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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Tuesday, February 12, 2013

The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayers

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS
® (1005)
[English]
PETITIONS
HEALTH

Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am
very pleased to rise in the House today to present petitions from
residents who are very concerned that the current federal
pharmaceutical policies have been a total failure for Canadians.
The petitioners point out that a national pharmacare plan would
enable all Canadians to enjoy equitable access to medicines, while
controlling the growth of drug costs. Therefore, they call on
Parliament to follow the recommendations of the Canadian Centre
for Policy Alternatives' economic case for universal medicare by
developing and implementing legislation for a universal public
pharmacare program.

SEX SELECTION

Mr. Bev Shipley (Lambton—Kent—Middlesex, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I have two sets of petitions here that come mostly from
residents in Lambton—Kent—Middlesex. The petitioners call upon
the House of Commons and Parliament assembled to condemn
discrimination against girls through sex-selective abortions and to do
all it can to prevent this from being carried out in Canada.

IMMIGRATION

Hon. Judy Sgro (York West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
present this petition, which is calling upon Parliament to offer an
unequivocal and sincere public apology to those child migrants who
died while being ashamed of their history and deprived of their
family; to the living yet elderly child migrants and home children
who continue to bear the weight of the past; and to the descendants
of child migrants and home children who continue to feel the void
passed down through generations while continuing to search out
relatives lost as a result of a system that, in many instances,
victimized them under the guise of protection.

CANADIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
I rise this morning to present two petitions.

The first is primarily from residents of the Ottawa area who are
calling on the government to provide stable, predictable, long-term
funding to this country's national public broadcaster, the CBC.

FOREIGN INVESTMENT

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
the second petition is primarily from residents of Kelowna, British
Columbia, calling on the Prime Minister and his cabinet to refuse to
ratify the pending Canada-China investment treaty as it will
undermine Canadian sovereignty, environmental, labour, health
and other regulations and protections.

[Translation]
PENSIONS

Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe (Pierrefonds—Dollard,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, today I am proud to present a petition signed
by many people who are calling on the government to maintain the
age of eligibility for old age security at 65 because raising it will hurt
seniors, particularly the most disadvantaged. This is unacceptable in
a country like Canada.

[English]

The Speaker: I see the hon. member for Vancouver East is rising
for a second petition. Does she have the unanimous consent of the
House to present another petition?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
HEALTH

Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, this
petition is calling for support for the sodium reduction strategy for
Canada act, and wants to establish the Government of Canada as the
leader in monitoring and ensuring progress is made by food
companies to achieve sodium reduction goals. The petitioners ask
that we have swift passage of private members' bill, Bill C-460, an
act respecting the implementation of the sodium reduction strategy
for Canada.
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QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER

Mr. Bob Dechert (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the government
House leader I ask that all questions be allowed to stand.

The Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[Translation]

ENHANCING ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE
ACCOUNTABILITY ACT

The House resumed from February 11 consideration of the motion
that Bill C-42, An Act to amend the Royal Canadian Mounted Police
Act and to make related and consequential amendments to other
Acts, be read the third time and passed.

Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak-
er, I will be sharing my time today with the hon. member for
Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier.

I rise here today to speak to Bill C-42, a piece of legislation that,
unfortunately, does not meet the expectations of Canadians, because
it does not live up to the hopes fuelled by the Conservatives'
announcement about their desire to modernize the RCMP.

Like all of my NDP colleagues, I was delighted to learn that the
House would finally be tackling some of the problems that have been
undermining the RCMP's ability to function. And now I rise here
today with no choice but to oppose Bill C-42. I oppose this piece of
legislation not because I do not believe that reform is needed; on the
contrary, I think it is crucial that we address the dysfunction that
exists within the RCMP.

Nor is my opposition to this bill part of any systematic, blind
opposition agenda, as the Conservatives like to suggest. Proof of this
is the fact that the NDP supported this bill at second reading, so that
it would be studied in committee. The fact is that, unfortunately, the
Conservatives would not listen to any of the constructive proposals
that could have strengthened this bill. They chose to reject every one
of the amendments proposed and to ignore the recommendations
made by the witnesses in committee.

What it comes down to is that I am deeply disappointed in the bill
before us today. It is merely a half-baked reform that does not
adequately respond to the challenges that the RCMP is currently
facing. This is particularly true with regard to two rather crucial
aspects, namely, the issue of the transparency and independence of
investigations and the issue of problems related to harassment within
the RCMP.

When they began working on a bill to improve and modernize the
RCMP, the Conservatives said that they wanted to create the
conditions necessary for truly independent investigations to be
conducted, which would have made it possible to prevent situations
of police investigating police. It is just common sense. We all want a
measure that would eliminate the risk of collusion and do away with
the lack of transparency.

Today, we are extremely disappointed. Under Bill C-42, the
commission that will be responsible for investigating complaints
against the RCMP will not have the means necessary to conduct
effective investigations and restore Canadians' confidence in the
RCMP.

Rather than following the recommendations that were made and
creating a completely independent commission that could conduct
in-depth investigations whose results would be binding on
authorities, the Conservatives simply introduced a bill that has all
the same weaknesses that were criticized before. In so doing, the
Conservative government has completely missed the mark and failed
in its mission to improve transparency.

The second point to which I would like draw the House's attention
pertains to the challenges related to eliminating harassment within
the RCMP, challenges that the Conservatives have basically ignored,
despite the amendments we proposed.

Over 200 women have come forward in a class action lawsuit
regarding sexual harassment within the RCMP. That is not a small
number. That is how many women have made the courageous choice
to speak out. This number, which is certainly large enough to get our
attention, does not even begin to give us an exact idea of the
magnitude of this phenomenon. These 200 women were brave
enough to speak out about the harassment they experienced, but
presumably there are many others who have still not come forward.

An internal RCMP report suggests that, quite often, employees
who are victims of sexual harassment prefer to remain silent. They
are worried that their career will suffer, or they do not have faith in
the current complaints processing system and, what is more, they do
not believe that the accused officers will ever be punished.

©(1010)

And it is because of the silence surrounding these incidents that
they are so common. If no one talks about the issue, people may turn
a blind eye or trivialize the unacceptable comments, attitudes and
actions that no woman should have to endure.

And so, we would have expected a bill meant to respond to the
numerous complaints about this type of behaviour to identify,
condemn and specifically denounce sexual harassment as a real
problem, as a practice that must be systematically denounced and
dealt with. That would have given victims a clear document that
could be used as an effective legal tool. But, unfortunately, that is not
the case. The term “sexual harassment” is not even in the bill, and
that gives the impression that this issue is not serious enough to be
targeted specifically.
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But the exact opposite is true. We cannot talk about modernizing
the Royal Canadian Mounted Police without considering what
women in the organization are facing. We cannot ignore the fact that
there is still prejudice and chauvinistic behaviour in our federal
police force. Nor can we overlook the fact that this supposedly
manly culture creates fertile ground for harassment to be perpetrated
and trivialized. And these acts can have serious consequences for the
victims, as many witnesses testified in committee.

The NDP proposed a clear, simple measure that would have
provided an effective tool to combat harassment. The NDP's
suggestion to require harassment training for RCMP members was
simply a common-sense amendment. This training for all staff would
no doubt help break the silence surrounding the harassment problem
and would also show people the line between what is acceptable and
what is unacceptable. In addition, time set aside for education and
communication would have given women, who may be victims of
this type of harassment, information on their rights and potential
recourse.

But the Conservatives decided to vote against this amendment yet
again. This simple, clear provision could have decreased the
incidence of sexual harassment within the RCMP, and the
Conservatives are preventing it from being added. It is most
unfortunate that we are seeing a disconnect between the Con-
servatives' claims of wanting change and the reality of a bill that only
glosses over some crucial issues.

The Conservatives proposed improving the oversight mechanisms
for the RCMP, but the organization responsible for conducting
investigations is not fully independent and is not authorized to
conduct thorough investigations. Furthermore, they claimed to want
to combat internal operational problems at the RCMP, but they have
introduced a bill that does not even mention sexual harassment and
does not offer any new measures to combat the problem.

In conclusion, I am disappointed in Bill C-42 in its current state.

The Conservatives said they wanted to make changes for the
better. They even said they wanted to work together on a bill that
was perfectly suited to collaboration by both sides of the House. But
at the end of the day, they ignored and even disdained our comments
and suggestions and ended up introducing a botched, incomplete
bill.

For these reasons, I will vote against this bill, and I condemn the
fact that the Conservatives missed an opportunity to make
fundamental reforms that would have been in the best interests of
Canadians and members of the RCMP.

®(1015)

Ms. Héléne LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard, NDP): Mr. Speaker, |
want to thank my colleague for his speech. I have a question for him.

He mentioned the recommendations that the NDP made with
regard to Bill C-42. I would like him to say a few words about these
recommendations, which, on closer inspection, could help us address
the problems at the RCMP over the past few years regarding sexual
harassment and other practices.

Could he elaborate on one of these NDP recommendations?

Government Orders

Mr. Jamie Nicholls: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for her
excellent question.

Obviously the problem is serious when 200 women file sexual
harassment complaints against the RCMP. This has to be dealt with.

What we proposed was reasonable. We simply wanted informa-
tion sessions to be held in order to open a dialogue on this issue
because silence is a problem when it comes to sexual harassment and
violence within the RCMP. It has to be okay to talk about this.
People who bottle up things like this become stressed out and that is
not good for anyone. There is a lack of communication.

We proposed something very simple and that was to hold
information sessions for all members of the RCMP so that they could
at least discuss the problem. The problem cannot be fixed if no one
talks about it.

I do not understand why the members opposite rejected this
amendment. [ am very disappointed today to see that there is still no
solution to such a serious problem.

©(1020)

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
I would also like to thank my colleague for his speech.

I agree with all the points he raised. We really do need more
transparency in the RCMP, especially in light of what Mr. Kennedy,
the former RCMP public complaints commissioner, had to say.

Can my colleague tell us why the Conservatives oppose these very
important and wise amendments, which were even supported by
experts?

Mr. Jamie Nicholls: Mr. Speaker, my colleague from Saanich—
Gulf Islands raises an excellent point.

We proposed reasonable amendments. We were elected to the
House in 2011 to work together. That is what we promised
Canadians.

When the committee heard the evidence of experts on a number of
incidents involving the RCMP, such as the Robert Dziekanski case
and sexual harassment incidents, it was clear that the RCMP should
have dealt with the problem internally because there was the
opportunity to do so.

In response to my colleague's question, I would say that the
Conservatives did not listen to our reasonable suggestions, which
were supported by the experts. They did not want to improve their
own bill simply because they are afraid of being weak and being
seen as weak if they accept our suggestions.

Canadians want all MPs to work together to come up with bills
that make sense, solve problems and move our country forward,
rather than playing politics at committees and not accepting
suggested amendments.

I do not know why the Conservatives are so opposed to the
opposition's reasonable suggestions.
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Ms. Elaine Michaud (Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, like my colleague, I rise today to speak to Bill C-42, An
Act to amend the Royal Canadian Mounted Police Act and to make
related and consequential amendments to other Acts. This bill is the
Conservatives' response to the many complaints of sexual harass-
ment in the RCMP and to recent scandals, following disciplinary
measures that were too lenient for officers accused of serious
misconduct.

Unfortunately, as my colleague for Vaudreuil-Soulanges clearly
explained, the government has come up with a very weak response
to serious issues and problems for RCMP members and Canadians.

Bill C-42 is almost identical to Bill C-38, which was presented
during the 40th Parliament. It proposes three major changes to the
Royal Canadian Mounted Police Act. If the bill is passed in its
present form, it will give increased powers to the
RCMP commissioner in the area of labour relations. Among other
things, it will allow him to appoint or fire members at his discretion,
which is a rather major discretionary power. The bill also seeks to
change the process governing disciplinary measures, complaints and
human resources management for RCMP members. It provides for
the establishment of a new civilian complaints commission to
replace the RCMP Public Complaints Commission.

From the outset, the NDP has supported the intent of Bill C-42.
We felt that this legislation would modernize the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police and bring solutions to issues such as sexual
harassment in the organization. However, it is now obvious that this
good intention—the intention perceived behind the bill—did not
translate into a true legislative measure that would provide concrete
results for women in the RCMP, and for other members of that police
force.

As it stands now, the bill has some major flaws. It does not go far
enough and it does not really improve oversight of the RCMP. Worse
yet, it does not even deal directly with sexual harassment in the
RCMP, which is a central concern for women across the country—
whether they are members of that police force or not—and for all
Canadians. Every day, Canadians learn about new cases in the
media. They hear about this problem, they see what is going on in
that police force and, in the process, their trust in the RCMP erodes.
Yet, the men and women of that police force are very invested and
they make sacrifices to protect the public. Some action should be
taken immediately to restore this trust. However, that is not what
Bill C-42 proposes.

The Conservatives only looked at the issues relating to discipline
and sexual harassment in the RCMP, after being questioned on many
occasions in the House and in committee. They never adopted a
leadership role when it came to proposing solutions to the problems
identified in the RCMP.

Now they are bringing in a bill, when they are on the defensive.
This did not come about because of the Conservative Party's
concerns, but rather because of the pressure of public opinion and
NDP colleagues who have done an impressive amount of work to try
to make the government aware of the major problems that exist in
the RCMP.

For all of these reasons, the NDP will not support Bill C-42 at
third reading. We moved a number of amendments at committee
stage in order to ensure that Bill C-42 was truly a response to the
challenges facing the RCMP. Among other things, we wanted to
make it mandatory for all RCMP members to take harassment
training. We also wanted to set up an independent civilian body to
investigate complaints against the RCMP. In addition, we proposed
adding a provision to set up an independent national civilian
investigative body to make sure that the police are not investigating
themselves, something that seems very logical to me. Finally, we
also proposed removing some of the new draconian powers that the
government was planning to grant to the RCMP commissioner, with
a view to establishing more balanced human resources policies for
the RCMP.

All of these amendments were based on recommendations from
numerous witnesses who appeared before the Standing Committee
on Public Safety and National Security.

©(1025)

These witnesses came straight from the policing community.
They are therefore knowledgeable about the context and the
constraints, and they know what they are talking about. The
recommendations they made to us were based on their experiences
and on what they had seen, and they deserved to be taken a little
more seriously than the Conservative government has done.

All of these witnesses share the NDP's concerns that Bill C-42
will never be enough to change the climate and the culture in the
RCMP workplace, the two elements that allow the abuses that are
routinely alleged to occur. Sexual harassment in word and deed
continues to occur, but in many cases, the perpetrators are never
punished.

This bill is likely to create more problems than it solves,
especially since new powers are being granted to the commissioner.
Unfortunately, the Conservatives turned down every one of the
amendments that we put forward in committee without even wanting
to discuss them. This is unfortunately not surprising. It seems to be
typical of this government's attitude in committee. If the experience
of my opposition colleagues on the Standing Committee on Public
Safety and National Security is anything like what I experience
regularly on the Standing Committee on Official Languages, the
process was probably very arduous and quite frustrating for anyone
who tried to work co-operatively.

This is what the NDP has been proposing from the outset. We
have always been prepared to co-operate with our colleagues from
all parties in order to make proposals that are beneficial to all
Canadians. In this case, our proposals would have been beneficial to
the women and men of the RCMP, as well as the Canadian public,
but they were rejected out of hand. Unfortunately, the Conservatives
on this committee were just as inflexible and closed-minded as those
on many other parliamentary committees. They refused to co-operate
to make Bill C-42 a piece of legislation that genuinely responds to
the needs of the RCMP.
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As members of Parliament, we are responsible for acting in a way
that strengthens public trust in the RCMP, but the Conservatives
refuse to take the steps needed to modernize the organization. For
months now, the NDP has been urging the Minister of Public Safety
to make sexual harassment in the RCMP a priority, but the issue is
barely mentioned in Bill C-42. In fact, the word ‘“harassment”
appears once, and it is not even in a context that aims at resolving the
issue of sexual harassment.

Although the bill gives the RCMP commissioner room to create a
more effective process for responding to sexual harassment
complaints, it contains no proactive measure to try to combat this
systemic problem, and there is no provision on adopting a clear
policy to prevent sexual harassment within the RCMP.

Bill C-42 does not go far enough in addressing the very real
concerns of female members of this organization, who have been
waiting far too long for the government to do something tangible to
ensure that they have a safer, more open work environment. Another
problem we must address is the fact that these same women do not
have access to the same positions and promotions as quickly and in
the same way as the men do.

Currently more than 200 women who work or have worked for the
RCMP have launched a class action suit against the organization for
allegations of sexual harassment. There are other individual suits
under way, and there are undoubtedly incidents that will never be
reported, because these are difficult situations. When wrongdoers get
off the hook rather easily and no real disciplinary measures are
taken, there is no real incentive for anyone to report these problems.

The women in the RCMP make the same sacrifices for their
country as the men, but the women are abandoned by the system
every day. They deserve better than this and, as elected
representatives, we have a responsibility to act swiftly. That is
why the NDP will oppose Bill C-42 at third reading. We proposed
solutions and the Conservatives did not want to implement them.
These solutions did not come just from the opposition, but also from
people who are directly involved, who know what they are talking
about and who care about the well-being of RCMP members.

This is very disappointing. I think it is a real shame to have to vote
against this bill.

©(1030)

1 would also like to see a substantive reform of this organization,
but that is not going to happen with Bill C-42.

[English]

Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank my colleague for articulating so well the
problems we have with the bill. As she pointed out, the NDP tried to
move a number of amendments at committee that were very
constructive in improving the bill and providing good support for
members of the RCMP. One of them was adding mandatory
harassment training for RCMP officers, specifically in the RCMP
act. Surprisingly, this was one of the amendments that was turned
down.

I think all of us know it is the employer's responsibility to do
harassment training. I wonder if she could comment, because it
seems to me this gets to the heart of the matter, that we are yet again

Government Orders

failing in terms of a public responsibility to ensure workplaces are
free of discrimination and harassment, and that mandatory harass-
ment training is something that is very important within the RCMP.

®(1035)
[Translation]

Ms. Elaine Michaud: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the
member for her excellent question.

I completely agree with her. We are not fulfilling our
responsibility as elected members if we do not take direct measures
to address the issue of sexual harassment in the RCMP. The
suggested training is a proactive and effective way of reducing the
incidence of sexual harassment.

We also need to realize that we can use this information to help
people become more conscious of the fact that certain actions or
words that they believe to be innocent can be perceived in a negative
way. This awareness needs to be honed because it does not always
come naturally, depending on a person's education or work
environment. These kinds of situations arise for many reasons.

We can inform people and describe in detail the types of situations
that can be perceived as sexual harassment and the solutions and
measures that can be put in place to keep it from happening. The fact
that the government does not want to take those steps is truly
disappointing and almost incomprehensible, because it is so easy to
do.

All members would take this training when they join the RCMP or
at some point. This type of training happens all the time in the
Canadian Forces and it even exists in the RCMP. So why not now?

[English]

Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it was
talked about a fair bit yesterday, the increasing of the power and
authority of the commissioner of the RCMP. That has to be done
with some balance, certainly. Yes, the commissioner needs more
authority to deal with the bad apples, as some have said. However,
that power could be abused in the office of the commissioner as well.

I am not a member of the committee, and quite a number of us
here are not, but I was told yesterday there were a number of
amendments to try to redress that imbalance. I do not mind admitting
that I have a concern when opposition parties propose amendments
and the government rejects them out of hand even though they make
sense.

Is this what happened in this committee? Are we to the point that
anything the representatives of the people on this side of the House
propose, which would improve legislation, is opposed by the
government because it is almighty and all powerful? That is not the
way this place is supposed to work. My question for the member is:
Were there amendments put forward to try to balance the power of
the commissioner of the RCMP in a positive way, and what
happened to them if there were?
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Government Orders
[Translation]

Ms. Elaine Michaud: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my
colleague for his question.

Some people may point out that I do not sit on the Standing
Committee on Public Safety and National Security. Nevertheless, |
should be able the answer the question.

Yes, my NDP colleagues proposed amendments, which the
government flatly rejected, as it always does.

As anew MP, I am very disappointed. [ was a parliamentary guide
for a while before starting my career as an MP. I used to take great
pleasure in telling visitors that the work needed to advance Canadian
issues really happened in committee, where all the parties worked in
collaboration.

Now that I have become a member of the House, my speech
would be totally different, were I to give another parliamentary tour.
Openness is non-existent, and meetings are very often held in
camera. In that context, keeping our constituents informed of what is
happening is a major challenge. On top of that, we have to deal with
this government's amazing arrogance and intransigence.

I touched briefly on my experience on the Standing Committee on
Official Languages. Being part of the Standing Committee on Public
Safety and National Security must have been extremely similar, as
the orders all come from the same source: the Prime Minister's
Office. People can imagine for themselves how this government
deals with opposition members in committee. The government keeps
Parliament from doing the real work it should be doing.

Ms. Laurin Liu (Riviére-des-Mille-fles, NDP): Mr. Speaker, |
want to inform you that I will share my speaking time with the
member for Sudbury.

I am pleased to rise today to speak to Bill C-42, which would
strengthen discipline in the RCMP following numerous cases of
harassment, intimidation and serious misconduct.

The NDP supports the principle of this bill. That is why we
supported it at second reading.

During the parliamentary committee's proceedings, however, we
heard from witnesses and experts who confirmed our first impression
that Bill C-42 has some serious deficiencies and would not improve
oversight of the RCMP.

The Canadian public's trust in the RCMP has been put to the test
in recent decades, given the many scandals in which the force has
been involved.

Consider, for example, the Maher Arar affair. That Canadian
citizen was deported to the United States and then tortured by the
Syrian government based on false information conveyed by the
RCMP.

Consider as well the RCMP's bungling of the Air India affair, a
pathetic case of incompetence and negligence. In addition to failing
to co-operate with CSIS, the RCMP was unable to prevent the
incident, even though it was warned of a direct attack on flight 182
three weeks before it occurred.

I would be remiss if I did not mention the Airbus affair. The
RCMP's incompetence in that matter forced taxpayers to pay Brian
Mulroney $2 million in damages.

There are also the many criminal and political cases in which
charges were never laid. Consider the sponsorship scandal, for
example, and the disappearance of hundreds of thousands of dollars
from the transitional jobs fund.

There was also the major fraud involving the RCMP pension and
insurance plans. The Auditor General of Canada uncovered
numerous cases of cronyism and reported that RCMP operating
expenses had been charged to the employee pension and insurance
plans.

Many cases of psychological and sexual harassment have been
made public over the years, but authorities have not taken steps to
address them. For example, Victoria Cliffe and three other female
RCMP officers in Alberta accused Sgt. Robert Blundell of sexually
assaulting them during undercover operations.

Ms. Cliffe stated that the RCMP commissioner was the person
responsible for making the final decision on all internal investiga-
tions, every investigation conducted within the police force and
every disciplinary problem. She added that all matters were referred
to the top, to the big boss.

Remember that, following that disclosure, Victoria Cliffe lost her
position as a negotiator and Sgt. Blundell lost only one day's leave.

We could also talk about all the police blunders that might
suggest there were shortcomings in RCMP officers' training and
supervision. Much of the problem stems from the fact that the
RCMP enjoys special status, untouchable status, within the
government.

For example, the RCMP is not subject to the Access to
Information Act or covered by the Public Servants Disclosure
Protection Act.

Members will recall that when the Conservatives introduced the
government accountability bill in 2006, they maintained most of the
exemptions for the RCMP. Furthermore, unlike officers in other
police forces, RCMP officers still have no right to unionize, which
would put them in a better bargaining position that would facilitate
the disclosure of wrongdoing.

In short, the RCMP is out of control. In 2007, the president of the
Canadian Police Association even said he thought all parliamentar-
ians should be concerned about the fact that an organization of the
RCMP's size and power had little or no accountability.

Shirley Heafey, the former chair of the Commission for Public
Complaints Against the RCMP, spoke out on several occasions about
the organization's cover-ups and lack of transparency:

[The commissioner of the RCMP] does not understand the accountability system,

he does not understand the complaints system. It was very difficult for him to accept
that he was accountable to a civilian agency.

She added that there was no way to make the RCMP accountable.
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She also said that she believed it was going to explode at some
point. She said that they could not continue covering up and
downplaying the problems forever. Every time something serious
happened, it was often impossible to obtain the documentation.
Finally, she mentioned that she found it difficult because she was
constantly spending a lot of energy trying to do her job.

Despite these shocking comments, the Conservative government
continues to drag its feet. Bill C-42 will not really make much of a
difference to the RCMP because the proposed measures do not go far
enough. Nevertheless, the NDP has worked hard to improve the bill.
We proposed a series of amendments to make Bill C-42 respond to
the challenges that the RCMP currently faces.

The NDP amendments include requiring all members of the
RCMP to receive harassment training in accordance with the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police Act, establishing an independent body to
examine complaints against the RCMP, adding a provision to create
an independent national civilian investigative body in order to
prevent police from investigating police, creating more balanced
human resources policies by eliminating some of the new draconian
powers of the RCMP commissioner, and strengthening the RCMP
external review committee in cases where dismissal is being
considered.

As is often the case, the Conservatives rejected all the NDP
amendments. However, most of them met with the approval of many
of the witnesses who appeared before the committee.

I would now like to deal more specifically with two major
problems with the bill. As my colleagues have already mentioned,
there is no proactive measure against sexual harassment. For a long
time, the NDP has been asking the government to make dealing with
harassment at the RCMP a priority. Bill C-42 does not directly attack
this scourge, which has become a systemic problem.

Although the bill gives the RCMP commissioner the ability to
create a more effective process for dealing with sexual harassment
complaints, we believe that a more proactive training course should
be included in order to address the issue of harassment, particularly
sexual harassment, within the RCMP. The Conservatives refused to
take this approach.

I read Bill C-42, and I noticed that the word “harassment” does
not even appear in it.

We had also hoped that a clear policy on harassment within the
RCMP would be adopted that would contain specific standards of
conduct and criteria for assessing the performance of all employees.
Such a policy would serve as a basis for a fair disciplinary process.

In short, the bill does not go far enough and does not address the
concerns of the women working for the RCMP, who are calling for
immediate action in order to create a safer and more open work
environment.

What is more, the bill was introduced before the findings of the
internal audit on gender equality within the RCMP were submitted.

In our opinion, it is essential that the RCMP be subject to civilian
oversight. However, the new civilian complaints commission
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introduced in Bill C-42 has the same problem as the RCMP Public
Complaints Commission because it would report to the Minister of
Public Safety, rather than to the Canadian public through Parliament.

Furthermore, it is important to note that the new commission
would not be completely free to undertake investigations and would
not have any binding authority. The new commission will not have
the power to investigate accidents resulting in serious bodily harm or
death. These investigations will mainly be assigned to municipal or
provincial police forces or will continue to be carried out by the
RCMP itself.

In conclusion, the Conservative government will not subject the
RCMP to an independent investigative body that would report
directly to Parliament. Until the Conservatives implement a strong
mechanism for eliminating harassment, 1 cannot believe that the
government is committed to modernizing the RCMP.

© (1045)

Mr. Tarik Brahmi (Saint-Jean, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I listened
very carefully to the speech given by my hon. colleague.

She talked about the fact that the Conservatives systematically
ignore the recommendations made in committee. This is true not
only within the Standing Committee on Public Safety and National
Security, but also within all other committees. That is what my NDP
colleagues have said.

Consider the example of some shocking testimony heard during
committee study of Bill C-42. Mr. Creasser, a member of the
Mounted Police Professional Association of Canada, had this to say:

Bill C-42, rather than mitigating these issues, will only make them exponentially
worse.

If Bill C-42 is passed in its current form,...our Parliament would be promoting the
bad behaviour....

Does my colleague have any explanation for the Conservative
Party's failure to take action, even after hearing such compelling
testimony from witnesses?
©(1050)

Ms. Laurin Liu: Mr. Speaker, as my colleague pointed out, this is
a problem within all parliamentary committees.

Under this majority government, virtually no amendments are
ever accepted at committee, which seriously undermines our
democracy, of course, as well as civil society's ability to influence
the legislative process.

Regarding Bill C-42, the NDP proposed 18 amendments, the
Liberals proposed none and the Conservatives proposed 23. If T am
not mistaken, no amendments were adopted at committee stage. The
Conservatives opposed every amendment proposed by the NDP
without any debate. These amendments were often initiated by
witnesses from civil society or experts who appeared before the
parliamentary committee.

We see this as a very serious problem and believe that it
undermines the democratic process.

Mr. Romeo Saganash (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—
Eeyou, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my colleague
from Riviére-des-Mille-Iles for her very enlightening presentation.
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One of the amendments our party suggested dealt specifically with
the independence of the complaints process in an organization such
as the RCMP. The public should never have to doubt such an
organization's credibility. That recommendation came not only from
our party, but also from a few witnesses who appeared before the
committee.

Could our colleague elaborate further on this?

Ms. Laurin Liu: Mr. Speaker, the NDP believes that we need to
address the problem of harassment in the RCMP.

That is why we suggested integrating mandatory harassment
training for all RCMP members into the RCMP Act. We know that
there are serious problems in the organization, and that women
working in the RCMP have made many sacrifices. As parliamentar-
ians, we must work together to create a safe and healthy workplace,
where they can work safely.

Sadly, the Conservative government rejected our amendments
with no explanations. The government needs to explain why it does
not want to find solutions to the harassment issue.

[English]

Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise in the House today to speak to Bill C-42, an act to
amend the Royal Canadian Mounted Police Act.

To begin, I think it is important to note that New Democrats
supported the intentions of Bill C-42 to modernize the RCMP and
address issues such as sexual harassment and post-traumatic stress
disorder in the force, and we voted for the bill to be sent to
committee at second reading. However, at the committee stage, it
became apparent, after hearing expert witness testimony, that in its
current state Bill C-42 remains deeply flawed and will not meet the
laudable objectives that New Democrats support in principle, namely
to resolve the long-standing issues related to the oversight of the
RCMP.

Canadians' confidence in the RCMP has been tested over the past
few years as the RCMP has struggled with numerous public
scandals. Whether it is the multiple cases of sexual harassment,
which have become part of the public discourse surrounding
Canada's Mounties, or other issues related to the lack of disciplinary
oversight that the force has over its members, Canadians are
universal in their support for the need to modernize the oversight
provisions that the Commissioner of the RCMP has at his or her
disposal.

Bill C-42 purports to streamline the current burdensome process
of dealing with conduct and workplace problems, including abuse of
authority, intimidation and harassment, by giving the commissioner
final authority in deciding what sanctions to impose.

Currently RCMP managers faced with harassment issues have two
different processes they must follow. One under Treasury Board
policy and one under the RCMP Act. These processes do not always
align, which often leads to confusion about rights, responsibilities
and available approaches. Under Bill C-42, the commissioner would
be granted the authority to establish a single comprehensive system
for investigating and resolving harassment concerns.

While Bill C-42 does give more power to the commissioner over
discipline and the power to establish a more effective process for
dealing with harassment complaints, it remains unclear whether
legislation alone can provide the RCMP with the overall culture
change that is needed to respond specifically to allegations of
widespread sexual harassment. In fact, Commissioner Paulson has
publicly stated as much, noting that legislation alone is not enough to
keep public trust in the RCMP.

To emphasize the point that legislation alone will not lead to the
transformative changes that are truly required to reform the ongoing
systemic sexual harassment at the RCMP, I would point to a recent
study on sexual harassment within the RCMP in British Columbia,
which indicates that problems are significantly under-reported
because members are too afraid of reprisal to come forward.

From my perspective, Bill C-42 will not lead to the necessary
culture change needed to destigmatize the issue of sexual harassment
and ensure that victims of such harassment feel comfortable bringing
their issues forward. Simply, the bill does not go far enough in
directly addressing the concerns of women serving in the RCMP,
who are calling for urgent action to foster a more inclusive and safe
environment for women in the force. The word “harassment” still
does not appear in Bill C-42 despite NDP attempts to do so.

While the bill has been introduced without the benefit of the
findings of the internal general audit of the RCMP ordered by the
commissioner, which is currently under way but sadly not yet
completed, and while failing to specifically address these obvious
concerns, the Conservatives are undertaking an approach that does
not make women in the RCMP a priority. That is just wrong,
particularly given the ongoing systemic instances of sexual
harassment, which are being actively observed on an ongoing basis.

Even more worrisome than neglecting to reference and define
harassment in the legislation is the failure to create an oversight body
with any teeth, since primary investigations into incidents of death or
serious bodily harm would largely be contracted out to provincial or
municipal police forces, even though some have no civilian
investigation body, or they would still conducted by the RCMP.

©(1055)

Surely if the government was serious about modernizing the
RCMP, it would take the next steps and allow binding recommenda-
tions from oversight bodies and a full civilian investigation of the
RCMP through a truly independent watchdog agency that would
report directly to Parliament.
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The NDP tried to amend the bill, based on witness testimony, to
address these issues, but the Conservatives refused to directly
address the issue of sexual harassment and did little to actually
modernize the RCMP as it is still hierarchical in nature with no
independent civilian oversight. Although this is an approach that the
Conservatives have favoured for other areas of public policy,
ensuring that complaints are addressed by an impartial third party
should be at the heart of any attempt to modernize the complaint
procedures for Canada's national police service.

The NDP believes that we can go further to ensure that there is a
clear anti-harassment policy in the RCMP, one which would contain
specific standards for behaviour and specific criteria for evaluating
the performance of all such employees. Such a policy is needed to
serve as a basis for a fair discipline process.

I conclude by highlighting the fact that New Democrats made a
genuine effort to improve the legislation before us during the
committee stage. However, these attempts were rebuffed at every
step of the process. New Democrats introduced 18 amendments at
committee all designed to ensure heightened transparency to address
the specific issues I have mentioned, namely the issue of sexual
harassment and the lack of an effective oversight mechanism.

Specifically, NDP members on the public safety committee
proposed the following: adding mandatory harassment training for
RCMP members specifically to the RCMP Act; ensuring a fully
independent civilian review body to investigate complaints against
the RCMP; adding a provision to create a national civilian
investigative body that would avoid police investigating police,
which was ruled inadmissible for some reason; and creating a more
balanced human resource policy by removing some of the more
stringent powers proposed for the RCMP commissioner and by
strengthening the external review committee in cases involving
possible dismissal from the force.

However, as has become standard operating procedure, the
government side once again took an unreasonable approach to the
NDP's proposals, rejecting all 18 amendments, even though they
were supported by witness testimony and were a genuine attempt to
improve the legislation before us.

New Democrats recognize the deficiency in the approach taken by
the Conservative government and its outright rejection of our
practical proposals to improve the legislation. We will therefore be
unable to support the legislation at this time in the way that it is
being presented.

® (1100)

Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank the hon. member for Sudbury for his great
comments and his overview of the bill and why those of us in the
NDP have so many problems and concerns about it. We did work
very hard at committee, as the member outlined, to bring
improvements to the bill and to be very constructive. Unfortunately,
they were turned down.

One of the issues that concerns me is that we brought forward
amendments to ensure that there would be a fully independent
civilian review body to investigate complaints. To me, this is a core
issue for the public interest. We do know of very serious situations
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where people have had complaints about the RCMP but there was no
independent civilian review body.

I wonder if the member would comment in terms of the
importance of having an independent civilian review body to
investigate complaints.

Mr. Glenn Thibeault: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my
colleague for Vancouver East for the question because it truly is
something that is very important and that we wanted to see addressed
in the bill.

Ending the practice of police investigating police needs to be a
priority. If we think about what we have seen in other instances, in
other legislation, the Conservatives have allowed for independent
civilian investigative bodies. However, for some reason, they are not
allowing that to move forward in this legislation.

There are many things on which we would ask why the
Conservatives are doing this. Why are they not allowing a civilian
body to be the oversight of the RCMP, when it is done in many other
instances?

®(1105)

Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 1 asked
questions on this earlier, and as I said in my own remarks yesterday,
I have concerns about the balance of power given to the
Commissioner of the RCMP. I have been there as solicitor general,
so I am well aware of that position.

I am even more concerned about what I have heard in this
discussion about amendments proposed at committee, and I am not a
member of the committee, all being rejected out of hand by the
government. This is happening in committee after committee. |
really think we need a serious discussion, not just on this legislation
but on all of it, about the way this place is working.

Today, in the Winnipeg Free Press, there is a story that states that
the Auditor General's information was actually edited out of the final
version of a parliamentary investigation on the F-35s. That is a
serious issue. Evidence is evidence. Just because government
members do not like the evidence, they should not be able to edit
it out. That did not happen in this place years ago. I think it is
becoming the custom around here for the department and the PMO
to be running what Conservative members are allowed to do in
committee.

The rules are that parliamentary reports, committee reports, are not
supposed to be seen by a minister. They are not supposed to be seen
by the PMO. Those are the rules.

Conservative members have been run by ministries and the PMO.
That is affecting how this place is working. It is affecting why
amendments are not even really being discussed. They are being
rejected out of hand. That is a damper on our democracy.

I wonder if the member has anything to say.

Mr. Glenn Thibeault: Mr. Speaker, of course, we have seen, in
committee after committee, amendments proposed to try to make the
legislation better for all Canadians.
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We all understand when there is a “what”. We know what the
issue is. We all know that the “how” is what we do differently in the
House.

We are coming up with some good amendments. Let me tell
members some of the amendments that were rejected at this
committee: adding mandatory harassment training for RCMP
members, specifically, to the RCMP Act; ensuring a fully
independent civilian review body to investigate complaints against
the RCMP; adding a provision to create a national civilian
investigative body that would avoid police investigating police.
This was deemed inadmissible.

I could go on, Mr. Speaker, about the importance of these, but I
know that I do not have much time.

More than 200 women have come forward on the class action
lawsuit on sexual harassment in the RCMP. How would the bill
address that? It would not. Those amendments would have.

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to rise again to speak to the bill. By way of preamble, I
would like to concur with both the NDP member and my hon.
colleague from Malpeque. It is important that the government begin
to change its attitude in committees, because we are seeing this more
and more. We are seeing it at the public safety committee. A bill
comes to the committee for study, and all members approach it with
good will. Some members propose amendments, yet the government
seems not to be open to any kind of amendment. It is true that some
are ruled out of order, and that is really a technical issue, but on other
issues, the government members of the committee are united in
closing down the possibility of amendment.

I would like to turn to the broader issue of the RCMP, the RCMP
culture, and the demands on the RCMP.

Presently, at the public safety committee, we are doing a study of
policing in Canada. We have had members of the RCMP appear
before us on a couple of occasions. What is becoming abundantly
clear is that policing in Canada, including within the RCMP, is
becoming increasingly complex. That means having complex
organizations, and I am sure that in some cases, it may mean
increased bureaucratization. Within this context, it is very important
that organizations do not become so complex that they are
unmanageable and that the person responsible for leading the
organization finds his or her hands tied at every turn.

The purpose of the bill is to provide some leeway to the
commissioner to exercise some leadership. I would like to refer to
the committee's current study on policing costs and policing in
general. I would like to share with the House the fact that in England,
some major reforms of policing have been undertaken. To counter
the inevitable inertia that takes hold in any kind of organization over
time, police crime commissioners in different regions have been
appointed and have been given new powers to make appointments
and so on to appoint the local police commissioner and so on.

There seems to be a shared understanding across the Atlantic that
there is a need to make policing structures more efficient. In that
regard, I would like to quote Dr. Alok Mukherjee, president of the
Canadian Association of Police Boards. When he came to the
committee, he said the following about a Federation of Canadian

Municipalities 2009 report on RCMP municipal contract policing:
“A number of characteristics are generally accepted as essential to
good governance; these include being accountable”, of course, and
that is what this bill is hoping to achieve, “transparent, responsive,
effective and efficient”—I would like to emphasize the word
“efficient”—“equitable and inclusive”.

Efficiency is a concern, and that concern was echoed by Dr. Alok
Mukherjee, President of the Canadian Association of Police Boards.
Again, to quote Dr. Mukherjee when he appeared before the
committee: “We”, meaning the Canadian Association of Police
Boards, “believe that Bill C-42 is a good step forward in enhancing
accountability, modernizing the force's human resources practices,
and strengthening civilian oversight”.

It is not me saying that the bill strengthens civilian oversight. It is
Dr. Alok Mukherjee, who is an extremely well-respected individual.
He mentions further in his testimony: “The current oversight
mechanism, the CPC”, which stands for the Commission for Public
Complaints, “as has been noted by several witnesses appearing
before you, is woefully inadequate. I believe that the provisions in
Bill-C-42 will go a long way in filling this gap”.
® (1110)

He continues that “We are heartened by the fact that the proposed
CRCC”, which stands for the civilian review and complaints
commission that is being instituted by Bill C-42, “will have the
power to undertake reviews of the RCMP's policies and procedures,
have access to more documents than is the case at present, be able to
compel evidence”, which is an important improvement to the current
process, “and deal more expeditiously with public complaints”.

The bill does bring some improvements. I do not think it is correct
to say that nothing good will come of the bill. Maybe it is not
perfect. As I say, maybe the government should have been more
open with respect to the amendments presented at committee.
However, respected individuals, such as Dr. Alok Mukherjee, have
admitted that the bill is an important improvement.

The new commission, the CRCC, which is replacing the
Commission for Public Complaints Against the RCMP, would be
given the power to summon witnesses, to compel them to produce
documents or exhibits, in the same manner and to the same extent as
a superior court of record, to examine any records and to make
inquiries it considers necessary. These are important new powers.

Elsewhere | have read that if there is a disagreement between the
commission and the commissioner about what kinds of documents
should be released, essentially it is the commission that would rule.
This is an important principle.

What is also important is that if the new bill is to be effective,
resources will have to be provided to the new civilian review and
complaints commission. The problem of resources has been an
endemic one for many years. In fact, in 1997, the Auditor General
did a review of the Commission for Public Complaints Against the
RCMP and found that the process was quite slow. The report states
at paragraph 34.3:

The Commission's handling of complaint reviews and public hearings is slow. It
needs to improve the way it works by streamlining the review process and providing

appropriate training to Commission members who are responsible for conducting
public hearings.
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That takes resources.

Paragraph 34.4 of the Auditor General's report from 1997 states,
“The Commission also needs to improve its performance measures”.

Bill C-42 attempts to bring in standards of service. In other words,
it really wants to introduce some accountability and set some time
limits on the review process. It is very important that the
commissioner be able to exercise some leadership, because at the
end of the day, it is leadership that creates cultural change within an
organization. To confirm that we just have to look at Canadian
Pacific, which has brought in a new president, Hunter Harrison, who
is changing the corporate culture. He is obviously a strong-willed
individual with vision who is bringing about change. It is not
committees that bring about that kind of change at that point.

On behalf of our caucus, I feel that the bill is worth supporting. It
is not perfect, and there are some concerns, some of which were
raised at committee. Again, I concur with my colleagues and the
NDP that the government should be much more open to accepting
amendments and perhaps to even amending amendments. It should
exhibit a spirit of openness toward the opposition and understand
that no one in the House has a monopoly on good ideas or insight. It
is by listening to each other that we will have better legislation.

o (1115)

Ms. Candice Bergen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for his
comments as well as his contribution at committee. We really do
work very well, and although we disagree many times, we get a lot
accomplished.

The member was talking about the NDP amendments, but as |
recall, one of the challenges with them was that they came in very
late. We had to work to get them in, which can sometimes be a
problem to do at committee. If we have an idea beforehand what the
amendments are, it gives us greater ability to see what we have in
common and where we can work together. Without that, practically
speaking, it can become a problem. Furthermore, some of the New
Democrats' amendments were ruled out of order. Again, that just
goes to experience on the part of their committee members, who do
an excellent job on behalf of their party. However, amendments need
to be brought forward in a timely way and be deemed in order. It
really is not the Conservatives' fault when the New Democrats do not
have the organization in place to do that.

I noticed that the Liberals did not put any amendments forward at
committee stage and have clearly indicated that they will be
supporting this legislation. Would my hon. colleague encourage the
NDP in that same spirit to support the legislation because of the good
work it will do? It may not be perfect, but it goes much further than
doing nothing at all.

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: Mr. Speaker, yes, I would encourage
the NDP to support this legislation. Indeed, the legislation is not
perfect, but as some eminent individuals have said, including Dr.
Mukherjee, it is a major step forward. If we do not move on this
issue, it is only going to fester and get worse and it is only going to
slow the pace of cultural change within the organization. Therefore,
it is important to get moving on this.
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No doubt there will be issues in the future and we know that the
RCMP commissioner in particular operates in a media fishbowl. It is
not a secretive organization; if things are not going well, the press
and the House will be right on his heels. He or she, whoever the next
commissioner will be, will have some explaining to do and might
have to give in to some suggestions for more change.

That said, we have to get going on this; we have to get started.
® (1120)
[Translation]

Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe (Pierrefonds—Dollard,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, there is something I do not understand.

The Conservatives acknowledge that this bill is not perfect. The
Liberals just acknowledged that this bill is not perfect.

The problems within the RCMP came up five or ten years ago.

Why do we not take a few more weeks to come up with a better
bill? Everyone agrees that this bill could be improved, so why do we
not do it?

That is why the NDP cannot support this bill. As it stands, it
misses the mark. Let us fix it once and for all. Let us create a better
bill that at least meets the expectations of the Conservative Party and
the Liberal Party. I would like to hear what my colleague has to say
about that.

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: Mr. Speaker, I agree with the member
for Pierrefonds—Dollard that we do not live in a perfect world; there
are some problems to be fixed.

I cannot explain why the government voted against every one of
the NDP's amendments that was in order, but the fact is that we must
take a step forward if we want to change the culture within the
RCMP. We cannot drag our feet on this, and that is very important.
Cases of sexual harassment are making headlines. We must take
action and make this bill a priority.

We can always come back to it in due time to make amendments,
perhaps with a private member's bill.

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, to
pick up on that very point, we do recognize that this is a positive bill
in principle and that there will be a great deal of benefit from passing
it. We recognize that it is not perfect and that some amendments
could be brought forward, but it is important that we move forward
and pass the bill.

Does the member believe that the principle of the bill, even if it
passes without amendment, is worthy of support? That said, we
would be discouraged if the government did not respond to any
sensible suggestions, whether an NDP or Liberal amendment.
Maybe some things could have been done at committee to strengthen
the bill.

The bill will pass with our support of it in principle, but it could
have been a better bill had the government been more sensitive to the
need for changes.
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Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: Mr. Speaker, it is true that improve-
ments could always be made, but we want to show support for the
men and women of the RCMP. We want to show support for the
commissioner, who has a difficult job to do. He is a new
commissioner, and we would like to give him the benefit of the
doubt at this point and show him that he not only has the government
on his side in fulfilling his mandate but also some members of the
opposition. One way of doing that would be to support the main
principle of the bill.

While it is not perfect, some eminent individuals, like Dr.
Mukherjee, have said that it is a very important bill and achieves
some very important things.

We will see how it works out. If a good sexual harassment policy
does not come forward quickly, I am sure there will be pressure to
bring the commissioner back to the public safety committee to tell us
why he has not acted faster.

® (1125)

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
[ tried to put forward amendments at report stage, hoping that we
could improve the bill. It needs improvement.

As much as I accept and have great respect for my colleague, I am
skeptical of the idea that the media glare on the RCMP is adequate to
deal with transgressions. We never got an answer from former
Commissioner Zaccardelli about the outrageous intervention in the
election campaign of 2005-2006. He refused the request of the
commissioner at the time, Paul Kennedy, to give evidence, and the
commissioner had no ability to compel him to give evidence.

We have seen far too many individual episodes, including Ian Bell
being shot while in RCMP custody in British Columbia. We do not
have adequate measures, and while the vast majority of RCMP
officers are superb and dedicated men and women of great integrity,
when one or two people behave as they have done, particularly when
it is the commissioner himself in the case of Zaccardelli, this country
needs adequate abilities to review and call to account RCMP
behaviour when it falls below the standards of a free and democratic
society with respect for human rights and individual liberties.

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: Mr. Speaker, the question of
Commissioner Zaccardelli and the way he acted during that election
campaign is obviously a sore point with our caucus.

However, the powers of the commission have been enhanced. It
will have the power to examine RCMP policies and pretty much
anything it would want, beyond just a simple case of one complaint.
It will be able to ask for information and to compel witnesses.

If there is a commissioner down the road who just does not want
to co-operate, at the end of the day, that commissioner will not be re-
appointed. Unfortunately, that is the ultimate sanction available
regarding any officer or employee of any organization, including any
officer of Parliament or head of an agency.

Yes, I concur that the Zaccardelli incident was not a pleasant one.

[Translation]

Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre (Alfred-Pellan, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to rise today to further clarify the official opposition’s
position on Bill C-42, An Act to amend the Royal Canadian

Mounted Police Act and to make related and consequential
amendments to other Acts.

I want the House to know that we will be voting against this bill. I
have discussed the proposed legislation with various stakeholders on
a number of occasions, and I have even studied it as a member of the
Standing Committee on Public Safety and National Security. I was
very disappointed to realize in committee that even though the
Minister of Public Safety had said that he would be open to
amendments, regardless of which party proposed them, the
Conservatives did an about-face and limited debate in committee
to seven meetings, rejecting every single amendment put forward by
the opposition.

The aim of these amendments was to ensure that Bill C-42
addressed the challenges that are currently facing the RCMP. Among
other things, they called for adding mandatory harassment training
for all RCMP members specifically in the RCMP Act; establishing a
fully independent civilian review body to investigate complaints
against the RCMP; adding a provision to create an independent
national civilian investigative body to avoid having police
investigating police, an amendment that unfortunately was deemed
out of order by the committee; and creating more balanced human
resource policies by removing some of the new draconian powers
proposed for the RCMP commissioner and strengthening the RCMP
external review committee in cases involving possible dismissal
from the force.

Had these amendments been accepted, this bill could have truly
remedied the situation, but instead of enhancing the bill, the
government merely introduced some minor amendments, primarily
to address translation and grammar problems, not to improve the
content. Quite frankly I was very disappointed in the government.

The reality is that this bill represents the Conservative
government’s response to long-standing complaints of sexual
harassment within the RCMP and the recent scandals that made
the headlines involving the overly lenient disciplinary action taken
against officers charged with serious misconduct. The reality is that
it also fails to deal directly with the problem of harassment within the
RCMP and several other issues that were the focus of the NDP
amendments [ alluded to earlier.
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The bill itself cannot bring about the change in the
RCMP corporate culture that is necessary to specifically address
the allegations of rampant sexual harassment. It does not directly
deal with the systemic problems entrenched in the RCMP culture.
Frankly, this bill leaves the impression that the Conservative
government is afraid to tackle the serious harassment problems in
the RCMP. That is why we proposed an amendment requiring all
RCMP members to receive harassment training. That amendment
was proposed following the testimony of a witness before the
committee, Yvonne Séguin, who is the founder and executive
director of the Groupe d'aide et d'information sur le harcélement
sexuel au travail. This support group has been in existence for
32 years. Its main objective is to break down the isolation and the
wall of silence to which are subjected those who suffer or have
suffered from sexual or psychological harassment in the workplace,
and to raise awareness about this issue.

This support group pursues several objectives, as stated in its
charter. They include: educating the public regarding this issue;
advising women on the measures to be taken; helping women
overcome the problems they have faced or still face; writing,
publishing and releasing documents and manuals, and specifically
documents on harassment in the workplace; and raising money
through donations and organizing cultural activities for its members.

I had the opportunity to meet with Ms. Séguin while preparing for
the discussion that we were going to have in committee on Bill C-42.
I wanted to get more details to better understand what her
organization stands for. I was deeply touched by everything she
told me about sexual harassment in the workplace, about situations
which I have been lucky not to experience. I was shocked and this
influenced my approach to Bill C-42.

® (1130)

I was particularly moved by one of their campaigns. Unfortu-
nately, I am not currently wearing the lapel pin that she gave me. It
says, “It's not part of the job”. I am 100% behind that idea. It really is
not part of the job, and it must be condemned. I believe that
Ms. Séguin's message says it all.

She also mentioned a training session that her organization had
given to a group of firefighters who needed to change their
workplace culture, as is the case with the Royal Canadian Mounted
Police. I quote:

‘We had to raise awareness and educate people a lot about the fact that workplace
culture can change. It has to change. The change is difficult for everyone, but once
it's done, it's crystal clear. In the 1980s, CN made changes to discrimination and
sexual harassment policies. This institution was the first to say it feared being flooded

with complaints after the decision. However, on the contrary, it received fewer,
because things were straightforward.

It is clear that she worked hard with groups that needed to change
their workplace culture when it came to harassment. And the
changes were positive. This real-life example proves that training
and educating a group can have a tangible impact on a workplace.

The minister has not used this bill, or any other method, to
mandate a clear policy on sexual harassment in the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police, with specific standards of conduct and criteria for
assessing the performance of all employees. Such a policy is
necessary to provide a basis for a fair disciplinary process.
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It was an important step in the changing role of women in the
Canadian workplace when, in 1974, the RCMP began hiring female
officers. I should point out that in the 1970s, there were even fewer
women than there are today in occupations traditionally open only to
men. And yes, that is still the case in many situations today, and that
mentality still exists.

The RCMP finally changed its policies in response to recom-
mendations that came out of the Bird commission in 1970. This
commission wanted to see changes in the role of women in federal
government workplaces.

On September 16, 1974, our federal police force hired 32 women
from across the country. One week later, these women started their
training at the RCMP School in Regina. In March of the following
year, 30 women graduated. They were the first female cohort in the
history of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police. It was a big step
forward in terms of the rights of women and their place in the labour
force and our federal institutions. Today, it is very important to take
the time to commemorate this.

It is sad, however, to note that only few years later, the RCMP is
facing numerous scandals concerning, among other things, harass-
ment of many female police officers.

On July 30, in Vancouver, 200 women made headlines by
expressing their interest in being part of a class action to expose the
harassment they have been subject to in our federal police force.
Women such as Officer Janet Merlo, Corporal Catherine Galliford
and Constable Karen Katz were courageous enough to report the
sexual harassment they endured for years in their workplace. For
these women, every day at work was a challenge.

Today, as the deputy critic for public safety, | want to salute their
determination. Reporting harassment takes a lot of courage, and
these women have my full admiration. Women who work at the
RCMP dedicate themselves body and soul to making sure that
Canadians are safe. Sexual harassment cases are always distressing,
no matter the workplace. These women risk their lives every day in
an effort to protect us, and they deserve a lot better.

® (1135)

On September 19, it was reported in the media that, according to a
document obtained under the Access to Information Act, a poll was
taken of 426 female police officers in British Columbia following
media reports of sexual harassment and the RCMP.

This internal RCMP report suggested that a number of employees
were reluctant to blow the whistle on acts of sexual harassment
because they do not trust the current complaints process, and they
believe that the accused officers will, ultimately, go unpunished.
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The report states that there was a pervasive perception within the
RCMP that harassment was uncommon. Female police officers are
reluctant to report cases of sexual harassment because they have
observed that there are no consequences for the harasser other than
having to transfer or be promoted.

I would like to digress for a moment. It is quite something to see
in this day and age—and there have been number of instances in
recent years—that in a case concerning a sexual harassment charge
within the RCMP, the person at fault was not dealt with directly and
punished; he was transferred elsewhere and given a promotion. In a
world in which we tell ourselves that men and women have equal
rights, I cannot get over it. It is completely inconceivable for
someone who has sexually harassed a colleague to be given a
promotion. It is completely beyond me.

I will return now to the report, which says that because women
have the impression that there will be no real consequences, they do
not believe that it is worth filing a complaint. The women who
participated mainly reported that they felt the consequences of filing
a harassment complaint outweighed the complaint itself.

They mentioned many problems, including aggressive super-
visors, the assignment of women to lowly tasks, the little attention
paid to them at meetings, the use of sexual innuendo, as well as
touching and exhibitionism. No one should have to deal with this
kind of behaviour at work, and these women should feel at ease in
condemning this sort of completely unacceptable attitude.

The participants also reported that when they tried to complain,
they were often punished. They were also afraid that their career
would suffer, that they would be assigned new duties or that they
would be posted to another detachment.

One participant even said that she would never make a
harassment complaint because she had seen what had happened to
those who had done so. Senior employees had made their lives a
living hell and used their position of authority to intimidate them.

Clearly, it is urgent that we do something to deal with these
obviously indefensible and intolerable situations within our federal
police force. And it is not just within the RCMP that these things are
happening; they are happening at workplaces across Canada. We
have before us a striking example that gives us the opportunity to
condemn the unthinkable. We need to stand up and do something
about it.

Unfortunately, we New Democrats do not believe that Bill C-42
will be able to deal appropriately with this problem. There is nothing
tangible in Bill C-42 that directly addresses sexual harassment, even
though the Conservative government promised to address it in this
bill. Absolutely nothing. I challenge my colleagues to try and find
something in this bill that directly addresses sexual harassment, as
the Minister of Public Safety promised. There is nothing in there.

The minister says that he wants more women in the RCMP, and |
fully agree with him. The more women there are in environments
that have been traditionally dominated by men, the better. However,
it will be essential to ensure that they feel at ease in their working
environment. Yes, more women are needed, but not under conditions
like that.

Last November, we learned that RCMP Commissioner Paulson
had given the Minister of Public Safety a document showing that the
number of women at the RCMP training centres had dropped by
52% since 2008-09, despite the great need for female personnel.

® (1140)

Among other things, the letter called for action to reduce the
number of harassment and workplace bullying complaints at the
RCMP. We believe that our amendment providing for mandatory
harassment training under the Royal Canadian Mounted Police Act
would have been a step in the right direction. I do hope the
government will follow up on this and look for real ways to change
the internal culture at the RCMP.

I agree with the Minister of Public Safety when he says Canadians'
trust in the RCMP has been shaken. In light of the allegations that
have been made and the information that has surfaced on the inner
workings of the organization, Canadians find it difficult to trust their
own national police force. We must restore confidence by changing
the culture within the RCMP. That will take a great deal of work. We
must work together with all parties involved so that our national
police force will have the tools it needs to deal with the problem.

Clearly the bill does not go far enough. It does not address the
concerns of the organization's female employees. These women want
immediate action to foster a more open and safe work environment
for themselves and their colleagues. This bill does not achieve that
goal.

Frankly, the government has failed to show initiative on this file. It
has been in power since 2006, and despite several reports and
recommendations—particularly Justice O'Connor's and
David Brown's reports from 2006 and 2007 on possible changes
to the RCMP—it waited six years to deal with the issue and even
now refuses to take it seriously.

With respect to the cases that came up this summer in the RCMP,
Ms. Séguin said, when you find that people have been sexually
harassed for two decades, then you know there is a problem. When
you hear that 150 female Mounties have gone through the process of
pressing charges in a civil suit, it is screaming out loud that the
system does not work. She also said she was aware that for a long
time it was popular to try to group all the harassment charges
together and call it maybe “violence at work”. But she believes that
as long as there is sexual harassment in the workplace, as long as
there is not the necessary education in place, we should be very
specific.
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Aside from the fact that this bill does not address the real problem
of sexual harassment, we think that, if the Conservative government
really wanted to modernize the RCMP, it would agree to move on to
the next phase, applying the recommendations made by the oversight
organizations and proceeding with an audit of the RCMP by an
independent group of investigators who would report directly to
Parliament. We believe that something must be done to strengthen
the body that reviews and deals with complaints in the RCMP. The
Commission for Public Complaints Against the RCMP has been
very useful, but we have concerns about its independence and its
ability to supervise independent inquiries.

Paul Kennedy, the former chair of the Commission for Public
Complaints Against the RCMP, made recommendations, first, in
2009, concerning investigations into serious incidents, and later,
when he appeared before the Standing Committee on Justice. At that
time, Mr. Kennedy proposed some solutions to improve the
independence of the position he occupied. He appeared during the
committee's study of Bill C-42 and stated that the bill did not meet
the standards of review set out by Justice O'Connor and did not meet
the needs of the RCMP or the Canadian public.

The New Democratic Party tried to amend this bill so that it
would take the problems that witnesses have raised into account, but
the Conservatives refuse to take direct action against harassment.
That is not unlike the hierarchical nature of the RCMP and the
force's complete lack of independent oversight. It is obvious that, in
short, the Conservatives have not done enough to modernize the
RCMP.

I would like to thank all the former and current members of the
RCMP who made the effort to help us try to amend this bill. The
amendments were not dreamed up out in the middle of nowhere. We
sat around a table with the people who really worked in the RCMP
and the people who were working to end sexual harassment.

®(1145)

We worked with every possible player we could imagine, and [
sincerely thank them all. It is for all those men and women that I will
be voting against Bill C-42 today. We absolutely must establish a
fair, clear and transparent system that will help restore the trust of the
general public and the women who work for the RCMP in the
national police force.

We on this side of the House will continue to advocate bringing in
policies and legislation to protect the right of RCMP members to
carry on their honourable work in a climate of trust and respect.

[English]

Ms. Candice Bergen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have a question for my hon.
colleague. 1 appreciate her comments regarding sexual harassment,

as well as articulating what many women go through and how
difficult it is for them.

We have a bill before us that would provide a very strong
framework to address a multitude of negative behaviours that
sometimes have been and could be displayed within the RCMP.
These have poisoned the culture, certainly harassment and sexual
harassment being two of them, as well as bullying, intimidation and
racism. Unfortunately, I could go on and on about a number of
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behaviours that we want changed within the RCMP. Some are more
prevalent than others.

Is the member and her party so narrow-minded and small-minded,
and I do not believe she is, that they would not support the bill
because it is not actually naming the negative behaviour of
harassment within the bill? The bill would provide a strong
framework to modernize the RCMP and would give management
the ability to not only deal with harassment, but bullying,
intimidation, violence, racism, sexism, a multitude of negative
behaviours that she has, unfortunately, put under the heading of
harassment, choosing not to support very important legislation. Is
she that small-minded? I do not believe she is.

® (1150)
[Translation]

Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
the parliamentary secretary for her question. It will give me an
opportunity to discuss this matter in greater detail.

The answer is no, not at all. This important bill is supposed to
address a lot of problems. Many people who work at the RCMP or in
workplaces where there is harassment—and I am talking about all
forms of harassment—came to the committee to tell us that this bill
does not address this problem at all but rather a different matter
altogether.

What did the Conservative government do? It did not listen to
them. We had seven meetings to examine a bill hundreds of pages in
length that quite simply transforms the Royal Canadian Mounted
Police Act.

Let me give an example: the last time the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police Act was amended, the committee conducted a very
important and very long study. It thoroughly examined the matter. It
took 10 years or so to amend the Royal Canadian Mounted Police
Act, and the changes were much more minor than these ones.

I believe the Conservatives are not taking the problem seriously.
They did not listen to the witnesses in committee. They did not
conduct consultations before introducing this bill. The people
concerned saw it after the fact. No one was consulted in the
preparation of this legislation, and they are trying to tell us they are
doing the right thing.

I rather doubt that.
[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, to
be very clear, when we look at the bill before us, it is of such a nature
that, ultimately, it is a step forward. Do we want some changes?
Could there have been more done to improve issues such as
harassment in the workforce and so forth? Absolutely, let there be no
doubt about that.

It appears as if the New Democrats' feelings are a little hurt. They
are upset because their amendments did not pass. There have been
many amendments before the committee and it is unfortunate the
government does not recognize the importance of accepting those.
One can be very critical of the government for that.
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The issue before us today is the principle of the bill and whether
the bill should be allowed to proceed. My question to the member is
very specific. Forgetting about the NDP amendments for a moment,
what specific clauses of the bill do the New Democrats oppose, to
the degree to which they would vote against the bill passing third
reading?

[Translation]

Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre: It would have been a good idea for
my colleague from Winnipeg North to come and see the proceedings
of the Standing Committee on Public Safety and National Security
and the study that was made of this bill. I do not even know whether
he would have had the time to go through the whole bill as it stands.

It is also sad to see that the Liberals did not introduce any
amendments to it either. They say this is an imperfect bill. Why did
they not try to correct it? I have a bit of a problem when they try to
attack on that point.

No, this is not a step forward, not at all. If my colleague had taken
the time to look at Bill C-42 in detail, he would have seen that most
of the measures it contains absolutely do not address or resolve the
issue of harassment in the workplace or give powers to the right
people, or anything. No, Bill C-42 is a direct attack on the
fundamental rights of workers.

Members may know this perhaps, but the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police is one of the only police forces that is not unionized.
It is therefore extremely difficult for workers to assert their rights if
they have a problem with their employer. And Bill C-42 really
contains a lot of clauses that directly attack workers' rights.

We could go through the bill. Perhaps my colleague and I could
go for coffee and I could point out all the clauses that show why this
bill makes no sense and does not address the right issue.

Mr. Alain Giguére (Marc-Auréle-Fortin, NDP): Mr. Speaker, in
the past, we have been told that victims of sexual assault are being
encouraged more and more to report the abuse they suffer. We have
also noted the many cases of missing women in aboriginal
communities. These women are never found.

So, how can a police force that refuses to deal with the issue of
sexual harassment within its own organization possibly deal with
those kinds of problems in the future?

® (1155)

Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre: I thank my hon. colleague from
Marc-Aurele-Fortin. He raised some very important points in
relation to sexual harassment. Here, it is obvious. The problem with
sexual harassment is that many women are too afraid to report
incidents.

My partner and I are expecting a baby girl in April. She will grow
up and of course I hope nothing bad ever happens to her. If anything
ever does happen to her, frankly, you can be sure that I will be the
first one screaming very loudly. However, if something does happen,
I hope she will have the tools she needs. I do not want this little
person to come into the world without being properly equipped to
deal with any of the problems that can happen to anyone.

My colleague mentioned the first nations women who have
disappeared from reserves. Here we have a serious problem of sexual

harassment in the workplace, and that organization does not have the
tools needed to tackle the issue. Why not give these women the tools
they need to tackle these problems? That is my question here today.
[English]

Mr. David Wilks (Kootenay—Columbia, CPC): Mr. Speaker, [
get quite frustrated when I listen to the opposition talk about
narrowing it down to harassment. Being a retired member of the
RCMP, I was trained by a female. I have trained female members.
They have all turned out to be excellent members.

We are talking about a few select members in the RCMP who do
some bad things and who should be kicked out. What Bill C-42
would do is give the power to the commissioner to kick them out.

What the member is insinuating is that if we do not have that, this
is exactly what would happen. They would be transferred because
that is what we would do. We transfer them out of an area so they are
not a problem.

Does the member agree that Bill C-42 would give the power to the
commissioner to fire someone if he or she were found guilty of a
criminal offence similar to harassment or any other charge? Does she
think that would be the right response?

[Translation]

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Alfred-Pellan has 40
seconds to respond.

Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre: Mr. Speaker, I will begin by
thanking my colleague for his question.

He is right when he says that there are only a few people
responsible for workplace harassment within the RCMP. However,
this is not the right way to deal with the problem.

Concentrating all the power at the top, in the hands of the
commissioner or the deputy commissioners, does not really solve the
problem. Had my colleague been at the committee meetings, he
would have heard that much of the harassment occurs at senior
levels. People in more senior positions harass those below them.
This is not the right way to go about dealing with the problem. We
must deal with it. My colleague is quite right to make that point.
However, we are not going about it the right way.

Mr. Alain Giguére (Marc-Auréle-Fortin, NDP): Mr. Speaker, [
will be sharing my speaking time with the member for Scarborough
Southwest.

Historically, the tradition was that the Mounties always get their
man. Is that still true? We might wonder about that. We in the NDP
want a police force that is the best in the world. We want its
reputation for excellence to be restored.

As New Democrats, we want a modern state protected by a
modern police force. We therefore do not want to diminish the
effectiveness of our police; on the contrary, we want to enhance it.
That calls for some serious thought at present. On the question of
harassment, we are told we are making too specific a point of it, as
compared to other kinds of police misconduct. Allow me to quote
Justice Bertha Wilson of the Supreme Court of Canada, who stated
in a self-defence case that a man will never find himself in the
situation of a battered woman.
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That is a fact. A man will never go through the sexual harassment
experienced by a woman. That is very important. It is why we are
making a specific point of it. That does not mean we are denying
there are other problem; we are not, but that is one that stands out.
We cannot solve that problem the same way as all the others.

At the outset, the NDP wanted to tackle the problem of the
RCMP and various dysfunctions. We supported Bill C-42 at second
reading. We said it was important to take remedial action so that our
police force would be more effective, and we voted for the bill,
which was in fact sent to committee.

Unfortunately, during consideration of Bill C-42, the representa-
tives made it plain that they were going to shuffle the cards and
change people's titles, but fundamentally, the corporate culture that
had led to major errors would not be rectified. That is problematic.

In this regard, when we look at the past, we learn that other
societies have had the same problems. In France in the early 1900s,
the French police were facing organized crime and anarchist
movements like the Bonnot gang. The then minister of the interior,
Georges Clemenceau, said that a modern police force called for
modern solutions. He created flying squads, nicknamed the “Tiger
Brigades”. That was an effective response to a modern problem.

Later, France had to think about who was going to investigate its
police. To police the police, it created the IGS, the Inspection
générale des services, which is not accountable to a police chain of
command that it is investigating. It is a totally independent police
force that investigates certain kinds of wrongdoing by police and
recommends remedial action and sometimes, when it is necessary,
punishment.

We hoped that our amendments would be taken seriously in
committee and would be discussed and accepted.

Requiring members of the RCMP to take harassment training
under the Royal Canadian Mounted Police Act is not a luxury, it is a
necessity. I do not understand why the Conservative caucus, so many
of whom have been members of the police, would not consider the
wisdom of this motion in amendment. It was necessary and they did
not do it.

It is sad to say, but the Conservatives claim to have all the
answers, like Louis XIV, who said, “I'Etat, c'est moi”. He was never
wrong.

® (1200)

In short, there is nothing more to be said. We even wonder
whether there might not have been some further evolution. Now, the
Conservative government is God. God is always right. We should
simply shut up. But I will not. There is a major problem here.

The police hierarchy has been given the power once again to fire
members for a variety of administrative, non-disciplinary reasons.
Examples include illness, too much parental leave or post-traumatic
shock, which is not taken seriously. There is even talk of punishing
investigators who conduct investigations that displease the political
masters.

It amounts to quasi-discretionary power over which we would not
have any authority. And God knows that this police force needs help
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and that we are prepared to give it. That is why the establishment of
a completely independent investigative body was requested. By
giving a commissioner the ultimate power to decide on what
disciplinary action to take, Bill C-42 would give him the power to
establish a single comprehensive framework for investigating and
dealing with harassment problems.

This was precisely what we did not want. Worse still, it creates
the same problems that arose in the case of an individual involved in
an investigation into terrorism that directly affected national security.
They fingered a completely innocent person. They deported him to
Syria and he was tortured. But the problem does not end with the
Arar case. Not only was a special commission of inquiry required to
determine what had happened, but it took a parliamentary committee
to eventually discover the truth. The truth was very simple: elements
within the RCMP fabricated a terrorist threat simply to impress a
foreign police force. It was unacceptable. These are the kinds of
blunders that must not be repeated in the future.

There is also the risk that if the problem is not solved and there is
no internal framework to deal with issues of this kind, people are
going to find other ways of dealing with them and there are going to
be leaks to the press. Rather than going through the usual chain of
command, people will leak information to journalists. The best
example of this was "Deep Throat", who was a senior FBI officer in
the 1970s. When, during the Watergate scandal, he realized that
presidential power was so influential that no investigation would be
possible, he decided on his own, for the protection of the United
States of America and in the interests of justice, to leak the relevant
information to the Washington Post. Is this what is going to happen
in the RCMP in the future? Will people be forced to leak information
to the media?

The broad range of groups and experts who appeared and
reported on the extent of the problems faced by the RCMP shows
that serious action is required. It would seem impossible to refuse to
listen to these many groups, with all their expertise, from so many
different backgrounds. Unfortunately, however, the government is
still not listening.

Some serious soul-searching is required to determine whether we
really want an effective police force in a democratic state. The
Minister of Public Safety said that Canadians' trust in the RCMP had
been shaken. How could this bill possibly restore this trust? Clearly,
it cannot. Perhaps the comments of the Minister of Justice could best
be described by Madame de Pompadour’s most famous words:
"Apres moi le déluge". In whatever he does, provided that he pleases
his Prime Minister, nothing else is of any importance with respect to
future consequences.

® (1205)

Mr. Romeo Saganash (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—
Eeyou, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my colleague, who
always shares thoughtful remarks.
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We all agree on the need to modernize the RCMP as an institution.
We also agree we need to address the problem of sexual harassment
in the RCMP, which has been going on for quite some time. This is a
key part of this debate. Our party also proposed establishing an
independent civilian body that would examine complaints against
the RCMP. As my colleague pointed out, with the RCMP being one
our country's fundamental institutions, it must remain credible in the
eyes of the public. I would like him to comment further on this.

®(1210)

Mr. Alain Giguére: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for his
question.

Yes, credibility is at stake. When someone acts as judge and jury
in a case where his own brother is the accused, one may wonder
whether justice can be served. There needs to be an authority that is
totally independent of the offender. The current legislation does not
provide for such a change. Everything happens in a vacuum. This is
the darker side of esprit de corps. That is why other countries
mandate independent organizations to handle these investigations. In
France, the work is done by an agency tasked with doing general
service inspections. In England, they use the Special Branch. There
are major differences. In Canada, it was decided that only the police
commissioner would have the authority to impose sanctions. Sadly,
in the past, sanctions imposed for serious misconduct have not
reflected the seriousness of the crimes.

Mr. Pierre Jacob (Brome—Missisquoi, NDP): Mr. Speaker, as
usual, my colleague made quite a heartfelt speech. Could he give us
a general idea of the suggestions that were made in committee?

Members spoke of adding mandatory training, ensuring an
independent body and creating a civilian investigative body in order
to avoid situations where the police investigate the police. There was
also talk of creating a more balanced police force, from a human
resources perspective.

I would like my colleague to comment on these amendments
brought forward in committee.

Mr. Alain Giguére: Mr. Speaker, the NDP did not come up with
all the amendments that it brought forward. We listened to the most
compelling witnesses, such as former senior RCMP officers,
criminologists with a spotless past and generally people with a
great deal of knowledge in the area. We got them together. We
listened to them and brought forward amendments reflecting their
suggestions on ways to improve our police force and restore its
credibility. The NDP was able to bring forward amendments because
it listened to the witnesses.

We listened to them; they had many things to say. Not all of them
criticized the RCMP. Many witnesses appeared. For the most part,
they were supportive of the RCMP. They were former officers,
former members, former victims, people who have seen crime
evolve. Those are the people we listened to and respected. They had
our full attention. That is why we are very proud of our amendments.

Mr. Dan Harris (Scarborough Southwest, NDP): Mr. Speaker, [
would like to thank my colleague for his comment. We truly listened
to the witnesses; it really needs to be said. As parliamentarians, when
we are in committee, one of our most crucial jobs is to welcome
witnesses and hear what they have to say, in order to make our
legislation better.

[English]

My grandfather, George Harris, was a member of the RCMP and
had the privilege of being a member of the musical ride. I mention
this just to bring into context my personal association.

I begin my remarks today by paying tribute to the women and men
of the RCMP who work every day to help our communities stay
safe. The essential service they provide, often in the face of great
danger and ignoring many of the individual challenges that surround
their work in order to fulfill their duties, deserves to be acknowl-
edged and they deserve the best-quality legislation possible.

That is where our problems with Bill C-42 begin. I have been
listening to today's debate and am moved by how passionately
Conservatives have defended this bill today and by the fact that no
government members have risen to explain why they refused
reasoned amendments and recommendations by witnesses. Members
of both the Liberal and Conservative parties admit that this bill is not
perfect, but neither party is willing to take the time to get it right.
New Democrats prefer to get it right the first time. That is what
Canadians send us here to do: to pass the best evidence-based laws
we can.

The New Democrats supported the intention of Bill C-42, to
modernize the RCMP and address issues such as sexual harassment
in the force, and voted in favour at second reading so that the bill
would move to committee and hopefully be improved. However,
after witnesses and experts testified at committee, it became clear
that this bill has some deep and serious flaws that would not fix
oversight at the RCMP without further amendment. It also needs to
be pointed out that Bill C-42 would fail to act on any of the
recommendations set out by Justice O'Connor in the Maher Arar
inquiry that aim to improve standards of review of the RCMP to
meet the needs of Canadians. This is very disappointing.

The Conservatives presented Bill C-42 as the solution to a
dysfunctional RCMP, but clearly we are not there yet. The bill would
not only fall short on addressing sexual harassment within the force,
but it would also fall short in a number of other areas. The New
Democrats, as mentioned, tried to address these shortcomings in
committee by putting forward a package of amendments meant to
ensure Bill C-42 would effectively meet the challenges the RCMP
faces.

Those amendments included adding mandatory harassment
training for RCMP members. I cannot imagine why the government
side would oppose this. It makes no sense. We have clear problems
in the RCMP with respect to harassment, and why we would not
seek to have our officers receive the best quality training possible to
prevent these issues from happening in the future is beyond me.
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Ensuring a fully independent civilian review body to investigate
complaints against the RCMP was another recommendation. This is
something that Canadians, with municipal, provincial and federal
police forces, have called for at all levels where such a body does not
exist. We have had these kinds of bodies in the past and why we are
still not moving toward that at the federal level is a shock.

We called for adding a provision to create a national civilian
investigative body that would avoid having police investigating
police. All across in the legislation we have numerous instances
where self-regulation oftentimes does not work or creates new
problems. Recently, with the biggest recall of meat in Canadian
history, we have seen where self-regulation has gone with the
inspection of foods. There are currently issues before the courts with
respect to airline safety and self-regulation. Only 30% of Canada's
fleet of airplanes has been inspected by Transport Canada in the last
two years. Self-regulation causes more problems than it fixes. So we
wanted to see a national civilian investigative body put forward.

We would like to see the creation of more-balanced human
resource policies by removing some of the more draconian powers
proposed for the RCMP commissioner and by strengthening the
RCMP external review committee in cases involving possible
dismissal from the force. On the other side, members want to put all
the power in the minister's and the commissioner's hands. That is not
how we would achieve a transparent and accountable government or
national police force.

®(1215)

The Conservatives voted down every single NDP amendment at
committee. They even ignored many very good recommendations
made by expert witnesses at the committee. The Conservative
government is standing by its argument that putting more power in
the hands of the RCMP commissioner to fire individual officers will
curb the issue of harassment in the RCMP, and that the RCMP
commissioner should have final say on all dismissals, ignoring calls
for more independence. Witness after witness explained that
legislation alone will not help foster a more open and respectful
workplace. We need to see an ongoing effort from the RCMP and the
government to modernize the RCMP. This bill lacks the transparency
and accountability necessary to bring about those changes.

We on this side supported the bill at second reading because we all
acknowledge that despite its proud history and its ongoing
exemplary service, the RCMP faces some serious challenges. What
we are all hearing in our constituencies and have heard in testimony
before the public safety committee is that there are at least three
major challenges facing the force.

First, and one of the biggest challenges facing the RCMP, is the
potential loss of public confidence. For many years the RCMP has
been an icon in our society, and trust levels remain high still to this
day, as they should. However, any time our national police force
begins to lose public confidence we must be concerned as
parliamentarians and we must address the causes of that loss of
confidence.

The causes centre around a number of unfortunate and high-
profile incidents involving the force, which have resulted in death or
serious injury to the public. Whenever there are these serious
incidents, some of this loss of confidence is to be expected because
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the RCMP is charged with the use of force. RCMP members are
bound to face challenging situations. Some of that loss of confidence
is as a direct result of public concern about the structures by which
we hold the RCMP accountable. In particular, members of the public
are concerned about the police investigating themselves. It is
interesting to note that it is not only the public that has lost
confidence in these accountability measures, but there is also a loss
of confidence among serving RCMP members, who have every bit if
not more of an interest in independent investigations.

We also have serious evidence before us of a second challenge, a
flaw in the culture of the RCMP. The RCMP has become a
workplace with a culture that all too often has tolerated harassment
in the workplace and specifically sexual harassment. When we have
more than 200 women who have served or are currently serving in
the RCMP seeking to join a class action lawsuit alleging they have
faced sexual harassment on the job, that is an important issue for
Parliament and for the minister to address. The magnitude of that
problem cannot be denied.

Finally, it has become clear that there is a problem in the
management of human resources and labour relations within the
RCMP. This is a flaw that many have acknowledged is responsible
for failures to deal with these other challenges in an effective
manner. It cannot be denied that procedures are long, complicated,
time-consuming and fail to bring about the changes needed to
address both individual behaviour and more systemic problems.
Therefore, it is again a challenge that we must address.

The NDP has pushed the minister for months to prioritize the issue
of sexual harassment in the RCMP. Bill C-42 does not directly
address systemic issues in the culture of the RCMP. We want to be
clear that the bill, by itself, will not change the current climate in the
RCMP. The bill does indirectly give the RCMP commissioner the
ability to create a more effective process for dealing with sexual
harassment complaints, however, the word ‘“harassment” only
appears in the bill once, in a disciplinary context to deal with
harassment after it has occurred. We want to see it prevented, to not
happen in the first place.

This is opposed to what the NDP proposed, which was to put
language in the bill that was more proactive in curbing the systemic
issue of harassment and particularly sexual harassment among
RCMP members, which the Conservatives sadly refused to do. We
agree with Commissioner Paulson in saying that legislation alone is
not enough to keep the public trust and that profound reforms to
change deep underlying culture problems within the RCMP are
needed to foster a more open, co-operative and respectful workplace
for all.

I see that my time is rapidly expiring, so I will wrap up my
remarks by saying, once again, how sad we are with the state of the
committees in the House of Commons, as we see them go, time and
time again, behind closed doors and prevent reasoned arguments and
amendments from being put into bills before the House.



14018

COMMONS DEBATES

February 12, 2013

Government Orders

®(1220)

Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak-
er, many RCMP members are concerned about Bill C-42. They are
afraid that in the provisions for whistleblowers they will not be
protected under the auspices of the bill and they are worried about
their job security.

Could the member address the concern that the bill does not
address these concerns?

Mr. Dan Harris: Mr. Speaker, this touches on the fact that all the
power is going to be put into the hands of the minister and the
commissioner. How are people going to feel comfortable bringing
issues forward when it is their direct bosses who are going to be
responsible for hearing them? This is why we need to have
independent civilian oversight for the RCMP in order to make sure
that people feel comfortable bringing these issues forward.

We definitely need stronger whistleblower legislation for the
RCMP and in other areas of the federal government to ensure that
when problems occur public servants and police officers can come
forward and not risk losing their jobs.

®(1225)
[Translation)

Mr. Pierre Jacob (Brome—Missisquoi, NDP): Mr. Speaker, [
want to thank my colleague for his very convincing presentation.

I would like him to tell us, in his own words, why we need both an
independent complaints commission and increased accountability
from RCMP senior officials if we want to ensure that the police force
does not end up investigating itself.

[English]

Mr. Dan Harris (Scarborough Southwest, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
in my speech I mentioned other places where self-regulation is
taking place and it is not working very well. In Ontario in the 1990s,
we had another government, the Mike Harris government, which
sought to remove civilian oversight from police forces in Ontario. I
would note that three of the primary cabinet members of the current
Conservative government were also in that government, so we see
perhaps where some of those directions are coming from.

In that instance there was a tremendous loss of public confidence
in the police forces because they were regulating themselves. There
were no transparent processes put in place and there was no
accountability. Above all else, we have to ensure through civilian
oversight that we have accountability within our police forces when
bad things happen.

[Translation]

Ms. Paulina Ayala (Honoré-Mercier, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I will
be sharing my time with my colleague, the member for Saint-Jean.

A report from the International Labour Office contains data based
on a 1996 survey of 15 European Union countries that included
15,800 interviews. It listed 6 million cases of physical violence,
which means 4% of workers; 3 million cases of sexual harassment,
or 2% of workers, and 12 million cases of intimidation, or 8% of
workers. In 2009 here in Canada, over 20,000 cases of harassment
have been reported, and the phenomenon is on the rise.

Violence and the workplace have always gone hand in hand, but
although work was once a source of physical violence that could go
as far as legal power over the life and death of a slave, today it is
increasingly associated with psychological violence. This finds its
origin largely in the new forms of work organization, and in
management methods that emerged some thirty years ago and have
led to deteriorating social relations, job insecurity and unemploy-
ment.

When referring to cases of violence, we must be sure to call them
by their rightful name, so that everyone understands what we are
talking about. According to the social and professional communities,
one difficulty has to be taken into account: levels of tolerance for
violence vary. Some forms of work organization and some situations
are conducive to manifestations of violence.

The Conservatives introduced this bill in the House for first
reading on June 21, 2012, and second reading on September 17, 18
and 19, 2012. Moreover, at second reading it was referred to the
Standing Committee on Public Safety and National Security, which
held seven meetings in October 2012, and a further sitting in
November, so that a report could be adopted in mid-December.
Today we are at third reading, and there really does not seem to have
been any development in this bill.

The purpose of the bill was to restore public trust in the RCMP,
and provide for clear and transparent accountability. Distancing itself
from Canadian values with respect to law and order, however, the
government seems to be forgetting that the best way of restoring
public trust is to ensure transparency and remove any appearance of
a conflict of interest.

Yet how is the public to be rid completely of its cynicism if the
RCMP can investigate its own members, or in other words, if the
police oversee investigations of their own actions?

I wonder about the fact that of the 14,000 words or so in the bill,
the word “harassment” appears but once. As my colleague from
Churchill pointed out, “harassment” is not even defined in the bill.

How is it that the committee considering these issues did not meet
with a single representative of the RCMP who had filed a complaint
of sexual harassment? Were these people not invited to attend the
committee’s meetings? We would like to know why the victims were
not heard from.

This is probably why Robin Kers, the union’s national
representative, pointed out recently in an article in the February 4
issue of the Hill Times that the changes proposed by the government
with respect to harassment within the police force were worthless,
that they would not change so much as a comma in the RCMP code
of conduct, and that the government had missed an opportunity to
send a clear signal about accountability for harassment within the
police.

Is this really surprising?

A clear and measurable policy to achieve parity between men and
women in the forces would be the most constructive, structural
approach to the problem of harassment. Representation of women in
the forces currently stands at 20%.
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On November 20, the assistant commissioner and human
resources director, Sharon Woodburn, said that no concrete plan
had been put forward to achieve the ratio of 30% to 35%, mentioned
last April before a parliamentary committee by RCMP commissioner
Bob Paulson.

I am concerned by the constant stream of harassment complaints
received by the RCMP. My concern seems confirmed not by the
constant number of complaints over the past decade, but by the
reaction of the Minister of Public Safety last November, when he
reprimanded the RCMP commissioner for discussing the gender
analysis, in the interests of transparency. This did not reflect the will
expressed in the bill's preamble about transparency.

On another note, the government seems to be acting in a
contradictory way. On the one hand, it proposes to protect victims,
something with which we agree, and it introduces a bill to increase
the safety of witnesses. We talked about it yesterday. On the other
hand—and after the NDP proposed amendments to deal with the
concerns over human resources policies, in an attempt to rebalance
them and, ultimately, reduce violence within organizations—the
Conservative rejected all proposals to protect job security for
members, particularly when harassment is reported. In addition to
being harassed, members will be afraid to lose their job if they report
someone. We seem to have here a government with a double
standard.

Finally, I would like to quote Paul Kennedy, who held the job of
RCMP public complaints commissioner for four years. He feels that
the RCMP requires closer government oversight than what is
provided under Bill C-42. The extended and repetitive situation that
exists in the RCMP confirms the existence of a structural problem.
Therefore, more radical solutions targeting the structure itself are
required.

This is a worrisome problem that seems to exist everywhere and to
be growing rapidly. The legislative approaches vary, as I am going to
show.

The 2004 report entitled “L'Etat social de la France” and prepared
by the ODIS proposes an analytical grid to evaluate the reality of
moral harassment and specify its nature.

In Quebec, the Commission des normes du travail defines
harassment as follows:

Harassment...at work is vexatious behaviour in the form of repeated conduct,

verbal comments, actions or gestures: that are hostile or unwanted; that affect the

employee's dignity or psychological or physical integrity; that make the work
environment harmful.

The definition of harassment in the Act respecting Labour
Standards in Quebec includes sexual harassment in the workplace
and harassment based on one of the grounds mentioned in the
Canadian Charter of Human Rights and Freedoms.

To establish that a case actually involves psychological harass-
ment, it is necessary to prove the presence of all the elements of the
definition: vexatious behaviour; repetitive in nature; verbal com-
ments, gestures or behaviours that are hostile or unwanted, that affect
the person's dignity or integrity, and that make the environment
harmful.
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While we agree that the police does not have a monopoly on
violence in society, it is critical that the RCMP become a place
exempt from harassment. The integrity of our police is at stake. That
is why the state, as employer, must ensure that RCMP members
work in a healthy workplace and are protected from the situations
that I described.

® (1235)

Mr. Alain Giguére (Marc-Aurele-Fortin, NDP): Mr. Speaker, [
thank my colleague from Honoré-Mercier, in eastern Montreal, for
her speech.

Her speech raised an important point. The parliamentary
committee heard from witnesses from all walks of life: expert
witnesses, former RCMP officers, former RCMP complaints
auditors, judges, lawyers and harassment experts. These people
have all kinds of different backgrounds. They are not opposed to
having a modern police force. On the contrary, these people want
Canada's police force to be one of the best in the world. Why is it
that all of these witnesses were heard, but they were all ignored?
They were not respected. Their suggestions were not taken into
consideration.

Could my distinguished colleague explain why?

Ms. Paulina Ayala: Mr. Speaker, my colleague just touched on a
very sensitive point, namely the value of democracy. In a democracy,
we must listen to one another, set aside our differences and work
together.

When the Conservatives boss us around, they undermine
democracy. They do that instead of improving a bill that would
benefit everyone. The government's position is dangerous. We are
here to represent people and provide them with a better quality of
life. We are not the boss of anything and we do not have a monopoly
on the truth.

By listening to professionals in the field, we could improve our
legislation and truly make life easier for our constituents. In my
opinion, our democracy is starting to suffer. The members opposite
seem to be going deaf. They are not listening.

[English]

Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have listened to the questions and
the debate today. As a police officer who is on a leave of absence, |
am ashamed to hear such rhetoric coming from one side of the
House. We, in fact, have 13 police officers on the government side
and we take this matter very seriously.

When the member hears members of her caucus talk about
listening to the experts, has she read the transcripts that show the
majority of the people who appeared in committee supported the
government's position and decried the position put forth by her
party? I would also like to know the cost that has been put forward
by the NDP's proposal because, surely, it would not put a proposal
forward to create a new bureaucracy without having costed it.

These are very clear questions. Has she read the transcripts? Why
is she denouncing the experts? What is the cost for the bureaucracy
the NDP wants to create?



14020

COMMONS DEBATES

February 12, 2013

Government Orders

[Translation]

Ms. Paulina Ayala: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for her
question.

On the contrary, experts have said that those who investigate cases
involving the RCMP truly have to be independent parties who do not
come from within the organization. If there is a problem within a
family, it will not be resolved within the family. Help needs to come
from elsewhere for it to be objective and transparent. Victims need to
feel like they are being listened to. That is how to get results when it
comes to whistle-blowing. The Conservatives did not listen to
everyone in committee. That is clear in the transcript.

® (1240)
[English]

Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, contrary
to what the member for Saint Boniface just said, witness after

witness agreed with our amendments, except of course for the
Conservative members.

Mrs. Shelly Glover: Name them.

Mr. Claude Gravelle: Mr. Speaker, will the member for Saint
Boniface let me speak?

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Order, please. I
would ask all hon. members to cede to whoever has the floor. I
would also ask the member for Nickel Belt to move to his question
quickly.

Mr. Claude Gravelle: Mr. Speaker, | would gladly move to the
question, if the Conservatives would only listen.

Expert after expert said that our amendments were good
amendments, except for the Conservatives. Could the member tell
me why the Conservatives are against the good amendments
supported by witnesses?

[Translation]

Ms. Paulina Ayala: Mr. Speaker, unfortunately for my colleague,
it is up to the Conservatives to answer that question and to explain
why they did not accept these recommendations when they claim to
be working for the well-being of people, when they say they want to
improve working conditions and to prevent harassment. I cannot
answer for them.

Mr. Tarik Brahmi (Saint-Jean, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I will begin
my speech by responding to the Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister of Finance. She has asked for examples of witnesses who
appeared before the Standing Committee on Public Safety and
National Security and contradicted her remarks.

One of those witnesses was Mr. Rob Creasser, from the
Professional Association of the Canadian Mounted Police, who
spoke to us about the imbalance of power in the organization:
“Bill C-42, rather than mitigating these issues, will only make them
exponentially worse”.

1 do not know what made the parliamentary secretary say that no
witnesses contradicted the government. Even though Mr. Creasser
does not have a doctorate in mathematics, I think that he knows what
“exponentially” means. He went on to say:

If Bill C-42 is passed in its current form...our Parliament would be promoting the
bad behaviour and cronyism by legitimizing this type of behaviour.

I hope that addresses the concerns of the member for Saint-
Boniface regarding the witnesses who appeared. I did not attend the
testimony, but I read the transcription and I came to the conclusion
that the parliamentary secretary is mistaken when she says that no
witness contradicted the government.

One of the things that initially shocked me about Bill C-42, An
Act to Increase Accountability of the Royal Canadian Mounted
Police, was the huge discrepancy between the number of complaints
made against police and the inadequacy of the Conservative
government’s response. Having said that, I was especially shocked
by the lack of any practical solution to adequately address the
problem of sexual harassment, which is serious and ongoing, within
the venerable institution that is the RCMP.

One explanation for this discrepancy is probably the fact that the
government members did not consult all stakeholders on this issue
before drafting this legislation. Bill C-42 has been held up by the
government as a solution to the problem of sexual harassment in the
RCMP, yet clearly, the bill does not meet that objective because it
does not even refer explicitly to sexual harassment. To attack the
problem, the bill must name it and come up with specific solutions
for sexual harassment.

More generally speaking, the bill does not make an attempt to
modernize an institution such as the Royal Canadian Mounted
Police, as other countries have done. My colleague from Marc-
Aurele-Fortin put it well earlier when he said that in other countries,
particularly in Europe, this very problem has been tackled directly by
creating institutions that are independent from the police and whose
investigations cannot be hampered by the police force under
investigation.

We have to consider whether Canadians’ gradual loss of trust in
their police forces, in general, and in the RCMP, specifically, is
warranted. Part of the answer can probably be found in the 2010-11
annual report on the management of the RCMP disciplinary process,
which is the most recent report available. The list of offences speaks
volumes and is instructive. It was developed by police officers who
are supposed to police their own conduct.

Here are some things on that list: excessive force; use of
computer to play video games; use of computer to access
pornographic websites; improper use of government credit card;
impaired driving; altercation in public place; sexual assault;
reporting for duty while under the influence of alcohol—that is the
same person as the sexual assault, so we wonder if it was the same
day or not, but we do not have the details; use of controlled
substances—that means drugs; theft; false claims of overtime hours;
domestic assault; possession of firearm without proper licensing;
unauthorized use of satellite television signals—perhaps we need to
raise our Mounties' salaries if they are reduced to pirating TV
signals; refusing to provide breath sample; and here is an interesting
one—allowing a prostitute actively soliciting sexual activity to enter
personal vehicle for sexual activity; and falsification of medical
certificates.

® (1245)

That is the list of the offences that police forces, especially the
RCMP, are expected to detect, investigate and punish.
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Thus, we can understand the public's growing lack of confidence
in police forces, particularly the RCMP. Instead of building
confidence, it just undermines public confidence in the police.

In Quebec, this reminds us of the sad case of "Officer 728", which
has been widely discussed. Although there is no direct link with the
RCMP, it is one more element that undermines the confidence of
Quebeckers and all Canadians in all police forces. That is cause for
concern.

The point of third reading of a bill is to make good use of the
testimony by witnesses at the committee stage.

I will give as an example the testimony by the president of the
Canadian Association of Police Boards. He expressed his concerns
about the ability of the chairperson of the civilian review and
complaints commission for the Royal Canadian Mounted Police—
they could have found a shorter name for it, but that is its name—to
refuse to investigate a complaint, even when the chairperson believes
that would be in the public interest. Once again, that is something for
the hon. member for Saint-Boniface to consider. This testimony
confirms that a number of witnesses expressed serious concerns
about the usefulness and the weak intent of Bill C-42.

Let us say more about this civilian review and complaints
commission that is going to replace the Commission for Public
Complaints Against the RCMP. The first obvious flaw is that the
results of these investigations will simply be recommendations and
not orders. The recommendations will not be binding on the
commissioner or on the Minister of Public Safety.

The second major flaw in this commission is, I think, even more
important. That is the fact that it will not be any more independent
than the previous one, since it will not report to Parliament, but to the
Minister of Public Safety.

This makes me think of a strong trend that we are also seeing
within the Standing Committee on National Defence. I am a member
of that committee. Just yesterday, we were debating the possibility of
adding a link between the Vice Chief of Defence Staff and the
Canadian Forces Provost Marshal. This is a typical example of an
independent body losing its independence through the addition of a
clause to a bill. This means that, once again—and I am using the
example of national defence—the Conservatives are limiting the
independence of those who should have all the independence they
need to investigate any deviations from normal operations that occur
within a government department or agency.

©(1250)

For all of the reasons I have outlined, I will not support Bill C-42
at third reading. The main reason for which the bill was drafted is not
properly articulated and the bill is not an adequate response to the
problem that it is supposed to solve.

[English]

Ms. Candice Bergen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I find it extremely frustrating,
as someone who has attended every single committee meeting on the
bill and has read and knows it, to hear people speak on the bill who

clearly have no idea what it is about, what the testimony reflected
nor the amendments to the bill. Therefore, I will just clear up a
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couple of things and ask my hon. colleague if he has actually read
the transcript from the committee and read the bill.

First, on the issue of a complaint initiated by the chair, we made
an amendment. The commissioner cannot refuse to study that. It has
been dealt with.

As far as the police investigating police is concerned, that is
exactly one of the reasons we brought the bill forward. There is
absolutely a strong mechanism in place whereby non-RCMP
investigative bodies will be investigating serious policing incidents,
whether the death of civilians or within the RCMP. That has been
addressed. Clearly, the opposition members have not read about that.

Third, we made amendments regarding immunity for the chair as
well as reservists. I wonder if my hon. colleague could tell the House
truthfully, has he read the bill and the witness testimony at
committee?

[Translation]

Mr. Tarik Brahmi: Mr. Speaker, I will answer the Parliamentary
Secretary to the Minister of Public Safety by saying that I have read
the comments and testimony.

I would like to quote another stakeholder. Mr. Stamatakis,
president of the Canadian Police Association, is concerned about
the risks associated with the commissioner's ability to delegate
disciplinary authority. He said:

Without any additional...independent avenue for appeal, I would suggest there is a
possibility that RCMP members could lose faith in the impartiality of a process
against them, particularly in situations in which the commissioner has delegated his
authority for discipline.

The Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public Safety is
claiming that I am not familiar with what was said in committee
when I have just read four quotes. The Conservatives are truly acting
in bad faith.

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as
I indicated earlier, we do support the bill and we will be voting in
favour of its passing at third reading.

Having said that, to be very clear, there are definitely issues that
we are concerned about as a political party and on which we would
like to see progress. Whether it is harassment or cultural awareness,
there is no doubt the bill could have been improved.

The member is a little sensitive about whether or not we proposed
amendments. I can assure the member that on many bills, the NDP
does not propose amendments. No doubt the NDP members are a
little sensitive on that issue because of the number of amendments
rejected. However, this is not about the feelings of the New
Democrats but whether or not the bill, even with its shortcomings,
should proceed at third reading. The Liberal Party does recognize the
value in having the bill pass. The bill does take a step forward.

What parts of the bill do the New Democrats oppose and make
them vote against the bill? Is there a clause in the bill that says, in
principle, this will take the RCMP backward?
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[Translation]

Mr. Tarik Brahmi: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the hon.
member for Winnipeg North for being so concise. That is usually the
case when he speaks in the House.

The main reason is that the NDP proposed amendments after
hearing the testimony. The amendments are based on what we heard
from the witnesses.

The reason why I will not support this bill is that it does not
respond to the specific and serious problem of the growing number
of cases of sexual harassment within the RCMP. What is more, this
causes all police forces to lose credibility. This problem serves only
to undermine the public's confidence in Canada's law enforcement
agencies. And that is serious.

Mr. Pierre Jacob (Brome—Missisquoi, NDP): Mr. ’Speaker, 1
will be sharing my time with the member for LaSalle—Emard.

I am pleased to be taking part in the debate at third reading of Bill
C-42, An Act to amend the Royal Canadian Mounted Police Act and
to make related and consequential amendments to other Acts. This
bill amends the Royal Canadian Mounted Police Act. It deals with
modernizing discipline within the RCMP, gives RCMP commis-
sioners greater powers and discretion, and changes the procedures
for complaints and human resources management. The bill also
replaces the civilian complaints commission with the Civilian
Review and Complaints Commission for the RCMP.

This bill incorporates numerous provisions of Bill C-38, which
was introduced in the 40th parliament and which the NDP strongly
criticized at the time. Although we supported the spirit of the bill,
which aimed to modernize discipline-related items within an
institution that is dear to the hearts of Canadians, we were critical
of what it failed to do, since the content of the bill did not adequately
reflect the goal.

While the bill that is before the House today incorporates a
majority of the provisions of Bill C-38, it does not include the
provisions relating to unionization of the RCMP. The RCMP is the
only police service in Canada that does not have a collective
agreement, which is an essential bargaining tool between employees
and employer. Members of the RCMP have to be content with a
consultation process, and this is regrettable.

The current government introduced Bill C-42 on June 20, 2012.
Canadians’ perception of the RCMP, the key police force in our
system, has changed in the last few years.

Statistics from the Management of the RCMP Disciplinary
Process 2010-2011 Annual Report unfortunately highlight the fact
that this institution has a problem when it comes to discipline.

The statistics on formal discipline hearings held from 1994 to
2011 show that 750 formal discipline hearings were held across
Canada. In this same period, 206 regular and civilian members
resigned from the RCMP and 20 of those members resigned in
reporting period 2005-06. From 2008 through to 2011, there were
145 formal discipline hearings held. In this same time span, a
combination of 40 regular and civilian members resigned from the
organization.

On the annual number of formal discipline hearings, from 2000 to
2011 there were 915 new formal discipline cases, which averaged
out to 83.18 new cases a year. The anticipated number of new formal
discipline cases for 2011-2012 was 83. There were 123 cases carried
over on April 1, 2011, from the previous reporting period. The
estimated number of formal discipline cases to be dealt with in 2011-
12 was 206 cases.

On the sexual harassment complaints, over 200 women who work
or have worked in the RCMP have joined Const. Janet Merlo to
launch a class action against the RCMP on the ground of sexual
harassment. The first court hearing took place on August 2, 2012,
but the class action application has not yet been approved. Other
individual actions against the RCMP are under way, including the
actions by Cpl. Catherine Galliford and Const. Karen Katz.

When we read these figures and consider the various testimony
heard by the committee, it is apparent that changing the organiza-
tional culture should be central to any comprehensive examination
undertaken by the Minister of Public Safety.

® (1300)

Of course, legislation means that outdated procedures that were
seen as too much of an administrative burden will now have a
framework and will be updated. From the legislative point of view,
there must be an in-depth analysis of the RCMP's corporate culture,
so that changes can be made.

According to Robert Paulson, the RCMP commissioner, it is a
central issue. He came to testify at the Standing Committee on the
Status of Women on April 23, 2012, when the committee was
studying the role of female employees in the RCMP and the
challenges they face. He said, and I quote:

It's the culture of the organization that has not kept pace.... We haven't been able
to change our practices and our policies, or provide systems that would permit
women to thrive in the organization and contribute to policing, which they must do....
I've said it publicly, and I'll say it again. I think the problem is bigger than simply the
sexual harassment. It is the idea of harassment. The idea that we have a hierarchical
organization overseeing men and women who have extraordinary powers in relation
to their fellow citizens, which requires a fair degree of discipline.

The term “harassment” appears in the bill's summary and in
paragraph 20.2(1)(), which states that the RCMP commissioner may
“establish procedures to investigate and resolve disputes relating to
alleged harassment by a member”.

Even though harassment, and more specifically sexual harass-
ment, is at the heart of the debates on the culture within this police
force, the legislator failed to address this issue in the bill. The official
opposition, which voted to send this bill to committee to be
examined thoroughly and amended, is opposed to the bill at third
reading.

The 18 amendments proposed in committee were either rejected or
deemed out of order. The NDP's amendments had to do with
substantive changes to the text of the bill, unlike the Conservatives'
amendments, which had to do with grammar-related corrections in
French. This shows once again that a government bill was botched
before it was even introduced in the House.
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One of the amendments had to do with amending the Canadian
Mounted Police Act to add mandatory harassment training for all
RCMP members. This is a simple, concrete measure that meets the
expectations of many witnesses who appeared before the Standing
Committee on Public Safety and National Security. This measure
would have helped provoke the necessary corporate culture changes
in order to change the perception certain RCMP members have of
the concept of harassment.

In closing, the Conservatives have yet again shown their lack of
openness and co-operation with other parties by rejecting the official
opposition's amendments and not considering expert advice in order
to restore the RCMP's increasingly tarnished image in Canada.

If, as the Minister of Public Safety claims, this institution is
synonymous with “professionalism, honesty, integrity and compas-
sion”, this bill is misguided and the RCMP may no longer live up to
those adjectives in the long-run.
®(1305)

Ms. Rosane Doré Lefebvre (Alfred-Pellan, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
I wish to thank my hon. colleague for his speech. As I said earlier, it
is extremely important that we address this subject in the House. My
colleague dedicated a great deal of time to evaluating the contents of
the bill. I also heard him mention that the opposition's amendments
were unfortunately not accepted and were rejected in committee.

Bill C-42 focuses a lot more on workers' rights than it does on the
fundamental problem of harassment within the RCMP. The bill does
not solve the problem or address the right issues. This seems to
happen frequently with this government.

Does my colleague think it is right that this Conservative
government bill focuses so much on workers' rights and so little on
women's right to work in a safe environment? What are my
colleague's thoughts on this?

Mr. Pierre Jacob: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for her
question.

We can say that this bill does not do enough as far as women are
concerned. In fact, female employees of the RCMP want real action
as well as a more open, safer work environment. They are tired of
being harassed.

Unfortunately, and as is usually the case, the Conservative
approach does not make the needs of female RCMP employees a

priority.
Bringing in a union could lessen members' job security. A number

of witnesses expressed this concern to the committee, focusing
specifically on workers who file harassment complaints.

Members must have a clear anti-harassment policy that defines
specific standards of conduct and establishes evaluation and
performance criteria for all employees.

[English]

Mr. David Wilks (Kootenay—Columbia, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
again, [ hear a lot of numbers from the NDP, but I do not hear a lot of
solutions.

In my 20 years in the RCMP, I knew that 99% of the members
were good members, with 1% being the problem.

Government Orders

However, my issue is with the member saying that he is against
giving the powers to the commissioner of the RCMP to fire people
who should not be in the job. Presently, the commissioner has no
authority to fire anyone. Is the member against the commissioner of
the RCMP having the authority to fire members who should be
fired?

[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Jacob: Mr. Speaker, the NDP wants problems to be
solved, especially those that affect women and involve harassment.
We want the issue to be dealt with fairly.

We also want people to feel at ease when they file a complaint,
and we do not want job security to be compromised because
someone reports a case of harassment. We want a clear policy that
includes specific standards of conduct and evaluation and perfor-
mance criteria for all employees.

Above all, we do not want police investigating police. We want
independence.

®(1310)

Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe (Pierrefonds—Dollard,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join the debate today on
Bill C-42, An Act to amend the Royal Canadian Mounted Police Act
and to make related and consequential amendments to other Acts.

I already spoke to this bill at second reading and will not hide the
fact that I supported it at that stage. I wanted to make sure the subject
matter of Bill C-42 was debated. The issue is close to my heart. I
may have voted in favour of the bill at second reading but I
regretfully will not be able to do so at third reading.

I would first like to echo the comments made by my colleague. I
will not go over every specific issue or speak of the flaws of a
handful of agents or the mistakes they made. I think every member
will agree that the Royal Canadian Mounted Police is an institution
we wish to keep. As my colleague has stated, 99% of agents, perhaps
more, are exceptional people who serve their country and their
community. [ want that to be crystal clear. I am not here to put down
the people who work at the Royal Canadian Mounted Police.

That said, every member will also agree that the organization
currently faces many challenges. People are looking to us, to
Parliament, to give the institution the tools it needs to meet those
challenges. Obviously, Parliament cannot solve every problem, but
there are things that we can do. These challenges were mentioned a
little earlier. One of them is sexual harassment.
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Before my colleague accuses me of not sitting on the committee
that studied the bill, I would like to say that is true: I did not sit on
that committee. However, I do not want to echo my colleague's
highly demagogic arguments. I want to point out to Canadians, who
may not be experts in parliamentary procedure, that, while we may
not sit on a particular committee, we have outstanding colleagues,
such as the member for Alfred-Pellan, who do. They tell us what
goes on there, the measures that are taken and their opinions on these
bills.

As my Conservative colleague is of course entirely aware, it is
possible to read the bills and to consult the discussions and testimony
of the people who have appeared before the committee. In short, it is
not because we do not sit on the committee that we are not aware of
what goes on there and do not have an opinion to offer, whether it be
that of our fellow citizens, our colleagues, people in our families,
people whom we know or experts on the subject who want us to
express certain concerns.

The NDP therefore introduced several amendments and proposed
some changes to Bill C-42. From what I was told, those proposals
unfortunately did not fall on sympathetic ears. In fact, we can see
that none of those amendments is before us in this debate today.

Some of those amendments sought to add mandatory harassment
training to the Royal Canadian Mounted Police Act and to establish a
completely independent civilian organization responsible for exam-
ining complaints filed against the RCMP. Our amendments also
sought to add a provision to create an independent national civilian
investigation body to prevent the police from investigating the
police. Lastly, we wanted to introduce more balanced human
resource policies by withdrawing some of the new draconian powers
proposed for the RCMP commissioner and by reinforcing the RCMP
external review committee.

These proposed amendments introduced by the NDP did not
spring out of thin air. They come from various sources, including
testimony heard before the Standing Committee on Public Safety
and National Security.

I would like to name some of the experts and witnesses who were
invited to appear before the committee and who expressed their
concerns.

®(1315)

Since the beginning of the debate, we have been accused left and
right of making up the fact that people supported the NDP's position,
and we are told that practically everyone was in favour of what the
Conservatives were proposing. I would like to set a few things
straight and provide some names in order to show that is not some
fabrication by a handful of NDP members.

The problems we are dealing with today are not new. In 2006,
Justice O'Connor's report on the inquiry into the Maher Arar affair,
entitled, “A New Review Mechanism for the RCMP's National
Security Activities”, urged Parliament to create an RCMP oversight
body that would be entitled to audit all the RCMP'S files and
activities and could demand to see related documents and subpoena
witnesses from every federal, provincial or municipal body, or from
the private sector. I would like to read an excerpt from the report:

I agree that the CPC is deficient in this regard and does not have review powers to
ensure systematically that the RCMP's national security activities are conducted in
accordance with the law and with respect for rights and freedoms.

In 2007, another report, that of David Brown, entitled, “Task
Force on Governance and Cultural Change in the RCMP”,
recommended that the paramilitary hierarchy of the organization
be replaced by a more modern system of oversight and transparency
including a board of directors.

I have other quotes from former chairs of the RCMP Public
Complaints Commission. According to Shirley Heafey, the RCMP
Public Complaints Commission should report directly to Parliament
instead of the minister or the commissioner of the RCMP.

As for RCMP Commissioner Paulson, he expressed concerns
about the cultural change needed at the RCMP. In his April 23, 2012,
testimony given at the Standing Committee on the Status of Women,
he said:

I've said it publicly, and I'll say it again. I think the problem is bigger than simply
the sexual harassment. It is the idea of harassment. The idea that we have a
hierarchical organization overseeing men and women who have extraordinary
powers in relation to their fellow citizens, which requires a fair degree of discipline.

A number of witnesses who appeared before the Standing
Committee on Public Safety and National Security spoke out against
the fact that the RCMP commissioner would be granted more powers
and criticized the lack of independent oversight of the RCMP. |
would like to quote a few of them. Mr. Creasser, British Columbia
media liaison for the Mounted Police Professional Association of
Canada, testified on October 29, 2012. He said:

One major problem that exists in the RCMP is the tremendous power imbalances
within the organization. Bill C-42, rather than mitigating these issues, will only make
them exponentially worse.

Here is another quote, this one from Tom Stamatakis, president of
the Canadian Police Association, who also testified before the
Standing Committee on Public Safety and National Security on
October 29, 2012. He said:

Bill C-42 provides the commissioner with extraordinary powers in this regard,
powers that go beyond what one might find in other police services across Canada....

Without any additional, and most importantly, independent avenue for appeal, 1
would suggest there is a possibility that RCMP members could lose faith in the
impartiality of a process against them, particularly in situations in which the
commissioner has delegated his authority for discipline.

Other witnesses also gave similar testimony, but I will not quote
them all. However, I would like to express my disappointment. The
Conservatives deny hearing this testimony and refuse to listen to it.

Why have the Conservative members not risen today in the House
to explain the main reasons why they did not support the
amendments proposed by the NDP?

Why did the Conservatives not rise during the debate today in the
House to say why they were not responding to concerns raised by the
witnesses who appeared before the committee?

Instead, the Conservatives rose to present unfounded demagogic
arguments and to make accusations against the opposition. What we
want to hear are arguments that would raise the level of debate.

® (1320)

Why were these amendments not accepted? Why should specific
concerns formulated by experts have been set aside?
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That is how people work in committee and how serious work is
done on important issues.

[English]

Ms. Candice Bergen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we have a bill before us that
will do a lot to modernize the RCMP. It will address the concerns
about police investigating police and will address concerns about
civilian and accountable investigation regarding complaints from the
public. It is a solid piece of legislation. It has the support of the
Liberals. It will, among other things, help stop harassment and
sexual harassment within the RCMP.

Why will the NDP not support it? Would the member personally
support it? Why is it that so many on the NDP side have groupthink
going on. The members do not seem to think for themselves. They
never vote against their party line. They never speak out against
anything. Do they actually have some independent thought? This is a
good bill that would help stop sexual harassment and other forms of
negative behaviour in the RCMP.

[Translation]

Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe: Mr. Speaker, it is highly
amusing to see my colleague stand up and say, “If you do not
support the Conservatives’ bills, then you surely do not have the
ability to think for yourselves”. This is very typical of Conservative
demagoguery.

However, I would like to point out something that my colleague
herself said a short while ago. She said that the bill was not perfect.
The Liberals said the same thing when their public safety critic said
that the bill was not perfect. This is a typical tactic by the Liberals
and the Conservatives. They claim to be not as bad as the others and
ask people to vote for them. The NDP does not do that sort of thing.
This is not a new problem. What are they waiting for before they are
willing sit down and do some serious work on the matter?

We will not get involved in half measures. We can do more. We
can do better. Claiming to be imperfect but not as bad as the others
does not work for the NDP.

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
have listened to many of the comments from New Democrats at third
reading. | want to add to them.

Yes, we are very much concerned about sexual harassment, but it
goes beyond that, from our perspective, in terms of the importance of
cultural awareness of, as an example, bullying in the workplace.

The member makes reference to this being an imperfect bill. We
too believe that the bill is imperfect. Whether it is New Democratic
governments in provincial jurisdictions, such as the province I
currently represent, many imperfect bills pass. It can be very
frustrating when the government does not support amendments when
members are trying to make amendments to make legislation better.

What makes us different from the NDP is that we believe that the
principle of the bill, even though it is not perfect, does take us a
small step forward. Yes, it would be nice to have more amendments.

Government Orders

What specific aspect of the bill does the member oppose, in
principle, that would prevent her from voting in favour of the bill at
third reading?

Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe: Mr. Speaker, my colleague
said that it was frustrating to him to see this imperfect bill that does
not deal adequately with the problem. It is frustrating to have Liberal
colleagues who agree that the bill is imperfect but who do nothing to
improve it. That is frustrating for me.

[Translation]

This is not the first time we have seen this. There was the pooled
registered pension plans bill. That bill will not accomplish much, but
because it was innocuous, they allowed it to pass. I have said it
before and I will keep saying it for as long as I have to. This is not
the way the NDP works and this is not the NDP vision.

® (1325)
[English]

Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank my colleague for her great responses in the
House today.

The bill contains the word “harassment” only once. One of our
big concerns is that there is nothing in the bill that deals with the
systemic issue of harassment. That is a core underlying issue in what
has been facing the RCMP in all of the harassment cases we have
seen. I wonder if the member would respond to that.

[Translation]

Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe: Mr. Speaker, I will give a very
brief response. Notice to all Canadians listening to us today: the titles
of the Conservative bills are frequently misleading about their
content. Here, we want to address a problem. And yet, upon reading
Bill C-42, the problem is not mentioned and it is not even clear that
the government has understood it.

There are many other bills like this. For example, the bill to
combat elder abuse does not provide any preventive or intervention
measures to deal with the abuse. I could give all kinds of examples
of misleading titles of Conservative bills.

I will stop now, but I hope that things will change in 2013.

Ms. Héléne LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
today I rise in the House to lend my voice to the debate on Bill C-42,
An Act to amend the Royal Canadian Mounted Police Act and to
make related and consequential amendments to other Acts. I would
especially like to focus my comments on one of the issues raised in
conjunction with the debate on this bill, namely women’s place in
Canadian society in 2013.

A few years ago, several commissions were struck and some
reports were released here in Canada and elsewhere around the
world. The goal was to give women a bigger role in society. Four
principles were embraced: providing equal opportunities, removing
the barriers preventing women from entering the labour force,
ensuring that the costs associated with having a family are shared by
society as a whole, and taking concrete steps to facilitate and achieve
the goal of equality.
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It is interesting to note that in Canadian society in 2013, we are
still talking about equality for women. It is a shame. In point of fact,
over the last decade or so, women have actually lost ground in terms
of achieving equality with men. We take this equality for granted
today. We tell ourselves that there is no problem, that everyone is
equal.

Yet, statistics show that today, women still earn on average less
than half of what men earn. Furthermore, they are losing ground in
various parts of Canada, especially if we look at the jobs in certain
industries that are not easily accessible to women, the reason being
that barriers to equal access to employment are still in place.
Conditions in the workforce are such that women are penalized or
forced into uncomfortable or unhealthy situations that are distres-
sing.

In many industries, very few women have access to the jobs that
are available, whether it be the natural resources sector or some other
industry. Jobs in these sectors are well-paid, but conditions are such
that women do not feel safe and able to thrive and be a productive
member of society and, above all, to earn a wage comparable to that
of men who work alongside them.

For years now, there have been serious problems within the
RCMP, one of Canada’s most important symbols. Women who opt to
work for the force cannot thrive and feel safe there and, if problems
do arise, they do not have access to mechanisms that would help
make their workplace acceptable.

® (1330)

We can all agree that this is not just for women, and that this bill
addresses other forms of abuse that occur in the workplace.

There have recently been serious cases of sexual harassment.
Women in the RCMP have spoken out. Standing up and reporting
sexual harassment takes tremendous courage. The individuals who
come forward and report the situation become the voices of other co-
workers who did not feel they were able to do it.

The situation is quite serious. But there are ways to remedy the
situation. There have been studies of this done for a very long time.
Bill C-38 was introduced in the 40th parliament, but it died on the
order paper, as we know. And now we have Bill C-42.

When a bill is introduced in the House, we have an opportunity to
debate it, when a time limit is not imposed, obviously. We have an
opportunity to exchange ideas and see how we could improve it and
how we would go about doing that.

We have another truly excellent tool that the Canadian public is
not very familiar with: committees. In a committee, we can again
explore bills and improve them even more.

When I arrived in the House of Commons, I found committee
work very interesting. It also takes us outside the House of
Commons and gives us a chance to work together to improve bills.

What is even more valuable is the fact that we have a chance to
invite witnesses from outside the House. These people are non-
partisan and are simply there for the cause, to improve a bill, to
explore a question that has been raised, to participate in a study, and
SO on.

After hearing testimony, the various members of the committee
will put forward amendments, recommendations and ways of
improving the bill.

In the case of Bill C-42, it is unfortunate that in spite of the work
done by my colleague, the critic and member for Alfred-Pellan, who
is the deputy critic, none of the amendments were accepted, even
though they were supported by witnesses and experts. That is
troubling.

In Parliament, we have mechanisms that enable us to fine-tune
bills. They are not based solely on ideology. We have a chance to
debate bills and make improvements to them.

When we heard the testimony of experts and witnesses in
committee, it was obvious that the bill was flawed.

® (1335)

This can happen when people are in a hurry to do the right thing.
Nevertheless, there was Bill C-38 and there was C-42. One would
have thought that the government could have corrected these
shortcomings. There was a realization, however, that there were
shortcomings, and that the bill would not achieve the stated purpose:
better machinery within the RCMP, so that a healthy work
environment could be established whereby all members of the force,
regardless of rank or responsibility, could express their grievances
and obtain a hearing.

For example, some amendments targeted prevention. There was a
desire to inform people about sexual harassment, and the ways in
which it manifests itself, in order to create an environment in which
respect would inform the values of RCMP members and their
behaviour towards each other, with no issues arising between women
and men, or among colleagues. In that sense, training seemed to me
to make perfect sense.

In any workplace, it is always important to have access to an
independent mechanism outside the organization, particularly when
serious problems arise. It was proposed to put in place such a
mechanism so that people from outside could hear the grievances of
individual members, and make recommendations accordingly.

It is rather like what I was saying just now about committee work.
Members are deeply involved in their work. Here on Parliament Hill,
we often feel like we are in a bubble. I have to say that in committee
work, what is always very interesting is to hear people from outside
testify and let us have their point of view on a given situation. This
independent committee will have to include people who have
experience in this type of assessment.

Other recommendations and amendments were designed to
produce more balanced human resources policies by withdrawing
some of the draconian new powers proposed for the RCMP
commissioner, and strengthening the RCMP External Review
Committee in cases in which discharge from the force is possible.
It is always important to have a division of powers. If too many
powers are placed in the hands of one person, there is a risk of abuse.

The situation within the RCMP concerns me, but I am also
concerned to see that in other workplaces, women do not have an
opportunity to contribute fully to society, particularly in some areas
of activity.
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I would like to offer a thought as we discuss Bill C-42. As a
society, we will have to remember these commitments to equality
between men and women. We must think again about better ways of
doing things, specifically in order finally to eliminate barriers so that
all women have an opportunity for full access to the workplace,
whatever the area of activity may be.

® (1340)

We, as a society, must also recognize our responsibility with
respect to the important role women play in building a family, and
help them perform the tasks that come with that role. I want to
remind the House that there has been a real step backward on this
matter over the past decade. In some parts of Canada, women cannot
participate fully in the economy, because they do not have access to
certain types of employment that would provide them with better
economic conditions. They cannot get beyond the barriers that
prevent them from getting those jobs.

In the matter before us, I repeat that we must create good working
environments, especially in traditional workplaces. I said the RCMP
is a symbol of Canada and that it is over 125 years old. Traditionally,
the RCMP was almost exclusively a male preserve. I believe women
have a considerable contribution to make within the RCMP and in
other spheres of activity. In order for them to make this contribution,
it is very important for us to rethink the way the RCMP operates and,
together, come up with some sustainable solutions.

I am also basing my remarks in this House on the many
recommendations and reports that have been presented since 2006.
Hon. members will remember that we have been under Conservative
rule for quite some time now. Recommendations were made by
Justice O'Connor in 2006 and David Brown in 2007. It is now 2013
and the bill before us is not yet perfect, as we have heard. The
Liberals admit it, and the government has said so, too. This has been
going on too long.

We must make sure we have something that will last and will
ensure that RCMP members and employees have access to a fair and
equitable process. Even some members of the RCMP are worried
that the bill may decrease members' job security, especially in jobs
related to the exposure of harassment complaints.

In conclusion, I will say that the NDP believes we can do more to
find answers to these questions. We believe that the RCMP needs a
clear anti-harassment policy, one that sets out precise standards of
conduct and precise criteria for all employee performance assess-
ments. Such a policy is a necessary foundation for a fair disciplinary
process.

I would like to add that bills have an important effect on Canadian
society, because they demonstrate the government's orientation and
commitment toward certain situations that Canadians think are
unacceptable.

That is why I am disappointed that the government members did
not accept the NDP's offer of co-operation through its amendments,
and that they do not want to talk about the status or situation of
women in certain workplaces.

Government Orders

®(1345)

I will stop there. I await the House's questions with impatience
and some trepidation.

[English]

Mr. Ryan Leef (Yukon, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the opposition has
brought up a few points in terms of wanting to stop sexual
harassment but it is not going to vote for a tool that would allow the
commissioner to do just that. The opposition has selected a few key
phrases that were critical to highlight in the testimony, but then did
not articulate the remainder of the follow-up questions that came
from our committee.

Each and every witness who testified before committee acknowl-
edged clearly that the legislation was a good starting point. I will
acknowledge that they did raise some concerns. However, it is
written right here in the bill. The act is “to establish the
responsibilities of members;...to provide for the establishment of a
Code of Conduct that emphasizes the importance of maintaining the
public trust and reinforces the high standard of conduct expected of
members”. Each and every witness said the proof will come in the
administration, the policy development and the regulatory develop-
ment, not in prescriptive measures within the act. They are very
supportive of the bill. They are looking forward to the adminis-
trative, operational, policy development and regulatory development.
All of them are hopeful for that.

Why would the NDP vote against a positive framework that each
and every witness supported?

[Translation]

Ms. Héléne LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, I am surprised to hear the
hon. member call this a starting point. I believe the starting point was
in 2006, if not earlier. We should now be at the finish line. This
legislation should already be in place.

I wonder why the starting point is only happening now, in 2013,
when these issues were raised in 2006.

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
my question expands on sexual harassment, something the NDP has
been talking a lot about. We in the Liberal Party share many of the
same concerns in regard to sexual harassment in the workforce. The
government needs to do what it can in order to minimize that.

With regard to things such as cultural sensitivities and bullying
that takes place in the workplace, does my colleague see these as
issues that should have been brought forward in the form of
amendments?

[Translation]

Ms. Héléne LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my colleague
from Winnipeg North for his question.

In fact, I wanted to emphasize the fact that we are still discussing
sexual harassment and the barriers that keep women from fully
accessing a safe and healthy workplace.
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Obviously, the other issues the hon. member raised also have a
negative impact on a workplace. I think that putting more powers in
the hands of a single individual will not solve the key issues, the
substantive issues. We want lasting solutions to key issues.

® (1350)

Ms. Elaine Michaud (Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, Conservative members have been making many comments
and criticizing the NDP for not wanting to grant the commissioner
increased powers. They say that the bill will solve all the problems
and it directly addresses harassment.

Could my colleague elaborate on how a clear anti-harassment
policy could help the commissioner do his work, more than giving
him full discretion as to whether to dismiss a member or keep a
member on the force?

Ms. Héléne LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my colleague
for her question.

Indeed, a clear policy creates a clear framework for everyone. It
also creates a state of mind. It is important to share information about
these very difficult issues. When nothing is clear, when people feel
there is no safe and comfortable method they can use to report abuse,
the situation just stays the same.

We are still at the starting point in 2013, and we will still be there
in 2023.
[English]

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
I would like to point to a proposed section of the act because I have
heard it asked many times in the House today why anyone would
vote against Bill C-42. I point to the concern of police that they will
no longer be able to file a grievance if they are forced to do
something under a security order.

Proposed section 31 of the act has been pointed to by RCMP
members and by members of the Lawyers' Rights Watch group as
potentially forcing RCMP officers to be involved in torture without
the ability to grieve that involvement or to question the sources of
information that lead to such activities. I think that is enough of a
reason to vote against Bill C-42.

[Translation]

Ms. Héléne LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my colleague
from Saanich—Gulf Islands for that clarification.

As she mentioned, it is troubling to see such a clause in the bill. I
thank her for bringing it to the attention of the House.

Mr. Marc-André Morin (Laurentides—Labelle, NDP):
Mr. Speaker, I would like to hear my colleague's opinion.

I am like every other member of the public. I do hope some of
them watch the debates on CPAC. After hearing arguments from
both sides one quickly realizes that, while some wish to act, others
prefer things to stay the same.

Not wanting to change a situation implies that everything is fine. I
wonder how many members opposite believe that sexual harassment
means cracking jokes between colleagues and that the women who
complain have no sense of humour. To my mind, the problem is
deeply rooted, which raises many questions.

If they do not wish to change the situation, could it be because
they are okay with the way things are?

Ms. Héléne LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, as | have already stated, the
RCMP is indeed a very important symbol for Canada. The men and
women who work there provide an essential service to the nation. In
my opinion, the issues that have arisen in the last few weeks and
months are worrisome; it is our duty to carefully analyze this
situation in order to rectify it.

Let us not forget that this is the 21st century. The RCMP must stay
in touch with the Canadian reality and represent all aspects of
society, including women. To that end, it must foster a work
environment where everyone treats everyone else with respect and
implement mechanisms to ensure that.

® (1355)

[English]

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): We have four minutes
remaining in the time for government orders.

Resuming debate, the hon. member for Hamilton Centre.

Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate this opportunity to enter the debate. Four
minutes is not a lot of time. I will pick one area and see if I can get
into a second one.

One particular area I would address is an issue that runs as a
thread through the whole bill. We are talking about the RCMP in our
communities, but we are also talking about the RCMP as a
workplace where ordinary Canadians are workers in that workplace.
One of the biggest issues facing us is workplace sexual harassment
allegations. This is huge. The bill is dealing with both aspects of a
police officer's life, that of being an officer in the workplace of
policing and also being out in our communities, in the uniform,
protecting our citizens on a day-to-day basis.

I want to address one of the things the Conservatives absolutely
refuse to do. Even though they always say that they are the ones who
will stand the straightest and salute the most to anyone in uniform,
the true reality is that one of the things the RCMP would like is the
option to decide for themselves whether or not they would like to
unionize. I know the reaction that gets from the government, so we
will set that aside. However, it is also fair to say there are a lot of
ordinary people who would say that we have a quasi-military
structure where command and control is a key component, so
unionization could not work.
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That is why I want to address this. During my time as the Ontario
solicitor general, I was the civilian head of the OPP, but the OPP is
unionized. That is why I am raising this, because | worked with that
union on a day-to-day basis. As in most complicated, complex
workplaces, having a union was a help. It ensured that the officers
had the ability to be protected in terms of their rights as workers, and
that includes sexual harassment allegations. Contrary to what the
government says, the labour movement in Canada is one of the most
democratic institutions in the entire world. If the officers do not like
the representation they have in the union, those officers have the
option of changing their leadership.

One of the things that would make a big difference in terms of
respecting policing, respecting police officers and, in this case,
RCMP officers, is to give them the right to choose. They may decide
not to. That is their right, but give them the option so that like every
other worker, if they want to come together and bargain collectively
under the laws of Canada, they would have that right. We have
always supported that and when we form government, we will give
the RCMP that option to exercise their rights under the constitution.

The last thing, if I can very quickly, is that the government has
refused to have a truly independent “no police investigating police”
as we do in Ontario with the SIU, the Special Investigations Unit. [
had a lot of involvement with the SIU, and it is far from being
perfect. However, as a protection for not just the public but also
police officers, it has been a very useful, positive, progressive
entrance into policing in Ontario. We would certainly encourage the
government—and if it will not, we will do it when we get there—to
make sure that kind of independent evaluation and investigation is
done. Therefore, when someone is cleared, they are truly cleared and
there are no clouds. However, if action needs to be taken, that can be
taken.

That is the kind of policing we believe in here in Canada. That is
the kind of RCMP we will have under an NDP government.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): The time for
government orders has expired. The hon. member for Hamilton
Centre will have 16 minutes remaining when this matter is again
before the House.
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