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THE SENATE

Wednesday, October 1, 2003

The Senate met at 1:30 p.m., the Speaker in the Chair.

Prayers.

SENATORS’ STATEMENTS

FETAL ALCOHOL SYNDROME

Hon. Yves Morin: Honourable senators, a new child is a
sign of promise and hope for the future. However, for the
3,000 Canadian babies born each year with fetal alcohol
syndrome, this hope is blunted by a lifetime of challenges.
Developmental delays, learning disabilities, behaviour problems
and physical abnormalities are their legacy, simply because their
mothers chose to drink alcohol while they were pregnant.

Fetal alcohol syndrome is found throughout the country but it
is five times more prevalent in Aboriginal and northern
communities. It takes a huge social and emotional toll, and it is
estimated that each person with fetal alcohol syndrome will cost
upwards of $1.5 million over their lifetime for specialized health
care, education and social programs.

What is both heartbreaking and frustrating is that fetal alcohol
syndrome is entirely preventable. The Canadian Institute of
Health Research supports a number of projects aimed at ending
the cycle of fetal alcohol syndrome, and improving the lives of
those already affected by it.

[Translation]

Honourable senators, the Institute of Neurosciences, Mental
Health and Addiction, under the able direction of Dr. Rémy
Quirion, has undertaken the funding of a major research program
into fetal alcohol syndrome, its causes, incidence and treatment.
The research team is headed by Dr. James Brien of Queen’s
University, and involves researchers from four other Canadian
universities.

[English]

The CIHR Institute of Aboriginal Peoples’ Health, under the
able leadership of Dr. Jeff Reading, has made child and youth
health — including fetal alcohol syndrome — one of its strategic
priorities for research. It brings together Aboriginal communities
and health researchers such as McMaster University’s Dr. Stuart
MacLeod and his colleagues who are working with mothers to
develop a fetal alcohol syndrome prevention strategy.

Honourable senators, September 9 was Fetal Alcohol
Syndrome Awareness Day in Canada. Let us mark the occasion
by making a determination to end this tragic scourge. Awareness
programs and good prenatal support, backed by evidence
generated from research, can put an end to fetal alcohol
syndrome, but the battle needs the support of us all.

NATIONAL DEFENCE

CANADIAN FORCES PARLIAMENTARY PROGRAM

Hon. Gerry St. Germain: Honourable senators, last year, I
enrolled in the Canadian Forces Parliamentary Program,
specifically the air force portion thereof. Last June, I spent a
week at the Greenwood Air Force Base in Greenwood, Nova
Scotia.

This is such a worthwhile program that I thought it appropriate
to share with honourable senators a comment on the experience
and, more important, to urge that each of you consider
participating in the training program. There can be no doubt
that the experience will expose you, as senators, to the truth of
their operational environment, and the formidable devotion that
our men and women put into maintaining our nation’s security.

Honourable senators, it is truly incredible to see first-hand the
dedication and professionalism that our men and women in the
Royal Canadian Air Force display as they carry out their duties in
serving Canada. Even under the most challenging of times and
circumstances, they never fail to rise to the occasion for which
they have proudly volunteered.

Excluding the reserves, the force’s strength has been depleted
some 30,000 over the last 10 years, such that it now stands at
62,150. This year’s budget is $13.07 billion, from an overall
planned spending of $175.94 billion. This amount does not allow
our forces to do the jobs that have been asked of them; and now
the government has seemingly ordered another cut to their
operations’ budget. Give with one hand and take back with the
other. That is unacceptable.

From Bosnia to Afghanistan, ice storms to forest fires, and now
hurricane cleanup, Canada’s Armed Forces are under-funded and
overstretched. This is not just my observation; it was also
reported in the September 15, 2003 issue of the respected British
publication, Jane’s Defence Weekly.

The time has come when governments must recognize, as all
Canadians realize, the importance of our military. We must
provide them with the necessary tools so that they may better
meet our needs when called upon to serve in times of defending
freedom or in times of disaster.
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CRIMINAL CODE

CRUELTY TO ANIMALS BILL—
ARTICLE FROM NEWSNORTH TABLED

Hon. Charlie Watt: Honourable senators, I would ask
unanimous consent of the Senate to table and deliver to
senators’ desks an article published in the September 8, 2003
edition of NewsNorth entitled: ‘‘Man Survives Polar Bear Attack’’
together with my covering letter. If I could have the agreement of
honourable senators to that tabling, I would appreciate it.

The Hon. the Speaker: Is leave granted for the tabling of a
document by Senator Watt?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

. (1340)

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS

PARLIAMENTARY DELEGATION TO INDIA

REPORT TABLED

Hon. Dan Hays: Honourable senators, with leave of the Senate,
I have the honour to table the report of the parliamentary
delegation that travelled to India from November 17 to 23, 2002,
at the invitation of Shri Bhairon Singh Shekhawat, Vice-President
and Chairman of the Rajya Sabha, the Indian upper house, and
Shri Manohar Joshi, Speaker of the Lok Sabha, the lower house
of the Parliament of the Republic of India.

Hon. Rose-Marie Losier-Cool (The Hon. the Acting Speaker): Is
leave granted, honourable senators?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

[Translation]

STUDY ON OPERATION OF OFFICIAL LANGUAGES ACT
AND RELEVANT REGULATIONS, DIRECTIVES

AND REPORTS

REPORT OF OFFICIAL LANGUAGES
COMMITTEE TABLED

Hon. Rose-Marie Losier-Cool: Honourable senators, I have the
honour to table the fourth report of the Standing Senate
Committee on Official Languages, entitled: ‘‘Official Languages:
2002-2003 Perspective.’’

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable senators, when shall this
report be taken into consideration?

On motion of Senator Losier-Cool, report placed on the Orders
of the Day for consideration at the next sitting of the Senate.

[English]

QUESTION PERIOD

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

SAUDI ARABIA—MALTREATMENT
OF INCARCERATED CANADIAN CITIZEN

Hon. Noël A. Kinsella (Deputy Leader of the Opposition):
Honourable senators, last evening, Peter Mansbridge on the
CBC News program conducted an exclusive interview with
William Sampson, the Canadian who was tortured by officials
of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. It was very poignant. The
testimony that Mr. Sampson gave on that television interview,
which is one in a series of interviews, continues this evening.

With reference to my question of a few days ago, is the minister
able to advise whether the Government of Canada will file a
formal communication against the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia for
a violation of the provisions of the convention against torture?

Hon. Sharon Carstairs (Leader of the Government): Honourable
senators, I must tell the honourable senator that I have no new
information for him with respect to the Bill Sampson case.

TREASURY BOARD

WORKING GROUP ON WHISTLE-BLOWING POLICY

Hon. Noël A. Kinsella (Deputy Leader of the Opposition):
Honourable senators, rather than asking the freshman senator
from Ottawa Centre a question, which of course I cannot do, I
will turn to the Auditor General’s comments of yesterday.

The Auditor General stated that whistle-blowing mechanisms
are perceived as ineffective or non-existent within the Office of the
Privacy Commissioner. In addition, the President of the Treasury
Board said, ‘‘The TBS commissioned a survey of employees of the
Office of the Privacy Commissioner regarding their awareness of
the internal disclosure policy in an effort to determine why they
did not use it to disclose wrongdoing at the Office of the Privacy
Commissioner. Information sessions are being organized.’’ The
Auditor General pointed out that anyone who dared question or
displease the former commissioner, whose appointment was
opposed by many of my colleagues on this side, or his inner
circle were ‘‘banished from the commissioner’s floor, excluded
from meetings they should have attended, not allowed to put their
names on reports and moved to other positions. In one case, the
employee’s work was contracted out.’’

Does the government seriously believe that it needs a survey to
find out why people did not come forward? Does it seriously
believe that information sessions would do anything in a climate
where people feared reprisals?
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Hon. Sharon Carstairs (Leader of the Government): Honourable
senators, it is clear that the whistle-blowing provisions that were
put into place only a few years ago have not worked effectively in
that particular office. In that, there is no doubt. That is exactly
why a working group has been put together, featuring such
notables as Dr. Kenneth Kernaghan, Professor of Political
Science and Management at Brock University, who will be the
chair; Madam Hélène Beauchemin, President of HKBP Inc., a
specialty firm focusing on professional and personal development;
Mr. Denis Desautels, Director of the Centre on Governance at
the University of Ottawa and a former Auditor General of
Canada; Mr. Merdon Hosking, President of the Association of
Public Services Financial Administrators, and Dr. Edward
Keyserlingk, the Public Services Integrity Officer. Those five
individuals have been asked to report no later than the end of
January 2004 and to make recommendations as to what should be
done with respect to whistle-blowing legislation or, alternatively,
if, in their judgment an alternative process is made, what they
would foresee as being the best way to deal with these issues so we
do not have any more public servants intimidated, as they
apparently were in the Office of the Privacy Commissioner.

Senator Kinsella: Honourable senators, let me thank the
minister for her answer. I will use the occasion to suggest to
anyone who occupies that seat in the future that the Honourable
Leader of the Government has set an excellent example of how
questions should be answered in this place.

Knowing the interest of all honourable senators to set in place
the right mechanism for whistle-blowing, does the minister agree
or does the government agree, in principle, that we do need
whistle-blowing legislation as promised by the Prime Minister in
his letter way back in 1993?

Senator Carstairs: Honourable senators, the government has
put this group together. We will not tie its hands by telling it what
its final conclusions must be. Given such a distinguished group of
Canadians, I welcome their report and hope that we will get it in a
very timely fashion, even before the end of January.

NATIONAL DEFENCE

BUDGET—REQUEST TO FIND SAVINGS

Hon. Norman K. Atkins: Honourable senators, my question is
for the Leader of the Government in the Senate. The federal
government confirmed yesterday that DND would have to find
$200 million— that is the largest amount from any department—
to contribute to the government’s efforts to meet new initiatives
and cover unexpected costs.

The President of the Treasury Board stated Monday that
reallocated money from the various departments will be used to
contribute to the following Canadian priorities: families and
communities, health care, education, the environment, SARS,
mad cow disease, the cod fishery and the reconstruction of Iraq.

It was stated in this chamber a few weeks ago that DND’s
portion of the reallocation of money would stay within the
department. Is that still the case for the entire $200 million? If so,

can the minister tell this chamber whether the reallocation money
will be used to contribute to the $237 million that the defence
department recently learned it will have to pay for the
Afghanistan mission?

. (1350)

Hon. Sharon Carstairs (Leader of the Government): Honourable
senators, I can assure the honourable senator that in the
Supplementary Estimates tabled last week, $193 million worth
of new money is to go to the Department of National Defence for
the Afghanistan mission.

Senator Atkins: Honourable senators, except for CIDA money,
the Treasury Board has yet to provide specific details on where
each department’s reallocation of funds will be going. Can the
minister tell us when that information will be available regarding
the DND money?

Senator Carstairs: Honourable senators, the question that the
honourable senator has asked is a specific one and very much a
part of the Supplementary Estimates review that is going on at the
present time with the Standing Senate Committee on National
Finance. Members of that committee are looking at the
Supplementary Estimates, and I would hope that they would
get some full answers from Treasury Board officials on just that
question asked by the honourable senator.

FISHERIES AND OCEANS

PACIFIC SALMON COMMISSION—
UNITED STATES’ FUNDING

Hon. Pat Carney: Honourable senators, my question is directed
to the Leader of the Government in the Senate, and I have given
her notice of this question.

The Pacific Salmon Commission was established by treaty
between Canada and the United States in 1985 by our
Conservative government to conserve, manage and share
between the two countries Pacific salmon, including the
valuable and endangered Fraser River sockeye. That agreement
was renewed in 1999.

The bilateral commission is based in Vancouver and is
supposed to be financed equally by Canada and the United
States under the treaty. During the current salmon season, the
U.S. has failed to come up with its share, amounting to about
$1.5 million in Canadian dollars, and commission staff face
layoffs and closure of the commission offices as the Canadian
share of funds is being depleted. Although the U.S. state
department now promises to find $600,000, less than half its
share, to keep the commission’s doors open, that amount is
insufficient to maintain the work of the commission beyond the
end of December.

The Canadian government has been strangely silent on this
issue. What is the government doing to ensure that the Americans
pay their full share of the costs to maintain the work of this
treaty-sanctioned commission?
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Hon. Sharon Carstairs (Leader of the Government): Honourable
senators, let me begin by thanking the honourable senator for
giving me notice of this question because, as she noted, my health
was not at its 100 per cent best yesterday, so I appreciated that
very much.

First, Canada has made its full contribution for the year to the
Pacific Salmon Commission. The United States, apparently, will
be shortly providing the partial funding that the honourable
senator talked of in her question, and the department is cautiously
optimistic that the United States will overcome its funding
difficulties and restore full funding of its share before the end of
the year.

My understanding is that there is enough now to keep
everything in full operation until the end of December, so if the
additional monies come forward — and certainly that has been
the assurance that we have been given — then this organization
should be fully funded at that time.

Senator Carney: Honourable senators, I should point out that
the commission’s year is different from the calendar year, so that
the amount of $600,000 would not be sufficient to pay the
Americans’ share. That is the whole point. I thank the minister for
her answer, nonetheless.

The 1999 agreement increased the share of the catch that goes
to the U.S. fishermen and decreased the share going to the
Canadian commercial fleet. Yet, in addition to this year’s
shortfall, the U.S. made no commitment to fund its share of the
Pacific Salmon Commission next year. In other words, Canada is
subsidizing American fishermen to fish, while the Canadian
fishermen are banned from fishing salmon.

What is the Canadian government doing to ensure that the U.S.
will honour its international commitment to pay its share of
managing and conserving this international resource, or will
Canadian taxpayers have to pick up the tab for the Americans
again? I would like to know what steps the Canadian government
is taking. Has it sent a diplomatic note, or reminded them of their
treaty obligations? Cautiously optimistic is better than
pessimistic, but it is not enough, in my view, to allay the
concerns of the fishing communities involved.

Senator Carstairs: Honourable senators, I can tell the
honourable senator that a conference call was held as recently
as September 25, and that is where the optimism stems from.
There is every hope on our side that the United States will honour
its full obligation.

Senator Carney: Can the minister find out what those steps are?
Hope is not enough to fill the nets of Canadian fishermen or to
preserve our salmon.

Senator Carstairs: Honourable senators, we are dealing with
two nations here. Clearly, there was a conference call between the
commissioners. The Canadian commissioners stated their position
clearly, that they believed the United States should honour its
responsibilities here.

All I can tell the honourable senator is that we know they will
be shortly providing partial funding. That partial funding will
certainly keep the organization functioning for the next few
months, and the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans is cautiously
optimistic that we will overcome the remaining funding
difficulties that exist.

HEALTH

ADDITIONAL FUNDING TO PROVINCES

Hon. Wilbert J. Keon: Honourable senators, my question is for
the Leader of the Government in the Senate. Finance Minister
John Manley has said that it is unlikely that the federal
government will be able to provide the additional $2 billion in
health care funding that the provinces were promised, due to the
economic fallout of SARS, mad cow disease, the B.C. forest fires
and the blackout. Last February, the federal government
promised to make the payment if the federal surplus was
greater than $3 billion. The finance minister says that the
next report is likely to show a zero budget surplus for the
2002-03 fiscal year.

My question for the Leader of the Government in the Senate is
this: Will there be consultation with the provinces before a final
decision to withdraw the funding is made by the federal
government?

Hon. Sharon Carstairs (Leader of the Government): Honourable
senators, as the honourable senator knows, the amount of money
was predicated on the financial forecast for Canada, and the good
news out of July is that the GDP grew by 0.6 per cent, more than
anticipated, and the quarterly growth now appears to be at
3 per cent, when there were some forecasts that it would slide
considerably below 3 per cent. The news is good.

It would appear, with that news, that there might indeed be a
surplus. However, the whole of the health accord decisions was
based on the agreement by provinces and the federal government
that there would indeed be a surplus, and that they would get
their amount from that surplus.

Senator Keon: Honourable senators, should there not be a
surplus, does the minister think there would be any adjustment
whatsoever, or would there be no cash flow from the federal
government to the provinces?

Senator Carstairs: That is a hypothetical question, honourable
senators. I do not know whether or not there will be a surplus.
Judging by the announcement yesterday of the GDP for August,
things look better than they did even a short month before that.
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VETERANS AFFAIRS

REMEMBRANCE DAY WREATH PROGRAM

Hon. Michael A. Meighen:Honourable senators, the Minister of
Veterans Affairs, the Hon. Rey Pagtakhan, confirmed this week
that Veterans Affairs will this year begin rationing the number of
wreaths distributed on Remembrance Day. The practice, as
honourable senators are aware, has been to send a wreath to each
branch of the Royal Canadian Legion, but now, according to
newspaper reports, Ottawa will send a single wreath to each
MP’s constituency, and I note in passing that that relates to
members of Parliament, not to senators. Many MPs have more
than one legion in their constituencies, and will thus need to
phone Veterans Affairs by the beginning of next week in order to
order more wreaths.

My question is this: Can the minister tell us the reason for this
extraordinary decision, or is it just part of the same philosophy
that gives Veterans Independence Program benefits to some
widows, but not to all?

Hon. Sharon Carstairs (Leader of the Government): Honourable
senators, the decision that has been made with respect to the
single wreath is based on the decision that that is what the
majority of MPs want, and that they are able to make a request
for additional wreaths should they need them.

In terms of the comment about the decision applying to only
MPs, I can assure the honourable senator that a message went
over this morning to the effect that I consider senators also to be
members of Parliament.

. (1400)

Senator Meighen: I am sure we all share the view of the Leader
of the Government in the Senate in that regard, and we thank her
for making that clear once again.

By way of supplementary, could the leader share with us what
the needs are that Mr. Pagtakhan referred to, how this approach
better meets them, and specifically whether the project partners—
whatever they are and whoever they are — were notified of this
change of policy, and when?

Senator Carstairs: Honourable senators, I do not have that
information. I do not know who the project partners are and I do
not know if they were notified. I will attempt to get that
information for the honourable senator.

Senator Meighen: I should like to thank the leader for that
answer, and perhaps while the minister is at it, she could find out
what is a ‘‘project partner.’’ I have never heard that term but, then
again, there is a lot of modern speak I have not heard that seems
to be flowing out.

Finally, while making those inquiries, perhaps the minister
could inquire as to whether the change was driven by
representations from the project partners, or did it come from
the Department of Veterans Affairs?

Senator Carstairs: I will be pleased to find out who is calling the
tune, be it the department or these project partners, whoever they
may be.

CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION

REFUGEE CLAIM BY MR. ERNST ZUNDEL

Hon. David Tkachuk: Honourable senators, in February of this
year, well-known Holocaust denier, Ernst Zundel, was deported
to Canada from the United States. The federal government issued
a national security certificate against him in May in order to send
him back to Germany where he is wanted on hate crime charges.
He is currently the subject of a detention review hearing that will
determine if he should be released from jail pending the
assessment of his national security risk status. The review will
resume, I believe, on December 10.

Why is a detention review hearing held for a person who has
been accused by the federal government of being a national
security risk? If the government believes a person is dangerous
enough to be deported from Canada, why is such a person
permitted a hearing that may allow him or her to be released from
custody?

Hon. Sharon Carstairs (Leader of the Government): Honourable
senators, we have certain laws in this country and everyone who
resides in this country is entitled to access to those laws. As the
honourable senator knows, Mr. Zundel had earlier asked for
release. That release was denied. We will need to await what
occurs on December 10, but as much as the honourable senator
and I may, on occasion, not like the way in which the law is
applied to every single individual in this nation, that is what
makes this country particularly special.

Senator Tkachuk: Can the Leader of the Government in the
Senate tell us how much longer the federal government believes
these proceedings will take?

Senator Carstairs: There is no way of evaluating exactly the
length of time that these proceedings will take. The normal course
of operations is being followed.

OFFICE OF PRIVACY COMMISSIONER

AUDITOR GENERAL’S REPORT—
FINANCIAL REPORTING

Hon. Terry Stratton: Honourable senators, the Auditor
General’s report dealt with the widespread mismanagement of
public funds and the abuse of public authority by the Office of the
Privacy Commissioner. Among the areas raised was financial
reporting. According to the Auditor General, those who prepared
the financial statements of the Office of the Privacy
Commissioner for the fiscal year ending March 31, 2003,
knowingly omitted about $234,000 of accounts payable at
year-end. The false financial statements were submitted in
June of 2003.
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The report goes on to state that the financial officers had the
responsibility to ensure the accurate accounting of spending and
that the financial statements were presented fairly. According to
the Auditor General, these individuals ‘‘failed to fulfill these most
basic responsibilities.’’ Within the general public, this act would
most surely be considered by the proper authorities as fiscal
fraud, and pursued accordingly.

Could the Leader of the Government in the Senate please
inform this house if legal proceedings have been initiated against
the persons who prepared the Privacy Commissioner’s financial
statement for the fiscal year ending in March of 2003?

Hon. Sharon Carstairs (Leader of the Government): I can tell the
honourable senator that there may be as many as
12 investigations ongoing by the RCMP.

Senator Stratton: I must ask a supplementary question before I
go into the next question, and I will tie the two together.

I would ask the Leader of the Government if she means that
there are 12 RCMP investigations with respect to the Privacy
Commissioner. Perhaps the leader might want to answer that
question with this other supplemental question, if she could,
please.

The financial inconsistency does not stop at the falsification of
financial statements. This, in part, may be the minister’s answer to
the 12 investigations. The Auditor General indicated that several
other cases of misuse of public funds had been referred to the
RCMP for investigation. Among them is the improper cash-out
of vacation time. The report states:

From June 2001 to May 2003, the former Commissioner
cashed out vacation leave balances six times, receiving
payments totalling about $56,000.

These payments were made for vacation time that had already
been taken but not reported. The report goes on to state:

In our opinion, that practice was not justified and
accordingly those payments were inappropriate.

Also among them are the improper payments to the former
commissioner that amounted to nothing more than personal
loans on public accounts. According to the Auditor General’s
report:

...two $15,000 payments to the former Commissioner
(May 2002 and April 2003) were neither justified with
supporting evidence nor issued in accordance with the
Treasury Board’s policy on standing advances...

It goes on to say:

...we believe that they are improper payments and
contravened section 26 and section 33 of the Financial
Administration Act.

Could the Leader of the Government in the Senate tell us how
the former Privacy Commissioner managed to use public funds at
his leisure, without consequence? What sanctions, if any, will be
brought against the former Privacy Commissioner for this
financial scandal?

Senator Carstairs: As the honourable senator indicates, the
report of the Auditor General yesterday was scathing; there is no
question about that. With reference to the investigations, I
understand that there are 12 in total, not just 12 against one
particular individual.

The Public Service of Canada does not tolerate wrongdoing,
and those who have been found to have violated the value and
ethics code for the public service or other laws and policies are
subject to discipline, up to and including termination, and they
are subject to criminal charges should the RCMP decide that, in
fact, such criminal charges should be laid. The Treasury Board
has indicated that it will cooperate fully, as one would expect,
with the RCMP and those investigations are beginning now.

Senator Stratton: I have one final question, if I may, with
respect to this matter. The problem that we are having is that we
seem to go from one issue to another with respect to this kind of
thing, and it is casting a pall over the entire civil service, which we
all like to hold in high regard. I believe honourable senators on
both sides of this chamber agree with that sentiment. However,
that leads me to the question that if this is the case with respect to
the Privacy Commissioner, are there other investigations ongoing
in other departments, as a result of what has occurred with respect
to the Office of the Privacy Commissioner, to ensure that this is
an isolated case?

Honourable senators, I do not want a witch hunt, and I am not
asking for a witch hunt here, but for goodness sake the last thing
we need is for this incident to keep spinning, because it hurts
everyone. The people who are hurt the most are the bureaucrats,
and the people in this chamber are hurt as well.

Are there other, ongoing investigations to ensure that this kind
of behaviour has not gone beyond — and will not go beyond —
the Office of the Privacy Commissioner?

Senator Carstairs: I would be very surprised, honourable
senators, if each and every deputy minister of government did
not take that Auditor General’s report very seriously and make
sure that their departments do not have similar horror stories,
because to do otherwise would not indicate the professionalism
that you and I would both agree is very much in the realm of our
public service.

I believe the difficulty is particularly acute, however, within the
terms of an officer of Parliament. These are our officers, and I
think that perhaps we have failed to be as vigilant as we might
have been with respect to our officers of Parliament.
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Honourable senators, we have seen scandals in the past. It is
difficult for government — and here I speak of small ‘‘g’’
government, the cabinet, the Prime Minister— when it decides to
take strong steps against an officer of Parliament. That officer of
Parliament, rightly, is our officer of Parliament. That is why I
made the suggestion yesterday in this chamber, and one that I
hope honourable senators will seriously consider, that as the other
place has established an operations committee, perhaps we should
consider a similar committee or add to the mandate of the
Standing Senate Committee on National Finance, which I would
prefer.

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
TREASURY BOARD

AUDITOR GENERAL’S REPORT—
STAFFING IRREGULARITIES IN OFFICE

OF PRIVACY COMMISSIONER

Hon. John Lynch-Staunton (Leader of the Opposition):
Honourable senators, one of the most troubling parts of the
report from the Auditor General was the fact that two years ago,
the Public Service Commission did an audit of reported excesses
in management practices in the Office of the Privacy
Commissioner and, according to the Auditor General, did
nothing about it or so little that it had no impact.

Also, Treasury Board had to know of the excesses that were
taking place, particularly the Privacy Commissioner not abiding
by its guidelines and directives, and also did nothing.

In the last week or so, we have received what I call motherhood
press releases from both the Public Service Commission and
Treasury Board saying that they will introduce corrections,
appoint this or that, have supervisory officers and so forth and so
on. Why did they not do that immediately after finding out what
was going on in that office?

Hon. Sharon Carstairs (Leader of the Government): Honourable
senators, the information that I was given was that on the basis of
routine interactions that would take place regularly with the
Office of the Privacy Commissioner, there was nothing to indicate
the depth of the problems that were outlined by the Auditor
General.

The Auditor General has been provided with documents that
indicate that the secretariat and the Treasury Board provided
directions to the OPC on several occasions. The secretariat was
engaged in a review of financial resource requirements for the
office in light of the overspending, but the overspending was not,
in and of itself, an indication of rampant financial
mismanagement.

Senator Lynch-Staunton: Honourable senators, perhaps the
minister will answer my next question. Page 11 of the Auditor
General’s report states:

48. The Public Service Commission failed to respond
decisively when it learned about staffing irregularities at the
Office of the Privacy Commissioner.

How can this situation have been allowed to fester when the most
responsible agency just ignored the matter?

Senator Carstairs: Honourable senators, I do not have
information from the Public Service Commission, but I can say
that the Treasury Board Secretariat was aware that all of the
executives in the OPC had been awarded the maximum amount of
performance pay under the performance management program
but did not learn until this summer that there were no
performance agreements in place to support these payments. By
that time, the Auditor General had already been called in and was
doing her very thorough and careful investigation.

VISITORS IN THE GALLERY

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable senators, I wish to draw
your attention to the presence in our gallery of the Honourable
Dr. Linda Baboolal, President of the Parliament of Trinidad and
Tobago. She is accompanied by her colleague, Senator Ramesh
Deosaran and the High Commissioner to Canada, His Excellency
Arnold Alvin Piggott.

Welcome to the Senate of Canada.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

CRIMINAL CODE

BILL TO AMEND—MESSAGE FROM COMMONS—
DEBATE ADJOURNED

The Senate proceeded to consideration of the Message from the
House of Commons concerning Bill C-10B, to amend the
Criminal Code (cruelty to animals).

Hon. Sharon Carstairs (Leader of the Government): Honourable
senators, I move:

That, with respect to the House of Commons message to
the Senate dated September 29, 2003 regarding Bill C-10B:

(i) The Senate do not insist on its amendment
numbered 2;

(ii) the Senate do not insist on its modified version of
amendment numbered 3 to which the House of
Commons disagreed;

(iii) the Senate do not insist on its modified version of
amendment numbered 4, but it do concur in the
amendment made by the House of Commons to
amendment numbered 4; and

That a Message be sent to the House of Commons to
acquaint that House accordingly.

The Hon. the Speaker: Is it your pleasure, honourable senators,
to adopt the motion?
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POINT OF ORDER

Hon. Noël A. Kinsella (Deputy Leader of the Opposition):
Honourable senators, I rise on a point of order. The item that is
before this house is the consideration of the message from the
House of Commons concerning this bill. How can we address a
motion to take a certain step if we have not even considered the
message? The motion is somewhat premature.

Hon. Sharon Carstairs (Leader of the Government): Honourable
senators, the motion is not premature. As of yesterday, we have a
message from the House of Commons. I have moved a motion so
that we can debate the message as well as the motion put before
us. I will speak to this matter as soon as we have dealt with this
point of order.

Senator Kinsella: Honourable senators, let us look at the Order
Paper. What is before us is the message. We have agreed that we
will take the message under consideration. Before we do this, the
Leader of the Government in the Senate has said, ‘‘Let us not
insist upon our message.’’ We have not even considered the
message yet, unless we all operate by a process of reasoning that is
contrary to the proposition that nothing is in the intellect that was
not first in the senses. In classical terms, we used to say nihil est in
intellectu quod non prius fuerit in sensu, something that the people
of Hampton, New Brunswick, hardly cease speaking about.

Honourable senators, the motion might be in order after we
consider it, but the house order that we are dealing with right now
is consideration of the message. Surely we should hear what the
minister has to say about the message. Having heard that, we
should hear from other honourable senators. Then, if an
honourable senator wants to make a motion based upon our
consideration, that is fine. However, this is all quite a priori.

[Translation]

Hon. Fernand Robichaud (Deputy Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, I really do not see where there is a problem.
We regularly consider bills to which honourable senators may
speak without prior notice and introduce related amendments or
motions.

Today we have a message from the House of Commons. The
government is presenting a motion, which we shall subsequently
consider. I do not see why we would not proceed in that manner.

[English]

Hon. Charlie Watt: Honourable senators, I wish to raise some
concerns about the motion that was put forward. I have read the
message we received from the House of Commons. I believe it is
far from clear what the other place is saying. On one hand, they
seem to appreciate and understand the clarification that was
established by the Legal and Constitutional Affairs Committee.

. (1420)

The Hon. the Speaker: I regret to interrupt Senator Watt. I want
it to be clear that we are now discussing a point of order raised by
Senator Kinsella.

Are you speaking on the point of order, or do you wish to speak
to the matter before us, Senator Watt?

Senator Watt: I wanted to address the point of order.

The Hon. the Speaker: Please proceed.

Senator Watt: As the message we have received from the House
of Commons is unclear, I concur with colleagues on the other side
that it is premature to move a motion concurring with it.

Hon. Anne C. Cools: Honourable senators, I believe that a valid
point of order has been placed before us. Yesterday, I insisted that
the message be read into the record so that it would stand before
us, because it was my understanding that it had been decided that
the message from the House of Commons would be placed on the
Orders of the Day for consideration today.

Perhaps we should start at the beginning and try to rediscover
what ‘‘consideration’’ means, because we seem to have a tendency
to begin at the beginning every time. To my mind,
‘‘consideration’’ would probably address all the discussion and
debate in which a house and its members would engage in prior to
reaching a decision. As a matter of fact, consideration could even
conclude with no decision.

The question before us is the ‘‘consideration of the Message
from the House of Commons concerning Bill C-10B, An Act to
amend the Criminal Code (cruelty to animals).’’

What I heard Senator Carstairs do is beyond premature. As a
matter of fact, it is even pre-emptive because Senator Carstairs’
initiative essentially asks the chamber to set aside debate,
consideration and discussion on the message and to spring to a
decision. That is not entirely proper. There should be
consideration and debate on the message itself because we have
not been told what the message is about. We have not been told of
the underlying basis for the message. As a matter of fact, we have
not even, so far, been able to glean an insight into the thinking
and the reasoning behind the message. All that we know is that
Senator Carstairs’ motion asks us to conclude, essentially, that
the Senate is a very lame duck that should not only collapse,
abdicate and surrender its original position but should do so
before even having a proper discussion on the message.

I have a hard time accepting that conclusion, honourable
senators. The proper thing to do is for the Leader of the
Government in the Senate and the government supporters to tell
us, first, what was in the mind of the House of Commons when it
sent us this message and then, having shared some basic
information with senators, perhaps then we could engage in a
healthy debate.

Honourable senators, consideration of this message is all the
more important because it is, I am prepared to say, no message. It
could be called many things, including an epistle or a lecture. A
debate on this message is extremely important because it is the
most lengthy message I have ever encountered.
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Honourable senators, I believe that Senator Carstairs’ initiative
is pre-emptive and premature. I believe that it would be better for
her to hold her motion so that in debate we could have a bit of
suspense with regard to what the government really intends to do.
Just for once perhaps we may be able to have a surprise or two.

However you cut it, honourable senators, this motion is not in
order at this time because it attempts to silence the debate, to
arrest, direct and force the debate to a particular conclusion,
which conclusion many of us may come to at a later time, but now
is not the time.

SPEAKER’S RULING

The Hon. the Speaker: I wish to thank all senators for their
comments on the point of order as to whether the motion put by
Senator Carstairs is appropriate at this time with respect to debate
on the message received from the House yesterday on Bill C-10B.

We normally put matters before the chamber by way of motion.
The fact that the motion urges a conclusion on the Senate does
not mean that the Senate will reach that conclusion. Accordingly,
I see no problem procedurally in beginning the debate on the
message by way of motion. I do not believe I require time to
consider this point of order.

I draw to the attention of honourable senators our Hansard of
June 10 of this year, at page 915, where we received a message on
this same bill. We proceeded to debate that message by way of
motion. Accordingly, I rule that it is appropriate to consider
again our response to the message from the House of Commons
by way of motion.

Hon. Sharon Carstairs (Leader of the Government): Honourable
senators, this afternoon I begin a debate that I expect will be
fulsome and will engage a number of members of this chamber on
the process of Bill C-10B. I want to go into some of its history and
why I have moved the motion before you this afternoon.

Recall, honourable senators, that we have had Bill C-10 in its
united form, if you will, for almost a year. This bill has been
before the Senate of Canada since October 2002. The Senate
adopted five amendments and gave third reading to this bill on
May 29 of this year.

. (1430)

Honourable senators, clearly, through our study in October,
November, December, February, March, April and May, we had
considerable debate on this particular piece of legislation. As I
have indicated, we proposed five amendments. We sent those
amendments over to the House of Commons. The House of
Commons agreed with two of the five amendments. The
Commons agreed in principle with the third amendment,
relating to colour of right. However, it is fair to say that the
House of Commons adopted a different draft of that amendment.
The Commons disagreed only with the two remaining
amendments, with respect to Aboriginal hunting practices and
the combining of two offence provisions. Effectively, this left
three items outstanding, although there was, I think, substantial
agreement on them.

In June, after deliberation in committee and in this chamber,
the Senate effectively disagreed with the House of Commons on
all three points; although, again, there was substantial agreement
on the colour of right issue. Thus they were sent back to the
House of Commons.

What we have before us today is a message from the House of
Commons saying that, no, the House of Commons does not agree
with our proposal that these three amendments continue to be
altered. They have a different attitude about it and they are
insisting on their amendments.

Honourable senators, it is important for us to understand just
what these amendments are. Amendment number 2 would
effectively combine the two offences of killing without lawful
excuse and of causing unnecessary pain. The government,
supported by the House of Commons, does not support this
amendment. They believe that this amendment will give rise to
confusion, particularly because the two offences deal with two
different kinds of conduct, the elements of each offence are quite
different, and the phrase ‘‘unnecessary death’’ has no pedigree in
criminal law and therefore it is not clear just how it would be
interpreted. Therefore, they have taken the position that the two
offences should remain clearly separate in the law.

Amendment number 3 would create a specific reference to
Aboriginal hunting practices and section 35 of the Constitution
Act, 1982. At best, the government feels that this amendment is
unnecessary, since the Criminal Code is an ordinary statute and
could not possibly abrogate or derogate from the rights of
Aboriginal persons under section 35 of the Constitution. The
Constitution is supreme. A simple act of Parliament cannot do
something contrary to the Constitution; otherwise, it would be
declared to be unconstitutional.

Honourable senators, the issue of non-derogation clauses is a
complex one. As all honourable senators in this chamber know,
last June I introduced a motion that the Standing Senate
Committee on Legal and Constitutional Affairs study the whole
issue of non-derogation clauses. Unfortunately, that is still before
us. We have not moved the matter to that committee, which I
know is more than willing to speak and address the issue.

Why did I think that study was necessary? Honourable
senators, we now have in the statute books of Canada four
different versions of non-derogation clauses — four! The
amendment represents a fifth. I believe it is much more
important that we find a solution, through study and
consultation, that everyone can support. That is why I moved
that motion. We want a global solution. We do not want to adopt
a different non-derogation clause for each bill where the issue
arises. In my view, to do so would be a disservice to our
Aboriginal people, because it creates confusion. What exactly
does this non-derogation clause mean? If we can keep changing its
meaning in piece after piece of legislation, then does it have any
meaning? It is important for us to study this issue thoroughly. I
believe that the Senate is the best place in which to do that study.
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Amendment number 4 is one on which there has been
substantial agreement, because there has been agreement on
including an explicit reference to the common law colour of right
defence. The Commons has agreed that this should be done.
However, the Commons had concerns, and continues to have
concerns, about the way in which the Senate amendment was
drafted.

The Standing Senate Committee on Legal and Constitutional
Affairs accepted the drafting approach of the Commons. The
utility of the Commons’ approach is that by incorporating
common law defences by reference to the existing section 429(2),
there is no risk of losing the decades of settled jurisprudence that
has been established under that section. However, our committee
made an amendment to the House of Commons draft by
removing the phrase ‘‘to the extent that they are relevant.’’ The
government believes that this phrase is an important element. The
defences in subsection 429(2) of the Criminal Code apply to a
variety of different offences, not just animal cruelty. The phrase
‘‘to the extent that they are relevant’’ would clearly show
Parliament’s intention that the current manner of applying
those defences to animal cruelty offences should not change. In
effect, it preserves the status quo.

To put it in a different perspective, I ask: Why should an
accused person have access to a defence that is not relevant to the
alleged offence?

The message we received yesterday indicates that the Commons
is effectively insisting on all three points, consistent with its
message of June 2, 2003. The message contains an elaborate
explanation of the reasons for its disagreements with the Senate,
many of which I have touched upon.

POINT OF ORDER

Hon. Anne C. Cools: Honourable senators, I rise on a point of
order. I have been listening carefully to the words of the Leader of
the Government, and simultaneously — because the question
before us now is her motion — the motion is that the Senate do
not insist on its amendment, which is in three parts, and that a
message be sent to the House of Commons to acquaint that
House accordingly. As I have been listening to the honourable
senator, I have been consulting Beauchesne’s Parliamentary Rules
and Forms on the method of chambers expressing disagreement
and of the chambers talking to each other. It has occurred to me
that this motion is out of order, for a substantive set of reasons
unrelated to what we were talking about earlier.

To frame the point that I should like to make, perhaps I could
refer honourable senators to Beauchesne’s Parliamentary Rules
and Forms, fifth edition; in particular, paragraph 814. There must
be great confusion, because either we are in debate on the message
itself or on the motion in a substantive way about not insisting on
amendments.

. (1440)

Honourable senators, I refer you to Beauchesne’s fifth edition,
at page 241, ‘‘House Consideration of Senate Amendments.’’
Paragraph 814 states:

When the House of Commons does not agree to the
Senate amendments, it adopts a motion which states reasons
for its disagreement.

The House did that. Paragraph 814 continues:

This is communicated to the Senate. If the Senators persist
in their amendments, they send a message informing the
House of this fact.

Honourable senators, the Senate made amendments and sent a
message to the Commons. The Commons sent a message back,
and then, in turn, the Senate sent a message back. In other words,
senators insisted. Paragraph 814 continues with the following
critical words:

Upon this, the House either accepts the amendments or
adopts a motion requesting a conference to which each
House appoints Members; and a date is fixed for their
meeting. Should they again disagree, the House may accept
the amendments or the Senate may withdraw them, but
when neither of these courses is followed, no further action
is taken on the bill.

There is something very wrong in how the House of Commons
is proceeding today on this issue. The Senate made amendments
and the House looked at them and sent back their opinion of
them. The Senate looked at those amendments again and sent
back the message: ‘‘We do insist.’’ After the senators sent the
message to the House that they insist, then, I repeat, according to
Beauchesne’s fifth edition, paragraph 814:

Upon this, the House either accepts the amendments or
adopts a motion requesting a conference to which each
House appoints Members; and a date is fixed for their
meeting. Should they again disagree, the House may accept
the amendments or the Senate may withdraw them, but
when neither of these courses is followed, no further action
is taken on the bill.

Honourable senators, neither the House of Commons nor the
Leader of the Government in the Senate is following the course of
action that is outlined in Beauchesne’s fifth edition.

There is a great deal to be said about this message, and I would
sustain an argument to be raised, perhaps, at a later time. The
message deeply violates the privileges of the Senate and was
neither scripted in parliamentary language nor written as a
message from one chamber of Parliament to the other. I will give
honourable senators an example: The first sentence of the
message from the House of Commons states:

That a message be sent to the Senate to acquaint their
Honours that, with respect to Bill C-10B, An Act to amend
the Criminal Code (cruelty to animals), this House
continues to disagree with the Senate’s insistence on
amendment numbered 2...
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I have news for the person who drafted this particular message:
The House of Commons cannot continue to disagree with the
Senate’s insistence. The Senate has insisted; and that means it
insists. The House may continue to disagree with the amendments
in a substantive way but they cannot simply continue to disagree
with the insistence. The entire document is written in an odd and
unparliamentary way.

I would give honourable senators another example at
subparagraph (1) of the message: ‘‘This House does not agree
with the amendment numbered 2...’’ Parliamentarians would
know that Parliamentary messages between the two Houses are
always written in the positive, such that the messages words ‘‘This
House does not agree,’’ should read ‘‘This House disagrees.’’ This
kind of language is found throughout this particular document. It
is even dubious whether this document was actually scripted by
someone in Parliament.

Honourable senators, when the Senate insists on an
amendment, the proper procedure is for the Commons, the
House in possession of the message, to adopt a motion requesting
a conference of members of both Houses. That is the proper
procedure. There are prescribed steps that should be followed
when the two Houses of Parliament come to a disagreement and
those steps should be followed, rather than a simple motion to ask
the Senate to abandon all that it has said and agreed upon.

The House is out of order in this instance. The minister or other
member of the House of Commons should move a motion
requesting a conference of members of both Houses. The
procedure thus far has been highly unusual and improper.

[Translation]

Hon. Fernand Robichaud (Deputy Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, for a number of reasons, it is difficult to
understand how this could be considered a point of order. Rather,
we are questioning the decision that everything was in order and
that we should proceed.

We received the message yesterday from the House of
Commons. The House of Commons is independent of this
house, and we cannot tell them what they should do. The message
was received, read and placed on the Orders of the Day. If there
was a problem with this message, we should have raised it
yesterday. The message was accepted and it is before us. The
motion was in order and had to do with the message now before
us. The decision was made that we should proceed. How can we
then try to delay debate? This point of order is quite simply
frivolous, honourable senators.

Hon. Noël A. Kinsella (Deputy Leader of the Opposition):
Honourable senators, the issue before us is the amendment, not
the message.

If the issue were the message presented by Senator Cools, the
comment would be appropriate. The issue is not the message
before us, but the amendment. Is rule 59(8) involved? This rule
covers situations where notice is necessary.

59. Notice is not required for:

(8) Consideration forthwith or at a future sitting of
Commons amendments [...];

In the current situation, there is no Commons amendment. In
reality, the House of Commons has rejected the amendments
proposed by the Senate. The question then arises: Must there be
notice? Without notice, honourable senators have no way of
knowing what is on the table before they come into this chamber.
That is the problem.

. (1450)

We came to the house intending to have a debate on the content
of the message from the House of Commons. The Leader of the
Government is proposing something else. That is the issue before
us. We did not receive a notice. The Leader of the Government
did not resolve the issue of whether notice was required or not.

I see in the Rules of the Senate that notice is required under
certain circumstances. Rule 59(8) stipulates that:

59. Notice is not required for:

(8) Consideration forthwith or at a future sitting of
Commons amendments to a public bill;

However, the message from the House of Commons contains
no amendment. That means the message does not come under the
category of notice not being required. Therefore notice is
required; otherwise, we would arrive at the House without
knowing what is on the Orders of the Day.

SPEAKER’S RULING

[English]

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable senators, I think I have
heard enough for me to deal with Senator Cools’ point as spoken
to by Senators Robichaud and Kinsella. I thank the honourable
senators for their intervention.

In effect, Senator Cools is making the point that the only way to
deal with this matter would be to follow the procedures that she
described from Beauchesne’s, fifth edition, which relate to
conferences. This is not a new matter to us in this place. We
have established practices; I am not sure of the date of the fifth
edition, but we are using the sixth edition of Beauchesne’s at the
present time, and I would like to use that as the authority. I think
it is important, given the matter raised by the Honourable Senator
Cools, to read the relevant provisions in Beauchesne’s
sixth edition. I am quoting at page 216, paragraph 743:

When the House of Commons does not agree to the
Senate amendments, it adopts a motion which states reasons
for its disagreement. This is communicated to the Senate by
a written Message. If the Senators persist in their
amendments, they send a Message informing the House of
this fact. The House may adopt the amendments, or return
them to the Senate with a further Message.
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I emphasize these next words.

This may occur a number of times.

I will end there and let honourable senators read it for themselves.

I will quote as well from another text that we use — Marleau
and Montpetit — quoting from the only edition that has been
published to my knowledge, at page 675, under the heading,
‘‘Passage of Senate amendments (if any) by the House of
Commons.’’ In the last paragraph, before the heading
‘‘Conference Between the Houses,’’ it states:

It —

— the Senate —

— may decide to accept the decision of the House, to reject
that decision and insist that its amendments be maintained,
or to amend what the House has proposed. Regardless of
what the Senate decides, it sends another message to the
House to inform it of the decision. Communication between
the two Houses goes on in this way until they ultimately
agree on a text.

There are provisions for conferencing that are available to the
two Houses. However, there is also the procedure available to the
two Houses that we are following: that is, sending messages back
and forth until such time as we agree.

Accordingly, I find nothing out of order with the way in which
we are proceeding, particularly nothing in the sense that the only
alternative to us now would be to use our conferencing
procedures.

As to the question of notice, Senator Kinsella’s reading of the
rule is correct. This matter could have proceeded yesterday; there
is no notice required. We are proceeding today. I rule that the
debate can continue.

Hon. Sharon Carstairs (Leader of the Government): I thank
honourable senators for being able to keep their train of thought
with the interruptions that have gone on. I am not sure that I have
entirely maintained mine, but I will give it my very best shot.

What is clear is that the Commons has now disagreed with the
Senate for the second time with respect to these three amendments
that we have under discussion this afternoon as a result of their
message. I personally believe that the Senate can take pride in the
fact that, effectively, the Commons has agreed to three out of our
five amendments. They had decided not to insist on changes to
those three, in essence. The result would be a bill that finally
becomes law, having been substantially improved, in my view, by
the Senate of Canada. Clearly, this is the outcome preferred by
the government, and that is why I am moving this message today.

The Senate has the power, if it wishes, to insist on all three of its
amendments. However, I believe that the Commons will not
change its mind; and should the Senate choose this option, it
would result in effectively forcing this bill to die, yet again, on
another Order Paper. Honourable senators, that would be a
tragedy, in my view.

There is no one in this Senate who would argue that the
penalties against individuals who are cruel to animals should not
be increased. I do not think there is anyone here who does not
agree that we should prevent cruelty to animals in every instance
that we can do so. Let us remember that that is the purpose of this
bill.

Honourable senators, the Senate makes an important
contribution to the legislative process in Canada. This bill is the
very illustration of this fact. The Senate often amends bills and the
Commons usually accepts those amendments. We all know that
the Senate has even defeated substantial government bills in the
past. This rarely happens, but clearly the Senate has been given
the constitutional authority to do so for good reason. I do not
believe that this is a bill that the Senate wants to defeat. I believe it
is a bill that the Senate wishes to pass.

It is also rare in this chamber to insist on our amendments, but
we have done so in this case. I think it is important to bear in
mind that it is equally rare for the House of Commons to disagree
with Senate amendments, and even more exceptional for the
Commons to insist.

I believe that senators have only two options: We can pass this
bill, including the three amendments that senators have fought so
hard to achieve, or we can insist on the amendments that have not
yet been reconciled, and take the significant risk that this bill will
not become law. In that case, all of our good efforts, and the
efforts of all the senators who worked so hard in this committee,
will have been wasted. Honourable senators, I believe it is time to
pass this bill.

. (1500)

[Translation]

Hon. Aurélien Gill: Honourable senators, with all due respect
for the Leader of the Government in the Senate, I would like some
clarification. We all agree that we oppose cruelty to animals.
There is not much resistance to this principle.

However, if this legislation affects a way of life, if it casts doubt
on a people’s customs, then it deserves some serious
consideration. I want to mention another debate. Is it possible
in Canada for the First Nations to feel as if they are included and
their rights protected to the same extent as any other citizen of
this country? Everyone agrees that, each time legislation affecting
the First Nations is introduced, we always come second, and our
rights as Aboriginals are always violated. I know that this is not ill
will, that the country has to function and that, often, the
legislation in question is very positive. But the First Nations must
always pay the price of implementing such legislation. When will
it end?

I understand that the system functions in a certain way. We
must try to make things easier. If there is some sand in the gears,
there will be problems. By drawing a parallel between the system
and real life, or people’s needs, can we not set some priorities,
even if this means that the system will be affected? I know that the
standard procedure has been followed.
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I listened to the legal argument. I could not participate, because
I am not a lawyer. If I want a canoe, I must build it, and it must
take me somewhere. Parliament legislates. The legislation must
respect the rights of citizens.

Will the Leader of the Government tell us what comes first? Is it
the system or the people, including the First Nations, who are
expecting just laws in this country?

[English]

Senator Carstairs: Honourable senators, there is no higher
protection for Aboriginal people than section 35 of the Canada
Act. Section 35 respects the rights of our Aboriginal peoples.
There is no question about that. As I indicated in my remarks, no
simple piece of legislation can do anything to take from
Aboriginal people that which has been granted to them in the
Constitution.

There are also provisions in this bill that permit such things as
customary practice. In the bill itself, the customary practices of
hunters and trappers and fishers, which includes our Aboriginal
people, are protected.

I would suggest to all honourable senators gathered here today
that Aboriginal people are not cruel to animals. They know of
cruelty to animals. They know of cruelty perpetrated against
animals. However, I do not think that as a people they practice
cruelty to animals. There is no indication — at least nothing I
have ever read — that would lead me to such a conclusion. I fail
to understand the honourable senator’s depth of concern.

[Translation]

Senator Gill: If the rights of Aboriginal people are guaranteed
under the Constitution, why do they keep having to go before the
courts? If the Constitution is good, why do they have to go to
court to assert their rights and argue all sorts of cases?

[English]

Senator Carstairs: There is no question that, on occasion, the
Aboriginal peoples have been forced to take their cases to court,
which is unfortunate because it is a costly and time-consuming
practice. We should do everything in our power to avoid putting
our Aboriginal peoples in that position.

Honourable senators, I think the legislation is very clear. The
customs and practices of Aboriginal people, of hunters and fishers
and trappers generally, are protected. However, what will not be
tolerated by Canadian society and what will not be tolerated by
our Aboriginal peoples is unnecessary cruelty to animals that also
live on and share our land.

Hon. Charlie Watt: Honourable senators, perhaps our leader
would be prepared to answer some questions.

If customary practices had been recognized in this bill, I do not
think we would be making these points so strenuously.

I understand what Senator Carstairs is describing. Our rights
are entrenched in the Constitution, with which we have no
quarrel. We begin to have a quarrel when an ordinary piece of
legislation is put forward as a way to describe that. I can
remember nothing stating the fact that customary practice is
recognized in this particular bill. Could the honourable senator
enlighten me as to the law that exists and, more important, where
customary practice is recognized in this particular bill?

Senator Carstairs: Honourable senators, I will make that
information available. I do not have it available to me right at
this moment.

Hon. Herbert O. Sparrow: Honourable senators, I have a
question for the Leader of the Government in the Senate. Going
back to the introduction of Bill C-10 in the chamber and its
referral to committee, the government had insisted on no changes
to the animal cruelty provisions, except an increase in penalties.
We accepted the bill on that basis, until we read it and heard
witnesses, and so on, and it was shown that they had gone further
than this aspect of just increasing penalties. We continued to use
the argument that no one is in favour of cruelty to animals,
which is true, be it the House of Commons, the government or
anyone else.

Honourable senators, we are talking about not only the cruelty
to animals, but we are actually forcing a cruelty on people who
make their living trapping, hunting and fishing. The cruelty may
be reflected upon them, not only on the animals we want to
protect from cruelty.

Getting to my point, the Leader of the Government in the
Senate is insisting that if this bill is not passed, it will be the fault
of the Senate. Well, it will not be the fault of the Senate; it will be
the fault, if any place, of the House of Commons. Do not tar us
with the blame for defeating the bill. We are not defeating the bill.
We have made proper amendments to the bill and support the
amended bill. We cannot, in this chamber, give ammunition to
other people and say that the blame will rest with the Senate. It is
already resting with the House of Commons because they are the
ones who are not accepting those amendments.

. (1510)

Madam Leader, would you agree that it will not be the fault of
the Senate if this bill is not passed with the amendments by the
House of Commons?

Senator Carstairs: Honourable senators, as I indicated in my
remarks, I believe the motion I have made today is appropriate. If
we do not move forward with that motion, this bill is unlikely to
become law, and I think that would be a great tragedy.

Senator Sparrow: I am sorry. The Honourable Leader of the
Government in the Senate did not answer my question. Is she
saying that the Senate would take the blame for that?
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Senator Carstairs: What I have said, what I will repeat, even
though the honourable senator does not like my answer, but
nevertheless, this is my answer: If we do not move forward on this
bill, the bill may be lost, and I think that would be a tragedy.

On motion of Senator Beaudoin, debate adjourned.

VISITORS IN THE GALLERY

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable senators, I draw your
attention to the presence in our gallery of His Excellency
C. Fernandez De Cossio Dominguez, Ambassador to Canada
from the Republic of Cuba. He is accompanied by Ms. Aleida
Guevara, a paediatrician in Cuba and the daughter of Ernesto
‘‘Che’’ Guevara. She is accompanied by Ms. Irma González.

Welcome to the Senate of Canada.

PUBLIC SERVICE MODERNIZATION BILL

THIRD READING—MOTION IN
AMENDMENT—DEBATE CONTINUED

On the Order:

Resuming debate on the motion of the Honourable
Senator Day, seconded by the Honourable Senator Harb,
for the third reading of Bill C-25, to modernize employment
and labour relations in the public service and to amend the
Financial Administration Act and the Canadian Centre for
Management Development Act and to make consequential
amendments to other Acts,

And on the motion in amendment of the Honourable
Senator Beaudoin, seconded by the Honourable Senator
Comeau, that the Bill be not now read a third time but that
it be amended in clause 12, on page 126, by replacing lines 8
to 12 with the following:

‘‘30. (1) Appointments by the Commission to or from
within the public service shall be free from political
influence and shall be made on the basis of merit by
competition or by such other process of personnel
selection designed to establish the relative merit of
candidates as the Commission considers is in the best
interests of the public service.

(1.1) Despite subsection (1), an appointment may be
made on the basis of individual merit in the circumstances
prescribed by the regulations of the Commission.

(2) An appointment is made on the basis of
individual’’.

Hon. Joseph A. Day: Honourable senators, I will speak briefly
against the amendment that was proposed in this particular
matter. It was proposed by the Honourable Senator Beaudoin,
but as he indicated during his remarks, the amendment was based
on his being convinced of this point by our former colleague the
Honourable Senator Bolduc.

Honourable senators, to bring you back in focus, Bill C-25
deals with public service reorganization and, in particular, the
focus on the human resources management in the public service.
Honourable senators will recall that this issue of a need for
amendment and a change with respect to the public service human
resources management has been going on for approximately
35 years. Our current minister, Madam Robillard, has finally
taken on this very important and long overdue task.

The bill before you, Bill C-25, deals with several aspects of
human resources management, one aspect being a change with
respect to education and continuing education within the public
service, the creation of the Canada School of Public Service,
which amends the Canadian Centre for Management
Development Act and rolls it into this new school. The Public
Service Employment Act is extensively amended, the Finance
Administration Act is amended, and there is an extensive change
with respect to labour relations in a new act entitled Public
Service Labour Relations Act. All of those aspects are in this one
bill, Bill C-25.

I will now bring honourable senators to the amendment. The
amendment proposed by my honourable friend opposite is with
respect to the Public Service Employment Act, section 30. If
honourable senators look at the amendment, they will see that it
has several aspects to it. It would appear, by reading the
amendment only, that it is attempting to introduce the issue of
merit. I want, first of all, honourable senators, to make it very
clear that the issue of merit in the public service is the cornerstone.
It is the essence of the Public Service Employment Act.

The amendment, in effect, is derogating from the attempt to
enhance that principle, and that is part of the reason I am urging
honourable senators not to support this amendment. Section 30
very clearly establishes that merit is the basis for staffing within
the public service.

If honourable senators will recall, during my remarks some time
ago on this bill in third reading, we discussed the 2001 Auditor
General’s report outlining that the public service staffing situation
needed some work. That was before the bill was proposed.
Subsequent to that, the Auditor General came before the
committee and was pleased to see that this bill was being
presented, that we were dealing with it and that it was a good step
in the right direction. That is just so that honourable senators will
recall the difficulty that existed in the past, and what this
legislation is intended to correct.

The merit principle had gone to the courts so often over the past
40 years that the courts had set up all these various tests. The
managers in their hiring process were doing one of two things.
One way to deal with all of these court cases was to act, not as a
manager in assessing the merit of the potential employee, but
rather, trying to meet all the different little steps and rules that
had been set up by these various court decisions. That was one
way in which they were dealing with the situation, which got away
from the basic principle of hiring on merit.
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The other and very common practice that we have all heard
about that became almost de rigueur was hiring on a temporary
basis. To avoid all of these court cases and to avoid going through
the normal employment process, the practice was to hire on a
temporary or term position, and then, sometime after the person
was in situ on that basis, to move him or her ahead.

That is the essence of what we are trying to get away from. That
is the primary concern that the Auditor General had, and
section 30 deals with that difficulty that has existed, by defining
merit in section 2.

Now, if one looks at this amendment, the amendment will
restrict the definition of merit that is in the bill only to individual
merit, and that is one aspect of this amendment. Therefore, in
normal hiring, the amendment will, in effect, bring back all of
those court decisions. It will put the managers right back to where
they were: not managers at all but clerks who were trying to make
sure all of these various tests were met.

Some of the tests, honourable senators, that the courts had
imposed through recent decisions told us how we must mark the
examination that the employee takes, how we must mark each
answer in a test with a separate pass mark. The court decisions
have gone into that kind of minutiae, and that is what the
managers were dealing with. We do not want to bring all that
back again. Despite the good intentions of the Honourable
Senator Beaudoin and our colleague the Honourable Senator
Bolduc, that is exactly what this amendment would do, in part.

The other part is the introduction of the term ‘‘competition.’’
Honourable senators, the other thrust of this legislation is to let
the managers manage, and to put in place strong checks and
balances to ensure that the managers meet their obligations and
that they are not abusing their positions. We talked about the
creation of a public service staffing tribunal with the authority to
appoint from within and the role of the Public Service
Commission for other appointments. That allows managers to
manage.

. (1520)

I am hopeful honourable senators will agree that this
amendment talks about competition, because if managers are
managing, sometimes they want to apply the principles that are
outlined here, and we would expect them to do so. One of them is
employment equity. Another is the Official Languages Act. If we
move forward strictly with the notion of competition, we are back
into the competition process and grading individuals who have
taken the test, which does not give managers the opportunity to
meet other requirements in order to create a proper balance on
employment equity, visible minorities and language equity.
However, if we give managers authority in those areas, we need
a check on that authority. We must be able to take that authority
away and to deal with those managers who abuse it.

Honourable senators, all of that is in this bill and all of that
would be seriously jeopardized by this amendment. I therefore
respectfully suggest that we vote against this amendment.

Hon. Lowell Murray: May I ask the honourable senator a
question or two?

Senator Day: I would be happy to receive a question or two.

Senator Murray: Honourable senators, by way of preface, I am
always bemused to hear practising lawyers complain about the
‘‘judicialization’’ of the system.

That being said, in lamenting the recourse to the courts and the
role of the courts on these matters, is the honourable senator not
arguing against the principle of competition? Is he not arguing
against relative merit in general? What hope do we have that
letting the managers manage will ever produce much by way of
competition, given that over 40 per cent of positions, even under
the present law, are decided without competition?

Second, has the honourable senator’s attention been drawn in
the last couple of days to the report by the Auditor General on the
Public Service Commission and the Office of the Privacy
Commissioner? Does he recall one of the speeches of Senator
Bolduc warning that managers will design job descriptions
specifically to suit the person they want to hire? The Auditor
General’s report disclosed that this has happened in the Office of
the Privacy Commissioner. Does that fact not point to the need
for an amendment to this legislation requiring that the concept of
relative merit by way of competition be applied?

Senator Day: I thank the honourable senator for those
questions. I always reply to jokes about lawyers and
complaining about lawyers by reminding honourable senators
that my first profession and continuing second profession is that
of an engineer, so I always welcome and participate in discussions
about lawyers.

With respect to the issue of competition, the important thing is
to not oblige managers to enter into competitions regarding each
staffing assignment, but to give them the flexibility to do so. In
the event that managers do not have a good reason for using
competition or using advertising to fill a position, that is one of
the specific items under the abuse of authority into which the
tribunal can look and, in fact, can cancel the appointment based
on their authority.

With respect to the setting of standards and the recent report by
the Auditor General, there have been several reports. There was
also a report by the Public Service Commission, both reports
coming out in the last couple of days. It is important to remember
that we are dealing with the Office of the Privacy Commissioner.
We are not dealing with the normal core public service, but rather
with an officer of Parliament. The system does work in that a
committee of the House of Commons started to look into this
office thoroughly. We have a number of checks and balances in
that regard, which include both Houses of Parliament.

As I understand the contemplated procedure with respect to the
delegation of staffing, the Public Service Commission will be able
to focus on auditing, as opposed to doing a lot of the other things,
like education and many of the other hiring processes that it was
involved in before. However, it will still be involved in setting
certain standards and regulations that it expects to be followed,
and it can run audits to check if they have been followed, which I
believe is a good way to go.
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Hon. John Lynch-Staunton (Leader of the Opposition):
Honourable senators, I cannot accept that because one is an
officer of Parliament, one should be exempt from basic guidelines
that affect the deputy head community. The Auditor General is
the first one to maintain that she, along with other officers, come
under that rubric and therefore should follow the guidelines that
are applicable to them.

Where in the bill can we find guarantees or even a mention of
the criteria to which the Honourable Senator Day has referred,
which I fully support should be always in mind when employment
is being considered, criteria such as gender, minority rights,
handicaps and so forth? Where would one find that those criteria
are included in the competition system and in the merit system?

Senator Day: Honourable senators, I now have to put on my
lawyer’s hat to see if I can find these criteria for my honourable
friend. One clause of the bill that comes to mind immediately is
clause 34(1) under the proposed Public Service Employment Act.
It can be found at page 127 of the bill. It states:

For purposes of eligibility in any appointment process,
other than an incumbent-based process —

— which refers to someone already in the system —

— the Commission may determine an area of selection by
establishing geographic, organizational or occupational
criteria, or by establishing, as a criterion, belonging to any
of the designated groups within the meaning of section 3 of
the Employment Equity Act.

I do not have the designated groups with me, but visible
minorities would be one of them, I believe.

If the honourable senator wishes, I will look for that.

Senator Lynch-Staunton: No, I will look into it, thank you.

I feel that the amendment that Senator Beaudoin proposed
yesterday does not contradict the clauses that he wishes to see
amended, but reinforces them by confirming that certain criteria,
which are now specified in the act, must be included in the
evaluation of any candidate. One clause does talk about being free
from patronage and does talk about merit. The proposed
amendment maintains the essence of the clause and simply adds:

...or by such other process of personnel selection designed to
establish the relative merit of candidates that the

Commission considers is in the best interests of the public
service.

To me that includes minorities, Aboriginals, the handicapped and
others who need special consideration when it comes to being
assessed as a candidate. That is why I am strongly in support of
this amendment, because it reinforces what is already there and
confirms exactly what Senator Day has been maintaining should
be part of the competitive process and the final decision on any
candidacy.

. (1530)

Senator Day: Was that a question? I am not certain.

Senator Lynch-Staunton:My remarks were a suggestion that the
honourable senator look again at his appreciation of this
amendment and, after my argumentation, support Senator
Beaudoin.

Senator Day: I appreciate the comments of the honourable
senator.

On motion of Senator Kinsella, debate adjourned.

[Translation]

BUSINESS OF THE SENATE

Hon. Fernand Robichaud (Deputy Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, today is Wednesday and several committees
must sit. We could, as we have done many times before in this
chamber, allow all items on the Order Paper that have not been
reached to stand in their place. This way, we could now proceed
to the adjournment motion. Is there consent, honourable
senators, to proceed in this fashion?

[English]

The Hon. the Speaker: Is it agreed, honourable senators, that we
proceed to the adjournment motion, all other matters standing in
their place?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

The Senate adjourned until Thursday, October 2, 2003,
at 1:30 p.m.
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Marilyn Trenholme Counsell . . . . . . . . . . . New Brunswick . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sackville, N.B.
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Adams, Willie . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Nunavut . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Rankin Inlet, Nunavut . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Andreychuk, A. Raynell . . . . . . . . . . Regina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Regina, Sask. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Angus, W. David . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Alma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Montreal, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Atkins, Norman K. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Markham . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Austin, Jack, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Vancouver South . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Vancouver, B.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Bacon, Lise . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . De la Durantaye . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Laval, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Baker, George S., P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . Newfoundland and Labrador . . . . . . . Gander, Nfld. & Lab. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Banks, Tommy. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Alberta . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Edmonton, Alta. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Beaudoin, Gérald-A. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Rigaud . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Hull, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Biron, Michel. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mille Isles . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Nicolet, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Bryden, John G. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . New Brunswick . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bayfield, N.B. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Buchanan, John, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . Halifax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Halifax, N.S. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Callbeck, Catherine S. . . . . . . . . . . . . Prince Edward Island . . . . . . . . . . . . Central Bedeque, P.E.I. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Carney, Pat, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . British Columbia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Vancouver, B.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Carstairs, Sharon, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . Manitoba . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Victoria Beach, Man. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Chalifoux, Thelma J. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Alberta . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Morinville, Alta. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Chaput, Maria . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Manitoba . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sainte-Anne, Man. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Christensen, Ione . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Yukon Territory . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Whitehorse, Y.T. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Cochrane, Ethel . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Newfoundland and Labrador . . . . . . . Port-au-Port, Nfld. & Lab. . . . . . . . . . . PC
Comeau, Gerald J. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Nova Scotia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Church Point, N.S. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Cook, Joan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Newfoundland and Labrador . . . . . . . St. John’s, Nfld. & Lab. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Cools, Anne C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto-Centre-York . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Corbin, Eymard Georges . . . . . . . . . . Grand-Sault . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Grand-Sault, N.B. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Cordy, Jane . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Nova Scotia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Dartmouth, N.S. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Day, Joseph A. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Saint John-Kennebecasis . . . . . . . . . . Hampton, N.B. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
De Bané, Pierre, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . De la Vallière . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Montreal, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Di Nino, Consiglio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Downsview, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Doody, C. William . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Harbour Main-Bell Island . . . . . . . . . St. John’s, Nfld. & Lab. . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Downe, Percy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Charlottetown . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Charlottetown, P.E.I. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Eyton, J. Trevor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Caledon, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Fairbairn, Joyce, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . Lethbridge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lethbridge, Alta. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Ferretti Barth, Marisa . . . . . . . . . . . . Repentigny . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pierrefonds, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Finnerty, Isobel . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Burlington, Ont.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Fitzpatrick, Ross . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Okanagan-Similkameen . . . . . . . . . . . Kelowna, B.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Forrestall, J. Michael . . . . . . . . . . . . Dartmouth and the Eastern Shore . . . Dartmouth, N.S. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Fraser, Joan Thorne . . . . . . . . . . . . . De Lorimier . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Montreal, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Furey, George . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Newfoundland and Labrador . . . . . . . St. John’s, Nfld. & Lab. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Gauthier, Jean-Robert . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa-Vanier . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Gill, Aurélien . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Wellington . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mashteuiatsh, Pointe-Bleue, Que. . . . . . . Lib
Grafstein, Jerahmiel S. . . . . . . . . . . . . Metro Toronto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Graham, Bernard Alasdair, P.C. . . . . . The Highlands . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sydney, N.S. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Gustafson Leonard J. . . . . . . . . . . . . Saskatchewan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Macoun, Sask. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Harb, Mac. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Hays, Daniel Phillip, Speaker . . . . . . . Calgary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Calgary, Alta. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Hervieux-Payette, Céline, P.C. . . . . . . Bedford . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Montreal, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Hubley, Elizabeth M. . . . . . . . . . . . . Prince Edward Island . . . . . . . . . . . . Kensington, P.E.I. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Jaffer, Mobina S. B. . . . . . . . . . . . . . British Columbia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . North Vancouver, B.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
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Johnson, Janis G.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Winnipeg-Interlake . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Gimli, Man.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Joyal, Serge, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Kennebec . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Montreal, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Kelleher, James Francis, P.C. . . . . . . . Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sault Ste. Marie, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Kenny, Colin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Rideau . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Keon, Wilbert Joseph . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Kinsella, Noël A. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Fredericton-York-Sunbury . . . . . . . . . Fredericton, N.B. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Kirby, Michael . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . South Shore . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Halifax, N.S. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Kolber, E. Leo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Victoria . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Westmount, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Kroft, Richard H. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Manitoba . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Winnipeg, Man. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
LaPierre, Laurier L. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Lapointe, Jean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Saurel . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Magog, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Lavigne, Raymond . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Montarville . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Verdun, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Lawson, Edward M. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Vancouver . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Vancouver, B.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ind
LeBreton, Marjory . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Manotick, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Léger, Viola . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Acadie/New Brunswick . . . . . . . . . . . Moncton, N.B. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Losier-Cool, Rose-Marie . . . . . . . . . . Tracadie . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bathurst, N.B. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Lynch-Staunton, John . . . . . . . . . . . . Grandville . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Georgeville, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Maheu, Shirley . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Rougemont . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Saint-Laurent, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Mahovlich, Francis William . . . . . . . . Toronto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Massicotte, Paul J. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . De Lanaudière . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mont-Royal, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Meighen, Michael Arthur . . . . . . . . . . St. Marys . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Merchant, Pana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Saskatchewan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Regina, Sask. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Milne, Lorna . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Peel County . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Brampton, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Moore, Wilfred P. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Stanhope St./Bluenose . . . . . . . . . . . . Chester, N.S. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Morin, Yves . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lauzon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Quebec, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Murray, Lowell, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pakenham . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Nolin, Pierre Claude . . . . . . . . . . . . . De Salaberry . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Quebec, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Oliver, Donald H. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Nova Scotia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Halifax, N.S. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Pearson, Landon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa, Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Pépin, Lucie . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Shawinegan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Montreal, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Phalen, Gerard A. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Nova Scotia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Glace Bay, N.S. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Pitfield, Peter Michael, P.C. . . . . . . . . Ottawa-Vanier . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ind
Plamondon, Madeleine . . . . . . . . . . . The Laurentides . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Shawinigan, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ind
Poulin, Marie-P. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Nord de l’Ontario/Northern Ontario . . . . Ottawa, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Poy, Vivienne . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Prud’homme, Marcel, P.C. . . . . . . . . . La Salle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Montreal, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ind
Ringuette, Pierrette . . . . . . . . . . . . . . New Brunswick . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Edmundston, N.B. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Rivest, Jean-Claude . . . . . . . . . . . . . Stadacona . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Quebec, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Robertson, Brenda Mary . . . . . . . . . . Riverview . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Shediac, N.B. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Robichaud, Fernand, P.C. . . . . . . . . . New Brunswick . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Saint-Louis-de-Kent, N.B.. . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Roche, Douglas James . . . . . . . . . . . . Edmonton . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Edmonton, Alta. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ind
Rompkey, William H., P.C. . . . . . . . . Labrador . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . North West River, Labrador, Nfld. & Lab. . Lib
Rossiter, Eileen . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Prince Edward Island . . . . . . . . . . . . . Charlottetown, P.E.I. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
St. Germain, Gerry, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . Langley-Pemberton-Whistler . . . . . . . Maple Ridge, B.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . CA
Sibbeston, Nick G. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Northwest Territories . . . . . . . . . . . . Fort Simpson, N.W.T. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Smith, David P., P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . Cobourg . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Sparrow, Herbert O. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Saskatchewan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . North Battleford, Sask.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Spivak, Mira . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Manitoba . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Winnipeg, Man. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Stollery, Peter Alan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bloor and Yonge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto, Ont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Stratton, Terrance R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Red River . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . St. Norbert, Man. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Tkachuk, David . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Saskatchewan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Saskatoon, Sask. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PC
Trenholme Counsell, Marilyn . . . . . . . New Brunswick . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sackville, N.B. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Watt, Charlie . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Inkerman . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Kuujjuaq, Que. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
Wiebe, John. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sasketchewan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Swift Current, Sask. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lib
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1 Lowell Murray, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pakenham . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa
2 Peter Alan Stollery . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bloor and Yonge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto
3 Peter Michael Pitfield, P.C. . . . . . . . . . Ottawa-Vanier . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa
4 Jerahmiel S. Grafstein . . . . . . . . . . . . . Metro Toronto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto
5 Anne C. Cools . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto-Centre-York . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto
6 Colin Kenny . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Rideau . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa
7 Norman K. Atkins . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Markham . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto
8 Consiglio Di Nino . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Downsview
9 James Francis Kelleher, P.C. . . . . . . . . Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sault Ste. Marie
10 John Trevor Eyton . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Caledon
11 Wilbert Joseph Keon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa
12 Michael Arthur Meighen . . . . . . . . . . . St. Marys . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto
13 Marjory LeBreton . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Manotick
14 Landon Pearson . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa
15 Jean-Robert Gauthier . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa-Vanier . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa
16 Lorna Milne . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Peel County . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Brampton
17 Marie-P. Poulin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Northern Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa
18 Francis William Mahovlich . . . . . . . . . Toronto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto
19 Vivienne Poy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto
20 Isobel Finnerty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Burlington
21 Laurier L. LaPierre . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa
22 David P. Smith, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Cobourg . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Toronto
23 Mac Harb . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ontario . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ottawa
24 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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SENATORS BY PROVINCE AND TERRITORY

QUEBEC—24

Senator Designation Post Office Address

THE HONOURABLE

1 E. Leo Kolber . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Victoria . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Westmount
2 Charlie Watt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Inkerman . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Kuujjuaq
3 Pierre De Bané, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . De la Vallière . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Montreal
4 Gérald-A. Beaudoin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Rigaud . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Hull
5 John Lynch-Staunton . . . . . . . . . . . . . Grandville . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Georgeville
6 Jean-Claude Rivest . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Stadacona . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Quebec
7 Marcel Prud’homme, P.C . . . . . . . . . . . La Salle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Montreal
8 W. David Angus . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Alma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Montreal
9 Pierre Claude Nolin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . De Salaberry . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Quebec
10 Lise Bacon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . De la Durantaye . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Laval
11 Céline Hervieux-Payette, P.C. . . . . . . . . Bedford . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Montreal
12 Shirley Maheu . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Rougemont . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ville de Saint-Laurent
13 Lucie Pépin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Shawinegan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Montreal
14 Marisa Ferretti Barth . . . . . . . . . . . . . Repentigny . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pierrefonds
15 Serge Joyal, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Kennebec . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Montreal
16 Joan Thorne Fraser . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . De Lorimier . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Montreal
17 Aurélien Gill . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Wellington . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mashteuiatsh, Pointe-Bleue
18 Yves Morin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lauzon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Quebec
19 Jean Lapointe . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Saurel . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Magog
20 Michel Biron . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Milles Isles. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Nicolet
21 Raymond Lavigne . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Montarville . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Verdun
22 Paul J. Massicotte . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . De Lanaudière . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mont-Royal
23 Madeleine Plamondon . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Laurentides . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Shawinigan
24 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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SENATORS BY PROVINCE-MARITIME DIVISION

NOVA SCOTIA—10

Senator Designation Post Office Address

THE HONOURABLE

1 Bernard Alasdair Graham, P.C. . . . . . . The Highlands . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sydney
2 Michael Kirby . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . South Shore . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Halifax
3 Gerald J. Comeau . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Nova Scotia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Church Point
4 Donald H. Oliver . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Nova Scotia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Halifax
5 John Buchanan, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Halifax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Halifax
6 J. Michael Forrestall . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Dartmouth and Eastern Shore . . . . . . . Dartmouth
7 Wilfred P. Moore . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Stanhope St./Bluenose . . . . . . . . . . . . . Chester
8 Jane Cordy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Nova Scotia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Dartmouth
9 Gerard A. Phalen . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Nova Scotia. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Glace Bay
10 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

NEW BRUNSWICK—10

Senator Designation Post Office Address

THE HONOURABLE

1 Eymard Georges Corbin . . . . . . . . . . . Grand-Sault . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Grand-Sault
2 Brenda Mary Robertson . . . . . . . . . . . Riverview . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Shediac
3 Noël A. Kinsella . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Fredericton-York-Sunbury . . . . . . . . . . Fredericton
4 John G. Bryden . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . New Brunswick . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bayfield
5 Rose-Marie Losier-Cool . . . . . . . . . . . . Tracadie . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bathurst
6 Fernand Robichaud, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . Saint-Louis-de-Kent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Saint-Louis-de-Kent
7 Viola Léger . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Acadie/New Brunswick . . . . . . . . . . . . Moncton
8 Joseph A. Day . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Saint John-Kennebecasis . . . . . . . . . . . . Hampton
9 Pierrette Ringuette . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . New Brunswick . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Edmundston
10 Marilyn Trenholme Counsell . . . . . . . . . New Brunswick . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sackville

PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND—4

Senator Designation Post Office Address

THE HONOURABLE

1 Eileen Rossiter . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Prince Edward Island . . . . . . . . . . . . . Charlottetown
2 Catherine S. Callbeck . . . . . . . . . . . . . Prince Edward Island . . . . . . . . . . . . . Central Bedeque
3 Elizabeth M. Hubley . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Prince Edward Island . . . . . . . . . . . . . Kensington
4 Percy Downe . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Charlottetown . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Charlottetown
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SENATORS BY PROVINCE-WESTERN DIVISION

MANITOBA—6

Senator Designation Post Office Address

THE HONOURABLE

1 Mira Spivak. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Manitoba . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Winnipeg
2 Janis G. Johnson . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Winnipeg-Interlake . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Gimli
3 Terrance R. Stratton . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Red River . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . St. Norbert
4 Sharon Carstairs, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Manitoba . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Victoria Beach
5 Richard H. Kroft . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Manitoba . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Winnipeg
6 Maria Chaput . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Manitoba . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sainte-Anne

BRITISH COLUMBIA—6

Senator Designation Post Office Address

THE HONOURABLE

1 Edward M. Lawson . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Vancouver . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Vancouver
2 Jack Austin, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Vancouver South . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Vancouver
3 Pat Carney, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . British Columbia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Vancouver
4 Gerry St. Germain, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . Langley-Pemberton-Whistler . . . . . . . . Maple Ridge
5 Ross Fitzpatrick . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Okanagan-Similkameen . . . . . . . . . . . . Kelowna
6 Mobina S.B. Jaffer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . British Columbia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . North Vancouver

SASKATCHEWAN—6

Senator Designation Post Office Address

THE HONOURABLE

1 Herbert O. Sparrow . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Saskatchewan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . North Battleford
2 A. Raynell Andreychuk . . . . . . . . . . . . Regina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Regina
3 Leonard J. Gustafson . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Saskatchewan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Macoun
4 David Tkachuk . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Saskatchewan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Saskatoon
5 John Wiebe . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Saskatchewan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Swift Current
6 Pana Merchant . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Saskatchewan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Regina

ALBERTA—6

Senator Designation Post Office Address

THE HONOURABLE

1 Daniel Phillip Hays, Speaker . . . . . . . . Calgary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Calgary
2 Joyce Fairbairn, P.C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lethbridge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lethbridge
3 Thelma J. Chalifoux . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Alberta . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Morinville
4 Douglas James Roche . . . . . . . . . . . . . Edmonton . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Edmonton
5 Tommy Banks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Alberta . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Edmonton
6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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SENATORS BY PROVINCE AND TERRITORY

NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR—6

Senator Designation Post Office Address

THE HONOURABLE

1 C. William Doody . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Harbour Main-Bell Island . . . . . . . . . . St. John’s
2 Ethel Cochrane . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Newfoundland and Labrador . . . . . . . . Port-au-Port
3 William H. Rompkey, P.C. . . . . . . . . . Labrador . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . North West River, Labrador
4 Joan Cook . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Newfoundland and Labrador . . . . . . . . St. John’s
5 George Furey . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Newfoundland and Labrador . . . . . . . . St. John’s
6 George S. Baker, P.C.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Newfoundland and Labrador . . . . . . . . Gander

NORTHWEST TERRITORIES—1

Senator Designation Post Office Address

THE HONOURABLE

1 Nick G. Sibbeston . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Northwest Territories . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Fort Simpson

NUNAVUT—1

Senator Designation Post Office Address

THE HONOURABLE

1 Willie Adams . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Nunavut . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Rankin Inlet

YUKON TERRITORY—1

Senator Designation Post Office Address

THE HONOURABLE

1 Ione Christensen . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Yukon Territory. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Whitehorse
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ALPHABETICAL LIST OF STANDING, SPECIAL AND JOINT COMMITTEES

(As of October 1, 2003)

*Ex Officio Member
ABORIGINAL PEOPLES

Chair: Honourable Senator Chalifoux Deputy Chair: Honourable Senator Johnson

Honourable Senators:

Andreychuk

Austin,

Carney,

* Carstairs,

(or Robichaud)

Chalifoux,

Chaput,

Christensen,

Gill,

Léger,
* Lynch-Staunton,

(or Kinsella)

Pearson,

Sibbeston,

Stratton,

Tkachuk.

Original Members as nominated by the Committee of Selection

Carney, *Carstairs (or Robichaud), Chalifoux, Christensen, Gill, Hubley, Johnson,
Léger, *Lynch-Staunton (or Kinsella), Pearson, Sibbeston, St. Germain, Tkachuk.

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY

Chair: Honourable Senator Oliver Deputy Chair: Honourable Senator Wiebe

Honourable Senators:

* Carstairs,

(or Robichaud)

Chalifoux,

Day,

Fairbairn,

Gustafson,

Hubley,

LaPierre,

LeBreton,

* Lynch-Staunton,

(or Kinsella)

Oliver,

Ringuette,

Tkachuk,

Wiebe.

Original Members as nominated by the Committee of Selection

*Carstairs (or Robichaud), Chalifoux, Day, Fairbairn, Gustafson, Hubley, LaPierre, Lapointe,
LeBreton, *Lynch-Staunton (or Kinsella), Moore, Oliver, Tkachuk, Wiebe.

BANKING, TRADE AND COMMERCE

Chair: Honourable Senator Kroft Deputy Chair: Honourable Senator Tkachuk

Honourable Senators:

Angus,

Biron,

* Carstairs,

(or Robichaud)

Fitzpatrick,

Hervieux-Payette,

Kelleher,

Kolber,

Kroft,

* Lynch-Staunton,

(or Kinsella)

Massicotte,

Meighen,

Moore,

Prud’homme,

Tkachuk.

Original Members as nominated by the Committee of Selection

Angus, *Carstairs (or Robichaud), Fitzpatrick, Hervieux-Payette, Kelleher, Kolber, Kroft,
*Lynch-Staunton (or Kinsella), Meighen, Poulin, Prud’homme, Setlakwe, Taylor, Tkachuk.
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ENERGY, THE ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES

Chair: Honourable Senator Banks Deputy Chair: Honourable Senator Spivak

Honourable Senators:

Baker,

Banks,

Buchanan,

* Carstairs,

(or Robichaud)

Christensen,

Cochrane,

Eyton,

Finnerty,

Kenny,

* Lynch-Staunton,

(or Kinsella)

Merchant,

Milne,

Spivak,

Watt.

Original Members as nominated by the Committee of Selection

Baker, Banks, Buchanan, *Carstairs (or Robichaud), Christensen, Cochrane, Eyton, Finnerty,
Kenny, *Lynch-Staunton (or Kinsella), Milne, Spivak, Taylor, Watt.

FISHERIES AND OCEANS

Chair: Honourable: Senator Comeau Deputy Chair: Honourable Senator Cook

Honourable Senators:

Adams,

Baker,

* Carstairs,

(or Robichaud)

Cochrane,

Comeau,

Cook,

Hubley,

Johnson,

* Lynch-Staunton,

(or Kinsella)

Mahovlich,

Meighen,

Phalen,

Trenholme-Counsell,

Watt.

Original Members as nominated by the Committee of Selection

Adams, Baker, *Carstairs (or Robichaud), Cochrane, Comeau, Cook, Hubley, Johnson,
*Lynch-Staunton (or Kinsella), Mahovlich, Moore, Phalen, Robertson, Watt

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Chair: Honourable Senator Stollery Deputy Chair: Honourable Senator Di Nino

Honourable Senators:

Andreychuk,

Austin,

Carney,

* Carstairs,

(or Robichaud)

Corbin,

De Bané,
Di Nino,

Eyton

Grafstein,

Graham,

Losier-Cool,

* Lynch-Staunton,

(or Kinsella)

Mahovlich,

Stollery.

Original Members as nominated by the Committee of Selection

Andreychuk, Austin, Bolduc, Carney, *Carstairs (or Robichaud), Corbin, De Bané, Di Nino,
Grafstein, Graham, Losier-Cool,*Lynch-Staunton (or Kinsella), Setlakwe, Stollery.
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HUMAN RIGHTS

Chair: Honourable Senator Maheu Deputy Chair: Honourable Senator Rossiter

Honourable Senators:

Beaudoin,

* Carstairs,

(or Robichaud)

Chalifoux,

Ferretti Barth,

Jaffer,

Joyal,

LaPierre,

* Lynch-Staunton,

(or Kinsella)

Maheu,

Rivest,

Rossiter.

Original Members as nominated by the Committee of Selection

Beaudoin, *Carstairs (or Robichaud), Ferretti Barth, Fraser, Jaffer, LaPierre,
*Lynch-Staunton (or Kinsella), Maheu, Poy, Rivest, Rossiter.

INTERNAL ECONOMY, BUDGETS AND ADMINISTRATION

Chair: Honourable Senator Bacon Interim Deputy Chair: Honourable Senator Robertson

Honourable Senators:

Atkins,

Austin,

Bacon,

Bolduc,

Bryden,

* Carstairs,

(or Robichaud)

De Bané,
Eyton,

Gauthier,

Gill,

Jaffer,

* Lynch-Staunton,

(or Kinsella)

Poulin,

Ringuette,

Robertson,

Robichaud,

Stratton.

Original Members as nominated by the Committee of Selection

Angus, Atkins, Austin, *Carstairs (or Robichaud), Bacon, Bryden, De Bané, Doody, Eyton, Gauthier,
Gill, Jaffer, Kroft, *Lynch-Staunton (or Kinsella), Poulin, Robichaud, Stratton.

LEGAL AND CONSTITUTIONAL AFFAIRS

Chair: Honourable Senator Furey Deputy Chair: Honourable Senator Beaudoin

Honourable Senators:

Andreychuk,

Baker,

Beaudoin,

Bryden,

Buchanan,

* Carstairs,

(or Robichaud)

Cools,

Furey,

Jaffer,

Joyal,

* Lynch-Staunton,

(or Kinsella)

Nolin,

Pearson,

Smith.

Original Members as nominated by the Committee of Selection

Andreychuk, Baker, Beaudoin, Bryden, Buchanan, *Carstairs (or Robichaud), Cools, Furey,
Jaffer, Joyal, *Lynch-Staunton (or Kinsella), Nolin, Pearson, Smith.
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LIBRARY OF PARLIAMENT (Joint)

Joint Chair: Vice-Chair:

Honourable Senators:

Bolduc,

Forrestall,

Lapointe, Morin, Poy.

Original Members agreed to by Motion of the Senate

Bolduc, Forrestall, Lapointe, Morin, Poy.

NATIONAL FINANCE

Chair: Honourable Senator Murray Deputy Chair: Honourable Senator Day

Honourable Senators:

Biron,

* Carstairs,

(or Robichaud)

Comeau,

Day,

Doody,

Ferretti Barth,

Finnerty,

Furey,

Gauthier,

* Lynch-Staunton,

(or Kinsella)

Mahovlich,

Murray,

Oliver,

Ringuette.

Original Members as nominated by the Committee of Selection

Biron, Bolduc, *Carstairs (or Robichaud), Cools, Day, Doody, Eyton, Ferretti Barth, Finnerty,
Furey, Gauthier, *Lynch-Staunton (or Kinsella), Mahovlich, Murray.

NATIONAL SECURITY AND DEFENCE

Chair: Honourable Senator Kenny Deputy Chair: Honourable Senator Forrestall

Honourable Senators:

Atkins,

Banks,

* Carstairs,

(or Robichaud)

Cordy,

Day,

Forrestall,

Kenny,

* Lynch-Staunton,

(or Kinsella)

Meighen,

Smith,

Wiebe.

Original Members as nominated by the Committee of Selection

Atkins, Banks, *Carstairs (or Robichaud), Cordy, Day, Forrestall, Kenny,
*Lynch-Staunton (or Kinsella), Meighen, Smith, Wiebe.
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VETERANS AFFAIRS

(Subcommittee of National Security and Defence)

Chair: Honourable Senator Meighen Deputy Chair: Honourable Senator Day

Honourable Senators:

Atkins,

* Carstairs,

(or Robichaud)

Day,

Kenny,

* Lynch-Staunton,

(or Kinsella)

Meighen,

Wiebe.

OFFICIAL LANGUAGES

Chair: Honourable Senator Losier-Cool Deputy Chair: Honourable Senator Keon

Honourable Senators:

Beaudoin,

* Carstairs,

(or Robichaud)

Chaput,

Comeau,

Gauthier,

Keon,

Lapointe,

Léger,
Losier-Cool,

* Lynch-Staunton,

(or Kinsella)

Maheu.

Original Members agreed to by Motion of the Senate

Beaudoin, *Carstairs (or Robichaud), Comeau, Ferretti Barth, Gauthier, Keon, Lapointe,
Léger, Losier-Cool, *Lynch-Staunton (or Kinsella), Maheu.

RULES, PROCEDURES AND THE RIGHTS OF PARLIAMENT

Chair: Honourable Senator Milne Deputy Chair: Honourable Senator Andreychuk

Honourable Senators:

Andreychuk,

* Carstairs,

(or Robichaud)

Cordy,

Di Nino,

Downe,

Fraser,

Grafstein,

Hubley,

Joyal,

* Lynch-Staunton,

(or Kinsella)

Milne,

Murray,

Ringuette,

Rompkey,

Robichaud,

Smith,

Stratton.

Original Members as nominated by the Committee of Selection

Andreychuk, Bacon, *Carstairs (or Robichaud), Di Nino, Grafstein, Joyal, Losier-Cool,
*Lynch-Staunton (or Kinsella), Milne, Murray, Pépin, Pitfield, Robertson,

Rompkey, Smith, Stratton, Wiebe.
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SCRUTINY OF REGULATIONS (Joint)

Joint Chair: Honourable Hervieux-Payette Vice-Chair:

Honourable Senators:

Biron,

Harb,

Hervieux-Payette,

Kelleher,

Moore, Nolin.

Original Members as agreed to by Motion of the Senate

Biron, Hervieux-Payette, Hubley, Kelleher, Moore, Nolin, Phalen.
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