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Wednesday, October 18, 2023

® (1725)
[English]

The Chair (Mr. Ron McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquit-
lam, Lib.)): I call this meeting to order.

Welcome to meeting number 76 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Public Safety and National Security.

I will recognize Mr. Julian shortly, once I get through this pream-
ble.

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPCQ): Can I be on the list after him, please, Chair?

Thank you.
The Chair: You'll be next.

Pursuant to the order of reference of Friday, November 25, 2022,
the committee continues its consideration of Bill C-20, an act estab-
lishing the public complaints and review commission and amending
certain acts and statutory instruments.

Today the committee resumes clause-by-clause consideration.

Today’s meeting is taking place in a hybrid format, pursuant to
the Standing Orders. Members are attending in person in the room
and remotely using the Zoom application.

I remind you that all comments should be addressed through the
chair.

When we adjourned last, we did not continue the debate, so
strictly speaking, the matters that were under debate at that time are
terminated.

Mr. Julian, please go ahead.

[Translation]

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP): Thank
you, Mr. Chair.

I'd like to propose a motion, which I will speak to, of course. It's
already gone out to the committee members. It reads as follows:
That the Standing Committee on Public Safety and National Security hold a
3-hour meeting, immediately after the committee’s study of Bill C-20, on the

rights of victims of crime and the security reclassification and transfer of offend-
ers within federal corrections.

That the committee invite:
1. The current Minister of Public Safety

2. The Commissioner of Correctional Service Canada, Anne Kelly, Deputy Min-
ister of Public Safety, Shawn Tupper, and the Correctional Investigator, and the
Federal Ombudsman for Victims of Crime, Tim Danson, to appear,

3. Representative(s) of the Union of Canadian Correctional Officers (UCCO) to
appear,

4. Representative(s) of the Union of Safety and Justice Employees (USJE) to ap-
pear.

Furthermore, that the committee invite immediately the Minister of Public Safe-
ty and ministry departmental officials to come to committee for two hours to dis-
cuss the Public Safety Minister’s mandate.

Finally, that the committee hold a 1-hour in camera meeting to be briefed on
trauma informed questioning of at committee for future testimony from victims.

[English]

There's just a bit of a typo. “The Minister of Public Safety”
should appear just in that second section.

The reason I'm proposing this is that, having listened very atten-
tively to Liberal colleagues, Conservative colleagues and also
Madame Michaud from the Bloc Québécois, we seem to have a
consensus around having meetings. There was an insistence, I un-
derstand, from the Conservatives, who talked about six hours.
You'll see that this motion refers to six hours of meetings and that
we have the Minister of Public Safety before us. That invitation is
on this subject, but also on all other subjects in the mandate. Also,
it adds in Ms. Rempel Garner's comments about trauma-informed
questioning.

Hopefully, with a bit of tweaking, we can get this motion adopt-
ed and go on to Bill C-20. We have our witnesses here today, and 1
think they will be giving us a lot of good wisdom as we move for-
ward on Bill C-20.

Then, following Bill C-20, we would have that three-hour meet-
ing with the witnesses. We'll have the minister, who's invited on the
mandate, which also includes this issue, and we'll have an in cam-
era meeting on trauma-informed questioning at committee.

I'm hoping this is a consensus that we can treat relatively quickly
and move on to Bill C-20 tonight.

® (1730)
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Julian.

I note that we have been seized with this issue for the last three
meetings, so I will regard this as continuation of that business.
Therefore, there's no requirement for 48 hours' notice.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I have a point of order, Chair.
The Chair: Go ahead on a point of order, Mr. Genuis.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Chair.
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I'm open to a discussion about some aspects of this, but Mr. Ju-
lian did not provide the required 48 hours' notice. The matter at
hand, according to the agenda, is Bill C-20, which means that a mo-
tion has to be either on Bill C-20 or on a matter being discussed.
The fact that we discussed this issue at a previous meeting does not
make it the matter at hand. The fact that it was discussed two days
ago does not make it the matter at hand at the beginning of this
meeting.

Mr. Julian got the floor and moved this motion, which he would
be entitled to do if it had been on notice for 48 hours. Respectfully,
it is not plausible to say that something having been discussed at a
previous meeting 48 hours ago makes it the matter at hand.

I would respectfully suggest that Mr. Julian can present some of
these proposals in the context of an amendment to a motion under
discussion. It is very clearly not the matter at hand.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Genuis.

This matter is not something we just happened to discuss in a
previous meeting. This has been the focus of the last three meet-
ings. As chair, I have ruled it in order. If you wish to challenge the
chair, please do so.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Chair, before I make a decision about
challenging the chair, would you allow the clerk to provide clarifi-
cation on what is meant by “matter at hand” in the rules? If you
would allow it, I would welcome the clerk's providing clarification
to the committee.

The Chair: Mr. Clerk, go ahead.

The Clerk of the Committee (Mr. Simon Larouche): What |
can do is read the routine motion regarding the notice of motions,
which reads:

That a 48-hour notice, interpreted as two nights, be required for any substantive

motion to be moved in committee, unless the substantive motion relates directly
to business then under consideration....

That's the routine motion.

The Chair: My judgment is that this is de facto a matter under
consideration.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Chair, just as a point of order, what the
clerk read said “matter currently under consideration”. You're inter-
preting “currently under consideration” as meaning a matter that
has been discussed frequently at previous meetings. That is quite
obviously not the same as a matter currently under consideration.
That is the rule.

If members of the committee choose to.... If the chair, who is ob-
viously elected as a member of the governing party, and a majority
of the committee choose to show flagrant disregard for the rules,
then I would suggest it puts this committee on a further troubling
path and is not the way to move forward constructively.

Regardless of the creativity being shown, I think the rules are
pretty clear that “matter at hand” means “matter at hand”, not
something that has been discussed at previous meetings.

The Chair: I think we've gone beyond a point of order.

The chair has ruled on this matter.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I will, of course, challenge the chair.

The Chair: Very well.

The question is, shall the decision of the chair be sustained? If
you vote yes, you vote to sustain the decision of the chair that this
motion is in order. If you vote no, you vote that the decision of the
chair is not in order.

(Ruling of the chair sustained: yeas 7; nays 4)

The Chair: The decision of the chair is sustained. This motion is
in order and it is moved.

Mr. Julian, do you wish to carry on with presenting your debate?
® (1735)
Mr. Peter Julian: Yes, thank you—

Ms. Leslyn Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk, CPC): On a point of
clarification, Chair, you're waiving the two days' notice for the pre-
sentation of this motion.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: He's making up rules.

The Chair: As I said, I believe this is a matter that we were en-
gaged with, seized with for all of the last three meetings, essential-
ly, so in my mind it is a continuation.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: He's following PMO instructions.

The Chair: The matter has been decided, and we need to carry
on.

Go ahead, Mr. Julian.

Ms. Leslyn Lewis: I'm just seeking clarification, Chair, because
I wasn't here before. If you were seized with the motion, why did
we have to move a new motion? If the matter was already before
this committee, why is there notice of motion present today? Why
is it not an amendment?

The Chair: We're getting into debate.

Ms. Leslyn Lewis: No, I'm just asking for the purposes of proce-
dure. That's what—

The Chair: I will answer you. We have been seized with this
matter for three solid meetings. At the end of the last meeting, we
adjourned but we did not continue the debate on those motions, so
the floor is basically open to Mr. Julian's motion. In my estimation,
it is a continuation of the business we were very thoroughly em-
broiled in.

We'll go now to—

Ms. Leslyn Lewis: On a point of order, that wasn't my question,
Chair. My question was, specifically, why do we have a new notice
of motion? If we were seized with a motion that was—

The Chair: This has been asked and answered. Mr. Julian
brought—
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Ms. Leslyn Lewis: I'm asking for procedural purposes, Chair.

The Chair: Mr. Julian brought forward a motion—

Ms. Leslyn Lewis: Why are we not dealing with an amendment,
Chair?

The Chair: It's because the motions that were previously on the
floor were not continued at the adjournment, so they're dead. If they
were moved again, they could be considered again, but Mr. Julian's
motion is ruled in order.

Ms. Leslyn Lewis: On a point of order, Chair, you said they're
dead. If they're dead, that means they have to be resurrected, and
the rules clearly state that to resurrect or to bring forward a motion,
you need a two days' notice.

I think the proper procedure, Chair, would be to do an amend-
ment.

The Chair: This matter has been addressed. The chair has made
a ruling. The committee has sustained the chair's ruling. It's not a
matter under discussion any further.

Mr. Julian, go ahead.

Mr. Peter Julian: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I think the other—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I have a point of order, Chair.

The Chair: Yes, Mr. Genuis, go ahead on a point of order.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Chair.

Maybe I can just be helpful. My colleague was looking for clari-
fication about how this made sense. It doesn't make sense. The

chair has clearly been directed by the PMO to implement a ruling.
It has nothing to do with the rules—

The Chair: Mr. Genuis, you do not have the floor—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: —no precedent, no basis in this place, and
I think it's clear that the way he's behaving is out of step with the
rules.

The Chair: Mr. Genuis, you are out of order.

This was a decision by the chair, by the chair alone, for the good
of this committee.

Mr. Julian, go ahead.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Who advised you, Chair?

Ms. Leslyn Lewis: On a point of order, Mr. Chair, I'd like to
make a statement—

The Chair: A statement is not a point of order—

Ms. Leslyn Lewis: You're a creature of statute and this brings
the entire procedure into disrepute.

The Chair: You're out of order.

Mr. Julian, go ahead.
Mr. Peter Julian: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
Ms. Lewis wasn't here 48 hours ago, but Mr. Genuis was, and

he'll recall that I gave the notice of motion 48 hours ago. Even if
that was his point of order, he understands that I spoke to this issue,

spoke to this amendment, spoke to this motion 48 hours ago. There-
fore, Conservatives have no excuse, no pretext. They got their 48
hours' notice, even if they disagree with the chair's ruling.

Can we please have consideration of the motion, rather than
these incredibly wasteful...? For taxpayers' purposes, tens of thou-
sands of dollars have been invested now into this Conservative fili-
buster, when we have people from Public Safety, people from the
RCMP, people who have very busy jobs, who are here to answer
questions on Bill C-20. I would hope that the Conservatives would
not destroy another committee meeting, at the cost of tens of thou-
sands of dollars, and would allow this discussion and, hopefully, a
consensus on this motion.

Forty-eight hours ago, I gave notice of this. It was also distribut-
ed, as a courtesy, to all members of the committee. Quite frankly,
I'm flabbergasted by Conservatives' trying to pretend that the notice
wasn't given 48 hours ago and trying to overturn a decision that
was made by this committee a few minutes ago, so thank you, Mr.
Chair. I will speak to this motion.

I will read the motion into the record a second time, just to make
sure that everyone is aware and that the typo is corrected:

That the Standing Committee on Public Safety and National Security hold a 3-
hour meeting, immediately after the committee's study of Bill C-20, on the rights
of victims of crime and the security reclassification and transfer of offenders
within federal corrections.

That the committee invite:

1. The Commissioner of Correctional Service Canada, Anne Kelly; Deputy Min-
ister of Public Safety, Shawn Tupper; the Correctional Investigator; the Federal
Ombudsman for Victims of Crime, Benjamin Roebuck; and Tim Danson, lawyer
for the victims to appear,

2. Representative(s) of the Union of Canadian Correctional Officers (UCCO) to
appear,

3. Representative(s) of the Union of Safety and Justice Employees (USJE) to ap-
pear.

Furthermore, that the committee invite immediately the Minister of Public Safe-
ty and ministry departmental officials to come to committee for two hours to dis-
cuss the Public Safety Minister's mandate.

Finally, that the committee hold a 1-hour in camera meeting to be briefed on
trauma-informed questioning at committee for future testimony from victims.

After “That the committee invite”, we strike the first line. That
was a duplicate, so I've renumbered these.

This is a consensus of all the comments that were made—
® (1740)

Ms. Leslyn Lewis: I have a point of order. It's just for clarifica-
tion.

I'm very, very sorry. I'm not trying to be obstreperous, but—

The Chair: I will recognize you on a point of order. Be brief,
please.

Ms. Leslyn Lewis: Do the Conservatives have a current motion
on this issue on the floor?

The Chair: No, they do not.
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Mr. Glen Motz (Medicine Hat—Cardston—Warner, CPC):
The Liberals do.

The Chair: No, they do not.
Mr. Glen Motz: Did that get withdrawn?

A voice: We adjourned.

Ms. Leslyn Lewis: Can the clerk clarify that matter?

The Chair: The clerk doesn't need to clarify. As I have said sev-
eral times already in this meeting, we did not continue that debate.
We did not continue those motions when we adjourned our last
meeting; therefore, those motions are no longer on the floor.

Mr. Julian, go ahead.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I have a point of order.

The Chair: Yes, Mr. Genuis, go ahead on a point of order.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Chair.

The rule is that when a verbal notice of motion is provided, it ap-
pears in the minutes of the meeting—

The Chair: Mr. Genuis—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: May I finish the sentence, Chair?

The Chair: No, you may not.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Julian—
The Chair: Excuse me, but we're debating a matter that's already

been decided by the committee and confirmed by the committee, so
let's carry on.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Chair, that's not what I'm raising. You
haven't even heard my point of order and you're already proactively
ruling on it.

My point of order is with respect to the accuracy of the minutes
of the last meeting. Mr. Julian is quite convinced, and I'm sure he's
sincerely convinced, that he gave a verbal notice of motion at the
last meeting. However, I reviewed the minutes, and the minutes do
not contain that notice of motion. Either Mr. Julian is not correct or
the minutes are not correct. However, for the benefit of members,
the minutes should be correct so that we know what's—

The Chair: We will encourage the clerk to address that matter.

However, the matter is irrelevant at this point, because a decision
has been made and confirmed by the committee.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, it's not irrelevant.

The Chair: We are going forward with this meeting.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I understand that you ruled that the motion
is on the floor, but my issue is—

Mr. Chris Bittle (St. Catharines, Lib.): [/naudible—Editor]

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Bittle, yes, it is annoying when you
talk over me.

The Chair: Okay, guys, settle down, please.

Please come to your point.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: My point, Chair, is that if this motion was
put on notice—which I agree, to Mr. Julian's point, is an important

fact—then he is in a very strong position in terms of being able to
move the motion. However, it is not in the minutes. We should have
accurate minutes, as members, so we know what motions to expect.
Certainly my expectation coming here was that this motion was not
on notice, because it was not in the minutes.

You could ask us to review the written record of what every
member said, but it is not in the minutes. So I would like you to
come back to the committee about the accuracy of the minutes,
Chair.

The Chair: Mr. Genuis, you're debating a matter that's already
been decided.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: No, I'm not. I'm talking about the minutes,
the accuracy of the minutes.

The Chair: As said—
Mr. Garnett Genuis: That is not a matter that has been decided.
The Chair: Excuse me, but I have the floor.

As said, I've asked the clerk to take a look at the minutes and ad-
dress any deficiencies.

Mr. Julian, please go ahead.

Mr. Peter Julian: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I don't want to take any more time on this. I think we've had, as
you pointed out, three meetings, at the cost of tens of thousands of
dollars to Canadians, where Conservatives—and I mentioned this
before—would agree to something off-line that was then changed
online.

We had this discussion. It incorporates what the Conservatives
were asking for. It incorporates what the government was propos-
ing. It incorporates Madame Michaud's comments. Unless there is
some tweaking that needs to be done, I would hope we could just
vote on this and move forward.

If any member of this committee feels that we may want to go
further after having these meetings on this issue, I would agree in
the same way, in the same spirit that we brought to the Canadian
heritage committee, with all parties coming together, to look at the
issue of safe sport. With an initial meeting that we had on Hockey
Canada, it led to—for those who followed the Hockey Canada and
Soccer Canada hearings—a study that lasted about six months.

I think all members of this committee will be interested, first, in
hearing from the witnesses. Second, we will have the Minister of
Public Safety, and it is important for him to answer questions on
this and other aspects of his mandate. A third aspect is having this
committee be trauma-informed, which was extremely helpful for
the Canadian heritage hearings. After that, as a committee, we can
decide whether to move forward, whether to continue or whether to
invite additional witnesses.
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But for goodness' sake, let us stop the incredible waste of re-
sources. We have before us witnesses who come from a wide vari-
ety of backgrounds in terms of public safety and who are here to
answer questions on Bill C-20. Let us keep the commitment we
have to the House and to Canadians to get the Bill C-20 amend-
ments through—and hopefully a bill that is improved—and out of
committee and back to the House. That's our responsibility. As the
Conservatives indicated, they want to do this study, and this study
is now before us.

I'm hoping, given that it is now 5:45 p.m. on day four of this fili-
buster, that Conservatives will accept the yes, vote for it, and let us
move on to the important amendments and improvements that we
have to make to Bill C-20.

® (1745)

The Chair: Were you seeking unanimous consent, or did you
wish to carry on with the debate?

Mr. Peter Julian: Well, hopefully we can just have a vote.

The Chair: We can't have a vote, because we have a speakers
list. If you were seeking unanimous consent—

Mr. Doug Shipley (Barrie—Springwater—Oro-Medonte,
CPC): You mentioned a little tweaking. I'm up next. Can we try to
do a little tweaking?

Mr. Peter Julian: I don't believe we'll have unanimous consent,
just by reading the room, or part of the room, but I will try.

Can we have unanimous consent to adopt the motion as written?

The Chair: Is it the will of the committee to adopt this motion
by unanimous consent?

Some hon. members: No.

The Chair: We don't have unanimous consent.

Mr. Shipley, go ahead.
Mr. Doug Shipley: Thank you, Chair.

It's a rocky start to this one, again.
I think we're getting very close here. I think—
Mr. Chris Bittle: [Inaudible—Editor]

Mr. Doug Shipley: That really helps. I was actually just going to
do my amendments and carry on, but when you just get in the
cheap seats, throwing out the cheap comments—

An hon. member: [/naudible—Editor]

Mr. Doug Shipley: No, he didn't say a word to them. I'm trying
to focus. They're the ones.... I had the floor.

The Chair: Let's try to avoid crosstalk, please.

Mr. Doug Shipley: But that wasn't me.

The Chair: No crosstalk, please.

Mr. Doug Shipley: When he is speaking, I don't say a word.
The Chair: No crosstalk, please.

Mr. Doug Shipley: He's the one doing it. I have the floor.

The Chair: I just advised everyone to have no crosstalk. Please
let us carry on.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: You're just carrying water for the PMO.

Mr. Doug Shipley: Anyway, I'm just trying to.... I was actually
just going to put forward—

The Chair: Excuse me, Mr. Shipley.

Mr. Genuis, your remarks are offensive, and you should apolo-
gize for them.

Mr. Shipley, carry on.

Mr. Doug Shipley: I like the word my friend from the NDP
used, “tweaking”, so I'm going to bring forward a very small.... |
think it's small, but the way this has been going lately, with emo-
tions revving so high, comments flowing already and everybody
with their hearts beating and stressing up, it will probably turn into
another horror show, but here we go.

My amendments are for a reason. The reason....

Mr. Chair, every time I speak, he's throwing—
The Chair: I'm sorry; I didn't hear anything.
® (1750)

Mr. Doug Shipley: Well, I can hear him loud and clear. I'm sure
the whole room can.

The Chair: I have an earpiece in. Maybe that's what made the
difference.

Mr. Doug Shipley: It's not bothering me. It's just annoying me
because—

The Chair: Let's avoid crosstalk.

Carry on, please.

Mr. Doug Shipley: The reason I'd like to do a little tweak to it is
that I had many texts, as well as a lengthy discussion with Mr. Dan-
son, who is a very busy man. He informed me of that. He does want
to attend. It would probably be virtually. My concern is that if we
hold one three-hour meeting, it's going to be a little difficult. We're
really putting him under the gun for a busy guy.

He has spoken to the families. It's just too much for them to at-
tend, but they do want to have their words spoken to this committee
through him, so I really think, in fairness, that if we just.... Basical-
ly, it's going to be the exact same amount of time, but if we do it
over a couple of different meetings instead of the one three-hour
meeting, [ think that will make it easier for people to attend. Even
taking something like today.... Let's say we had this three-hour
meeting scheduled for today and we ended up having all of these
votes, as we did; it would be very hard to get that three-hour meet-
ing in.

My simple tweak—I'll use the word that my colleague used—is
that I would like to put forward an amendment to replace the words
“a 3-hour meeting” with “three meetings”™—

Mr. Peter Julian: Oh, come on, seriously?
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Ms. Jennifer O'Connell (Pickering—Uxbridge, Lib.): He's not
serious about doing this study.

The Chair: Keep the crosstalk down, please.

Mr. Doug Shipley: It turns out to be the same thing. It's just that
we're not doing it all in one day. It's three meetings, and adding
number five to still invite the former minister of public safety, Mar-
co Mendicino. It's still six hours. We're not trying to do anything
longer. I'm just trying to do it over three meetings so that we can
make it a little easier, as I mentioned, for time constraints.

The Chair: Let's clarify what amendments you're proposing.

Mr. Doug Shipley: 1 want to replace “a 3-hour meeting” with
“three separate meetings”—so that's still just six hours—and add
number five to Mr. Julian's motion that we still invite the former
minister of public safety, Marco Mendicino.

I believe it is a tweak. I think that if everybody just steps back
for a minute and takes a deep breath.... It's still six hours. It's the
same. We're just doing it so that people have some options. It's very
hard to invite witnesses and get people who are busy to attend.

I'm trying to make it easier for us—for you, Chair—to organize
this, to get people here. It's not any longer. It's the same amount of
time. It's just over three different meetings.

The Chair: We have an amendment on the floor—
Mr. Doug Shipley: I'm not quite finished yet. I was just stopping
so I could hear Mr. Bittle. It's always interesting.

So, that's all I'm looking for. I really do want to get this done. I
think it's the same concept; it's not any more hours. We're just try-
ing to make it a little easier. All of our meetings are usually two
hours long. I want to have three two-hour meetings instead of, as
we're saying here, one three-hour, one two-hour and one one-hour
meeting. That's the only difference I'm putting in here, and I'm still
inviting the minister. That's the only change to this.

I honestly thought this was just a tweak, but this has gone on so
long—

Mr. Chris Bittle: Are you still speaking?

Mr. Garnett Genuis: That's because you're still speaking.
The Chair: Let's try to speak through the chair, please.

Mr. Doug Shipley: Every time you talk, I'm just going to go on
longer because it's just annoying.

Mr. Chris Bittle: You're going to delay the representative of the
victims' families from appearing. You're just going to filibuster
even more. | thought you cared about witnesses—

Mr. Doug Shipley: You don't want them to come.

Mr. Chris Bittle: I do want them to come. I actually spoke to
them—

Mr. Doug Shipley: Is this allowed? I have the floor.
Mr. Chris Bittle: —unlike you guys, who lied about it.

Mr. Doug Shipley: What was the big speech we just had in the
House about accusing someone of lying?

The Chair: Just hold up, everybody.

Mr. Bittle, please come to order.

Ms. Leslyn Lewis: I have a point of order, Chair.

I want to draw your attention to rule 10, rule 16 and rule 18.
Those all deal with decorum and with how we communicate with
each other.

Mr. Bittle referred to my colleagues as liars. That is contrary to
the rules, and I'm going to ask that he be admonished for that.

® (1755)

The Chair: I didn't hear any such thing, but if he feels the need
to apologize, I'm sure he will do so.

Let us try to get through this.

Mr. Shipley, you still have the floor.
Mr. Doug Shipley: Thank you, Chair.

T agree. I heard those exact words, too.

Anyway, I know there are other people who want to speak to
this. I'm really hoping we can get through this today. I don't think it
is a huge change. I'll leave it at that and see where it goes.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Shipley.

The debate is now on Mr. Shipley's amendment to Mr. Julian's
motion.

Up next we have Mr. Motz.

Mr. Glen Motz: I heard the same comment, as a matter of refer-
ence to what was just said about referring to us as liars.

I am troubled by the circus that we have. Every circus has a mon-
key, and I guess there are some of them across the way, right over
there.

Mr. Chris Bittle: I have a point of order.

Mr. Peter Schiefke (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, Lib.): On a point
of order, I would just like to say that I resent any of us being re-
ferred to as a monkey. If [ were any animal, I would be an elephant,
at the very least.

The Chair: I'd admonish everyone to keep their remarks civil
and polite.

Mr. Motz, please carry on.

Mr. Glen Motz: Thank you—

Mr. Peter Julian: I have a point of order.

The Chair: Mr. Julian, go ahead on a point of order.

Mr. Peter Julian: Mr. Chair, I'm very embarrassed for our wit-
nesses, who've come now four times. If there is going to be another
filibuster today, I think we certainly owe it to them, given their im-
portant work in public safety and protecting Canadians, to let them
go.
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Mr. Chris Bittle: May I speak on the same point of order, Mr.
Chair?

The Chair: Yes, Mr. Bittle, go ahead on the same point of order.

Mr. Chris Bittle: I have optimism. I agree with Mr. Julian that
typically we should let the witnesses go, but I take Mr. Shipley at
his word that he cares about the witnesses and their time. For three
meetings in a row, he's had about 10 to 20 of them here. Since he
has this new-found love for witnesses' time, I think we should keep
the witnesses here, because I really have optimism that Mr. Shipley
and the Conservatives intend to keep this short and that we will get
through it and get to Bill C-20. If they're going to filibuster, then
they'll filibuster, but I take them at their word that this is going to
be fast.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: May [ speak to the same point of order,
Chair?

The Chair: Yes, Mr. Genuis, go ahead on the same point of or-
der.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Chair.

In terms of the witnesses' time, the curious thing about today's
meeting is that the chair invited a group of witnesses and yet also
ruled that the Bernardo case was the matter at hand. In the interest
of preserving the witnesses' time, I would suggest that if the chair's
view is that the matter at hand is the matter of the Bernardo trans-
fer, then he shouldn't also invite witnesses—

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Genuis.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: It's curious to invite witnesses on a differ-
ent topic from what he has ruled to be the matter at hand.

The Chair: Mr. Genuis, you keep going back over a decision
that has been made. We're not going back to that decision. It has
been made. It has been supported by the committee.

The question is whether or not to release the witnesses, to whom
I am eternally grateful for being here yet again, but I don't see any
unanimous consent to do so.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Chair, just on that point of order, if I may,
I am not going back to the previous matter, although I maintain the
view that your decision was deeply flawed—

The Chair: You may have whatever opinion you like on that.
The matter—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: The issue here is the question of the wit-
nesses.

If you believe, as you've concluded, that something else was the
matter at hand, then you shouldn't have invited witnesses on a dif-
ferent matter. It doesn't make any sense. Out of respect for the wit-
nesses' time, you shouldn't have invited them if there was a differ-
ent matter at hand.

The Chair: Mr. Genuis, you are out of order.

The matter has been decided. We're not going to debate it at
length.

Mr. Julian came up with a suggestion, but there is no unanimous
consent, so the witnesses, at this time, cannot be released. We will
carry on with the debate.

Mr. Motz, you were under way.

Mr. Glen Motz: Thank you, Chair.

First of all, let me begin by apologizing to Mr. Bittle for the com-
ment I made. It certainly doesn't foster a conversation that we're
hoping to resolve. He can accept it or not. That's up to him.

I will continue with this motion and the conversation on this mo-
tion.

We all agreed around this table—at least I hope we did. There
certainly wasn't any support initially when we began this process in
mid-September about having any committee time spent on security
transfers, security reclassifications, all those things related to the
subject matter. I think we've come around to the fact that yes, we
need to have meetings on this.

The issue boils down not so much to whom we're going to invite,
because I think there is some agreement on the majority of the peo-
ple we want to invite to do this study—we might want to add a
name or take one off, whatever—and we're close on time.

As I said the other day, I don't know why the government would
be so concerned about giving a study that has implications more
far-reaching than just the Bernardo transfer.... There are dozens of
transfers that occur with similar individuals, some with more than
one murder conviction—multiple murder convictions—and they
are moved from maximum-security to medium-security prisons. It
impacts a significant number of victims and victims' families in this
country.

I think it would be important for us to have not just lip service to
a study, but at least an attempt to hear from those who have some-
thing to tell us that might actually allow the government to change
legislation to prevent these things from happening at the rate they're
happening, and actually deal with victims' rights. That's exactly
what this should be about.

1 support the effort of Mr. Julian to bring something forward that
is close to workable. I still can't agree to a three-hour meeting. It's
not sufficient, in my opinion, to deal with the people who will be
called to present at committee. I would ask colleagues to consider
adding hours to meetings, and then we can move on. We've spent
an inordinate amount of time dealing with this issue. For the Cana-
dian public, who are embarrassed for all of us at this table, on all
sides, the issue is why: Why would the government be so dug in on
an issue for an hour or two of time? That is the question I get asked
by people who have watched us online.

Excuse me?
® (1800)
Mr. Chris Bittle: [Inaudible—FEditor]

The Chair: Let's avoid crosstalk, please.

Mr. Motz, carry on.

Mr. Glen Motz: Thank you.
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Those are the questions I get, Mr. Chair. Why would the govern-
ment not want this discussed? Why would the government not want
its bill to be reviewed so there is a mechanism that has appropriate
communication to victims' families and has the ability to limit those
transfers? It surprises me, but I hope we can come to some sort of a
compromise today with respect to the work we have at hand. I
would hope that colleagues from all sides would come to a reason-
able decision on how we move forward with this.

I'm sorry, Mr. Julian, but I can't commit to one three-hour meet-
ing, or three hours total. It just doesn't work for the level of impor-
tance that this holds with our justice system.

Thank you, Chair.
The Chair: We go now to Madame Michaud.

[Translation]

Go ahead.

Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Mat-
apédia, BQ): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

We have spent more than six and a half hours debating a number
of motions that all deal with the same thing. The opinion of every
party represented here has been heard. I think the Liberals proposed
a motion in good faith at our last meeting, and I think Mr. Julian
has in good faith moved a motion that provides a reasonable com-
promise so as not to further delay the study of Bill C-20.

I'm not sure whether my fellow committee members feel the
same, but I struggle to look witnesses in the eye because I'm embar-
rassed to bring them before the committee. I know this is costing
taxpayers a ton of money. I'm not sure whether you know how
much, Mr. Chair. Perhaps the clerk can send us the information.
Our constituents need to know what we're doing here. The study of
a very important bill is being held up.

People are writing us. Every single member here has gotten
emails from people who are very eager for our study of Bill C-20.
I've even met stakeholders who are also worried about the study of
Bill C-26, which we are supposed to deal with after the study on
Bill C-20. That means the Bill C-26 study is also being delayed. 1
think it's tremendously unfortunate, not to mention disrespectful to
the people here, who surely have better things to do. Their expertise
could be helping us in our study of Bill C-20.

As I said, I think Mr. Julian has put forward an acceptable com-
promise, but I do have a few minor technical questions. The French
version of the motion starts off, “Que le Comité permanent de la
sécurité publique et nationale tienne immédiatement une réunion de
3 heures, a la suite de [’étude du projet de loi C-20”. | was wonder-
ing whether “immédiatement” is really what's meant, as opposed to
“apres”, meaning after the study of Bill C-20. The English version
says, “immediately after”, so the meaning may have gotten lost in
translation. I'm not sure whether we can sort that so the French ver-
sion is clear as well, without necessarily going through a suba-
mendment.

I also have a question about the one-hour in camera meeting be-
ing requested so the committee can be briefed on trauma-informed
questioning at committee. I'm wondering what purpose that will

serve, since the people we hear from are not necessarily victims. Is
that additional hour really necessary?

As for Mr. Shipley's amendment, we'll be back to square one if
we hold three meetings on this. I think inviting the minister for one
three-hour meeting and another two-hour meeting is an acceptable
compromise. That is five hours of debate, after all. When it comes
to inviting former public safety minister Marco Mendicino, he lost
his portfolio, so I think we can leave him out of this. It's not his job
to answer these questions. The motion already calls on the commit-
tee to invite the current Minister of Public Safety to answer our
questions.

I'm ready to vote on the amendment and the motion so we can
move on to studying Bill C-20, but I would appreciate it if Mr. Ju-
lian could answer my questions.

® (1805)
[English]

The Chair: The clerk has taken notice of the deficiencies and
will address them.

I would point out that if we were to pass this motion.... When we
finish clause-by-clause on Bill C-20, we still have to ramp up for
Bill C-26. We don't know when it is, so this might be an opportuni-
ty to fill in between the two studies in an effective, useful way.
That's how I think we would approach it if we were to pass this mo-
tion.

Mr. Julian, do you wish to respond to those questions?
[Translation]

Mr. Peter Julian: Yes, of course, Mr. Chair.

In the first case, you rightly explained that this would come after
the Bill C-20 study.

The briefing on trauma-informed questioning at committee is
something we included for the Conservatives, who wanted to ask
victims about the issue. Those of us on the Standing Committee on
Canadian Heritage found it very helpful to have that education be-
fore hearing from victims. The motion doesn't close the door to that
at all, but the committee members aren't currently equipped for the
appearance of victims.

I feel it's important for the committee to be briefed on how to
question victims in a trauma-informed way, and I believe Ms. Rem-
pel Garner was in agreement. We would be more equipped and bet-
ter educated if, as a committee, we decided to invite victims to ap-
pear on this matter or any other down the road. As I said, the her-
itage committee found the briefing very beneficial. We learned a
lot, and it improved how we interacted with victims.

[English]
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Julian.

Madame Michaud, are you finished?
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® (1810)

Mr. Glen Motz: Could I just have a point of clarification on Mr.
Julian's comment?

The Chair: Yes, go ahead on a quick point of clarification,
which we'll take as a brief point of order.

Mr. Glen Motz: On this motion, is the one hour...? I think hav-
ing trauma-informed training is very important, not only on this
matter but on other ones that we possibly could deal with, as you
mentioned. Are you suggesting, then, that this is additional time,
that this isn't part of our study time? This is additional time—ahead
of time or whenever—to have this training in camera that's not part
of any sort of time that we set aside for the study. Is that correct?

Mr. Peter Julian: Yes and no. Yes, in the sense that it opens the
door, if this committee decides later, after hearing the testimony
from the first two meetings, the first meeting being that three-hour
meeting that was proposed with the witnesses, which I think we all
agreed on.... The second meeting would be the Minister of Public
Safety on this issue and any other issue that deals with the minis-
ter's mandate. Following that, if we have the trauma-informed
briefing, it allows the committee, potentially, if we decide to invite
witnesses who are victims either on this issue or on any other issue,
to be better prepared.

If you ask me right now if I would be prepared to invite victims,
as [ mentioned two days ago at our committee, I would not be pre-
pared at this point to invite victims to the committee, in the same
way that I don't think we as a committee were ready for the Canadi-
an heritage committee to invite the victims of the sexual assaults
that, tragically, we saw in far too many Canadian sport organiza-
tions.

I believe the committee needs to do the work first, before we can
contemplate what the next steps may be.

Mr. Glen Motz: Thank you very much.

The Chair: Okay.

We go now to Mr. Genuis.

I will remind everyone that we're debating at this time the
amendment by Mr. Shipley, which is about whether we do three
meetings or one three-hour meeting plus the others.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you very much, Chair, for the op-
portunity to address the committee on this amendment.

I did want to make a comment on the issue of decorum, because
it has been raised by a number of members. Look, there has been
some back-and-forth, some talking over, some interrupting that has
happened at the meeting—

Mr. Chris Bittle: Just by you.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Mr. Bittle, for helping to rein-
force my point. It is helpful. It's illustrative of the phenomenon
we're dealing with.

Mr. Chris Bittle: Thou doth protest too much.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: When there are questions of—

The Chair: Let's please avoid the crosstalk.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Chair, I think the way to have an orderly
and well-structured committee is to recognize the clear rules that
come from our traditions in Parliament—

Mr. Chris Bittle: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: We have Mr. Bittle on a point of order.

Mr. Chris Bittle: This is not related to the debate. I think Mr.
Genuis is again trying to come back on your ruling. He is doing in-
directly what he can't do directly and needs to move on. Or perhaps
you should exercise your discretion as chair, if he's not going to be
relevant to the topic at hand, to move on with the speakers list.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: May I address the point of order, Chair?
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Bittle.

I do agree with Mr. Bittle. I believe—
Mr. Garnett Genuis: May I address the point of order, Chair?

The Chair: —you are off topic. I would ask you to get back on
topic.

If you wish to address the point of order, carry on, on this point
of order.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Chair, have you invited me to comment on
the point of order or to return to my comments? I wasn't clear.

The Chair: I'm inviting you to comment on the point of order.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Okay. Thank you, Chair.

The rules of the committee very clearly provide to members to
comment on matters that are presently being debated, and I think
every one of the speeches before me has commented at some length
on the context of the situation the committee finds itself in. I intend
to be more brief in commenting on that context than others have
been, but it would be unfortunate to find that rules were being se-
lectively enforced in a different way for some members as opposed
to others.

That concludes my comment on the point of order. I'll now pro-
ceed to make further comments on the substantive matter at hand,
Chair.

There ought to be clear and consistent enforcement of the rules
of the committee. Those rules come from the rule book, from our
long-standing traditions, and all members should be committed to
the clear—

The Chair: Pardon me, Mr. Genuis—
Mr. Garnett Genuis: —adherence to those rules—
The Chair: Mr. Genuis—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: —if they wish the committee to function
well.

® (1815)
The Chair: Order.
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Mr. Genuis, please come to order. I called your name several
times. You must have heard it.

I would ask you to confine your remarks to the matter at hand
and not to question the rules and how they're being enforced. If you
wish to bring that up as a separate matter at some other time.... We
are engaged right now in a debate on the motion put forward by Mr.
Julian and the amendment proposed by Mr. Shipley. Please try to
confine your remarks to those matters.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Chair. I will move on at this
point, because I think you've actually made my argument for me
better than I could have myself.

On the issue of the witnesses present, as well, I just want to
touch on that, though. This is the reality—

The Chair: Mr. Genuis, we've dealt with that. Let's move on.

The witnesses have been invited. We have asked the committee if
it's okay to release them. We're not able to do so at this time—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Chair, every other member who has spo-
ken as part of this debate has addressed this matter. I haven't even
finished a sentence on the matter and you're interrupting me and
preventing me from doing so.

Again, the selective application of the rules by a member of the
Liberal caucus is transparent. It's not in your interest to show such
flagrant disregard for the consistency of the rules of the committee.
It just undermines your credibility before this committee in the pub-
lic mind. I know that it might seem convenient in the moment not
to enforce the rules—

The Chair: Mr. Genuis—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: —but my suggestion to you is that the in-
stitution depends on your willingness to do so—

The Chair: Order.

Mr. Genuis, please stop. You can have personal grievances with
how I manage the meeting, but please, let's get back on topic here.
We're debating Mr. Julian's motion subject to Mr. Shipley's amend-
ment. Let's stick to that topic.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: [ will, Chair. I do want to say, with respect
to you, that it is not a personal grievance. It is a concern for the in-
tegrity of our processes that should rise above individuals' opinions
of one another or the parties they are a part of.

Now, I do hope that I will be able to say something regarding the
presence of the witnesses here in due course, and the rules, of
course, would allow me to do so under normal circumstances.

The motion that Mr. Julian has brought before the committee
identifies many individuals who should appear before the commit-
tee: the Minister of Public Safety; the commissioner of Correctional
Service Canada; the deputy minister of public safety; the correc-
tional investigator; the federal ombudsman for victims of crime;
Tim Danson; a representative or representatives of the Union of
Canadian Correctional Officers; and a representative or representa-
tives of the Union of Safety and Justice Employees.

By my count, that is eight individuals and/or entities. In some
cases, the entities will send multiple people to the same meeting,

naturally, as happens. The proposal is that all of those people would
appear in one three-hour meeting. I would submit to this committee
that these are good names and organizations to hear from with re-
spect to the matter of the transfer of Paul Bernardo from maximum-
to medium-security prison, but I would respectfully suggest that
hearing from all those people in the course of one three-hour meet-
ing is fundamentally not an adequate way of dealing with the sub-
ject matter.

It requires a number of things to be in place. For one, it requires
all of these people to be available on the same day. If we hear, for
instance, that the union is not available on a given day but is avail-
able on a different day, and that the minister is available on the day
the union is not available but not available on other days, then the
committee will be in the position of needing to schedule that one
meeting—and one meeting only, as authorized by this motion—at a
time when either the minister or the union is not available, when it
would obviously, logically, make much more sense to have those
meetings take place on different days and to allow the committee to
be more flexible in response to the availability of the various peo-
ple we wish to hear from.

The—

® (1820)
Mr. Peter Julian: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: We have Mr. Julian on a point of order.

Mr. Peter Julian: Again, Mr. Chair, we have witnesses who
have incredibly intense workplaces. They're doing so much for us
on public safety. I would ask that we release them.

I'm saddened by that, because there are so many people, as
Madame Michaud just said, in terms of the bill...and how important
it is to get the bill adopted, but I know they all have work to do. I
think we're being disrespectful just having them listen to a Conser-
vative filibuster rather than letting them get back to the work they
have to do on behalf of Canadians.

I'd ask that they be released.
Mr. Chris Bittle: This is on the same point of order, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Mr. Bittle, go ahead.

Mr. Chris Bittle: I think I'm going to change my position from
last time and agree with Mr. Julian. I don't think Mr. Shipley or the
Conservatives are genuine in saving witness time. We have all these
witnesses before us, and we should let them go.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: This is on the same point of order, Chair.
The Chair: Mr. Genuis, go ahead on the same point of order.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Chair.

1 would have had a better plan for saving the witness time, which
would have been that if the chair considers the matter at hand to be
this matter, then we should have scheduled the meeting on commit-
tee business or on this matter and not invited the witnesses.
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I would happily agree to dismiss the witnesses. [ would say that,
going forward, it would be wise for the chair to respect witness
time by not inviting witnesses who are going to appear on a matter
different from the matter that is actually the matter at hand before
the committee, in his view.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Genuis.
Substantial time having passed since the last time we considered

this question, is it the will of the committee to invite the witnesses
to leave or to be released?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: I see unanimous consent.

Mr. Peter Schiefke: We can release them with an apology, per-
haps, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: I certainly apologize. I have to keep scheduling you,
because if we—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: No, you don't.

The Chair: Keep your counsel to yourself.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: | have a point of order, Chair.
The Chair: I am speaking. I have the floor.

I would like to apologize to all for wasting your time yet again. It
is a serious matter that we have before us to deal with Bill C-20.
We are trying to get it done and we are doing our best. The alterna-
tive is to capitulate to matters that are out of our control.

With apologies, I will continue to invite you and continue to
schedule this matter. Hopefully, we will get it done sooner rather
than later. I do heartily thank you for your time and for having to
put up with committee in this way. Thank you to all.

Please feel free to depart, if it is your wish. If you want to stay
for the show, you're welcome to do that as well.

Mr. Peter Julian: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: Mr. Julian, go ahead.

Mr. Peter Julian: Could you commit to bringing cookies for the
next meeting? If there is still a filibuster going on, at least they'll
get something out of it.

The Chair: The chair will consider that.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: A point of order, Chair—
Mr. Peter Schiefke: Mr. Chair, Ms. May has had her hand up for
quite some time. I just wanted to point that out.

The Chair: Ms. May, I'm sorry. I didn't notice you there. I apol-
ogize.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Chair, I have a point of order when
you're—

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): There's no
need to apologize, Mr. Chair.

As you know, and as the committee members will know, I have
some amendments submitted for clause-by-clause.

I think I know the answer to this question, but I'd hate to not be
here if we actually moved to clause-by-clause and I didn't have a

chance to speak to my amendments. [ am assuming that, as with the
witnesses, it would not be fruitful to stay in the room just in case
you called on me. Is that a correct assumption? I just don't want to
miss the chance to present my amendments at clause-by-clause.

The Chair: Ms. May, I personally will commit that if we get to
the point where we expect to have your amendments, I will inform
you of my expectation. As you may know, it's kind of not in our
control. Thank you for your patience as well.

Ms. Elizabeth May: I'm aware of the circumstances.

I extend love and sympathy to you all. Goodbye.

The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I had a point of order as well, Chair.
The Chair: Mr. Genuis, go ahead on your point of order.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Chair, | hope this is helpful.

You are not under any obligation to bring the witnesses back at
subsequent meetings. You may schedule meetings at your discre-
tion. I think many chairs under these circumstances would schedule
a meeting of committee business. They might schedule a meeting
of the subcommittee on agenda and procedure. You are not under
any obligation to schedule clause-by-clause on Bill C-20 and bring
witnesses when you expect the discussion to be on another matter.

Out of respect for the witnesses, and also fully in keeping with
the rules—I don't need an answer now, but you can consult with the
clerk—I think you would be fully within your rights as chair to
schedule something else, or to convene the subcommittee on agen-
da and procedure, or to take other such matters that would poten-
tially focus the discussion where it seems to be going anyway.

I just provide that as hopefully helpful advice, and hopefully it's
received in the spirit of that. I don't need a response now. You can
certainly consult with the clerk. We'll see in the notice of the next
meeting what you decide to do.

® (1825)

The Chair: Thank you for your advice.

I will note that my expectation was informed by the notion that
the motions that were before us were fully in keeping with what
was being asked for. I had every expectation that we could get
through this quickly and get on to Bill C-20.

Mr. Peter Julian: I have a point of order.

The Chair: Mr. Julian, go ahead.
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Mr. Peter Julian: You were absolutely right to do so, Mr.
Chair—I want to compliment you—because we do have from the
House of Commons the obligation to do Bill C-20. The fact that
this filibuster has killed a month of committee work is not some-
thing that any committee chair should countenance.

I think your approach has been very effective. I just wish that the
filibuster that has now lasted a month would end.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Julian.

Mr. Genuis, I'm not sure where we were with you. I think you
were in the process of speaking.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Yes, I had the floor.

The Chair: Okay, carry on.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Chair.

For the benefit of Mr. Julian, who just raised a point of order, I
think I will underline our overall position around this issue and this

motion before I return to the specific matter that [ was enumerating
prior to his initial point of order.

Our position is that it is critically important to get to the bottom
of the fact that the government transferred this heinous rapist and
killer from a maximum-security to a medium-security prison. This
is a matter that we—

Mr. Peter Schiefke: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: Mr. Schiefke, go ahead on a point of order.

Mr. Peter Schiefke: I just want to make sure that the translation
is working.

Is it working for everybody?
[Translation]

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I'm not sure.

Mr. Peter Schiefke: Is the interpretation coming through for
you, Mrs. DeBellefeuille?

Mrs. Claude DeBellefeuille (Salaberry—Suroit, BQ): The
member is speaking really fast, which is making it hard for the in-
terpreter to do their job. It would be great if the member could slow
down.

[English]
The Chair: Thank you.
I hate to say this, Mr. Genuis, but can you speak more slowly?
Mr. Garnett Genuis: All right. Thank you, Chair.
I'm happy to show deference in this matter, as in all things, to our
good translators. In this matter, I thought that some members might
appreciate my moving through the substance of my comments more

quickly, but I appreciate the importance of the two official lan-
guages.

[Translation]

It's important that our remarks be understood in both languages,
so I will slow down a bit.

Thank you, Mr. Schiefke.

[English]

Our position overall in the Conservative Party is that we believe
it is critically important for this committee to do the work of getting
to the bottom of what happened in the context of the prison transfer
of Mr. Bernardo, not just because we need to find out what hap-
pened in this case but also because we know that there have been
previous instances where people have been transferred and families
have not been properly informed. There has been significant public
concern.

I recall a number of debates associated with specific instances of
this in years past. Those debates were very fraught, I think, and un-
derstandably so. Conservatives at the time took, I think, very prin-
cipled positions on those issues, but they don't seem to have actual-
ly led to a change by the government. In every one of these cases,
we have the government saying, “Whoa, what happened here?
Someone should look into this.” That's from the people who are in
charge of running our government—or who are supposed to be.

The importance of doing the work we need to do as a committee
is to find out what happened in the case of the transfer of Mr.
Bernardo—to get to the bottom of it, but also to make sure we don't
find ourselves back here in another 12 months or 18 months dealing
with another instance like this, where families were not properly in-
formed when a very dangerous, violent person was moved to medi-
um security. Let's do the work now so that we can actually solve the
problem, and let's do it in a serious way.

There are some members who find this discussion uncomfortable
and find the discussion of the government's record on criminal jus-
tice to be embarrassing, but look, after eight years, we need to get
to the bottom of why this has repeatedly happened and how we can
make sure it doesn't happen again. That is what is motivating us to
push, to insist and, yes, to use the rules of this committee to insist
on having this discussion in a proper way, to hear the people who
need to be heard and to get to the bottom of the matter that took
place. It would be unfortunate if we were coming back again and
again to this issue without having decisively dealt with it. It would
be unfortunate from the perspective of the committee's agenda, but
also, much more importantly, from the perspective of the well-be-
ing of the public, who are certainly following this issue with great
concern.

This is what we are trying to do: to propel the committee towards
doing this work, work that requires, in our view, three meetings to
substantively get to the bottom of the matter at hand.

Actually, Mr. Chair, I want to propose a subamendment in that
context, because I think it would just further align the amendment
with some of the language we had previously talked about.
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The subamendment I want to propose is to add the words “at
least” in front of “three”. The revised text would read, “That the
Standing Committee on Public Safety and National Security hold at
least three meetings”, and then it continues as before. I'm hopeful
that three meetings would be enough, but for the reasons I was
speaking to earlier, the fact is that we can't always control people's
schedules and there may be instances where we schedule the three
meetings but there's one person we need to hear from who is not
available on any of those days.

® (1830)

Out of great deference to our esteemed chair, I think we want to
provide the greatest possible flexibility around the scheduling of
those meetings. Requiring a minimum of three meetings ensures
that the matter will be treated with the seriousness that is required
and also that we will be able to have the flexibility around schedul-

ing.

Why is it important to have at least three meetings? Looking at
the text of the original motion by Mr. Julian, I counted eight people
or entities he wants to hear from. In our view, there is a need to
hear from at least a ninth, Mr. Mendicino. In previous versions, we
have said there may be other witnesses, in addition to the ones enu-
merated, that parties or individuals on the committee want to put
forward, which can be considered as well.

At a minimum, the eight entities or individuals in Mr. Julian's
original motion are the current Minister of Public Safety; the com-
missioner of Correctional Service Canada; the deputy minister for
public safety; the correctional investigator; the federal ombudsper-
son for victims of crime; Tim Danson; representatives of the Union
of Canadian Correctional Officers; and representatives of the Union
of Safety and Justice Employees. That does not include, by the way,
the possibility that in the process of these discussions there might
be other individuals or other victims who wish to come forward.
From what I understand, we're not currently aware of those other
instances, but we should certainly countenance the possibility that
there will be other people, in the course of the discussion, who want
to come forward.

We're talking about a minimum of eight individuals or entities.
We're proposing a ninth: It makes sense that the minister responsi-
ble for the decision, when the decision happened, be invited to ap-
pear. It's been noted previously, of course, that the committee can't
compel people to appear, so in the worst-case scenario, if the elect-
ed officials invited—Mr. Mendicino and the Minister of Public
Safety—chose not to appear, I would submit that it would be unfor-
tunate but we would still have seven individuals to schedule in one
meeting.

Mr. Julian's additional framing of the motion was to say that it
gets to three meetings because we're going to have one meeting in
which we're going to hear from all of these witnesses, one meeting
in which we're going to hear from Public Safety ostensibly on other
matters, and one meeting that is an in camera briefing on trauma-
informed questioning at committee.

As my colleague Mr. Motz has said, we see value in the one-hour
briefing, but a private briefing intended to inform members of Par-
liament on these kinds of techniques is not the same as a public
hearing. It shouldn't be seen as one of those hearings people are

looking for to get to the bottom of the issue. That briefing on trau-
ma-informed questioning will naturally not be exclusive to prepar-
ing us for this discussion. It will be, I think, a broader tool for in-
forming the committee about what's on the agenda and what's im-
portant to consider in these kinds of cases or situations.

I am just trying to envision the logic of the motion. There is a
desire to be able to question the Minister of Public Safety on the
broad mandate of the minister. There are so many issues related to
public safety that are on the table for public discussion right now in
this country—everything from crime to foreign interference and
many other issues—so that doesn't obviate the need to have the
minister here to address this specific issue. That is actually implied
by Mr. Julian's original motion, because it does involve the com-
mittee inviting this particular group of people, which includes the
minister, for the matter at hand, as well as separately inviting the
Minister of Public Safety on other matters.

® (1835)

Our position is that we need to have a serious look at the issue of
the prison transfer—not to throw in other meetings as part of that
calculation that are actually on other topics, but to have that mini-
mum of three meetings that are actually looking at the issues on the
table: the issue of the transfer of dangerous criminals to medium-
security prison and the issue of how members of the families, repre-
sentatives of the families, etc., are notified or included in the con-
versation.

Our view, respectfully, is that the people who have sent us here
would want us to get to the bottom of this issue, which has been a
reoccurring issue. If you look back at the debates that have hap-
pened in various cases, you will see that it has been a recurring is-
sue. We want to make sure that we get to the bottom of it and that
we do it in a serious way, and that requires us to have the number of
meetings that are required.

If you have one meeting where you have all of these individuals
or groups, let's say eight or nine individuals or groups, first of all
you're going to have to get a three-hour meeting. These committee
meetings are normally scheduled in two-hour slots, so to say that
we're going to have one meeting that's going to be three hours is not
necessarily something that the committee can just say is going to
happen. The committee may need to engage the House of Com-
mons and the whips and others, depending on the priorities of other
committees, in order to get that to happen. It doesn't make sense to
say, necessarily, that that's just going to be an easy or automatic
thing. It certainly constrains when the meeting could occur. It
means that we wouldn't just meet in our regular time slot for the
regular amount of time. I think that's fairly obvious. Saying right
away that it's going to be one three-hour meeting bumps that back,
and it puts at risk the idea that this is actually going to be something
that we can get done or get done in a reasonable amount of time.
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Then I also just try to envision what that's going to look like in
terms of the potential combinations of witnesses. One way to do a
three-hour meeting is to divide it up into three one-hour segments
so that we have one group of witnesses in the first hour, one in the
second hour and one in the third hour. If we have nine witnesses,
ostensibly we could say that we're going to have an average of
three witnesses for each hour and we're going to proceed in that
fashion.

® (1840)
Mr. Peter Schiefke: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

Before we continue, I just want to make sure that we have quo-
rum.

Do we have quorum, Mr. Chair?

The Chair: I believe we do. We just need to have half of us in
the room, and we do.

Mr. Peter Schiefke: 1 was just making sure that we have quo-
rum.

The Chair: Thank you for your observation.

Mr. Peter Schiefke: I just want to make sure that we're follow-
ing all the rules, Mr. Chair, as always.

The Chair: Absolutely. Thank you.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I'd be open to suspending if people want to
talk, but I'm happy to keep going.

Mr. Chair, I admire Mr. Schiefke's concern for the rules of quo-
rum being enforced. I think that sometimes that's been interpreted
as being at the table or in the room. I don't know how that's inter-
preted by the chair here because I think we have some folks who
are in the room but not at the table.

The Chair: Mr. Genuis, the chair has already observed that. You
don't need to second-guess the chair all the time.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

There might be some value in second-guessing the chair under
the circumstances, but I gather that second-guessing the chair isn't
encouraged by the chair, which is understandable on a psychologi-
cal level if not on a substantive level.

The Chair: Mr. Genuis, if you wish to differ with the chair's de-
cisions, you're free to challenge them.

Otherwise, let's just move on with the business at hand.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Chair, I don't think the chair had made a
decision, nor had I challenged it. I was simply pointing out some
matters of context.

I'll return to the previous matter that I was discussing, which was
the way in which Mr. Julian's motion as originally written could no-
tionally be operationalized. The motion as it's written involves
eight witnesses, or nine with a potential addition. Considering the
possibility that the minister might not show up, we're looking at
eight or nine people or groups that would need to come. I was say-
ing that one way of operationalizing the desire to have nine differ-
ent people or groups at the same three-hour committee meeting is
to have three stakeholders appear in each hour.

This is what that would look like. You would have, say, the min-
ister with the deputy minister and the commissioner of Correctional
Services. Then you would have the correctional investigator, the
federal ombudsman for victims of crime, and Tim Danson all ap-
pear together. Then you would need to have the Union of Canadian
Correctional Officers, the Union of Safety and Justice Employees
and the former minister, Mr. Mendicino, sitting at the same time.
Either way, you end up with some awkward combinations.

My colleague was just pointing out that of course it's normal and
expected to have ministers appear on their own, and I agree. I think
it would also make sense to have Mr. Danson appear alone and be
able to have the time that's required to present and answer ques-
tions.

I'm simply pointing out that the framework we've been given in
terms of the motion from Mr. Julian requires us to create these
kinds of awkward witness combinations where people with very
different experience and perspectives on the same topic are there-
fore required to sit at the table together and potentially debate with
each other or focus on very different aspects of the topic. In com-
mittees that I've been a part of in the past, our general practice has
been not to do that. The practice has been to say, first of all, are
there witnesses for whom, given the nature of their experience or
their position, it makes sense to appear alone? Generally, in the
case of the former minister and Mr. Danson, I think with the nature
of their experience and what they bring to the topic, it makes sense
for them to appear alone or, in the case of the minister, with the of-
ficials he would want to bring with him to play a supporting role.

It doesn't seem to me to be a serious approach to the committee
managing its agenda to try to say that these are the kinds of combi-
nations that would be required. I'm obviously naturally suspicious
of what's going on here. Why would we say that we have to pack
all of these individuals and groups into one three-hour session?

The other thing about having the meeting set up as three consec-
utive one-hour meetings is that once you've heard from the witness-
es, you have very limited time for questions. If you have a one-hour
session and you have three witnesses, you can allow conservatively
five minutes for each opening statement. Again, given the sensitivi-
ties of the matter and given the issues we're dealing with, we may
want to give more time. In fact, [ think a trauma-informed approach
might lend itself, in this kind of situation, especially with either vic-
tims or their representatives, to not being as rigorous in terms of
time. If somebody is in the midst of sharing very personal reflec-
tions about how certain events impacted them, it would potentially
be a judgment call of the committee and/or the chair to say that we
want to let that person finish what they're saying.

If you allow, theoretically, a minimum of 15 minutes for three
witnesses or witness groups to present—but more likely, because of
people going slightly overtime or because of other aspects of con-
text, you're going to get that out to at least 20 minutes—and then
you have to allow probably five to 10 minutes between witness
groups—

® (1845)
Mr. Peter Julian: I have a point of order.

The Chair: We have Mr. Julian on a point of order.
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Mr. Peter Julian: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Genuis talked earlier about the minutes. To clarify for the
minutes, | want to say that a fresh copy of the motion we're debat-
ing has been sent to the clerk, including the name of the federal om-
budsman for victims of crime, Benjamin Roebuck, and clarifying
“Tim Danson, lawyer for the victims, to appear”. I want to make
sure the minutes reflect what was said at the mike.

Thank you.
The Chair: This is basically just to update us.

Okay. Thank you.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: On that point of order, because I am con-
fused—

The Chair: Mr. Genuis has a point of order.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Yes.

Mr. Julian, are you saying that the form of the motion you moved
is the same as the form that you put on notice verbally on Monday?
It seems like it's different from the written version that was dis-
tributed.

The Chair: Mr. Genuis, Mr. Julian just said that. When he
moved the motion, what he said was somewhat different from what
is actually in the written motion. He's just clarifying that he sent an
updated copy—hard copies to everybody—so that we're on the
same page.

Mr. Julian, did you want to respond as well?

Mr. Peter Julian: As Mr. Genuis knows, we talked about the
federal ombudsman for victims of crime. I included his name in the
updated motion sent to the clerk. Tim Danson was listed in the orig-
inal motion, but not with his title, which is “lawyer for the victims”.

For the purposes of the minutes, I wanted to ensure that both the
name and the title of those two individuals were in the motion we
are considering.

The Chair: Thank you for your clarification. It is, of course, im-
portant that the minutes are accurate.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: On the same point of order, it wasn't clear
to me.

I'm sorry, Mr. Julian, but my question was, is the text that you
moved the same as the text of what was read on Monday?

You're nodding that it is, so fair enough.

The Chair: I believe not.

The text of what you moved is what you just sent out to us. Is
that correct?

Mr. Garnett Genuis: It's the same as what you read out on Mon-
day, which I understand you believe should have been in the min-
utes but wasn't.

Mr. Peter Julian: The name and title are the same as what I read
out on Monday, but for further clarification it includes the name of
the federal ombudsman and the title for Tim Danson.

The Chair: Thank you for the clarification.

Mr. Genuis, do you wish to carry on with the point of order or
carry on with your arguments?

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I'll return to my remarks, but I'll just say
that it would be helpful if the clerk could distribute the text of what
was read to the members, given that it was not in Monday's min-
utes.

The Chair: I believe that is already done.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: 1 have been refreshing my email and I
have not received it yet.

The Chair: It's under way.
® (1850)

Mr. Garnett Genuis: It's going to be sent imminently. Is that
what you're saying, Chair?

The Chair: Yes.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Okay. It is important for the committee to
know precisely what it is debating and to have the text of what it is
debating in front of it, although I don't get the impression that the
clarification substantively changed the direction. It just provides
clarification about names and titles.

Before Mr. Julian's intervention, I was walking through why I
think the changes we're proposing are necessary logistically, given
the inevitable practical problems that arise from the framework for
studying this issue that was presented by Mr. Julian.

We have nine entities that could or are likely to appear. We have,
although not directly stated—but I hope implied—the possibility
that committee members might be able to suggest additional wit-
nesses or members of the public who have some perspective to of-
fer and who might wish to come forward on this issue, but at a min-
imum, we're talking about nine. If our amendment on Mr. Mendici-
no doesn't pass, we're talking about a minimum of eight. If it's
eight, we have three, three and two, so I just want—

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: [ have Ms. O'Connell on a point of order.
Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

In the rules.... It's clear this is a filibuster, but according to the
rules, there still cannot be repetitiveness. We've actually already
heard—I believe three times, but at least once before—Mr. Genuis
describing the difference between nine witnesses and eight witness-
es. It would be important if he's going to filibuster that he at least
provide new content.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Can I just comment on the point of order,
Chair?

The Chair: I have Mr. Genuis on a point of order.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Chair.

I accept that I said the number. I was just correcting myself be-
cause | said nine, and I wanted to be accurate. I think that was a

relatively perfunctory and brief comment, but I wanted to provide
that clarification. It's a small point.
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The point I was just making, Chair, is that if you're trying to slot
that in, one way of doing this is to have three consecutive one-hour
blocks. Inevitably, there will be five to 10 minutes of turnover in
between, when witnesses come and go, hands are shaken and so
forth. You're talking, in practice, about 55 minutes per witness
group, of which, almost certainly, about 20 minutes will be testimo-
ny. That leaves 35 minutes for questioning rounds. That likely
means one round of questioning, with two or three minutes extra
for each party at the end.

We're supposed to be studying the issue in a serious way. Com-
mittee members will be faced with a situation where they have like-
ly three, in most cases, witnesses or witness groups with substan-
tive and different things to say, and members of each party are then
expected to cram all the things they might wish to say or the ques-
tions they might wish to ask into one round of questioning, with a
bit of change at the end, a bit of extra time.

That seems to be fundamentally and obviously unserious. I don't
mean “unserious” to be pejorative or insulting. It may be that the
motion was brought with the best of intentions, but if you really
break it down and ask how much time we are going to have to be
able to ask the questions and get the answers, we're going to have
one slot with two minutes extra, at best, to try to go through three
very distinct witness groups. Then we're going to try to have a fast
turnover and do it all again in the same crammed bit of time, and
then we'll have another turnover and do it all again in a crammed
space of time, and it will be done. This obviously doesn't make
sense from a structural standpoint.

Now, the alternative approach you could take.... Theoretically,
there are numerous alternatives. I guess you could have all nine
groups sit there for three hours, but I suspect that wouldn't happen.
Another way, and I've been on committees that.... [ was previously
the vice-chair of the special committee on Canada-China relations,
which regularly met for three hours, so we had to consider these
questions of how to structure its time in the context of a three-hour
meeting. We would do it, typically, in one of two ways. One way
would be three consecutive one-hour blocks, which required a very
fast turnover and had a limited number of questioning opportuni-
ties, as I've illustrated. The other way was to do two groupings for
an hour and a half each. You have an hour and a half, and potential-
ly more witnesses. If we were to do it that way, we would have to
have four or five witness groups for an hour and a half.

Again, having four or five witness groups at the same time would
mean that you have more rounds of questioning in each case,
though I think not many more. In that case, you'd likely have all of
the witness testimony and then you would have, perhaps, an hour of
questions, which would be substantively two rounds. However, if
you wanted to focus each round of questioning on one witness
group, as is often done, you could ask questions of only two out of
the four or five witness groups. I don't think that....

I think a good rule of thumb for committees managing their time
vis-a-vis witnesses is that each party would have roughly one round
per witness group, so if you wanted to spend a round questioning a
witness, you would have enough rounds to be able to make sure
that.... You might not want to do it that way, of course. You might
want to use multiple rounds on the same witness, or jump between
witnesses in the same round, but I think that is a good rule of thumb

for a committee that is serious about getting to the bottom of the is-
sue.

® (1855)

There would be other, more ad hoc ways of doing it. You could
have one witness appear for just half an hour, and then you could
have other witnesses appear for an hour and a half. However, either
way, we're talking about really cramming people together and al-
most certainly not giving the kind of solo opportunity to be heard
that some of these people really deserve to have.

I think that if we do have the courtesy of having the former min-
ister of public safety come before the committee.... I hope he would
agree. If he does agree to come and then we say, “Okay, we want
you to sit for an hour and a half while we also question a whole
bunch of other people who have important things to say on the sub-
ject”, I don't think that would make sense in terms of respect for his
time or the choice that he has made to appear before the committee.
I think that is fairly obvious.

Mr. Chair, behind this, then, having deconstructed the inevitable
challenges associated with hearing from each of the witnesses in
the sequence described, I'm left with the question “Why?” Why
was the motion proposed with a structure that is obviously not
workable? Maybe Mr. Julian, in concert with those he was negotiat-
ing with around this, was working quickly and didn't do that kind of
structured analysis of how each of the hearings would occur, or
maybe somebody did. Maybe somebody on the government side
looked at this and said, “Well, this is an embarrassing issue for us.
The Conservatives are insisting that it be talked about, so we want
to do issues management, if you like, and talk about it as little as
possible.”

Mr. Peter Schiefke: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
Mr. Genuis is doing a fantastic job. I actually find it invigorating.

This room is booked for another committee meeting at 7:30 p.m.
I am wondering if we could ask the clerk to officially look into
what the transfer time would be and whether or not there's a specif-
ic time we would need to adjourn to ensure that the next meeting is
able to start on time. We do have witnesses booked for that meet-
ing, as well.

The Chair: It looks like the other committee is in the other
room, so it's not going to be a problem.

Mr. Peter Schiefke: That's fantastic. I'm sure Dr. Lewis is very

pleased, as well, as we will be sitting on that committee together,
and I look forward to that.

Ms. Leslyn Lewis: I got subbed out.

Mr. Peter Schiefke: You got subbed out. Now I'm very sad—I
want that on record, Mr. Chair.

I'll turn the floor back over to Mr. Genuis.
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® (1900)

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Mr. Schiefke. That's an impor-
tant clarification.

I don't know exactly what the plan is, on the other side, around
time. I do want to make sure, before I continue with my remarks....
I do have a number of verbal notices of motion that I want to pro-
vide on other matters, so I will just read those verbal notices of mo-
tion now, and then I'll proceed with my remarks.

The Chair: I would encourage you to file those. We are debating
the motion before us, the amendment and the subamendment. It
would be better if we could stick to that.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, I'll be brief, but it is a long-
standing convention that members can provide verbal notices of
motion. I hope that you'll indulge me to do that just briefly.

The first of those motions—and maybe some information could
be provided in writing—is that, in the opinion of the committee, the
government should immediately list the IRGC as a terrorist entity
under the Criminal Code, and that this be reported to the House.

The second is that the committee report to the House that it
should give second reading to Bill C-350, the combatting torture
and terrorism act, and that it be referred to the Standing Committee
on Public Safety and National Security.

The third notice of motion is that the committee recognize the
rise in hateful attacks against people of faith and the places where
they worship in Canada, affirm the constitutionally protected right
to freedom of religion, and call upon the government to immediate-
ly increase protection for synagogues—

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Mr. Chair, | have a point of order.

Can I get clarification? Can a non-committee member provide a
notice of motion for a topic that is not actually being debated at the
time?

The Chair: Well, strictly speaking, these notices of motion are
not part of the debate we're undertaking. They're not on the issue.
Mr. Genuis is, however, properly subbed into this meeting, so, in
my opinion, he's free to make those notices of motion. It's really an
inappropriate time to do so, but I'm becoming brain-weary and half-
dead, so I'm going to let it go.

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: I'm sorry, Mr. Chair, but, on that, can
any member at any time provide a notice of motion, even for a
committee that they do not sit on?

The Chair: When they're properly subbed into that committee, I
believe it is true.

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: Can we get clarification?
The Chair: I'll ask the clerk and I'll get back to you.

Thank you.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Chair, for your wise ruling.
That certainly accords with my understanding of the rules—

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell: I'm sorry. On a point of order, Chair,
you didn't give the floor back, and I'd like to hear the ruling before
someone just moves on.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: He certainly didn't give it to you, Ms.
O'Connell.

The Chair: Mr. Genuis, I'm sorry for interrupting.

Yes, Mr. Genuis is properly subbed in for Mr. Lloyd, and there-
fore he has the same powers that Mr. Lloyd would have in this par-
ticular committee at this time.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Chair.

Thank you, Ms. O'Connell, for assisting the committee with that
clarification of the rules.

I will just start from the beginning the notice of motion I was
reading so that there is clarity about what it says:

That the committee recognize the rise in hateful attacks against people of faith
and the places where they worship in Canada, affirm the constitutionally protect-
ed right to freedom of religion and call upon the government to immediately in-
crease protection for synagogues, mosques and churches in Canada, and that this
be reported to the House.

[Translation]

Mrs. Claude DeBellefeuille: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
[English]

The Chair: I have Madame DeBellefeuille on a point of order.
[Translation]

Mrs. Claude DeBellefeuille: I've been here for about 45 min-
utes, and I must say I'm having trouble keeping up. Can you tell me
what we are doing? I thought we were going to discuss the pro-
posed amendments to the motion. I understood the amendments. In
fact, Mr. Genuis did a great job explaining to us what he wants as
well as the subamendments he proposed to Mr. Julian's motion.

However, I don't understand why a notice of motion is being dis-
cussed. Can you explain that, please? I am the Bloc Québécois
whip, and I'm standing in for another member, because we have a
full plate right now. I feel as though I'm wasting my time here. |
don't really know what's happening procedurally right now, so
maybe I'm wrong. My understanding is that we started debating
proposed subamendments to a motion, and now we are listening to
notices of motion.

Can you please tell me what exactly is going on right now?
® (1905)
[English]

The Chair: I certainly appreciate the opportunity to speak to you
on this and certainly welcome you to the committee. Thank you for
sitting here for these 45 minutes.
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Yes, we are engaged in a motion that Mr. Shipley has offered an
amendment on, and Mr. Genuis has offered a subamendment.
Strictly speaking, that's what we should be talking about. Notices of
motion on various other matters are, strictly speaking, not in order,
and [ have advised Mr. Genuis of this. Hopefully, he is done at this
point with those notices of motion and we can carry on with the
substantive matters of the subamendment that he has moved.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, I am almost done on that.
I just want to clarify—because you did say that I could provide

them, and they were provided—that those do count as having been
provided as notices of motion.

The Chair: I don't think I said you could provide them. I said
that it was not really in order to do it at this time, but that I was
kind of worn down and would probably let it go.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Are you letting it go or not letting it go?

I don't agree with your interpretation of their not being in order,
but I have read them.

The Chair: You have given the committee notice of motion.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you.

Okay, so they will be in the minutes for the meeting.

The Chair: Everything you've said, as far as I know, is going to
be in the minutes.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Well, everything I say goes into the evi-
dence, but the minutes are the decisions or the notices, etc.

Can [ maybe get a nod from the clerk if there is an understanding
based on the chair that those will be in the minutes?

The Chair: The clerk has so nodded.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Okay, that's duly nodded.

I'll just provide one more notice of motion that is related to the
matter at hand. The motion is that, in the opinion of the committee,
the families of Paul Bernardo's victims should have been meaning-
fully consulted on his transfer to medium security, and that this be
reported to the House.

Having provided those four notices of motion—

[Translation]
Mrs. Claude DeBellefeuille: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Go ahead, Mrs. DeBellefeuille.

Mrs. Claude DeBellefeuille: I am ever so sorry for interrupting
Mr. Genuis. What he's talking about is fascinating, but I'd like to

know something. Is the member challenging your authority by con-
tinuing to read notices of motion? Do I understand that correctly?

I don't often attend committee meetings, so I'm trying to learn
here. Do I understand correctly that he's challenging your authori-
ty? After all, you did tell him that this was not the time to put mo-
tions on notice, that they were out of order, but he keeps doing it.
Do I have that right, or am I way off base?

[English]

The Chair: I certainly would interpret it this way.

It's 10 minutes after seven and late at night. We've been here all
day. As I said, I'm a little bit worn down. I really would hope that
Mr. Genuis would get back to the matter at hand and let us get done
so that we can vote on this motion or this subamendment and what-
not and actually get to the point where we can do the study.

Mr. Genuis, I believe you still have the floor.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Chair.

I do have more to say on the substantive topic, but I have re-
ceived a note that there have been informal discussions among the
parties and there is a universal will to adjourn the meeting. I don't

know if I'm correct in that, but I will move adjournment of the
meeting on the basis of, I think, discussions that have happened.

So I'll move that and we'll see if my understanding of that was
correct or not.

The Chair: If you move a motion to adjourn on the basis of
whatever, that makes it debatable. Why don't you—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: No, no. I am providing rationale as to
what I think has happened.

The Chair: Why don't you just move to adjourn?

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I am moving the dilatory motion. I move
to adjourn.

The Chair: Thank you.

The motion on the floor is to adjourn.
Are we all in favour?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: The meeting is adjourned.

Thank you.
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