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● (1005)

[Translation]
The Chair (Mr. Ben Carr (Winnipeg South Centre, Lib.)):

Good morning, everyone.

As always, it's a pleasure for me to be here.
[English]

I call the meeting to order.

This is meeting 115 of the Standing Committee on Procedure and
House Affairs.

I will just remind you, colleagues, that we do have new protocols
in place in regard to our audio devices. I think we've been through
this enough times now that we know the appropriate step is to place
the piece on the sticker when it is not in use out of respect for the
health and safety of our translators as they do their important work.

Colleagues, I have a couple of housekeeping things before I in‐
troduce the topic of conversation for today. We currently have bells
planned at about 10:45. We will have to decide at that point in time
what we want to do as a committee. We are scheduled to be here for
three hours this morning and into the early afternoon. I will be call‐
ing a few health breaks, as we have done in the past, to allow wit‐
nesses and staff and others the opportunity to move around a little
bit.

Colleagues, we are here today to begin our study on a review of
the members of the House of Commons workplace harassment and
violence prevention policy.

We have a number of familiar faces with us here as witnesses to‐
day. I would like to welcome Eric Janse, Clerk of the House of
Commons; Michel Bédard, Law Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel;
and Carolyn Evangelidis, chief human resources officer. We also
have Patrick McDonell, who is the Sergeant-at-Arms and corporate
security officer; as well as Jeffrey LeBlanc, the deputy clerk of pro‐
cedure.

You will have up to 10 minutes, witnesses, as a group for an
opening statement, after which we will proceed to questions from
committee members.

Before we begin, I understand that Ms. Romanado wanted to
speak to something briefly.

Ms. Romanado, if that's still the case the floor is yours.
Mrs. Sherry Romanado (Longueuil—Charles-LeMoyne,

Lib.): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I just wanted to make sure of something. I know members re‐
ceived a briefing note—thank you so much—from the analysts that
the study we're starting today is on the harassment policy and not
on sexual harassment. I just want to make sure it's very clear what
the scope of the study is.

Thank you.

The Chair: Analysts, did you want to speak to this, or are we
okay?

Colleagues, are we good on that?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Excellent.

With that, Mr. Janse, the floor is yours and the 10-minute open‐
ing remark period begins.

[Translation]

Mr. Eric Janse (Clerk of the House of Commons): Thank you
very much, Mr. Chair.

I would like to thank the committee for inviting us to testify.

I understand that you’re interested in knowing about, and in im‐
proving, the regimes currently in place for preventing and address‐
ing situations of harassment and violence in the workplace—where
members of Parliament, their staff, House administration employ‐
ees, and members of the public and of other parliamentary institu‐
tions work together.

[English]

The study of the committee is aimed at ensuring that members of
Parliament, employees of members or of the House administration,
as well as members of the public who participate in the day-to-day
activities of the institution are protected from violence and harass‐
ment. This is certainly an objective that we all share as senior
House officials, and we trust that our testimony today will assist the
committee in its important deliberations.
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We will begin by providing a jurisdictional overview of the ha‐
rassment and violence policies currently in place for employees of
the House of Commons administration and of members, along with
governing legislation and regulations. We will also overview the
code of conduct for members of the House of Commons on sexual
harassment. We will outline the roles that the Board of Internal
Economy and the the procedure and House affairs committee have
played in their development. Thereafter, we will present the mem‐
bers of the House of Commons harassment and violence prevention
policy in its current form, as well as the Code of Conduct for Mem‐
bers of the House of Commons: Sexual Harassment.

We will then provide the committee with recent developments
and address any questions that members may have.

I will now invite our law clerk to provide a jurisdictional
overview.
● (1010)

[Translation]
Mr. Michel Bédard (Law Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel,

House of Commons): There are various policies and codes that are
aimed at preventing and dealing with harassment and violence in
the workplace at the House of Commons. The motion adopted by
the committee for this study mentions one, namely the Members of
the House of Commons Workplace Harassment and Violence Pre‐
vention Policy, which was adopted by the Board of Internal Econo‐
my, or BOIE.

There is a similar harassment policy adopted by the Clerk of the
House of Commons for administration employees, and parliamen‐
tary partners are also legally required to adopt such policies. In ad‐
dition, as members of this committee know, there is the Code of
Conduct for Members of the House of Commons: Sexual Harass‐
ment Between Members, which comes within the purview of the
committee pursuant to the Standing Orders of the House of Com‐
mons.

The Members of the House of Commons Workplace Harassment
and Violence Prevention Policy, was, as I mentioned, adopted by
BOIE under its general authority over administrative matters in‐
volving the House and members. The policy is also part of the con‐
ditions of employment and supports members in their role as em‐
ployers of their staff.

In early 2021, the policy applying to members and their staff was
replaced by a new, and the current, policy after the Governor in
Council adopted the new Workplace Harassment and Violence Pre‐
vention Regulations. This came after the Canada Labour Code was
reformed to include harassment as a health and safety matter and
was made applicable to parliamentary employers, including mem‐
bers of Parliament. The policy was recently reviewed by BOIE, but
no substantial changes were made.
[English]

As for the Code of Conduct for Members of the House of Com‐
mons: Sexual Harassment Between Members, it resulted from a
study of this committee following an order of reference from the
House instructing the committee to examine policy options for ad‐
dressing complaints of harassment between members and make rec‐
ommendations for a code of conduct for the prevention and resolu‐

tion of harassment in the workplace. As its title indicates, the code
of conduct ultimately recommended to and adopted by the House is
limited to sexual harassment.

Following the 2018 review of the code of conduct on sexual ha‐
rassment, it was contemplated that PROC would undertake a study
on non-sexual harassment, but it did not begin such a study before
the dissolution of the 42nd Parliament. The code of conduct on sex‐
ual harassment constitutes an expression of, and is rooted in, the
parliamentary privilege of the House of Commons to discipline its
members, similar to the Conflict of Interest Code for Members of
the House of Commons. Both codes are appended to the Standing
Orders.

Going back to the members of the House of Commons work‐
place harassment and violence prevention policy, it does not fall, as
I said, within the mandate of this committee. That said, it's not the
first time that the board and PROC are both interested in the same
matter.

For example, in the 42nd Parliament, the issue of maternity and
parental leave was studied by the board. However, as it did not
have jurisdiction over the subject, the board referred the matter to
this committee, which examined the subject and made recommen‐
dations to the House that were later adopted as the regulations re‐
specting the non-attendance of members by reason of maternity or
care for a newborn or newly adopted child.

Inspired by this example, PROC could, should it determine that
changes to the policy are required, write to the board to suggest the
desired amendments to the policy. I note that Standing Order
108(3)(a)(i) contemplates such a collaboration between BOIE and
PROC, in that PROC can, as part of its mandate, review and report
to the Speaker and the board on matters related to the administra‐
tion of the House of Commons.

To conclude, whether a harassment prevention or resolution pro‐
posal comes within the jurisdiction of the board or the House, act‐
ing on the recommendation of PROC, will depend on the circum‐
stances. Harassment prevention as a health and safety matter in the
workplace will generally come within the purview of the board as
an employment matter. In contrast, regulating member-to-member
conduct will be a matter for PROC and the House to decide.

I will now invite the CHRO to provide additional context re‐
specting the content of these policies and the code.

● (1015)

Ms. Carolyne Evangelidis (Chief Human Resources Officer,
House of Commons): Thank you.

As outlined by the Clerk, I'll begin by providing the committee
with a brief overview of the harassment and violence policy cre‐
ation and development, its current state and the distinctions from
the Code of Conduct for Members of the House of Commons: Sex‐
ual Harassment Between Members.
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[Translation]

The Members of the House of Commons Workplace Harassment
and Violence Prevention Policy was approved by the Board of In‐
ternal Economy, or BOIE, on January 28, 2021, to replace the one
approved by the House of Commons on December 9, 2014. The
new policy is intended to help members of Parliament meet, as em‐
ployers, the new legislative requirements of the Canada Labour
Code that came into effect on January 1, 2021, and to foster a
healthy, respectful, and harassment and violence-free work environ‐
ment. The policy was recently updated and then approved by BOIE
on February 15, 2024.

For your information, in accordance with the policy’s require‐
ments, I’ll present to BOIE, on May 30, the annual report on the
Members of the House of Commons Workplace Harassment and
Violence Prevention Policy for the 2023–24 fiscal year.
[English]

The harassment and violence prevention policy governs the be‐
haviours of members as employers. However, it does not encom‐
pass member-to-member interactions. As mentioned by the law
clerk, the House adopted a motion instructing the Standing Com‐
mittee on Procedure and House Affairs to explore policy options
for handling complaints of harassment among members on Novem‐
ber 27, 2014.

At that point, a subcommittee of PROC was created to (a) exam‐
ine policy options for addressing complaints of harassment among
members of the House of Commons; (b) propose a code of conduct
to prevent and address workplace harassment, with a clear defini‐
tion of “harassment”; (c) make recommendations concerning a fair,
impartial and confidential process, including options for the role of
an independent third party for resolving complaints made under the
code; and, finally, (d) to make recommendations concerning train‐
ing and education initiatives to ensure compliance with the code.

On June 9, 2015, the Code of Conduct for Members of the House
of Commons: Sexual Harassment was adopted by the House, fol‐
lowing a study and report presented at PROC.
[Translation]

In 2018, the code of conduct was revised. On May 31, 2018, the
Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs adopted the
revised draft report entitled “Code of Conduct for Members of the
House of Commons: Sexual Harassment Between Members”. The
revised version of the code was then introduced and adopted in the
House of Commons on June 20, 2018.

Improvements include aligning the code of conduct with the
Members of the House of Commons Workplace Harassment and
Violence Prevention Policy at the time, adopting a limitation peri‐
od, and implementing an investigation process.
[English]

The code currently allows members to confidentially raise con‐
cerns of sexual harassment by other members to the chief human
resources officer or their whip, and provides a process for media‐
tion and investigation. Following an investigation, a report may be
sent to this committee, PROC, for further action, which in turn may
bring it to the House's attention if discipline against the member is

contemplated. Any changes to the code would originate through
PROC and would ultimately have to be adopted by the House. Cur‐
rently, there is no regime that addresses harassment of a non-sexual
nature among members.

Finally, the House of Commons has a policy on harassment and
violence prevention which governs the House of Commons admin‐
istration. This policy of harassment prevention and resolution in the
workplace was first approved by the Clerk of the House on the ad‐
vice of the Clerk's management group on April 1, 2015.

Following legislative changes to the Canada Labour Code, part
II, our current policy was approved on March 24, 2021 by the Clerk
of the House of Commons, again on the advice of the Clerk's man‐
agement group. The legislatively required review of the policy is
presently ongoing and will be presented—

● (1020)

The Chair: Ms. Evangelidis, I'm sorry to interrupt. We're a
minute over. Can you wrap up, please?

Thank you.

Ms. Carolyne Evangelidis: Yes.

I would conclude our opening remarks by emphasizing that the
House administration is dedicated to fostering a safe, healthy and
positive workplace.

We're happy to answer any questions you may have.

Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Colleagues, we will now begin the first round. As you know,
each party will have six minutes.

Mr. Calkins, I believe you're the first up. The floor is yours.

Mr. Blaine Calkins (Red Deer—Lacombe, CPC): Thank you,
Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses for always coming to this committee
whenever we need to hear from them.

I will let you decide who is best positioned to answer the ques‐
tion after you hear it, based on the nature of the question.

I want to be clear about understanding jurisdiction here.

What is the jurisdiction of the members of the House of Com‐
mons workplace harassment and violence prevention policy?
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Mr. Eric Janse: The jurisdiction for that is largely members as
employers, so it targets largely the employees of members.

Mr. Blaine Calkins: It does not deal with member-to-member
interactions, just so we're clear.

Mr. Eric Janse: That's correct.
Mr. Blaine Calkins: Who would have jurisdiction to make a de‐

cision about anything that happens between members? Where is
that jurisdiction?

Mr. Eric Janse: I'll turn this one over to Michel, but I think
that's where there's a bit of a void.

Mr. Michel Bédard: The House will unquestionably have juris‐
diction over governing member-to-member conduct and putting in
place a regime, as it did for sexual harassment. For such matters,
the House will oftentimes act on the recommendation of PROC.
Actually, the first order of reference to this committee in 2014 con‐
templated that the study and the ultimate code would cover all
forms of harassment, but ultimately the report only covered sexual
harassment.

If BOIE were to put in place a regime that was intended to apply
member to member, it could work in a certain way, but BOIE's au‐
thority is limited. For example, any disciplinary measures would
have to be confirmed by the House if we were talking about a sus‐
pension or any other sanction that would require a decision from
the House.

Unquestionably, though, this committee has the authority to
make a recommendation on member-to-member harassment.

Mr. Blaine Calkins: That's a bit of a challenge, obviously, be‐
cause the chamber, the House, is designed to be adversarial. Can
any of you offer members of this committee any advice on the defi‐
nition of “adversarial” versus the definition of “harassment”? It's
designed to be that way, and members of Parliament do feel uncom‐
fortable. We're made to feel uncomfortable by our constituents.
We're made to feel uncomfortable, and we shouldn't feel comfort‐
able in our jobs. This is the nature of our democracy.

In the delineation of feeling uncomfortable because of the duties
in the adversarial environment that we're in by design, how do we
rationalize feeling uncomfortable because of harassment or feeling
uncomfortable because of the political pressure that is placed on us
in an adversarial system?

Mr. Eric Janse: It's a very good question, Mr. Calkins, because
you're right. The House of Commons is a very unique workplace
with a very unique mandate, as you just described. Any definition
of the acceptable roles of members in the House, either on the gov‐
ernment side or opposition side, versus what falls into the area of
harassment is something I anticipate this committee would want to
reflect on if it decided to go that route. Any regime, if one were to
be put into place, would have to take into account the fact that pro‐
ceedings in the chamber and in committee are overseen by parlia‐
mentary privilege.

Michel, do you want to expand a bit on that?
● (1025)

Mr. Michel Bédard: Yes.

There are some jurisdictions that have adopted codes of conduct
that apply to all forms of harassment, but they carve out parliamen‐
tary proceedings. For example, the Senate has a policy that applies
to conduct between senators, but it does not apply to all actions that
take place during parliamentary proceedings. Everything that takes
place during parliamentary proceedings will be addressed through
the procedural means that are already available, be it a question of
privilege or a question of decorum, which are usually enforced by
the chair or the Speaker.

The Chair: You have one minute left.

Mr. Blaine Calkins: Thank you, Chair.

My last question, then, is just for clarification. What constitutes
the parliamentary area? The House of Commons obviously does, as
do committee spaces, our offices and any places in the parliamen‐
tary precinct. What about our constituency offices?

Mr. Eric Janse: Normally, in terms of parliamentary proceed‐
ings and privilege, it's just the House, the chamber and committees.

Mr. Blaine Calkins: We can attend the chamber from our con‐
stituency offices, and we can attend the chamber from our homes.
We can attend the chamber from anywhere in Canada as long as we
have an adequate Internet connection. This needs to be clarified.

Mr. Michel Bédard: The concept of parliamentary proceedings
will exist whether you participate in proceedings through virtual
means, through Zoom, with the video conference as authorized by
the House. The jurisdictions that have applied harassment to all
conduct will have carved out the parliamentary proceedings. I gave
the example of the Senate, but there are other examples in Canada
that have carved out parliamentary proceedings from the applica‐
tion of their code of conduct or policies when it applies members to
members.

Mr. Blaine Calkins: I don't differentiate—

The Chair: Mr. Calkins, we'll have to wrap up right away.

Mr. Blaine Calkins: I'm sorry. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: Okay. Thanks very much.

Ms. Romanado, it's over to you for six minutes.

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

Through you, I'd like to thank the witnesses for being here.

As you mentioned, it was recommended to PROC almost 10
years ago that this be looked at. I don't want to say that I'm delight‐
ed we're actually getting to it, because it took us 10 years, but....

I have a list of questions. Mr. Calkins actually got in a few of
them, so that's good.
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Right now, as you mentioned, the current members of the House
of Commons workplace harassment and violence prevention policy
does not cover harassment between members. What would be the
recourse for a member of Parliament who is undergoing harassment
by another member? What would be their recourse at this point?

Ms. Carolyne Evangelidis: Thank you for the question.

As it stands today, we're always encouraging.... We really review
it case by case. You are able to come forward and actually speak to
us, and it really depends on the situation. We also work very closely
with the Sergeant-at-Arms to ensure from a safety perspective.
That's our first line of defence: reviewing every case and making
sure the environment is safe from a physical safety perspective.
Then what we do is, should it be, under the code of conduct, sexual
harassment, then we go that route. If it is not, then we actually refer
you back with the whip, and—

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: I'm going to cut you off because I
have lots of questions. My apologies.

Not dealing with sexual harassment and not physical safety, what
I'm talking about is, say, psychological harassment. My home
province of Quebec was one of the leaders in bringing forward leg‐
islation to prevent workplace psychological harassment.

Right now, there is no recourse really available and, from what I
understand, there is no mediation even available to members of
Parliament who are undergoing psychological harassment. Is that
correct?

Ms. Carolyne Evangelidis: There's always an opportunity for
the members HR team to actually provide any type of support.
There are external resources. There's coaching available for you.
It's just that the recourse is not there, as you mentioned.

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: Okay.

You mentioned that in the event of a situation, a member can go
to their whip. Do whips and deputy whips of caucuses receive basic
human resources training or harassment prevention training? If not,
would you recommend that they do so?

Ms. Carolyne Evangelidis: Yes. Thank you.

Every member of the House of Commons actually does receive
the training, and it is available to them, including the whips.
● (1030)

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: Okay.

My colleague mentioned how you would define the workplace of
members of Parliament because of the multiple jurisdictions in
which we work. Right now, would we fall under the Ontario Occu‐
pational Health and Safety Act, or because of the multiple jurisdic‐
tions, where would we fall as members of Parliament? We could be
at an event. We could be travelling. We could be in our constituen‐
cies. We could be here on the Hill. What jurisdiction do we fall un‐
der?

Ms. Carolyne Evangelidis: I'm going to refer that to Michel.
Mr. Michel Bédard: As a member of the federal Parliament,

your workplace will be governed by the Canada Labour Code, part
II. That's the authority.

Now, on travelling, it's possible that there might be some other
health and safety regime that will kick in depending on if you have
an event in another workplace, but you as an employer and your
workplace, the constituency office, are governed by the labour
code.

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: Okay.

I have a weird question. It may sound a little weird, but I'm going
to give you some context.

In May 2015, the Reform Act amended the Parliament of Canada
Act, and it requires that in the first caucus meeting after an election
four votes must take place, including a vote on the expulsion of a
caucus member. Has a legal opinion been sought to ensure that this
is in line with labour laws?

For instance, if a member is undergoing harassment and/or is a
victim of harassment, what's to say that, if their caucus has passed
the Reform Act to allow caucus members to kick out a member of
caucus, essentially with 20% of their caucus.... How could this am‐
plify harassment or actually even prevent a member from coming
forward out of fear of reprisal and of being thrown out of caucus?

Mr. Michel Bédard: Indeed, that's a very interesting question.

The Reform Act came into force and was implemented before
the labour code was put in place. I will say my preliminary opinion
is that they govern different things.

As you know, caucuses have to decide which portion will be ap‐
plicable to their caucus. It applies to the membership and expulsion
of members, and leaders may be subject to a vote by their caucus. I
would not qualify the exercise of a power under the Reform Act as
a potential act of harassment, as members are exercising their rights
under the Parliament of Canada Act. It's the same thing when they
are participating in proceedings in the House and voting.

I'm afraid that's all I can offer today, but that is, indeed, a very
interesting question.

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: Do I have any more time?

The Chair: Unfortunately not.

The Chair: Okay. Merci.

[Translation]

Ms. Gaudreau, go ahead for six minutes.

[English]

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: Maybe I'll get another round.

Thank you.

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau (Laurentides—Labelle, BQ):
Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.
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Mr. Janse, I have a feeling that we'll get there. I'm glad we're able
to discuss our concerns. The role of a member of Parliament is in‐
deed very broad and there are a lot of grey areas. A lot of sparring
matches take place, and I think this is a great opportunity for us to
define what is fair and what can hurt. That's where we're at. I hope
that we will quickly agree on criteria similar to those of the Senate
or the Quebec National Assembly, as I don't think we can set this
aside.

I understand that, when it comes to member-to-member relation‐
ships, we are in the right place to make recommendations. I was go‐
ing to ask you what the role of the Board of Internal Economy is in
that respect. I'm reassured.

You also talked about procedure. I would like to know what steps
need to be taken to draft the report that includes our recommenda‐
tions and to adopt it in the House quickly.
● (1035)

Mr. Eric Janse: I can understand the desire to do that quickly.
On the other hand, everything has to be taken into consideration.

As Ms. Evangelidis mentioned, last time, a subcommittee pre‐
pared the Code of Conduct for Members of the House of Com‐
mons: Sexual Harassment Between Members. That could be an op‐
tion. Perhaps the committee would like to strike a subcommittee
that could take the time to look at these issues and that we could
help, of course. Then the subcommittee would present its work to
the committee, which would then table its recommendations in the
House.

Mr. Bédard, do you have anything else to add?
Mr. Michel Bédard: The process described by Mr. Janse would

apply if the committee were to recommend changes to the code of
conduct on sexual harassment, which falls under this committee's
mandate. It can, therefore, ultimately present its recommendations
on the matter to the House. The last time, it was felt that a subcom‐
mittee was a more appropriate forum for this kind of a discussion.

As for the Members of the House of Commons Workplace Ha‐
rassment and Violence Prevention Policy, it was adopted by the
Board of Internal Economy. So it is not up to the Standing Commit‐
tee on Procedure and House Affairs to change it, as I said earlier.

Should the committee decide that changes to the policy are nec‐
essary, it could invite the Board of Internal Economy to review the
matter.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: What I understand is that we
have to do our job when it comes to member-to-member relation‐
ships, but we also have to work in co-operation with the Board of
Internal Economy, of course. The harassment prevention policy is
very well thought out. We've received training on this as employers.
I understood that. What is missing is a part on conduct in member-
to-member relationships.

Mr. Michel Bédard: I know that the code of conduct for mem‐
bers of the House of Commons currently applies to sexual harass‐
ment. It would be very tempting to say that we will simply remove
the words “sexual” and “sex” wherever they appear in the code and
that this will solve the problem. However, that would only be the
beginning of the work. If there were a political will to make all

forms of harassment subject to the code of conduct, we would have
to do that work, but we would also have to look at the other excep‐
tions in parliamentary proceedings, as I mentioned earlier. It's
slightly more complex than removing the words “sexual” or “sex”
when they appear in the code. Other consequential amendments
must also be made.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: What would be a reasonable
time frame for a subcommittee to meet with the Board of Internal
Economy and make proposals?

Ms. Carolyne Evangelidis: The last time this came before us, I
think the committee had about six to 10 meetings before presenting
the matter. I would recommend a similar time frame just to make
sure that we've done all the necessary studies so that we can come
up with the best recommendations for all of Canada, and even inter‐
nationally.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Do you have everything you
need to make proposals to us, or do you already have work to do
upstream?

Ms. Carolyne Evangelidis: We've certainly done some work al‐
ready, but we could do even more.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Okay. Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Gaudreau.

[English]

Ms. Mathyssen, we will go to you.

I will just note that there may be bells at the tail end of your
questions that we have to deal with, but for now, we're in the clear.

I'll turn it over to you for six minutes.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): I'll pow‐
er through, Mr. Chair. Thank you.

This is all incredibly interesting. One of the reasons I was so in‐
terested in ensuring that this study occurred was that I sat as a
staffer on that subcommittee. It was all done in camera, so I have to
remember what I can and cannot say overall. I'm sure we all appre‐
ciate that.

As was noted, we started with a much broader mandate, and be‐
cause there could not be any sort of agreement whatsoever under
that current government and makeup of the committee on what ha‐
rassment was, we were forced to come up with that much more nar‐
row agreement on sexual harassment. It was truly disappointing for
me as a staffer, let alone not knowing where my future would lie as
an actual legislator. I think that although it took 10 years, it's really
important to get here.

I'm interested to hear your perspectives on the change of culture.
It was mentioned that we are a historically adversarial type of
workplace, but that doesn't necessarily have to be the case. We have
the power to change that. We have the ability to change that. There
has to be the desire and political will to change that.
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There have been a number of new security programs initiated.
Parliamentarians are now offered trial programs through PPS secu‐
rity off precinct. There have been panic buttons for some time. All
of these things are being added to our constituency offices, as well.
I would like to know observations on the rise of harassment and vi‐
olence in Canadian politics overall, the deliberations around creat‐
ing these programs, and what has been the driving force in terms of
that increase in incidents.
● (1040)

Mr. Eric Janse: Pat, perhaps I'll quickly start and then hand it
off to you.

You're right. There absolutely has been an increase in threats and
what have you to members, often anonymous threats through social
media or what have you. That's almost a completely separate sub‐
ject, and Pat can speak to it. In terms of what measures have been
taken to date to assist members in addressing that, that is a separate
subject from the issue of member-to-member harassment.

I'll let Pat update the committee in terms of what's been done re‐
cently and what's up ahead.

Mr. Patrick McDonell (Sergeant-at-Arms and Corporate Se‐
curity Officer, House of Commons): Yes, I can note that there are
state—

The Chair: I'm sorry to interrupt, Mr. McDonell.

The bells have begun.

Colleagues, I'm looking to see if we have unanimous consent to
work through the bells, and also if committee members are com‐
fortable voting electronically. That keeps us all here and allows us
the opportunity to move forward.

If not, then—
Mr. Michael Cooper (St. Albert—Edmonton, CPC): No, I

need to vote in person, but I would be prepared to go to five min‐
utes until the vote.

The Chair: That sounds good, colleagues.

We will restart the clock in a moment and we'll keep an eye out
for five minutes before the vote. Members can, of course, choose to
vote electronically or in the chamber.

Once we have all members back, if that happens before 10 min‐
utes, great, we'll get going. If not, then at the 10-minute mark, we
will begin again.

Mr. McDonell, my apologies for the interruption. It's back to
you.

Mr. Patrick McDonell: Yes, there has been a significant in‐
crease in harassment of members of Parliament in the last five
years. It's mostly online, but also in person and at events. By signif‐
icant, I mean it's probably to the tune of a 700% to 800% increase.

I'll give you an example on threat behaviours towards MPs. In
2019, we opened approximately eight files on threat behaviours—
either a direct or indirect threat—towards an MP. In 2023, there
were 530 files opened. That's a significant increase in threats and
threat behaviour. It's mostly threatening behaviour towards mem‐
bers of Parliament.

For the harassment of MPs online, it's come to the point where
we're bulk filing reports of harassment of MPs online. There's just
so much of it. The social media platforms are either not taking our
call or taking our call and saying they'll look into it and it ends
there.

It's according to their rules if they take the malicious or harassing
posts down. It's up to them to take it down. Anyone can report it if
the post doesn't meet their rules or regs, but it's up to the social me‐
dia platform to remove it. We're not having much luck as of late
having them remove it.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: While that might be a separate ques‐
tion versus member to member, it certainly would have an impact
on members. It certainly has an impact on staff.

As an employer, what obligations do we have around that im‐
pact?

● (1045)

The Chair: You have one minute remaining.

Ms. Carolyne Evangelidis: Again, it's about providing a health
and safety environment. I think that is most important.

If you come to speak to us from an HR perspective, we have re‐
sources. We have nurses on site. We actually have a respectful
workplace that could support employees, making sure that, from a
mental state or perspective, they feel safe.

We have training available. Of course, we're not going to elimi‐
nate it, but it's about mitigating the risk for reoccurrence, so that is
an obligation that we do have.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: I don't know if I can get it in. Maybe I
can bank my time, if the chair is so kind.

The Chair: You have about 20 seconds, Ms. Mathyssen. I'm
happy to roll it over for the next round.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: Thank you. I request that, sir.

The Chair: Good. Thank you very much, Ms. Mathyssen.

Ms. Ferreri, we will turn the floor over to you for five minutes.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri (Peterborough—Kawartha, CPC):
Thank you so much, Chair.

Thank you for having me here. This is my first time at PROC.

This is a very interesting study that I have plenty of personal ex‐
perience with. I'm sure you've seen my name in the bulk files many
times.
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My question for you is about online harassment of members or
that kind of thing. For you and your team, what do you have in
place to support yourself to actually act on this?

Mr. Patrick McDonell: Through you, Mr. Chair, we have an
open source intelligence unit that employs a number of different
software. Right now, just because of the number of files, we focus
mostly on those that are threats or indirect threats.

We reach out to the police force of local jurisdiction and the
Royal Canadian Mounted Police protective operations if we feel
that there may be criminal intent there.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: Where I'm going with this is a twofold
question.

We know our police are extremely inundated and overwhelmed.
They also often don't have the resources to follow up, not just in
these instances, but in many domestic violence instances. Many is‐
sues are put to the bottom of the queue because there are so many
other issues, whether they are overdoses or calls for those kinds of
things.

Number one, I'd be curious to have the data—if you want to table
it with the committee—on how you've had to change your staffing.
Have you had to increase staffing and resources, and what does that
cost look like? In what time frame have you seen that jump?

Also, how do you prioritize if your resources are spread as thin
as they are in, say, the instances of the police?

Mr. Eric Janse: In terms of police following up, I think what's
often frustrating for members and is a genuine concern—maybe
more a legal question—is the definition of when harassment be‐
comes a threat and becomes criminal. That's often a fine line. In
terms of staffing, very recently the Board of Internal Economy
adopted a significant increase in resources to assist the Sergeant-at-
Arms and his team, who work closely, of course, with Parliamen‐
tary Protective Service, the RCMP and other jurisdictions.

Maybe, Pat, you could give a bit of detail on what that will see us
have going forward.

Mr. Patrick McDonell: As the Clerk said, there's been a signifi‐
cant investment in my area in the last month to resource us up, to
keep our nose above the waterline and deal with the massive work‐
load we are now facing. We're very confident that we'll be able to
handle the workload for the foreseeable future.

In regard to co-operation with the police force of jurisdiction, we
deal with 91 police forces. We have agreements with 61 to provide
paid duty at members' events and provide security when a member
hosts or attends a public event. To date, the RCMP have been ex‐
cellent at moving quickly on files that may have a criminal intent.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: What is the timeline that you have as
your goal to respond? Do you have one internally where you have
received a message and you have a timeline that you've put in place
for you to follow up?
● (1050)

Mr. Patrick McDonell: We try to get to our files as quickly as
possible. If there's a threat there, we'll get to that file the same day.
Often within minutes, we get to the file. Sometimes, with the co-

operation of the police force of jurisdiction and the RCMP, we can
act on the file the same day.

I had an example of that in recent memory where the file, the
threat, came in against a member of Parliament in the morning, and
the person was in custody out in western Canada by bedtime.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: I can tell you that your team has been
amazing when I've had to reach out, so I do commend you for that.

The other major question I think that a lot of people online have
is—

The Chair: Ms. Ferreri, you have about 20 seconds.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: —bots, differentiating between a real per‐
son and a bot. What are you doing about that?

Mr. Patrick McDonell: Well, that's my open source intelligence
team, and I would have to come back to you with an answer, be‐
cause that's getting into technical information that I don't quite un‐
derstand.

The Chair: Thanks very much, Ms. Ferreri.

Next we have Ms. Damoff for five minutes.

Ms. Pam Damoff (Oakville North—Burlington, Lib.): Thank
you, Chair.

Thank you for the opportunity to sit in on the PROC committee
today.

I want to follow up on the line of MP-to-MP harassment. When
it was asked about social media, I think, Mr. Janse, that you said
that's a separate matter or a separate subject, except my question is:
What happens when an MP puts on social media something that di‐
rectly drives harassment of an MP? They mention another MP
specifically in social media, which in turn drives phone calls,
emails, social media threats and misogyny.

I've been subject to that repeatedly, so I would argue that it's not
a separate subject. I don't know how we deal with that, but I just
wonder if you could talk about the impact of MPs' social media on
other MPs.
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Mr. Eric Janse: Thank you for that clarification, Ms. Damoff,
and you're right. When I spoke about social media as separate, I
meant members of the public, anonymous people, sending threats
and the like, but you're right. Sometimes you have occasions where
there are member-to-member exchanges on social media or what
you're alluding to, a member does something that causes an impact
on another member. It becomes a bit of a jurisdictional issue. For
instance, the Speaker has jurisdiction in the chamber between inter‐
actions between members but has no jurisdiction over exchanges
between members on social media.

Michel, do you want to add to that?
Mr. Michel Bédard: Currently, there are no House instruments

that govern this relationship. The code of conduct on sexual harass‐
ment is limited to sexual harassment, as its title indicates, and the
policy does not apply to member-to-member conduct.

Of course, if what is posted on social media reaches a certain
threshold of criminal harassment, it will be subject to the Criminal
Code. We haven't had any examples of such a matter.

Ms. Pam Damoff: I'm not talking about the actual MP and crim‐
inal harassment. I'm talking about an MP tweeting, for example,
misinformation, often targeting another MP. The MP says Pam
Damoff just compared every hunter in Canada to the Danforth
shooter. What follows from that is the very large gun lobby sending
much more than mean tweets, which is what they've called them.
These have been threats and absolutely horrific messages to my of‐
fice—phone calls from across Canada, which impact my staff.

What the MPs tweeted directly resulted in harassment of my staff
and me. It's not the MP saying the criminal harassment. He's incit‐
ing other people to do so.

Mr. Michel Bédard: Currently, there is no House policy or code
of conduct that will address such behaviour.

Ms. Pam Damoff: Do any other jurisdictions have policies with
respect to MP-to-MP harassment?
● (1055)

Ms. Carolyne Evangelidis: Yes, there are nine around Canada
that do. Internationally, as well, both the U.K. and Australia have
MP-to-MP—

Ms. Pam Damoff: Would you be able to share those policies
with us?

Ms. Carolyne Evangelidis: Absolutely.
Ms. Pam Damoff: Thank you.

I want to talk a bit about our staff, which Ms. Mathyssen brought
up.

While there are resources available to them, I often hear people
say to me, “Well, you don't have to look at your social media.” The
problem is that somebody is looking at it. My office set up a whole
subfolder in our inbox called “misogyny”.

In 20 seconds, could you talk about how this is impacting staff?
Ms. Carolyne Evangelidis: Yes. We encourage you to let us

know.

As mentioned earlier, there are mental supports for staff and we
want to make sure they feel secure themselves. I would encourage
it for us. Pat also shares with me whenever there are instances of
tweets that could harm the staff.

We're proactively reaching out as well to make sure they're okay.

Ms. Pam Damoff: Thank you.

The Chair: Thanks very much.

[Translation]

Ms. Gaudreau, you have the floor for two and a half minutes.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Here we go. Thank you very
much, Mr. Chair.

With everything we are hearing, I think we can conclude that it is
important and urgent to have a proposal and to strike a subcommit‐
tee to study what exists elsewhere and what has worked well. Then
we will be able to take advantage of the catching up that some leg‐
islatures have done.

When the Sergeant-at-Arms tells us that online harassment has
increased by 700% to 800%, that tells me that efforts must be made
at the same rate. However, we understand very well that, here, we
are unable to keep up. So let's use this opportunity, for the sake of
our democracy and public safety.

When I meet people in my riding, not only do they ask me if I
will keep going for a while, but they also want to know how I feel
when I am called out. Honestly, when I talk to my 20-year-old chil‐
dren, they tell me that they will never go into politics. I also meet
colleagues, elected at other levels of government, who have re‐
signed because they were victims of harassment within their own
organization. It's time for a proper review.

We could talk for hours and hours, but constructively, I think we
really need to strike a subcommittee, work in collaboration with the
Board of Internal Economy, and, starting in September, be able to
make proposals and have them adopted by the end of 2024.

Ms. Carolyne Evangelidis: We will take your recommendations
into account and we are ready to help you.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Excellent.

That's all for me, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: Okay. Thank you, Ms. Gaudreau.

[English]

Ms. Mathyssen, we will roll over your 30 seconds from the pre‐
vious round, so you're at three minutes.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
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I'm interested in talking more about the parliamentary privilege
divide. That is so key, that freedom of speech is so incredibly im‐
portant in terms of our democracy. It is one of the bases of this
place, this institution, but there have been limits placed upon that in
previous...with the sexual harassment policy, member to member,
so where are the boundaries? Where does parliamentary privilege
end? Can you talk about the principles of how we would even de‐
cide upon that, the fine lines and your worries about that as well?

Mr. Jeffrey LeBlanc (Deputy Clerk, Procedure, House of
Commons): As was alluded to, there are several jurisdictions that
have codes to govern member-to-member behaviour, and I think the
vast majority of them deliberately and explicitly exclude what goes
on in the chamber and in committees. The goal in that, I think, is to
protect the privileges of members in their deliberative functions and
to ensure that any situations that arise in those forums are dealt with
according to the procedures and the rules in those forums. There is
a Speaker, who is responsible for ensuring decorum in the chamber;
there is a chair, who's responsible for maintaining decorum in a
committee; and there are processes by which the House can sanc‐
tion misconduct, should it occur in those forums.

The vast majority of codes that other legislatures have adopted
have deliberately carved that out with, I think, the fear of what....
Would members welcome, for example, outside investigation into
what goes on during proceedings? I guess that's the question mem‐
bers have to decide on in considering that.
● (1100)

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: In terms of those boundaries and what
those chairs within the House or committee have, do they have the
proper tools already to do that job? Do they have the appropriate
training to do that job? Is that something we need to work on as
well?

Mr. Jeffrey LeBlanc: I think that would be a question for mem‐
bers to decide. There are, I think, certain standards of decorum that
are expected and that are attempted to be enforced. Whether mem‐
bers think those standards are sufficiently high, I think, is a ques‐
tion for members to answer. Whether or not the sanctions available
to the chairs or to the Speaker are sufficiently high, I think, is also a
question members could consider.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: Decorum is a pretty general and broad
term, so again it comes from an individual's will to abide by those
entirely and there would be no other option....

Mr. Jeffrey LeBlanc: I would say that, if members feel that
stronger tools, sanctions or different processes are necessary, they
would have to incorporate that into the rules, but as multiple Speak‐
ers have said in multiple rulings about decorum and language, it's
impossible to achieve that, I think, only by enforcement. Members
need to have the will to also govern themselves appropriately.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: As a workplace—
The Chair: I'm sorry, but that's the end of the time.
Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: That was a really fast three minutes.
The Chair: I'm sorry.

Colleagues, just as a quick note before we go to the next line of
questioning here, we're going to hit just right at five minutes. I'm
going to suspend at that point. We will go to vote. Once folks are

back, we're going to continue. We will have one more from the Lib‐
eral side and then an entire round subsequent to that, and that will
bring us to the end of this morning's testimony.

With that, for five minutes, I turn to Ms. Rempel Garner.

Welcome to PROC.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner (Calgary Nose Hill, CPC):
Thank you, Chair.

Mr. Janse, has the House ever undertaken a legal analysis of
what portions of various labour codes, be they provincial or federal,
apply to Parliament or to the workplace of parliamentarians?

Mr. Eric Janse: It's a good question, Ms. Rempel Garner. I'm
not aware of any, but maybe Michel has some details.

Mr. Michel Bédard: Until changes to the labour code in 2019,
which came into force a year or two years later through what was
known as Bill C-65, which made applicable amendments to what
we call PESRA, the Parliamentary Employment and Staff Relations
Act, prior to these amendments the health and safety provisions of
the labour code were not applicable to Parliament as a workplace.
That said, there were provisions and policies in place at the admin‐
istration level, but there was no specific legal requirement except
the general legal requirements of employers.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: What about provincial labour
codes?

Mr. Michel Bédard: Provincial labour codes will not apply to
federal entities. They are subject to federal legislation. That's why
amendments were made to PESRA and then to the labour code to
make it applicable to parliamentary employers. The provincial
labour codes are not applicable.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: If someone, a parliamentarian,
were to say that they were entitled to a safe workplace here, the
federal or provincial labour codes would not apply, in that sense,
outside of the amendments that were made in legislation in 2019. Is
that correct?

Mr. Michel Bédard: The changes that were made to the legisla‐
tion in 2019 made applicable part II of the Canada Labour Code al‐
most in its entirety, with some minor adjustments, to Parliament as
a workplace and to our parliamentary employers, including mem‐
bers.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: Thank you.

I have made a very purposeful choice in my career to not plat‐
form any of the harassment I've received, and I will continue that. I
will say, because it's a matter of public record, that I think I was the
first case of criminal harassment that was prosecuted on Twitter
writ large.
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Mr. Janse, your team here has talked about the fact that there are
criminal laws regarding harassment. What services does your team
offer to link parliamentarians with the appropriate legal services
when instances of criminal harassment occur?
● (1105)

Mr. Eric Janse: It's very much a partnership, I would think. Our
law clerk office is involved. The Sergeant-at-Arms office is in‐
volved. Our IT folks, who are in close contact with some of the cy‐
bersecurity institutions, are involved, as are police forces of juris‐
diction and the Parliamentary Protective Service. There are a lot of
players involved.

Pat, do you want to give a bit more detail?
Mr. Patrick McDonell: In a typical case, we'd be made aware of

the complaint. The first contact is the RCMP. The second contact,
with the RCMP, is the police force of jurisdiction. We reach out to
them. The case is discussed. Often it's obvious that it is a criminal
harassment case.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: At this point, though, it would
be reactive in terms of your team making MPs aware of what to do
in those circumstances. It's reactive right now. Is that correct?

Mr. Patrick McDonell: Yes, ma'am.
Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: Thank you.

Perhaps that's something the committee could consider as a rec‐
ommendation.

I remember a time when a colleague of a different party gave a
five-minute missive in the House of Commons about the fact that I
had blocked them on Twitter. That was after they had sent a lot of
junk my way.

Colleagues, with this 45 seconds, since I'm subbing in on this
committee, I would just urge you to ensure, if there are recommen‐
dations, that they are made on legitimate grounds and not as a way
to litigate partisanship. I would hope that whatever recommenda‐
tions come out of this study, partisanship is removed and scoring
partisan points is removed, because this is a really serious issue.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Thank you very much, Ms. Rempel Garner.

Colleagues, we will now suspend in order to deal with our voting
responsibilities. We will come back shortly thereafter.

Thank you.
● (1105)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1130)

The Chair: I call the meeting back to order.

We are going to resume our witness testimony.

I'll turn it over to Ms. Romanado, who has five minutes remain‐
ing in this round.

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.
Through you, I'd like to ask the witnesses a couple of other ques‐
tions.

We're not talking about privilege here when we're talking about
closing the loophole on MP-to-MP harassment. Let me rephrase
that. What I'm talking about is not having healthy debate in the
chamber. I think we should absolutely have healthy debate in the
chamber. I think we should absolutely be questioning policies, and
we should absolutely be providing feedback to improve legislation.
However, when it comes to civility in the House sometimes and
when it comes to personal attacks, when that kind of behaviour then
spills out into social media, so a member is refraining from going to
the chamber or participating in debate, or is self-regulating what
they say out of fear of all of that happening, we're into privilege.

Can you comment on that? The fact is that if we have members
not going into the chamber or not participating in debate out of fear
of what's going to come out on social media, in their emails or in
phone calls to their constituency, we are now prohibiting MPs from
participating, and that is a point of privilege.

Mr. Janse, can you elaborate on that a bit?

● (1135)

Mr. Eric Janse: It's a very good question that you raise, Mrs.
Romanado.

Again, on issues of decorum and what flows from that in the
chamber, there are, as Jeffrey alluded to a bit earlier in response to
a similar question, procedures and practices in place to address that.
I'm not sure that changing the code would necessarily have a direct
impact on that, and again, most jurisdictions carve that out as some‐
thing to be treated separately.

Obviously, no, you would not want to see members deliberately
refraining from attending sittings in the House because of a fear of
what could transpire or happen, either in the House or thereafter,
because ultimately, that's why they've been elected. They're there to
represent constituents in the chamber.

I don't know if Jeffrey wants to add to that.

Mr. Jeffrey LeBlanc: I think we all share the objective that
members should be able to come and speak freely and without fear
of consequences, and that's what the entire concept of parliamen‐
tary privilege is meant to protect.

The question you raised, though, is a tricky one about when
members are then subjected to or targeted for harassment because
of things they said after the fact. How does one best handle that?
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If I understood you correctly, it's not necessarily what they get
from other members; it's what they get from the general public, and
the types of attacks that are now very easy to make behind one's
keyboard in one's basement, which are very often done anonymous‐
ly without any consequences. How to reduce that risk is an interest‐
ing challenge, and I think the platforms themselves have some re‐
sponsibility in trying to police that.

I'm not sure I understood that correctly, but that's a responsibility
they're taking very seriously today.

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: I know all of my colleagues here to‐
day have gone through this. In our parliamentary work, whether
we're in committee right now....

I'm sure I already have some emails in my inbox based on the
questions I'm asking you today, like, “Snowflake,” “Can't take the
heat,” or, “Women can't take it. Don't run for office.”

What would you say to people who are considering this profes‐
sion and see what some people post on social media? They see
some of the harassment that MPs go through, whether it's at an
event or at the grocery store. I can't buy ice cream at my grocery
store because people stop me and ask me questions, and by the time
I get to the cash, it's melted—that's actually a good thing.

That being said, when people are thinking about this job.... We
have a responsibility to be civil in the House, whether we have
decorum or not. We have a responsibility as colleagues. Nowhere in
any other workplace would some of the behaviour that we see be
acceptable. In any other workplace in Canada, the person would be
terminated.

What can you say to people who are considering this profession,
given everything that you see us going through?

The Chair: You have about 20 seconds.
Mr. Eric Janse: It's a very good point. I think we all find it

tremendously unfortunate, what members and prospective members
are subjected to.

I would hope that it would not overly discourage people who
have an interest in public service from putting their name forward
nonetheless to seek election and make a contribution to Canada and
Canada's Parliament.

You're absolutely right. It's a concern for many. Our team, to the
best that we can, is there to support and to help.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Janse.

The floor is to go to a Conservative member, but I don't have a
member.

Ms. Rempel Garner, okay, you have five minutes. The floor is
yours.
● (1140)

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: Thank you, Chair.

Mr. McDonell, in your conversations with law enforcement, has
there ever been any discussion about the need for clarity in law
about what constitutes online criminal harassment or perhaps addi‐
tional tools that law enforcement could use—or that there's a gap

right now—to de-escalate behaviour or to prevent it from escalat‐
ing?

Mr. Patrick McDonell: Through you, Mr. Chair, I don't recall
having a discussion of that nature with law enforcement partners.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: The reason I ask is we're hav‐
ing a conversation now on the broader issue of online harassment.
There was an article last week by CBC saying that the RCMP is
recommending additional tools for members of Parliament to pre‐
vent harassment. My reaction to that was, “Well, if they can't pro‐
tect me, then how are they protecting everyone else?”

Based on your experience, do you have any suggestions that the
committee could recommend to perhaps close some of those gaps?
For example, it's very difficult or it's grey to understand when and
how law enforcement can find the identity of somebody who is re‐
peatedly—not a one-off, but repeatedly—harassing somebody on‐
line in a threatening way that could be deemed as criminal harass‐
ment.

Mr. Patrick McDonell: I think lots can be done and should be
done in relation to the harassment of members of Parliament, politi‐
cians in general and the general public.

When we first started up our open source intelligence unit, we
focused on the harassment of members of Parliament. We had great
contacts on all the social media platforms and we would ask them
to take down posts that were against their own regulations. In the
last few years, that's fallen by the wayside. Sometimes they answer
the phone and sometimes they don't. Often they don't.

I was speaking earlier, before we came back, about how Twitter
used to be our best contact for bringing stuff down from social me‐
dia. Once the new owner took over, our contacts there were let go.
Now there's nobody to contact at that particular social media plat‐
form to bring down information.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: When you talk about bringing
down information, at that time, did the House have a clearly de‐
fined set of guidelines on when they would ask for something to be
brought down?

I'm just concerned about.... It sounds like impingement on
speech, potentially.

Mr. Patrick McDonell: It was just if the terms and conditions of
the social media platform were breached. We would only contact
the social media platform with the authorization of the MP. We
would not go out on our own.

Anyone can contact the social media platform. A citizen can.
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Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: It seems to me, based on this
conversation, that there's a gap between what is clear in law, in
terms of what constitutes online criminal harassment, and what
tools could be used to either prevent the escalation of that happen‐
ing when there's a clear pattern of behaviour—I'm not talking about
a single mean tweet or something; I mean a clear escalation in ha‐
rassment—and what is actually being used in practice right now. It
seems like a bit of a hodgepodge.

Would that be a correct assessment?

I'm not ascribing motive; it just seems like there's a lack of clari‐
ty in law in this regard.

Mr. Patrick McDonell: I would agree.
Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: I'll close with the following

question.

Since this committee was last seized with this issue, I think there
was a purposeful decision taken to not include MP harassment in
the changes to the labour code.

Has your shop, Mr. Janse, given any thought to how non-sexual
harassment would be defined? I know that this has already been
discussed somewhat today, but has any thought been given to that
by your team?

Mr. Eric Janse: It's not considerable.

I think you, Carolyne, might have a standard definition that is of‐
ten used.
● (1145)

Ms. Carolyne Evangelidis: Yes.

In 30 seconds, I would say there is already in the harassment pre‐
vention policy a definition that we could definitely be reviewing.
However, there's always the Canadian Human Rights Act that we
can look back on to make sure we're taking the best of the defini‐
tion and putting it forward.

The Chair: Thanks very much.

Ms. Shanahan, it's over to you for five minutes.
Mrs. Brenda Shanahan (Châteauguay—Lacolle, Lib.): Thank

you very much, Chair.

I'd like to take up that last point, because there seems to be some
confusion here among members as to what constitutes harassment.

I refer to the code that already exists for harassment and violence
in the workplace, appendix A. I find it very thorough. It is clear that
harassment may include but is not limited to “offensive or intimi‐
dating comments or jokes”. There's a point about abuse of authori‐
ty, which doesn't apply here, because this has to do with employers
and employees. It goes on to list:

spreading malicious rumours or gossip about an individual or group;
cyberbullying (threatening, spreading rumours, or negatively talking to or about
someone online or on social media);
socially excluding or isolating someone;
persistently criticizing, undermining, belittling, demeaning or ridiculing a per‐
son;
psychological harassment;

I'm picking out the ones that I think are most pertinent to our dis‐
cussion here today.

sexist remarks;

racist remarks;

homophobic remarks;

transphobic remarks;

verbal threats or intimidation;

making aggressive, threatening or rude gestures.

The first point has to do with management responsibilities, but
the second point is very pertinent to our discussion today: harass‐
ment is not a disagreement regarding a policy or practice.

I would ask you whether this constitutes a good basis to address
this gap in the member-to-member code of conduct, if you will, re‐
garding non-sexual harassment.

Ms. Carolyne Evangelidis: I would say yes, but there's definite‐
ly a study to be done in the context of the environment.

Mrs. Brenda Shanahan: Excellent.

I think what we've heard today are examples of how social me‐
dia, which is a tool for all of us, is being effectively weaponized by
members. In some cases, our social media accounts are actually
paid for by the House of Commons, so it comes under the purview
of our MOB. Salaried staff operate our social media accounts. I ap‐
preciate the points Ms. Mathyssen made. We can talk about the ef‐
fects on staff both in dealing with social media and in producing
harassment media.

What is governed within the House of Commons by the Speaker
and in committee by chairs is one thing. However, once it leaves
the House through the vehicle of social media—and this is what is
brand new.... This is an area where it behooves us to put a policy in
place.

Historically in the House of Commons, we have two sword
lengths between the opposing sides. There was a time when physi‐
cal violence.... God forbid. I hope we never get to that point again. I
think we need to talk about putting preventive barriers around the
use of social media.

Mr. Bédard, would there be something legislatively that would
cover that?

The Chair: There is one minute remaining here.
Mr. Michel Bédard: With respect to the swords, we haven't tak‐

en any measurements recently.

Voices: Oh, oh!

Mr. Michel Bédard: You alluded to some definition of harass‐
ment and examples. The definitions you alluded to are in the labour
code, and these were examples. Regarding the code of conduct,
sexual harassment or general harassment, members may want to
start from the existing definition of harassment, which is applicable
in the federal workplace, and adjust it to the savour of Parliament,
because there is a unique component to Parliament as a workplace,
the House of Commons.
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We mentioned parliamentary proceedings. Also, we need to be
mindful of the fact that about half of the chamber is called the op‐
position. You don't have that in any regular workplace. The main
role of the opposition is to oppose, to make sure that the govern‐
ment is accountable. You don't have that in a normal workplace ei‐
ther. Any measures that are to be put in place have to take into con‐
sideration the unique nature of the role of government and opposi‐
tion in our system of government.
● (1150)

The Chair: Unfortunately, Ms. Shanahan, you're out of time.
[Translation]

Ms. Gaudreau, you have the floor for two and a half minutes.
Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Mr. Chair, I will be quick.

I just wanted to mention that, in 2015, the Quebec National As‐
sembly made no distinction between members and employees,
among other things, and everything was going very well. I think we
should ask ourselves whether we should be so worried.

It seems to me that prevention is key. However, we have a code
of conduct that applies to both 25-year-old and 75-year-old elected
officials. For those people, what are the chances that they will expe‐
rience harassment or uncomfortable situations? For the next genera‐
tion, we will have to ensure that generational differences are re‐
spected and focus on prevention in that regard. What was accept‐
able 40 years ago may no longer be acceptable today. Something
may be acceptable to me, if there is consent or we joke around, but
not to people younger than me.

I find that a lot of emphasis is being placed on the member's
privilege, for instance. We chose to be here and we have a role to
play, as long as we abide by the code of conduct that we have es‐
tablished for ourselves. Personally, I am eager to see it happen, and
I would like to be part of the subcommittee that will be in charge of
that. As you know, I am not only an entrepreneur, but also a psy‐
chosociologist. I would be pleased to work with the Board of Inter‐
nal Economy and you.

Mr. Chair, do I have any time left?
The Chair: You have 20 seconds left, Ms. Gaudreau.
Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Ms. Evangelidis, what do you

think?
Ms. Carolyne Evangelidis: We understand your recommenda‐

tion and we are here to support you, whether as part of a subcom‐
mittee or not. It's up to you to tell us how we should proceed going
forward. We're definitely here to support you.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you.

Madam Mathyssen, you have two and a half minutes.
Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: I'll try to be brief. I have two big ques‐

tions, unfortunately, within two and a half minutes.

There's a concern of mine, as we try to move forward—and
maybe this would be for the subcommittee to talk about—about
getting the opinions of members of Parliament on how we start to
deal with these issues.

Obviously, we want that to be protected. Do you have any advice
for this committee on how that could happen in terms of ensuring
that even former members, members who are not reoffering and
current members can be protected in terms of anonymity if we start
to survey them? Is there a mechanism in place that could do that on
this issue?

The other question I'll squeeze in is about witnesses. We are see‐
ing witnesses not come forward as much at committee. We are also
seeing this clipping culture, these gotcha political moments that are
now turning on members of academia or those incredible stake‐
holders that we rely on so much. What can we do to better protect
them? They are protected under privilege, yet when they leave here,
their testimony is used against them to a point where they may not
return, and that's really quite critical. I'd like your opinions on that.

Mr. Eric Janse: Maybe I'll start, and others can jump in.

In terms of a process of consulting either current or past mem‐
bers, certainly that's one of the tools that's available to any commit‐
tee in terms of how extensive a consultation it wants to undertake.
There might be a need for caucus consultations to see what each
caucus has in terms of views.

Your point about witnesses is a good one. Obviously, witnesses
and the testimony that they provide are key components to commit‐
tee proceedings, and any actions that result in a chilling effect and
that discourage them from volunteering to come before a commit‐
tee to provide their advice and their expertise are certainly a preoc‐
cupation.

● (1155)

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: Do those witnesses have any redress if
things happen to them in that regard?

Mr. Eric Janse: Not really, no.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: Is there no access to parliamentary re‐
sources like we have in the same instance?

The Chair: You have just a few seconds, Mr. LeBlanc.

Mr. Jeffrey LeBlanc: Very quickly, we have very recently start‐
ed to make some supports available to witnesses, especially wit‐
nesses who come forward. I don't know if it's necessarily the situa‐
tion you're describing, but for witnesses who come forward in the
context of very difficult studies, very emotional studies, where
there's something very traumatic that they come to share, we've
been making available to them the same sorts of supports that
would be available to members or other members of the House ad‐
ministration. However, it's a relatively limited thing at present.
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In terms of retribution, any sort of retribution against a witness
for testimony they give could be punished as a breach of privilege.
The expectation is that witnesses come here to share information so
that Parliament can do its job, and anybody who seeks to silence
them or to punish them for that is doing a disservice to Parliament
and to the democratic exercise. However, how does that actually
occur? What one does in order to ensure that they're protected is
challenging.

What we're used to seeing are reprisals from employers—like if
you are a whistle-blower and are sanctioned for coming forward—
but to then be subject to attacks in the public sphere online is a dif‐
ferent order. It's maybe not something we're as familiar with or as
well equipped to deal with at the moment.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. LeBlanc.

We're heading into the final two lines of questioning, which will
be about 10 minutes, but I will submit now that it would be useful
to the committee for our witnesses to provide written answers to
anything that members may feel we didn't get the time to address
substantively. We would ask witnesses for their co-operation in that
matter.

We will go to Mr. Calkins for five minutes, followed by Ms.
Damoff for five minutes, and that will conclude our two-hour panel
this morning.

Mr. Calkins, you have five minutes.
Mr. Blaine Calkins: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

These fine folks here do work for Parliament, so I'm sure they
would make themselves available to come back if it were deemed
necessary.

A lot has been said about missing rules or regulations, gaps, etc.,
but I just want to get a clear state of where we actually are.

Notwithstanding the labour code issues and everything that's
been brought up, we already have criminal sanctions for harass‐
ment. We have criminal sanctions for hate speech in the Criminal
Code. We also have civil law dealing with libel and/or slander,
which I'm not sure has been fully tested when it comes to parlia‐
mentary privilege. In the context of those provisions being there,
we also have a Charter of Rights and Freedoms, which is premised
largely upon the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which
gives us freedom of speech and freedom of expression.

At what point do we encroach on parliamentary privilege and on
freedom of rights, including freedom of expression, and why aren't
the other mechanisms that I talked about, the criminal sanctions and
the civil sanctions, enough to govern this space?

Mr. Eric Janse: That's a very good question, and I think it
would probably be a focus of a large part of the discussion of either
this committee or a subcommittee as to definitions and boundaries.
You're right. There's a lot that exists right now, but what I think
we're sensing from some of the comments that have been made to
date is that this is perhaps not sufficient and that there's maybe
something in between that should be codified.

Mr. Blaine Calkins: Perhaps. I'm not saying that.... Is it an en‐
forcement issue? Is it a resource issue? Is it an actual lack of rules
or laws issue? I guess that's the nature of my question.

Mr. Michel Bédard: The various instruments you refer to, the
Criminal Code, libel and slander, have specific thresholds. Those
thresholds that are applicable will not be the same as the one that
will apply to harassment. The threshold for harassment in the work‐
place will be different.

You first will meet the threshold for harassment, then civil liabil‐
ity and then criminal liability. One thing that I will add, too, be‐
cause you mentioned parliamentary privilege and that it hasn't been
tested, is that even the Criminal Code makes explicit provision that
the hate speech provision does not apply to words that are spoken
in the chamber. It's the same thing for civil legal action taken
against a member or witness for what they've said during the pro‐
ceedings. It will be excluded. It will be dismissed.

● (1200)

Mr. Blaine Calkins: I appreciate that, Michel. I really do. How‐
ever, if something is spoken in the chamber, something is spoken in
a committee, and it is republished on a social media platform, has
that been clarified insofar as the tests of privilege and libel and/or
slander?

Mr. Michel Bédard: This will depend on the circumstances.
You're correct that there's no major ruling addressing the issue. If
it's an exhaustive reproduction of parliamentary proceedings, there
will be a common law protection that will apply. It will be an abso‐
lute protection. If it's only an abstract of the proceedings that are re‐
published, that will depend on the circumstances and the intention
of the person who did the replication.

Mr. Blaine Calkins: Would anybody like to weigh in on the
public interest that's also at stake in this conversation, about being
able to disseminate information that happens during our parliamen‐
tary proceedings and whether or not we should be including the
public interest in this conversation?

Mr. Michel Bédard: I alluded earlier to the absolute common
law protections for the publishing of the entire proceedings of the
House, which is based on the public interest. It's the fact that people
have a public interest to know what is taking place in Parliament
and in committee. It's the same thing for when it's an abstract or
partial reproduction. There is an exception that is made in the law
that if the person did that reproduction in good faith, there will be a
protection afforded. I will say that, yes, there is a general interest
for the public to see what its representatives are doing to vote laws
and to make sure that the government is accountable.

Mr. Blaine Calkins: Okay.

The Chair: That's about it.

Thank you very much, Mr. Calkins.

Ms. Damoff, we go to you for five minutes.

Ms. Pam Damoff: Thank you, Chair.

I want to talk about physical safety in constituency offices.
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Recently, we got a notice from the Sergeant-at-Arms to keep our
offices closed. My office is closed all the time now, except by ap‐
pointment, on recommendation from the Parliamentary Protective
Service. There's a sign on the door to that effect.

In particular, we got a notice a few weeks ago about axe the tax
demonstrations. That was something the Leader of the Opposition
had called for, for the public to go to MPs' offices to demonstrate.
Then shortly afterwards, we got a notice that we're to make sure
that we're vigilant and to keep the doors locked.

How dangerous is that type of call by politicians to act?

Then it results in us, as MPs, being less accessible and also
putting our staff in danger in community offices.

Mr. Patrick McDonell: I was the one, as the Sergeant-at-Arms,
who sent that memo out on that particular day to keep the offices
locked. It wasn't related to what a political party here published.

The intent to visit MPs' offices, we picked that up from a group
who had posted on the Internet that it was their intent to visit the
offices of members of Parliament and protest. That's why that was
published. Also, we picked up off the open source monitoring the
possibility of demonstrating at residences of members of Parlia‐
ment. Indeed, over the past month, there have been demonstrations
at the residences of certain members of Parliament.

Ms. Pam Damoff: Ms. Mathyssen talked about the difficulty in
getting witnesses. I've experienced that as well.

When we were studying Bill C-21, we also had death threats be‐
ing given to officials, members of the civil service, non-partisan
members of the public service who appeared. The chair of the com‐
mittee had to warn the Conservative members to tone down the
way they were questioning the officials because it was directly im‐
pacting their safety.

When Mrs. Shanahan read the definition of harassment, it includ‐
ed cyber-bullying and the spreading of malicious rumours.

Should that not apply to MPs and our behaviour as well?
● (1205)

Mr. Eric Janse: That's a very good question. Again, it's some‐
thing the committee and a potential subcommittee may want to
think long and hard about. It's that line between the genuine need to
be as free as possible to express views and play the role of a gov‐
ernment member or an opposition member and, to your point, the
right to have a healthy work environment for members, their staff
and anybody else who sets foot on Parliament Hill.

It's a very difficult question.
Ms. Pam Damoff: I want to talk a little more about staff.

It's becoming more difficult as an MP not only to hire staff but to
retain staff because of the abuse they're receiving in offices. There
are the phone calls, for example, mostly in the community office,
but they also read about what's going on, and they see social media.
It's becoming difficult to retain people, understandably, despite ser‐
vices that you offer. They just shouldn't be subjected to that in any
way, shape or form.

Do you want to comment on the retention and hiring difficulties
that MPs are facing?

The Chair: You have about 30 seconds.

Ms. Carolyne Evangelidis: There's a talent war out there, so it's
not limited to MPs, but the environment would definitely contribute
more if they were seeing it on social media or in committees. I
would encourage you to come back and reach out to us to make
sure some preventative measures are put in place for employees to
ensure they feel safe both mentally and physically. I would urge
you to contact us.

The Chair: Thank you.

Colleagues, that concludes the first panel for today's portion of
our study. I would like to thank Mr. LeBlanc, Mr. McDonell, Mr.
Bédard, Mr. Janse and Ms. Evangelidis for being with us.

Colleagues, that was a productive, efficient and, most important,
respectful first half of our conversation today. It was very informa‐
tive and will serve as a beautiful catalyst for what's to come.

We're going to suspend for five minutes to set up our next panel.
We will resume shortly.

● (1205)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1210)

The Chair: Colleagues, I'm going to call this meeting back to
order.

For our second panel today, we have with us the honourable
Greg Fergus, Speaker of the House of Commons. Welcome to
PROC, Mr. Speaker.

Colleagues, as you know, we are here today continuing our con‐
versation on harassment, that we had just undertaken in the past
couple of hours. As per the last round of questioning, we will have
a first round that comprises six minutes to members of each party.
Then we will move on to a second round, which will be slightly re‐
duced in time.

Colleagues, I have just a reminder in terms of the protocols
around our audio devices. Out of respect for our translators, their
health and safety and the hard work that they undertake on our be‐
half, please make sure that we are placing, when not in use, our ear‐
pieces on the stickers.

I note that Mr. LeBlanc, Mr. Bédard, Mr. Janse and Ms. Evange‐
lidis are still with us, so welcome back.

With that, colleagues, we are going to get right into things.

Mr. Speaker, there are 10 minutes available to you for opening
remarks. With that, I turn it over to you.
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Hon. Greg Fergus (Speaker of the House of Commons):
Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

I thank the committee for inviting me to appear today to discuss
this important issue of harassment at the House of Commons.

You have already heard from House officials on this complex
matter. I understand that they spoke to you in detail about the poli‐
cies in place in the House of Commons to address issues of work‐
place harassment relating to employees, as well as harassment is‐
sues between members of Parliament.

As committee members know, it has been my objective to im‐
prove the atmosphere in the House. Decorum is an issue that has
been raised with me not only by members, but also by the general
public. How members treat each other in our workplace is, of
course, of interest to all of us.
● (1215)

[Translation]

The House of Commons is one of the oldest institutions in our
country. The way it conducts its proceedings is even older. The
House must find ways to balance these deeply rooted traditions
with the expectations of modern workplaces. These measures exist
to foster a work environment where everyone feels safe and confi‐
dent.

As Speaker, I play a key role in the management of the House of
Commons, as I am the chair of the Board of Internal Economy, the
body responsible for the administrative and financial affairs of the
House. I am also responsible for presiding over parliamentary pro‐
ceedings, and my remarks will focus on this latter area of responsi‐
bility.
[English]

The anti-harassment measures, detailed by officials earlier, cover
employees who work on Parliament Hill. That includes staff of the
House of Commons and staff working for members of Parliament.
Employers of these categories of staff are subject in various ways
to the provisions of these measures.

However, other than the code of conduct dealing with sexual ha‐
rassment between members, there are currently no workplace mea‐
sures in place to address other forms of harassment that might oc‐
cur between members of Parliament within the context of proceed‐
ings in the House and committees. The House is not unique in this
regard, as many other assemblies do not apply internal codes of
conduct to their proceedings. While there could be instances of ha‐
rassment that are physical or sexual in connection to the proceed‐
ings in Parliament, generally, the likeliest form of harassment in
this context would be through the spoken word when members are
participating in debate in the chamber or in a committee meeting.
[Translation]

As we know, freedom of speech is one of the most important
privileges that members enjoy in carrying out their parliamentary
duties, either in the House or in committee.

On April 29, 1977, the Special Committee on the Rights and Im‐
munities of Members presented its first report, which can be found
on pages 720 to 729 of the Journals for that day. The report says

that, for members of Parliament, freedom of speech is “a funda‐
mental right without which they would be hampered in the perfor‐
mance of their duties. It permits them to speak in the House without
inhibition, to refer to any matter or express any opinion as they see
fit, to say what they feel needs to be said in the furtherance of the
national interest and the aspirations of their constituents”.

[English]

It affords its members the ability to engage in debate in a robust
and frequently pointed fashion. This is an age-old feature of our
House, and is the cornerstone of our Westminster-style parliamen‐
tary tradition. It ensures that a member has full latitude in pursuing
any matter of public interest or of importance to them. As such, this
is an immunity that is fundamental to our proceedings. I must em‐
phasize, however, that this does not mean that members have no
protections in the chamber or committees from inappropriate com‐
ments from other members.

Another ancient principle of our tradition is found in the rights
enjoyed by the House as a collectivity, catalogued in House of
Commons Procedure and Practice, third edition, at pages 119 to
141. Chief among them is “the regulation of its own...affairs”. This
refers to the House's exclusive authority to control “its own de‐
bates, agenda and proceedings as they relate to its legislative and
deliberative functions”.

Related to this is the House's exclusive right to discipline its
members. Through these powers, the House has tools to hold any
member accountable for any actions that may be viewed as conduct
unbecoming and misbehaviour, including in the exercise of their in‐
dividual right to freedom of speech. The House has exercised these
powers in the past to address cases of inappropriate behaviour by a
member.

● (1220)

[Translation]

The concerns that have arisen for some time about unparliamen‐
tary language in the House, more specifically language of a person‐
al nature used to attack, denigrate or intimidate, are ultimately mat‐
ters of decorum. One of the things we can do to improve the deco‐
rum of our proceedings is to remove those aspects of debate that
seek to personalize political criticism.

As we have seen in the past, personal attacks and criticisms often
provoke strong reactions. Not only do they cause chaos during our
proceedings, but they can actually be perceived by the subject as a
form of harassment.

[English]

A carrot and stick may be required. Members' goodwill can be
appealed to to voluntarily improve the atmosphere in the House.
However, stronger measures may be needed on rare occasions. In
this respect, if the power to enforce proper decorum rests in my
hands, broader disciplinary tools are properly the purview of the
House.
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I would suggest that the House be prepared to use its power to
discipline in those rare cases where statements may cross the line,
bordering or reaching the threshold of serious misconduct. While
the House has effective disciplinary tools and a strong commitment
from the chair to make improvements to decorum, it cannot be done
without the co-operation of all members.

The second point I'd like to address is whether stronger rules are
needed to address instances of harassment amongst members. As
the committee knows, contained in the Standing Orders of the
House of Commons are two appendices. The first is the Conflict of
Interest Code for Members of the House of Commons, which deals
with obligations of members to avoid conflicts of interest of a pecu‐
niary nature when carrying out their parliamentary functions. The
second, the Code of Conduct for Members of the House of Com‐
mons: Sexual Harassment Between Members, defines sexual ha‐
rassment and sets out a dispute resolution mechanism when com‐
plaints arise.

[Translation]

Neither code contains rules for other forms of harassment be‐
tween members. Some see this lack of rules as a shortcoming. I
would simply remind you that any attempt to expand the scope of
these codes of conduct should be done in a way that respects the
privileges of the House and its members.

Before I conclude my remarks, I would like to talk to you about
another subject, social networks. Members of Parliament are well
aware of this subject because, unfortunately, they are often the tar‐
get of despicable and sometimes criminal comments made about
them on various platforms. These comments are conveyed by cow‐
ardly individuals through anonymous accounts. Their anonymity
makes it very difficult for the security services or the police to in‐
vestigate.

[English]

While never to the same degree, there have been instances of
members posting comments regarding fellow members on social
media that some would qualify as inappropriate or even harass‐
ment. While obviously a serious matter, it is not one that the Speak‐
er has jurisdiction over. It is a long-standing practice that the
Speaker does not comment on statements made outside of the
chamber.

I am grateful to the committee for their attention to this matter. It
is important work, and it is timely.

Those are my thoughts on the issue. I hope my testimony will
help the committee in its work in considering this matter.

I very much look forward to the recommendations that this com‐
mittee might be able to offer the House. I remain at your disposal to
further assist the committee as it moves forward on this study.

[Translation]

I thank you for your attention, and I look forward to your ques‐
tions.

The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker.

[English]

Ms. Rempel Garner, you have the floor for six minutes.
Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: Thank you, Chair, and thank

you, Speaker.

Speaker, you're responsible for overseeing the harassment policy
for the House of Commons. Is that correct?

Hon. Greg Fergus: That is correct.
Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: Would you characterize a phys‐

ical altercation between members in the chamber as a potential in‐
stance of harassment?
● (1225)

Hon. Greg Fergus: To be clear, I should just modify the first.
I'm responsible for sexual harassment between members, as it was
listed.

If there was a physical altercation, yes, that would be behaviour
that would be considered unbecoming.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: Thank you.

On May 18, 2016, the Prime Minister grabbed late Conservative
MP Gord Brown by the arm and then elbowed former NDP MP
Ruth Ellen Brosseau in the chest. Ms. Brosseau expressed that she
had been injured.

In that moment, you're recorded in Hansard as describing Ms.
Brosseau's complaint as “reminiscent of a dive in the 2006 World
Cup” and that she was exaggerating.

On what basis did you arrive at the finding that Ms. Brosseau
was either diving or exaggerating what had happened in the House?

Hon. Greg Fergus: If I recall, my statement on that wasn't in re‐
gard to Madam Brosseau's accounting of the incident, but of other
folks' accounting of the incident, which was....

Sorry, go ahead.
Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: Are you saying she experi‐

enced it differently than what she had said in the House?
Hon. Greg Fergus: No, I think she experienced it exactly the

way she expressed it in the House.
Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: I'm just curious at how you ar‐

rived at that it was “a dive”.
Hon. Greg Fergus: I was commenting on how other people

were characterizing it, not what Madam Brosseau had said. It was
about what other people had described it as being.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: Your exact statement was that
it happened “exactly as the Prime Minister had described it”. That's
your statement and you're now responsible for overseeing the ha‐
rassment policy.

Given this instance and the numerous instances of partisanship
you've been accused of while you've been sitting in your term as
Speaker, do you think that opposition MPs would feel safe or em‐
powered to report instances of any sort of harassment, given that
this department comes under your supervision?
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Hon. Greg Fergus: They could have complete confidence that
issues of harassment, if raised, will be given a full treatment under
my office.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: I don't think so, Speaker.

Oftentimes women don't report harassment because men in
spaces of power, where they have demonstrable past experiences of
holding onto that power and protecting those in their circle.... That's
where justice isn't served

My concern with your partisanship is mostly to do with this is‐
sue. We are discussing a very serious issue here. This is something
that impacts all MPs. I am not sure if I reported something to you
that you would treat me fairly and that I wouldn't have my issue
twisted for partisan gain because of the repeated instances of parti‐
sanship. That's why I have lost faith in your speakership.

Given all of this, do you think that the fact that I have to ask this
question or make these statements will prevent MPs or staff mem‐
bers from coming forward and from reporting instances of harass‐
ment because of your track record in this issue?

Hon. Greg Fergus: I don't believe so.

I believe that members should feel fully confident in my ability
to ensure that, to the fullest extent of the rules that have been set
forward by the House of Commons, when they bring forward seri‐
ous issues such as harassment, especially sexual harassment, it
would be treated with the utmost seriousness and to the fullest ex‐
tent possible.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: Yet in the moment, when you
had an opportunity as a peer in the House of Commons to give a
woman space and hear her argument out, your exact words were,
“What happened was exactly as the Prime Minister had described
it”.

If I came in and I said, “This happened with a Liberal member or
a Conservative member,” whose side would you take?

Hon. Greg Fergus: I would clearly want to make sure that the
process was entirely fair and that your story and your concerns
would be raised and pursued to the fullest possible extent.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: How can I have that assurance
when you've had—

Hon. Greg Fergus: I'm offering you that—
Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: —three clear instances of being

partisan while in the chair? Forget the fact that you were the Prime
Minister's parliamentary secretary.

I'm saying this with deep severity. You have lost my confidence
because of this issue. You are in charge of the harassment policy,
something that is very serious because it governs the workplace
safety of everybody here.

I want to end with this. I don't understand why the NDP, given
that this happened with one of their colleagues, is still propping you
up. I don't get that.

How could you, in that moment, in showing a judgment of sup‐
posed fairness, arrive at this woman's having experienced it differ‐
ently than the Prime Minister? What basis did you use to make that
comment in 2016?

● (1230)

Hon. Greg Fergus: I can tell you that I never questioned Ruth
Ellen Brosseau's accounting of the situation.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: You did. You said, “I believe
him”, not “I believe her”, and that is what is wrong with every
workplace around the world, yet you demonstrated that in that mo‐
ment. It's deeply disappointing.

The Chair: Ms. Rempel Garner, I'm sorry to interrupt, but we
have about 10 seconds left.

Mr. Speaker, do you want to respond to that?

Hon. Greg Fergus: Very quickly, once again, I never doubted
her accounting, and my characterization of it at the time was due to
how other members—

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: Are you going to gaslight me
on that right now?

The Chair: Ms. Rempel Garner, either we have to let the clock
run or we have to afford the Speaker the opportunity to respond.

Mr. Speaker, do you want to take the last few seconds, or do you
feel satisfied with the response?

Hon. Greg Fergus: I would like to say again, just to make sure
that the record stands, that my description of that event was an ac‐
counting of what other people had described and not how she had
put it.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner: “I believe him”, I got it.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Ms. Romanado, the floor is yours for six minutes.

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

Through you, I'd like to thank the Speaker for being here today.

In the previous panel, we had some excellent testimony with re‐
spect to the harassment policy that currently does not apply to ha‐
rassment between two members of Parliament.

We talked a bit about the difference between having healthy de‐
bate in the chamber, bringing forward questions on policy, bringing
forward recommendations to improve legislation and sometimes a
lack of civility in the House and how that can be used outside of the
House.

As you know, in 1977, cameras were allowed into the chamber to
allow Canadians to participate in debate and learn more about our
democracy, which is incredibly important. I also know that often,
when I'm in the chamber, it seems like it's theatre. I remember
when I first got here, someone said that to me. Question period is
the theatre. It's for the clips that are then put on social media.
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You mentioned that any comments made outside of the chamber
are not within the purview of the Speaker, but if members of Parlia‐
ment are taking clips from inside the chamber and putting them on
their social media which then generates sometimes unhealthy com‐
ments, what would you recommend? Is there anything this commit‐
tee could recommend to improve civility in the House, understand‐
ing that the words we use matter, that there are ramifications some‐
times for the words that we use and that some people out there are
using that as a way to intimidate members of Parliament? Could
you elaborate a bit on that?

Hon. Greg Fergus: Through you, Mr. Chair, thank you for the
question.

It's really important, once again, to note that the Speaker, accord‐
ing to the rules and the long-time tradition of this place, does not
have a purview over what happens outside of the House, outside of
committees.

However, members—and this is the reason I'm presuming that
the committee had been struck to take a look at this issue—are free
to propose solutions and could perhaps direct members themselves
into determining what would be considered behaviour that's unbe‐
coming and could direct the Speaker to observe that, but it has been
a tradition that the Speaker doesn't go there for many reasons.

Whatever this committee comes up with would have to be tem‐
pered with the long-standing traditions of this House to allow for,
as much as possible, a full and free ability to speak to issues. That
is fundamental to the roles that we play as members of Parliament,
one that should always be looked at and should be minimized with
the greatest of care.

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: Thank you.

In terms of decorum in the House, we do have certain Standing
Orders that members need to abide by—we can't question the in‐
tegrity of a member; all members are honourable and so on—but
we've noticed that it's getting harder and harder in the chamber for
members to respect that. I guess we're in what we call the silly sea‐
son, where tempers get a little flared in the House and so on.

Do you think we should be making some recommendations in
the Standing Orders? For instance, you mentioned that we have the
code of conduct for sexual harassment as an appendix to the Stand‐
ing Orders? We also have the Conflict of Interest Code as an ap‐
pendix to the Standing Orders, but we do not have harassment be‐
tween members in the current Standing Orders. We have free from
molestation as a standing order, free from questioning the integrity,
but we do not have harassment.

Should we be amending the Standing Orders to include harass‐
ment amongst members?
● (1235)

Hon. Greg Fergus: That's going to be up to members. I'm as‐
suming that this committee is going to be doing that and proposing
a report to all members in the House. It will be up to you to deter‐
mine if you want to go beyond the sexual harassment rules that we
set out and to consider harassment generally, and to do so, of
course, tempered by the importance of allowing members to have
as full a range as possible of free speech.

Decorum and civility are really important. I think it is possible
for us to have pointed and passionate debates, but to do so within
the confines that are respectful of the traditions of this place. In
fact, what those traditions end up being are traditions that I think
any constitutional democracy would consider appropriate, so I
think it allows us to continue in that best manner.

I'm really interested in what work this committee will do and in
the people and the witnesses you will speak to and the recommen‐
dations you will have.

Mrs. Sherry Romanado: On that last point—
The Chair: Be very quick, Ms. Romanado.
Mrs. Sherry Romanado: We can make recommendations, but I

believe it's the Board of Internal Economy that would institute any
recommendations. I understand the Speaker is on the Board of In‐
ternal Economy and chairs it. Normally we table a committee re‐
port in the House and ask the government to respond, but because
the government is not responsible for this, how would you suggest
that we word any recommendations in our report to the House to
make sure that we can get the adequate response?

Hon. Greg Fergus: Very simply, you would make recommenda‐
tions for the code of conduct of members, and then, if adopted by
the House or concurred in by the House, the board will act accord‐
ingly.

The Chair: Thanks, Ms. Romanado.

Mr. Eric Janse: [Inaudible—Editor]

The Chair: Yes, please be very quick, Mr. Janse.
Mr. Eric Janse: It's just a quick clarification.

Again, there are two things. There is the policy that falls under
the jurisdiction of the board, and then there is the code, which falls
under the jurisdiction of PROC and is then recommended to the
House.

If the idea is to change the code, that would fall within the juris‐
diction of this committee. It could report it to the House and if the
House adopts it, then the appendix to the Standing Orders would
thereby be changed. If it's changes to the policy, the process would
be for this committee to write a letter with suggestions or recom‐
mendations to the board.

The Chair: Thanks very much, Mr. Janse.

[Translation]

Ms. Gaudreau, you have the floor for six minutes.
Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Thank you very much,

Mr. Chair.

Mr. Speaker of the House of Commons, thank you for being
here.

This is an important topic we're discussing right now. I think you
know me well, since we sat together for a long time on the Standing
Committee on Procedure and House Affairs and the Standing Com‐
mittee on Access to Information, Privacy and Ethics.
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I've been here for almost five years. Not only have things not
changed in terms of free debate in the House of Commons, but now
the climate and the abuses are scaring me. I dare say that, as I have
students visiting me almost every week. I have a visit coming up
later, and I look forward to an information session with them be‐
cause I am ashamed of our behaviour. If I were to ask you in secret
if you are proud of who we are, I am sure that, like all of us, you
would say, “not at all, but this is the game”.

How can we respect a relevant and interesting debate, and have
the opposition do its job and wait for answers to questions? All of
that is the very basis for abuses when it comes to harassment be‐
cause it continues behind the scenes. We have seen how much con‐
trol we have over our social networks. We are not there yet. The
Sergeant-at-Arms said that there would be between 700 and 800 ad‐
ditional investigations regarding social networks. Are we going 700
to 800 times faster to find solutions? No, we want to keep the tradi‐
tion.

It's over. Who will be our successors?

From now on, I would like to say that I am proud to be in the
House of Commons, but at the end of the day, I could never tell the
Bloc Québécois that. In addition, people's behaviour makes no
sense. Now that I've said it, it has done me good. I can't wait until
the end of the session to recharge my batteries and see where we'll
be.

We will submit priorities, perhaps even have a committee and in‐
clude the notion of member-to-member relationships. However, for
the moment, what can we do as a preventive measure to avoid the
abuses that are just beginning?

My question is for you, Mr. Speaker. What do you intend to do?
● (1240)

Hon. Greg Fergus: First of all, Ms. Gaudreau, thank you for
your candour and for sharing your experience of the House of
Commons with groups of school children who come to watch meet‐
ings.

Your question is of great concern to me, especially as Speaker of
the House of Commons. You are not the only person who is asking
yourself these kinds of questions; in my discussions with members
from each of the political parties, everyone raises this issue.

It is up to us, as members of Parliament, to make choices, to have
passionate and profound discussions, to demand accountability, es‐
pecially from a government, to receive clear answers and to create
an environment where it is really the ideas that are being attacked,
not the individual. As a member of the Bloc Québécois, you know
perfectly well that, here in Ottawa, ideas are what matters. It's up to
all of us to elevate the debate.

There are some ways to do that. I think it helps when there is
more interaction between members so that they are not formally
locked into their role with each other. They could have meals to‐
gether, travel together on a committee or a parliamentary associa‐
tion, and get to know each other better. It's not something specific
that can be regulated, but it's so very important. It's the glue that
holds the political system together.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Thank you very much.

I can tell you that there is a power that each of us has, but there is
also the power to proceed with deliberations. I'll give you a scoop:
In the Bloc Québécois, listening, respect and freedom of expression
are everywhere. We would never experience what we are experi‐
encing right now in the House of Commons. I am no better than
anyone else; I am the chair of our caucus.

So I challenge you to make a 180-degree turn that could also en‐
able us to establish a code of conduct and regulations, which we
can then choose to comply with or not. That's all.

● (1245)

The Chair: Thank you very much, Ms. Gaudreau.

[English]

Ms. Mathyssen, it's over to you for six minutes.
Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for appearing today.

I'll reference a point that Ms. Rempel Garner brought forward
with the previous panel. It's important for us to not use this really
important study to play partisan games.

I'm glad to see you here within your role as the Speaker of this
institution and have you give us advice as you see things from your
experience.

I want to get to some of the things that you said, because they
concern me. There is this idea that we are all surrounded by those
long-standing traditions, which you talked about, and the history.
We have an incredible responsibility to uphold them to some de‐
gree, but also to represent the people who sent us here, of whom I
am so incredibly proud all the time, and make the changes needed
to help them make their lives better. Those changes and this institu‐
tion then have to evolve with the society we represent.

As an institution that is patriarchal and colonial and that has seen
some dark times, as our society has, how do we ensure that we are
doing both? How do we find that balance?

This conversation about harassment hinges on that, I think. It is
about respect. It is about understanding that we are all truly equal.

How do we balance that?
Hon. Greg Fergus: That's a very good question.

We have these important traditions, which long precede even the
existence of Canada. They've withstood the test of time, but we al‐
ways have to continually take a look at how we can modernize
these institutions to make them more reflective of how Canadians
live and work each day in their own workplaces.

We need to make sure that we always have that balance. It's just
not easy. I don't have a quick answer, but I agree it would be very
useful.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: For me, there's this clean delineation.
Do we put forward some rules? Do we put our minds to putting for‐
ward written-down rules?
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There was this idea that it seemed like we were getting to a point
whereby this was almost about peer pressure. We had expectations
of other members, and they didn't cross that line.

Is that where we are, in your opinion, within your role?
Hon. Greg Fergus: I think we can do both.

One aspect of it, of course, is that the committee can make rec‐
ommendations to Parliament about changing the members' code of
conduct and set out some guidelines. You don't want a tax code of,
“You shall not do this or this in this kind of situation,” but maybe
some aspirational aspects of what we would want members to live
up to. Allow the Board of Internal Economy to then try to opera‐
tionalize that, and allow for members to pursue that.

The other aspect of it is that there has to be some notion of peer
pressure from member to member in terms of how we comport our‐
selves and how we expect others to comport themselves.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: I think we have an obligation to
change this institution to be what it needs to be, what we want it to
be. To simply elect all kinds of incredible people from diverse
backgrounds and what have you, and to place them in the same old
institution and then make them almost a victim of that and those
long-standing, potential, dark histories is a problem.

Are there mechanisms? Could we consider what electoral reform
would bring to that? Should we consider consensus building in
more of an indigenous tradition of how this place operates? How
difficult would that be?

Hon. Greg Fergus: That's a really big question, Ms. Mathyssen.
I have five seconds. I would say really, really quickly....

Oh, I have a minute. Thank you.

I would say a couple of things.

First, let's not completely turn our backs. This institution has
evolved. It has evolved significantly over the last 157 years. Does it
always match the times in which we live? No. There is a lag. How‐
ever, it has evolved, and I think it has evolved for reasons that you
pointed out. We're electing more people of.... Electing more wom‐
en, for example, has made a significant difference to what it is be to
be a member of Parliament today for London—Fanshawe as op‐
posed to your predecessor and how she might have felt back in the
day. There has been change.

What we're trying to do here is take a look at whether we can go
further. The challenge, and I think the real objective, for all of us
here is this: Can you negotiate yourself into a new sweet spot? Can
you propose something that respects the traditions but allows for
this modernization that is so necessary? That's a challenge. I don't
think there's going to be an easy solution here.
● (1250)

The Chair: Thanks very much, Mr. Speaker.

I'm used to you telling me that time is running out. It's nice to
return the favour.

Mr. Jivani, it's over to you for five minutes.
Mr. Jamil Jivani (Durham, CPC): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Speaker, your job is to oversee the parliamentary precinct, to
be a referee in the House of Commons and to oversee the House of
Commons harassment policy.

When performing these duties, would you agree that it's impor‐
tant to remain neutral?

Hon. Greg Fergus: Of course I would agree that it's important to
remain impartial. I hope that all the decisions I have pronounced in
this place would be judged by any fair-minded person as being de‐
cisions that could stand the test of time and that were impartial.

Mr. Jamil Jivani: As part of this, you no longer attend the
weekly meetings with Liberal MPs, caucus meetings, for example.

Hon. Greg Fergus: Absolutely.

Mr. Jamil Jivani: With regard to the harassment policy, would
you agree with me that it's important for the accuser and the ac‐
cused to have confidence that they will be treated fairly according
to the harassment policy, regardless of what party they are a mem‐
ber of?

Hon. Greg Fergus: I would hope they would feel that the pro‐
cess that was set up is one that allows them to feel free to express
themselves and to raise the issue, and allows for it to be properly
disputed.

Mr. Jamil Jivani: Today there is an ongoing debate about your
partisan actions and whether you should remain as Speaker. There
will be a vote later today on that. The story for the fundraising
event and the highly partisan language used was that it went out in
error and that it was a commonly used template.

Have you been given assurances by the Liberal Party that this is,
in fact, the story and that this template was widely used by other
MPs?

Hon. Greg Fergus: You will forgive me, Mr. Jivani, but this is a
matter that is before the House. It wouldn't be appropriate for me to
comment on it right now before the House pronounces on this.

Mr. Jamil Jivani: Okay.

If you haven't been given that assurance, or at least we can't con‐
firm right now that you have been, do you think that MPs who want
confidence and trust in the harassment policy should be concerned
about the judgment of the Liberal Party in using the office of the
Speaker for partisan purposes?

Hon. Greg Fergus: Again, Mr. Jivani, you're putting me in a
very uncomfortable situation. I would love to be able to comment
on this issue. It just wouldn't be appropriate for me to do so when
this matter is before the House.

Mr. Jamil Jivani: Why don't we zoom out then? We can zoom
out, to make you a little more comfortable, from what we're talking
about in the House today.

Generally speaking, do you have a policy on how to avoid this
sort of partisanship from bleeding into your activities as the Speak‐
er of the House?
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Hon. Greg Fergus: As was discussed before this committee and
as was reported on before this committee back in December, and it
was reported to the House at the end of January, there are a whole
bunch of recommendations on that front and there are general
guidelines that are provided for in the rules of procedure. I believe
if you were to take a look at the committee report, you would dis‐
cover that there was a conclusion that these guidelines were vague,
at best.

Mr. Jamil Jivani: I would say it is unfortunate that when we're
discussing an important policy like this one, the discussion is
marred by your inability to address some of these concerns. I would
just recall that following your address to the Ontario Liberal Party
convention, which also raised concerns about partisanship, you said
it was an error and apologized. Following the most recent partisan
intervention, you said it was an error and it won't happen again. Be‐
fore MPs vote tonight on whether you should remain Speaker, why
should we believe you?
● (1255)

Hon. Greg Fergus: It is a long-standing tradition in this House,
of course, that when members withdraw or apologize for a com‐
ment, the member is taken at his or her word.

Mr. Jamil Jivani: I would like to cede the remainder of my time
to my colleague.
[Translation]

The Chair: Mr. Berthold, you have the floor.
Mr. Luc Berthold (Mégantic—L'Érable, CPC): Thank you,

Mr. Chair.

Thank you very much for being here, Mr. Fergus.

I've been listening to you since the beginning of the meeting.
You have made many comments about debate, about members' in‐
tentions behind their comments, about decorum and about how you
view that decorum.

You are at the very heart of another question of privilege con‐
cerning your partisanship and your partisan actions in the House of
Commons and outside of it. Your actions have made it clear that
you have a fairly elastic idea of what partisanship is.

Unfortunately, as you know, you have lost the confidence of the
official opposition and the second opposition party to arbitrate the
debates. In that sense, you do not have the credibility, in my opin‐
ion, to comment on the quality and intentions of members of the
House. You yourself have become an issue in the House, which
should never be the case for the Speaker.

Why, after all these blunders, do you not accept the verdict of
half the members of the House who are asking you to resign?

Hon. Greg Fergus: Once again, Mr. Berthold, as I said to your
colleague from Durham, I cannot comment on a matter that is cur‐
rently before the House.

Mr. Luc Berthold: Why do you not think it is time to resign?
Hon. Greg Fergus: Once again, this is a file and an issue that is

before the House.
Mr. Luc Berthold: How you personally perceive the situation

isn't before the House.

The Chair: Mr. Berthold, I know you want a few extra minutes,
but unfortunately your time is up.

We now go to Ms. Fortier for five minutes.

Hon. Mona Fortier (Ottawa—Vanier, Lib.): Thank you,
Mr. Chair.

Mr. Speaker, thank you for being here. I want to come back to
the subject of our study today. I think your experience and knowl‐
edge can help us delve deeper into the issue before us.

Have you observed conduct in the House that goes beyond the
parameters of debate, that verges on harassment or that may consti‐
tute harassment? Can you give us any examples? I'd like to give
you some time to address those things in your answer.

Hon. Greg Fergus: That's an excellent question, Ms. Fortier.

As a member of Parliament since 2015 and as the Speaker of the
House of Commons, I can tell you that I've had occasion to wonder
whether certain conduct exceeded the standards of acceptability. I
can tell you something: I am always concerned about upholding the
traditions of the House and the rules that exist. They are important.

I'm not pointing fingers at anyone in any party, but I do wonder
whether the way we behave towards one another as members of
Parliament would be considered acceptable in any other workplace.
I think the answer is no. Parliament isn't like any other workplace,
however. We work in Parliament, a place where we have to engage
in a clash of ideas, a place where we have to have pointed and pas‐
sionate debates. That is exactly what people expect. Is there a way,
though, to do those things in a manner that would be acceptable
elsewhere?

Hon. Mona Fortier: Since you became the Speaker of the
House of Commons, or since you became a member, have you seen
other members of the House conduct themselves in a way that
could be described as harassment or bordering on harassment?

I'm trying to get a better sense of what's happening in the House.

Hon. Greg Fergus: I can't comment on that specifically, because
it's something I have to assess each and every day. As I see it, the
issue is whether the debate or conduct truly adheres to the rules in
place and is worthy of the House. If not, I have the freedom to say
something, as does anyone in the chair. We can choose whether to
ask the member to change their behaviour or not.

● (1300)

Hon. Mona Fortier: I will end with this. Do you have other sug‐
gestions for the committee, ones you may not have had a chance to
examine fully?

I really appreciated the points my Bloc colleague raised about
prevention. We can do something about that. The matter of social
media is something else to consider. Are there solutions we can put
forward?
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Hon. Greg Fergus: Unfortunately, the issue of social media falls
outside the scope of the Speaker's responsibilities, unless members
and the House decide to give the Speaker that power. Otherwise,
the Speaker cannot make a judgment on anything that goes on out‐
side the House or its committees.

Coming back to your first question about any suggestions I may
have, I'd say that a code of conduct would be much more useful
than a document as thick as a phone book listing all the behaviours
that aren't acceptable. Coming up with something like that would
be too complicated. Setting goals we want to meet may be a better
idea than determining what isn't acceptable.

Hon. Mona Fortier: Very good. Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you.

We now go to Ms. Gaudreau for two and a half minutes.
Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Speaker, with all the debates and discussions we've had, I
would actually like to know, if possible, what we can take away
from today's meeting. Is there potential for the committee to exam‐
ine harassment among members? From the Speaker's standpoint,
how have those proceedings informed hopes and ideas for change
in the House of Commons?

Hon. Greg Fergus: At this point, I think we have all the pieces
we need to solve the puzzle. It comes down to self-discipline,
something each and every one of us has to exercise. You raised
that, as did Ms. Mathyssen.

I think our code needs modernizing, and we certainly have a re‐
sponsibility as part of that process. We don't want to throw out the
baby with the bathwater. We need to make sure that we don't com‐
pletely flout the traditions of this place, which have stood the test of
time for good reason. I think we can do both. Our first draft may
not be the best, but we can make adjustments.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: That's it for my turn.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker and Mr. Chair.
The Chair: You have 40 seconds remaining. Would you like the

time or not?
Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau: I'm fine, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Okay. Very good.

[English]

Ms. Mathyssen, you are the beneficiary of an extra 30 seconds,
so it's three minutes to you.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: That's music to my ears.

Just to build off of that, where we were going before, often and
thankfully the government uses a GBA+ lens to look at budgets.
Within this institution, has that ever been done for Parliament, for
that code of conduct, for Standing Orders, for the things that govern
us and each other?

Hon. Greg Fergus: That's a very good question.

I'm the new kid on the block, so I'm going to ask the Clerk or
perhaps Ms. Evangelidis if we could respond to this question.

Mr. Eric Janse: Certainly not for the Standing Orders and the
like. I don't know if we do in terms of some of the policies that are
developed.

Ms. Carolyne Evangelidis: No, we don't. There is a best prac‐
tice, of course, from a policy perspective. Usually it's to review
things within three to five years, I would say.

That is something you might want to consider as you move for‐
ward. The current code was reviewed in 2018, and has not yet—

● (1305)

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: Mr. Speaker, you're responsible for all
of the workers who serve this institution. Have they voiced any
concerns to you about the impact of what we are seeing in the
chamber and in committee in terms of the violence and the harass‐
ment, etc., against the workers who serve this institution with such
incredible pride? Is there a mechanism to deal with that?

Hon. Greg Fergus: I've been very fortunate in the time I've been
in the chair to be able to make an effort to meet all of our 2,600
employees, chat with them and take time to learn more about their
jobs and how they think we can improve. We have regular process‐
es, and I'm very pleased that the House has also set up formal pro‐
cesses for us to do that.

Mr. Chair, I hope I'm not going too much over the time, but I've
heard that the employees here love to work here. They're proud to
work here. I've heard concerns they've expressed about the nature
of the debate. I don't know if they can define exactly what's going
on, but I think everybody feels it might be going a bit too far some‐
times.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen: Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

That concludes our last panel for today.

Mr. Speaker, thank you very much for availing yourself to the
committee today on this important study.

Again, thank you to the other witnesses who joined us.

Colleagues, we're going to suspend for one minute, and then we
will go right into committee business to deal with a few other mat‐
ters. We're going to try to get through that quickly so folks can pre‐
pare for question period.

We're suspended for about a minute.

● (1305)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1305)

The Chair: Colleagues, we are back. Could I ask everyone to
take their seats, please.

I see you, Mr. Cooper. Please give me one second.
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Colleagues, I received a letter a few days ago, as did you, from
more than four members of two parties requesting an emergency
meeting, which means that the committee must, according to the
Standing Orders, grant permission for that meeting.

My understanding is there have been productive negotiations be‐
tween the parties with the intent of addressing the nature of that
emergency meeting.

Our collective hope is that we will be able to work through the
substance of why that meeting was called in the next few minutes.
If we can't, colleagues, rest assured that Standing Order 106(4),
which refers to an emergency meeting, will be honoured, and we
will come back later this afternoon to continue should we not get
there. However, the goal of this exercise right now is to try to save
us all from having to come back later this afternoon while still sat‐
isfying the nature of the emergency meeting.

With that, Mr. Cooper, I recognize that you would like the floor,
so I pass it to you.
● (1310)

Mr. Michael Cooper: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

I will move the motion that has been put on notice. I'm going to
read it into the record, and then I will make some brief remarks.
The motion is as follows:

That further to the Globe and Mail report of May 23, 2024, which revealed that
the Liberal cabinet is withholding an undisclosed number of documents request‐
ed by the commissioner of the Public Inquiry into Foreign Interference in Feder‐
al Electoral Processes and Democratic Institutions, and that nearly 10% of docu‐
ments provided to the commission by the cabinet contain redactions, and in rela‐
tion to its study of foreign election interference, the committee:

(a) Pursuant to Standing Order 108(3)(c)(iv), report to the House that, in its
opinion, the cabinet should provide to the commissioner of the Public Inquiry in‐
to Foreign Interference in Federal Electoral Processes and Democratic Institu‐
tions all documents requested by the commissioner, without redaction;

(b) invite the following witnesses to appear:

i. the Honourable Dominic LeBlanc, Minister of Public Safety, Democratic Insti‐
tutions and Intergovernmental Affairs, for two hours;

ii. the appropriate representative(s) from the Privy Council Office, for one hour;

iii. the appropriate representative(s) from the Foreign Interference Commission,
for one hour;

iv. Dan Stanton, former manager at the Canadian Security and Intelligence Ser‐
vice, for one hour; and,

(c) after considering this witness testimony, report its findings on this matter to
the House.

That is the motion that has been put on the table.

Mr. Chair, the cover-up continues. After the Prime Minister got
caught turning a blind eye to Beijing's interference in our elections
for months, he fought tooth and nail against holding a public in‐
quiry. He went so far as to appoint a long-standing family friend as
a fake rapporteur, to produce a whitewash report to shield him from
accountability for failing to act on multiple briefings from CSIS
and the Communications Security Establishment about Beijing's in‐
terference, including in the 2019 and 2021 elections, because such
interference benefited the Liberal Party, and the Prime Minister was
prepared to turn a blind eye to it. He did turn a blind eye to it and
covered it up until he got caught and then appointed Mr. Johnston.

When the findings of the Prime Minister's fake rapporteur did
not hold up to scrutiny, the Prime Minister finally, after months of
calls from Conservatives, succumbed and established a national in‐
quiry, and Madam Justice Hogue was appointed as the commission‐
er of that inquiry. At the time of the appointment of Madam Justice
Hogue, Minister LeBlanc reassured us that the government would
co-operate with the inquiry. Minister LeBlanc was quoted as say‐
ing, “Justice Hogue will have full access to all relevant cabinet doc‐
uments, as well as all other information she deems relevant for the
purposes of her inquiry.”

Mr. Chair, that has turned out not to be true. Minister LeBlanc
said that the government would fully co-operate and that they
would turn over all relevant documents to Madam Justice Hogue,
but we now find out that this hasn't happened. In a report on May
23, 2024 in the Globe and Mail with the headline, “Trudeau cabinet
withholding documents on foreign interference from inquiry,” a
spokesperson for the Prime Minister's department, PCO, acknowl‐
edges that 10% of cabinet documents turned over to the commis‐
sioner have been redacted and that there are a further undisclosed
number of cabinet documents that have not been turned over at all.
● (1315)

It is evident these are documents that Madam Justice Hogue has
requested. It's evident, based upon the footnote in her first report in
which there is mention of ongoing discussions about documents
which Madam Justice Hogue has requested that the Prime Minis‐
ter's department has not turned them over.

Madam Justice Hogue is to fulfill her mandate. It is important
that she receive all of the documents that she has requested. I will
remind members of the committee through you, Mr. Chair, that part
of the mandate of Madam Justice Hogue is to look at what the
Prime Minister and the cabinet knew, when they learned of it and
the action or inaction that they took respecting Beijing's interfer‐
ence in our democracy.

In order to scrutinize, evaluate and report on that, as is the man‐
date of Madam Justice Hogue, it is important for her to know what
information the cabinet had, not parts of the information but all of
the information, and what decisions stemmed from the information
that was before the Prime Minister and the cabinet, information that
is being withheld from Madam Justice Hogue.

In short, contrary to what has turned out to be the false reassur‐
ance of Minister LeBlanc that the government would co-operate
with the commission, what we have is a continuation of the cover-
up, of withholding documents to obstruct the work of Commission‐
er Hogue.

This is completely unacceptable, and it is why we have brought
forward the 106(4) letter and have put forward this motion to get to
the bottom of this obstruction. It is imperative that we hear from
Minister LeBlanc, that we hear from the Prime Minister's depart‐
ment and that we hear from the representative from the inquiry it‐
self, because it is important that the obstruction end and that all
documents relevant that are requested by Madam Justice Hogue
are, in fact, turned over to her.

I hope that this committee can reach agreement in moving for‐
ward so that we can commence such hearings.
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The Chair: Thanks very much, Mr. Cooper.

We will begin debate on the motion that you have moved, if there
are speakers, and there are.

Go ahead, Ms. Romanado.
Mrs. Sherry Romanado: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

I had a conversation with Mr. Cooper, and I thank him for bring‐
ing forward the motion.

We have an amendment. I will read it:
That the motion be amended by replacing all the words after the words "the com‐

mittee" with the following:
(a) invite the following witnesses to appear:
i. the Honourable Dominic LeBlanc, Minister of Public Safety, Democratic Institu‐

tions and Intergovernmental Affairs with Nathalie Drouin Deputy Clerk of the Privy
Council and National Security and Intelligence Advisor to the Prime Minister, for one
hour;

ii. the appropriate representative(s) from the Privy Council Office, for one hour;
(b) after considering this witness testimony, report its findings on this matter to the

House and pursuant to Standing Order 109, the Committee request a government re‐
sponse.

I will send that to the clerk right now so that he can forward it
along to committee members.

The rationale behind that is obviously with respect to the appro‐
priate representative from the Foreign Interference Commission.
The commission is sitting right now and is ongoing, and I don't
think it's appropriate for the person to come to testify.

Obviously, we would like to have the government's response to
this, so that's why we're including that as well.

With respect to (a), obviously, I can't agree with that, but I'm
amenable to some feedback from colleagues on that. You should be
receiving that momentarily, and I hope that we can get somewhere
so that we can settle this today and start that study.

Thank you.
● (1320)

The Chair: Mr. Calkins, it's over to you, and then Ms. Math‐
yssen.

Mr. Blaine Calkins: I'm not surprised, but I'm disappointed that
a well-thought-out, well-articulated and well-crafted motion by my
colleague Mr. Cooper could not simply be accepted by the commit‐
tee, because on the face of it, it looks completely reasonable and the
arguments made by Mr. Cooper, I think, are valid.

The notion was made by so many members around this commit‐
tee that we couldn't trust the parliamentary law clerk to go through
unredacted documents and make a determination as to what docu‐
ments could be received by this committee when we were studying
the foreign interference matter, both in the context of the privilege
motion for Mr. Chong and, writ large, the foreign interference elec‐
tion study that was happening at that time.

Here we are again. The notion would have been and the argu‐
ment was made that this committee and this place are too partisan,
so we need a public inquiry, even though that public inquiry was
initially rejected ad nauseam until it became so obvious, through

whistle-blowers, that this needed to happen. The argument was
made that we can't trust the parliamentary law clerk and this com‐
mittee, that we can't trust anybody but a commissioner, in this case,
Justice Hogue. She has, to my knowledge, every security clearance
that she needs to see all of these documents, yet this government
still doesn't trust the madam justice they have actually selected,
which we agreed to, to lead this commission.

One can only be left with the inescapable conclusion that the
government has something to hide. They don't trust the parliamen‐
tary law clerk, who has, in my opinion, far greater experience in
dealing with what parliamentarians can or can't see or what the
public should or shouldn't see. However, now this has been off‐
shored to the commission, and the same blocking of this informa‐
tion is evident by the proposed amendment to my colleague's mo‐
tion.

I don't know why my colleagues presume to know whether or not
representatives from the Foreign Interference Commission
shouldn't come here. We're not compelling them to come here;
we're simply saying they should be invited. I imagine that some‐
body from the commission, Madam Hogue or her representative,
would be mature enough to decide whether or not it's in the com‐
mission's interest to come to the committee on this particular issue,
but we're not even going to grant Madam Hogue or her representa‐
tive that opportunity, based on the amendment by the Liberals in
this case. We believe that Mr. Stanton has valuable insights to pro‐
vide to this committee about what information the commission
needs in order to fulfill the second mandate of the terms of refer‐
ence that Madam Hogue has, which is to issue a final report by the
end of this year.

Time is of the essence on this particular issue because this House
will be adjourning for summer in a matter of weeks. These are four
witnesses. That's a couple of committee meetings at most, commit‐
tee meetings that our chair has aptly shown us he's able to get extra
time and resources for, with all of the other workload we have.

I think we should reject the amendment by Ms. Romanado and
proceed with the motion in its original form put forward by Mr.
Cooper. There is nothing unreasonable about that motion, and we
now find ourselves in this debate again.

The Chair: Colleagues, I'm seeing there are some discussions,
which I'm led to believe are productive and may get us to our ulti‐
mate objective. I'm going to suspend very briefly so that these con‐
versations can take place more seamlessly. I hope that when we
come back, we'll at least have some direction as to whether we're
going to vote on the matter or whether we're going to have to move
into the afternoon.

We're suspended for a very brief moment.
● (1320)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1330)

The Chair: Colleagues, here's where we are. The time has really
run out for us to be able to negotiate the proposed amendment any
further. We have not satisfied the spirit of the emergency meeting
that has been called.

What I'm going to do is I'm going to adjourn.
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An hon. member: Suspend, and then you don't have to put ev‐
erything down on the table.

The Chair: I understood there was a different direction from the
clerk. Give me one second.

Colleagues, just for clarity, there are some logistics on the back
end of the committee that make it a little bit more complicated if
we suspend.

I want to reassure committee members that if we adjourn, which
we are going to do in a moment, we will still have the emergency
meeting, the 106(4). We have the resources allocated for that meet‐
ing later this afternoon.

On that note, we are expecting a series of votes this afternoon.
We do have assurances that we still have the resources, even if
those votes run long, because the chances of us coming at 3:30 to
meet to honour the 106(4) are very unlikely, given those votes.
Once the votes are complete, whether that's at 5:30 or whether
that's at four o'clock—maybe they'll be applied, who knows—at
that point, we will return here, and we will pick up where we left
off, and Ms. Mathyssen will be first on that speaking list. It would

be for us to resume debate on the amendment that has been put for‐
ward to Mr. Cooper's motion by Ms. Romanado.

Are there questions, colleagues? I realize that was a lot. I want to
make sure everyone is very confident in the fact that the emergency
meeting is being honoured. The resources are there. In a worst-case
scenario, should we not have the ability to deal with the 106(4) this
afternoon, for whatever reason, I have also secured resources for to‐
morrow.

I know that's not what we want, Madam Gaudreau, but we do
have to honour the standing order that it's a maximum of five days.
All I'm saying is that, heaven forbid, if something happens, tomor‐
row is available for resources to honour our responsibility to hold
the 106(4) meeting.

● (1335)

Colleagues, I'm going to adjourn, and we are going to meet at the
earliest possibility after question period and after votes today.

The meeting is adjourned.
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