybe we should undermine the organization first
before it becomes a problem”. That would fit under the law. That is
called threat disruption. If we disrupt something before the unlawful
action is taken, how can anyone prove there was unlawful action?
This works both ways. We can disrupt people now because we think
in the future they may do something wrong.

The bill does not provide anything to make our society work
better. The bill does not do anything to build communities, to build

understanding—absolutely nothing. It is all secretive. It is all behind
the scenes. There is nothing here that says we have a job to do in our
society to bring people together.

When we look at the promotion of terrorism, how can we judge
that? How can we judge the promotion of terrorism? What is
incitement to terrorism? Is it someone saying that their son or
daughter has been injured, that they are angry about it and that they
do not like what the government has done. Is that incitement to
terrorism? What is being suggested in this?

Quite obviously the government has made the bill so large that it
simply cannot answer those questions today. How will we answer
them in the future? It will only be through the actions of what
happens here. If we have oversight by parliamentarians, we may
have a chance to control some of the bill going forward. If we do not,
then we will rely on non-elected individuals to determine what the
bill does, and that is simply wrong.

Why do we not deal with this in a better fashion than what the
government has proposed to do? Why did we go in this direction?
The party of one is responsible for this. The Prime Minister would
not come into Parliament and stand to speak to the bill. He chose to
do it somewhere where he did not have anyone to criticize him, to
ask him questions. Why would someone make such a large effort to
promote the bill without that type of commentary in the House? I
really find that wrong-headed, but it is more the style of this Prime
Minister, the party of one.

Clearly, we oppose the bill. We will continue to oppose the bill
because it is not done right. It will not protect Canadians. It will
affect their rights in the future. We do not understand exactly how it
will affect their rights, but it will do that without the proper oversight
of parliamentarians.

● (1555)

Mr. David Sweet (Ancaster—Dundas—Flamborough—West-
dale, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in his speech the member alluded to the
fact there is no immediacy with this and that we should take a year to
debate this kind of bill. I wonder how many incidents have to happen
before a bill like this is necessary. How many threats does this
country have to receive, how many incidents have to happen, how
many times does it have to happen internationally before this House
should be vigilant, take action, and make sure the legislative tools
are in place for our security forces to ensure that the next incident is
not one of catastrophic proportions? That is what this government is
trying to do right now. Why would he want to delay that?

Mr. Dennis Bevington: Mr. Speaker, to answer that I think I
would go back to another generation, my father's generation, and the
individuals who went to fight for our freedoms and values in the
Second World War. They did not fight there to lose those values or to
see them taken away by legislation in the House. Therefore, when
we deal with those types of issues, when we think of the 50,000
individuals who died in the Second World War while standing up for
those rights and freedoms, then we of course deal with this very
carefully.
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What the government has proposed does not allow us to do that.
The legislation is far too broad. I have pointed out a number of areas
that we need to work on. If the government does not want to work on
these, if it continues in the same fashion it has had with all the other
legislation it has brought before Parliament in the last four years of
its majority term, this simply will go ahead.

● (1600)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
the New Democrats have been relatively clear in their position that
they will vote against this bill in the House. Outside the House the
leader of the New Democratic Party has now indicated that he would
not scrap the bill if the NDP were elected, but that he would
definitely make some changes to it.

The position of the Liberal Party has been that the legislation
includes initiatives that are ultimately worth passing, but that the bill
falls short. There is a real need for amendments, one of them with
respect to parliamentary oversight, an issue that I have raised time
and again when asking questions today.

Therefore, my question for the member is this. Can he explain to
the House the actual position of the NDP? If they were to form
government, is the leader of the New Democrats right when he said
that they would not scrap the legislation they so adamantly oppose
today?

Mr. Dennis Bevington: Mr. Speaker, the reality of what we will
do with this bill will be clear tonight when we vote against it. That is
very clear. There will not be any question about what our motives or
our intentions are tonight. We will vote against it.

The Liberals are the ones who are jumping up and down and
squirming in their seat trying to figure out how they can both support
and not support it. We do not like this legislation. We do not think it
is proper. We will vote against it tonight.

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
I thank my hon. friend from the Northwest Territories for his
presentation, and the official opposition for standing against this
legislation.

Having read and reviewed it, the more I look at the bill the more I
find bizarre provisions within it. I want to highlight one of them,
which is that this bill authorizes CSIS to operate outside of Canada,
but only requires that it get a warrant if it plans to break a domestic
law. I do not know if the official opposition has studied this to figure
out if CSIS has any restrictions whatsoever, except for it not to cause
bodily harm, kill anyone, or violate their sexual integrity, if it intends
to go to another country and break the law there.

Mr. Dennis Bevington: Mr. Speaker, Bill C-44, the bill that went
through the House previously, gave CSIS the ability to work outside
the country and only obey Canadian laws. That is something that
other international spy agencies do, but we have not done so in the
past. Now we have a situation where we will do this type of work,
which will obviously come back on us should others do the same to
us.

I think Canada has changed its whole international perspective of
trying to bring countries together and conciliate into an incredible
jingoistic approach, a man-with-a-big-hat-and-no-cattle approach.

Mrs. Stella Ambler (Mississauga South, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it
is truly an honour to rise today to speak about such important and
noteworthy legislation. The anti-terrorism act, 2015 proposes
changes that hold great promise in terms of enhancing Canada's
capacity to confront the terrorist threat.

Let me be clear. The international jihadist movement has declared
war on Canada and her allies. This is because they despise modern
society. They would take away rights for women. They would go
back to barbaric, theocratic laws. On this side of the House, we will
not stand for any action or inaction that gives these terrorists any
power in the world, though some on the other side of the House may
disagree.

During my time today I could speak at length about any one of a
number of meaningful changes that will help us address the threats
our country faces at the hands of violent extremists and individuals
who travel abroad for terrorist purposes. Specifically, they include
the need for measures to counter advocating terrorism on the
Internet; amendments to the Immigration and Refugee Protection
Act to better protect classified information for immigration
proceedings; the expansion of the passenger protect program as a
further step in confronting the challenge of terrorist travellers,
including the creation of a robust legislative basis for the program;
and an enhanced mandate for CSIS that would see it move beyond
playing a passive role of intelligence gathering to a role that would
include threat disruption activities, thereby bringing it closer in line
with the mandates of Canada's allied agencies.

Indeed, the bill addresses all these areas and more. However,
today I want to focus my remarks on another area, one that, while
perhaps not immediately obvious, would have clear benefits in
helping us strengthen our overall national security framework. The
element I am referring to includes changes that would enhance
information sharing practices across federal government departments
and agencies.

It is becoming quite clear that the current legal framework
governing information sharing can, in some instances, prevent or
impede the sharing of information when national security interests
are at stake. Therefore, we have proposed some very prudent and
measured changes that would allow government departments and
agencies more latitude to share information, when appropriate, for
reasons of national security.

Part of living in a free and democratic society means having
defined legal limits on how government institutions treat the
information in their possession. Indeed, information sharing is
rightly limited by important laws, such as the Canadian Charter of
Rights and Freedoms and the Privacy Act. Our federal institutions
take their obligations very seriously when it comes to protecting
information.
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In addition to the charter and the Privacy Act, to which all
government institutions are bound, institutions are also subject to
their own specific mandates and legal regimes governing informa-
tion sharing practices. These often include explicit limits on how
information can be shared. While we all understand why such
measures are in place, we can no longer allow them to impede any
activity that has the real potential to significantly contribute to our
national security.

As one example, the Department of Public Works and Govern-
ment Services is limited in how it can share information related to
people and companies that deal in controlled goods, such as weapons
and military equipment. At times, such information could well be
germane to national security threats, yet we are not in a position to
share it for those purposes. I am confident that we can all agree that
this raises serious concerns, from a national security perspective.

We can, and we must, do better. Given the current environment,
permeated with the real and persistent threat of terrorism, it is vital
that these institutions be in a better position to work together more
effectively.

It helps if we think about it as a puzzle. In the course of carrying
out their responsibilities and mandates, different organizations
collect information that, on its own, serves a specific purpose, but
these organizations may come across specific information from time
to time that they feel raises concerns from a national security
perspective. If these organizations can share that information,
government organizations with legal mandates related to national
security can more effectively put those pieces together and create a
more complete picture of a given threat so that appropriate action can
be taken.

Simply put, the current framework for our federal institutions is
not as conducive to information sharing for national security
purposes as it needs to be, owing to particular complexities and
restrictions.

● (1605)

Our government is convinced that taking steps to rectify these
gaps and restrictions would help us better protect Canadians and
Canadian interests. Security needs must be taken into consideration,
and information needs to be more effectively and rapidly shared
among federal government partners.

With this new legislation we have the opportunity to provide for
that by explicitly authorizing information sharing within the
Government of Canada for security of Canada purposes. In this
way, we could provide clear authority to all federal institutions to
disclose information, either proactively or in response to a request, to
designated recipient institutions. To be clear, these designated
recipient institutions would only be those with clear responsibilities
or jurisdiction related to Canada's national security. Further, it is
worth noting that the new bill would not require that information be
shared. Rather, the holder of the information would retain discretion
as to whether or not to share.

We have proposed amendments to certain existing acts, as well, to
resolve barriers. For example, an amendment we have proposed to
the Customs Act would mean that CBSAwould be legally permitted
to share customs information with Citizenship and Immigration

Canada for the purpose of administering or enforcing a Canadian
passport order when national security was involved.

Members of the House will know that the Strengthening Canadian
Citizenship Act was passed in July 2014 to provide authority to
revoke the citizenship of dual nationals involved in activities that
jeopardize the security of Canada. It is essential for officials of
Citizenship and Immigration Canada to have the right information to
enforce this new authority, and this amendment would help to allow
for that.

Before I conclude, I want to note that our government is confident
that our federal government institutions will take up and use this new
information sharing authority responsibly and with due regard for
the charter and legal requirements. They will respect the fine balance
between privacy and security, just as Canadians expect.

It is important to note that independent review bodies, such as
SIRC, the Office of the Communications Security Establishment
Commissioner, and the Civilian Review and Complaints Commis-
sion for the RCMP, as well as the Privacy Commissioner and the
Auditor General, will provide an important counterbalance to the
new authorities provided in Bill C-51.

As always, our government stands ready to take appropriate action
to protect the safety and security of Canadians at home and abroad.
This legislation is further proof of that commitment.

I urge all hon. members to support us as we take this important
step forward to strengthen Canada's national security.

● (1610)

Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, the more I go through the bill, the more I have to wonder
if this omnibus legislation should not be called the national
information sharing and intervention against ordinary Canadians act.

What is most concerning to Canadians and experts, particularly
legal experts, privacy experts, and anti-terrorism experts, as they go
through the bill is the fact that the government has put together a lot
of measures that go far beyond the measures to be expected in
responding to terrorism threats. One such person is the Privacy
Commissioner of Canada, who has warned that the act may allow
departments and agencies to share the personal information of all
individuals, including ordinary Canadians, who may be suspected of
terrorist activities. He is deeply concerned. He says that the bill is not
clear about whose information would be shared with national
security agencies, for what specific purpose, and under what
conditions, including applicable safeguards.

I need only point out to the hon. member that the first part of the
bill, the security of Canada information sharing act, lists nine
instances when activities arise when information can be shared
between agencies. Only one of those nine is terrorism. The other
eight situations have nothing to do with terrorism. The government
is going to allow all of these agencies to share information, and there
are no clear criteria, as pointed out by the Privacy Commissioner.

Could the member advise if the Privacy Commissioner was
questioned, was met with, was consulted in drafting this legislation?
If so, what was his advice?

11540 COMMONS DEBATES February 23, 2015

Government Orders



Mrs. Stella Ambler:Mr. Speaker, the question was about the nine
agencies listed.

I gave the example, in my speech, of Canada Border Services
Agency. If a Canadian was suspected of being a terrorist, this
legislation would allow CBSA, at its discretion, to share that
information with the relevant authorities. It would give law
enforcement agencies the tools they need.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
people outside of this chamber, even beyond our borders, have
recognized that there are issues related to the protection of rights and
individual freedoms. People have legitimate concerns. As a political
party, we have been pushing having parliamentary oversight as one
of the mechanisms that would ensure that the rights and freedoms of
individuals were protected.

Why does the government appear to be so adamantly opposed to
what other countries, such as the United States, England, and
Australia, have already done and put in parliamentary oversight?
Why does the current government want to prevent Canadians from
having the same sort of oversight other nations already have? I do
not understand the Conservatives' logic.

● (1615)

Mrs. Stella Ambler: Mr. Speaker, when I spoke I mentioned the
independent review agencies that are responsible for the robust
oversight of the anti-terrorism measures CSIS would take. The
obvious one is SIRC, the Security Intelligence Review Committee.
There are the Office of Communications Security Establishment
Commissioner, the Civilian Review and Complaints Commission,
the Privacy Commissioner, and the Auditor General. It was decided
years ago, when there was a Liberal government in Canada, that the
oversight should be independent and third party, as opposed to being
done by parliamentarians.

What we need to remember is that Canada is being targeted
because these terrorists hate our society and what we stand for. This
legislation would give our law-enforcement and security agencies
the tools they need to deal with this very real threat.

[Translation]

Ms. Hélène Laverdière (Laurier—Sainte-Marie, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, we all recognize the serious threat posed by terrorism. It
poses a very real threat that we need to address in a thoughtful,
effective manner.

Unfortunately, not only does Bill C-51 leave out measures that
have proven effective against radicalization and terrorism, but it also
contains provisions that pose a threat to our freedoms and our
democracy.

It goes without saying that Canada needs to identify and stop
potential terrorist acts. However, we already have the mechanisms
needed to do so. Our institutions have powers allowing for
surveillance, intelligence gathering, immigration checks, preventive
detention, arrest and imprisonment. What they do not have are the
resources needed to enforce the existing laws.

Jeff Yaworski, the assistant director of operations at the Canadian
Security Intelligence Service, told the Senate Committee on National
Security and Defence that, because of limited resources, CSIS is
incapable of properly monitoring the 80 Canadians suspected of

being terrorist sympathizers who went abroad and then returned to
Canada. CSIS therefore does not have the resources it needs.

The Commissioner of the RCMP, Bob Paulson, also testified at
the Standing Senate Committee on National Security and Defence,
and he said that resources were also an issue for the RCMP-led
integrated national security enforcement teams. He said:

...over 300 additional resources were transferred in to enhance the capacity of
INSETS from other federal policing priority areas such as organized crime and
financial crime.

Despite our legislation and our systems, we are lacking resources.
We are being forced to give up on things such as fighting organized
crime—another security issue—rail safety, food safety and public
safety. The Conservative government is doing a poor job of dealing
with these issues.

Instead of allocating resources where they are needed, this
government has introduced a bill with such vague terms that it would
allow the government to legally spy on its political enemies or civil
society groups that are opposed to the government's political plans.

Under this bill, anything that interferes with Canada's economic or
financial stability or infrastructure or undermines Canada's territorial
integrity may be considered an activity that undermines national
security.

A Federal Court judge, at an in camera meeting where only the
government is represented, could authorize the Canadian Security
Intelligence Service to take any appropriate action warranted by the
circumstances in order to reduce threats to Canada's security. We
want to reduce threats to Canada's security. However, the definition
in this bill is so broad that it no longer has anything to do with
terrorism. Furthermore, the judge could authorize these measures
even if they breached the law and the Canadian Charter of Rights
and Freedoms.

Does this mean that a protest against an oil pipeline, for example,
could be considered as interfering with infrastructure and thus a
threat to our security? Could this be considered terrorism?

The Minister of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness is
always telling us that the act does not apply to lawful protests or
artistic expression. However, in Montreal, major protests are
sometimes declared unlawful when in progress because the
participants did not want to provide the route. Does that make them
terrorists? These protests often take place in the riding that I am
pleased to represent.

● (1620)

When an environmental group climbs a tower to put up a banner,
that does not represent a threat to Canada, but it does not fall within
the Minister of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness's
definition. We have to wonder whether this leaves the door wide
open to spying on these individuals and taking what the government
calls preventive measures.
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We can see how this government treats people who oppose it. The
Canada Revenue Agency is practically harassing people, the
government is cutting funding and there are all kinds of other
measures. A lot of people, from environmentalists to aboriginal
groups to various civil society groups, are very concerned, and
rightly so.

Meanwhile, the whole bill is very vague. It proposes that we make
it illegal to promote terrorism in general. Of course no one wants to
promote terrorism, but why add “in general”? For example, will this
affect journalists who might give very neutral and objective reports
on what groups considered terrorist groups are demanding? Will that
fall under this category? The bill is not clear. That is why people are
worried.

What is worse, the bill gives the Canadian Security Intelligence
Service police powers, without any explanation for why this is
necessary. In the 1970s, after a number of cases of abuse, in
particular in response to the events of the October crisis, the
government rightly separated intelligence services and police
services for good reason, after detailed analyses. Now, all of a
sudden, this government wants to give police powers back to the
intelligence services, which have an essentially secret mandate and
much less public accountability. That is why a respectable
newspaper like The Globe and Mail, which no one can accuse of
anarchism or leftism, talks about the Prime Minister's secret police.

Lastly, to top it all off, although the bill grants additional powers
to the Canadian Security Intelligence Service, it does not contain any
measures to enhance oversight, although that is definitely necessary.
This could put us in line with many of our partners and allies who
also have mechanisms of oversight by elected representatives, to
ensure that all mechanisms are working. We know that the existing
oversight body is working with limited resources. It has not always
been able to obtain the relevant information from the Canadian
Security Intelligence Service. We also know that the Prime Minister
appointed Arthur Porter to lead that body, a man who is now facing
numerous charges himself.

I only have a minute left but I want to point out that, while
President Obama invited representatives from around the world to
Washington last week to discuss community-based initiatives to
prevent radicalization, this bill is completely silent on that topic. It is
an extremely important issue, however. We must work on
prevention.

As a final point, since I do not have time to talk about everything
here, I want to say that it is important to have a debate in the House.
It is extremely important for Canadians to really understand this
major issue that we are dealing with. However, it is clear that the
government is constantly muzzling us with its many gag orders.

● (1625)

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
want to continue on a point that I think is important. The member
from St. John's East said earlier today that the NDP is “clearly not
going to support” this legislation, “nor would we keep [it] in place if
it is passed.”

That is what the NDP is saying inside the House of the Commons.

Outside of the House of Commons, the leader of the New
Democratic Party says something different. He does not say that the
NDP is going to scrap the legislation; he said in a interview with
Tom Clark of Global News that the NDP would change it.

Does the member not see the inconsistency in what the NDP is
saying inside the House versus what it is saying outside the House?
Perhaps she could provide some clarification on that point, not on
how the NDP is going to vote on this legislation but what it would
do if it passes. Would the NDP scrap it or would it amend it? One
member says inside the House that the NDP will scrap it, but the
leader says they would change it.

Ms. Hélène Laverdière: Mr. Speaker, I think we have been very
clear. We do not like the legislation. When we form government, we
are going to change it, because we do not like it. We are going to
vote against the legislation.

I think it is a bit rich for the member to talk about something like
incoherence when his party says that it does not like the legislation
but is going to vote for it anyway.

[Translation]

As they say, “we see the mote in our neighbour's eye, but not the
beam in our own”.

[English]

Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I noted that at the outset of her remarks on the bill, my
colleague raised concerns that have been raised by a number of
people, including the Commissioner of the RCMP. They are
concerned about the shortage of resources and the RCMP's having
to second additional people in just to deal with the mandate they
have currently.

It would be of interest to the House that I had a constituent come
to me deeply disturbed because the RCMP, which was about to file
charges with the prosecutors in a serious securities fraud case,
suddenly wrote to my constituent to say it was not undertaking that
case because it was not going to be continuing its commercial crime
sections. There is now this new division called “federal serious and
organized crime”. That raises the concern that the RCMP, our main
national investigation authority, is already facing serious problems.

Is the current government now turning to CSIS to fill some of that
vacuum, or are we going to have a problem that the main body that
we have appointed and have appropriate controls on is now no
longer able to deliver its mandate because it is under-resourced?

● (1630)

[Translation]

Ms. Hélène Laverdière: Mr. Speaker, I think that the lack of
resources is a critical point, and that is very typical of the
Conservative government. They have a lot to say, and they want
to make sure everyone hears them, but they do not follow up with
resources or action. The first thing they need to do is provide
resources. The case that my colleague talked about is very
interesting.

11542 COMMONS DEBATES February 23, 2015

Government Orders



As to the fight against online pornography and child pornography,
the people across the way talk an awful lot, but they are not coming
up with the resources needed to do the work, even though that is
critical.

Mr. Alain Giguère (Marc-Aurèle-Fortin, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
the first part of Bill C-51 provides definitions of terrorist activities.
The definitions are so vague they could potentially cause problems.
For example, a Canadian journalist interviews a terrorist leader
abroad, then runs the interview in Canada: that is a terrorist activity.
A group of fishers who think the environment in their region is in
jeopardy decide to use their small boat to stop an industrial activity
in local waters: that is a terrorist activity. A Canadian public servant
deems the clandestine operations of security forces to be undemo-
cratic and he blows the whistle to opposition politicians: that is
terrorism. Canadian academics, researchers, travel abroad, discuss
global warming and share Canadian information: that is terrorism.

Is that acceptable in a free and democratic society?

Ms. Hélène Laverdière: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for
the question. As there is not very much time left, I will not repeat all
the examples he provided.

Indeed, this is the concern. The bill is so vague that it can give rise
to just about anything. Just yesterday, people in my riding told me
that they did not trust the Conservative government at all, knowing
what it is capable of.

[English]

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): 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 Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, Status of Women.

Resuming debate, the hon. member for Elmwood—Transcona

Mr. Lawrence Toet (Elmwood—Transcona, CPC): Mr. Speak-
er, I am pleased to speak to Bill C-51, the anti-terrorism act, 2015.

This is not the first legislation that the Government of Canada has
introduced to keep Canadians safe from terrorist acts. Following the
terrorist acts of September 11, 2001, Parliament passed the Anti-
Terrorism Act, which provided a good response to the terrorist threat
as it was then. However, if we fast-forward 14 years, we can see that
a lot has changed in the threat environment

Today we know that groups, like the Islamic State of Iraq and the
Levant, are actively encouraging their followers to carry out acts of
violence against western nations, including Canada. We know that
individuals in Canada are radicalizing to violence, advocating for
others to join them, and attempting to leave Canada to train, recruit
and participate in terrorist activities abroad. The recent arrests and
terrorism-related charges laid by the RCMP of individuals in Ottawa
and Montreal are a testament to that reality.

It is clear that the international jihadist movement has declared
war on Canada. Canadians are being targeted by jihadi terrorists
simply because the terrorists hate our society and the value it
represents.

Jihadi terrorism is not a human right; it is an act of war. That is
why our Conservative government has put forward measures that
protect Canadians against jihadi terrorists who seek to destroy the

very principles that make Canada the best country in the world to
live.

In order to effectively deal with these rapidly changing threats, our
anti-terrorism laws must change as well. That is why we have made
it a key priority to introduce measures in recent months to give our
national security agencies the tools and resources they need to keep
Canadians safe from terrorist threats.

This includes passing the Combating Terrorism Act to make it a
criminal offence to travel for the purpose of terrorism. It includes
passing the Strengthening Canadian Citizenship Act to establish a
new authority to revoke Canadian citizenship from dual nationals
who are convicted of an act of terrorism. It also includes introducing
the protection of Canada from terrorist act to confirm that the
Canadian Security Intelligence Service can conduct its intelligence
gathering on threats to Canada outside of our borders.

We continue to take proactive measures to counter violent
extremism, working closely with leaders in communities to help
them identify early warning signs of radicalization to violence and
build resiliency against the terrorist narrative being broadcast from
extremist groups around the world. The legislation before us is one
more way that we are addressing the terrorist threat.

The elements within the bill fall under the purview of the Minister
of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness and the Minister of
Justice. However, for my time today, I will look in more detail at the
elements that fall under the Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness. Those elements will strengthen Canada's national
security in a number of ways.

First, the bill would create the security of Canada information
sharing act, which would improve how information related to
national security would be shared across federal departments and
agencies. As it stands today, some information that could be critical
to a national security investigation, such as immigration records or
passport information, cannot be shared by the agencies involved due
to legal restrictions in place. This new act would remedy this by
removing specific prohibitions and giving federal institutions the
authority to share information as it relates to national security in a
responsible manner that respects both the need to keep Canadians
safe and to safeguard their privacy rights.

The bill would also enact the secure air travel act, which contains
measures to address terrorist travel. As I mentioned at the outset, we
know that individuals are leaving or attempting to leave the country
to take part in terrorist-related activities. With a stronger passenger
protect program in place, authorities would have more tools to help
them address these threats, including the ability to deny boarding or
ensure the individual would be subject to additional physical
screening at the airport.
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Under the secure air travel act, the Minister of Public Safety and
Emergency Preparedness and the Minister of Transport would work
together to ensure individuals who caused a security risk would be
identified and that air carriers would be taking appropriate actions, as
directed, to manage these risks.

● (1635)

The legislation also contains measures that would enhance the
mandate of CSIS.

As we have heard during debates on the protection of Canada
from terrorist acts, CSIS is a key security agency that works abroad
to collect and report intelligence on threats to the security of Canada
outside of our borders. We believe it must be given an expanded
mandate to move beyond being Canada's note takers. As such, this
bill proposes to provide CSIS with the authority to actively disrupt
threats to the security of Canada, within Canada or outside Canada.
The new authorities of CSIS will be subject to robust safeguards to
ensure that they are used responsibly, proportionately and, most
important, in a manner that is consistent with the CSIS Act, the
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and the fundamental
principles of democratic accountability that Canadians expect.

Finally, I will speak to the changes proposed to Division 9 of the
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act, IRPA. As we have heard,
Division 9 of IRPA, although not used frequently, can help the
Government of Canada ensure that non-citizens who pose a threat to
our national security are denied entry or status. To this end, the
legislation before us includes limited changes that would ensure
Division 9 would continue to be used in a fair and effective manner,
while better protecting classified information used in immigration
proceedings.

The bill accomplishes this by proposing two changes.

First, it would authorize the Minister of Public Safety and the
Minister of Citizenship and Immigration to appeal or seek judicial
review of orders to publicly disclose classified information while a
proceeding is under way. This is critical because, today, the ministers
have to wait until the proceeding is finished before being able to
appeal. This new authority would halt the public disclosure of
classified information until a determination of a potential harm of
disclosure could be made.

Second, the bill proposes changes to the law in order to clarify the
information that forms part of Division 9 cases before the Federal
Court and the Immigration and Refugee Board. With this change,
only specific information can be included as part of the proceedings.
This means information that is relevant to the case, information that
the government relies on to make its case and information that
allows the non-citizen to be reasonably informed about the case.

The bill before us is another important initiative to strengthen our
country's national security. It will complement our existing counter-
terrorism measures and demonstrate Canada's leadership in taking a
proactive stand against acts of terror.

I urge all members to support the anti-terrorism act, 2015.

● (1640)

Mr. Ryan Cleary (St. John's South—Mount Pearl, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, the anti-terrorism bill was introduced last Wednesday and

the government introduced time allocation after only three speakers.
We had less than one full day of debate and the government
introduced time allocation.

Personally, I will not have an opportunity to speak to the bill. I
have heard concerns about this bill in my riding, concerns about the
lack of oversight and how the line between security and freedom has
been blurred, and that is dangerous.

Again, the government has now introduced time allocation or
closure on a bill 88 times, the most in history.

My question for the member is pretty straightforward. Why will
the government not allow me to speak to the bill? Why is it limiting
debate? If the hon. member could direct his answer to the people of
St. John's South—Mount Pearl, they would love to hear the answer.

Mr. Lawrence Toet: Mr. Speaker, the first thing the member
should do is speak to his whip as to why he is unable to speak to this.
It is not my role to play as to his whip's choice of who will speak to a
particular bill.

We so often hear this discussion about limited time. I have sat in
the House over the last number of days listening to the members
opposite speaking to this, spending half their time crying about the
lack of time. If they would actually use their time wisely, maybe they
could make the points they claim they are unable to make on the
legislation.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
want to pick up on the importance of the committee stage.

During the minority governments, the Conservatives were much
more sympathetic to amendments. In previous majority govern-
ments, whether it was the Paul Martin or Jean Chrétien government,
there was a great deal of respect for opposition members bringing
forward amendments, and many amendments were passed. Since we
have had a majority Conservative government, the Prime Minister's
Office seems to say no to amendments, unless they are Conservative
amendments.

Canadians as a whole support the need to improve this legislation.
One of the most significant ways we can improve it is to have a
parliamentary oversight committee established. I made reference to
this earlier. It would protect the individual rights and freedoms.

Does the member believe, given the importance of the legislation,
that the government will, at the very least, not only entertain but
allow for some of these opposition amendments to see the light of
day and, ultimately, be incorporated into the legislation, thereby
giving Canadians stronger anti-terrorism legislation?

Mr. Lawrence Toet: Mr. Speaker, one of the things they keep
coming back to is the whole aspect of oversight, making it sound like
there is absolutely no oversight whatsoever over CSIS. That is a
complete fallacy. In fact, I have a quote here from Ron Atkey, the
first chair of SIRC. He said:
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Some of the instant critics...have missed the mark in decrying lack of oversight...
regarding new powers of terrorism disruption to be given to CSIS, oversight is alive
and well.

We believe that very strongly.

It is very interesting. We hear members from both parties across
the way talking about the lack of funding and opportunities. As a
government, we have increased funding to national security agencies
in our country by a third, yet seven times the Liberals and NDP have
voted against that increased funding. Then they stand in the House
and decry the fact that there is not enough funding for these
agencies.

They have to decide one way or the other whether they want the
funding or do not want the funding, but please be consistent.
● (1645)

Mr. Ted Falk (Provencher, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is an honour
for me to stand in the House today to speak on Bill C-51, our
government's anti-terrorism act, 2015.

I am pleased to be here today to discuss this legislation that would
protect Canadians from the evolving threat of terrorism and keep our
communities safe. The world is a dangerous place. This was brutally
demonstrated this past October when Canada was the target of two
vicious separate terrorist attacks. The anti-terrorism act, 2015, would
provide Canadian law enforcement and national security agencies
with additional tools and flexibility to keep pace with evolving
threats and better protect Canadians here at home.

In line with measures taken by our allies, this legislation shows
that our Conservative government is taking additional action to
ensure that law enforcement and national security agencies can
counter those who advocate terrorism, prevent terrorist travel and the
efforts of those who seek to use Canada as a recruiting ground, and
disrupt planned attacks on Canadian soil.

The legislation before us today also includes checks and balances
to ensure that it respects the rights of Canadians and complements
other legislation passed by our government in order to better protect
Canadians and secure institutions, including the Combating Terror-
ism Act and the Strengthening Canadian Citizenship Act. In brief,
Bill C-51 includes a comprehensive package of measures that would
criminalize the advocacy or promotion of terrorism offences in
general, counter terrorist recruitment by giving our courts the
authority to order the removal of terrorist propaganda online,
enhance the Canadian Security Intelligence Service's powers to
address threats to the security of Canada while ensuring that courts
maintain oversight, and would provide law enforcement agencies
with an enhanced ability to disrupt terrorism offences and terrorist
activity.

It would also enhance the passenger protect program by further
mitigating threats to transportation security and preventing travel by
air for the purpose of engaging in terrorism. As well, it would make
it easier for law enforcement agencies to detain suspected terrorists
before they can harm Canadians and toughen penalties for violating
court-ordered conditions on terrorist suspects. In addition, it would
enable the effective and responsible sharing of relevant national
security information across federal departments and agencies to
better identify and address threats. It would ensure that national
security agencies are better able to protect and use classified

information when denying entry and status to non-citizens who pose
threats to Canada. Finally, it would provide additional protections to
witnesses and other participants in national security proceedings and
prosecutions.

Our Conservative government is serious about taking action to
keep Canadians safe. Recent attacks in Canada, which led to the
deaths of Corporal Nathan Cirillo and Warrant Officer Patrice
Vincent, as well as attacks in France, Australia,and Denmark, are
reminders that the world is a dangerous place and that Canada is not
immune from the threat of terrorism.

Recent terrorist actions in Canada are not only an attack on our
country but also on our values and society as a whole. Unlike the
NDP and Liberals, our Conservative government understands that
extreme jihadists have declared war on all free people, and on
Canada specifically. That is why we will continue to protect the
rights and safety of all Canadians. We will not, however, privilege
the so-called rights of terrorists and others who would harm
Canadians over the rights of law-abiding citizens. The proposed
legislation would provide our security and law enforcement agencies
with the required tools and flexibility they need to effectively detect
and disrupt national security threats before they happen, thus
keeping Canadians safe.

I would like to address some of the misconceptions surrounding
the legislation. There is continued coverage of calls for parliamen-
tary oversight of Canada's national security agencies. Recently,
several Canadians, including former Liberal Prime Minister Jean
Chrétien and former Prime Minister Joe Clark, called for greater
oversight of Canada's national security agencies. I believe that third
party, non-partisan, independent, expert oversight of our national
security agencies is a better model than political intervention in this
process. What is more, the key powers of the anti-terrorism act,
2015, are subject to judicial review and judicial authorization.

● (1650)

Let us look at the facts. The international jihadist movement has
declared war on Canada. Canadians are being targeted by jihadi
terrorists simply because these terrorists hate our society and hate the
values it represents.

The bill targets terrorism. Jihadi terrorism is not a human right, as
some on the other side would have us believe. It is an act of war.
That is why our government has put forward measures that would
protect Canadians against jihadi terrorists, who seek to destroy the
very principles that make Canada the best country in the world to
live. That is also why Canada is not sitting on the sidelines, as some
would have us do. We are instead joining our allies in supporting the
international coalition in the fight against ISIL.
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In addition to misconceptions regarding the accountability
framework, there are many misconceptions about who is targeted
by this legislation. The NDP leader has alleged that the new anti-
terrorism bill changes the definition of a threat to the security of
Canada to include matters that interfere with the economic stability
and infrastructure of the country. The NDP leader alleges that these
changes mean that legitimate dissent and protest would now be
considered threats to Canadian security.

These allegations are completely false. Section 2 of the CSIS Act,
which outlines exactly what is considered a threat to the security of
Canada, is not being amended in any way by the anti-terrorism act,
2015. Section 2 of the CSIS Act states that “A threat to the security
of Canada does not include lawful advocacy, protest or dissent”. The
measures in the bill that are pointed to fall under a list of activities
that undermine the security of Canada, and are there for the purposes
of information sharing between government departments. Even
though he has mixed up two very different pieces of legislation, it is
important to note that Bill C-51 qualifies that list by stating that
“Activity that undermines the security of Canada does not include
lawful advocacy, protest, dissent and artistic expression”.

It is unfortunate to have to say that the claims made by the leader
of the NDP are completely false. There is absolutely no change being
made to what constitutes the threat to the security of Canada. The
measures that the leader of the NDP is pointing to deal with
information sharing between government departments. Further, the
CSIS Act specifically states that threats to the security of Canada
does not include lawful advocacy, protest or dissent. The new
legislation states, “Activity that undermines the security of Canada
does not include lawful advocacy, protest, dissent and artistic
expression”.

We reject the argument that every time we talk about security, our
freedoms are threatened. Canadians understand that their freedom
and security go hand in hand. Canadians expect us to protect both,
and there are protections in this legislation that do exactly that.

The fundamental fact is that our police and national security
agencies are working to protect our rights and our freedoms, and it is
jihadi terrorists who endanger our security and who would take away
our freedom.

Given that the leader of the NDP has so wilfully misunderstood
the legislation before us today, I hope he heeds my remarks and
undertakes further efforts to understand this legislation. Once he
does, I am quite convinced that he will be compelled to support these
important measures.

Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, many of my
NDP colleagues have raised serious and grave concerns, but I think
that Canadians who are watching the debate do have to understand
that SIRC has not been devoid of partisan influence. I would like the
hon. member to speak to that.

The head of SIRC was a Conservative bagman who is now in jail
in Panama. How does the member stand up in the House and talk
about these oversight agencies as being non-partisan when they in
fact have been?

● (1655)

Mr. Ted Falk: Mr. Speaker, I am sure that all members of SIRC
have some kind of political affiliation of one sort or another. To
suggest anything other would be somewhat naive, but SIRC is an
independent, non-partisan body that provides oversight of CSIS.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
want to go back to the issue of the need for amendments to the
legislation.

Both the New Democrats and the Liberals have now clearly
indicated that they would not scrap the legislation if they were
provided the privilege of forming government in this country. The
issue is that both parties, if they were in that position, would bring
forward amendments to what we currently have.

I wonder if the member would not recognize the value of having
those amendments passed today, as opposed to having to wait. Why
not improve the legislation, because not only do both opposition
parties in the House want parliamentary oversight, for example, but
also a majority of Canadians for their rights, freedoms, and so forth
to be protected.

Mr. Ted Falk: Mr. Speaker, oversight is an important question
that I think we have addressed, in that any measures in the new act
would certainly be subject to oversight from a judicial perspective
and would require judicial approval before any warrants were issued.

With regard to amendments, this debate is for the purpose of a
vote at second reading and the bill would go to committee, which
will do a very robust review of it. I am sure that we will have very
lively debate there and hear all kinds of opinions. If there is
something that comes forward during that debate, we will gladly
consider it.

I am delighted to hear that we have the support of both opposition
parties, and perhaps they will ensure that the bill finds a speedy way
through the process.

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
I would like to draw the attention of members to the distinction
between lawful protests and those many forms of respectable, non-
violent civil disobedience, often heralded after unfair laws are
removed, such as when Rosa Parks sat down in the whites only
section of a bus. This law would restrict the protections of lawful
protests against these things

According to Professors Roach and Forcese, who analyzed the
bill, even the violation of a municipal bylaw could put someone
outside the scope of lawful protest. So we need amendments for
clarity.

I have now asked the Minister of Justice, the Minister of Public
Safety, and the Prime Minister to clarify whether non-violent civil
disobedience will be exempt from the act, and every time I get a
response that is non-responsive, that ignores the reality that on
occasion non-violent civil disobedience is an appropriate form of
protest.

Mr. Ted Falk: Mr. Speaker, when drafting the bill, our legislators
and ministers anticipated exactly that question. That is why I will
again refer to the bill and read it verbatim: “For greater certainty, it
does not include lawful advocacy, protest, dissent and artistic
expression”.
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The question was anticipated. It has been dealt with. I do not
know how much clearer it can be.

Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to join the debate on Bill C-51 today.

Canadians are well aware of the harm that terrorism can cause and
the fear that it can bring. The overarching aim of terrorist activity is
to instill fear and to divide us from one another and weaken our
society. An important duty of Canadians, therefore, is to be vigilant
against this divisiveness, as we will always be stronger when we are
working together and united against acts of intimidation.

In recent decades, particularly since the 2001 terrorist attacks in
the United States, the global security landscape has undergone
massive changes, in part due to the evolution of the Internet and
electronic technologies. An important responsibility that falls on the
government and parliamentarians is to improve our security system
and framework so as to meet the challenges of our times in a manner
that upholds our most cherished democratic values and principles.
The Liberal Party and most Canadians recognize that our laws must
adapt to reflect the changing global security landscape, and Bill
C-51, the government's anti-terrorism act, takes some productive
steps to meet our collective security needs.

One measure that this bill would put in place is to lower the
evidentiary threshold for detaining a suspected terrorist. In fact, had
it been in place six months ago, this measure might have prevented
the tragic death of Quebec CAF member Patrice Vincent. His
murderer was under surveillance and that person's passport had been
revoked in June of last year, but due to the lack of concrete evidence,
he remained free.

The bill also would serve to put certain important programs, such
as Canada's no-fly list, on a firmer legal foundation. Better
coordination of information sharing among Canada's many security
departments and agencies is also a positive aspect.

However, there are deficiencies in this bill, many of which have
been pointed out to me by constituents of Vancouver Quadra, and the
Liberals have written amendments to address those weaknesses.

The bill does not include the critical accountability that is
provided by review and oversight mechanisms to ensure proper
checks and balances on information sharing. This is in fact one of the
overarching areas for improvement to this legislation that should be
articulated through debate and expert testimony at committee, and
there should be fair consideration of amendments. A bill of this
importance deserves a proper, thorough, and non-partisan process.

Bill C-51 is inadequate in other areas, particularly with regard to
the far-reaching and vaguely articulated definition of “national
security”, and in terms of the lack of a sunset clause to provide
Parliament with an opportunity to quickly review and correct any
negative consequences of the bill.

Finally, there should be a much more robust commitment to
preventing the radicalization of Canadian young people in the first
place by funding and working with their families and communities to
that end and by strengthening our social safety net regarding mental
illness.

I would like to talk more about the need for greater oversight and
review.

As many members know, last year I put forward my private
member's bill, Bill C-622, the CSEC accountability and transparency
act. This bill proposed to modernize the framework for account-
ability and transparency for Canada's signals intelligence agency, the
Communications Security Establishment Canada. It would have
brought the 14-year-old laws governing this agency up to date to
account for advances in Internet and communications technologies
and it would have strengthened the mandate of the CSE
commissioner. Furthermore, Bill C-622 would have assigned a
committee of parliamentarians with security clearance the respon-
sibility to review and report on all of the intelligence and national
security activities of our government, the very oversight that is being
called for right across Canada by experts and non-experts alike.

Despite widespread support from security, defence, and privacy
experts and from opposition MPs, my bill unfortunately did not
receive support from the government and was therefore defeated.

To put the need for this kind of parliamentary oversight and
review mechanism into perspective, Ottawa-based journalist John
Ivison has correctly pointed out that “Canada is the only country
among our close allies that lacks a dedicated parliamentary
committee with substantial powers of review over matters of
national security and intelligence.”

He is right, and we should have one. Just as our security laws must
be improved to meet the challenges of today, so too must Canada's
framework for transparency and privacy protection evolve in order to
cope with fast-paced, changing technology.

● (1700)

As journalist Glenn Greenwald noted in the Oscar-winning—as of
last night—documentary, “When the decisions that rule us are taken
in secret, we lose the power to control and govern ourselves.”

That is not what Canadians want. The federal Privacy Commis-
sioner and all our provincial privacy commissioners stated in a recent
communique:

Canadians both expect and are entitled to equal protection for their privacy and
access rights and for their security. We must uphold these fundamental rights that lie
at the heart of Canada's democracy.
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What do our partners south of the border think about these things?
One example is the United States Department of Homeland Security,
in which the understanding of that balance is explicit. The
department “embeds and enforces privacy protections and transpar-
ency” in all of its systems, programs, and activities, according to its
privacy commissioner, who oversees a staff of 40 people in that
department alone. In a recent speech, Homeland Security's deputy
secretary Mayorkas confirmed that not only is this integral to the
DHS mission and crucial to maintaining public trust, but it has also
resulted in Homeland Security becoming a stronger and more
effective department.

If the government adopts the Liberal Party's reasonable amend-
ments to create this balance, we can move beyond the dichotomized
debate that pits security against Canadians' freedom and liberty.

As it stands, Bill C-51 would give CSIS broad powers to disrupt
not only real or perceived terrorist threats but also threats that might
undermine the economic or financial stability of Canada. This is too
broad. It is just not necessary for guarding against any legitimate
risks and threats from terrorists. It could also be very harmful in
further chilling important rights for citizens to have a voice, and
rights for civil society groups that disagree with government policies
in a peaceful way. The Liberal Party will be proposing amendments
to rein in and better define the vague and far-reaching new powers
that would be granted to CSIS in the bill.

To assess Bill C-51's effectiveness in keeping Canadians safe and
ensuring our freedoms and values are respected, a future Liberal
government will require a review of the entire bill in three years to
ensure any aspects that are unaccountable or harmful are quickly
identified and fixed.

In addition to granting CSIS greater powers, let us acknowledge
that preventing individuals from becoming radicalized and falling
into violent extremism in the first place is important and is an
effective second track toward reducing these incidences and the
terrible harm they create. Let us not forget that several of the recent
actual and planned terrorist attacks involved young men who were
suffering from mental illness and addiction and turned to violence.
Canadians experienced a deep sorrow on behalf of the victims and
their families.

This situation is the reason the government must allocate more
resources and be a partner. The government must consult with a
variety of stakeholders from police to social agencies and from
families to religious leaders and collaborate in developing commu-
nity-based strategies to prevent radicalization at the outset and to
improve support for those suffering from mental illness and
addiction. That is a commitment that the Liberal Party has made
and will bring into our platform.

Currently, through the work of local and provincial governments,
community and religious leaders, and friends and family members of
the disaffected youth, there are a number of innovative models for
supporting youth at risk and lending them support and guidance.
However, more funding and more focus on this aspect are needed. A
Liberal government would provide them.

As an aside, I want to mention that supporting mental illness
would have a great deal of benefit in our society, aside from reducing

terrorist risks. Let us not forget that over 3,000 Canadian men
commit suicide every year. Many of them are in their 20s, and most
of them are under the age of 45. The grief and sorrow caused to their
families and to our society could be significantly reduced with a
greater emphasis on the second track, the track of prevention and
support for those with mental illness challenges.

● (1705)

In 2001, in response to the September 11 attacks, the Liberal
government introduced a number of anti-terrorism measures. We
understood then, as we do today, that sometimes quick action is
needed. We did, however, make sure there were full hearings.
Amendments were made. We heard from the public. We heard from
Parliament in committees. We also built in a sunset clause so that the
bill could be corrected and be great legislation.

We believe that is possible. The Conservative government has the
choice to take that path rather than the path of unilaterally charging
ahead. We invite the Conservatives to take our amendments
seriously. If not, we will be campaigning on them. If elected, we
will be sure that they are put into effect in order to respect our most
deeply prized democratic values.

● (1710)

Mr. Ryan Leef (Yukon, CPC): Mr. Speaker, my colleague
mentioned in her speech the need for oversight. I am wondering if
the member would comment on clause 42 of the bill, which clearly
spells out that CSIS shall not undertake any measures to reduce the
threat to the security of Canada that can contravene the rights
guaranteed by the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

If CSIS is going to take any action, a warrant is required. When a
warrant application is made, eight conditions have to be put forward
to satisfy a justice. The judge then needs to agree that those
conditions exist. The judge then needs to authorize that warrant and
authorize a number of conditions around that warrant to intervene in
any activity that could jeopardize the security of Canada.

Furthermore, the bill expressly states that even after a warrant is
authorized, the Security Intelligence Service would have to deem the
conditions to still exist before the warrant could be executed.
Regardless of whether the warrant is issued by a judge, before the
warrant could be executed, the security service would still have to
assess whether or not those conditions still prevail. If they do not,
CSIS is accountable under this legislation.

Does the member not see that stringent condition as reasonable
oversight, and that judges can properly determine the validity of an
application made by CSIS?

Ms. Joyce Murray: Mr. Speaker, my hon. colleague across the
way is mistaking intention for oversight. That may be in the law, but
who knows if that would actually play out? That is what oversight is
all about. Do we simply provide the criteria and the conditions and
let the security agency go forth and conduct operations? Do we never
need to know or understand whether all of the conditions were
satisfied? That is the point of oversight.

The report of the Maher Arar commission made it clear that even
though there were rules, they were not being properly applied.
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Oversight does not look at just one particular piece of evidentiary
decision-making. It also looks at how intelligence and security are
being managed across all of the agencies. Are there gaps that could
be filled to be more effective? Are there duplications? Are there
ways in which privacy is not being respected, regardless of the law?
That is the point of oversight, and that is why all of our allies have
such a structure.
Mr. Murray Rankin (Victoria, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I thank my

colleague for her very powerful presentation. I wonder if she shares
our concern about the new power to disrupt that this legislation
would bring in, which would transform an intelligence service into a
law enforcement agency, contrary to the McDonald commission of
inquiry after which CSIS itself was created.

Does she share our concern that the warrant that would be given to
allow disruptive activities could override the charter and other
Canadian laws in many circumstances? It seems to me an
extraordinary change in our rule of law system. I would be
interested in knowing if my colleague shares those concerns.

Ms. Joyce Murray:Mr. Speaker, the Liberal Party believes that it
is important to update the law to increase Canadians' security,
because times have changed. We are concerned about overly broad
powers, and that is why we are going to bring forward a number of
amendments. We invite the Conservative Party and the minister to
understand how our amendments would make this a much more
effective bill. It would bring in protections against overuse of
security measures. Right now, there are some unclearly undefined
edges that need to be fixed.

Why would the government want to go forward with a poor bill
when, with some reasonable and focused amendments, it could go
forward with a good bill?
● (1715)

Mr. Chungsen Leung (Parliamentary Secretary for Multi-
culturalism, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased today to join the
debate on Bill C-51, anti-terrorism act, 2015.

Today's world is a dark and dangerous place. We find existential
threats to western civilization all around us. We saw the
manifestation of these threats in Saint-Jean-sur-Richelieu and in
Ottawa this past October.

However, Canada is not in isolation. Terrorists have struck the
hearts of Paris, Sydney, Copenhagen, and Brussels. This past
weekend, jihadi terrorists called for attacks on shopping centres
around the world, including the iconic West Edmonton Mall.

It is clear that jihadi terrorists have declared war on Canada and
her allies. This war is not only against our physical existence and our
people, but also our values. These terrorists hate us for the very
reason that Canada is the greatest country in which to live, work, and
raise a family. They dislike our equality; they dislike our modernity;
and they dislike our prosperity.

However, Canada will not be intimidated by threats from any
terrorist organization, which is why we are not sitting on the
sidelines. Instead, we are joining our allies in supporting the
international coalition in a fight against ISIL.

Our national security and law enforcement agencies are
continually monitoring for threats against Canada and its citizens

and will take the appropriate actions to ensure the safety of all
Canadians. Terrorist threats such as these demonstrate why our
Conservative government is committed to passing the anti-terrorist
act, 2015, to further protect Canadians against jihadi terrorists who
seek to destroy Canada.

In line with measures taken by our allies, we are taking additional
action to ensure that our law enforcement and national security
agencies can counter those who advocate terrorism, prevent terrorist
travel and the efforts of those who seek to use Canada as a recruiting
ground, and disrupt planned attacks on Canadian soil. The bill would
also make it easier for law enforcement agencies to detain suspected
terrorists before they can harm Canadians, and toughen penalties for
violating court-ordered conditions on terrorist suspects.

Recent events in Canada and around the world remind us that we
live in a dangerous world where terrorists target anyone who does
not think like them. That is why our Conservative government is
intent on giving law enforcement agencies the tools they need in
order to counter these threats.

Much has been said by the NDP about the new Criminal Code
offence in the legislation of promoting terrorism. It has suggested
simultaneously that this power would be overly broad and would not
accomplish anything. How it performs these verbal gymnastics is a
matter for another day.

However, allow me to say that on this side of the House we
believe that jihadi terrorism is an act of war and not a human right.

Allow me to give an example of how this power would work in
practice.

Let us say that a terrorist entity puts on YouTube a terrorist
propaganda video that concludes with the words “Attack Canada” on
the screen, and, through investigation, an individual in Toronto has
been identified as the person posting the video. There is no
description of the kinds of attacks to be carried out.

Under the current law, counselling the commission of a terrorist
offence is criminal, whether the attack is carried out or not. However,
the counselling must relate to committing a specific terrorism
offence, for example, counselling someone to kill someone for a
political, religious, or ideological purpose. That would be the
terrorist offence of committing an indictable offence that constitutes
a terrorist activity.

In this scenario, there is insufficient detail in the video to allow
one to conclude that the person is counselling a specific terrorist
offence under the Criminal Code to kill someone, as opposed to
disrupting an essential service. Under the new powers in the anti-
terrorism act, 2015, posting such a video with its call to carry out
attacks in Canada in general, which is a form of active
encouragement, would now be caught by the criminal law.
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Further, the NDP has also alleged that there are insufficient
grounds to justify broadening the powers of law enforcement
agencies to lower the threshold for terrorism peace bonds.

Allow me to give another example of why this power is urgently
needed.

Let us say that the RCMP is conducting an ongoing investigation
of an individual, after being alerted by a family member that he is
planning to travel to Syria to participate in terrorist training. After an
initial investigation, he explains that his wish is only to visit a dying
relative. The RCMP discovers social media web postings to the
effect that he is planning to leave very soon for Syria, but no other
information is available. He has not made any travel plans. There is
not enough evidence to support a criminal charge. However, the
RCMP wishes to obtain a terrorist peace bond to stop him from
travelling.

● (1720)

Under the current law, the RCMP can seek a peace bond if there
are reasonable grounds to fear that an individual will commit a
terrorism offence. While the act of leaving Canada for the purpose of
receiving terrorism training is a terrorism offence, he has not yet
attempted to leave for Syria. The current requirement of “will” may
be too high of a threshold to meet with the available evidence in this
case.

With the proposed changes, the RCMP would need to satisfy the
court that it has reasonable grounds to fear that the individual in
question may commit a terrorism offence. Under this new lower
threshold, the court would more likely find that the oral testimony of
the family member and the public social media posting to be
sufficient to order the terrorism peace bond. In this case, if the peace
bond were granted, it is likely that the court would consider
imposing conditions that the individual report to the police and not
leave the jurisdiction without permission, surrender his passport,
and, if available in the jurisdiction, provide for electronic monitoring
and/or counselling.

These are concrete examples of what the legislation would do. It is
absolutely necessary that these measures be put in place to keep
Canadians safe.

While the Liberals have a checkered history, full of opposition to
common-sense national security policies, like voting against
combatting the so-called Islamic State, I am pleased to see that
they have indicated their support for this legislation. Conversely, I
would note that the NDP has stayed consistent with its soft-on-terror
approach and will vote against this legislation. This is similar to its
previous votes to allow convicted terrorists to keep their citizenship,
and to stop travelling abroad for terrorist purposes from becoming a
criminal offence.

I certainly hope that my remarks, as well as those of my colleague,
will have changed a few minds on the other side of the House. All
Canadians are watching in anticipation to see whether members on
the other side of the House will join our Conservative government in
taking responsible action to protect our national security.

Mr. Murray Rankin (Victoria, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would like
to ask if the member shares a concern that the opposition party has

with respect to the Security Intelligence Review Committee and the
way the government is currently appointing members to that body.

Members will recall the compromise in the Canadian Security
Intelligence Service Act, which is the reason we do not have what
our friends in the United Kingdom or the United States have. They
have security-cleared parliamentarians who provide real oversight
vis-à-vis the security service in their respective countries. The reason
we had the compromise here was because we were going to have
people whom the Prime Minister, in consultation with the other
parties, would appoint to this agency to provide that review function.

Now, of course, there is nobody on the Security Intelligence
Review Committee in whom the official opposition would have any
particular confidence, whereas in the past, it was very different.

Does the member have any concerns about the way that the
Security Intelligence Review Committee currently operates?

Mr. Chungsen Leung: Mr. Speaker, the purpose of this anti-
terrorism legislation sort of falls into a well-known English
expression, which says that “An ounce of prevention is better than
a pound of care”.

If there is suspicion of a terrorist act, we need to address and
curtail or stop that before it happens. Therefore, the oversight of the
judicial body that we have, which includes the specialists in law
enforcement and security, would already be addressed before this
sort of thing happens.

The purpose of this is to address those cases, to prevent them from
happening and harming Canadians and our democracy.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it
is safe to say that both the leader of the Liberal Party and the leader
of the New Democratic Party are now saying that if they were
provided the opportunity to govern, they would not ditch the
legislation, but they would want to make amendments to it. We have
gone further. The Liberal Party indicates that there is a series of
amendments we would like to see implemented today. They would
make a difference and provide us with better legislation, possibly to
the point where there might not need to be changes after the next
election, if in fact it were adopted.

Given the government's past record of not accepting opposition
member amendments at the committee stage, and given the
importance of the legislation, can the member provide any assurance
to the House, and, more specifically, to Canadians, that the
government would be receptive to allowing, debating, and accepting
amendments brought forward, whether they are from the Liberal
Party or the New Democratic Party, once the legislation gets to
committee stage?

● (1725)

Mr. Chungsen Leung: Mr. Speaker, our parliamentary system,
our democratic process, is precisely that.
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We are only at second reading. From this, we go to a committee
where the bill will be vigorously debated. Any proposal or
amendment that is reasonable and reflects the will of Canadians
will certainly be considered. Not only is there parliamentary debate
on this issue, but even before it passes into law it will still have to go
to a Senate review.

Our parliamentary process, our democracy, is vigorous enough to
review all of the provisions of this bill.
Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,

I am indeed relieved to find an opportunity for a speaking slot when
time allocation is imposed on such legislation. It is rare for any one
of us who sits on this side of the House representing one of the
smaller parties to have an opportunity.

Bill C-51, the anti-terrorism act, is such a dangerous piece of
legislation that I am very relieved to have a chance to explain my
concerns before it goes to committee.

First of all, let us set some context. We keep hearing here today in
the context of this debate, and in fact when the Prime Minister
launched this bill, not on the floor of the House of Commons, but in
a campaign-style event, that we are in a dangerous world and that we
must be terrified, that we must be afraid all the time of a monstrous
terrorist threat. We are told we are at war.

The reality is that we are not at war. We are a country at peace.
There is definitely a threat from a terrorist group, and terrorist groups
around the world. They are particularly a threat in the regions in
which they operate. ISIL and ISIS are despicable. There are not
enough words in a thesaurus to sum up the brutality and the sadism
of their acts.

However, the reality is that if Canada were at war, I do not think
our Minister of Foreign Affairs would just have resigned his
position, announcing to this House that things were in good shape as
he left.

We are a country, thank God, that is at peace. I hate to remind
colleagues, but there have been terrorist threats around world for a
long time, and they have not always stayed far from Canada's shores.
I think all of us remember the troubles with Great Britain and what
they called “the Irish troubles”, the troubles of Northern Ireland, in
which members of the royal family were blown up by IRA bombs.
Terrorism operated in the Commonwealth then.

We have seen the threat of Tamil Tigers. We have seen the threat
of FARC. There are, and continue to be, dreadful assaults by Boko
Haram throughout Nigeria. We also know that these terrorist
activities have come to Canada, the most extreme of these events
being in 1985, when, in a Canadian airport, a plane was loaded with
a bomb. As we all know, in the Air India disaster, 329 people died,
most of them Canadians.

These things have taken place before, and I think it is a disservice
to the people of Canada to ramp up the fear factor. Where there is a
threat, we need to be clear-eyed, sober, sensible, and, above all, not
fearful. People do not make good decisions when they are too afraid
to think straight. This is a time when leadership requires that we
think clearly and calmly, and that we do not exaggerate or torque the
nature of the threat for partisan gain, which I think is what is
happening here.

Let us all agree that where there are threats of terrorism, we take
them seriously, that we do everything possible to reduce the risk of
terrorism. In the context of Canada, that means reducing the threat of
radicalizing Canadian citizens and Canadian residents to take up—
inspired through all sorts of misguided, alienated, disenfranchised,
and misinformed views—the cause of ISIS or other extremist
groups. We must avoid the radicalization of Canadians by these
monstrous organizations.

However, are we hopeless? Are we helpless right now? Have we
not passed laws? In fact, we have. Since 9/11, there have been no
fewer than eight laws passed which have expanded powers to fight
terrorists. The RCMP has new powers, and has had them for more
than a decade. Let us remember that the RCMP has been successful
in locating, disrupting, and arresting people who had in mind a
terrorist plot: the Toronto 18, and the VIA Rail plot.

Full credit is to be given to the Royal Canadian Mounted Police
for using the tools they have already been given by this place to
monitor those who are extreme, to watch what they are planning, to
move in to intercept them, and to arrest them and subject them to
trial.

We already have security certificates, which it can be argued
violate fundamental principles, like habeas corpus, that violate the
right to know exactly the charges against a person and one's right to
having a lawyer. These have been accepted in Canada.

● (1730)

The RCMP and CSIS have not yet used all the powers that
existing laws have already given them to confront the terrorist threat,
yet we are here today confronted with an omnibus bill that goes
further than anything ever brought forward in a Parliament of
Canada to trample on our rights and liberties, unlike in the U.K.

In the U.K., they just passed the Counter-terrorism and Security
Act 2015, which proactively puts programs in schools, mental health
institutions, and prisons to address the threat of radicalization. We
now have good information that at least one of the factors in the
terrible events recently in Paris and Copenhagen was radicalization
in prison. Surely we should be following the lead of those countries
that are using approaches to engage to preempt and avoid
radicalization in those institutions. The bill before us does not do
that.

We need mental health and addiction counselling. I do not
subscribe to the view that I have heard repeated in this place over
and over again that the events of the shooting of October 22 here in
Parliament and earlier that week in Quebec were terrorist attacks.
They were horrific. They were murders, like the attacks on RCMP
officers in Moncton or in Alberta, where RCMP officers were shot
by people who were either criminals or mentally ill and disturbed.
We absolutely condemn such actions, but to describe them as
terrorism is both to expand the reach and branding rights of
despicable groups like ISIS and to misunderstand what took place.
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We know that the man who broke into this place, having just
murdered Corporal Nathan Cirillo, had just two years earlier gotten
himself arrested by sharpening a stick and trying to rob a
McDonald's. He then waited for the police to show up so he could
beg a judge to send him to jail so that he could get addiction
counselling, so that he could get help, because he knew he was a
threat to himself and to others.

It is a failure of our system not because we did not have enough
laws to put him in jail at that time or have surveillance on him as a
potential terrorist; it is a condemnation of the system that he fell
through the cracks for mental health counselling and addiction
counselling. We could have saved two lives, Corporal Nathan
Cirillo's and the shooter's, had we had a program in place. That is
where we should be putting our attention.

To turn my attention to the bill before us and what is wrong with
it, and there is so very much wrong with it, I will start with the fact
that in its information sharing provisions, it is so over-broad and
overreaching that it could require information collected about every
Canadian. There is almost no one who could not be seen to be
snagged at some point by this definition and the way in which
information would be shared.

The Privacy Commissioner of Canada, Daniel Therrien, has
expressed his concerns. Virtually every privacy expert in Canada
thinks the information sharing contemplated by part 1 of the bill is
extreme. It would essentially apply to every agency of Canada and
could provide a complete profile of every citizen and everything they
do. This must be tightened up. If we are going to have this kind of
information provision in the interest of terrorism, then the definition
should be about terrorism, not about things that could include dissent
of all kinds.

Again, I have heard many Conservative members of Parliament
say that there should be no concern about non-violent civil
disobedience, but then they parrot back to me a definition that
clearly excludes non-violent civil disobedience. It says:

For greater certainty, it does not include lawful advocacy, protest, dissent and
artistic expression.

Well, the use of the word “lawful” at the beginning of that phrase
has been interpreted by other legal analysts, not just me, but by
numerous scholars who have been looking at this proposed law since
it was brought forward, to apply to all aspects. If people violated a
municipal bylaw, they would no longer be engaged in a lawful
activity.

This needs to be clarified, and despite my efforts in asking the
Minister of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness, the Minister
of Justice, and the Prime Minister, no one has yet said that it is not
their intention to cover and criminalize non-violent civil disobe-
dience, beyond a level that is already criminal, because people take
an active conscience to break a law they find unjust.

There is more here than I can get to. However, moving ahead, in
part 4 we have been told that there is judicial oversight. There is no
such thing. It is only in instances where CSIS agents believe that
what they are about to do will violate the charter that they would go
to a judge to get a warrant. This is not judicial oversight. Are these
CSIS agents going to be trained in the law? The Minister of Justice

and the Supreme Court of Canada frequently disagree about what is
a charter violation.

● (1735)

We have lost the inspector general for CSIS. That position of
oversight was removed in an omnibus bill in 2012. This bill cannot
be simply fixed with more oversight. It would be better to scrap it
and start over, starting with an evidence-based question: What do
law enforcement agencies tell us they need that they do not already
have?

Ms. Roxanne James (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, there is one thing I do agree with. The member mentioned
that we should be clear-eyed and sensible, and I agree with that
completely. However, earlier today in debate, the member for
Saanich—Gulf Islands questioned the ability to apply the Canadian
charter to our intelligence services in operating overseas. I question
this, because what she is implying is that CSIS should somehow use
the laws in other countries.

When we talk about some of the countries where we are tracking
threats, we are talking about countries like Somalia and Iran. I do not
think there is a single person in Canada who would think the laws
that govern those countries and their human rights violations would
somehow trump what we have here in Canada with the Canadian
charter.

I would like to ask the member this. Does the member for Saanich
—Gulf Islands actually believe that the laws of countries like
Somalia or Iran are far better than what we have here under the
Canadian charter?

Ms. Elizabeth May: Mr. Speaker, I have to say I had a hard time
understanding what the parliamentary secretary's point was.

I have not at any time in debate suggested that the Charter of
Rights and Freedoms in Canada was in any way inferior to foreign
laws. My question was very clear. Even after Bill C-44, which
allows CSIS to operate in other countries, this bill says that CSIS
will operate within or outside Canada, but it will only need a warrant
when CSIS agents realize that they are about to break a domestic
law.

This does not confine itself to countries like Iran and Somalia.
CSIS agents operating anywhere in the world would appear to be,
based on this reading of this act, empowered to break laws in other
countries without any judicial oversight anywhere, and that strikes
me as overreaching.

Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims (Newton—North Delta, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank my colleague for her thoughtful speech on
the very serious issue of fighting terrorism.

First, let me say that nobody in the House supports terrorist
activities. However, what I see happening in the House today is an
absolute travesty and an attack on parliamentary democracy. I was
elected by my constituents and was sent here to represent them, but
there will only be two hours of debate on Bill C-51, which is major
legislation. It needs to be examined very seriously. I heard the
parliamentary secretary say just a few minutes ago that it is going to
go through the parliamentary rigour of Parliament, yet many MPs'
voices are not going to be heard because they cannot debate.
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I would ask my colleague to comment on that.
● (1740)

Ms. Elizabeth May: Mr. Speaker, I did not think I would see the
level of concern about this bill coming from the Canadian public as
quickly as it did. Commentators, whether The Globe and Mail
editorial board, National Post writers, or Rex Murphy, and I think it
has been at least several decades since I have agreed with anything
Rex Murphy has said, have all said that this bill requires study. This
is fundamentally different from any bill we have ever seen before the
House of Commons. We need to have a proper study.

We had closure of debate at second reading. There are rumours of
moving it quickly through committee. I hope those rumours are not
true, but we will find out when the committee announces its list of
witnesses.

We need a proper review, and the government needs to show a
willingness to take on amendments. Otherwise, this will not protect
Canadian rights and liberties; this will be an assault on Canadian
rights and liberties.
Mr. Adam Vaughan (Trinity—Spadina, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I

share several of the concerns and issues that have been raised, but I
want to ask about the issue of civilian and parliamentary oversight,
which is fundamental to good policing, a good judicial system, and
confidence in the judicial, policing, and security systems. In the hon.
member's perspective, what would constitute appropriate parliamen-
tary oversight and appropriate civilian oversight?

The idea that we are shortening debate on this scares me. The
notion that amendments will not be received on this frightens me.
However, the lack of civilian oversight to me is a fundamental flaw
in this legislation.

What would constitute good civilian oversight and appropriate
parliamentary oversight, in the member's view?

Ms. Elizabeth May:Mr. Speaker, let us go back and say what it is
that the Conservative administration thinks is adequate oversight.

We are told that the Security Intelligence Review Committee is
enough. It is instructive to remember that this is a part-time board
that looks at complaints about CSIS.

We used to have an inspector general for CSIS who acted as eyes
and ears for the Minister of Public Safety to spot when things were
going off the rails. It is not that we do not love the RCMP and trust
them and all that, but let us face it, we have a history of barnburning.
It was a mistake, but it happened. We have seen oil installations
blown up.

We need to have at least an inspector general to watch what the
spies are doing and make sure the minister knows about it to keep
things from going off the rails. SIRC cannot do it, and we need more,
not less.
Mr. John Carmichael (Don Valley West, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it

is an honour to rise in the House today and lend my voice in support
of Bill C-51, the anti-terrorism act, 2015.

Working to secure the safety and security of Canadians is a sacred
duty that our government takes very seriously. That is why our
counterterrorism efforts, guided by a comprehensive counterterror-
ism strategy, have been front and centre in our legislative agenda.

We continue to make real progress in measured and decisive ways
to improve our country's ability to address the terrorist threat.
Notably, we brought in the Combating Terrorism Act, which made it
a crime to travel or attempt to travel to engage in terrorist activity
abroad. I am compelled to note that the NDP opposed making it a
crime to travel abroad to engage in terrorism. In fact, the member for
Surrey North said that the Combating Terrorism Act:

...is not about preventing terrorism. We already have a comprehensive justice
system and enough legislation to protect Canadians from acts of terrorism, as well
as a variety of capable institutions to facilitate these laws. Rather, this bill
fundamentally attacks our rights and freedoms.

To this claim I would say two things. First, jihadi terrorism is not a
human right; it is an act of war. Second, and tragically, we saw very
clearly in late October that more tools need to be made available to
law enforcement to stop terrorism.

More recently, we introduced the protection of Canada from
terrorists act to ensure CSIS has the firm legal footing it needs to
investigate threats to the security of Canada from wherever they
originate. Yet again, the NDP stood against these common sense
measures, measures that are moving us in the right direction.

As I have said, recent events demonstrate we have more work to
do to ensure Canada is as well equipped as possible to confront the
multi-faceted and evolving national security threats we face, not only
those direct threats posed by international terrorists like al Qaeda and
the Islamic State but also those from within our very borders,
including terrorist travellers and lone-wolf actors whose actions can
be difficult to detect and disrupt.

It is difficult to overstate just how considerable and pressing these
threats really are. The attacks we have seen recently against our
country and our allies are grim and painful reminders of the threats
we face to our security, to our freedom, and to our liberties.

The threat remains real. In recent months the RCMP has made
arrests and laid terrorism-related charges on several individuals,
including individuals in our nation's capita, but these attacks have
also strengthened our resolve. As parliamentarians, it is incumbent
upon us to take action with decisive measures to protect Canada and
Canadians from rapidly evolving national security threats, just as we
have proposed in the legislation before us.

These measures will allow for more effective information sharing
between federal government departments when it comes to
legitimate matters of national security. They will allow us to
capitalize on the significant and unique expertise of CSIS by
providing the organization with a mandate to engage in activities that
will help disrupt threats to our great country. They will allow us to
take action to stem the tide of terrorism material on the Internet.
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The bill before us will allow us to do all these things, but during
my time today I would like to outline the measures we have
proposed to improve an existing national security tool, the passenger
protect program. This program, introduced in 2007, serves as an
important component of Canada's multi-layered approach to aviation
security. It complements other aviation security measures such as the
screening of people and goods, the physical protection of facilities
and aircraft, and airport policing.

● (1745)

As members may be aware, the Government of Canada maintains
a specified persons list under the program and provides it to air
carriers in a secure manner. Air carriers must screen all passengers
booked on flights to, from or within Canada against the list and
report any potential matches to Transport Canada officials, who
decide if it is necessary to issue an emergency direction to deny
boarding. As it stands, the goal of the program is quite simple: to
keep individuals who may pose an immediate security threat from
boarding commercial flights. Its entire focus is to target threats to
transportation security such as terrorist or other criminal acts that
pose a danger to passengers, crew, aircraft or aviation facilities.

While this remains a concern, we also have to contend with
another disturbing threat reality.

I would remind all members that our nation's top security officials
have voiced their concern about a growing number of individuals
with Canadian connections travelling by air to places like Syria,
Somalia and Iraq to participate in terrorist activities. They engage in
attacks. They engage in recruitment. They receive training. As of
early 2015, the government is aware of a number of individuals who
have left Canada for these types of activities in conflict zones. We
can only imagine the sleep that officials lose over the fact that some
of these individuals return quite possibly with the determination and
know-how to plan and, worse, to carry out attacks on Canadian soil.
While such individuals do not pose a direct threat to aviation security
at the time of their departure, nonetheless they are a menace to
Canada, to our allies and certainly to their destination country.

The program is currently not designed to address this very real and
present threat, and must be updated to remain a relevant and
effective national security tool. In order to deny boarding, the current
requirement to demonstrate an immediate threat to aviation security
precludes the program from mitigating lower levels of risk.

Authorities are limited in their ability to prevent individuals from
travelling by air for terrorism purposes when a case does not meet
the threshold for criminal prosecution or other law enforcement
tools. Therefore, through this legislation, our government is taking to
strengthen and expand the program to better address this type of
threat.

As we have heard, this proposed legislation will usher in
important changes that will see the program evolve into a more
effective tool in our counterterrorism arsenal. To that end, we are
proposing a new stand-alone act to provide a firm legislative basis
for the program. This is significant since the program is currently
defined under administrative policies, rather than enshrined in law.
Putting it on a firm legislative foundation will go a long way toward
improving its administration and operation.

The responsibilities for the Minister of Public Safety and
Emergency Preparedness and the Minister of Transport will be
clearly defined to reflect the most important change we have
proposed to the program, which is a new mandate. With this
legislation, we would expand its mandate so it would serve not only
as a tool to mitigate threats to aviation security but one that would
further support our commitment and our duty to prevent individuals
from travelling by air for terrorism purposes.

The bill would authorize the Minister of Public Safety and
Emergency Preparedness to establish a list of persons when there
would be reasonable grounds to suspect that the individual would
pose a threat to transportation security or would travel by air to
engage is terrorist-related activities. As well, the minister would be
authorized to issue directions to air carriers in order to respond to the
threat posed by a listed person. These operational directions could
include denial of boarding or additional physical screening prior to
boarding. By establishing the passenger protect program as a tool
with a dual mandate to prevent threats to aircraft and help prevent
terrorist travel, we would ensure it would be much more reflective of
today's threat environment.

● (1750)

Finally, whether it is changes to the program or it is other
measures outlined by my colleagues today, this comprehensive
legislation contains precisely the kinds of adaptations we need to
make to address the ever-changing threat environment. I therefore
call on all members of the House for their support of the bill.

Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, all of us in the House are concerned with the threats to
the security of Canadians and I would assume that all of us take the
protection of the security of Canadians as our priority.

However, I am stunned and confounded that the government
would do voluntarily to our country what those who oppose freedom
and democracy would have done to it. We send young men and
women around the world to protect what the government is denying
to Canadians through this bill.

What this bill has defined as “terrorism”, with its broad and
sweeping definition, has significant overlap with what Canadians
understand to be reasonable expression of opinion and the normal
practice of dissent in a free and democratic society. I have heard
nothing from the Conservatives nor from the Liberal Party, which is
supporting this bill, that would justify that.

I would like to give the member another opportunity to justify
denying Canadians their freedoms voluntarily by the Government of
Canada through this bill.

Mr. John Carmichael: Mr. Speaker, we have been following the
growing threat of terrorism across the globe for the last number of
years. We heard from a speaker earlier that clearly terrorism was
something that we had witnessed for decades. However, the pace, the
barbarity and the culture of this terrorism is growing at a rate that is
alarming at least.
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When we look back to October 22, we look to the threats to our
country, we look at trials that are already under way in the country
for threats that were made against rail lines recently and for the
recent Boston bombing. We have to take action. We simply cannot
stand back and say that what we have is good enough. We simply
must react.

For my colleague opposite, I encourage him to join us in acting
today.

● (1755)

Mr. Adam Vaughan (Trinity—Spadina, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
have a couple of quotes I would like to read to the House and get a
response from the government opposite.

The first quote states:

—the police are the public and the public are the police; the police being only
members of the public who are paid to give full-time attention to duties which are
incumbent on every citizen in the interests of community welfare and existence.

Those words come from a Conservative statesman who should be
listened to and understood in the context of the question I am about
to ask.

The second quote is, “AGITATION is the marshalling of the
conscience of a nation, to mold its laws”.

The concern we have, and the concern many in the House have, is
that the language about what constitutes terrorism is overly vague
and overly broad, while at the same time civilian oversight is
missing. The words I just spoke were delivered to Parliament in
England by Sir Robert Peel, a Conservative of great note.

Civilian oversight is the cornerstone of democratic and good
strong policing. Why does the government not strengthen civilian
oversight as it seeks to challenge people's charter rights?

Mr. John Carmichael: Mr. Speaker, I am a bit perplexed. We are
not talking about agitation today. We are talking about the real threat
of terrorism on our shores, the threat that took the lives of two
Canadian servicemen, the first time in our history.

Let me just express a quote from an individual who was originally
a member of the third party. The speaker is the current mayor of
Montreal, who was formerly a cabinet minister in that party when it
was in government. He said that he expected Parliament to rapidly
pass the anti-terrorism act of 2015.

Could the member opposite please tell this party what he intends
to do in obstructing that? This situation is at a place of crisis where
yesterday in Toronto we witnessed a memorial service for 21 Coptic
Christians who were recently brutally beheaded. We saw a video
yesterday that has been reported to have threatened a mall in our
country.

It is time to stand and take action, and I encourage the member
opposite to join us in that.

Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
am very pleased to speak to Bill C-51. I have been getting many
email messages from constituents in my riding. I have been
collecting them. They are unanimously critical and opposed to the
bill. I think as more Canadians find out what is in it and they
understand the implications of it, that opposition will increase.

I want to be very clear in criticizing the process with which the
Conservatives are rushing the bill through the House. It is of course
another omnibus bill that changes many existing pieces of
legislation. After two hours of debate in the House, they brought
in a closure motion, which will mean that after a grand total of 10
hours of debate, they want the bill hustled off to a committee, which,
hopefully, they will not rush through in order to have a very full
study. However, that has not been their practice so far.

I want to be clear that the Conservatives could have continued the
very collegial atmosphere last October when we were all shocked by
a shooting on Parliament Hill. Two young men lost their lives. It was
frightening, it was shocking, and we all agreed at that time that we
would work together and that we should not sacrifice our democracy
and our principles in a rush, in a stampede to act out of fear and
insecurity.

I now feel the Conservatives are in fact rushing to bring this bill in
and get it passed out of political expediency, because they think it
will help them get re-elected. They also do not want to give
Canadians the time to actually find out what is in the bill. They know
that once they do, they will be more opposed to it.

The New Democratic Party, and I believe our leader has
articulated this very clearly, believes we should have legislation
that provides security, that will keep Canadians safe, but that also
protects our civil liberties. Security and civil liberties and public
safety are all Canadian values, and they are not a trade-off, they are
not a balancing act. We need to have both security and our civil
liberties. We need to protect our freedom as much as we protect our
security.

We could have, and there is still time for the government and the
third party to agree to this, a more serious, evidence-based approach
to anti-terrorism legislation. We could stop playing politics with this
and we could hear from experts in Canada and around the world. We
could look at what other countries are doing. We could, in fact,
choose the best. After a thorough review, engaging all parties, all of
our ideas, coming to the table and after a full debate, we could come
to what I believe would be an effective bill for public safety, one that
would include strong oversight of our security and intelligence
agencies, one that would devote appropriate resources to security
and intelligence agencies rather than make cuts to these agencies,
which the government has done, and one that, rather than fanning the
flames of Islamophobia, would work with at-risk communities on
counter-radicalization programs. That is what is needed in our
country and that is where the government has failed.

The criticisms of the bill are of course many, but let me highlight
just a few of them. There has been a lot of concern about how
sweeping this law is, how vague it is and probably how ineffective it
is. In the short time allotted to me today, I do not have time to get
into a detailed analysis of this.
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● (1800)

I would just say that after repeated tough questioning in the House
of Commons by the Leader of the Opposition, neither the Prime
Minister, nor the Minister of Public Safety, nor the Minister of
Defence could offer a single example of a crime that could have been
stopped or a danger thwarted by this legislation that is not already
covered by existing legislation. They could not offer even one
example to the House, which is pretty shocking. Surely, if they are
going to fix the problem, they had better understand what the
problem is and better know that what they are proposing will fix the
problem. They could not give one single example. That is pretty
shocking.

There is serious concern that because of the vagueness and
overreach of the legislation, those who are engaged in legitimate
lawful dissent, or in some cases perhaps pushing the limits a bit,
might also be swooped up under the bill.

Coming from the city of Toronto in particular, I think of the
people who were detained and kettled in downtown Toronto during
the G8 and G20 talks. Not one charge was laid, but these people
were detained in very difficult conditions and their rights were not
respected. To me, Bill C-51 is continuing down that very slippery
slope.

When constitutional lawyers across the country, former prime
ministers, and former premiers are all sounding the alarm bells about
the constitutionality and the dangers of the bill, perhaps we should
pay attention. Again, it is not necessary that we violate our civil
liberties in order to provide for public safety.

I live in a neighbourhood in our country where people are worried
sick about highly flammable toxic substances transiting our riding in
tank cars. These are the same kind of tank cars that exploded and
incinerated people in Lac-Mégantic. I would like the government to
invest more in public safety for rail safety and food safety. I want to
see investment in all aspects of our public safety, not just in a knee-
jerk response like we are seeing with Bill C-51.

Lack of oversight is also a serious concern that has been raised. As
the former vice-chair of the finance committee, I was on the finance
committee in 2012 when an omnibus bill was brought before that
committee. We had as a witness, Paul Kennedy, who was one of the
people involved in setting up our spy agency, CSIS. He, at that time,
was sounding alarm bells about a proposal in the budget bill to get
rid of the oversight of CSIS. I want to quote him, because I think his
comments are very important:

For anyone to sit here and possibly think that because CSIS doesn't like this, CSIS
should be accommodated and it should be removed is sheer insanity.

It really is. CSIS does not get to make that call. The minister's job
is to give the public assurances and to make sure the tools are there.
If someone came up with a better model, fine, but he was critical that
existing oversight model of CSIS was being removed. When that
model was set up, the spy agency was separated from policing. There
was CSIS and the RCMP. What Bill C-51 does is to blur those two.
Yet, having taken away the oversight, not replaced it, and in fact
having cut resources to CSIS and the RCMP, somehow the
government wants the public to believe that it is treating security

and public safety seriously. I do not buy it and, increasingly, neither
do Canadians.

● (1805)

Thank goodness there is one principled leader in this country, the
leader of the official opposition, who is standing up and challenging
the government and poking holes in the error of this legislation. All
Canadians will be thankful for it.

[Translation]

Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness, CPC):Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask my colleague
five questions about five necessary measures in the bill.

Does she agree with preventing potential high-risk terrorists from
boarding a plane in order to stop them from committing terrorist
acts?

Does she agree that our intelligence officers should meet with
parents in order to prevent a young person from being radicalized?

Does she agree that a Foreign Affairs official should be able to
speak to an RCMP officer in order to identify an individual who
represents a threat to national security?

What does she think of blocking a website that contains hate and
jihadist propaganda?

Finally, does she agree that we should give our police officers the
ability to prevent an imminent terrorist attack against Canadian
citizens by an individual?

These five measures are found in Bill C-51.

Ms. Peggy Nash: Mr. Speaker, in response I would ask the
minister whether there are not already laws that deal with these
activities. Can he give us an example of an aspect of terrorism that is
not covered by existing laws?

Could he also tell us why the RCMP's annual expenditures have
been cut by $420 million over the past five years and those of CSIS
have been reduced by $44 million?

That is not going to enhance terrorism legislation.

● (1810)

[English]

Mr. Adam Vaughan (Trinity—Spadina, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the
hon. member raised the issue of the G20 and the G8, and I would
remind members of two things. First, all of those offences and
violations of civil rights happened with the existing legislation in
place and a lack of oversight over existing provincial and federal
police forces. That is why the issue of civilian oversight is so
critically important here.

I would also remind the House that the Associate Minister of
National Defence, the former minister of veterans affairs, was in
charge of the OPP at the time. It is precisely the fact that it was his
position and his behaviour on that file that were not questioned that
gives many of us concern. Many of us understand that as being the
chief argument why civilian oversight is so important.
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I would also remind the member that the mayor of Toronto at the
time, a New Democrat, praised police activities in the days following
the G20 summit. Again, a lack of civilian oversight was critically
important there.

Could the member please enunciate exactly what parliamentary
and civilian oversight her party would support?

Ms. Peggy Nash: Mr. Speaker, at a minimum, obviously we want
to have the kind of oversight that the inspector general provided
under CSIS, but even that was not enough. I cite the Campbell Clark
article from the Globe and Mail today, where Mr. Clark talks about
getting warrants. He said that when CSIS applies for warrants, a
judge only hears one side of the argument; the judge does not hear a
counter-argument to that. It is up to CSIS if it wants to get a warrant.
Judges just routinely give these warrants.

We need better oversight of the existing powers of CSIS. These
extended powers are not warranted—at least the government has not
made a case for them.

I would urge my colleague from Trinity—Spadina and all of his
colleagues in the Liberal Party to please not just rubberstamp the bill.
I would urge them not be stampeded by the Conservative
government and fear of public opinion. I would urge them, please,
to take a principled stand and to stand up for Canadians' rights and
oppose Bill C-51.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Before we go to
resuming debate and the hon. member for Ottawa—Orléans, I will
let him know that there only remains about one and a half minutes
for the hon. member before the end of the period allocated for
government orders this afternoon. We will recognize him just the
same for a minute and a half. The hon. member for Ottawa—
Orléans.

Mr. Royal Galipeau (Ottawa—Orléans, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
thank you very much for your generosity. Although I am known here
for being consistently in my seat to vote, I am generally a man of few
words, and you are about to prove it for me.

Nonetheless, it is an honour for me to participate in this debate. I
recognize that many of the professionals who work at CSIS, CSEC,
and VENUS Cybersecurity are residents of the district that I have the
honour to represent here.

[Translation]

The protection of Canadians is a duty that the government holds
sacred. That is why our efforts to fight terrorism, guided by a
comprehensive anti-terrorism strategy, have been front and centre in
our legislative agenda.

[English]

We continue to make real progress in ways that are measured and
decisive to improve our country's ability to address the terrorist
threat.

[Translation]

We passed the Combating Terrorism Act, which criminalizes
travel, and attempts to travel, by those who want to participate in
terrorist activities abroad.

● (1815)

[English]

More recently, we introduced the protection of Canada from
terrorists act to ensure that the Canadian Security Intelligence
Service, known by the acronym CSIS, has the firm legal footing it
needs to investigate threats to the security of Canada from wherever
they originate.

Now, I think you are about to tell me that I just had the last word,
Mr. Speaker. I am grateful for this opportunity.

[Translation]

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): It being 6:15 p.m.,
pursuant to an order made on Thursday, February 19, 2015, it is my
duty to interrupt the proceedings and put forthwith every question
necessary to dispose of the second reading stage of the bill now
before the House.

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

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: No.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): All those in favour of
the amendment will please say yea.

Some hon. members: Yea.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): All those opposed
will please say nay.

Some hon. members: Nay.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): In my opinion the
nays have it.

And five or more members having risen:

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Call in the members.
● (1845)

[English]

(The House divided on the amendment, which was negatived on
the following division:)

(Division No. 337)

YEAS
Members

Allen (Welland) Angus
Atamanenko Aubin
Benskin Bevington
Blanchette Blanchette-Lamothe
Boivin Borg
Boulerice Boutin-Sweet
Brahmi Brosseau
Caron Cash
Charlton Chicoine
Choquette Christopherson
Cleary Comartin
Côté Crowder
Cullen Davies (Vancouver Kingsway)
Davies (Vancouver East) Day
Dewar Dionne Labelle
Donnelly Doré Lefebvre
Dubé Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona)

February 23, 2015 COMMONS DEBATES 11557

Government Orders



Dusseault Freeman
Genest Genest-Jourdain
Giguère Godin
Groguhé Harris (Scarborough Southwest)
Harris (St. John's East) Hughes
Hyer Julian
Kellway Latendresse
Laverdière LeBlanc (LaSalle—Émard)
Liu Mai
Marston Martin
Masse Mathyssen
May Michaud
Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue) Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord)
Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grâce—Lachine) Morin (Laurentides—Labelle)
Morin (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot) Nantel
Nash Nicholls
Nunez-Melo Papillon
Péclet Perreault
Pilon Rafferty
Rankin Rathgeber
Ravignat Raynault
Rousseau Saganash
Sandhu Sellah
Sims (Newton—North Delta) Stewart
Stoffer Sullivan
Toone Tremblay
Turmel– — 87

NAYS
Members

Ablonczy Adams
Adler Aglukkaq
Albas Albrecht
Alexander Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac)
Allison Ambler
Ambrose Anders
Anderson Andrews
Aspin Barlow
Bateman Bélanger
Bennett Benoit
Bergen Bezan
Blaney Block
Boughen Braid
Breitkreuz Brison
Brown (Leeds—Grenville) Brown (Newmarket—Aurora)
Butt Calandra
Calkins Cannan
Carmichael Carrie
Casey Chisu
Chong Clarke
Clement Cotler
Crockatt Cuzner
Daniel Davidson
Dechert Devolin
Dion Dreeshen
Dubourg Duncan (Etobicoke North)
Dykstra Easter
Eglinski Eyking
Falk Fast
Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) Finley (Haldimand—Norfolk)
Fletcher Foote
Freeland Fry
Galipeau Gallant
Garneau Gill
Goguen Goldring
Goodale Goodyear
Gosal Gourde
Grewal Harper
Harris (Cariboo—Prince George) Hawn
Hayes Hiebert
Hillyer Holder
Hsu James
Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission) Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's)
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Kent
Kerr Komarnicki
Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) Lake
Lamoureux Lauzon
Lebel LeBlanc (Beauséjour)
Leef Lemieux
Leung Lizon
Lobb Lukiwski
Lunney MacAulay

MacKenzie Maguire
Mayes McCallum
McColeman McGuinty
McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood) McLeod
Menegakis Miller
Moore (Port Moody—Westwood—Port Coquitlam)
Moore (Fundy Royal)
Murray Nicholson
Norlock O'Neill Gordon
Opitz O'Toole
Pacetti Paradis
Payne Perkins
Plamondon Poilievre
Preston Raitt
Rajotte Regan
Reid Rempel
Richards Rickford
Saxton Scarpaleggia
Schellenberger Seeback
Sgro Shea
Shipley Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind-
sor)
Smith Sopuck
Stanton St-Denis
Strahl Sweet
Tilson Toet
Trost Trottier
Trudeau Truppe
Uppal Valeriote
Van Kesteren Van Loan
Vaughan Wallace
Warawa Warkentin
Watson Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to
Sky Country)
Weston (Saint John) Wilks
Williamson Wong
Woodworth Yelich
Young (Oakville) Young (Vancouver South)
Yurdiga Zimmer– — 176

PAIRED
Nil

The Speaker: I declare the amendment defeated.

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

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: No.

The Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will please say
yea.

Some hon. members: Yea.

The Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay.

Some hon. members: Nay.

The Speaker: In my opinion the yeas have it.

And five or more members having risen:
● (1850)

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 338)

YEAS
Members

Ablonczy Adams
Adler Aglukkaq
Albas Albrecht
Alexander Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac)
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Allison Ambler
Ambrose Anders
Anderson Andrews
Aspin Barlow
Bateman Bélanger
Bennett Benoit
Bergen Bezan
Blaney Block
Boughen Braid
Breitkreuz Brison
Brown (Leeds—Grenville) Brown (Newmarket—Aurora)
Butt Calandra
Calkins Cannan
Carmichael Carrie
Casey Chisu
Chong Clarke
Clement Cotler
Crockatt Cuzner
Daniel Davidson
Dechert Devolin
Dion Dreeshen
Dubourg Duncan (Etobicoke North)
Dykstra Easter
Eglinski Eyking
Falk Fast
Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) Finley (Haldimand—Norfolk)
Fletcher Foote
Freeland Fry
Galipeau Gallant
Garneau Gill
Goguen Goldring
Goodale Goodyear
Gosal Gourde
Grewal Harper
Harris (Cariboo—Prince George) Hawn
Hayes Hiebert
Hillyer Holder
Hsu James
Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission) Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's)
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) Kent
Kerr Komarnicki
Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) Lake
Lamoureux Lauzon
Lebel LeBlanc (Beauséjour)
Leef Lemieux
Leung Lizon
Lobb Lukiwski
Lunney MacAulay
MacKenzie Maguire
Mayes McCallum
McColeman McGuinty
McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood) McLeod
Menegakis Miller
Moore (Port Moody—Westwood—Port Coquitlam)
Moore (Fundy Royal)
Murray Nicholson
Norlock O'Neill Gordon
Opitz O'Toole
Pacetti Paradis
Payne Perkins
Plamondon Poilievre
Preston Raitt
Rajotte Regan
Reid Rempel
Richards Rickford
Saxton Scarpaleggia
Schellenberger Seeback
Sgro Shea
Shipley Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind-
sor)
Smith Sopuck
Stanton St-Denis
Strahl Sweet
Tilson Toet
Trost Trottier
Trudeau Truppe
Uppal Valeriote
Van Kesteren Van Loan
Vaughan Wallace
Warawa Warkentin
Watson Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to
Sky Country)
Weston (Saint John) Wilks
Williamson Wong

Woodworth Yelich
Young (Oakville) Young (Vancouver South)
Yurdiga Zimmer– — 176

NAYS
Members

Allen (Welland) Angus
Atamanenko Aubin
Benskin Bevington
Blanchette Blanchette-Lamothe
Boivin Borg
Boulerice Boutin-Sweet
Brahmi Brosseau
Caron Cash
Charlton Chicoine
Choquette Christopherson
Cleary Comartin
Côté Crowder
Cullen Davies (Vancouver Kingsway)
Davies (Vancouver East) Day
Dewar Dionne Labelle
Donnelly Doré Lefebvre
Dubé Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona)
Dusseault Freeman
Genest Genest-Jourdain
Giguère Godin
Groguhé Harris (Scarborough Southwest)
Harris (St. John's East) Hughes
Hyer Julian
Kellway Latendresse
Laverdière LeBlanc (LaSalle—Émard)
Liu Mai
Marston Martin
Masse Mathyssen
May Michaud
Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue) Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord)
Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grâce—Lachine) Morin (Laurentides—Labelle)
Morin (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot) Nantel
Nash Nicholls
Nunez-Melo Papillon
Péclet Perreault
Pilon Rafferty
Rankin Rathgeber
Ravignat Raynault
Rousseau Saganash
Sandhu Sellah
Sims (Newton—North Delta) Stewart
Stoffer Sullivan
Toone Tremblay
Turmel– — 87

PAIRED
Nil

The Speaker: I declare the motion carried.

Accordingly, the bill stands referred to the Standing Committee on
Public Safety and National Security.

(Bill read the second time and referred to a committee)

* * *

[Translation]

VICTIMS BILL OF RIGHTS ACT

The House resumed from February 20 consideration of the motion
that Bill C-32, An Act to enact the Canadian Victims Bill of Rights
and to amend certain Acts, be read the third time and passed.

The Speaker: The House will now proceed to the taking of the
deferred recorded division on the motion at third reading stage of
Bill C-32.

February 23, 2015 COMMONS DEBATES 11559

Government Orders



● (1900)

[English]

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 339)

YEAS
Members

Ablonczy Adams
Adler Aglukkaq
Albas Albrecht
Alexander Allen (Welland)
Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac) Allison
Ambler Ambrose
Anders Anderson
Andrews Angus
Aspin Atamanenko
Aubin Barlow
Bateman Bélanger
Bennett Benoit
Benskin Bergen
Bevington Bezan
Blanchette Blanchette-Lamothe
Blaney Block
Boivin Borg
Boughen Boulerice
Boutin-Sweet Brahmi
Braid Breitkreuz
Brison Brosseau
Brown (Leeds—Grenville) Brown (Newmarket—Aurora)
Butt Calandra
Calkins Cannan
Carmichael Caron
Carrie Casey
Cash Charlton
Chicoine Chisu
Chong Choquette
Christopherson Clarke
Cleary Clement
Comartin Côté
Cotler Crockatt
Crowder Cullen
Cuzner Daniel
Davidson Davies (Vancouver Kingsway)
Davies (Vancouver East) Day
Dechert Devolin
Dewar Dion
Dionne Labelle Donnelly
Doré Lefebvre Dreeshen
Dubé Dubourg
Duncan (Etobicoke North) Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona)
Dusseault Dykstra
Easter Eglinski
Eyking Falk
Fast Findlay (Delta—Richmond East)
Finley (Haldimand—Norfolk) Fletcher
Foote Freeland
Freeman Fry
Galipeau Gallant
Garneau Genest
Genest-Jourdain Giguère
Gill Godin
Goguen Goldring
Goodale Goodyear
Gosal Gourde
Grewal Groguhé
Harper Harris (Scarborough Southwest)
Harris (St. John's East) Harris (Cariboo—Prince George)
Hawn Hayes
Hiebert Hillyer
Holder Hsu
Hughes Hyer
James Julian
Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission) Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's)
Kellway Kenney (Calgary Southeast)
Kent Kerr
Komarnicki Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings)
Lake Lamoureux

Latendresse Lauzon
Laverdière Lebel
LeBlanc (Beauséjour) LeBlanc (LaSalle—Émard)
Leef Lemieux
Leung Liu
Lizon Lobb
Lukiwski Lunney
MacAulay MacKenzie
Maguire Mai
Marston Martin
Masse Mathyssen
May Mayes
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Pilon Plamondon
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Rousseau Saganash
Sandhu Saxton
Scarpaleggia Schellenberger
Seeback Sellah
Sgro Shea
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Sopuck Stanton
St-Denis Stewart
Stoffer Strahl
Sullivan Sweet
Tilson Toet
Toone Tremblay
Trost Trottier
Trudeau Truppe
Turmel Uppal
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Wallace Warawa
Warkentin Watson
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Yelich Young (Oakville)
Young (Vancouver South) Yurdiga
Zimmer– — 263

NAYS
Nil

PAIRED
Nil

The Speaker: I declare the motion carried.
(Bill read the third time and passed)

ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS

A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed
to have been moved.
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[English]

STATUS OF WOMEN

Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, every year in Canada, violence drives
100,000 women and children out of their homes and into shelters,
where those options actually exist.

In northern Canada, the problem is extreme. More women are
facing abuse and there are fewer safe houses and shelters. Despite
quantifiably greater rates of violence, 70% of northern and remote
communities do not have safe houses or emergency shelters. Despite
this skewed statistic, the government is not doing more to protect
vulnerable women in the north. As the numbers show, it is clearly
doing less.

The Conservatives claim to take the problem seriously, but their
words do not match their actions. Women are forced to remain in the
homes of their attackers as a result. What we are seeing from the
current government is the same kind of hand-dragging and inaction
that it has used to hinder an inquiry into murdered and missing
aboriginal women.

[Translation]

In spite of the government's claims that it is doing a lot for victims
of crime, statistics show that just 53% of homicides involving
aboriginal women are solved, compared to a solve rate of 84% for all
murders in this country.

These statistics seem quite acceptable to this government, even
though they show that the government does not treat all victims of
crime equally. Abuse crime rates are similarly skewed for women in
the north, who are primarily aboriginal women.

Statistics Canada shows that aboriginal women are vastly
overrepresented among homicide victims. Statistics show that the
rate of abuse against aboriginal women is also higher. If we consider
the lack of housing in northern communities, the statistics point to a
perfect storm, where women cannot get away from their abusers,
which is the most basic step in escaping from a domestic violence
situation.

[English]

We cannot accept a frontier mentality that excuses abuse and
violence as part of a rugged northern lifestyle. The current
government is happy to ask immigrants to check their so-called
barbaric practices at the door and adopt Canadian values—that is the
government's language, not mine—however, we are not going to
challenge ourselves to deal with our own patterns of violence
perpetrated on women.

The government likes to tout its so-called action plan to prevent
violence against indigenous women. What it has failed to say is that
this is merely a restating of old money that has already been
promised. It is doing nothing new or further to help more women get
out of harm's way. The irony is that action plan actually promises
less money for funding of shelters than was given in past years. In
addition, it will only flow to the 40 on-reserve shelters that already
exist. There is nothing new and no real intention to do anything
above and beyond. Also, because there is only funding for on-
reserve shelters, none of that goes to address Inuit communities,

which are arguably dealing with the worst rates of domestic violence
in the country.

There are multiple underlying causes of violence against
aboriginal women. It is impossible to address the violence that
aboriginal women experience without addressing wider gender
inequalities and systemic discrimination that aboriginal people
continue to face generation after generation. At the same time, the
reality is that there are still far too few shelters and resources for
women in the north, and that will not change until we move beyond
the government's failed initiatives.

Will the government stop reannouncing old money and find the
money to create more options for women facing domestic abuse in
northern Canada?

● (1905)

Mrs. Susan Truppe (Parliamentary Secretary for Status of
Women, CPC):Mr. Speaker, I would like to be clear that no one has
done more for women and girls in Canada than this Conservative
government.

Creating a society in which violence against women is no longer
tolerated will take a long-term commitment and continuous action,
but it is possible, and our government is committed to doing its part.

As a government, we have made it very clear that all forms of
gender-based violence, including violence against aboriginal women
and girls, will not be tolerated in our society. We are also a country
where those who break the law are punished, where penalties match
the severity of the crimes, and where the rights of victims are
recognized.

Our government also believes in taking action to address these
awful acts of violence. For example, economic action plan 2014
committed to a new investment of $25 million over five years to
continue our government's efforts at reducing violence against
aboriginal women.

As a result of this commitment, the Minister of Labour and
Minister of Status of Women released the Government of Canada's
action plan to address family violence and violent crimes against
aboriginal women and girls on September 15. One of the most
important aspects of this action plan is that it responds in a very real
way to the call for actions from families and communities while also
addressing the recommendations of the Special Committee on
Violence against Indigenous Women.

There are three main areas in which our government is taking
action. First, the Government of Canada is taking action to prevent
violence against aboriginal women and girls. Specific actions set in
the action plan include development of more community safety plans
across Canada, including in regions the RCMP's analysis as
identifies as having a high incidence of violent crime perpetrated
against women and girls; projects to break intergenerational cycles
of violence and abuse by raising awareness and building healthy
relationships; and projects to engage men and boys and empower
aboriginal women and girls to denounce and prevent violence.
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Second, the Government of Canada is taking action to assist and
support victims of violence. Specifically, the action plan supports
family-police liaison positions to ensure family members have
access to timely information about cases, specialized assistance for
victims and families, and positive relationships and the sharing of
information between families and criminal justice professionals.

Third, the Government of Canada is taking action to protect
aboriginal women and girls. Specifically, the action plan includes
initiatives such as funding shelters on reserve on an ongoing basis,
supporting the creation of a DNA-based missing persons index, and
continuing to support police investigations through the National
Centre for Missing Persons and Unidentified Remains.

The Government of Canada will also continue to work closely
with provinces and territories, police services, and the justice system
as well as aboriginal families, communities, and organizations to
address violence against aboriginal women and girls.

Mrs. Carol Hughes: Again, Mr. Speaker, I have to reiterate that
the investment the Conservatives say they are making in shelters is
for the same shelters, and there is no increase in dollars.

This time, instead of talking about what the government is
refusing to do, I will actually focus now on what New Democrats are
proposing, which is significantly more than what the government is
doing.

We call on the government to work in collaboration with
aboriginal, Inuit, and Métis women's organizations and provincial
and territorial governments to address violence against aboriginal
women through co-ordinated, strategic interventions, including, but
not limited to, poverty; child welfare; education; housing; missing
and murdered aboriginal women; the justice system dealing with
communities, families, and individuals; empowering aboriginal
women; and dealing with the impact of systemic racism.

Items such as stable funding for programs and non-governmental
aboriginal organizations will make a big difference, as will a plan to

improve the quality and standardization of on-reserve primary and
secondary schools.

Our recommendations will take more time to go across than I have
time for, but I wanted to show the member opposite that there are
other options the government should explore, so I am asking if the
government will finally announce a real action plan with real
measures to address violence in the north?

● (1910)

Mrs. Susan Truppe: Mr. Speaker, the measures outlined in the
action plan released by the Minister of Labour and Minister of Status
of Women on September 15 represent a total investment of nearly
$200 million over five years.

This includes new funding of $25 million over five years
beginning in 2015-16. There is also ongoing funding of $158.7
million over five years beginning in 2015 for shelters and family
violence prevention activities. Starting in April 2015, there will be
dedicated resources of $5 million over five years through Status of
Women Canada to improve the economic security of aboriginal
women and promote their participation in leadership and decision-
making.

Our government's investments to address violence against
aboriginal women and girls are very significant, and we will
continue taking actions like these that help ensure safer communities
for all Canadians.

Maybe the member opposite should get on board and start
supporting our initiatives. These initiatives would keep women and
girls safe in Canada.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): The motion that the
House do now adjourn is deemed to have been adopted.
Accordingly, the House stands adjourned until tomorrow at
10 a.m. pursuant to Standing Order 24(1).

(The House adjourned at 7:11 p.m.)
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