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[English]
The Chair (Mr. Anthony Housefather (Mount Royal, Lib.)):

Good afternoon, everyone.

I'd like to welcome you to the meeting of the Standing Commit‐
tee on Justice and Human Rights, as we resume our meetings on the
study of remediation agreements, the Shawcross doctrine and the
discussions between the Office of the Attorney General and gov‐
ernment colleagues as they relate to SNC-Lavalin.

I would very much like to thank our witness, the Honourable
Jody Wilson-Raybould, our colleague from Vancouver Granville,
who has agreed to come before us today.

As opposed to our standard practice of allotting witnesses 10
minutes, we have all agreed to afford Ms. Wilson-Raybould 30
minutes in order to be able to more fully tell her story. She is at the
centre of the events we're studying, and I think it's really important
to give her that time. I would, of course, advise other witnesses that
it would not be the normal practice of the committee.

Before we begin Ms. Wilson-Raybould's testimony, Mr. Rankin
has advised me that he has a point he wishes to raise. I don't want
to eat into Ms. Wilson-Raybould's time, so I'll ask Mr. Rankin to
give his point.

Mr. Murray Rankin (Victoria, NDP): Thank you very much,
Chair.

There are actually two related points. The first point is that, when
she accepted our invitation, Ms. Wilson-Raybould wrote us, “I will
remain before the Committee to answer questions for as long as the
Committee wishes.”

You'll recall, Mr. Chair, that we also extended time for Mr. Wer‐
nick, the Clerk of the Privy Council, and he was willing to stay
longer as well. I would like to move that the committee accept her
offer and allow her to stay longer with us, either today or at some
subsequent meeting. That's my first point.

The second point is that—since she's going to do a very lengthy
statement in terms of how we've proceeded in the past—I'd like to
ask, if there is a written statement, that it be distributed while she's
speaking, because of course we will have even less time for ques‐
tioning than usual as a result. It would give us, I think, more effi‐
ciency in asking questions if we had that statement before us in ad‐
vance.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Rankin.

As to your first suggestion, I'm wondering if Ms. Wilson-Ray‐
bould does indeed have a statement that she would like to be dis‐
tributed to the committee. I would like to go with her preference.
What would she prefer?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould (Vancouver Granville, Lib.): I
do have a statement. It has been provided to the translators, and if it
is the will of the committee, they can distribute that to members.

The Chair: As soon as the copies are ready, Mr. Clerk....

Does the committee agree to have that statement in English only?
[Translation]

We'll provide the statement as soon as possible, Mr. Fortin. Do
you agree?

Mr. Rhéal Fortin (Rivière-du-Nord, BQ): It's not possible
now?

The Chair: You're not a member of the committee, but we'll
give you the statement in French as soon as possible.

Mr. Rhéal Fortin: It's not currently available?
The Chair: No. That's why I asked for the committee's unani‐

mous consent to distribute the statement.
Mr. Rhéal Fortin: Since I'm not a committee member, I can't

vote. However, I would like to have the English version and French
version as soon as possible.

The Chair: As soon as it's ready.
[English]

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: I think I have unanimous consent, so the clerk can
distribute that.

As to the proposal, I very much appreciate Ms. Wilson-Ray‐
bould's offer to stay a little longer for questions. Our standard is
two rounds. I think there's agreement that we'll go longer than two
rounds, and then let's take it round by round after round three. We
went for three with Mr. Wernick, so let's talk round by round if we
have more questions.

Mr. Murray Rankin: Thank you, Chair.
The Chair: Mr. Rankin, would you like to get the statement be‐

fore Ms. Wilson-Raybould begins, or can we begin?
Mr. Murray Rankin: That would be my preference, if it could

be made available.
The Chair: It will be five or 10 minutes, so I think it's only fair

to the witness to let her begin.
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Mr. Murray Rankin: Yes. Thank you.
The Chair: Ms. Wilson-Raybould, the floor is yours. When we

get to 30 minutes, I'll give you a sign to let you know.
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Gilakas'la. Thank you, Mr. Chair,

and thank you to the members of the justice committee for provid‐
ing me the opportunity for extended testimony today. I very much
appreciate it.

Starting off, I would like to acknowledge the territory, the ances‐
tral lands of the Algonquin people.

For a period of approximately four months, between September
and December of 2018, I experienced a consistent and sustained ef‐
fort by many people within the government to seek to politically in‐
terfere in the exercise of prosecutorial discretion in my role as the
Attorney General of Canada in an inappropriate effort to secure a
deferred prosecution agreement with SNC-Lavalin.

These events involved 11 people, excluding myself and my polit‐
ical staff, from the Prime Minister's Office, the Privy Council Of‐
fice and the office of the Minister of Finance. This included in-per‐
son conversations, telephone calls, emails and text messages. There
were approximately 10 phone calls and 10 meetings specifically
about SNC, and I and/or my staff were a part of these meetings.

Within these conversations, there were express statements re‐
garding the necessity of interference in the SNC-Lavalin matter, the
potential for consequences and veiled threats if a DPA was not
made available to SNC. These conversations culminated on De‐
cember 19, 2018, with a conversation I had with the Clerk of the
Privy Council, a conversation that I will provide some significant
detail on.

A few weeks later, on January 7, 2019, I was informed by the
Prime Minister that I was being shuffled out of the role of Minister
of Justice and Attorney General of Canada.

For most of these conversations, I made contemporaneous notes,
detailed notes, in addition to my clear memory, which I am relying
on today, among other documentation. My goal in my testimony is
to outline the details of these communications for the committee
and indeed for all Canadians. However, before doing that, let me
make a couple of comments.

First, I want to thank Canadians for their patience since the
February 7 story that broke in The Globe and Mail. Thank you as
well specifically to those who have reached out to me across the
country. I appreciate the messages, and I have read all of them.

Second, on the role of the Attorney General, the Attorney Gener‐
al exercises prosecutorial discretion as provided for under the Di‐
rector of Public Prosecutions Act. Generally this authority is exer‐
cised by the director of public prosecutions, but the Attorney Gen‐
eral has authority to issue directives to the DPP on specific prose‐
cutions or to take over prosecutions. It is well established that the
Attorney General exercises prosecutorial discretion. She or he does
so individually and independently. These are not cabinet decisions.

I will say that it is appropriate for cabinet colleagues to draw to
the Attorney General's attention what they see as important policy
considerations that are relevant to decisions about how a prosecu‐
tion will proceed. What is not appropriate is pressing the Attorney

General on matters that she or he cannot take into account, such as
partisan political considerations, continuing to urge the Attorney
General to change her or his mind for months after the decision has
been made, or suggesting that a collision with the Prime Minister
on these matters should be avoided.

With that said, the remainder of my testimony will be a detailed
and factual delineation of approximately 10 phone calls, 10 in-per‐
son meetings, and emails and text messages that were part of an ef‐
fort to politically interfere regarding the SNC matter for purposes
of securing a deferred prosecution.

The story begins on September 4, 2008. My chief of staff and I
were overseas when I was sent a memorandum for the Attorney
General, pursuant to section 13 of the Director of Public Prosecu‐
tions Act. It was entitled “Whether to issue an invitation to negoti‐
ate a remediation agreement to SNC-Lavalin” and was prepared by
the director of public prosecutions, Kathleen Roussel.

The only parts of this note that I will disclose are as follows: “the
DPP is of the view that an invitation to negotiate will not be made
in this case and that no announcement will be made by the PPSC.”

As with all section 13 notices, the director provides the informa‐
tion so that the Attorney General can take such course of action as
they deem appropriate. In other words, the director had made her
decision not to negotiate a remediation agreement with SNC-
Lavalin.

● (1555)

I subsequently spoke to my minister's office staff about the deci‐
sion and I did the standard practice of undertaking further internal
work and due diligence in relation to this note, a practice that I have
had for many of the section 13 notices that I received when I was
the Attorney General. In other words, I immediately put in motion,
with my department and minister's office, a careful consideration
and study of the matter.

Two days later, on September 6, one of the first communications
about a DPA was received from outside of my department. Ben
Chin, Minister Morneau's chief of staff, emailed my chief of staff
and they arranged to talk. He wanted to talk about SNC and what
we could do, if anything, to address this. He said to her, my chief,
that if they don't get a DPA, they will leave Montreal, and it's the
Quebec election right now, so we can't have that happen. He said
that they have a big meeting coming up on Tuesday and that this
bad news may go public.

This same day, my chief of staff exchanged some emails with my
minister's office staff about this, who advised her that the deputy at‐
torney general, Nathalie Drouin, was working on something and
that my staff were drafting a memo about the role of the Attorney
General vis-à-vis the PPSC.

It was on or about this day that I requested a one-on-one meeting
with the Prime Minister on another matter of urgency, and as soon
as possible after I got back into the country. This request would ul‐
timately become the meeting on September 17 between myself and
the Prime Minister that has widely been reported in the media.
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On September 7, my chief of staff spoke by phone to my then
deputy minister about the call she had received from Ben Chin and
the deputy stated that the department was working on this. The
deputy gave my chief a quick rundown of what she thought some
options would be. On the same day, I received a note from my staff
on the role of the Attorney General, a note that my office also
shared with Elder Marques and Amy Archer at the PMO.

The same day, staff in my office met with the deputy minister.
Some excerpts of the section 13 note were read to the deputy minis‐
ter, but the deputy minister did not want to be provided with a copy
of the section 13 note.

On September 8, my deputy shared the draft note on the role of
the Attorney General with my chief of staff, who subsequently
shared it with me, and over the next day, clarity was sought by my
staff with the deputy on aspects of the options that were laid out in
her note.

A follow-up conversation between Ben Chin and a member of
my staff, François Giroux, occurred on September 11. Mr. Chin
said that SNC had been informed by the PPSC that it cannot enter
into a DPA, and Ben again detailed the reasons why they were told
that they were not getting a DPA. Mr. Chin also noted that SNC's
legal counsel was Frank Iacobucci, and further detailed what the
terms were that SNC was prepared to agree to, stating that they
viewed this as part of a negotiation.

To be clear, up to this point I had not been directly contacted by
the Prime Minister, officials in the Prime Minister's Office or the
Privy Council Office about this matter. With the exception of Mr.
Chin's discussions, the focus of communications had been internal
to the Department of Justice.

This changed on September 16. My chief of staff had a phone
call with Mathieu Bouchard and Elder Marques from the Prime
Minister's Office. They wanted to discuss SNC. They told her that
SNC had made further submissions to the Crown and that “there is
some softening, but not much”. They said that they understand that
the individual Crown prosecutor wants to negotiate an agreement,
but the director does not. They said that they understand that there
are limits on what can be done, and that they can't direct, but that
they hear that our deputy of justice thinks we can get the PPSC to
say “we think we should get some outside advice on this.” They
said that they think we should be able to find a more reasonable
resolution here. They told her that SNC's next board meeting is on
Thursday, which was September 20.

● (1600)

They also mention the Quebec election context. They asked my
chief if someone had suggested the outside advice idea to the PPSC
and asked whether we are open to this suggestion. They wanted to
know if my deputy could do it.

In response, my chief of staff stressed to them prosecutorial inde‐
pendence and potential concerns about the interference in the inde‐
pendence of the prosecutorial functions. Mr. Bouchard and
Mr. Marques kept telling her that they didn't want to cross any
lines, but they asked my chief of staff to follow up with me directly
on this matter.

To be clear, I was fully aware of the conversations between
September 4 and 16 that I have outlined. I had been regularly
briefed by my staff from the moment this first arose, and I had also
reviewed all materials that had been produced. Further, my view
had also formed at this point, through the work of my department,
my minister's office and work I conducted on my own, that it was
inappropriate for me to intervene in the decision of the director of
public prosecutions in this case and pursue a deferred prosecution
agreement.

In the course of reaching this view, I discussed the matter on a
number of occasions with my then deputy, so that she was aware of
my view. I raised concerns on a number of occasions with my
deputy minister about the appropriateness of communications we
were receiving from outside the department and also raised con‐
cerns about some of the options that she had been suggesting.

On September 17, the deputy minister said that Finance had told
her that they want to make sure that Kathleen understands the im‐
pact if we do nothing in this case. Given the potential concerns
raised by this conversation, I discussed this later with my deputy.
This same day, September 17, I had my one-on-one meeting with
the Prime Minister that I requested a couple of weeks earlier. When
I walked in, the Clerk of the Privy Council was in attendance as
well.

While the meeting was not about the issue of SNC and DPAs, the
Prime Minister raised the issue immediately. The Prime Minister
asked me to help out and to find a solution here for SNC, citing that
if there is no DPA, there would be many jobs lost and that SNC
would move from Montreal. In response, I explained the law to him
and what I have the ability to do and not do under the Director of
Public Prosecutions Act around issuing directives or assuming con‐
duct of prosecutions. I told him that I had done my due diligence
and had made up my mind on SNC and that I was not going to in‐
terfere with the decision of the director.

In response, the Prime Minister reiterated his concerns. I then ex‐
plained how this came about and that I had received a section 13
note from the DPP earlier in September and that I had considered
the matter very closely. I further stated that I was very clear on my
role as the Attorney General, and that I am not prepared to issue a
directive in this case, that it would not be appropriate.

The Prime Minister again cited the potential loss of jobs and
SNC moving. Then, to my surprise, the Clerk started to make the
case for the need to have a DPA. He said, “There is a board meeting
on Thursday September 20 with stockholders”, “they will likely be
moving to London if this happens” “and there is an election in Que‐
bec soon”.

At that point, the Prime Minister jumped in, stressing that there
is an election in Quebec and that “and I am an MP in Quebec—the
member for Papineau”.
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I was quite taken aback. My response—and I vividly remember
this as well—was to ask the Prime Minister a direct question, while
looking him in the eye. I asked, “Are you politically interfering
with my role/my decision as the Attorney General? I would strong‐
ly advise against it.”

The Prime Minister said, “No, no, no. We just need to find a so‐
lution.”

The Clerk then said that he spoke to my deputy and she said that
I could speak to the director.

I responded by saying no, I would not. That would be inappropri‐
ate. I further explained to the Clerk and the Prime Minister that I
had a conversation with my deputy about options and what my po‐
sition was on the matter.

As a result of this discussion, I agreed to and undertook to the
Prime Minister that I would have a further conversation with my
deputy and the Clerk, but that these conversations would not
change my mind. I also said that my staff and my officials are not
authorized to speak to the PPSC.

We finally discussed the issue for which I had asked for the
meeting in the first place.
● (1605)

I left the meeting and immediately debriefed my staff about what
was said with respect to SNC and DPAs.

On September 19, I met with the Clerk as I had undertaken to the
Prime Minister. The meeting was one-on-one, in my office.

The Clerk brought up job losses and that this is not about the
Quebec election or the Prime Minister being a Montreal MP. He
said that he has not seen the section 13 note. The Clerk said that he
understands that SNC is going back and forth with the DPP, and
that they want more information. He said that “Iacobucci is not a
shrinking violet”. He referenced the September 20 date and that
they don't have anything from the DPP. He said that the Prime Min‐
ister is very concerned about the confines of my role as Attorney
General and the director of public prosecutions. He reported that
the Prime Minister is very aware of my role as the Attorney Gener‐
al of Canada.

I told the Clerk again that I instructed that my deputy is not to get
in touch with the director and that given my review of the matter I
would not speak to her directly regarding a DPA. I offered to the
Clerk that if SNC were to send me a letter expressing their con‐
cerns, their public interest argument, it would be permissible and I
would appropriately forward it directly to the director of public
prosecutions.

Later that day, my chief of staff had a phone call with Elder Mar‐
ques and Mathieu Bouchard from the Prime Minister's Office. They
wanted an update on what was going on regarding the DPAs since
“we don't have a ton of time”. She relayed my summary of the
meeting with the Clerk and the Prime Minister.

Mathieu and Elder also raised the idea of an “informal reach out”
to the DPP. My chief of staff said that she knew I was not comfort‐
able with that, as it looked like and probably did constitute political
interference. They asked whether that was true if it wasn't the At‐

torney General herself, but if it was her staff or the deputy minister.
My chief of staff said “yes”, it would, and offered a call with me
directly. They said that “we will regroup and get back to you on
that”.

Still on September 19, I spoke to Minister Morneau on this mat‐
ter when we were in the House. He again stressed the need to save
jobs, and I told him that engagements from his office to mine on
SNC had to stop, that they were inappropriate.

They did not stop. On September 20, my chief of staff had phone
calls with Mr. Chin and Justin To, both members of the Minister of
Finance's office, about DPAs and SNC.

At this point, after September 20, there was an apparent pause in
communicating with myself or my chief of staff on the SNC matter.
We did not hear from anyone again until October 18 when Mathieu
Bouchard called my chief of staff and asked that we—I—look at
the option of my seeking an external legal opinion on the DPP's de‐
cision not to extend an invitation to negotiate a DPA.

This would become a recurring theme for some time in messages
from the PMO, that an external review should be done of the DPP's
decision.

The next day as well, SNC filed a Federal Court application
seeking to quash the DPP's decision to not enter into a remediation
agreement with them.

In my view, this necessarily put to rest any notion that I might
speak to or intervene with the DPP, or that external review could
take place. The matter was now before the courts and a judge was
being asked to look at the DPP's discretion.

However, on October 26, 2018, when my chief of staff spoke to
Mathieu Bouchard and communicated to him that, given that SNC
had now filed in Federal Court seeking to review the DPP's deci‐
sion, surely we had moved past the idea of the Attorney General in‐
tervening or getting an opinion on the same question. Mathieu
replied that he was still interested in an external legal opinion idea.
Could she not get an external legal opinion on whether the DPP had
exercised their discretion properly, and then on the application it‐
self, the Attorney General could intervene and seek to stay the pro‐
ceedings, given that she was awaiting a legal opinion?

● (1610)

My chief of staff said that this would obviously be perceived as
interference and her boss questioning the DPP's decision. Mathieu
said that if six months from the election SNC announces they're
moving their headquarters out of Canada, that is bad. He said, “We
can have the best policy in the world but we need to get re-elected.”
He said that everybody knows that this is the Attorney General's
decision, but that he wants to make sure that all options are being
canvassed. Mathieu said that if at the end of the day the Attorney
General is not comfortable, that is fine. He just “doesn't want any
doors to be closed”. Jessica, my chief of staff, said that I was al‐
ways happy to speak to him should he wish.
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In mid-November, the PMO requested that I meet with Math‐
ieu Bouchard and Elder Marques to discuss the matter, which I did
on November 22. This meeting was quite long; I would say about
an hour and a half. I was irritated by having to have this meeting, as
I had already told the Prime Minister, etc., that a DPA on SNC was
not going to happen, that I was not going to issue a directive. Math‐
ieu, in this meeting, did most of the talking. He was trying to tell
me that there were options and that I needed to find a solution. I
took them through the DPP Act, section 15 and section 10, and
talked about the prosecutorial independence as a constitutional
principle, and that they were interfering. I talked about the section
13 note, which they said they had never received, but I reminded
them that we sent it to them in September. Mathieu and Elder con‐
tinued to plead their case, talking about if I'm not sure in my deci‐
sion, that we could hire an eminent person to advise me. They were
kicking the tires. I said no. My mind had been made up and they
needed to stop. This was enough.

I will briefly pause at this moment to comment on my own state
of mind.

In my role as Attorney General, I had received the decision of
the DPP in September, had reviewed the matter, made a decision on
what was appropriate given a DPA and communicated that to the
Prime Minister. I had also taken additional steps that the Prime
Minister asked me to, such as meeting with the Clerk.

In my view, the communications and efforts to change my mind
on this matter should have stopped. Various officials also urged me
to take partisan political considerations into account, which it was
clearly improper for me to do. We either have a system that is based
on the rule of law, the independence of prosecutorial functions and
respect for those charged to use their discretion and powers in a
particular way, or we do not.

While in our system of government, policy-oriented discussion
amongst people at earlier points in this conversation may be appro‐
priate, the consistent and enduring efforts—even in the face of judi‐
cial proceedings on the same matter, and in the face of a clear deci‐
sion of the director of public prosecutions and the Attorney Gener‐
al—to continue and even intensify such efforts raises serious red
flags in my view, yet this is what continued to happen.

On December 5, 2018, I met with Gerry Butts. We had both
sought out this meeting. I wanted to speak about a number of
things, including bringing up SNC and the barrage of people
hounding me and my staff. Towards the end of our meeting, which
was in the Château Laurier, I raised how I needed everybody to
stop talking to me about SNC, as I had made up my mind and the
engagements were inappropriate.

Gerry then took over the conversation and said how we need a
solution on the SNC stuff. He said I needed to find a solution. I said
no and I referenced the preliminary inquiry and the judicial review.
I said further that I gave the Clerk the only appropriate solution that
could have happened, and that was the letter idea that was not taken
up. Gerry talked to me about how the statute was a statute passed
by Harper and that he does not like the law. I said something like
that is the law that we have.

● (1615)

On December 7 I received a letter from the Prime Minister dated
December 6, attaching a letter from the CEO of SNC-Lavalin dated
October 15. I responded to the Prime Minister's letter of December
6, noting that the matter is before the courts so I cannot comment
on it, and that the decision re a DPA was one for the DPP, which is
independent of my office.

This brings me to the final events in the chronology, the ones that
signal, in my experience, the final escalation in efforts by the Prime
Minister's Office to interfere in this matter. On December 18, 2018,
my chief of staff was urgently summoned to a meeting with Gerry
Butts and Katie Telford to discuss SNC. They want to know where
I—me—am at in terms of finding a solution. They told her that
they felt like the issue was getting worse and that I was not doing
anything. They referenced a possible call with the Prime Minister
and the Clerk the next day.

I will now read to you a transcript of the most relevant sections
of a text conversation between my chief of staff and me almost im‐
mediately after that meeting.

Jessica: “Basically, they want a solution. Nothing new. They
want external counsel retained to give you an opinion on whether
you can review the DPP's decision here and whether you should in
this case.... I told them that would be interference. Gerry said, 'Jess,
there is no solution here that does not involve some interference.'
At least they are finally being honest about what they are asking
you to do! Don't care about the PPSC's independence. Katie was
like 'we don't want to debate legalities anymore....' They keep being
like 'we aren't lawyers, but there has to be some solution here.'”

I—MOJAG—texted: “So where were things left?”

Jessica: “So unclear. I said I would of course let you know about
the conversation and they said they were going to 'kick the tires'
with a few people on this tonight. The Clerk was waiting outside
when I left. But they said they want to set up a call between you
and the Prime Minister and the Clerk tomorrow. I said that of
course you would be happy to speak to your boss! They seem quite
keen on the idea of you retaining an ex Supreme Court of Canada
judge to get advice on this. Katie Telford thinks it gives us cover in
the business community and the legal community, and that it would
allow the Prime Minister to say we were doing something. She was
like 'If Jody is nervous, we would of course line up all kinds of peo‐
ple to write OpEds saying that what she is doing is proper.'”

On December 19, 2018, I was asked to have a call with the
Clerk. It was a fairly lengthy call, and I took the call from home. I
was on my own, by myself. Given what occurred the previous day
with my chief of staff I was determined to end all interference and
conversations about this matter once and for all. Here is part of
what the Clerk and I discussed.
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The Clerk said he was calling about DPAs, SNC. He said he
wants to pass on where the Prime Minister is at. He spoke about the
company's board and the possibility of them selling out to someone
else, moving their headquarters and job losses.

He said that the Prime Minister wants to be able to say that he
has tried everything he can within the legitimate tool box. The
Clerk said that the Prime Minister is quite determined, quite firm,
but he wants to know why the DPA route, which Parliament provid‐
ed for, isn't being used. He said, “I think he is going to find a way
to get it done, one way or another....So he is in that kind of mood,
and I wanted you to be aware of it.”

The Clerk said he didn't know if the Prime Minister was planning
on calling me directly or if he is thinking about somebody else to
give him some advice. You know, he does not want to do anything
outside of the box of what is legal or proper. He said that the Prime
Minister wants to understand more, to give him advice on this or
give you advice on this if you want to feel more comfortable you
are not doing anything inappropriate or outside the frame.

I told the Clerk that I was one hundred per cent confident that I
was doing nothing inappropriate. I again reiterated my confidence
in where I am at on my views on SNC and the DPA have not
changed. I reiterated this as a constitutional principle of prosecuto‐
rial independence.

● (1620)

I warned the Clerk in this call that we were treading on danger‐
ous ground here. I also issued a stern warning because, as the Attor‐
ney General, I cannot act in a manner, and the prosecution cannot
act in a manner, that is not objective, that isn't independent. I cannot
act in a partisan way and I cannot be politically motivated. This all
screams of that.

The Clerk wondered whether anyone could speak to the director
about the context around this, or get her to explain her reasoning.
The Clerk told me that he was going to have to report back to the
Prime Minister before he leaves. He said again that the Prime Min‐
ister was in a pretty firm frame of mind about this, and that he was
a bit worried.

I asked what he was worried about. The Clerk then made the
comment about how it is not good for the Prime Minister and his
Attorney General to be at loggerheads.

I told the Clerk that I was giving him my best advice and that if
he did not accept that advice, then it is the Prime Minister's prerog‐
ative to do what he wants, but I am trying to protect the Prime Min‐
ister from political interference or perceived political interference,
or otherwise.

The Clerk acknowledged that, but said that the Prime Minister
does not have the power to do what he wants. All the tools are in
my hands, he said.

I said that I was having thoughts of the Saturday night massacre,
but that I was confident that I had given the Prime Minister my best
advice to protect him and to protect the constitutional principle of
prosecutorial independence.

The Clerk said that he was worried about a collision because the
Prime Minister is pretty firm about this. He told me that he had
seen the Prime Minister a few hours ago and that this is really im‐
portant to him. That was essentially where the conversation ended,
and I did not hear from the Prime Minister the next day.

The Chair: I am just letting everybody know that as chair I
choose to give you more than 30 minutes. You have exceeded it. I'd
like you to be able to finish your statement.

Is there anybody who has any objection to that?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Hon. Lisa Raitt (Milton, CPC): No, and I don't think anyone in

the audience does either.
The Chair: Okay.

Please continue.
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

On January 7, I received a call from the Prime Minister and was
informed that I was being shuffled out of my role as Minister of
Justice and Attorney General of Canada. I will not go into details of
this call or subsequent communications about the shuffle, but I will
say that I stated that I believed the reason to be the SNC matter.
They denied this to be the case.

On January 11, 2019, the Friday before the shuffle, my former
deputy minister was called by the Clerk and told that the shuffle
was happening and that she would be getting a new minister. As
part of this conversation, the Clerk told the deputy that one of the
first conversations the new minister would be expected to have with
the Prime Minister would be on SNC-Lavalin—in other words, that
the new minister would need to be prepared to speak to the Prime
Minister on this file. The deputy recounted this to my chief of staff,
who told me about the conversation.

My narrative stops here. I must reiterate to the committee my
concern, outlined in the letter to the chair yesterday. That is that Or‐
der in Council 2019-0105 addresses only my time as the Attorney
General of Canada and therefore does nothing to release me from
restrictions that apply to my communications while I proudly
served as the Minister of Veterans Affairs and in relation to my res‐
ignation from that post or my presentation to cabinet after I re‐
signed.

This time period includes communications on topics that some
members of the committee have explored with other witnesses and
about which there have been public statements by others. The order
in council leaves in place the various constraints, in particular cabi‐
net confidence, that there are on my ability to speak freely on mat‐
ters that occurred after I left my post as Attorney General.

Even with those constraints, I hope that through my narrative to‐
day, the committee and everyone across the country who is listen‐
ing has a clear idea of what I experienced and what I know about
who did what, and what was communicated. I hope and expect that
the facts speak for themselves. I imagine that Canadians now fully
understand that, in my view, these events constituted pressure to in‐
tervene in a matter and that this pressure or political interference to
intervene was not appropriate. However, Canadians can judge this
for themselves as we now have the same frame of information.
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Last, as I have said previously, it has always been my view that
the Attorney General of Canada must be non-partisan, more trans‐
parent in the principles that are the basis of decisions, and, in this
respect, always willing to speak truth to power. In saying this, I was
reflecting what I understood to be the vital importance of the rule of
law and prosecutorial independence in our democracy.

My understanding of this has been shaped by some lived experi‐
ence. I am, of course, a lawyer. I was a prosecutor in the Downtown
Eastside of Vancouver, so I come to this view as a trained profes‐
sional and one who is committed to certain values as being key to
our system of order.

My understanding of the rule of law has also been shaped by my
experiences as an indigenous person and as an indigenous leader.
The history of Crown-indigenous relations in this country includes
a history of the rule of law not being respected. Indeed, one of the
main reasons for the urgent need for justice and reconciliation to‐
day is that in the history of our country, we have not always upheld
foundational values, such as the rule of law, in relation to indige‐
nous peoples. I have seen first-hand the negative impacts for free‐
dom, equality and a just society that this can have, so when I
pledged to serve Canadians as your Minister of Justice and Attor‐
ney General, I came to do so with a deeply ingrained commitment
to the rule of law and the importance of acting independently of
partisan, political and narrow interests in all matters. When we do
not do that, I firmly believe, and know, that we do worse as a soci‐
ety.

I will conclude by saying this: I was taught to always be careful
what you say because you cannot take it back.
● (1625)

I was taught to always hold true to your core values and princi‐
ples, and to act with integrity. These are the teachings of my par‐
ents, my grandparents and my community. I come from a long line
of matriarchs, and I'm a truth-teller in accordance with the laws and
traditions of our big house. This is who I am, and this is who I al‐
ways will be.

Gilakas'la. Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you very much, Ms. Wilson-Raybould, for

sharing your perspective with the committee. It's much appreciated.

Folks, I'm going to lay out the rules for the questions. I'm usually
a very flexible chair in terms of time, but as we've done for the
meetings on this issue, we're going to stick to the time limits. As a
result, I would ask the witness, when somebody's asking for a quick
answer, to be a little bit succinct, but I, obviously, want her to be
able to finish her answers.

The first round is six minutes Conservative, six Liberal, six NDP,
six Liberal, and I will let everybody know in advance of every
round what the time limits are.

We will start with Ms. Raitt.
● (1630)

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Thank you very much, Ms. Wilson-Raybould. I
appreciate your patience on getting here today. It hasn't been an
easy path, but I know that Canadians really appreciate it, and they
appreciate your testimony today.

I want to start off by saying I believe every word you said today.
I appreciate your honour, and I appreciate your honesty, and I ap‐
preciate your integrity and grit in coming forward in the way you
have.

I do have some questions, though, and I would be grateful for
your input and your point of view.

First and foremost, the Prime Minister has said that you will be
able to discuss all relevant information, but do you believe there is
relevant information that you were unable to include in your 30-
minute statement that would be helpful for the committee?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: As I said in my letter to the com‐
mittee yesterday, and as I said in my remarks today, the order in
council and the waiver of privilege and confidentiality extend to
January 14, when I was sworn in as the Minister of Veterans Af‐
fairs, so they do not include any conversations that occurred there‐
after. They do not include conversations that I may or may not have
had with the Prime Minister, and they do not include the conversa‐
tion I had with my former cabinet colleagues after my resignation
from cabinet.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Do you think those would be relevant to our
considerations?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Having heard some of the delib‐
erations and the questions asked by the committee over the course
of the meetings you have had, I believe some of the questions
would be answered if that information were made available.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: One of the important pieces of your testimony
today was the names you provided for us, giving us a different list
of characters who have been involved in this situation since it be‐
gan in September.

I'm wondering if you would be so kind as to provide us with a
full list of those names. I've jotted down a few of them, but I don't
have the complete listing. Would that be something you would be
willing to do for us?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I believe the full list of names is
contained within the remarks, which I think are being distributed,
but if I counted incorrectly, I will provide all of the names.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: I appreciate it. On page 14, you mention that
there were various officials who came forward at the time. If you
have any recollection of who the various officials were, that would
be helpful for us in terms of making sure we have a complete list of
all the witnesses.

You pointed out to us that on January 7 you were told that you
were being removed as the Attorney General. As well, you posted a
very lengthy Facebook post after your movement to being Minister
of Veterans Affairs. I would assume you thought a lot about what
you would include in a note like that during the time when you
were actually Attorney General. Therefore, I think and I believe
that the statement you made, even though technically it was made
when you were Minister of Veterans Affairs, did come to light and
was part of your thought process when you were Attorney General.
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I want to ask you a couple of questions about your Facebook
post. I will quote the first one, and you mention it in your remarks,
“It has always been my view that the Attorney General of Canada
must be non-partisan, more transparent...and, in this respect, always
willing to speak truth to power.”

Do you believe, for the record, that you were removed as the At‐
torney General because you spoke truth to power on the topic of the
SNC ongoing prosecution?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I am going to have to be very
careful what I say.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: I understand.
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I believe I am able to speak to

my thought processes from January 7 up to the time I was sworn in
as the Veterans Affairs minister.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Yes.
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I think it's apparent, from my re‐

marks, that I was concerned that I was being shuffled out of the role
of Minister of Justice and Attorney General possibly because of a
decision I would not take on SNC and the DPA. I raised those con‐
cerns with the Prime Minister and with Gerry Butts. Also, as I said
in my remarks, they denied that. I cannot speak to anything that I
thought about after that point.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: I appreciate that.

In the second part of this letter, you say that, “The unique and in‐
dependent aspects of the dual role of the Minister of Justice and At‐
torney General of Canada are even more important. I know Canadi‐
ans across the country expect such high standards to continue to be
met—especially in the uncertain times in which we now live—and
I expect this to continue.”

I'd like to know if you are concerned that it's possible that the in‐
dependence of the Office of the Attorney General is being eroded
now, given what you told us in your testimony today and your un‐
derstanding that the current Attorney General was to be briefed on
the SNC-Lavalin deferment decision.
● (1635)

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I will not comment on the current
Attorney General, but I will comment on my time as the Attorney
General and the thoughts I had when I was on vacation in Bali and
when I received a call from the Prime Minister.

While I was the Attorney General through these four months,
leaving aside all of the very inappropriate political pressure and in‐
terference, I was confident, in my role as the Attorney General, that
I was the final decision-maker on whether or not a directive would
be introduced on the SNC matter. So I knew that as long as I was
the Attorney General, this would not occur.

I had concerns that when I was removed as the Attorney General,
this potentially might not be the case. I decided that I would em‐
brace this new role, a very important role, and I really want to say
publicly that the role at Veterans Affairs is an incredibly important
role, and I took it very seriously.

I had decided to take on the role requested of me by the Prime
Minister, but I had concerns, and I knew that in my new role, still

sitting around the cabinet table, if a directive had been placed into
the Gazette, I would have resigned immediately from cabinet.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Ms. O'Connell.

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell (Pickering—Uxbridge, Lib.): Thank
you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you for being here today and for providing your notes. I
think they're helpful.

With my set of questions, I want to get a general sense of the
timeline. I know you've laid it out here, but I've just been trying to
keep up a little bit.

On or around—and if I have the wrong date, please correct me—
September 17, I think, you first had a meeting with the Prime Min‐
ister, the purpose of which wasn't at first SNC-Lavalin, although it
was brought up. Was it at that point that you felt uncomfortable re‐
garding your role in this matter, or would you say you were uncom‐
fortable beginning with the initial feedback you heard about your
chief of staff having been contacted by Mr. Chin?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: There are a couple of questions
in there, so if I don't answer them, please let me know.

I requested the September 17 meeting, as I said, on a differ‐
ent...on an important matter. As I said, the Prime Minister brought
up SNC and the deferred prosecution agreement. With the Clerk
present, we had conversations about SNC. He brought up SNC,
jobs and the potential of job loss. I will say that they were entirely
appropriate conversations for the Prime Minister to bring up.

What I will say is that the conversations turned to be completely
inappropriate when there was discussion about the Quebec election
and about the fact that the Prime Minister was a member of Parlia‐
ment in Quebec. It was at that point that I immediately became con‐
cerned, and because I was the Attorney General sought to have a
conversation with the Prime Minister about the law, about the role
of the Attorney General and the necessary independence that the
Attorney General must have in exercising their discretion, in this
case around a prosecution.

The political concerns that were raised prompted me to ask the
question of the Prime Minister directly if he was politically interfer‐
ing with my role as the Attorney General, so at that point my senses
were heightened. The Prime Minister assured me that was not the
case, but soon thereafter I instructed my staff to ensure—myself as
well—that we had a very detailed chronology of all meetings and
conversations about SNC and deferred prosecution agreements.

● (1640)

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Thank you.

You wouldn't say that it was a red flag, necessarily, on the topic
or the conversations with Mr. Chin on September 7, because it was
those conversations about businesses.... It was once the conversa‐
tion, in your mind, changed to any politics. Or were you equally
concerned on September 7?
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Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: On the earlier meetings, prior to
the meeting with the Prime Minister, Ben Chin had conversations
with my chief of staff. Again, in terms of public policy and in terms
of having discussions about impacts of decisions and loss of jobs,
that was appropriate.

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Okay.
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: But I will say that in those

calls—I don't have my notes in front of me, but I have a pretty gen‐
erous memory—Mr. Chin raised the Quebec election. I will say that
it's okay to talk about job losses, and it's okay to talk about it in ini‐
tial conversations, but when those topics continue to be brought up
after there's a clear awareness that a decision has been made, it be‐
comes inappropriate.

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Thank you for clarifying.

I'm sorry. I just want to clarify on that point, because you men‐
tioned that you have notes and a pretty good memory. In the written
submission or your verbal remarks, any conversations—at least
from September 7, 8 and 11—at least those involving Mr. Chin,
were with your staff, not with you directly. Did you leave out con‐
versations that you also had or was it just notes that you had from
your conversations with somebody who had a conversation with
Mr. Chin? I just want to clarify, because you mentioned it.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Yes, sure I'm happy to answer the
question if you'd permit me just to speak about how at least my
minister's office works. I have an incredibly close relationship, nec‐
essarily so, with my chief of staff. I also at that time had a very
close relationship with my judicial affairs adviser, who throughout
some of this period of time was acting as my chief of staff given
that we were out of the country.

Whenever my chief of staff has a conversation, she takes notes
on the conversation and immediately relays the conversation to me,
particularly in cases where there are concerns about the conversa‐
tions that were had. The necessary closeness of the relationship
makes it such that she and I are sharing important information and
proceeding on the same basis with respect to the meetings and to
the telephone calls and emails that she would receive. It is her obli‐
gation—and my instructions for her—to provide me with all of
these details.

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Thank you.
The Chair: Ms. O'Connell, this is your last question.
Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Okay.

In here—I'm sorry, I don't recall—it did say somewhere in these
conversations that you—or that your staff related on behalf of
you—would be, at least in the September time frame, open to hav‐
ing further conversations on the SNC-Lavalin matter.

Is that not correct? Or, in September, you had felt comfortable
and confident that the decision was made.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Well, during that time frame, I
had commenced conversations and had asked for briefings, as I reg‐
ularly did when I received a section 13 notice. I think it's fair for
me to say that there was a heightened awareness about this section
13 notice that came in with respect to SNC. These conversations
were all internal to the Department of Justice. I was exercising,
with my Attorney General hat on, what was appropriate for me to

consider based on what I read in the section 13 note from the direc‐
tor.

We did not reach out externally. The Minister of Finance's office
reached out to my department and then these conversations began.

● (1645)

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Thank you.

The Chair: Mr. Rankin.

Mr. Murray Rankin: Thank you.

Mr. Chair, I have to say that I am very shaken by what I've heard
here today. I've been a lawyer for over 40 years. I've taught a gener‐
ation of law students about the rule of law. What I've heard today
should make all Canadians extremely upset.

Ms. Wilson-Raybould, we're both from British Columbia. We've
known each other for many years. I need you to know that I believe
you entirely. I want you to know, as well, that I very much admire
your courage in being here and telling Canadians what you have
experienced.

I believe—if we believe you, which I do—that there is no other
conclusion that one can reasonably draw but that there was a sus‐
tained, consistent effort to interfere politically with the critical role
that an Attorney General must play in our legal system.

To quote what you said, “I experienced a consistent and sus‐
tained effort by many people within the government to seek to po‐
litically interfere in the exercise of prosecutorial discretion in my
role as the Attorney General of Canada in an inappropriate effort to
secure a deferred prosecution agreement...”.

You talked of 10 phone calls, 10 meetings specifically about that.
Then you talked about what I would call the consequences and
threats if you didn't knuckle under. You said, “the potential for con‐
sequences, and veiled threats if a DPA was not made available to
SNC” were brought to your attention during those conversations.

My question is this: How can Canadians, if they believe you, as I
do, draw any other conclusion but that there was an attempt to po‐
litically interfere with your role as our independent Attorney Gen‐
eral?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Well, thank you for the com‐
ments and the question, albeit I think that the question is somewhat
rhetorical.

I sought in my testimony today to state facts. In my testimony, I
came to the conclusion—and throughout the four months—that
there was a sustained effort, an attempt to politically interfere with
my discretion as the Attorney General of Canada. It was inappro‐
priate.

Mr. Murray Rankin: On January 11, you said—the Friday be‐
fore the cabinet shuffle—your former deputy minister was called
by the Clerk and told that the shuffle was happening, and that the
deputy minister said that one of the first conversations that the new
minister will be expected to have with the Prime Minister would be
on SNC-Lavalin.
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It appears, to a reasonable person looking at that, that you were
removed from your role because you would not change your mind,
despite these persistent and consistent efforts to have you do so,
and that because you didn't change your mind, you were fired from
the role of Attorney General. That's what I take from the material.
In other words, there appears to be a direct link from that conversa‐
tion the day before the cabinet shuffle and what occurred: your re‐
moval from your role as Attorney General. That would appear to be
what was said.

Now, I have a question. After what you called “consistent and
sustained” pressure to reverse your decision, I'd like you to tell us a
little bit more about why you did not change your mind.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I did not change my mind to en‐
ter into or to issue a directive to the director of public prosecutions
on the matter of putting out an invitation to negotiate a remediation
agreement with SNC because I had the benefit of reading the sec‐
tion 13 note and of conducting my own due diligence around the
appropriateness of entering into a deferred prosecution agreement
with SNC, and I had the benefit of feedback and briefings from my
departmental officials as well as my political staff.

I made my mind up prior to the September 17 meeting. For those
people who know me, my decision-making process takes into ac‐
count many views, and I welcome many views on public policy is‐
sues. Having taken into account many diverse views and knowing
confidently my role, my independent role as the Attorney General,
and the need to make a decision.... I know that you are studying the
Shawcross principles, and I don't want to get into talking about the
Shawcross principles, but as the Attorney General you make deci‐
sions with your judicial hat on, leaving aside political considera‐
tions or otherwise.

I had determined that I was not going to issue a directive. It was
inappropriate to interfere with the discretion of the director of pub‐
lic prosecutions, and having made up my mind, taking into account
all of the information, again, for those who know me, I was not go‐
ing to change my mind.
● (1650)

Mr. Murray Rankin: Thank you.
The Chair: Ms. O'Connell.
Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Following up on some of those time‐

line questions, it looks like in the response that you didn't meet
again with Gerry until December 5 in terms of raising your specific
concern that you felt this was interference. Given how long you've
known Mr. Butts—I believe it's been widely reported that he was
someone who recruited you to run for the Liberal Party, so you had
known each other even prior to politics—I'm just curious if it's fair
to say that it wasn't until the December 5 meeting with Mr.
Butts...that you hadn't messaged him about your concerns about
what you described as constant pressure, and if you had communi‐
cated with him in any way, via text, email, whatnot, prior to that
December 5 meeting to say that you felt these conversations needed
to stop....

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Well, I'm not going to comment
on the nature of my relationship with Mr. Butts—

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: That's fine.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: —but I will say that it was the
Prime Minister, the then leader, who recruited me into the party. Of
course, there were ongoing conversations between him and Mr.
Butts—

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Can I just say, then, is it fair to sug‐
gest, though, that you had known him and you were comfortable
with him? You had talked to him, I would assume, regularly—

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Yes, of course. I had fairly regu‐
lar conversations with Gerry. In fact, Gerry said to me many
times—and I don't think this is a secret—“I talk to you more than I
talk to most ministers”. I appreciated that relationship.

To the second part of your question, as I said, there were sus‐
tained efforts at communications, not only with me but with my of‐
fice, from various members of the Prime Minister's Office, includ‐
ing Mathieu Bouchard and Elder Marques, both of whom are policy
advisers and legal advisers to the Prime Minister, as well as Gerry
Butts and Katie Telford. It would have been, in my view, not a se‐
cret that these were concerns that I had.

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Just following up on that, if it wasn't a
secret that those were your concerns, why not until December 5 did
you communicate with Mr. Butts specifically about those commu‐
nications? It was somewhat stated that you or someone in your of‐
fice would look at the matter back in September, so if it was con‐
stant, and you acknowledge that you spoke to Mr. Butts on a regu‐
lar basis, why not raise it earlier in September or October about
those ongoing conversations with anyone in the PMO or other min‐
isters' offices? Or did you? I guess that's a fair point. Did you com‐
municate prior to that about those concerns with Mr. Butts?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I appreciate the question and be‐
ing able to clarify again the timeline. I absolutely communicated in
September, not to Gerry Butts but to the Prime Minister of the
country, the concern that I had. I communicated to the Clerk of the
Privy Council, the deputy minister to the Prime Minister. I commu‐
nicated to Elder Marques and to Mathieu Bouchard. I communicat‐
ed to the Deputy Minister of Justice and the Deputy Attorney Gen‐
eral of Canada. When the sustained efforts of political interference
continued, I felt—and I have text messages of when I requested the
meeting with Gerry that ultimately resulted on December 5—that it
was time to reiterate my concerns to him about the inappropriate
nature of these conversations, as I did to Minister Morneau in Octo‐
ber or September, I believe—I might be getting the dates wrong—
about the inappropriateness and that this had to stop.
● (1655)

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: You didn't mention Ms. Telford. So is
it fair to say you didn't speak with Ms. Telford between those
September dates? Did you ever mention it to Ms. Telford or have
communications via text, emails or writings about what you say
was continued pressure?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Just to correct, it was September
19 that I had the discussion with Minister Morneau.

To your question, in most of the conversations that I had with the
Prime Minister's Office at the highest level, either Katie or Jerry
would be with Gerry Butts.

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Okay.
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Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: To be clear, however, my chief of
staff had direct conversations with Mr. Butts and Ms. Telford, as I
described in detail on December 18.

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: After September 19, that meeting with
the Prime Minister, did you speak to him again about the continued
pressure you felt?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: The meeting I had with the Prime
Minister was on September 17. And after September 17, I did not
directly talk to the Prime Minister until January 7, but in between
those dates, there were, as I described, numerous meetings with the
Prime Minister's Office senior staff as well as the Clerk of the Privy
Council.

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: You mentioned earlier, in my first
round, that you felt it was entirely appropriate to have the conversa‐
tion about the jobs and those types of impacts—I'm paraphrasing
here. Then you mentioned Minister Morneau and the conversation
you had with him on the 19th, which was in the House, I believe
you said in the testimony. You said that he mentioned job losses.
What made you feel that this conversation was inappropriate?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Inappropriate?
Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Yes.
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: To the first point about mention‐

ing jobs and job losses, as I said in my evidence, including the con‐
versation I had with the Prime Minister, I do not believe it is inap‐
propriate—

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Right.
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: —to have conversations about

job losses, about SNC, in the early stages where ministers can raise
these issues with the Attorney General. What is inappropriate is the
long sustained discussions about the job losses after it was clear
that I had made my decision and was not going to pursue a DPA.

Leaving aside job losses, the conversations that I had, where they
became clearly inappropriate, was when political issues came up,
like the election in Quebec, like losing the election if SNC were to
move their headquarters, conversations like that, conversations like
the one I had with the Clerk of the Privy Council, who invoked the
Prime Minister's name throughout our conversation and spoke to
me about the Prime Minister being dug in and about his concerns as
to what would happen. In my mind, those were veiled threats, and I
took them as such. That is entirely inappropriate.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Now we move to the second round.

We'll start round two with Ms. Sahota.
Ms. Ruby Sahota (Brampton North, Lib.): Thank you,

Mr. Chair.

I'd like to first go back to the September 17 meeting with the
Prime Minister and the Clerk of the Privy Council. You mentioned
that it was there that you specifically asked the Prime Minister
whether he was interfering and that his answer was that the deci‐
sion was always yours.

Is that correct?

● (1700)

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: That's not exactly what I said. I
had raised the background about comments that were made by the
Prime Minister and the Clerk, and I know that that has been what
has been reported in the media but that's not what was said.

I asked the Prime Minister a direct question after hearing his
comments around elections and being the member for Papineau:
“Are you interfering with my role as the Attorney General, my de‐
cision?”, and I advised him strongly not to do that, so it was my di‐
rect question to the Prime Minister.

Ms. Ruby Sahota: He said the decision was always yours. Is
that correct?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: He did not say that. He said, no,
no, no, that's not what I'm doing.

Ms. Ruby Sahota: Okay. You did mention in your opening state‐
ment that throughout the whole time you were Attorney General,
you did recognize that the decision was always yours.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I one hundred per cent under‐
stood my role as the Attorney General, and it was my decision and
my decision alone whether or not to issue a directive.

Ms. Ruby Sahota: You had asked earlier in September for the
meeting on September 17, and you said that at that point you had
gone on vacation. Did you receive this request for the meeting quite
quickly?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I didn't say that I went on vaca‐
tion. I was actually—

Ms. Ruby Sahota: You were out of the country.
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: —down in Australia for a Five

Eyes meeting and happened to, thankfully, have a couple of days
off—

Ms. Ruby Sahota: Okay.
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: —when another very important

issue arose and I, at that point, asked Gerry Butts directly, via text
message, for a one-on-one meeting with the Prime Minister. That
was on or around September 6.

Ms. Ruby Sahota: Okay, and then on September 17, you had the
meeting, after you came back into the country?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I got back into the country on
September 12 and was able to meet with the Prime Minister on
September 17.

Ms. Ruby Sahota: What was the main purpose of the meeting?
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I am not at liberty to discuss that

as the meetings and discussions between the Prime Minister and
me, other than what's covered in the waiver with respect to SNC
and deferred prosecution agreements, are covered by cabinet confi‐
dence.

Ms. Ruby Sahota: When the Clerk of the Privy Council testified
here before committee, he mentioned that the main purpose of that
meeting was the indigenous rights framework and that SNC-
Lavalin was a subject matter that was touched on briefly. Would
you be able to say if that was correct or incorrect?



12 JUST-135 February 27, 2019

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I will say that the Clerk of the
Privy Council is at liberty to say whatever he wants. I have indicat‐
ed that the meeting of September 17 had to do with another ex‐
tremely important matter but that the Prime Minister raised the is‐
sue of SNC and deferred prosecution agreements at the outset of
that meeting.

Ms. Ruby Sahota: Okay.

My next question is about the fact that you mentioned the appro‐
priateness or inappropriateness and where the line has kind of been
drawn. You've indicated that when talking about jobs, the Prime
Minister, or the member for Papineau, was in a completely appro‐
priate space but you said that when he spoke about the headquarters
moving out of Montreal, that was inappropriate. Is that correct?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: No, I didn't say that. I said that
where—and I didn't say alarm bells, but—my alarm bells went off
was when the Clerk of the Privy Council talked about the fact that
there was a board meeting for SNC coming up on Thursday,
September 20 and that there was an election in Quebec. Then the
Prime Minister interjected and said, “I'm an MP in Quebec—the
member for Papineau.” That was entirely political and entirely in‐
appropriate, which gave rise to the question I asked the Prime Min‐
ister.

Ms. Ruby Sahota: You mentioned, in some of your answers to
the questions, that he mentioned that he was the member for Pap‐
ineau, that he was talking about the election, and that he said that if
we didn't find a solution, the company might move from Montreal.

In my view, when a company picks up and moves from a city or
from a country, that means job losses. Is that not correct?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: That's your view.

Of course I was aware of the potential for job losses.
Ms. Ruby Sahota: That is a legitimate conversation for a Prime

Minister to have.
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Again, at the time, I didn't see it

as being entirely inappropriate. Of course ministers of the crown
can approach the Attorney General and raise public policy concerns
about decisions the Attorney General will make. Where it became
inappropriate was the sustained discussions after I had made my de‐
cision, and made my decision known.
● (1705)

The Chair: Ms. Sahota, this will be your last question.
Ms. Ruby Sahota: Okay.

On September 19, you had met with the Clerk and you had met
with Minister Morneau in the House. In your discussion with Min‐
ister Morneau, I believe you had said that it's inappropriate and he
should stop talking about it when he had talked about saving jobs,
but in your discussion with the Clerk on that same day, you have
offered that if SNC-Lavalin were to send a letter to you expressing
their concerns and their public interest arguments, you were open to
looking at that letter. Is that correct?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: That's not correct. I did—
Ms. Ruby Sahota: It's here in your opening statement.
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: If you allow me to answer, I can

clarify where that part wasn't correct.

I had discussion with the Clerk of the Privy Council, recognizing
the conversation that I had with the Prime Minister just the day be‐
fore, where he asked for solutions, recognizing I had already made
my decision. I had indicated to the Clerk of the Privy Council that
if SNC were to send a letter to me, as the Attorney General, ex‐
pressing their concerns—their national interest concerns and their
public interest concerns—if I were to have received a letter, I
would have immediately forwarded it on to the director of public
prosecutions. I would not have looked at it because it is entirely
within the purview of the director of public prosecutions. Any in‐
volvement I would have in that letter would be inappropriate. What
I said was that I would immediately forward it on to the director,
and not consider the letter.

Ms. Ruby Sahota: Okay. Thank you.

The Chair: Ms. Raitt.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Thank you very much.

Ms. Wilson-Raybould, when you speak to Gerry Butts or
Katie Telford or the Clerk of the Privy Council, do you believe they
are speaking with the full authority of the Prime Minister in their
discussions with you?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Yes.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: I have some specific questions, if I may.

Do you believe the Prime Minister or anyone in the Prime Minis‐
ter's Office had any lawful authority to tell you to direct the director
of public prosecutions on what to do?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: No, I was the final, and as.... The
Attorney General is the final decision-maker on whether or not, as
the top prosecutor, to do anything with respect to a specific prose‐
cution.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Yes. Is it fair to say—given your testimony and
everything you've told us—that you suffered from repeated com‐
munications with you, either directly or indirectly, with the intent of
changing your mind? It was repeated communications, directly or
indirectly.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: That's fair to say.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Okay.

I'm wondering as well, given the number of times in the final
part of your statement.... Mr. Butts indicated to you in your conver‐
sation that you needed to find a solution to the issue. In the state‐
ment that you received in the text from your chief of staff, there are
details about not wanting “to debate legalities anymore” and there's
“no solution” that doesn't come from “some interference”. The
Clerk indicated that he thought that he—meaning the Prime Minis‐
ter—is going to “find a way to get it done, one way or another”.
You reference, as well, that it's “the Prime Minister's prerogative to
do what he wants”. You said you were “having thoughts of the Sat‐
urday night massacre”. The Clerk said he was “worried about a col‐
lision” between you and the Prime Minister. You mentioned a few
minutes ago that you thought they were “veiled threats”.
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This all seems to me, if I may, that there was an intention—from
all of these comments and this continued pressure—to make you
fear for your job and that at the end of the day there would be a
shuffle or that you would be removed from your position. Is that a
fair assumption that I'm making?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I'm not going to speak to the in‐
tention of other individuals.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: That's fair enough.
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I will speak to the very height‐

ened level of anxiety that I had, which increased and culminated in
my discussion with the Clerk on December 19. I remember distinct‐
ly ending that conversation with the Clerk by saying, “I am waiting
for the other shoe to drop.” I believe that reflection or my com‐
ments can speak for themselves.
● (1710)

Hon. Lisa Raitt: I'm not trying to split a hair here, and I apolo‐
gize if you take it that way—you can give me the same answer as
you did on intention—but do you think that the purpose of those
comments was to cause you to have a second look at the issue be‐
cause you were worried about whether or not you'd remain in cabi‐
net?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Can you ask the question again?
Hon. Lisa Raitt: I certainly can. Do you think the purpose of

those comments that were thrown into your conversations, either
with you, with your chief of staff, directly with the Clerk, through
Gerry Butts, through Katie Telford, or even the Clerk indicating
how anxious the Prime Minister was and you didn't want to be “at
loggerheads”...? Do you think the purpose of those comments that
they threw in their conversations was to put pressure on you and
make you think about whether or not you would be remaining in
cabinet?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I am confident that the purpose
of those discussions, the December 18 and December 19 discus‐
sions, was to put extraordinary pressure on me to change my mind.
As to the intention of the individuals who spoke to either my chief
of staff or me, I can't reflect on their intent.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Fair enough.
The Chair: You have one minute left.
Hon. Lisa Raitt: Okay.

If I may, on January 7 you received your phone call that you
were going to be moving positions. I've had that phone call in the
past as well, so I know what it's like. I'm wondering if there was
any conversation that you can tell us about in terms of who told you
you were going to be moved from Attorney General to Veterans Af‐
fairs, and if there was anything pertinent to SNC in that conversa‐
tion.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Well, I did state, and this is with‐
in the order in council and the waiver that was provided me with
respect to cabinet confidence with respect to SNC and deferred
prosecution agreements, that I had a conversation with the Prime
Minister on January 7. He spoke to me about my being shuffled out
as Minister of Justice and Attorney General and provided rationale
that I won't get into. I said to him that I can't help but think that this
has something to do with a decision I would not take. I had a subse‐

quent, very close in time, conversation with Gerry Butts, where I
specifically said that I know this has to do with SNC and a decision
that I wouldn't take, to which he said: Are you questioning the in‐
tegrity of the Prime Minister? I didn't say anything to that.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Thank you.

The Chair: We will now go to Mr. Ehsassi.

Mr. Ali Ehsassi (Willowdale, Lib.): Thank you, Ms. Wilson-
Raybould. It's good to see you before committee today.

I won't be delving into facts; I will be talking about context, if
you will. You recall that in your capacity as Minister of Justice and
Attorney General, remediation agreements were considered and ap‐
proved by cabinet. Is that correct?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: That is correct.

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: You were also Minister of Justice and Attorney
General on June 6, when Parliament voted in favour of Bill C-74
and you yourself voted in favour of Bill C-74.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Correct.

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: Thank you.

You would agree with me that the concept of alternatives to pros‐
ecution is not a novel concept in the landscape of various areas of
law. For example, in the area of international law, there are guide‐
lines going back to the 1990s about alternatives to prosecution. We
see this quite often when it comes to our own Criminal Code, when
it comes to diverting cases through the Youth Criminal Justice Act.
We see it with respect to white-collar crime. Would you agree that
this concept has been around for quite some time?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I will say this. We now have, in
our Criminal Code, tools that are provided to the prosecutors on
whether or not to enter into negotiations around deferred prosecu‐
tion agreements. These are tools that other countries have utilized.

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: Speaking of other countries, you did reference
Five Eyes. To the best of my understanding, with the exception of
New Zealand.... The United States has had deferred prosecutions.
The United Kingdom has had it. France has a DPA-like mechanism.
Australia is in the process of adopting it. Given all these develop‐
ments, would it be fair to say that many commentators are of the
view that we are now levelling the playing field and that we are
playing catch-up with those jurisdictions?

● (1715)

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I'm not going to comment on
what other commentators are saying. I will say this: I am not going
to make further comments on deferred prosecution agreements. I
recognize my responsibilities as a member of Parliament, and I rec‐
ognize that there are two court cases that are currently in play.

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: Perhaps I understand you don't want to speak to
that issue, but you would agree that there were extensive public
consultations on the issue.
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Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: There were consultations that
were conducted in advance of the passage of the legislation.

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: Yes.

I understand that, in your remarks, you were suggesting that
some people were approaching you and asking that you obtain legal
counsel.

Would it be fair to say, as a routine matter of work, that your de‐
partment does receive legal advice from various firms?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I'm sorry, could you clarify what
you meant by “people were approaching me” to obtain legal coun‐
sel and what context?

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: I understand that you referred...that there was
one discussion with Mr. Bouchard, and he asked you whether you
would consider the option of seeking an external legal opinion.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: In the context of deferred prose‐
cution agreements and SNC, yes. I had that conversation with
Mathieu Bouchard, Elder Marques and a number of other individu‐
als.

At that time, all of those individuals knew that I was firm on my
decision not to interfere with the discretion of the director of public
prosecutions, and having conversations about hiring external legal
counsels in that environment is entirely inappropriate.

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: But you worked on some very difficult files
during the period you were serving as Minister of Justice and Attor‐
ney General. Would it be fair to say that routinely you would ask
for outside counsel just to have a better understanding of various
pieces of legislation?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: In my role as the Minister of Jus‐
tice, and having had the opportunity, as people here know, of com‐
ing before this committee on various pieces of legislation, we
would engage with external counsel.

But let me be clear. My role as the Minister of Justice, shepherd‐
ing legislation through the House of Commons, is entirely separate
from my role as the Attorney General, where suggestions of obtain‐
ing external legal counsel after I had made my decision as the At‐
torney General on this matter, that was entirely inappropriate.

The Chair: You have a last question, Mr. Ehsassi.
Mr. Ali Ehsassi: Thank you.

Before I leave this section, would you mind explaining to us
what your misgivings were about DPAs?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I do mind. I am not going to have
that conversation. I think it's inappropriate as a member of Parlia‐
ment, recognizing that there are two matters before the courts.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Monsieur Paul-Hus.
[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,
CPC): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you, Ms. Wilson-Raybould, for your vibrant testimony,
which is important for Canada and for democracy.

Before I begin, I'll leave the floor to my colleague, Ms. Raitt, for
a few moments.

[English]

Hon. Lisa Raitt: I have just two really quick questions, Ms. Wil‐
son-Raybould.

First of all, having heard it all, I have to ask you the question.
Going from being your first appointment and going through the last
four months, although having comfort going in to Veterans Affairs,
which is a wonderful portfolio, and I agree with you fully that you
served there, how did you feel at the end of this? What's the emo‐
tion that you felt out of all of it? You're giving us wonderful facts,
but surely there must be some level of disappointment or sadness
out of how everything has unfurled.

● (1720)

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Generally or with respect to be‐
ing moved as minister?

Hon. Lisa Raitt: No, in general, how you've been treated.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I have serious concerns about
how things are reported. I have concerns about what people gener‐
ally call smear campaigns. It makes me very sad—and this isn't
about me personally—It's about the work that I was able to do with
an extraordinary group of people, when I was the Minister of Jus‐
tice and Attorney General, being impugned publicly, recognizing
the commitment that my public servants then had, and I know to
this day have, in ensuring justice in the country and moving for‐
ward with legislation, as well as my political staff.

How do I feel? How did I feel? I have to say that I loved being
the Minister of Justice and the Attorney General. I can't imagine
any lawyer not loving being the Minister of Justice and the Attor‐
ney General.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: That's true. Yes, I would agree.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I believe that I served in that role
with hard work and with integrity. I'm proud of the legacy that we
left. I don't want to make anybody think that I wasn't sad, when I
was shuffled out of that role—of course I was—but I understand
that it's the prerogative of the Prime Minister to make those shuf‐
fles. How I conduct myself is to embrace other opportunities, which
I sought to do in the unfortunately limited time that I was the Min‐
ister of Veterans Affairs.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Thank you.

My colleague, Pierre Paul-Hus, will conclude.

[Translation]

The Chair: You have two minutes, Mr. Paul-Hus.

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
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Ms. Wilson-Raybould, the Minister of National Revenue,
Ms. Lebouthillier, mentioned that this issue had been raised in cabi‐
net. In his testimony, Mr. Wernick said that the issue had never
been discussed in cabinet. We can't have two versions. I don't want
the details, but I want to know which of these two people is right. Is
it Ms. Lebouthillier or Mr. Wernick?
[English]

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I'm not going to comment on
which of those two people was right, but what I can tell you is what
I know, recognizing that I am able to speak about SNC and deferred
prosecution agreements. We had discussions at cabinet about creat‐
ing a new tool for prosecutors: remediation agreements. There were
conversations, but not central to the conversations—there were pe‐
ripheral comments about SNC, but it was not the heart of our dis‐
cussions. Our discussions were about creating the tool for prosecu‐
tors.
[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus: Okay. Thank you.

Prime Minister Trudeau said that you could talk about informa‐
tion relevant to this matter. Do you think that there's relevant infor‐
mation that you can't discuss with us?
[English]

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I answered a similar question to
this one. As I put in the letter and as I said here today, recognizing
some of the questions that members around the table have asked, I
am unable to speak about the time frame between January 14, when
I was sworn in, through to meetings that I may or may not have had
with the Prime Minister, my resignation and the conversations,
which obviously have been widely publicized, that I had with my
former colleagues around the cabinet table. I am not able to speak
to those issues.
[Translation]

The Chair: Thank you.
[English]

Mr. Rankin, this is the three-minute time frame for you.
Mr. Murray Rankin: On February 12, Madam Wilson-Ray‐

bould, the Prime Minister said that, “If anybody felt differently,
they had an obligation to raise that with me. No one”, including
you, “did that.”

You've testified that you met the Prime Minister on September
17. You've testified that on December 5, you and Gerry Butts got
together and you've told us that he spoke with the full authority of
the Prime Minister. On December 18, your chief of staff had a
meeting with Mr. Butts and Ms. Telford. At the very least, isn't that
a misleading statement by the Prime Minister? You did speak with
him. Your people spoke with him. You spoke with his people. In
fact, isn't it misleading to say that you did not do that?
● (1725)

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Again, I'm not going to speak di‐
rectly to comments that the Prime Minister made. I believe the
chronology and the facts I presented here before the committee, and
the testimony that I've given, speaks for itself.

Mr. Murray Rankin: Okay.

I'd like your comments on something that was referred to earlier.
In your testimony, you said that on December 19 you had a call
with the Clerk of the Privy Council, Mr. Wernick, who testified
here before. Referring to the Prime Minister, the Clerk said this,
your words, “I think he is going to find a way to get it done one
way or another....So he is in that kind of mood, and I wanted you to
be aware of it.”

What do you understand by those comments?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: As I said, during this conversa‐
tion with the Clerk I had a heightened level of anxiety. Again, this
was the culmination of many meetings and telephone calls with ei‐
ther me or my chief of staff that continued to escalate. This was the
top of that escalation.

As I said, there were three times in this conversation when I felt
that the Clerk, invoking the Prime Minister's name, was acting in a
threatening manner.

Mr. Murray Rankin: Do I have time for another?

The Chair: You have about 30 seconds left.

Mr. Murray Rankin: All right.

You've told us the order in council precludes us from talking
about things after January 14. Apparently those are the rules.

On February 18, Gerry Butts, the senior adviser to the Prime
Minister, resigned. We had all these meetings about SNC-Lavalin.
In his letter of resignation, he referred specifically to you. Do you
know why?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Other than what everybody has
read in the statement by Gerry Butts, I have absolutely no knowl‐
edge why he resigned.

Mr. Murray Rankin: Thank you.

The Chair: That concludes the second round. We have already
agreed that we're going to do a third round.

Ms. May mentioned this to me, and I saw Mr. Fortin putting up
his hand. In the past, in the very last round of questions when we
realized we were in our last round, we've asked the committee for
consent for the Bloc Québécois to ask a question here. When we
get to what the committee agrees is its last round of question, I will
ask the committee members at the end if they agree to that and
that's where we'll go. We won't do it every round.

We're now in our third round. The third round is six minutes to
the Conservatives, six to the Liberals, six to the NDP and six to the
Liberals.

Ms. Raitt.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.
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Given the testimony that you provided for us today, Ms. Wilson-
Raybould, I have to ask about whether or not you were approached
by the Prime Minister, the Prime Minister's Office, or the Clerk of
the Privy Council and given any directions, directives or sugges‐
tions on the conduct of the Mark Norman trial or any other trial that
was within your bailiwick as the Attorney General?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I'm not at liberty, due to confi‐
dences, to discuss any matters beyond SNC and for prosecution
agreements.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Thank you.

For clarity, can you tell us what you discussed with the Prime
Minister at your meetings in Vancouver on February 11?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I cannot.
Hon. Lisa Raitt: Can you tell us why you've resigned from cabi‐

net?
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I cannot.
Hon. Lisa Raitt: Can you tell us what was discussed with the

cabinet on February 19?
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I cannot.
Hon. Lisa Raitt: If the issues surrounding your ability to com‐

municate these conversations to this committee were resolved and
you were able to be released from cabinet confidence or from privi‐
lege, would you be willing to return to this committee and give us
testimony again?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I would be.
Hon. Lisa Raitt: I'm wondering as well, Ms. Wilson-Raybould,

if when the Clerk was speaking with you in those communica‐
tions—I know I've asked you already but I want to be crystal
clear—he was speaking with the full weight and the authority of the
Prime Minister, and it was your understanding that the Prime Min‐
ister was speaking through the Clerk to you.
● (1730)

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I can only go by what the Clerk
said to me in that conversation where he invoked the Prime Minis‐
ter in relaying messages from the Prime Minister.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: If I may clarify, in your statement you have de‐
lineated these for us, the things the Clerk was saying on behalf of
the Prime Minister. They are contained in your statement before us
today.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: That's correct.
Hon. Lisa Raitt: A couple of times you have mentioned your

phone call on January 7 with the Prime Minister about not being the
Attorney General any longer. You've indicated a couple of times
that you didn't want to talk about what the contents of the conversa‐
tion were. I respect that. I'm not going to ask you a third time.

Can you tell us why—under what authority—you are saying that
you don't want to disclose the conversation, just so that I can under‐
stand whether or not you are bound by something else, so that we
can perhaps take that roadblock out of the way to get your full testi‐
mony?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I'm not going to provide legal ad‐
vice to the committee, but I am going by the order in council and
the waiver that were provided around SNC and deferred prosecu‐

tion agreements, and I am able to speak about any conversations
held around those topics when I was the Attorney General.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Your chief of staff's name is Jessica Prince. Is
that correct?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: That's correct.
Hon. Lisa Raitt: Was she—
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: She is my former chief of staff.
Hon. Lisa Raitt: I'm sorry. My apologies. That's correct.

I fully understand the relationship between chief of staff and
minister, and it was pretty awesome that she decided to move with
you to Veterans Affairs, I'm just saying. It was very nice.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I thought it was totally awesome.
Hon. Lisa Raitt: Yes, it was very awesome.

What I would like to know, though, is whether she indicated to
you that in her conversations with Ms. Telford and Mr. Butts—and
I know it's hearsay, but you do have testimony talking about her
text to you—she had fear about whether or not she would still have
a job as a chief of staff if she didn't convince you to review the de‐
cision on interfering with the trial that was ongoing.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I, of course, don't want to speak
for Jessica on this about the specific question of fear.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Yes.
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I can say that in my conversa‐

tions with her and in my text messages, but particularly in my con‐
versations with her after that, she was quite upset after the meeting.
I will say, now that I have this opportunity, and I think some people
are watching, about Jessica Prince, who was my chief of staff at the
Department of Justice and who came with me to Veterans Affairs,
that she is an extraordinary human being and an extraordinary
lawyer.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: She is incredibly well educated and very pro‐
fessional in everything she does. I would agree with you on that,
and I think everyone will appreciate that you give kind thoughts to
your chief of staff. That's always extremely nice.

I have one last thing, if I may. It's my understanding, and it was
the case when we served, that chiefs of staff are hired and fired es‐
sentially by the Prime Minister's Office at the end of the day. It
would be difficult for you as a minister to retain a chief of staff who
was not in favour with the Prime Minister's Office. Is that true in
your case?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I'm not going to comment on the
interactions between my office and the Prime Minister's Office.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you very much.

Ms. Khalid.
Ms. Iqra Khalid (Mississauga—Erin Mills, Lib.): Thank you,

Chair.

Thank you, Ms. Wilson-Raybould, for appearing today and shar‐
ing your viewpoints with us on this.
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I've always felt that you've been a very vocal advocate on issues
that you genuinely believe in, without regard to other viewpoints.
You've been vocal at cabinet; you've been vocal to the Prime Minis‐
ter and you've been vocal to Canadians. In fact, you've gone on the
record at many public events and you've really expressed your
viewpoints on issues that you genuinely believe in, such as the in‐
digenous file.

Just going through your testimony and your chain of events, I see
that there hasn't been communication between you and the Prime
Minister himself from September up until the time when he called
you for the shuffle.

Why is that? Why didn't you speak out to the Prime Minister
when you've been so vocal on issues such as the indigenous file,
and you know that you have access? Why did you not speak out to
him when you had these concerns? Do you feel that you had an
obligation to do so?
● (1735)

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I need to say a couple of things
with respect to your question. I completely reject your characteriza‐
tion that I do not have regard for other people's opinions. You
talked about the cabinet table, and with respect, you would have no
ability to know about discussions around the cabinet table.

I don't apologize for being vocal in my opinions, but that doesn't
mean that I don't value other people's opinions. For the entirety of
my professional career and how I was raised in terms of consensus-
based decision-making, it has always been incredibly important to
me to take into account the views of other people. That's how we
make good public policy in this country.

You talked about indigenous issues. I'm a proud indigenous per‐
son from the west coast of British Columbia, and I will not apolo‐
gize for being a strong advocate in pursuing transformative change
for indigenous peoples in this country. I have worked in the indige‐
nous world as a politician for a significant amount of time and have
a very in-depth understanding of the issues that indigenous peoples
face. That's not to say everybody agrees—

Ms. Iqra Khalid: Ms. Wilson-Raybould—
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: —and I appreciate hearing other

people's opinions.

To your question with respect to the Prime Minister, I believe
I've covered that ground. I had a direct conversation with the Prime
Minister, as I had direct conversations with the people in his office
and the Clerk of the Privy Council.

Ms. Iqra Khalid: Please excuse me, Ms. Wilson-Raybould, I
was referring to your vocal advocacy as a sign of strength. As a
member of Parliament and your colleague, having worked with
you, I acknowledge your effectiveness in advocating for the issues
that you genuinely believe in, and we appreciate that. Thank you
for your service.

I want to understand something here. You mentioned political in‐
terference in respect of the Quebec election. The Quebec election
was over at the beginning of October, so if you can please help
Canadians understand, from October to December, what was the
context of the inappropriate pressure?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Yes, the Quebec election was
something that was brought up in the September 17 meeting. There
were many other inappropriate conversations and attempts at politi‐
cal interference that occurred after that date. An example, which
I've already talked about, occurred after I had made my decision as
the Attorney General, which was entirely within my discretion to
make, when there were repeated attempts by people in the Prime
Minister's Office to get me to hire external legal counsel to evaluate
my decision. There were further conversations about the election
coming up, with regard to whether, if SNC were to move, this
would be detrimental to the election.

I further said, when we were talking about jobs and job losses—
and I don't think there's anybody around this table who doesn't want
to prevent job losses—that it was appropriate in the initial phases.
However, after I had made my decision as the Attorney General not
to issue a directive, the successive and sustained comments around
jobs became inappropriate, because I had made my decision and
everybody was fully aware that I had made my decision.

I believe where it got even more heightened was when what I de‐
scribed as the “veiled threats” came towards the latter part of this
time frame, around December 18 and 19. There were many differ‐
ent occasions where the appropriateness line was crossed.

Ms. Iqra Khalid: Just to clarify, Ms. Wilson-Raybould, from af‐
ter the Quebec election, up until the end of December, as per what
you just said, are you stating—and I'm just seeking clarity here—
that it was inappropriate because you had expressed that your mind
was already made up on this issue?

● (1740)

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: My decision not to issue a direc‐
tive had occurred prior to the September 17 meeting. The Quebec
election and any partisan considerations before or after are entirely
inappropriate and were not relevant to me at the time, wearing my
judicial hat as the Attorney General, in terms of considerations
about whether or not I was going to exercise my discretion and is‐
sue a directive.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Mr. Rankin.

Mr. Murray Rankin: I have just a technical question at the front
end, Ms. Wilson-Raybould. I wonder if you could provide the com‐
mittee with a copy of all the text messages and emails that you re‐
ferred to in your testimony.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I hear the question. I'll take it un‐
der advisement.

Mr. Murray Rankin: Thank you.

In referring to your conversation with Mr. Wernick, the top pub‐
lic servant in the country, the Clerk of the Privy Council, in an an‐
swer to a question, you said something about “waiting for the other
shoe to drop”. What did you mean by that?
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Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: As I said before in questions, this
was a very tense conversation. I had a high level of anxiety. This
was the culmination of many phone calls and face-to-face meetings.
As for what I meant by “waiting for the other shoe to drop”, at the
end of the conversation that's how we closed out our telephone call.
I was under the understanding, based on what the Clerk had told
me, that he was going back to talk to the Prime Minister before he
left, recognizing what he had also told me: that the Prime Minister
was dug in, that he was firm and that it's not a good space to have
an Attorney General at loggerheads with the Prime Minister.

I had a heightened level of anxiety that I would be getting a call
from the Prime Minister the next day, which the Clerk indicated
might happen, and that there might be further direction or another
outcome for me as Minister of Justice and Attorney General.

Mr. Murray Rankin: In other words, there could be conse‐
quences for you doing your job as an independent AG and saying
that you had made your decision and that was it. That there could
be consequences is what you inferred from that conversation.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: That is a fair assessment of how I
interpreted the conversation.

Mr. Murray Rankin: You've told us about a lot of officials in
the Prime Minister's Office and the Clerk of the Privy Council. Do
you not think that Canadians.... Because we're doing our job to get
to the bottom of this for Canadians, do you not think that we would
have a better understanding of the situation if we heard from the of‐
ficials that you've referred to?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Well, I can't speak to whether or
not you would have a better understanding. I believe that it is im‐
portant to hear from as many individuals who have direct connec‐
tions and interactions in this case, which is why I am...I don't know
if “pleased” is the word, but I am fine to be here and having this
conversation, because I know that it is important for me to put the
facts before this committee for your consideration.

Mr. Murray Rankin: Thank you.

You said something very interesting in your remarks. I'd like to
read it to you. You said, “The history of Crown-indigenous rela‐
tions in this country includes a history of the rule of law not being
respected.”

Did this—your history, your experience that you've referred to—
inform or strengthen your resistance to any potential perversion of
the rule of law?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: My lived experience is incredibly
important for my background, my upbringing and how I think
about the world. It's that lived experience, not only as a profession‐
al but in being rooted in my Kwakwaka’wakw culture and the val‐
ues that I was taught by my father, mother and grandmother, that
brought me to my role as the Minister of Justice and Attorney Gen‐
eral of Canada.

I believed, and I still believe today, that it is incredibly important
to have a diversity of perspectives and background, and to have a
country—and we live in the greatest country in the world—that re‐
spects every individual, with a recognition of the need for equality
and the need for justice, and, in the case of indigenous peoples, that
we continue to work hard to create the space for indigenous peoples

to find their place and see themselves in the mirror of our Constitu‐
tion.

● (1745)

Mr. Murray Rankin: I understand that my time is almost at an
end. I want to sincerely thank you because you've presented a list of
facts that I believe a reasonable person listening to this, and believ‐
ing you, as I do, would have to conclude demonstrate a sustained
pattern of political pressure and interference with the independent
role that you swore an oath to fulfill. I cannot but think that we
have more work to do as a result of your testimony.

I thank you sincerely, not just on our behalf, but on behalf of
Canada for your courage in being here and telling us what hap‐
pened.

The Chair: Next we go to Mr. Boissonnault.
Mr. Randy Boissonnault (Edmonton Centre, Lib.): Thank you

very much, Mr. Chair.

Ms. Wilson-Raybould, I really appreciate that you're here today.
You and I have worked on a number of files together on a number
of projects. I want to acknowledge your land acknowledgement as
well. If I were back in Treaty 6 territory, I might say something like
meotatakawan tatawaw, which is Cree for “Guests, you're wel‐
come, there's room here.” I appreciate what you've done and that
reconciliation with indigenous peoples is all our responsibility and
the responsibility of all Canadians.

We all have our different ways of working. I think it's known to
people who've worked with you that you're a texter, so I just want
to know if—

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I'm a what, sorry?
Mr. Randy Boissonnault: You like texts, you communicate well

by texting.

Did you ever express any concerns about this matter to Gerry
Butts in writing, via text messaging, when you were Attorney Gen‐
eral?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I would have to check, but I can't
think of one off the top of my head.

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Okay. Did you ever speak with or
write to Katie Telford about the issue of SNC-Lavalin or other is‐
sues while you were AG?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Yes.
Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Did you ever speak about the issue of

SNC-Lavalin, particularly with Ms. Telford?
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Not that I recall.
Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Thank you very much.

You see the Prime Minister regularly. You're in the House daily,
there are cabinet meetings, committee meetings, cabinet caucus,
other meetings, other events. You've talked about the September 17
meeting. I have your document here, and I appreciate that you've
provided a written document for us here. That meeting was with the
Clerk and the Prime Minister.
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As Attorney General, and given all the interactions that you de‐
tailed with us this afternoon. everything that played out over
September, October, November and December, including the meet‐
ing with Ms. Prince, did you not have an obligation to raise these
concerns with the Prime Minister, to call him or write him or stick
up for your personnel or indicate that you felt that inappropriate
pressure was being applied?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I did raise the inappropriateness
of the conversation. I raised it with many individuals within the
Prime Minister's Office. I raised it with the Prime Minister on Jan‐
uary 7.

Again I am confident and know my role as the Attorney General
and I know and understand that I am the final decision-maker on
this when faced with sustained pressure or attempts at interference
from September 17 up to and including December 19 by the Prime
Minister's Office, by the Clerk of the Privy Council, by the Clerk of
the Privy Council invoking the Prime Minister's name, I had con‐
cerns...beyond concerns. Why would I go to the Prime Minister to
raise these concerns when I knew for certain that this, the DPA with
SNC, would not occur because I am the final decision-maker and
other individuals in the—
● (1750)

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: I'll get back to that issue of final deci‐
sion-making.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: —Prime Minister's Office includ‐
ed who were putting pressure on me to change that, by virtue of the
conversation with the Clerk, the Prime Minister.

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: I appreciate that.

January 14 you accepted a new appointment to cabinet as the
Minister of Veterans Affairs. You know what it's like in caucus.
People run, they want to be MPs and people want to serve around
the big table. That's part of being in this role. It's a great honour to
serve as a minister in any portfolio. I can imagine the great honour
it would be to serve the people who've served this country and who
now live after having served. On that day accepting that position
you reaffirmed your confidence in the government. Is that the case?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I was incredibly honoured to be
the Minister of Veterans Affairs. It was a very different position
from the one I had, but I embraced it, and I had a lot of considera‐
tions to make on a personal level over the time of Christmas and
into the new year, and I'm getting to answering your question.

I had serious concerns, as I said, that, if I was no longer the At‐
torney General, there would be a deferred prosecution agreement
entered into and that it would be posted in the Gazette. As I said, I
would have resigned from cabinet at that time.

I decided—it was a very conscious decision—to take on the role
that the Prime Minister offered me, and yes, it is an incredible hon‐
our. I don't want anybody to misconstrue that. I decided that I
would take the Prime Minister at his word. I trusted him. I had con‐
fidence in him, and so I decided to continue on around the cabinet
table with the concerns that I had around SNC, because I took the
Prime Minister at his word.

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Thank you.
The Chair: It's your last question.

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: So that oath that you took on January
14 reaffirmed your confidence in the government. Do you have
confidence in the Prime Minister today?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I'll say this, and I'm not going to
get into any conversations about why I resigned, other than to say
this. I resigned from cabinet because I did not have confidence to
sit around the cabinet table. That's why I resigned.

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: My question wouldn't be why you did
resign; my question would be: Why didn't you resign before?

The Chair: Folks, we've completed three rounds. Do we have
people who wish to go to a fourth round?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: We will go to a fourth round.

Would the witness like a break, a bathroom break or anything?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I'd like to know what time it is.

The Chair: I can tell you it's 5:53. Would you like a break,
Ms. Wilson-Raybould?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: No, I'm good.

The Chair: You're good? Okay.

The fourth round, just so I have it correct, starts with six minutes
to the Liberals, six to the Conservatives, six to the Liberals, five to
the Conservatives and three to the NDP.

Mr. Boissonnault, are you continuing?

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Mr. Chair, I would be happy to.

Ms. Wilson-Raybould, you know that I come at these things
from a non-legal perspective. I was in business before this, and I'm
learning what it's like to be on the justice committee, so it often
leads me to seek to understand certain legal principles.

We've heard here today and in a testimony from other witnesses,
including Wendy Berman, Kenneth Jull and the Clerk of the Privy
Council, that the AG has a role to play in remediation agreements,
and you mentioned in your document here the concept of prosecu‐
torial discretion. One of the duties of a prosecutor is to determine
whether to prosecute or not, correct?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Yes.

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: From the Public Prosecution Service
of Canada handbook, which is available on the justice department
website, if anybody wants to look at it, it says very clearly:

When deciding whether to initiate and conduct a prosecution...council must con‐
sider two issues: Is there a reasonable prospect of conviction based on evidence
that is likely to be available at trial? If there is, would a prosecution best serve
the public interest?
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With this in mind, would you agree that the two questions for a
prosecutor are reasonable prospect of conviction and public inter‐
est?
● (1755)

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Those are definitely questions
that the prosecutors take into account.

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Okay. So then, to go back to the
handbook:

On the basis of the available material, Crown counsel must continually assess at
each stage of the process whether the prosecution is in the public interest.

I look at this from outside of the legal community. With the need
to continually assess in mind, wouldn't it be fair to say that a deci‐
sion to continue with a prosecution is never final and is subject to
re-evaluation in the light of the reasonable prospect of conviction in
the public interest?

So the AG should have an open mind to new information coming
in all the time, and really, the decision is never final, because it's
still active. You have to continually assess new facts and new infor‐
mation. Is that not the case?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Are we talking broadly? Are we
talking specifically to SNC and the DPA?

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Broadly first, and then I'll get to
SNC-Lavalin.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I recognize that it is entirely
within the prosecutor's ability and discretion to continue to evaluate
prosecutions. I was a prosecutor proudly for almost four years.

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Thank you very much.

I also saw in the justice department material issued last year in
September that one of the goals of remediation agreements is to re‐
duce harm that a criminal conviction of an organization could have
for employees, shareholders and other third parties who did not
take part in the offence.

If we then look at the Criminal Code, section 715.31(f), it says
that a remediation agreement is:

to reduce the negative consequences of the wrongdoing for persons — employ‐
ees, customers, pensioners and others — who did not engage in the wrongdoing,
while holding responsible those individuals who did engage in that wrongdoing.

I think it's fair to say that with the extent of the company, its his‐
tory, the fact that it employs almost 9,000 people in the country—
52,000 globally—there's a local impact on the communities that are
home to many innocent pensioners, suppliers and customers.

In your consultation, you said that you did a due diligence. How
did you take into account the public interest and the impact on the
thousands of innocent employers, pensioners and suppliers, if a
DPA would not be entertained?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Mr. Chair, I believe we're tread‐
ing on dangerous ground here. I fundamentally uphold my respon‐
sibility as a member of Parliament in the sub judice rule, and do not
feel it's appropriate for me to answer questions with respect to re‐
mediation agreements, the Criminal Code, or in relation to SNC
and DPAs.

I believe that's the nature of the question, and I think members of
this committee should tread lightly on interfering with active cases
before the court.

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Mr. Chair, I appreciate the warning.

However, Ms. Wilson-Raybould, my question is about the public
interest; it's not about a particular matter. The clerk and perhaps the
chair can clarify the sub judice matter.

But how could an AG make a decision—and in your words have
a final decision—without taking this information into account? It's
clearly in the public interest.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Again—and I would appreciate
some comments from the chair on this—I will say, and it's entirely
appropriate, and I said it in my testimony, as the Attorney General,
all attorneys general get section 13 notices from the director of pub‐
lic prosecutions. The contents of that notice are between the direc‐
tor of public prosecutions and the Attorney General of Canada. I
will not go into talking about any of the situations, scenarios, con‐
versations about the national interest with respect to SNC-Lavalin.

I would appreciate hearing from the chair on this.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

What I would suggest is to keep it to general or a hypothetical of
a situation, and not deal with the SNC question specifically as to
her decisions on SNC. That's my suggestion.

Members, of course, have the absolute right to ask questions
here, and the witness has the absolute right to answer or not answer
based on her own inclinations. Then the committee, should they de‐
cide that they want to ask her to answer regardless, has that power.

My request is to try to keep it general or hypothetical, to the ex‐
tent that you can.

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: I appreciate that.

Let me ask this question, then.

What legal doctrine or what legal principles led you to the con‐
clusion that the conversations you were having with members of
the PMO and other colleagues had, in your words, constituted inap‐
propriate pressure?

On what legal basis did you make that assertion? We heard from
legal scholars that the bar is really high, and the bar is very close to
direction. Having a robust conversation about the public interest, or
about saving 9,000 jobs or 52,000 jobs, is a completely legitimate
and appropriate conversation.

What's the legal basis, the doctrine you used to say that your de‐
cision was final and you were done taking in new information?

● (1800)

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I appreciate the question, and I
can reiterate what I have said earlier.
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I recognize that when I was the Attorney General—and certainly
attorneys general before me and after—it was entirely appropriate
to consider discussions around the public interest. I had discussions
with colleagues with respect to SNC, and for prosecution agree‐
ments about the potential losses of jobs, the potential of SNC mov‐
ing.

But, having taken into account everything I did when I was the
Attorney General, including having conversations with my depart‐
ment, my minister's office staff, and doing my own due diligence, I
had made my decision that I was not going to exercise my discre‐
tion and issue a directive, either a directive under section 10 or un‐
der section 15, and take over the prosecution, because I believed it
was inappropriate to do so, recognizing that the director of public
prosecutions had made their decision.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We go to Ms. Raitt.
Hon. Lisa Raitt: I'll go back to the directives for a second,

Ms. Wilson-Raybould.

My understanding from taking a look at reports is that these di‐
rectives are very rare in practice. I think there have been three sub‐
stantive ones in the past 13 years. Two were from you: one on HIV-
positive prosecutions; one on, I believe, indigenous prosecutions as
well, which I think was recent but it didn't make it onto the list.
And there was one was from our government on terrorism. Other
than that, my recollection is that there really aren't any other direc‐
tives of a significant heftiness on policy.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: If I may, there was a directive—I
can't remember the exact thing—around terrorism.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Yes.
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: There was a directive that I is‐

sued. I was pleased to work with the member, Mr. Boissonnault, on
the HIV directive. I had to follow the process that's outlined.

It was a general directive, as the terrorism one was, to provide
guidelines to the public prosecutor. In issuing that directive, I had
to follow procedures, including putting the directive into the
Gazette. Prior to that, I had conversations with the director of pub‐
lic prosecutions, Kathleen Roussel, about the HIV directive, as is
entirely appropriate. That directive came in in early December.

In the other directive, I believe you're referring to the indigenous
litigation directive.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: This was not something that I is‐
sued through the gazetting process. This was a directive, an internal
directive, that I'm really happy to have issued internally within the
Department of Justice in terms of indigenous litigation. This did not
go through the gazetting process because it was a directive to the
litigators in the Department of Justice.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Yes.
Hon. Lisa Raitt: That helps me very much. Now I know why it's

not on the list, so that's good. But these things are rare. They're very
unique and special.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: They are very rare. That's not to
say that it's not a tool that an Attorney General can utilize. General
directives, the two that we've spoken about, have been issued but

there has never been a specific directive issued on a particular case
before the courts, nor has there ever been utilized, under section 15,
an Attorney General taking over the prosecution. It would be a first
if that were to happen.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Extraordinary. Thank you.

I have a question about some testimony that the Clerk of the
Privy Council gave to this committee. I'm a little troubled by an in‐
consistency, I'll be honest, and I just wanted to get your take on
this. It's not that difficult. It's not he-said-she-said this time.

The Clerk of the Privy Council told us that he learned that a de‐
ferred prosecution agreement was not going to be offered to SNC-
Lavalin some time after September 17, some time in the fall he
said; and he learned about it through a National Newswatch story.

Your testimony here tells me that he was sitting in the room for
the meeting where the Prime Minister brought up the deferred pros‐
ecution agreement. Is that your recollection that he was in the room
on September 17 and would have known that SNC-Lavalin had
been told by that point that they were not getting a deferred prose‐
cution agreement because he was part of the conversation around
that topic?
● (1805)

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: The Clerk of the Privy Council
would have known on the September 17 meeting because I specifi‐
cally mentioned it to both him and the Prime Minister, and went in‐
to detail about the section 13 notice that I received. Again, I was
very clear that I had already made my decision around the deferred
prosecution agreement and not intervening.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: This committee is here to study a number of is‐
sues and to probe the conversations that you had. Committees by
nature tend to send reports to Parliament as a result of their study.
I'm wondering if you would have any recommendations for this
committee for their report in order to help into the future. I'm not
getting into any specifics, but having gone through what you've
gone through, anything that you think we should be reporting into
Parliament would be helpful to our colleagues.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Well, now that you mention it,
this is a very serious question, and I'm going to give you a serious
answer, and I've thought about this a lot. I hope that the committee
takes in, to your previous question, as much information and evi‐
dence as they can. I appreciate the study on remediation agree‐
ments, talking about a relatively old doctrine, the Shawcross doc‐
trine.

I would think it would be a very useful study for this committee
to look at the role of the Minister of Justice and Attorney General
of Canada and whether or not those two roles should be bifurcated.

I believe, and I have believed this for some time, even before I
became the Attorney General, that our country would benefit from
a detailed study and consideration around having the Attorney Gen‐
eral not sit around the cabinet table, like they have in the United
Kingdom.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Thank you.

Is that it?
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The Chair: You have 10 seconds.
Hon. Lisa Raitt: That would be it. Take a breath. Have a drink

of water.
The Chair: Thank you very much.

Ms. O'Connell.
Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I want to speak a little bit about the testimony of Mr. Wernick,
Clerk of the Privy Council. He spoke about the Shawcross issue—
I'm paraphrasing, but I'm sure we can pull it up the exact text—in
the context of there always being conversations. I think even you
acknowledge that there are legitimate conversations to be had for
consideration.

Mr. Wernick pointed out, and I am quoting the part of Shawcross
that I think is relevant here:

In order so to inform himself, he may, although I do not think he is obligated to,
consult with any of his colleagues in the Government; and indeed, as Lord Si‐
mon once said, he would in some cases be a fool if he did not.

In your testimony today, you mentioned that on September 16,
when your chief of staff had a phone call with Mr. Bouchard and
Mr. Marques, the comments were, “We think we should get some
outside advice on this.” Again, referring to your testimony, on Oc‐
tober 18, it was also Mr. Bouchard who spoke to your chief of staff,
and asked if they could have the option of seeking external legal
opinion on a DPP's decision not to extend an invitation.

Referring back to September 16, you said that you had made up
your mind on the issue, and that you were not going to intervene.
However, in that September 16 commentary you provided, it was
expressed that they said they understood that the individual Crown
prosecutor wanted to negotiate an agreement, but the director did
not. That somewhat indicates to me that even on the prosecution
side, there was debate. There was debate on whether or not this was
appropriate.

Is it unreasonable then, if there's still debate, even within the
Crown prosecutor's office, or whomever they are referring to there,
to bring out other advice that was asked for on September 16, as
well as on October 18, to see what legal options there were. Clear‐
ly, whether it was with you, your office or the Prime Minister's Of‐
fice, within the prosecution there seemed to be disagreements or
differences of opinion.

Why would it have been unreasonable—and then referring back
to the Wernick testimony and Shawcross—to say that you would
want to consult as much as possible on these types of matters? If
there were still some differences of opinion, what would the objec‐
tion be to bringing in another opinion, an outside legal opinion?
● (1810)

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Well, I think I'm fine with it.
We're going over very similar ground here, but I had made my deci‐
sion as the Attorney General. I did not need external legal counsel.
I did not need people in the Prime Minister's Office continuing to
suggest that I needed external legal counsel. That's inappropriate. I
will say, with respect to the conversations you mentioned, and
Mathieu Bouchard's remarks about an individual prosecutor's opin‐
ion being different from that of the director of public prosecutions,

I can't help but wonder why he would bring that up. How would he
know that? How had he garnered that information?

It is entirely inappropriate for any member of the Prime Minis‐
ter's Office, and it would be entirely inappropriate for any member
of staff within my department to reflect those conversations, be‐
cause I would have serious concerns—and I did at the time, and
still do—about how that information was acquired, and from
whom.

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Thank you.

If you felt that information was so inappropriate on September
16, did you consider resigning? If it's moving forward, and they
continued, did you not consider resigning then?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I did not consider resigning then.
I was, in my opinion, doing my job as the Attorney General. I was
protecting a fundamental constitutional principle of prosecutorial
independence, and the independence of our judiciary. That's my
job. That was my job, rather, as the Attorney General. As long as I
was the Attorney General, I was going to ensure that the indepen‐
dence of the director of public prosecutions in the exercise of their
discretion was not interfered with.

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Do you still have confidence in the
Prime Minister today?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I'm not sure how that question is
relevant.

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Okay.
The Chair: Thank you very much.

We will now go to Mr. Paul-Hus.

Mr. Paul-Hus, Mr. Cooper has asked me to give him the last
three minutes of this five minutes, so I'm just going to tell you at
two minutes that we're going to Mr. Cooper.

[Translation]
Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Ms. Wilson-Raybould, on December 19, when you received the
call from Mr. Wernick, the Clerk of the Privy Council and Canada's
most senior public servant, he said that he wanted to give you con‐
text on this issue. How did you feel about that?

[English]
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I believe that the Clerk also made

similar comments when he was before the justice committee. As
the Attorney General at that point, after four months of these con‐
versations—well, actually, not even after four months—after mak‐
ing my decision, I was entirely comfortable that I had the appropri‐
ate context in which to make my decision. I did not, as the Attorney
General, live in a vacuum. I had the ability to engage and read pa‐
pers, and have discussions about the reality of SNC and deferred
prosecution agreements. Of course, I was sitting around the cabinet
table. I didn't need any context.

I certainly didn't need context about exactly the same context
that I was provided four months previous to that.
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● (1815)

[Translation]
Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus: Did you feel that this was an obstruction

of justice?
[English]

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Of course I did. It wasn't interfer‐
ence, because I never let it happen. Let's be clear about that. There
was a concerted and sustained effort to attempt to politically inter‐
fere with my role as the Attorney General. As the Attorney Gener‐
al, I did not let that happen.
[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus: Thank you, Ms. Wilson-Raybould.
[English]

Mr. Michael Cooper (St. Albert—Edmonton, CPC): Thank
you very much, Ms. Wilson-Raybould. It's a sad day, and I thank
you very much for your candour here at committee.

On the subject of the Clerk of the Privy Council and the call you
had on December 19, was it typical to receive a call from the Clerk
of the Privy Council? Did that happen often?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: The answer is no, but I could en‐
deavour to think further about this. It's not that I haven't had con‐
versations with the Clerk of the Privy Council one-on-one. I did
have a conversation with him on September 19 one-on-one in my
office. I've known the Clerk for many years, and throughout the
course of my being a minister, we have had the opportunity to have
conversations, but a direct conversation or a direct meeting is
something that wasn't very regular.

Mr. Michael Cooper: Thank you for that.

In your opening statement, you characterized the meeting by stat‐
ing that “I was having thoughts of the Saturday night massacre”.
Can you elaborate on that?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Well, I'll give a bit of a
Wikipedia version of the Saturday night massacre. Perhaps people
know what that is.

The Saturday night massacre is something that's commonly ref‐
erenced in and around former president Richard Nixon when he, in
the early seventies, asked his then attorney general to dispense of a
special prosecutor. The attorney general said “no” and resigned.
The then president then asked his deputy attorney general to do the
same thing, and that person resigned, so it's commonly referred to
as the “Saturday night massacre”. Anybody can look it up.

Having said that to the Clerk, I obviously was having thoughts
about what was happening and the potential for direction coming to
me from the Prime Minister and my having to consider resigning.

Mr. Michael Cooper: Then it was certainly a little more than—
The Chair: Mr. Cooper, last question.
Mr. Michael Cooper: I will just make the comment that it was a

little more than the Clerk just checking in with you, as he character‐
ized it.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: The Clerk was checking in with
me on SNC and deferred prosecution agreements.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We now go to the NDP for three minutes.

Mr. Angus.
Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Thank you,

Mr. Chair.

Thank you, Ms. Wilson-Raybould. I'm very honoured to be sit‐
ting at this table today, because what I feel we've witnessed is not
politics; we've witnessed a lesson in integrity. I think the testimony
you gave today will be studied in schools for decades to come, and
Canada will be a better place for it. The greatest thing we can ask
of any public official is to speak truth to power, and I really noticed
that in your resignation statement.

I have a very short period for questions. I just want to make sure
I understand the frame correctly. It seems that what we heard today
is a sustained and constant attempt by very powerful actors in the
Prime Minister’s Office who are obligated to uphold justice and the
rule of law yet attempted to interfere with the practice of the rule of
law. Would that be a correct assumption from the testimony you
have provided to us?
● (1820)

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Thanks for the comments and the
question. Again, I know that there was a consistent and sustained
effort to attempt to politically interfere with my role as the Attorney
General.

I really want to say this, and I'll be brief. I do not want members
of this committee or Canadians to think that the integrity of our in‐
stitutions has somehow evaporated. The integrity of our justice sys‐
tem, the integrity of the director of public prosecutions and prose‐
cutors, is intact. So I don't want to create fear that this is not the
case. It is incumbent upon all of us to uphold our institutions and to
uphold the rule of law. That's why I'm here.

Mr. Charlie Angus: I thank you for that, because I was really
shocked when I read the testimony that you provided recording...for
Mr. Wernick, the Clerk of the Privy Council, who is obligated to be
the non-partisan voice of the civil service. He said, “I think he”—
that would be the Prime Minister—“is going to find a way to get it
done, one way or another....he is in that kind of mood, and I wanted
you to be aware of it.” Then you referenced the Richard Nixon fir‐
ing of the special prosecutor as a side issue.

Would you take from this, that “he is in that kind of mood, and I
wanted you to be aware of it”, that you were being given a direct
threat regarding the Prime Minister?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I believe there were three occa‐
sions in that conversation where there was a veiled threat.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Okay. Thank you.

I only have a few seconds left, but I have heard my Liberal col‐
leagues today say: Why didn't you resign? Why didn't you raise this
as though...it was your responsibility? And then why you did not
get outside advice to help you change your mind?

I'm really pleased that you say that these were attempts to ob‐
struct and to interfere with justice but that the justice system is in‐
tact.
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My question to you is this. Are you worried that the Prime Min‐
ister's Office was seeing the role of the justice minister as a figure‐
head that could be moved around, could be changed or interfered
with, based on the partisan or political needs of the moment?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I'm not going to speculate on the
considerations in the Prime Minister's Office, or the opinions.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Fair enough.

I just want to say, Mr. Chair—

The Chair: You've exhausted your—

Mr. Charlie Angus: —I just—

The Chair: Mr. Angus, you've exhausted—

Mr. Charlie Angus: —I want to move a motion—
The Chair: Mr. Angus, you have exhausted your time.
Mr. Charlie Angus: —that the committee calls on the Prime

Minister—
The Chair: Mr. Angus, you have exhausted your time. You don't

have the floor.
Mr. Charlie Angus: I'm moving a motion.
The Chair: I think I had passed on. What—
Mr. Charlie Angus: Sorry; I'm moving a motion, Chair.
The Chair: I had at that point already said, Mr. Angus, that you

were out of time.
Mr. Charlie Angus: My microphone was still on and I said I

was moving a motion.
The Chair: I didn't hear you say that you were going to move a

motion; I said that you were out of time. I was going to move to the
committee to ask the committee if they wished to go on to another
round of questions. I will come back to your motion after we estab‐
lish whether we want another round of questions.

Folks, do you want another round of questions?

Some hon. members: Yes.

The Chair: Yes? Okay.

There's a desire for another round of questions.

Mr. Angus, what is your motion?
Mr. Charlie Angus: I don't know if we need another round of

questions. No, I think we're done. We're done.
The Chair: There are a couple of things.

Just for clarity, Mr. Angus, you're not actually a member of the
committee. Mr. Rankin is here, so you can't move a motion. Let's
go with that.

Number two, the issue is with respect to moving forward with
another round. If there's disagreement with that, then I guess we
would have to have a motion and a vote, if we're not consensually
moving to another round.

Do I have a motion to move to another round of questions?
Mr. Randy Boissonnault: So moved.

The Chair: Is there any debate on that?

All those in favour of moving to another round?

(Motion agreed to)

The Chair: Ms. Wilson-Raybould, you have been sitting here
for quite a while. Would you like a break?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I'm okay.

The Chair: If you're okay, I applaud you.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: If we get to nine o'clock, I will
probably have a different answer.

The Chair: Please let me know if, at any point, you feel you
need a break.

The next round, which would be going back to the way the first
round went, is six minutes to the Conservatives, six to the Liberals,
six to the NDP and then six to the Liberals.

Ms. Raitt.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Thank you very much.

I don't want to keep going over the same ground, but I will just
summarize and you can tell me if I have this right or not. The reali‐
ty is that for a significant amount of time—from the time you made
your first decision to the time that you were moved into Veterans
Affairs—you had upheld the rule of law by withstanding the over‐
tures and the entreaties of various people within the government,
within the Privy Council Office and within the staffing of the gov‐
ernment. As a result, we can draw the conclusion that your move‐
ment—not out of cabinet, but your movement within cabinet—was
a result of the fact that you didn't play ball with them and deliver
what the Prime Minister wanted, which was a solution for the SNC-
Lavalin political issues that he had before him.

Is that a fair summation?

● (1825)

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I believe that committee mem‐
bers can draw their own conclusions. I will not comment on the
conclusions of committee members.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Yes, that's fair.

At the very beginning, I asked you about witnesses who could
potentially come forward. Of all the individuals that you have
named—helpfully, and put brackets around—do you believe all of
them would be able to give insight into what happened in these cer‐
tain circumstances? There are conversations that they may have had
that you weren't privy to that may help illuminate what was going
on.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I'll answer it this way: I believe
that individuals who I've named in my testimony, having been in‐
volved in those conversations or meetings, would have perspective
about those meetings. Again, I think the more information—and
testimony from individuals who were directly involved—that this
committee has is important.
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Hon. Lisa Raitt: This is not a trick question, but do you have
knowledge of the friendship and relationship between Ben Chin
and the vice-president of government relations for SNC-Lavalin?
Do you have any knowledge that they go back to the McGuinty
government, and were great friends there, and that, in fact, their re‐
lationship goes back further than their political interaction? Do you
have any knowledge of that at all?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I have no knowledge of that.
Hon. Lisa Raitt: Do you have any knowledge of the fact that

Mr. Butts, as well, has a long-standing relationship with the VP of
governmental affairs of SNC-Lavalin, and they too worked together
in the McGuinty government in the province of Ontario for a long
period of time, and probably know each other?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I have no knowledge of that.
Hon. Lisa Raitt: Did you think it was odd that the chief of staff

to the Minister of Finance would be requesting meetings with re‐
spect to your authority on deferred prosecution agreements, or even
in the conduct of criminal prosecutions? Was that a surprise for
you?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I was aware of initial conversa‐
tions that the chief of staff to the Minister of Finance had with my
chief of staff. I didn't consider it hugely problematic, but I did find
the sustained communication problematic. I'm not sure why anyone
from the Department of Finance would be talking to my chief about
something in terms of my role as the Attorney General.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Why do you think that the provision that
amended the Criminal Code regarding deferred prosecution agree‐
ments ended up in the budget implementation bill and not in your
criminal justice reform bill?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: The deferred prosecution agree‐
ments and providing an additional tool to prosecutors was some‐
thing that was being advanced by a number of ministers around the
cabinet table, including the Minister of Finance.

I, of course, as the Minister of Justice, am responsible for the
Criminal Code. As such, I was part of the documentation and the
discussions leading up to and including the introduction of the bud‐
get implementation bill, with respect to deferred prosecution agree‐
ments, because I alone could change the Criminal Code.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Right.

Did your department at the time have any input into the discus‐
sion around changing the integrity regime, which was out of Public
Works? Was your department involved in that as well?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I can't be precise on the number
of conversations that were had, but certainly Minister Qualtrough
was involved in the integrity regime. My department worked with
hers around consultations, but the extent of that.... I know that it
was not a Department of Justice lead. It was the lead of the PPSC.
● (1830)

Hon. Lisa Raitt: There's a last question that I have for you. Out
of all of the lobbying that happened on this, including, admittedly,
with our party—SNC went in to talk to everybody, and I believe
my colleagues as well were spoken to by SNC—I don't see your
name on the list of those who were lobbied. Were there any re‐
quests made by the lobbyists at SNC to come in and visit you to

talk about the issue of deferred prosecution agreements, given that
you were the only one who could change the Criminal Code?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: There was never a request.

Hon. Lisa Raitt: Okay. Thank you.

The Chair: Ms. Sahota.

Ms. Ruby Sahota: Thank you.

Ms. Wilson-Raybould, I really do appreciate you emphasizing
that our system is intact and that there is a lot of integrity in our ju‐
dicial system. I know that after today's hearing there are going to be
those concerns raised, and you and the Clerk of the Privy Council
have testified to that.

What I want to get into a little bit is that issue of responsibility
that you had in your role as Attorney General. I think that at some
point in November it seemed like you had enough contacts made
and your mind was made up. If you felt the issue was so serious,
why did you not resign or pick up the phone and really have that
serious conversation with the Prime Minister at that point?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Well, I made up my mind in
September, and I articulated that to the Prime Minister. I felt no
compulsion to resign, because I was doing my job as the Attorney
General. I had made a decision around my discretion and exercising
it with respect to issuing a directive or taking over a prosecution
around SNC and the deferred prosecution agreement, so—

Ms. Ruby Sahota: Okay. How about on January 7? You said
you had a conversation with the Prime Minister about changing
your portfolio to Veterans Affairs. At that time, did you bring up
your concern to the Prime Minister about what you felt the reason‐
ing was for the change?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Yes.

Ms. Ruby Sahota: Okay, but you still took it on, knowing what
you had known and feeling what you had been feeling.... If interfer‐
ence was happening, if the pressure was so serious.... You have jus‐
tified just now that the reason you resigned later on is not that you
did not have confidence necessarily in the Prime Minister—or you
wouldn't put it that way—but that you didn't have confidence in be‐
ing at the cabinet table. Why was that decision made then and not at
the time that you were offered Veterans Affairs?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I can't talk any further about my
resignation or any conversations or how I felt, because that's not
covered in the OIC waiver that's been provided to the committee.

I did reflect, while I was still the Minister of Justice and Attorney
General beyond December 19, and up to and including January 14,
about my role and about my concern and my uncertainty around
whether or not the government or the incoming Attorney General—
I didn't know who that was at the time, and that's irrelevant—would
enter into a deferred prosecution agreement with SNC.

As I said, if I had seen a notice—which is required—in the
Gazette around a directive, I would have immediately resigned up‐
on seeing that.
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Ms. Ruby Sahota: You bring up the Saturday night massacre.
We've had other Attorneys General who faced challenges—a spe‐
cific one in B.C., Brian Smith—and, in their role, they felt their re‐
sponsibility was to resign at that point. Did you not see it as your
responsibility to resign if the issue was so serious?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: At the time, I did not see it as my
responsibility to resign. I saw myself as the Attorney General of the
country who was doing her job to ensure and uphold the indepen‐
dence of the prosecutor and uphold the integrity of the justice sys‐
tem and the rule of law.

Ms. Ruby Sahota: On November 4, you had your three-year an‐
niversary of being sworn in. You put up a Twitter post thanking the
Prime Minister and saying what an honour it was to be in this role.
You also posted your oath to the Privy Council, and within that oath
it said, “I will in all things to be treated, debated and resolved in
Privy Council, faithfully, honestly and truly declare my mind and
my opinion.” This is an oath you took and the Prime Minister also
took.

In my mind, when I think about the conversations—I've never
been there—around the cabinet table, I would think that, as col‐
leagues, you guys would have open discussions about the interests
and acting on different files, making decisions, and the Prime Min‐
ister would be open and completely honest, just as you would be to
him, about what was happening.

In this regard, I feel like you had held back in your position, even
though the Prime Minister had mentioned, on several occasions, his
concern about the public interest, about the loss of jobs.
● (1835)

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I can, without equivocation, say
that I did not hold back as the Attorney General in this case. More
broadly than that, as the Attorney General and also as the Minister
of Justice, I always felt it appropriate to raise concerns, to engage in
discussions and debate, and always speak, as I've said, my truth to
power. I did that. In this particular case, I was entirely comfortable
on September 17 questioning the Prime Minister on whether or not
he was politically interfering with SNC and DPAs.

Ms. Ruby Sahota: And he said no. So did you believe him at
that point, because on January 14, you took on a new role in anoth‐
er ministry?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: As I said, I took him at his word.
I took him at his word after I directly questioned him in September,
and I took him at his word after I directly questioned him and Ger‐
ry Butts in January. I chose to take them at their word.

Ms. Ruby Sahota: And so, on January 14, you also had faith
and belief that there was no interference and that's why you carried
on with taking on a new role?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I had serious concerns about it,
but again, I took the Prime Minister at his word.

The Chair: Thank you.

We're going to Mr. Cullen.

I want to advise everyone that the NDP has advised me that they
have a motion they wish to put forward. After we finish the rounds

of questions and we have no more questions, I will allow the NDP
representative, Mr. Rankin, to put forward the motion.

Mr. Cullen, the floor is yours.

Mr. Nathan Cullen (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Thank
you Ms. Wilson-Raybould, not only for your testimony but also for
your endurance today, as we've gone on for some time.

Regarding the directive you talked about, Ms. Raitt mentioned
how rare it was and how unique. Can you say, again, that it has
never been used in a specific case? Was that your testimony here
today, that an Attorney General has never used this specific direc‐
tive on a specific case, as in the case of SNC-Lavalin? Is that right?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: That's correct.

Mr. Nathan Cullen: So not only is this tool incredibly rare, it
has never been applied in the way that was being suggested by the
Clerk of the Privy Council and all the other people who consistent‐
ly lobbied you to use that tool. They were asking you to do some‐
thing essentially historic.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: An Attorney General has never
issued a specific directive in a specific prosecution, nor has an At‐
torney General in this country ever issued a directive—sorry—tak‐
en over a prosecution. It would be historic—for the first time.

Mr. Nathan Cullen: It would be historic. What you were being
asked for is not only extraordinary in this case, you were being
asked to do something unprecedented. Is that fair?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: With respect to a specific prose‐
cution, yes.

Mr. Nathan Cullen: A specific case, you say.

I'm a bit confused by this line of logic that I've heard my Liberal
colleagues recently use. They're essentially questioning your in‐
tegrity for not quitting. I thought your integrity was enhanced by
not quitting, by staying there and, as you've just said, maintaining
the rule of law. What I am finding confusing about this is the idea
that you should have quit when you were being pressured, inappro‐
priately and consistently, by some of the most powerful people in
this country. You resisted that pressure, you said. You were not go‐
ing to give this plea deal, this special offer, and you stayed in the
job. People are questioning your integrity for having taken that
course of action. Do you understand my confusion and why Cana‐
dians might be confused?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I can say this: I have always act‐
ed with integrity, with purpose and with principle. I was doing that
in my role as the Attorney General when it came to SNC and the
potential for a deferred prosecution agreement. I suspect that this
committee will have discussions about the testimony and differ‐
ences of opinion, but I also believe in Canadians and their ability to
hear the words I've spoken, to hear the facts I've expressed and to
make their own determinations.
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● (1840)

Mr. Nathan Cullen: I think many of us are making our own de‐
terminations, based on what we're hearing today.

The ability to seek one of these special...I'm calling them plea
deals. I'm not a lawyer. These deferrals can't be made for political
reasons. Is that correct?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: That's correct.
Mr. Nathan Cullen: It's illegal for you to have made the deci‐

sion based on political motivations. Is that correct?
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: It would be unlawful for me to

do that.
Mr. Nathan Cullen: It would have been unlawful for you. Is it

unlawful for someone to ask you to do that?
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: To direct me, or to ask me?
Mr. Nathan Cullen: Pressure you. A line is being contemplated.

When this story first broke, the Prime Minister said everything
was false. Then no pressure was put. Some pressure was put. Don't
worry, the Clerk said. It was appropriate pressure.

All pressure to do something that we've heard from your testimo‐
ny today had political motivations, which would have been against
the law for you to do as the Attorney General.

Have I said anything wrong to this point?
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: No.
Mr. Nathan Cullen: Okay. Good.

Is it illegal for someone to pressure the Attorney General to offer
a special plea like this for political reasons? Is it illegal for someone
to pressure the Attorney General to intervene on a case?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: In my opinion, it's not illegal. It
is very inappropriate, depending on the context of the comments
made, the nature of the pressure, the specific issues that are raised.

Mr. Nathan Cullen: Right.
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: It's incredibly inappropriate and

is an attempt to compromise or to impose upon an independent At‐
torney General.

Mr. Nathan Cullen: So pressure was put; you talked about
veiled threats. You repeatedly asked those threats, those communi‐
cations with you and your office, to stop.

Is that correct?
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: That's right.
Mr. Nathan Cullen: And it continued. You said you were not

doing this. You'd already made up your mind. You have sound legal
reasons; you're upholding the rule of law. The pressure continued,
the veiled threats continued, all through December.

Is that correct?
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: It continued. I wouldn't say the

veiled threats continued throughout the time frame. An escalation
in the pressure or the attempts at political interference culminated
in the meeting on December 19.

Mr. Nathan Cullen: Up until that meeting on December 19,
starting way back in September, you had given notice, you had
made your decision, the train had left the station, you were not go‐
ing to interfere with the public prosecutor, the independence of the
prosecution to do their job and uphold the rule of law.

You asked it to stop. In fact, the pressure escalates.

Is that right?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: That's correct.

Mr. Nathan Cullen: So the independence of the Attorney Gen‐
eral's office.... I'm just reflecting on the Prime Minister's argument
about the importance of the rule of law in Canada when dealing
with Huawei. The argument consistently made by this Prime Minis‐
ter was he had no choice because he so believed in the rule of law.
At the same time he and his staff, his key adviser, the Clerk of the
Privy Council, and others on his staff from the finance minister on
down are not respecting the rule of law and your independence as
the Attorney General of Canada.

I find the contradiction and the hypocrisy of this situation breath‐
taking, and I've seen a bit from Liberal governments.

The Chair: Thank you.

We will now go to Mr. Ehsassi.

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

You had an opportunity to speak to the abilities and the discre‐
tion of prosecutors. I want to ask you about the obligations of pros‐
ecutors.

You're fully aware of the handbook for prosecutors, and your du‐
ties and expectations that you are passing on to prosecutors. In a
relevant part of that handbook, it says Crown counsel must continu‐
ally assess at each stage of the process whether the prosecution is in
the public interest.

So if they have an obligation to continually reassess, would you
mind explaining to us why it's your opinion that when you made
your decision on September 16, it wasn't your obligation also to
continually reassess the facts.

● (1845)

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I am provided, as the Attorney
General, with notices—by way of section 13 in the Director of Pub‐
lic Prosecutions Act—from the director about issues of general in‐
terest. We receive—I received when I was the Attorney General—
many of these notices. This is the director raising, as I said, issues
of a general interest, and saying that they are providing this infor‐
mation to me, at the time, as the Attorney General, to do as I deem
appropriate. I made my decision based on information that I re‐
ceived from the director of public prosecutions by way of that note.
I did my due diligence and, again, was firm in the decision I made.
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I have never said that it's not within the ability or the job or the
discretion of prosecutors to continue to evaluate the case that they
have before them. Of course they can. It's the case in every prose‐
cution. Prosecutors can act based on the circumstances, based on
the facts, based on the input that is presented to them. I'm not the
prosecutor. I have the ability to be notified by the director of public
prosecutions by way of section 13 notices.

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: Thank you.

It would seem to me that everyone who has this responsibility
has an obligation to look at the facts as they change.

Now, I had a question about timing. Again, could you explain to
us why you did not bring to anyone's attention your misgivings
about the legal process until after you had been appointed to anoth‐
er portfolio?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I'm sorry, I don't understand the
question. I am not at liberty to talk about anything when I was no
longer the Minister of Justice and Attorney General.

When I was the Minister of Justice and Attorney General, with
respect to SNC and deferred prosecution agreements, I did raise my
concerns about the inappropriate nature of the interactions I was
having.

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: When did you raise this?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: From September 17 through to
and including the December 19 meeting and through to the January
7 meeting that I had.

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: Then all your expressions of concern are the
ones that you have detailed in your opening statement?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I actually appreciate answering
this question, because I know that the letter from the chair was for
me to come here and give my complete account. I have done my
best to give my complete account, but due to time, in my opening
statement I had to confine my comments to certain expressions and
meetings and details. That's not to say that it is a complete account
of everything that was said. Certainly, I don't have the ability to
speak to anything that occurred after January 14.

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: Could you provide us with the basis as to why
you think everything that happened after you were appointed to a
new portfolio actually cannot be waived. What is the obligation that
you cite?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I am not going to speak to that. I
have received the order in council and the waiver that's been pro‐
vided to me to speak to this committee and to the Ethics Commis‐
sioner about matters that would be covered by solicitor-client privi‐
lege and cabinet confidences for the time that I was the Minister of
Justice and Attorney General of Canada.

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: Thank you for that.

The Chair: I don't want to intervene, but I think the question
was, so that the committee knows just on what basis, and I'm guess‐
ing that it's cabinet confidence, because you wouldn't have solici‐
tor-client privilege after you became veterans affairs minister. It
would be on cabinet confidence, correct? Is that what—

● (1850)

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Every conversation that I may or
may not have had when I was the Minister of Veterans Affairs with
the Prime Minister or not with the Prime Minister, up to and includ‐
ing the meeting I had with my then-colleagues around the cabinet
table, would be covered by cabinet confidentiality.

The Chair: I think that's what he was trying to get at, thank you.

Do we move to another round, colleagues?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Before we do that, Ms. Wilson-Raybould, do you
need a break?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I'm happy to go another round,
but probably after that, I will ask that we reconvene at other time so
we can continue the discussions.

The Chair: Of course, but if you need one now, I'd be very hap‐
py to give you a 10-minute break. Would that be helpful in any
way?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Actually, I would rather not have
a break.

I do have to say, again, I'm happy to answer questions, but the
nature of the questions seems to be very similar, and we're continu‐
ing to go over the same ground. I'm happy to continue to answer
those questions, but I just wanted to put that out there.

If there is another round after this one, I would ask the commit‐
tee that I be able to come back and answer questions.

The Chair: I understand.

The committee will definitely take that into consideration on its
decision after this round.

I think we can perhaps look at this being, then, the last round for
today.

This round is six minutes to the Liberals, six to the Conserva‐
tives, six to the Liberals, five to the Conservatives and three to the
NDP.

Ms. Khalid.
[Translation]

I apologize, but Mr. Fortin attended our previous meetings and
he asked for speaking time. We've given him three minutes at the
end of the last round of questions.
[English]

What I'd like to ask the committee, as I need the consent of the
committee, is: Do we agree that, at the end of this round, we give
three minutes to M. Fortin, three minutes to Ms. May and three
minutes to the Co-operative Commonwealth Federation for its first
questions in Parliament in 50 years in a committee?

Is that okay with everyone?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Is that okay with you, Ms. Wilson-Raybould?
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Absolutely.
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The Chair: Thank you very much.

We will start with the Liberals.

Ms. Khalid.
Ms. Iqra Khalid: Thank you, Ms. Wilson-Raybould. We really

do appreciate your patience and your continuing to stay on here—
as I'm sure that Canadians have a lot of questions—to get a lot of
your truth out.

You mentioned that, in the meeting with Jessica Prince and the
Prime Minister's principal secretary and chief of staff, when your
chief of staff left that meeting, she was very upset. With respect to
understanding what that was and what measures could have been
taken at that point, the Clerk, Mr. Wernick, said also that in his tes‐
timony he had listed out some of the remedies that were available.

He talked about going to the Prime Minister and having that
tough conversation with the Prime Minister. He talked about pick‐
ing up the phone and calling the Ethics Commissioner, and he said,
ultimately, as a last resort, resigning. I don't think anybody expect‐
ed you to resign, but we're just trying to understand the context and
how you were feeling as you were going through all of this.

Earlier in my questions to you, I asked if you had spoken to the
Prime Minister from your September 17 meeting going up to the
time when he spoke to you with respect to your new appointment.
My question really is: Why didn't you speak to the Prime Minister
during all of that as all of this was building up? As you've indicat‐
ed, as all of these things were happening, why did you not speak to
the Prime Minister? Why did you not call the Ethics Commission‐
er? You are concerned, as you rightly should be, about the rule of
law. Why didn't you take any of those measures? It didn't have to
be to the point of resignation.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I won't deal with it to the point of
resignation, but, again, I did raise this with the Prime Minister di‐
rectly on September 17. From that point, through to and including
December 19, there was a sustained and continued attempt to politi‐
cally interfere. Those meetings consisted of many people within the
Prime Minister's Office, including the principal secretary to the
Prime Minister and the chief of staff, in reference to the meeting
that you talked about with my then chief of staff, Jessica Prince.
Yes, she was upset when she came out of that meeting because of
the continued and escalating pressure and interference that was
placed on her to relay back to me, as her minister, from the princi‐
pal secretary and the chief of staff. Those conversations included
the principal secretary saying that this situation would not be re‐
solved without some kind of interference, and the other statements
from that meeting are contained within my opening testimony.

It was my understanding, after I had had the opportunity to speak
with my then chief of staff, there would be potentially a meeting or
a call the next day, because I was in Vancouver, with the Clerk of
the Privy Council and the Prime Minister. I was waiting to get a
call from the Clerk and/or the Prime Minister. That call happened
with the Clerk, who invoked the Prime Minister's name throughout
the entirety of the conversation. That call ended. Everybody was
going on holidays. I was confident in the knowledge that there
would not be any interference with the discretion because I was the
Attorney General and I had made my decision.

We all went on holidays. The next conversation that I had was on
January 7 with the Prime Minister, where I raised this issue.
● (1855)

Ms. Iqra Khalid: You've been able to reach out to the Prime
Minister in the past. I still don't understand why you didn't reach
out to him when this was such an important issue. It was not raised
with the Ethics Commissioner either. Please pardon me, I have not
been able to get clarity on this.

I just want to flip to one other thing we have spoken about today.
It is with respect to remediation agreements, which my colleagues
have addressed at length.

Do you agree with remediation agreements in principle?
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I was part of a cabinet that

brought in the additional tool to prosecutors that they could utilize,
and that tool was deferred prosecution agreements.

Ms. Iqra Khalid: So you do agree with deferred prosecution
agreements in principle?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I do not believe that my personal
opinion on deferred prosecution agreements is relevant.

Ms. Iqra Khalid: I think with the scope of the motion it may be
relevant for us to consider.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: The scope of the motion?
Ms. Iqra Khalid: I mean the whole reason why we're here to‐

day, with the motion speaking specifically to understanding the na‐
ture of remediation agreements, of deferred prosecutions, etc. I do
believe that you had voted in favour of deferred prosecution agree‐
ments as part of the budget bill.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: That's clear. I already said that I
did. I was part of a cabinet that brought this tool in. Parliament
passed the legislation and the Criminal Code was amended in
September 2018.

I would submit that discussions around deferred prosecution
agreements are irrelevant to this discussion. What is relevant to this
discussion, and that's the discussion we've been having now for
some time, is the role of the director of public prosecutions, the role
of the Attorney General of Canada and the necessary independence
that is a constitutional principle for prosecutors to be upheld. I be‐
lieve that is the relevancy of this discussion, not whether I agree or
disagree, or any member of this committee agrees or disagrees,
with the tool of deferred prosecution agreements.

Ms. Iqra Khalid: Thanks for clarifying that, Ms. Wilson-Ray‐
bould.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Mr. Barrett.
Mr. Michael Barrett (Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands

and Rideau Lakes, CPC): Ms. Wilson-Raybould, thank you very
much for your extended testimony with the committee.

Is it your assessment that the Prime Minister has been accurate
and truthful in his statements concerning this issue?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I'm not going to comment as to
the validity of statements by the Prime Minister or anyone else.
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● (1900)

Mr. Michael Barrett: Okay.

Mr. Chair, we'll cede the rest of our time. Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you very much.

If the Conservatives are ceding the rest of their time, that goes
back to the Liberals. Who is up?

Mr. Boissonnault.
Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

[Translation]

Ms. Wilson-Raybould, I have a question to ask you in French.

In your role as attorney general, did you ever receive advice from
sources outside the government, such as lawyers or law firms, on
major legal issues here in Canada or on bills?
[English]

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: In my role as the Minister of Jus‐
tice and Attorney General of Canada, I received advice from exter‐
nal lawyers. I took it upon myself to foster relationships with previ‐
ous ministers of justice and attorneys general of Canada.

I, again, feel it's very important to have a diversity of views
about particular issues and I welcome feedback from individuals,
particularly when it has to do with putting forward legislation and
changing the Criminal Code, for example.

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Thank you very much.

You mentioned in the document at the beginning of this session,
in your testimony, that you conducted a period of due diligence.
Could you share with us who you conducted due diligence with in
this SNC-Lavalin matter?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I don't feel it's appropriate to
share that.

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: The privilege has been waived and so
has cabinet confidence, so who did you consult with?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I don't feel it's appropriate to an‐
swer that question because it gets into discussions around the nature
and the content of the section 13 notice that was provided to me as
the Attorney General from the director of public prosecutions, and
it gets into topics that are right now before the courts.

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Okay, but back to my earlier line of
questioning, which was this issue of the openness to receiving new
information and making sure that there is never a final decision,
let's look at this a different way.

What is the number of individuals that you consulted with during
the due diligence before you came to what you have told us is your
final decision, even though the law permitted you to continue to
look at having a deferred prosecution agreement and you have said
very clearly that the principles of law indicate that you need to have
an open mind before there is a final decision? In fact, it can't ever
be a final decision, so how many individuals did you consult with
in your due diligence?

Mr. Nathan Cullen: On a point of order, Chair, I'm sorry to in‐
terrupt, and apologies to Mr. Boissonnault, but there was a question

raised specifically about external references. The witness, Ms. Wil‐
son-Raybould, said that because it's sub judice, it's before the
courts, she was unable to comment on it, and Mr. Boissonnault con‐
tinued.

We've heard—

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: This is a totally different matter, a to‐
tally different line.

Mr. Nathan Cullen: Now you're asking for numbers. You're
asking for specific—

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Mr. Cullen, the issue of external—

Mr. Nathan Cullen: I'm not actually addressing you, Mr. Bois‐
sonnault. I'm talking to the chair.

The Chair: Let Mr. Cullen finish his point and then I'll—

Mr. Nathan Cullen: When a witness is asked a specific question
and then the question is reframed but it's essentially the same ques‐
tion.... The witness has already said this is sub judice.

We're now three and a half hours into this meeting. It seems
strange to me that an argument that has been used often to prevent
witnesses from testifying at this committee, sub judice, the argu‐
ment, is now being offered up by the witness in front of us and is
not being accepted. The questioning continues.

Oftentimes, as you know, Chair, when a witness says they are
unwilling or unable to answer a question, we as committee mem‐
bers simply accept it at that.

The Chair: There are a couple of things. I don't recall any wit‐
ness having refused this committee, in three and a half years, on the
sub judice rule, so that is not correct.

With respect to Mr. Boissonnault's question, he's attempting to
rephrase the question in a different way. I will alert everybody
again that Ms. Wilson-Raybould made the point that the sub judice
rule applies to specific questions with respect to SNC-Lavalin. We
do not want to have an impact on the appeal of SNC-Lavalin, on
their question regarding the remediation agreement, and therefore
her specific interactions with the director of public prosecutions
and others within the Department of Justice would not necessarily
be....

The committee can do what it wants. It's the master of its own
domain. Everybody can ask those questions. That's a restraint that
we choose to put on ourselves. There's nothing either that is unfair
in his trying to rephrase his question—I'd encourage him to do it in
a different way—or alternatively in the witness refusing to answer
the question on that basis.

That's where I think we should go. We have three and a half
more minutes on Mr. Boissonnault's questions.

Mr. Boissonnault.

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Thank you, Mr.—
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Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: [Inaudible—Editor] question that
was asked?

The Chair: Ms. Wilson-Raybould, if you think he got his ques‐
tion finished, you're more than welcome to answer it.
● (1905)

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I will say what I was going to say
prior to the discussion of committee members.

Mr. Boissonnault, I am not trying to be evasive. I take incredibly
seriously my responsibilities as a member of Parliament.

To have conversations about what I did and didn't do around due
diligence with respect to a section 13 notice.... I think, with respect,
the committee should realize that at the time I was the Attorney
General of the country, which makes me different from anybody
else with respect to that circumstance. It would be very inappropri‐
ate for me, with respect, to go into any of these discussions.

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: I appreciate that. I appreciate the an‐
swer.

My question to you is this: Once you made your final decision—
and you mentioned that in your testimony—would you say, then,
that your mind was closed to new information in a new context?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I had made my decision where to
not interfere with the decision and the discretion of the director of
public prosecutions. I was made aware, as the Attorney General,
about general interest prosecutions by way of section 13 notices
from the director of public prosecutions. I had made my decision on
this particular matter.

That is not to say that the prosecutor, in this or any other case,
does not continue to work on the case, to take in new information,
and to have discussions with whomever they deem appropriate
throughout the course and the evolution of a prosecution, up to and
including a potential trial.

Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Thank you.

Can you tell us where you memorialized your decision to not
proceed with a deferred prosecution agreement in this matter?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Where I memorialized...?
Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Where you made a memo or indicat‐

ed, “Today's the day. We're done. My decision is final.”

Where would you have recorded that?
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: This is not a direct answer to

your question, but I take copious notes every single day.
Mr. Randy Boissonnault: So it's in your notes somewhere?
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I am faced with many section 13

notices, or was when I was the Attorney General.
Mr. Randy Boissonnault: A question for you then is, did the

Prime Minister, the Clerk or the PMO ever direct you to enter into a
remediation agreement with SNC-Lavalin?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: No.
Mr. Randy Boissonnault: Thank you.
The Chair: We now go to the Conservatives.

Mr. Cooper.

Mr. Michael Cooper: Thank you again, Ms. Wilson-Raybould.

A number of members opposite have repeatedly raised the spec‐
tre of these conversations as somehow being in relation to the pub‐
lic interest and therefore somehow appropriate.

There are factors such as a Quebec election; finding a solution
for SNC, as the Prime Minister stated when you met with him on
September 17; the fact that the Prime Minister is a member of Par‐
liament from Montreal; the fact that SNC-Lavalin's counsel is not a
shrinking violet; and, as the Clerk of the Privy Council informed
you on December 19, “I think he is going to find a way to get it
done, one way or another. So he is in that kind of mood, and I want‐
ed you to be aware of it.”

Are any of those appropriate considerations in exercising your
prosecutorial discretion with respect to public interest?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Those are not appropriate.
Mr. Michael Cooper: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Next is Mr. Rankin.
Mr. Murray Rankin: We've been here, Mr. Chair, for several

hours now. I think I'd like to move the motion rather than taking the
time to do so later.

I would not use my time for anything but to make the motion at
this point.

The Chair: I will let you move the motion. There is no problem.

But remember we had said that Monsieur Fortin—
Mr. Murray Rankin: Absolutely.
The Chair: —and then it was Ms. May and Mr. Weir.

Would you like to wait for your motion?
Mr. Murray Rankin: I'd like to move the motion in the time al‐

lotted to me, and then I'd like to have a vote, if there's a need to do
so. Then, of course, we'll hear from the others, as we've agreed.

The Chair: Okay, that's fine with me. You have a right to move
a motion within your time.

I'm only pointing out that that requires the witness to stay here
then for those last questions, as opposed to liberating her.

Mr. Murray Rankin: Absolutely. This is a short motion.

I move:
That, in the interest of transparency and accountability, the justice committee
call upon the Prime Minister and the Governor in Council to waive solicitor-
client privilege and cabinet confidentiality relating to the SNC-Lavalin issue, so
that the former Attorney General can inform the justice committee of any rele‐
vant information with respect to the period subsequent to her ceasing to serve as
Attorney General of Canada on January 14, 2019.

In other words, Mr. Chair, we are to a certain point, and we've
been told that thereafter we cannot ask questions and the witness
cannot tell us what happened.

I think the evidence is abundantly clear that we need to know
that. Therefore, I am moving that this committee request of the
Prime Minister and the Governor in Council that that order in coun‐
cil be altered accordingly.
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● (1910)

The Chair: Thank you very much.

I'd first ask if any of you need time to consult and discuss this
motion among yourselves, or is everybody good to go ahead, de‐
bate and vote?

Mr. Murray Rankin: I'd like a recorded vote.
The Chair: Ms. Khalid.
Ms. Iqra Khalid: If it's okay with you, can we just confer

among our Liberal colleagues for five minutes?
The Chair: That's what I was just asking.

Can I ask the question again, Mr. Rankin? You moved the mo‐
tion. Can we ask the last three questioners to go ahead and then
have a brief pause for the consultation?

Mr. Murray Rankin: Certainly. I just wanted to get the motion
on the record.

The Chair: Of course.
Mr. Murray Rankin: I'm more than happy to consider it a no‐

tice of motion. I would request that we come back to it immediately
after the testimony today.

The Chair: Absolutely.

I'm suggesting we have Monsieur Fortin, Madame May and
Mr. Weir get their three minutes in—

Mr. Murray Rankin: Certainly.
The Chair: —and let the witness be liberated, and then we can

come back to this. We'll just have a brief pause.
Mr. Murray Rankin: Thank you.
The Chair: The word “liberated” is probably not the right word.

[Translation]

Who wants to speak first, Mr. Fortin, Ms. May or Mr. Weir?
[English]

Shall we have ladies first?

Ms. May.
Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Gilakas'la. I

want to ask something very clearly and then move to a different
line of questioning from what others have been asking.

First of all, do you believe that, individually or collectively, the
pressure to which you were subjected contravened the Criminal
Code?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I don't believe that.
Ms. Elizabeth May: There are a lot of power relationships we've

been discussing. Most of the questions have gone to the power rela‐
tionships around political actors, the chief of staff, the principal
secretary to the Prime Minister and your role with two hats, judicial
and cabinet hats.

However, there's a very prominent role being played by, I think,
unusual actors in the civil service, where the power relationship is
that the Clerk of the Privy Council is the boss of the deputy minis‐
ter at the Department of Justice, and down through the chain, with

you essentially acting as a bulwark to protect the independence of
the director of public prosecutions.

I wanted to go back to your testimony, as there were a couple of
places where you mentioned some things, and I wondered if they
were concerning to you, and if so, why.

In chronological order, you mentioned that, on September 7, the
deputy minister was able to have certain sections of the section 13
notice read aloud to her, but she did not want to receive or be given
a copy of it. Was that in any way concerning to you? It's included in
your testimony; I just wanted to pursue it.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Yes, that was a concern.
Ms. Elizabeth May: Why were you concerned?
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Again, as the Attorney General, I

worked very closely not only with my chief of staff but with the
deputy minister, and this applies to my then-deputy minister and the
Clerk of the Privy Council. When public servants get involved in
political discussions, of course I have concerns and I believe that's
inappropriate.

Ms. Elizabeth May: Going to September 17, you described the
meeting you had requested of the Prime Minister on a different top‐
ic; it was supposed to be a one-on-one meeting, by which I infer
that you did not expect the Clerk of the Privy Council to be present
when you went to meet with the Prime Minister. Is that correct?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I didn't expect that. I will say that
the fact that he was there...I didn't ask him to leave.

Ms. Elizabeth May: In the context of the pressure that was be‐
ing applied and the political concerns that were being raised, I'm
going to put forward a positive statement and see if you agree.

The appropriate role for the Clerk of the Privy Council is to sup‐
port an Attorney General who says, “You're on dangerous ground
here; back off; this is political interference”. The job of the civil
service is to remain non-partisan and give good advice. Did you
think the Clerk of the Privy Council was behaving appropriately in
applying political pressure to anyone, in this case?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I did not believe that he was be‐
having appropriately, which is why I was very surprised when he
raised issues of the Quebec election and a board meeting that was
supposedly happening with SNC.
● (1915)

Ms. Elizabeth May: Do you believe that the Clerk of the Privy
Council appeared to be placing your deputy minister of justice un‐
der pressure that could have affected her confidence in her job se‐
curity?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Honestly, I don't believe I can an‐
swer that question.

Ms. Elizabeth May: Okay.

Lastly, you said that you—
The Chair: Ms. May, you have to wrap up. You're over your

time.
Ms. Elizabeth May: Okay. HÍSWKE.
Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: [Member spoke in Kwak'wala as

follows:]
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Gilakas'la.

[Kwak'wala text translated as follows:]

Thank you.

[English]
The Chair: Thank you very much.

[Translation]

Mr. Fortin, you have the floor.
Mr. Rhéal Fortin: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Ms. Wilson-Raybould, I, too, want to thank you for being here
today. I want to say that what you're doing today takes a lot of
courage, and I appreciate it.

That said, my questions may lead us down a bit of a different
path. I'd like to revisit the reasons for your decision. I realize that
there are certain things you can't talk about, so you can answer as
we go.

My first question is about why you didn't think a remediation
agreement should be negotiated with SNC-Lavalin. Would I be cor‐
rect to assume that you came to your decision after reviewing the
criteria in sections 715.31 and 715.32 of the Criminal Code?
[English]

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Thank you for the comments and
the question.

All I can say with respect to the question was that I did not be‐
lieve, based on the section 13 notice that I received from the direc‐
tor of public prosecutions and the due diligence that I undertook,
that it was appropriate with respect to SNC to issue a directive and
intervene in the prosecution, to intervene in the discretion that was
exercised by the director of public prosecutions.
[Translation]

Mr. Rhéal Fortin: Did you discuss the reasons why you did not
think it was appropriate to negotiate such an agreement? Did you
discuss them with the Prime Minister or someone from his office?
[English]

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Yes, I did.
[Translation]

Mr. Rhéal Fortin: Can you tell us who you discussed them
with?
[English]

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I discussed it with the Prime
Minister, with the Clerk of the Privy Council, with Elder Marques
and with Mathieu Bouchard, among other individuals including the
principle secretary to the Prime Minister—indirectly, as my chief of
staff, Jessica Prince, discussed it with the principle secretary—as
well as the chief of staff to the Prime Minister and the chief of staff
to the Minister of Finance.
[Translation]

Mr. Rhéal Fortin: I realize that you can't—that, in your view,
you can't—tell us the reasons you felt it was not appropriate to ne‐
gotiate a remediation agreement.

[English]

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I felt at the time and made the de‐
cision that it was inappropriate for me as the Attorney General to
interfere in the discretion that was exercised by the director of pub‐
lic prosecutions with respect to SNC and the decision that was
made to not enter into negotiations around a deferred prosecution
agreement.

[Translation]

Mr. Rhéal Fortin: Thank you very much.

Which of the conditions prescribed by law—

The Chair: Mr. Fortin? Mr. Fortin?

Mr. Rhéal Fortin: Yes?

The Chair: Unfortunately, your three minutes are up.

Mr. Rhéal Fortin: After three and a half hours, Mr. Chair, I get
three minutes. You must admit I've been very patient. Is there any
way I could have an extra minute or 30 seconds?

The Chair: You can have 30 more seconds.

Just for everyone's information, when political parties—

Mr. Rhéal Fortin: That's very generous of you. Thank you,
Mr. Chair.

I just wanted to make sure Ms. Wilson-Raybould's comments
were clear in my mind. I think it's important that all Canadians, all
voters, understand this aspect. It's no trivial matter, after all.

The Chair: Again, I'm not saying…. I'm not passing judgment
on whether or not your question is important. I'm simply indicating
that your three minutes are up, but you can have another 30 sec‐
onds, if you'd like.

Mr. Rhéal Fortin: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Ms. Wilson-Raybould, I have just 30 seconds. My apologies.

Was your decision not to intervene in the matter, not to pursue a
remediation agreement, based on one of the conditions prescribed
by law, in the Criminal Code?

The Chair: The sub judice rule clearly applies. That falls direct‐
ly under the sub judice rule. I would advise the witness—

Mr. Rhéal Fortin: Mr. Chair, it doesn't fall directly under the
sub judice rule. I wasn't asking what the reason was; I was asking
whether the reason fell within the criteria.

[English]

The Chair: It will be up to the witness, if she—

[Translation]

Mr. Rhéal Fortin: I think the witness can answer, actually.
Thank you, Mr. Chair. I'll let Ms. Wilson-Raybould answer.

[English]

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I will not answer that question.
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[Translation]
Mr. Rhéal Fortin: Thank you, Ms. Wilson-Raybould.

[English]
The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Weir.
● (1920)

Mr. Erin Weir (Regina—Lewvan, CCF): Thanks very much
for this opportunity. Ms. Wilson-Raybould, thanks very much for
your extensive and informative testimony.

I'd like to ask you to expand a bit on the idea of separating the
role of Attorney General from that of the Minister of Justice. It
seems that under our current system, the Prime Minister could
choose to appoint two different people to those posts. Is that what
you would recommend, or do you envision making the Attorney
General an officer of Parliament or somehow officially separating it
from the government?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I don't want to get too far in ad‐
vance. I really hope that the committee will consider looking at
studying this. I always try to look for ways to move forward. I think
it would be entirely appropriate for this committee to look at differ‐
ent models, internationally. I mentioned the United Kingdom,
where the Attorney General is not a member of cabinet.

The two hats that the Minister of Justice and Attorney General
wears here in our country are completely different. I think there
would be merit to talking about having those as two separate indi‐
viduals, obviously after much discussion and study. It's the preroga‐
tive of the government and the Prime Minister of the time, what
they would choose to do in that regard.

Mr. Erin Weir: Is that an idea you ever floated to the Prime
Minister or to the Clerk of the Privy Council Office?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I would say no, because I can't
remember a concrete discussion that we had, but there have been
times when I've raised the issue internally with individuals when I
was the minister, and potentially, I could have had conversations
with other colleagues.

Mr. Erin Weir: You were asked about whether you supported
deferred prosecution agreements. I don't want to push that question
again. I do want to ask, though, if you could describe what the ideal
candidate for a deferred prosecution might be.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: I think that it's a tool, the de‐
ferred prosecution agreement, and considerations that the director
of public prosecutions or prosecutors can take into account are de‐
lineated and articulated within the Criminal Code.

Mr. Erin Weir: Okay. That's good for me.
The Chair: Thank you so much.

I want to take this opportunity to thank Ms. Wilson-Raybould
very much for her testimony. It's very much appreciated.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould: Thank you.
The Chair: We are on Mr. Rankin's motion, and we've been

asked for a short pause to consider discussion.

Could I just say the meeting is suspended for five minutes?

An hon. member: That's perfect.

● (1920)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1925)

The Chair: The meeting is resumed.

Mr. Rankin, the floor is yours.

Mr. Murray Rankin: I don't know if you need me to read the
motion again, Chair.

The Chair: Sure, why not read it for the record?

Mr. Murray Rankin: I'll just read it again:
That, in the interest of transparency and accountability, the justice committee
call upon the Prime Minister and the Governor in Council to waive solicitor-
client privilege and cabinet confidentiality relating to the SNC-Lavalin issue, so
that the former Attorney General can inform the justice committee of any rele‐
vant information with respect to the period subsequent to her ceasing to serve as
Attorney General of Canada on January 14, 2019.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Is there any debate on the motion?

Ms. Khalid.

Ms. Iqra Khalid: Chair, thank you very much.

I think this whole exercise has been to really shed light on the is‐
sue at hand, and we take this very seriously.

Our original motion talked about meeting after Ms. Wilson-Ray‐
bould's testimony to discuss next steps. I think it's more appropriate
that we talk about this as part of our next-steps conversation so that
we know we're not badgering or trying to elicit information that
may or may not be there. I think we should have that meeting as
committee members first before we go there.

I think that, at this time, it's appropriate that we vote down this
motion and revisit the idea at our next-steps meeting.

The Chair: Yes, Mr. Rankin.

Mr. Murray Rankin: Therefore, I call the question, Chair.

The Chair: Is there anybody who really wishes to speak to this?
Not hearing anyone, we'll move to the vote.

(Motion negatived: nays 5; yeas 4)

The Chair: Colleagues, there's one thing that I would suggest.
We have not yet sent out the notice of motion for tomorrow's meet‐
ing. I think it will be difficult to digest all of Ms. Wilson-Ray‐
bould's testimony for 8:45 tomorrow morning and come back to
consider next steps. May I consult with the vice-chairs and come
back with a time for the meeting that's perhaps a little later in the
day?

Mr. Murray Rankin: I think that's a great idea.

An hon. member: Yes.
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The Chair: The meeting is adjourned.
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