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[English]

The Chair (Hon. Hedy Fry (Vancouver Centre, Lib.)): I'll call
the meeting to order.

Julie Dzerowicz, you have your hand up.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz (Davenport, Lib.): Yes. I do.

Madam Chair, given the fact that we've had to do a couple of
votes, we have run a little late and we have some important business
before us today. Would everybody be amenable to running the
committee past our 5:30 time to when the votes are called so that we
can try to finish our business for today?

If people are amenable to that, I would like to put forward a
motion for us to do so.

The Chair: We will just keep sitting. We don't need a motion, but
thank you. I think everybody is nodding in the corner here.

I have another question I want to put, again for the way we do
business today. We could go clause-by-clause for the Jewish month,
or because we have the Honourable Wayne Easter sitting in
Washington, D.C., having fun, we could listen to him now and get
those two witnesses done, and then go to clause-by-clause.

What does everybody think?

Hon. Peter Van Loan (York—Simcoe, CPC): Let's do the
Jewish one first.

The Chair: All right. Let's do the Jewish one.

Hon. Peter Van Loan: It will take us seconds.

The Chair: We will go to clause-by-clause consideration.

Pursuant to the order of reference of Wednesday, October 4, 2017,
Bill S-232, an act respecting Canadian Jewish heritage month, we're
going to go clause by clause. We've heard the witnesses.

Pursuant to Standing Order 75(1) consideration of clause 1, which
is the short title, and preamble are postponed.

(Clause 2 agreed to)

The Chair: Shall the short title carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Shall the preamble carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Shall the title carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Shall Bill S-232 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

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

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Now we're going to move to the order of reference of
Monday, November 6, 2017, Bill S-236, an act to recognize
Charlottetown as the birthplace of Confederation.

We'll listen to the witnesses. The first one will be the Honourable
Diane Griffin, senator.

Welcome, Senator.

Hon. Diane Griffin (Senator, Prince Edward Island, ISG):
Thank you.

The Chair: We'll ask you to use 10 minutes.

Hon. Diane Griffin: It will be less than that, not to worry. We
only give five minutes in the Senate so that's what I was prepared for.

The Chair: Thank you.

Begin, Senator.

Hon. Diane Griffin: Honourable colleagues, thank you for the
opportunity to speak today on Bill S-236, an act to recognize
Charlottetown as the birthplace of Confederation. I was pleased to
hear the second reading speeches in the House of Commons. It was a
wonderful opportunity for the House to debate the historical role of
both Charlottetown and Prince Edward Island in the Confederation
story.

Bill S-236 gives us, as parliamentarians, a collective opportunity
to reflect on and also to educate Canadians about our shared history
as we celebrate Canada 150 and look toward our nation's future.

Let me be clear. Although I am deemed the sponsor, Bill S-236 is
not my bill. It is a vision that has been expressed by Islanders to
solidify in law the formative event that led to the creation of the
Dominion of Canada.
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At the federal level, this vision has seen many forms. In the 41st
Parliament, its name was Bill C-659, and it was sponsored by the
member of Parliament for Charlottetown, who is now the
parliamentary secretary for Canadian heritage. In the 42nd Parlia-
ment, it is Bill C-253, introduced by the member for Malpeque, who
is with us today by video conference. However, due to Bill C-253's
high draw order, it was clear that the bill would not be debated
during Canada's 150th year. Therefore, I introduced Bill S-236 in the
Senate to ensure that Parliament would have the opportunity to
debate and reflect on the role Charlottetown had in leading to
Confederation. I guess you could say I am the johnny-come-lately to
this whole discussion.

This bill, when enacted, will be an appropriate complement to a
bill passed by the Prince Edward Island legislature in 2014 called the
Birthplace of Confederation Act. It builds on the 1996 proclamation
by the Right Honourable Jean Chrétien recognizing the role of
Charlottetown as the birthplace of Confederation and affirming this
as an integral part of our Canadian heritage.

For context, when this went to the Senate's legal and constitutional
affairs committee, four amendments were made to the bill. One
amendment corrected a drafting error in the French version, and two
clarified Charlottetown's role by indicating that it was the start of a
process that led to the Quebec and London conferences, which
ultimately resulted in Confederation and the creation of the
Dominion of Canada. The last amendment to the bill stated that
the recognition of Charlottetown as the birthplace of Confederation
does not confer any specific, such as financial, benefit under the
Parks Canada Agency Act.

To avoid confusion, Bill S-236 is not about the colony of Prince
Edward Island joining the Confederation in 1873. This bill is about
the city of Charlottetown hosting the conference that gave birth to
the idea of Confederation in 1864.

With respect to consultation and involvement of first nations in the
development of this bill, and the larger element of the Charlottetown
Conference, Parks Canada worked with representatives of the
Mi'kmaq Confederacy to develop interpretive videos of the
Confederation story that explain the history of the Mi'kmaq peoples
and highlight the lack of any role at the Charlottetown conference. I
might add that women didn't have any role there either.

Although Bill S-236 does not trigger a legal duty to consult, I
asked the chiefs of the Mi'kmaq Confederacy for their views of Bill
S-236 and of Confederation in general. I am now going to read into
the record their statement, to ensure that it forms part of the House of
Commons' deliberations.

● (1705)

I quote:

While the chiefs are generally supportive of the concept of Charlottetown being
recognized as the birthplace of Confederation, they note that Prince Edward
Island has been the home of the Mi'kmaq people for over 12,000 years, yet they
were not invited to the Charlottetown Conference. In creating this legislative
recognition, the chiefs believe that moving forward, the Government of Canada
must include the indigenous peoples of this land on a nation-to-nation basis in all
matters. This would also involve honouring the historic peace and friendship
treaties with the Mi'kmaq.

I appreciate that there was debate on how the Government of
Canada should celebrate and commemorate our 150th year of
Confederation. This bill provides all of us, as parliamentarians, an
opportunity to participate in a legislative event to celebrate and
recognize the watershed moment in Canadian history that happened
in Charlottetown.

I'm optimistic that this bill has sufficient support to be passed prior
to the end of the 150th year of the creation of the Dominion of
Canada.

The Chair: Thank you very much, Senator.

Now we will go to the second witness, the Honourable Wayne
Easter, MP for Malpeque, from Washington, D.C.

Welcome, Mr. Easter.

An hon. member: There is some irony here.

The Chair: Yes, indeed there is some irony in it.

Mr. Easter, you have 10 minutes to present. Would you like to take
all 10 minutes? Knowing you, it should probably be 30 minutes.

Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): No. It will probably be
two minutes.

The Chair: Good. Thank you.

Hon. Wayne Easter: I didn't realize that we voted so much in
House of Commons when I was sitting here waiting for this time to
begin, but I thank you for allowing me to participate. We are here at
the Canada-U.S. meetings, meeting with a number of congressional
representatives and senators.

First, I want to thank the heritage committee for taking this bill
under consideration. As Senator Griffin mentioned, we really have a
keen desire to try to pass this particular piece of legislation this year,
on Canada's 150th anniversary.

Senator Griffin has basically said all that needs to be said.

I would like to also thank the Senate for its work on the bill. I
believe they have improved the bill substantially. As Senator Griffin
said, there were four amendments already made to the bill in the
Senate and the preamble covers off some areas where there was
concern.

She mentioned that Charlottetown should be seen as a watershed
moment in terms of the path to the Constitution Act of 1867, and it
was in Charlottetown where that shared vision of the country was
established. Then that was built onto at the Quebec Conference,
which is mentioned in the preamble, as well as the London
Conference.

As Dr. Ed MacDonald said, it's been a kind of process along the
way, but the fact that the shared vision was created in Charlottetown
between Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island, New Brunswick, and
Canada at the time is how we really came into being.

I don't think there is much more I need to say than that, Madam
Chair, because I believe Senator Griffin has outlined most of the
points, but I'm more than willing to answer any questions you may
have.
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The other thing I should point out, since it has been a point of
discussion when I've been asked about this bill in various quarters, is
that there was no indigenous community at the meeting, and in fact
no women at the meeting either. In today's world, that would be
considerably different. But Senator Griffin did read into the record
the words from the Mi'kmaq community of P.E.I., who made it very
clear they have been on the land there for some 12,000 years, and we
appreciate the words that they said as well, and their support for this
bill.

I'll leave it at that and try, along with Senator Griffin, to answer
any questions you might have.

● (1710)

The Chair: Thank you very much.

I'm going to the question piece. We're probably going to do one
round because I don't have anyone breaking the door down to ask
questions.

I will begin with another Prince Edward Island MP, Sean Casey.

You have seven minutes, Sean.

Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Thank you very much,
Madam Chair.

Thank you, Senator Griffin, and Mr. Easter, for finally getting this
bill through the starting gate and closer to the finish line. This is
something that was attempted in previous Parliaments as you both
alluded to but only you have managed to have any degree of success
with it.

I know that this is the work of many, as you indicated, Senator.
Could we just start by perhaps talking about what happened in the
background to get us to this stage and the people within the
community who were the driving force behind this to get us to where
we are? Can we get a little bit of the background of them on the
record, please?

Hon. Diane Griffin: Okay.

There's always a risk of leaving somebody out; sorry about that.

Mr. Sean Casey: That's what Mr. Easter is for.

Hon. Diane Griffin: He'll remember.

As was already mentioned, there were two members of Parliament
who previously introduced such a bill in the House. Way back, for
those of you who will remember, George Proud initially had a bill in
this regard, too. That goes back a long time, at least 15 years.

The legislature, last November, had passed a resolution that
passed unanimously to have Charlottetown declared as the birthplace
of Confederation. We have support from the mayor and council of
Charlottetown, and a lot of the local historians, both at the
university's history department and other historians and authors in
the local community. Some of them are Philip Brown, Sharon Larter,
Leonard Cusack, and—here's where I start to forget and leave out
people and you may be able to help me, Mr. Casey. There's strong
local support for the bill. You say, the Prime Minister already did a
declaration so why do we need anything else?

Declarations can get lost. In fact, the Library of Parliament had a
problem finding a copy of the declaration but we knew where one
was on the wall of the mayor's office in Charlottetown.

There's nothing more stable than having a statute.

You may be able to add to some more names of people who have
been really pushing this.

● (1715)

Mr. Sean Casey: No. Those were actually the people who I had in
mind as well.

Thank you, Senator.

The Chair: Excuse me, Mr. Casey.

Did Mr. Easter have anything to add to that list, quickly?

Hon. Wayne Easter: Those are the names.

The only other one I would mention—I'm not sure whether the
senator mentioned it or not—was Dr. Ed MacDonald, who also was
a witness before the Senate. He has very strong support and has all
the historical background on the point as well.

Hon. Diane Griffin: Great.

The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Casey.

Mr. Sean Casey: Perhaps I'll start with you, Mr. Easter, on this
one.

When we talk about the place of Confederation and the
significance of Confederation in the hearts of Prince Edward
Islanders and folks from Charlottetown, I would invite you to talk a
bit about the prevalence of that theme in the symbols, in the
buildings, in the parks, and in the infrastructure of Charlottetown in
particular, and P.E.I. in general.

Hon. Wayne Easter: I think it's an important point to be raised,
Mr. Casey, and in fact, some around the committee table will find
this maybe strange or interesting. The Confederation Centre of the
Arts is right beside the provincial legislature building, and it is the
only remaining building of all the buildings that were involved in
various conferences moving through the process to get to the
Constitution Act.

In my remarks in the House of Commons I said you have to look
at this. I had some Americans in there and explained that this really
was the birthplace of Confederation. You walk on the worn steps and
you see all the symbols and you see the chamber where the Fathers
of Confederation met. It's certainly a tourism draw for us in Prince
Edward Island, for people to come there and look at Province House
and the birthplace of Confederation. You'll find a lot of that in
Charlottetown, relating to that theme of the birthplace of
Confederation being there.

As well, the Confederation Centre of the Arts came into being in
Prime Minister Pierre Elliott Trudeau's time. What you might find
funny is that my first job was in there, washing windows and doing
some outside maintenance when I was about 15 or 16 years old.
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That building has all the Fathers of Confederation set up in
Memorial Hall. It is a place of history and a place of honour that
really is there as a memorial to Confederation, although there is a
theatre there and a library.

Those are two of the areas that I would say are very important in
the city of Charlottetown related to this particular theme.

The Chair: There's one minute, Mr. Casey.

Mr. Sean Casey: Senator, I'd like you to share with this
committee something that actually came out during the testimony
before the Senate committee, and that was the reaction of the public
when the Province House was under the charge of the province, the
expenses were significant, and there was an admission charge for
people to come in.

Could you recount just exactly what happened around that and the
reaction of the public to the idea of having to pay admission to get
into Province House?

Hon. Diane Griffin: I can summarize it in one word. They were
appalled. They see this as a public institution, and as far as the public
of Prince Edward Island and summer visitors were concerned, to
have to pay to visit this institution was appalling, because it's a very
popular place, as Mr. Easter alluded to. The steps are worn. It's quite
something to walk on these steps that are worn as you enter the
building where thousands and thousands of feet have been placed
over the years.

Mr. Easter may remember some more details regarding that event.
I think I was away as a graduate student at that time.

● (1720)

Hon. Wayne Easter: No.

Mr. Sean Casey: He was washing windows at the time.

Senator, what was the result of that outcry?

The Chair: Mr. Casey, I'm sorry, your seven minutes are up.

I will go now to the Conservatives and Mr. Van Loan, who is
absolutely a history buff and I know is going to ask the most in-
depth questions.

Hon. Peter Van Loan: Sorry to disappoint you, Madam Chair,
but we are such history buffs that we really don't have any questions.
We support the bill. I think it is putting in statute a self-evident truth
that doesn't really need any debate. We're supportive of it and happy
to move on.

The Chair: Well, thank you very much.

Now we go to Mr. Nantel from the NDP.

[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Nantel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, NDP): Thank
you, Madam Chair.

It's rather strange to see my 12th floor neighbour in the Valour
Building sitting in Washington.

I'm delighted you're here, Senator. Thank you for agreeing to
present your bill to us.

This year, Canada's 150th anniversary has often been touted as an
opportunity to, in some way, make amends for the wrongs of the

past. Senator, you mentioned the importance of the Mi'kmaq
perspective. I'm wondering whether it isn't a missed opportunity
not to recognize, in the bill, the territory by its Mi'kmaq name,
pronounced abegweit, which I believe you even said.

As you said earlier, it would be great if the bill were passed prior
to the end of the 150th anniversary year of Confederation. Indeed,
you don't give gifts after Christmas; it's too late then. With this piece
of legislation, do we, as parliamentarians, not have a chance to do
even more, given what we've experienced this year?

I won't even get into a discussion on how few francophones
participated in the conference. I believe there were just two, but that
has nothing to do with our duty to achieve reconciliation with first
nations.

I am proposing an addition to clause 2 of Bill S-236, which
currently reads: “Charlottetown, Prince Edward Island, is recognized
as and declared to be the birthplace of Confederation.”

I, for one, think it would be a positive step to add the following to
the clause:

[English]

“This place known as ‘Prince Edward Island’ is recognized as
traditional and unceded territory, known as Epekwitk, of the
Mi’kmaq First Nation.”

[Translation]

That said, and I realize that this would be an additional step, we
could go even further by stating:

[English]

“Parliament recognizes that the Charlottetown conference that led to
Confederation excluded representatives of Indigenous peoples.”

[Translation]

The first change I'm proposing would recognize the territory,
which would be nice. I would point out that, first nations people
made it very clear this summer, on Parliament Hill, that we have a
very white view of the 150th anniversary of Confederation.

I am formally moving this. I hear the clerks talking to the chair, so
I would like to move an amendment to my motion, in order to
include first nations.

[English]

The Chair: Do you have it in writing, Mr. Nantel?

Mr. Pierre Nantel: I can give you my iPad.

The Chair: Perhaps we will let you give the iPad to the clerk,
please.

Now we have Mr. Vandal from the Liberals for seven minutes,
please.

Mr. Dan Vandal (Saint Boniface—Saint Vital, Lib.): I'm
wondering if there's an opportunity for them to respond to Mr.
Nantel's suggestions before I start my time.

The Chair: I thought maybe when we get to his amendment we
can discuss it then.

Mr. Dan Vandal: That's okay.
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My question was going to be largely around the consultation
process.

First of all, I thank both of you for the work you've done on this
bill. I'm very supportive in principle.

In her preamble, the senator addressed that we are in an era of
reconciliation. We know that Senator Sinclair tabled his truth and
reconciliation document with a call to action that said, “Reconcile
Aboriginal and Crown constitutional and legal orders to ensure that
Aboriginal peoples are full partners in Confederation”. I was
heartened to hear that the Mi'kmaq were consulted, and I think that's
wonderful.

Senator and then MP Easter, are you satisfied that what we've
done now is enough in this era of reconciliation? If you could both
comment on that, I would appreciate it.

● (1725)

Hon. Diane Griffin: In my discussion with the Mi'kmaq
Confederacy, this was the statement they had given me. I wanted
it in writing so we'd all be on the same wavelength for the future and
we'd have it for both houses. They were satisfied with that.

However, let me suggest that if it's the feeling of the committee
and the House of Commons that you want to go further, that's up to
you. Based on my discussion with the chiefs and the executive
director of the Mi'kmaq Confederacy of Prince Edward Island, they
were satisfied, but they made the point in the statement that they're
looking at bigger fish to fry in that they want to be recognized on a
nation-to-nation basis in the future.

Mr. Dan Vandal: On a go forward basis....

Hon. Diane Griffin: On a go forward basis, that's a good term. I
think the fact that we asked and that they were able to give us a
statement....

What's interesting, though, is that when consultation occurred,
when the province passed its motion in the legislature, it did not
consult in that case. That was the first thing I asked. Had there been
any consultation by the province before it passed its unanimous
motion in the legislature, and there had not. We were coming back to
address that issue in terms of making sure, first of all, that the
Mi'kmaq Confederacy of P.E.I. was aware that we had such a bill.

Secondly, what was their reaction to it? Did they support it, did
they not support, or did they have anything else they wanted to say?
In addition to saying that they supported it, they had given me the
other wording to read into the record, which I did when we were in
the Senate. Also, I believe Mr. Easter did that when he made his
comments in the House of Commons during second reading.

Mr. Dan Vandal: I'm assuming Senator Murray Sinclair was
supportive of this bill in the Senate.

Hon. Diane Griffin: Yes.

Mr. Dan Vandal: He was. Okay.

The Chair: Mr. Easter, do you have any comments?

Hon. Wayne Easter: I think Senator Griffin made most of the
points. The statement by the Mi'kmaq Confederacy was made in
both houses.

I don't see an amendment to this particular bill being necessary,
but that's from where I sit. I think if it were, the clerk would have to
tell me the process. What would happen if you made that kind of an
amendment to this bill at this time? Would it have to go back to the
Senate and be debated again there?

I actually think the birthplace of Confederation bill relates to a
historic moment in time, which was a watershed moment. As Dr. Ed
MacDonald said, when you do that, that in itself can be used as an
educational tool for people about what happened during those times.
I think we've made the point that there was no indigenous
community present.

The other point I would make to my colleague Mr. Nantel is that I
really think reconciliation is much bigger and much broader than the
birthplace of Confederation bill. Where I come from is that I believe
that the statements made in both houses relative to the debate on this
bill, with the approval of the Mi'kmaq community, should at this
stage be adequate to pass the bill on that basis. I see reconciliation of
the indigenous community as a whole as a much bigger issue that is,
in fact, ongoing and seen as a major priority by the current Prime
Minister.

● (1730)

Mr. Dan Vandal: Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you.

Is that it? You have a minute.

Mr. Dan Vandal: I have nothing more.

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

We will go through the bill clause by clause and go to the
amendment by Mr. Nantel when we get to it, because his amendment
is following the second clause. Let us begin and then when we get to
the second clause, we will read it.

Before I go to that, I want to thank Mr. Easter and Senator Griffin
for all the work they did in bringing this forward. I think this is going
to be a very important bill. As you know, we all support it, but I
think we want to discuss what Pierre is talking about.

I shall begin. Pursuant to Standing Order 75(1), consideration of
clause 1, the short title, and the preamble are postponed.

(Clause 2 agreed to)

The Chair: I will now read the amendment by Mr. Nantel. The
first amendment will become a new clause. It reads:

This place known as “Prince Edward Island” is recognized as traditional and
unceded territory, known as Epekwitk, of the Mi’kmaq First Nation.

Hon. Peter Van Loan: It's an interesting statement, but it doesn't
seem to have anything to do with the bill in question.

The subject of the bill in question is Charlottetown and an
historical event that took place there. It's not about Prince Edward
Island per se. For that reason I don't see that it actually has a place in
the bill as drafted. I think it's beyond the scope of the bill to have a
declaration like that.

The Chair: Mr. Casey.

Mr. Sean Casey: Thank you, Madam Chair.
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I share Mr. Van Loan's view. The first thing I would say is that I
enter this discussion very delicately. I do not for one second debate
the truth of the statement that is sought to be incorporated into the
bill. It's something that is repeated at virtually every single public
gathering, and something that's taken as a given. However, because
it's true does it belong in the legislation?

I don't think there has been a discussion here, at the Senate, or on
the floor of the House of Commons as to what the ramifications, if
any, would be to the inclusion of those words in the bill. For
example, this is essentially a declaratory piece of legislation. Will the
inclusion of the recognition of the traditional Mi'kmaq territory in
this bill but not in others attach a particular significance to this or
lessen the significance of other bills where it isn't mentioned?

The fact that the first nations communities have been consulted,
and this isn't something that was sought, I think is significant. I think
there are the process issues raised by Mr. Easter. If an amendment
this substantive in the body of the bill is brought forward at this
stage, does that bounce it back to the Senate and make this debate
much broader? When this is, I think, by all counts, Mr. Van Loan
included, an uncontroversial statement of the obvious, does the
inclusion of a declaration of the traditional Mi'kmaq territory in the
bill change that character?

For all of those reasons, while again I do not for one second
dispute the truth of the statement, the necessity or appropriateness of
including it in a declaratory piece of legislation like this is something
with which I do take issue.

● (1735)

The Chair: Thank you.

Is there any other person wishing to discuss this?

Mr. Van Loan.

Hon. Peter Van Loan: Again, I should make it clear that my
comments have nothing to do with the merits or substance of the
particular statement, but rather its inclusion in this bill. It seems to be
a non-sequitur in the context of what this bill is supposed to be
about, and what it's supposed to achieve.

I don't have a particular problem with the statement, and I've also
heard it said countless times. I just don't see how it relates to the
birthplace of Confederation and the Confederation Conference that
took place in 1864.

The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Vandal.

Mr. Dan Vandal: I feel like I'm at a disadvantage because I don't
know the entirety of Mr. Nantel's amendments. Is that all that he has
put on?

The Chair: He has another amendment, but we have to deal with
this one first.

Mr. Dan Vandal: Okay. That was my question.

The Chair: Do you have no comments on the amendment per se?

Mr. Dan Vandal: No, I don't.

The Chair: Mr. Nantel.

Mr. Pierre Nantel: By sensing the room, I can tell you right away
that I will withdraw the second amendment I proposed because it
was related to the first.

The Chair: You're going to withdraw the second? Do you want
me to call a vote, or are you going to withdraw this other one too?

Mr. Pierre Nantel: No. I will not withdraw it.

The Chair: You will not withdraw it.

Mr. Pierre Nantel: Not the first one. No.

The Chair: Mr. Casey.

Mr. Sean Casey: Given that this hasn't received any real debate,
consideration, or notice before today, given its significance, and
given that we all agree it's true, is there any appetite on the
committee to table this, to have all of us huddle and perhaps consult,
and bring it back?

Is this something that merits a further discussion perhaps outside
this room and then again in this room before we finally take a
decision on it?

The Chair: I'll get the sense of the committee.

Mr. Van Loan.

Hon. Peter Van Loan: Again, my objections to it have nothing to
do with that. It has to do with, does it have a place in this bill? I don't
think any discussion is going to give it a place in this bill from my
perspective because that's not what this bill is about. It's not about
Prince Edward Island. It's about Charlottetown. It's about an event
that took place in Charlottetown.

I might add that I know from the proponents of the bill that there
is a desire to have it have some fighting chance of becoming law
during this, the 150th anniversary of Confederation. Any amendment
will send it back to the Senate, and I think significantly diminish the
prospects of that objective of the proponents of the bill, not today,
but once it goes through subsequent stages in the House. Then it
would go back to the Senate.

The Chair: Thank you.

I'll call the question on the amendment, which is putting in a new
clause.

(Amendment negatived)

The Chair: Having had the addition of a fourth clause by Mr.
Nantel withdrawn, I think we shall move on to clause 3.

(Clause 3 agreed to)

The Chair: Shall the short title carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Shall the preamble carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Shall the title carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Shall the bill carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
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The Chair: Shall the chair report the bill to the House?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Thank you very much. That was very well done.

What an efficient committee we have today.

Yes, Mr. Van Loan.

Hon. Peter Van Loan: May I make a motion to adjourn?
● (1740)

The Chair: We have some private business, so we're going to
move in camera.

Thank you very much, Senator Griffin and Mr.—what's your
name?—Easter.

Hon. Wayne Easter: I'm your seatmate, madam.

The Chair: I know. That's why I thought I could give myself
some licence there.

Thank you very much and congratulations.

Hon. Wayne Easter: Thank you, all.

The Chair: We have some in camera business because we have a
motion from Mr. Nantel that had been sent to everybody in good
time.

Shall we pause a minute or two while we go in camera?

Thank you.

[Proceedings continue in camera]

November 27, 2017 CHPC-87 7







Published under the authority of the Speaker of
the House of Commons

Publié en conformité de l’autorité
du Président de la Chambre des communes

SPEAKER’S PERMISSION PERMISSION DU PRÉSIDENT

The proceedings of the House of Commons and its Commit-
tees are hereby made available to provide greater public
access. The parliamentary privilege of the House of Commons
to control the publication and broadcast of the proceedings of
the House of Commons and its Committees is nonetheless
reserved. All copyrights therein are also reserved.

Les délibérations de la Chambre des communes et de ses
comités sont mises à la disposition du public pour mieux le
renseigner. La Chambre conserve néanmoins son privilège
parlementaire de contrôler la publication et la diffusion des
délibérations et elle possède tous les droits d’auteur sur celles-
ci.

Reproduction of the proceedings of the House of Commons
and its Committees, in whole or in part and in any medium, is
hereby permitted provided that the reproduction is accurate
and is not presented as official. This permission does not
extend to reproduction, distribution or use for commercial
purpose of financial gain. Reproduction or use outside this
permission or without authorization may be treated as
copyright infringement in accordance with the Copyright Act.
Authorization may be obtained on written application to the
Office of the Speaker of the House of Commons.

Il est permis de reproduire les délibérations de la Chambre et
de ses comités, en tout ou en partie, sur n’importe quel
support, pourvu que la reproduction soit exacte et qu’elle ne
soit pas présentée comme version officielle. Il n’est toutefois
pas permis de reproduire, de distribuer ou d’utiliser les
délibérations à des fins commerciales visant la réalisation d'un
profit financier. Toute reproduction ou utilisation non permise
ou non formellement autorisée peut être considérée comme
une violation du droit d’auteur aux termes de la Loi sur le
droit d’auteur. Une autorisation formelle peut être obtenue sur
présentation d’une demande écrite au Bureau du Président de
la Chambre.

Reproduction in accordance with this permission does not
constitute publication under the authority of the House of
Commons. The absolute privilege that applies to the
proceedings of the House of Commons does not extend to
these permitted reproductions. Where a reproduction includes
briefs to a Committee of the House of Commons, authoriza-
tion for reproduction may be required from the authors in
accordance with the Copyright Act.

La reproduction conforme à la présente permission ne
constitue pas une publication sous l’autorité de la Chambre.
Le privilège absolu qui s’applique aux délibérations de la
Chambre ne s’étend pas aux reproductions permises. Lors-
qu’une reproduction comprend des mémoires présentés à un
comité de la Chambre, il peut être nécessaire d’obtenir de
leurs auteurs l’autorisation de les reproduire, conformément à
la Loi sur le droit d’auteur.

Nothing in this permission abrogates or derogates from the
privileges, powers, immunities and rights of the House of
Commons and its Committees. For greater certainty, this
permission does not affect the prohibition against impeaching
or questioning the proceedings of the House of Commons in
courts or otherwise. The House of Commons retains the right
and privilege to find users in contempt of Parliament if a
reproduction or use is not in accordance with this permission.

La présente permission ne porte pas atteinte aux privilèges,
pouvoirs, immunités et droits de la Chambre et de ses comités.
Il est entendu que cette permission ne touche pas l’interdiction
de contester ou de mettre en cause les délibérations de la
Chambre devant les tribunaux ou autrement. La Chambre
conserve le droit et le privilège de déclarer l’utilisateur
coupable d’outrage au Parlement lorsque la reproduction ou
l’utilisation n’est pas conforme à la présente permission.

Also available on the House of Commons website at the
following address: http://www.ourcommons.ca

Aussi disponible sur le site Web de la Chambre des communes
à l’adresse suivante : http://www.noscommunes.ca


