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● (1700)

[English]
The Chair (Mr. Robert Morrissey (Egmont, Lib.)): I call this

meeting to order.

Welcome to meeting number 38 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Human Resources, Skills and Social De‐
velopment and the Status of Persons with Disabilities.

Today's meeting is in a hybrid format, pursuant to the House or‐
der of June 23, 2022. Members are attending in person in the room
and remotely using the Zoom application.

To ensure an orderly meeting, I would like to take a few minutes
for the benefit of the witnesses and members. Before speaking,
please wait until I recognize you by name. For those participating
virtually, please use the “raise hand” function before speaking.
Click on the microphone icon to activate your own mike. When
you're done speaking, please mute yourself to minimize interfer‐
ence. For those in the room, if you wish to speak, please raise your
hand. Your microphone will be controlled by the verification offi‐
cer.

The clerk and I will manage the speaking order. You may speak
in the official language of your choice, and interpretation services
are available for the meeting. If interpretation services are lost,
please get my attention. We'll suspend while they're corrected.

I would also like to remind members that no screenshots are al‐
lowed. Should any technical issues arise, please advise me, and we
may need to suspend to correct them.

Before we begin today, I would like to ask if we have the consent
of the committee to proceed with the election of the first vice-chair.

Mr. Aitchison, go ahead.
Mr. Scott Aitchison (Parry Sound—Muskoka, CPC): Thank

you, Mr. Chair.

I'm not entirely sure how this process works exactly. Can I get
some advice? I have an idea of someone for the first vice-chair, and
if I'm just to propose that now, I'll do that.

The Chair: Madam Clerk, please speak to it.
The Clerk of the Committee (Ms. Danielle Widmer): Pursuant

to Standing Order 106(2), the first vice-chair must be a member of
the official opposition. I am now prepared to receive motions for
the first vice-chair.

The Chair: If the official opposition wants to move at this time,
go ahead. Or we can deal with it on Monday, at the next meeting.
It's totally at your discretion.

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster, CPC):
Monday is fine.

The Chair: If you want to deal with it on Monday, that's fine.
Thank you, Mrs. Falk.

Pursuant to the order of reference of Wednesday, June 15, 2022,
the committee will resume its study of Bill C-215, an act to amend
the Employment Insurance Act.

I would like to inform all members that the witnesses are appear‐
ing today virtually, and they have concluded the technical test. In‐
terpretation services are okay to proceed.

I would like to welcome our witnesses to begin our discussion
with five minutes of opening remarks. The witnesses today are offi‐
cials of the Department of Employment and Social Development.
We have Anamika Nandy, director general, employment insurance
policy, skills and employment branch; and Benoit Cadieux, direc‐
tor, special benefits, employment insurance policy, skills and em‐
ployment branch.

You will have five minutes for your opening remarks. It's my un‐
derstanding that Monsieur Cadieux will provide the opening five-
minute statement.

Monsieur Cadieux, you have the floor.

Mr. Benoit Cadieux (Director, Special Benefits, Employment
Insurance Policy, Skills and Employment Branch, Department
of Employment and Social Development): Thank you.

Good afternoon, everybody. My name is Benoit Cadieux. I'm the
director for employment insurance special benefits policy at Em‐
ployment and Social Development Canada.

Today, I'm joined by my colleague Mona Nandy, who is the di‐
rector general of employment insurance policy at ESDC.

[Translation]

As you may be aware, in June 2021, Parliament approved,
through the Budget Implementation Act, 2021 No. 1, an extension
of employment insurance sickness benefits.
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This extension increases from 15 to 26 the maximum number of
weeks of EI sickness benefits payable to workers, including the
self-employed who are registered, when they are unable to work
due to illness, injury or quarantine. The target date for this exten‐
sion to come into effect is the end of 2022. The exact date will be
announced later this fall.
[English]

The EI program is a labour market program designed to provide
short-term income support to workers during temporary absences
from work. A key objective of the EI program is to support labour
market reintegration, and it is designed with the expectation that
claimants will return to work after interruptions resulting from life
events or job loss.

In this context, EI sickness benefits are designed to complement
other supports available to workers in cases of longer-term illness‐
es, such as employer-provided benefits and longer-term disability
supports.

Roughly one-third of EI claimants use all 15 weeks currently
available under EI sickness benefits. Out of this number, close to
half do not return to work following their sickness leave. Most of
those who do return to work do so within 10 weeks after exhausting
their benefits.
● (1705)

[Translation]

Bill C‑215, as introduced, would amend the Employment Insur‐
ance Act to extend to 52 weeks the maximum number of weeks of
sickness benefits that may be paid to a worker or self-employed
person when they are unable to work because of illness, injury or
quarantine.
[English]

This bill also contains coordinating amendments to ensure that if
this bill should receive royal assent before or on the same day as
the extension to 26 weeks comes into force, this bill would repeal
the provisions related to the extension to 26 weeks so they don't
come into force afterwards.
[Translation]

Finally, this bill does not specify any date of entry into force. It is
therefore implicit that it will come into force on the day it receives
royal assent.

Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Cadieux.

[English]

I will now open the floor for statements, beginning with Mrs.
Falk for six minutes.

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: Thank you very much, Chair.

Thank you to the department for being here and being willing to
answer questions.

This committee has repeatedly heard that EI sickness benefits are
wholly inadequate. This isn't a new thing. During this committee's
study on EI modernization, we heard that the benefits should be ex‐

tended to about 50 weeks, and that was ultimately the recommenda‐
tion given by this committee to the government and to the depart‐
ment. We now know that the government has rejected that recom‐
mendation and wants to extend the benefits up to only 26 weeks.

In the department's consultations on EI modernization, were you
able to identify support for the extension of sickness benefits to 52
weeks?

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: Thank you for the question.

As I've mentioned, the results from the EI sickness benefit evalu‐
ation that was conducted in 2019 and published in 2020 indicated
that claimants were much less likely to return to work after taking
more than 26 weeks of leave. That included those who exhausted
their 15 weeks of benefits. What the evaluation found was that 10
weeks afterwards, claimants were much less likely to return to
work, and those who did tended to return within 10 weeks of ex‐
hausting their 15 weeks of benefits.

Therefore, extending sickness benefits to 50 or 52 weeks would
provide additional income supports to many workers who may not
be expected to return to work at all. This—

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: I'm sorry, but I have limited time. Why
did the government or the department choose to go forward with
only 26 weeks if there is that need for more—especially since this
committee had already made recommendations through previous
studies that we should have more than 26 weeks—for instance, 50
or 52 weeks? Why is the department going forward with only the
26 weeks?

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: That would be a question for your col‐
league, the minister of ESDC.

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: Did the department not get direction for
what this committee recommended, 52 weeks? Did it get direction
for only 26 weeks?

Ms. Anamika Mona Nandy (Director General, Employment
Insurance Policy, Skills and Employment Branch, Department
of Employment and Social Development): Maybe I can jump in
there to add a little bit.

During the consultations on EI, we certainly received a signifi‐
cant amount of input to support increased access to EI benefits, in‐
cluding for claimants who experienced job loss or have experienced
life events that require them to step away from work.

We're in the process of reviewing all of that input to consider
how to move forward with a plan for EI modernization, but as it
stands—
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● (1710)

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: If the consultations aren't done and the
department is still combing through recommendations, why are the
department and the government going forward with 26 weeks, as
opposed to the 52 weeks that this committee had given the recom‐
mendation for? It just seems like we're putting the cart before the
horse if we haven't gone through all the work beforehand but are
coming out with 26 weeks.

Ms. Anamika Mona Nandy: The commitment to increase the
sickness benefits from 15 to 26 weeks was, as my colleague indi‐
cated, part of a budget 2021 commitment. It was included as part of
the Budget Implementation Act, 2021, which was approved by Par‐
liament. Further to that, we are proceeding with the work required
to implement a sickness benefit extension from 15 to 26 weeks.

At the same time, we continue work on supporting the modern‐
ization of EI through consultations that include thematics of how to
improve access and adequacy of the program for all claimants—

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: Okay. Thank you.

Did the department make the recommendation to the minister to
only proceed with 26 weeks?

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: I would say that recommendations made to
the minister are confidential and are a cabinet confidence. I cannot
speak to what recommendations were made by the department to
our minister.

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: Okay.

What is the date when Canadians will be able to access the 26
weeks?

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: As mentioned by the minister earlier in the
House of Commons, this extension will come into effect by the end
of 2022. An exact date will be announced later this fall.

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: Wonderful. Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you, Mrs. Falk.

Now we'll go to Mr. Kusmierczyk.

Please, would you identify which one of the witnesses your ques‐
tions are directed to?

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk (Windsor—Tecumseh, Lib.): Thank
you, Mr. Chair.

I want to start off by saying thank you to Mr. Cadieux, and to
Ms. Nandy as well, for your extensive work in the last number of
months on the EI modernization and the extensive consultations
with Canadians that have taken place through a number of round ta‐
bles from coast to coast. Thank you so much for your work on that
important initiative.

I wanted to ask Mr. Cadieux a question. When was the last time
any extension to the EI sickness program was initiated?

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: Thank you for the question.

EI sickness benefits were never extended. They have been 15
weeks since their introduction in 1971.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: So this is the first major change. The
extension from 15 to 26 weeks is really the first change in over 50
years. Is that correct?

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: That is correct.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: In that extension from 15 to 26
weeks—which, again, will be introduced by the end of this year—
how many Canadians do we expect will benefit from this change?

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: It is expected that this extension will bene‐
fit approximately 169,000 claimants per year, who will benefit from
additional weeks of sickness benefits beyond the 15 weeks that are
currently available.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: That is absolutely a significant number,
for sure.

We know that EI sickness benefits are one of...there are other op‐
tions that are available avenues to support Canadians who have to
take time off work because they're sick. Can you talk about other
long-term disability support, like the Canada pension plan disability
support? How does it complement and how does it work with EI
sickness benefits? Can you talk about what the differences are that
underpin those two programs?

● (1715)

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: Thank you. That's a great question.

Many employers offer short- and long-term disability coverage
to their employees. Approximately eight million workers in Canada
are covered by such benefits, and those are the ones we know are
covered and registered through the premium-reduction program
that the EI program offers.

For most of these eight million workers, those benefits are far
more generous than the EI program. They include paid sick days,
paid sick leave, for example. That's one type of those benefits.
They often provide coverage for up to 100% of that employee's
salary.

Those are often the first line of resort for employees who have to
take time away from work because they're sick. After that, they can
access EI sickness benefits for up to 15 weeks—soon to be 26
weeks—and if they're still sick beyond that, a lot of these workers
have access as well to long-term disability benefits or Canada pen‐
sion plan disability benefits. If they are unable to work for a very
long period of time and they're unable to return to the labour mar‐
ket, they can then access, as I said, the Canada pension plan disabil‐
ity benefits.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: So the EI sickness program is really
meant to be a short-term program that maintains that connection to
the labour force, whereas, for example, CPPD is meant for long-
term disability. Is that correct?
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Mr. Benoit Cadieux: That's exactly right. EI sickness benefits
tend to be viewed as short-term benefits for temporary illnesses to
give time to the workers to recover until they are able to get back to
work, whereas there are other benefits and supports available for
longer-term illnesses for workers who require more time before
they are able to return to work or in cases where they are not able to
return to work at all.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: You would know as well, obviously,
that COVID has changed our thinking about illness and spending
time away from work. How is COVID expected to impact the EI
sickness program? Have you given that some thought? Also, con‐
versely, how will extending the EI sickness program to 26 weeks
help Canadians who are, for example, experiencing long COVID
and other symptoms?

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: Thank you for the question. This is some‐
thing that we're looking into. I would say that we don't have the da‐
ta yet to really be able to say what impact long COVID has had on
EI sickness benefit take-up. Certainly those who are unable to work
due to long COVID could have access to EI sickness benefits, and
with the extension to 26 weeks, they will have access to up to half a
year of income support in the case where they're unable to work
due to long COVID.

I would just add that there are also flexibilities built into EI sick‐
ness benefits that allow claimants to receive those 26 weeks of ben‐
efits within a 52-week benefit period. So the claimant who perhaps
is able to return to work here and there, a few days a week, perhaps
a week here and there, and gradually return to work can do so and
can spread the use of their sickness benefits over a full year, allow‐
ing them to return to the labour force gradually.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Kusmierczyk.

[Translation]

Ms. Chabot, you have six minutes.
Ms. Louise Chabot (Thérèse-De Blainville, BQ): Thank you,

Mr. Chair.

Thank you to our witnesses.

I say this very respectfully, but we will not be able to get clarifi‐
cation from you on certain questions because there have been polit‐
ical overtones. I understand that you have responded to a colleague
in this sense.

Have you made any recommendations? Many bills have been
tabled over the last 50 years. All the studies done by experts or sci‐
entists on the number of weeks of benefits needed to recover from a
serious or long illness—we often talk about cancer, but there are
other types of illnesses—show that it takes an average of 41 weeks
of benefits.

At the very time of the introduction of the 15 weeks of EI sick‐
ness benefits, the Parliamentary Budget Officer was saying that
even then it was below what it was 50 years ago.

Currently, I have the impression that we are being told about the
bright side. Indeed, many workers have more generous private in‐
surance. But what we want is for benefits to be used for workers

who pay into EI and who, in 60% of cases, have no group or private
insurance.

Self-employed workers can purchase the special benefits for a
premium. This is not the case for regular EI benefits, which affect
many workers. In 2022, the government chose to provide 26 weeks
of benefits in its budget. It did so despite the result of scientific
studies, despite a report from this committee that made recommen‐
dations well before the reform consultations, and despite
Bill C‑265, passed unanimously by our committee, that increased
the duration of benefits from 15 to 50 weeks.

From the department's perspective, after all you've heard, do you
at least agree that 26 weeks of benefits will not meet all the needs
of workers who pay into EI and who would be entitled to additional
benefits? Do you also agree that some workers will be left behind?

● (1720)

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: Thank you very much for your question.

The average number of weeks of sickness benefits paid, based on
the most recent data we have, for 2020 and 2021, is nine weeks. Of
all claimants who received sickness benefit, 33%, or about a third,
use the maximum allowance of 15 weeks of benefits. It is really
these people who will be able to benefit from an extension of bene‐
fits to 26 weeks. By going from 15 to 26 weeks, they will be able to
receive up to 11 extra weeks of benefits.

Ms. Louise Chabot: That's your point of view, but maybe you
don't see certain elements of the statistics.

People on a meagre 15 weeks of benefits sometimes go back to
work under unfortunate conditions in order to accumulate enough
hours to qualify for further benefits. There have been witnesses
who, suffering from cancer, have had to return to work between
chemotherapy treatments because they had no other choice.

I think 26 weeks of sickness benefits is not enough. The bill be‐
fore us proposes 52 weeks, whereas the previous bill proposed
50 weeks.

The implementation of the 26 weeks of benefits was originally
announced for July. It has now been pushed back. What explains
the delay in implementing the 26 weeks of benefits?

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: Thank you for your question.
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Initially, the commitment was to have this extension in place by
summer 2022. However, due to the pandemic, temporary measures
were put in place to enhance the EI program and facilitate access.
These temporary measures were applied until September 2022. Be‐
cause of these measures, many Service Canada resources had to be
mobilized to put these measures in place, but also to meet the high‐
er than normal demand.

This explains why the implementation of the extension to
26 weeks of benefits was delayed until the end of 2022.
● (1725)

Ms. Louise Chabot: Basically, this bill proposes an extension to
52 weeks. Depending on what you say, if it is passed in its current
form, whether it is 26 or 52 weeks, anything is possible.

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: Normally, when a change is made to the EI
program, it takes at least a year to make the necessary changes to
the system. It's not just changing the different systems that deliver
the program; it's also training Service Canada agents and changing
the procedures and guides that agents use. It's still a lot of work. It's
not as simple as changing a number in the law.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Chabot.
[English]

Ms. Zarrillo, go ahead for six minutes.
Ms. Bonita Zarrillo (Port Moody—Coquitlam, NDP): Thank

you, Mr. Chair.

I just want to mention the important testimony that we heard ear‐
lier in the week. It became fairly clear in that testimony that there is
a gender lens to this work. I have some questions around the gender
lens and the study that was done and published in 2021, but also, I
have to think that in 1972 they weren't really thinking about putting
a gender lens on this work.

My question for Mr. Cadieux is around how the research was
done. Was a gender lens applied in this study? I would be interested
specifically in what workers pivoted to after the 15 weeks and 10
weeks. They said they didn't necessarily come back. What did they
pivot to, and was that data disaggregated by gender?

I have a second question on the gender lens. There is a note here
in the brief that the Office of the Parliamentary Budget Officer sent
some numbers forward. We know there is a significant gap in pay
in Canada as it relates to men and women, and I'm interested to
know whether a gender lens was applied to that budgeting effort.

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: Thank you for the question. That's an ex‐
cellent question. There certainly was a gender lens. I don't have all
the data right in front of me to be able to answer the question and
really break it down by gender. Perhaps this is something we can
get back to the committee with a more fulsome answer on.

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: Thank you. I'll just follow up on that ques‐
tion.

A lot of what we heard about on Monday—and I know there's
been a lot of testimony in relation to employment insurance over
time—did affect women, in terms of the different kinds of cancers
but also in terms of maternity, although there is also parental leave.
I just want to get an understanding of what came up in the study

around being able to stack some of these benefits around life
events. It's been said today that life events just tend to happen, and
this bill is really saying, hey, we need 52 weeks for sickness alone.

What kind of feedback do you have around stackable benefits for
life events?

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: Certainly, as part of the consultations that
recently concluded, this was a topic that we heard quite a bit of
feedback on. Participants certainly indicated that there was a need
for flexibility and the ability to combine different types of benefits
together, especially when multiple life events occur in close succes‐
sion.

Currently, up to 50 weeks of EI benefits can be combined when
regular and special benefits are accessed in close succession. There
are certain circumstances in which only EI special benefits are ac‐
cessed and up to 104 weeks can be accessed.

● (1730)

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: When the information comes back around
gender, can you add this one? I'd be interested in knowing about
that feedback for stackable or other life events, and whether there
was a gender lens you could apply to that too whereby we could see
the data for women, gender-diverse people and men. That would be
great. Thank you very much.

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: I can just perhaps add quickly that in gen‐
eral for EI sickness benefits, 56% of claimants are women, versus
44% who are men. Those are the stats that I have with me right
now, but certainly we can provide additional statistics to properly
respond to your question.

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: That brings another question to mind. In
1972, what were the stats of women and men in the workforce? I
will be so interested to know where we started from in EI when that
information comes back.

We have labour shortages, which we've studied in committee.
We're talking about labour shortages. I just wanted to have an un‐
derstanding of it. Was there any data modelling done around
whether the 15 weeks, the 26 weeks or the 52 weeks gave us the
best opportunity to get folks back to work healthy and happy?

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: As I mentioned, approximately 33% of
claimants currently exhaust their 15 weeks of benefits. Among
those, what the evaluation in 2019 demonstrated was that close to
half—about 45%—never returned to work afterwards. For those
who did return to work, the vast majority returned to work within
the first 10 weeks after exhausting their 15 weeks of benefits.
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Certainly, an extension to 26 weeks would help that group of
claimants who are most likely to return to work shortly after ex‐
hausting their 15 weeks of benefits. Any extension beyond 26
weeks—for example, an extension to 50 or 52 weeks—would cer‐
tainly provide support to additional claimants, but a lot of these
claimants are individuals who unfortunately would not be likely to
return to the labour market.

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: Thank you.
The Chair: We'll begin with Ms. Ferreri for five minutes.

You have the floor.
Ms. Michelle Ferreri (Peterborough—Kawartha, CPC):

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to our witnesses.

I'm going to back up a bit because I want to sort out a few ques‐
tions that I have. I'm new to HUMA—and thank you for having
me—and have been recently appointed as shadow minister for fam‐
ilies, children and social development as well.

Mr. Cadieux, you're director for employment insurance special
benefits policy at Employment and Social Development Canada.
On the question that my colleague asked earlier in terms of why the
recommendation wasn't extended to 52 weeks, you said to go back
to the minister of ESDC. I'm a little confused as to which minister
that is, because when we look at the mandate letters, there are four
ministers and four parliamentary secretaries.

Who are you saying we should be asking?
Mr. Benoit Cadieux: My response was really to say that a lot of

these decisions were political decisions, so at the end of the day,
you would have to direct your question to the minister responsible
for the EI program, which is Minister Qualtrough.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: I'm just going to read to you from the
mandate letter for Minister Gould. It says:

As the Minister responsible for Service Canada, lead the development and im‐
plementation of modern, resilient, secure and reliable services and benefit deliv‐
ery systems for Canadians and ensure those services and benefits reach all Cana‐
dians regardless of where they live.

Wouldn't you say that it would also be Minister Gould?
Mr. Benoit Cadieux: Minister Qualtrough is responsible for the

policy of the EI program, so any questions regarding policy ques‐
tions would have to be directed to her.
● (1735)

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: We had a very powerful witness here in
HUMA this week, who has been working on this for 13 years. She
went through health issues herself. She's been told by all levels of
government, by all ministers, that this has been approved, yet 13
years later, we're still in this same holding pattern. Can you tell us
why?

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: I'm not sure I understand the reference to
“13 years later”. Could you, perhaps, elaborate on that?

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: Yes. She started an organization, “15
weeks is not enough”, and has been advocating, for 13 years, to ex‐
tend EI benefits from 15 weeks to 52 weeks.

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: Certainly, I cannot speak to why it was not
extended earlier. All I can say is that, right now, the proposal is to
extend it to 26 weeks. I can't say why it wasn't extended earlier than
that.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: Can you clarify for me, then—since
you're the director for special benefits employment insurance poli‐
cy at Employment and Social Development Canada—why you
wouldn't know the answer on what the delay has been? What's your
role, then?

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: Certainly, there are a number of reasons
why a government may or may not choose to extend benefits. It is
beyond my decision whether to extend beyond 15 weeks. I could
not provide you with an answer as to why the government of the
day chose to wait until now to extend sickness benefits. Multiple
governments were in place during those 13 years.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: Thank you for your answer.

How much time do I have, Mr. Chair?

The Chair: You have a little less than a minute.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: Thank you so much.

What's frustrating for Canadians watching at home, I guess, is
the lack of timely or targeted delivery of services, which were
promised. Where is the accountability to taxpayers? I hear you say‐
ing that it's not you, that it's the minister. I would love to know your
thoughts on where people should point their attention.

Where does the accountability fall? We're asking for something
everybody seems to agree on, yet we're still sitting here in a holding
pattern.

The Chair: Give us a short answer, please.

Ms. Anamika Mona Nandy: Perhaps I can jump in on this, if
that's okay.

As officials, we respond to the priorities of governments of the
day. When we're talking about the sickness extension from 15 to 26
weeks and the implementation of that extension, it is in response
not only to a government commitment but also, as I mentioned be‐
fore, to parliamentary approval of the additional weeks of sickness
benefits to 26 weeks.

As we have indicated, we are moving forward with implement‐
ing that commitment as quickly as possible—before the end of the
year. That's what we are proceeding with, while understanding that
there is a proposal before this committee to further extend sickness
benefits to 52 weeks, under this bill.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Ferreri. That concludes your time.

Now I believe it's Mr. Long for five minutes.

Mr. Wayne Long (Saint John—Rothesay, Lib.): Thank you,
Mr. Chair.
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Good afternoon, colleagues.

Ms. Nandy and Mr. Cadieux, thank you very much for coming
today and for your work on this.

I was surprised, Mr. Cadieux, when you were talking about....
The average draw was nine weeks, and 33% used 15 weeks. Can
you confirm that and elaborate, please?

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: That's correct. The average number of
weeks of EI sickness benefits used—for somebody who used only
EI sickness benefits—was nine weeks, and 33% of claimants used
all 15 weeks available to them.
● (1740)

Mr. Wayne Long: When you did that analysis, what year was
that?

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: This is 2020-21 data.
Mr. Wayne Long: Has it changed? Has it increased? Has it

stayed somewhat static?
Mr. Benoit Cadieux: I would say that fiscal year was a bit of a

different type of year, given the pandemic, so the data is, perhaps,
not reflective of a normal year. In previous years, that percentage
was slightly higher. For example, I believe it was 36% in 2019-20.
Now, in 2020-21, it's 33%.

Mr. Wayne Long: Thank you.

Ms. Nandy or Mr. Cadieux, can you speak to what analysis the
department has conducted that supports the increase in the maxi‐
mum number of weeks of EI sickness to 26? What analysis did you
do?

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: To inform the extension to 26 weeks, cer‐
tainly we looked at things like the results from the evaluation of EI
sickness benefits. We looked at consultations and feedback received
from stakeholders and at recommendations made by them. We've
looked at the annual data on the usage of EI sickness benefits as
well to make a recommendation.

Mr. Wayne Long: Thank you.

Has the department compared the potential impact of 26 weeks
compared to 50-52 weeks? Have you done an analysis on that?

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: Could you clarify what you mean by the
“impact”?

Mr. Wayne Long: I mean the financial impact.
Mr. Benoit Cadieux: Yes. The Parliamentary Budget Officer did

an estimate and estimated that an extension to 52 weeks would cost
approximately $1.9 billion per year ongoing. This compares rough‐
ly to $1 billion for an extension to 26 weeks.

Mr. Wayne Long: Thank you.

A lot of illnesses, I guess, could be classified as somewhat inter‐
mittent. For example, I don't hide it, but when I was in my twenties
and thirties, which was a hundred years ago, I suffered greatly from
panic attacks and anxiety. I obviously didn't have them continually;
I would have them in periods.

Could you speak to the benefits of the 26-week program and how
flexibility that would help somebody like me could be built into the
system?

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: Sure. There are two ways the program pro‐
vides some flexibility for those with episodic or intermittent illness‐
es. The first one is that claimants have the ability to work while on
claim, while they're claiming EI sickness benefits. For any [Techni‐
cal difficulty—Editor]. For example, a claimant can return to their
job throughout the week, even though they're claiming benefits—
for example, if they are looking to reintegrate slowly back into the
workforce.

The second way is that those 26 weeks of the EI sickness bene‐
fits can be received over a 52-week benefit period. A claimant does
not have to take all 26 weeks consecutively. If they are ready to
start going back to work, they can go back to work for one week,
take benefits a week later if they are unable to work and ease back
into the workplace that way.

Mr. Wayne Long: Ms. Nandy, can you comment on what the
department's plans are to actually inform Canadians of these new
measures?

Ms. Anamika Mona Nandy: Thank you for the question.

As I mentioned, there were the legislative amendments that were
necessary to implement the change from 15 to 26 weeks. It was ap‐
proved through budget 2021.

What they've also indicated is that there would be a coming into
force date determined by the Governor in Council, so when that
date is determined, there would be notification to Canadians as to
the implementation of these benefits.

As we said, the plan is to have them implemented by the end of
the year.

● (1745)

[Translation]

The Chair: Ms. Chabot, you have the floor for two and a half
minutes.

Ms. Louise Chabot: Do you agree with me that some people
need more than 15 or 26 weeks before they can return to work?
They need to heal themselves in privacy before returning.

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: Thank you for your question.

As I mentioned earlier, it is important to bear in mind that there
are other supports available to people who cannot return to work af‐
ter receiving 26 weeks of benefits. For example, long-term benefits
are available to many Canadian employees. This is an option for
those who need more time to return to work.

Ms. Louise Chabot: You said earlier that 33% of people were
receiving 15 weeks of benefits. They might have needed more, but
they used up the number of weeks they were entitled to. Some may
not have returned to the labour market. Let's not forget that there
are humans behind the statistics.
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My reading of the situation is different from yours. You say that
other programs are available to those who have used the 26 weeks
of benefits. There is talk of increasing special sickness benefits
to 50 or 52 weeks, but you have to assume that not everyone will
use them and that some people with episodic illnesses, such as mul‐
tiple sclerosis, or more serious illnesses, need them. These people
are paying into EI and hoping to get back to work.
[English]

The Chair: Who is going to answer?

Was that a question, Madame Chabot?
[Translation]

Ms. Louise Chabot: Statistics show that 33% of people use
15 weeks of benefits. What happens after that?

Surely not all of these people have returned to work. In some sit‐
uations, there is nothing after 15 weeks. In Quebec, that means so‐
cial assistance.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Chabot.
[English]

Your time has concluded.

We will now go to Ms. Zarrillo for two and a half minutes.

Ms. Zarrillo, you have the floor.
Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I just want to say that I appreciate Madame Chabot's passion to‐
day, because we've heard too many stories about people who have
lost their homes, their life savings and family members. This is life-
or-death for many people.

I want to go back to something that came out in the study, just
around easier access to EI benefits: making it easier to apply, mak‐
ing the benefits more accessible, and even making it easier to ac‐
cess combined benefits because of successive life events.

I wonder, Mr. Cadieux, if you wouldn't mind sharing what mod‐
ernization is coming by the end of the year around the ease of ac‐
cessing benefits and whether it is going to become easier for every‐
one who needs to access those benefits.

Mr. Benoit Cadieux: Thank you for the question.

I would just say that the government has not yet announced its
plan for the modernization of EI. This is something that will be an‐
nounced later this year.

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: Now we're talking about how it's in the
works to have an increase to 26 weeks by the end of the year. There
will be no change in how those benefits are accessed, no change in
ease of accessibility. There will be no change. Is that what you're
saying?
● (1750)

Ms. Anamika Mona Nandy: Perhaps I could just jump in on
that, if that's okay. I think what my colleague Mr. Cadieux was try‐
ing to say was that the change with regard to an increase in sickness
benefits to 26 weeks is on track to be implemented by the end of
the year.

In addition, the government has, as per its budget 2021 commit‐
ment to support reforms to the EI program, conducted extensive
consultations over the past two years. Those consultations will in‐
form further modernization of the program that would respond to
what we heard during those consultations about the importance of
having improvements in accessing the program and in the adequacy
of EI benefits for workers, including those workers who experience
successive life events.

That's part of the modernization, but, as Mr. Cadieux indicated,
that work is ongoing to support reforms to the program, again, to be
informed by all of what we heard during the consultations.

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: Thank you.

I'm going to close it out again on the gender lens. There is some
discussion about some information from the Parliamentary Budget
Officer. I would like to reiterate that I would like to know what the
formula was for these estimates, specifically around the $1.9 bil‐
lion.

Was there a gender lens applied? We know that women are more
often in part-time employment and earn lower wages. I want to un‐
derstand the formula that was used to come up with the estimates.

That's it.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Does one of the witnesses want to answer?
Mr. Benoit Cadieux: This is a question we'll have to come back

to the committee on. We'll have to consult with our parliamentary
budget office colleagues.

The Chair: Does that suffice, Ms. Zarrillo? Okay.

With that, given that we started late, I'm going to conclude the
questioning rounds with witnesses. We will suspend for a few min‐
utes as we prepare for the clause-by-clause review of the bill.

We'll suspend for five minutes while we make the changes. We'll
be joined by the legislative counsel, and the same witnesses will be
coming back.
● (1750)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1755)

The Chair: Thank you, committee members.

We will now begin the second hour. We have the ability to go to
the full hour, if it's required.

Before we begin clause-by-clause consideration of the bill,
which we're moving to, I want to advise the committee that we
have to waive the 48-hour deadline to give notice for amendments.
We only have amendments from the NDP and, because there are no
independent members sitting on the committee, we need a motion
to waive the 48-hour notice to file amendments.

Do we have agreement?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Thank you, committee members.
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I would like to provide members of the committee with some in‐
structions and a few comments on how the committee will proceed
with clause-by-clause consideration of Bill C-215.

As the name indicates, this is an examination of all the clauses in
the order in which they appear in the bill. I will call each clause
successively, and each clause is subject to debate and a vote.

If there are amendments to the clause in question, I will recog‐
nize the member proposing the amendment, who may explain the
amendment. The amendment will then be open for debate. When no
further members wish to intervene, the amendment will be voted
on. Amendments will be considered in the order in which they ap‐
pear in the bill or in the package each member received from the
clerk. Members should note that amendments must be submitted in
writing to the clerk of the committee.

I, as chair, will review slowly and allow all members to follow
the proceedings properly.

Amendments have been given an alphanumeric number in the
top right corner, which I take all members of the committee have.
As I indicated, there have only been three amendments received.
There's no need for a seconder to move an amendment. Once
moved, you will need unanimous consent to withdraw an amend‐
ment.

During debate on an amendment, members are permitted to
move subamendments. These subamendments must be submitted in
writing. They do not require the approval of the mover of the main
amendment. Only one subamendment may be considered at a time,
and that subamendment cannot be amended. When a subamend‐
ment is moved to an amendment, it is voted on first. Then, another
subamendment may be moved, or the committee may consider the
main amendment and vote on it.

Once every clause has been voted on, the committee will vote on
the title and the bill itself, and an order to reprint the bill may be
required—if amendments are adopted—so the House has a proper
copy for use at report stage. Finally, the committee will have to or‐
der the chair to report the bill to the House. That report contains on‐
ly the text of any adopted amendments, as well as an indication of
any deleted clauses.

Again, I would like to welcome back to the committee the two
officials from the department whom you met in the first hour. We
will not go through introductions. You know who they are.

At this time, I am going to ask the legislative clerks who are here
with us, and who will address any legislative questions you may
have, to introduce themselves before we begin the clause-by-clause
discussion.

● (1800)

Ms. Émilie Thivierge (Legislative Clerk): Thank you, Mr.
Chair.

I'm Émilie Thivierge, and I'm one of the legislative clerks as‐
signed to Bill C-215. I'm here with my colleague to assist the com‐
mittee with the clause-by-clause consideration of the bill.

[Translation]
Mr. Jean-François Pagé (Legislative Clerk): Hello. My name

is Jean‑François Pagé. I am here to assist Ms. Thivierge with the
bill.

[English]
The Chair: Let's begin.

I call clause 1.

Go ahead, Ms. Zarrillo.
Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Do you want me to read it? I think everyone has it.

I would just start by saying that the testimony that—
The Chair: Yes, Madame Chabot.

[Translation]
Ms. Louise Chabot: Mr. Chair, the interpreters say that they

cannot hear Ms. Zarrillo because her microphone is on mute.

[English]
The Chair: Okay, it should be audible now.

I would ask Ms. Zarrillo to identify the amendment that she is
speaking to.

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: Sure. This is on clause 1. I have an amend‐
ment that relates basically to stackability. After the testimony on
Monday, it was actually quite powerful, the amount of feedback I
got from a lot of women who have experienced their benefits expir‐
ing in the past. This amendment relates to that.

I want to thank this committee for the grace to be able to bring in
this amendment on such short notice based on the testimony on
Monday. The amendment is that Bill C-215, in Clause 1, be amend‐
ed by replacing line 6 on page 1 with the following: “(c) despite
subsection 12(6), because of a prescribed illness, injury or—

● (1805)

The Chair: Ms. Zarrillo, that is not the first clause. That is not
the first amendment.

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: Do you want me to do NDP-1?
The Chair: Yes, because it comes first.
Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: I thought this one did. I thought we were

on clause 1.
The Chair: I'm sorry. It is, but we're on NDP-1.

Please move your first amendment, Ms. Zarrillo.
Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: I was trying to do the easiest first.

This one relates to parental or pregnancy benefits, when we want
to be able to have the full 52 weeks for sick benefits and not to
have any deductions from your parental or your maternal.... Do you
want me to read it?

The Chair: Yes.
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Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: All right. This is to amend the bill by
adding before line 4 on page 1 the following new clauses:

0.1 Subsection 8(2) of the Employment Insurance Act is amended by striking
out “or” at the end of paragraph (c), by adding “or” at the end of paragraph (d)
and by adding the following after paragraph (d):
(e) receiving pregnancy or parental benefits or their equivalents from a provin‐
cial parental insurance plan.
0.2 Subsection 10(10) of the Act is amended by striking out “or” at the end of
paragraph (c), by adding “or” at the end of paragraph (d) and by adding the fol‐
lowing after paragraph (d):
(e) in receipt of pregnancy or parental benefits or their equivalents from a
provincial parental insurance plan.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Zarrillo.

I'll give my ruling on this. I have been advised by the legislative
clerk that Bill C-215 amends paragraphs 12(3)(c) and 152.14(1)(c)
of the Employment Insurance Act to increase from 15 to 52 the
maximum number of weeks for which benefits can be paid because
of illness, injury or quarantine. The amendment seeks to amend
subsections 8(2) and 10(10) of the act to add an additional ground
of extending the qualifying period and the benefit period for per‐
sons in receipt of pregnancy or parental benefits.

House of Commons Procedure and Practice, third edition, states
on page 772:

Since an amendment may not infringe upon the financial initiative of the Crown,
it is inadmissible if it imposes a charge on the public treasury, or if it extends the
objects or purposes or relaxes the conditions and qualifications specified in the
royal recommendation.

In the opinion of the chair, the amendment you propose seeks to
amend sections of the act that are not modified by Bill C-215,
which is not procedurally allowed, and also proposes to broaden the
grounds for extending the qualifying period and the benefit period
to a new category of persons, which imposes a charge on the trea‐
sury. Therefore, I rule the amendment inadmissible.

Would you like to comment, Ms. Zarrillo?
Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: I would. Thank you so much.

One thing I wanted to bring up was that today we did talk about
the gender lens. We did talk about the fact that in 1972 they were
maybe not applying it. As well, we didn't get confirmation that any
of the budgetary estimates applied a gender lens, so I would argue
that there might not be an increase.

The second thing I wanted to talk about was that Bill C-215
needs to be accompanied by a royal recommendation before it can
receive third reading in the House of Commons...and voting that
the bill “would entail an increase in public spending in a way and to
an end that is not currently authorized.” It's my understanding that
this bill itself has not yet received that royal recommendation.

So I would challenge this, Mr. Chair, and I wonder if we could
go to a vote.
● (1810)

The Chair: Madam Clerk, explain the significance of the vote
and what's being asked.

The Clerk: The question is on whether the decision of the chair
shall be sustained. If you agree with the chair's decision, you vote
yes. If you disagree, you vote no.

(Ruling of the chair sustained: yeas 9; nays 2)

The Chair: Thank you, committee.

(On clause 1)

The Chair: At this stage, Ms. Zarrillo, do you want to move
NDP-2?

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: Yes, please, Mr. Chair.

I move that Bill C-215, in clause 1, be amended by replacing line
6 on page 1 with the following:

(c) despite subsection 12(6), because of a prescribed illness, injury or quaran—

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Zarrillo.

Again, Bill C-215 amends the Employment Insurance Act by in‐
creasing from 15 to 52 the maximum number of weeks for which
benefits can be paid in the event of an illness, injury or quarantine.
The amendment, NDP-2, seeks to prevent the total number of com‐
bined weeks of benefits in subsection 12(6) of the act to be taken
into account for benefits paid in the event of an illness, injury or
quarantine.

House of Commons Procedure and Practice, third edition, states
the following on page 772:

Since an amendment may not infringe upon the financial initiative of the Crown,
it is inadmissible if it imposes a charge on the public treasury, or if it extends the
objects or purposes or relaxes the conditions and qualifications specified in the
royal recommendation.

In the opinion of the chair, the amendment aims to relax the con‐
ditions for the payment of benefits provided for in the act, which
requires a royal recommendation. Therefore, I rule amendment
NDP-2 inadmissible.

Yes, Ms. Zarrillo.

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: I wasn't expecting that, Mr. Chair, but I
will reiterate that on April 5, 2022, the Deputy Speaker of the
House of Commons ruled that Bill C-215 needs to be accompanied
by a royal recommendation before it can receive third reading in
the House of Commons...and voting that the bill “would entail an
increase in public spending in a way and to an end that is not cur‐
rently authorized.”

Currently, this bill has not realized that royal recommendation,
so I think there's opportunity to make amendments.

● (1815)

The Chair: The ruling is not subject for debate. It can only be
challenged.

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: I would like to challenge it, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: The ruling on NDP-2 has been challenged.
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Madame Chabot, you've raised your hand, but it would have to
be on a point of order. We're going to a vote. There's no debate. My
ruling has been challenged, which brings procedure to an immedi‐
ate vote.

Madam Clerk, call the vote and explain the vote to the commit‐
tee.

The Clerk: The question is, shall the decision of the chair be
sustained?

If you agree, you vote yes; if you disagree, you vote no.

(Ruling of the chair sustained: yeas 9; nays 2)
The Chair: The clerk advises me that we have to suspend for a

moment. We have a microphone issue we need to get clarified. I'm
going to suspend for a couple of minutes to correct it.

Yes, Madame Chabot.
[Translation]

Ms. Louise Chabot: I'd like to ask a question, Mr. Chair.

Does the procedure allow us to challenge your ruling that the
amendment is out of order, or should we just move to a vote?

When I raised my hand, I wanted to debate it and understand the
whole thing. I am asking the question so that it will be clearer in the
future.
[English]

The Chair: Thanks, Madame Chabot, for clarifying. You can
challenge my ruling, but not debate it. It goes immediately to a
vote.

With that, we'll suspend for a few minutes. We are having an is‐
sue with one of the microphones.
● (1815)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1820)

The Chair: Committee members, we will resume.

Regarding the technical issue, there was only one mike working
in the room, which was causing an issue.

Just for the clarification of the committee, my ruling is sustained.

Shall clause 1 carry?

(Clause 1 agreed to)

(On clause 2)

The Chair: The third and final amendment that we have before
the committee is NDP-3, on clause 2.

Madame Zarrillo, go ahead.
Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

This is also in regard to being able to have some flexibility in the
benefits based on other life events. The amendment states that Bill
C-215, in clause 2, be amended by replacing line 10 on page 1 with
the following:

(c) despite subsection 12(6), because of a prescribed illness, injury or quaran—

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Zarrillo.

Bill C-215 amends the Employment Insurance Act by increasing
from 15 to 52 the maximum number of weeks for which benefits
can be paid in the event of an illness, injury or quarantine. Amend‐
ment NDP-3 seeks to prevent the total number of combined weeks
of benefits in subsection 12(6) of the act being taken into account
for benefits paid in the event of an illness, injury or quarantine.

House of Commons Procedure and Practice, third edition, states
on page 772:

Since an amendment may not infringe upon the financial initiative of the Crown,
it is inadmissible if it imposes a charge on the public treasury, or if it extends the
objects or purposes or relaxes the conditions and qualifications specified in the
royal recommendation.

In the opinion of the chair, the amendment aims to relax the con‐
ditions for the payment of benefits provided for in the act, which
requires a royal recommendation. Therefore, I rule this amendment
inadmissible.

I see no challenge to the chair's ruling.

Madame Chabot, go ahead.

[Translation]
Ms. Louise Chabot: Mr. Chair, I challenge your decision and I

will explain why.

Can I explain why? In this case, I do not understand your objec‐
tion and this inadmissibility. There is a consistency...

You can't hear anything?
● (1825)

[English]
The Chair: The interpretation was not available for the first part

of your comment.

[Translation]
Ms. Louise Chabot: I'll start over.

While earlier you explained to me that your decision was not
open to debate, in the case of subsection 12(6), it seems to me that
there is a logical fit and consistency with the bill. I now want to
know why you consider this out of order.

[English]
The Chair: Thank you, Madame Chabot.

Again, according to procedure and precedent, the chair's ruling is
not subject to debate. You can challenge it. If there's a challenge,
we'll go to a vote.

[Translation]
Ms. Louise Chabot: I am challenging it.

[English]
The Chair: Okay.

Madam Clerk, call a vote on the chair's ruling on the amendment
as being inadmissible.
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The Clerk: The question is, shall the decision of the chair be
sustained?

If you agree, you vote yes; if you disagree, you vote no.

(Ruling of the chair sustained: yeas 9; nays 2)
The Chair: The chair's ruling has been upheld.

That is the conclusion of the amendments that have been submit‐
ted.

(Clauses 2 and 3 agreed to)

The Chair: Shall the title carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Shall the bill carry?
Mrs. Stephanie Kusie (Calgary Midnapore, CPC): I'd like a

recorded vote, please.
The Chair: We'll have a recorded vote on the carrying of the

bill. There were no amendments.

(Bill C-215 agreed to: yeas 11; nays 0)

The Chair: Shall the chair report the bill to the House?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: The bill has been carried, the title has been carried,
and the chair will report it to the House.

Thank you to the legislative clerks.

We still have a bit of committee business on which I need direc‐
tion from the committee. The witnesses can leave at this time.
Thank you, Mr. Cadieux and Ms. Nandy.

I need adoption of the budget that we spent on reviewing Bill
C-215, in the amount of $7,850. Do I have approval of the budget,
or you'll have to cough up for the lunches you enjoyed when you
were there?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: On Bill C-22, which is coming, I am reminding you
of the deadline for the submission of prioritized witness lists to the
clerk. Did we pick a timeline on that, or do we want to give it now?
This is on Bill C-22, which was adopted in the House and will now
come to the committee. Do you want the committee to make the de‐
cision on a deadline for submitting your witness lists? Do you want
to make it this Friday at five o'clock, eastern standard time?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
● (1830)

The Chair: The deadline for witnesses for Bill C-22 will be on
Friday at five o'clock.

The second part is that the committee should decide or give di‐
rection on the total number of meetings to hear from witnesses.
Could I receive some direction on the total number of meetings?

Mr. Kusmierczyk, go ahead.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: I would suggest the committee spend
four meetings. Does that sound reasonable?

The Chair: Ms. Zarrillo, go ahead.
Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: Just on that, Mr. Chair, is there an opportu‐

nity to extend to another meeting, or maybe even two more meet‐
ings, if we end up getting a rich amount of testimony that we need
to dig into a bit further?

The Chair: [Technical difficulty—Editor] to change its mind,
Ms. Zarrillo.

There is a recommendation that we schedule four meetings with
witnesses.

Would the committee like a briefing session from department of‐
ficials before we commence the study? Do you want to do it before,
or do you want to do it after?

Ms. Zarrillo, go ahead.
Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: I have a question. When do we anticipate

that we will commence with witnesses?
The Chair: I will ask the clerk to speak on that.

We had the discussion. It looks like the earliest we could begin
Bill C-22 would be October 31, because of the timeline to notify
the witnesses and get them in.

Madam Clerk, do you want to elaborate on that?
The Clerk: We're looking at giving witnesses a week. If we re‐

ceive witness lists by Friday at five o'clock, ideally, I would like to
start getting invitations out on the Monday.

I'd like to give witnesses time to consider the invitations and pre‐
pare because, quite often, we're not giving witnesses enough time
to prepare and do the opening statements. It would be helpful for
those witnesses to give them time to view the invitation, make sure
that the equipment they require is there, ensure that we have inter‐
pretation on the floor and modify the room to accommodate all in‐
dividuals, both public and witnesses.

The Chair: Next, I have Madame Chabot and Irek.

I would remind you that the witnesses we will be hearing have
challenges, so that's a requirement for the additional time.

Go ahead, Madame Chabot.
[Translation]

Ms. Louise Chabot: I want to ask a question that takes this into
account. Will we have time to do what you suggest, which is to
have a meeting with the officials beforehand, or a more technical
meeting, without it diminishing the number of meetings with wit‐
nesses?

Is it possible to do that next week? I don't think we have any oth‐
er topics to discuss.
● (1835)

[English]
The Chair: What are the wishes of the committee? We could

schedule next Wednesday for officials to give a briefing on the bill,
if the committee wishes that. Do I see a consensus?
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Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: We will schedule next Wednesday for officials to
come in and give a briefing on Bill C-22.

The second part I want to get through is this. On Monday, which
is the 24th, I would like to schedule beginning the first review of
the labour report, which you all have a copy of now. If that's agree‐
able to the committee, at the meeting on Monday we would begin a
review of the labour report that the committee did, which you have
the first draft of.

To the new members of the committee, there was a study by the
committee and a labour shortage report done in the spring session,
and that report's first draft was provided to committee members two
weeks ago. We have yet to review that, so you have draft one of the
committee's report on labour shortages.

If I see a consensus, the committee will move on Monday the
24th to begin the review of draft one of the labour shortages report.

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: I apologize. To go back to the depart‐
mental briefing, would it be possible to have the minister return? I
know how passionate she is about this bill, and she's always very
favourable in expressing her excitement and her desire to see this
passed rapidly. I think it would be great to have her back at com‐
mittee to share that with us once again.

I will say, as the official opposition, it might help us directly ad‐
dress some of our concerns with the specifications, so that we can
all move it along faster.

It's just a consideration, Chair. Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you, Mrs. Kusie.

Go ahead, Irek.
Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: It's a nice suggestion. If it's the will of

the committee, I know that the minister is prepared to come and
would like to come on the very first day of the study, if that's okay.

If the committee decides, whether that's October 31 or November
2, the minister would like to appear and be the first witness, if that's
okay.

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: That would be excellent. Thank you.

The Chair: Okay. I'm seeing consensus that an invitation be sent
to the minister to appear first, as the study begins. It will be either
October 31 or November 2, depending on the schedule.

Do I see consensus on that?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Thank you, committee members.

I want to remind you that the deadline for applications for the
Centennial Flame is October 31. It's just a reminder, again, that the
deadline is the 31st.

With that, thank you, committee members, for your participa‐
tion—

Mr. Michael Coteau (Don Valley East, Lib.): Did we get any
more applicants?

The Clerk: I received inquiries by email. I'm hoping to receive
at least two more prior to the deadline.

Mr. Michael Coteau: Do we have three now?

The Clerk: We possibly have three. I'm really encouraging ev‐
eryone to do the last, final push before October 31.

The Chair: Thank you, committee members.

The meeting is adjourned.
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