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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Tuesday, March 13, 2012

The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayers

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS

®(1005)
[English]

GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO PETITIONS

Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to Standing Order 36(8), I have the honour to table, in both
official languages, the government's responses to six petitions.

* % %

COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE
ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Mark Warawa (Langley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have the
honour to present, in both official languages, the first report of the
Standing Committee on the Environment and Sustainable Develop-
ment in relation to its statutory review of the Canadian Environ-
mental Assessment Act.

Pursuant to Standing Order 109, the committee requests that the
government table a comprehensive response to this report.
AGRICULTURE AND AGRI-FOOD

Mr. Larry Miller (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I have the honour to present, in both official languages, the
second report of the Standing Committee on Agriculture and Agri-
Food.

I am very pleased to report that the committee has considered the
votes of the main estimates 2012-13 under agriculture and agri-food
and reports the same.

* % %

PETITIONS
POVERTY

Mr. Ron Cannan (Kelowna—Lake Country, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, it is a pleasure to table a couple of petitions on behalf of
some constituents.

The first petition is with regard to Bill C-233, An Act to eliminate
poverty in Canada.

IMPORTATION OF INTOXICATING LIQUORS ACT

Mr. Ron Cannan (Kelowna—Lake Country, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the second petition pertains to something which members
on all sides of the House have been supportive of, my colleague's
Bill C-311, to modernize the archaic 1928 Importation of
Intoxicating Liquors Act.

We want to free our grapes and let the wine flow across the
provincial borders, so we can have a much more enjoyable Canada
from coast to coast to coast.

ELECTRO-MOTIVE DIESEL

Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr. Speak-
er, | have two petitions. The first is from the community of London
and former workers of Electro-Motive Diesel.

The petitioners want the Parliament of Canada to know that
Caterpillar illegally removed production equipment from EMD in
London against the collective agreement. It forced a lockout on
December 30, 2011, and demanded that the workers take a reduction
in wages and benefits in excess of 50%, and accept a reduced and
insecure pension plan. All of this is despite the fact that these
workers had made Electro-Motive Diesel a very profitable company.
In fact, productivity had increased by 20%, and the profits were up in
the billions of dollars over last year.

The petitioners are requesting that the Parliament of Canada
investigate the conditions of the sale of Electro-Motive Diesel to
Caterpillar, and to immediately enforce any and all appropriate
penalties should there be violations under the Investment Canada
Act.

I might add that in light of the recent debate in the House about
the need to strengthen the Investment Canada Act, it is most
appropriate that the petitioners are calling on the government to
make improvements to the Investment Canada Act so that the
travesty which happened to the EMD workers, their families and the
London community does not happen again.

PENSIONS

Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr. Speak-
er, there is great concern about threatened changes to the old age
security program. The petitioners regard this as a direct attack on the
poorest seniors who rely on that money for daily living expenses.



6154

COMMONS DEBATES

March 13, 2012

Routine Proceedings

In February of this year, the official opposition moved a motion
which called on the House to reject the proposal by the Prime
Minister to increase the eligibility age for old age security and also
called on the government to take the necessary measures to eliminate
poverty among seniors.

Therefore, the petitioners are calling upon Parliament to maintain
funding for the OAS and make the requisite investment in the
guaranteed income supplement to lift every senior out of poverty.

SUICIDE PREVENTION

Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener—Conestoga, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I have the honour to present a number of petitions signed
by people from Ontario and Alberta pointing out that suicide kills,
on average, 10 Canadians each and every day, which means there are
almost 4,000 preventable deaths each year. The petitioners also point
out that suicide is not only a mental health issue but it is also a public
health issue.

Therefore, the petitioners are calling on Parliament to adopt
measures to recognize suicide as a public health issue, provide
guidelines for suicide prevention, promote collaboration and
knowledge exchange regarding suicide, and promote evidence-based
solutions to prevent suicide and its aftermath, and to define best
practices for the prevention of suicide.

THE ENVIRONMENT

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
I rise this morning to present two petitions. The first is entirely from
constituents in my riding of Saanich—QGulf Islands, from Mayne
Island, Pender Island, Victoria and North Saanich.

The constituents petition the House to take action on the climate
crisis, specifically to put in place real plans to meet targets set by the
House in votes in the 40th Parliament to reduce greenhouse gases by
25% against 1990 levels by 2020, and by 80% against 1990 levels
by 2050. We are lagging woefully behind in having any plans at all.

Mr. Speaker, the second petition deals with the proposed Enbridge
project across northern British Columbia leading to supertankers
along the coastline of British Columbia. The petition is signed by
residents of Grande Prairie and Calgary, Alberta, residents of
Whistler and Vancouver, British Columbia, and residents of Ottawa.

The petitioners beseech the government to cease and desist from
acting as the public relations arm of industry and to await the
fulfillment of environmental assessment reviews before taking a
position on the project.

HUMAN RIGHTS

Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan (Scarborough—Rouge River, NDP):
Mr. Speaker, I rise to submit petitions on behalf of petitioners in the
greater Toronto area on the issue of human rights in Sri Lanka.

The petitioners point out that the report of the United Nations
Secretary-General's panel of experts on accountability in Sri Lanka
has found credible allegations which, if proven, would indicate that
war crimes and crimes against humanity took place in the last days
of the war. The petitioners indicate that the establishment of an
independent, impartial, transnational justice mechanism to investi-
gate the allegations is necessary. They also indicate that it is a duty
under international law to address the violations of international

humanitarian human rights. They also indicate that Canada has been
recognized internationally as a champion of human rights and
justice.

The petitioners call upon the Government of Canada to urge the
United Nations to immediately establish an independent, interna-
tional and impartial mechanism to ensure truth, accountability and
justice in Sri Lanka.

©(1010)

REPUBLIC OF THE FIJI ISLANDS

Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Mr. Speaker, |
continue to receive many petitions from thousands of Canadians
across the country pointing out that Canada has closed its high
commission serving the Republic of the Fiji Islands. They point out
that Fiji is a member of the Commonwealth of Nations, that all
immigration business and other matters between Canada and Fiji
must now be handled through the Canadian High Commission in
Sydney, Australia. The petitioners point out that this causes
inordinate delays and inefficient service for tourists, and with
respect to visa business and immigration issues for Canadian and
Fijian citizens. The petitioners point out that the United States,
Australia, New Zealand, China and India all have embassies or high
commissions in Fiji.

There are over 100,000 Canadians of Fijian descent who travel
very extensively between Canada and Fiji. The petitioners therefore
request that the government reopen the high commission in Fiji in
order to provide the kind of consular services that these Canadians
both need and deserve.

QUESTIONS PASSED AS ORDERS FOR RETURNS

Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, if
Questions Nos. 412 and 415 could be made orders for return, these
returns would be tabled immediately.

The Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
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[Text]
Question No. 412—Mr. Hoang Mai:

With regard to the Canada Revenue Agency’s (CRA) responses to the provisions
of the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) regarding the Report of Foreign Bank and
Financial Accounts (FBAR): (a) according to the government’s analysis, do the IRS
provisions comply with the provisions of the Convention Between Canada and the
United States of America With Respect to Taxes on Income and on Capital and its
amending Protocol (2007); (b) are there Canadian exemptions to FBAR; (c) has
Canada negotiated the FBAR provisions with United States Treasury Officials or the
IRS, (i) at what time was the government made aware of these provisions, (ii) how
long did it take for Canada to respond to the changes made by the IRS and the United
States Treasury; () how will the government ensure that the CRA does not act on
behalf of the IRS to collect revenues and penalties; (e) has Canada informed dual
citizens about their tax obligations resulting from FBAR; (f) what was the number of
exchanges of information between Canada and the United States of America this year
and during the past ten years regarding FBAR, (i) has the CRA set internal deadlines
to be able to respond to exchange of information requests in a timely manner, (ii) will
Canada work to improve bilateral cooperation on this issue, (iii) has there been an
increase of exchange of information requests at the CRA due to FBAR; (g) will the
government lose revenue as a result of the implementation of FBAR; (/) what are the
cost implications emanating from FBAR (i) for the government, (ii) for the CRA, (iii)
for Canadian banks, (iv) who will absorb these costs, (v) are there other types of non-
financial costs such as efficiency or fairness reductions; (i) how many complaints has
the CRA received regarding FBAR or related vexatious inquiries by the IRS, (i) what
are the main complaints, (ii) what has the CRA done concerning these complaints,
(iii) what department at the CRA is in charge of dealing with complaints of this
nature, (iv) will the CRA cut Full-Time Equivalents from that department or reduce
its funding, (v) has the office of the Taxpayers’ Ombudsman looked into the matter;
(/) will FBAR prevent double taxation of pre-migration gain; (k) has there been an
increase in arbitration cases due to active procedures by the IRS, (i) what departments
are most affected, (ii) has the CRA cut Full-Time Equivalents from each of these
affected departments or reduced their funding; (/) will FBAR affect different saving
vehicles such as, but not limited to, (i) Registered Retirement Savings Plans, (ii)
Registered Education Savings Plans, (iii) Registered Disability Savings Plans, (iv)
Tax-Free Savings Accounts; and (m) how many Canadian-American dual citizens are
affected by FBAR and does Canada have contact information for the dual citizens
affected by FBAR?

(Return tabled)
Question No. 415—Mrs. Anne-Marie Day:

With regard to Natural Resources Canada’s ecoENERGY program: («) what is
the total amount spent, broken down by year and province, since the program’s first
year of operation up to and including the current fiscal year on (i) ecoENERGY
Retrofit — Homes, (ii) ecoENERGY Efficiency, (iii) marine renewable energy
enabling measures, (iv) the clean energy policy group, (v) ecoENERGY for biofuels,
(vi) ecoENERGY Innovation Initiative; (b) how many individuals or organizations
have received grants for each of the programs listed in (a), since the first year of
operation up to and including the current fiscal year, broken down by year and
province, (i) what is the average amount of the grants awarded, (ii) how many
applications were submitted and how many rejected, (iii) what was identified as an
“acceptable” turnaround time for the receipt of grant funding, (iv) how many
approved grants were processed beyond a “reasonable” turnaround time; and (c)
other than the programs listed in (a), which programs to combat climate change and
promote energy efficiency are currently funded by Natural Resources Canada, and
what is the total amount spent on each of these programs?

(Return tabled)
[English]

Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, I ask that all remaining
questions be allowed to stand.

The Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Government Orders

PRIVATE MEMBERS' BUSINESS

The Speaker: The Chair would like to take a moment to provide
some information to the House regarding the management of private
members' business.

[Translation]

As members know, after the order of precedence is replenished,
the Chair reviews the new items so as to alert the House to bills
which at first glance appear to impinge on the financial prerogative
of the Crown. This allows members the opportunity to intervene in a
timely fashion to present their views about the need for those bills to
be accompanied by a royal recommendation.

[English]

Accordingly, following the February 16, 2012 replenishment of
the order of precedence with 15 new items, I wish to inform the
House that there is one bill that gives the Chair some concern as to
the spending provisions it contemplates. It is Bill C-383, An Act to
amend the International Boundary Waters Treaty Act and the
International River Improvements Act, standing in the name of the
member for Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound.

[Translation)
I would encourage hon. members who would like to make
arguments regarding the need for a royal recommendation for this

bill, or any other bills now on the order of precedence, to do so at an
early opportunity.

[English]

I thank hon. members for their attention.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[Translation]

SAFER RAILWAYS ACT

Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC) moved
that Bill S-4, An Act to amend the Railway Safety Act and to make
consequential amendments to the Canada Transportation Act, be
read the second time and referred to a committee.

He said: Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to present to you today
for second reading Bill S-4, An Act to amend the Railway Safety Act
and to make consequential amendments to the Canada Transporta-
tion Act.

I believe this is the first time I have ever had the honour of
presenting a bill that is as finely crafted, broadly applauded and
widely supported as Bill S-4.

This legislation has been in development for more than three
years, with constant consultation and input from all levels of
government, industry and labour stakeholders. It has also been
commented on by witnesses, dissected clause by clause by standing
committees on two separate occasions, and approved unanimously
by all parties both times.
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Clearly, the debate is over. It is now time to pass this important bill
as quickly as possible to ensure the safety of Canadians.

Bill S-4 is clearly a progressive and forward-looking bill, and the
amendments it contains will mean better safety for Canadians and
Canadian communities, better protection for our fragile environment,
and a stronger Canadian rail industry in a stronger national economy.

All of these things are priorities for our government, and I believe
that they are priorities for all members in the House.

There is nothing more important than the safety and prosperity of
Canadians.

®(1015)
[English]

As many members may know, the bill has quite a bit of history.
For many years, the safety of Canada's federal railways was
regulated under the Railway Act, which originated at the turn of the
century when Canada's railway system was rapidly expanding. The
Railway Act was designed for an older era. At that time, much of the
national rail system was under construction to open up new
territories to encourage settlement.

In 1989, the Railway Act was replaced by the Railway Safety
Act, which was designed to achieve the objectives of the national
transportation policy relating to the safety of railway operations and
to address the many changes that had taken place in the rail
transportation industry in recent years. The Railway Safety Act gave
direct jurisdiction over safety matters to the Minister of Transport, to
be administered by Transport Canada where the responsibility for
other federally regulated modes of transportation resides.

Following a review of the Railway Safety Act in 1994, the act was
amended in 1999 to further improve the legislation and to make the
railway system even safer. Those amendments were designed to fully
modernize the legislative and regulatory framework of Canada's rail
transportation system. They were also designed to make railway
companies more responsible for managing their operations safely
and to give the general public and interested parties a greater say on
issues of railway safety.

[Translation]

These changes were commendable, but there was a problem. A
number of high-profile train derailments in 2005 and 2006 across the
country—in Alberta, British Columbia, Quebec and in other
provinces—resulted in fatalities, serious injuries, significant envir-
onmental damage and negative economic impacts for railways and
communities.

These tragic accidents caused concern for the public and the
government and focused national attention on rail safety. They also
provided the impetus, in part, for the Minister of Transport to launch
a full review of the Railway Safety Act in 2007. The objective of the
review was to identify possible gaps in the act and to make
recommendations to further strengthen the regulatory regime.

[English]
The seriousness of those derailments also provided the incentive

for the Standing Committee on Transport, Infrastructure and
Communities to begin its own railway safety study. The Railway

Safety Act review was led by an independent panel of experts who
commissioned research and held extensive public consultations
across the country. Interest in the consultations was high and all key
stakeholders participated, including railway companies and associa-
tions, labour organizations, national associations, other levels of
government, municipalities and the public.

The panel's final report, “Stronger Ties: A Shared Commitment to
Railway Safety”, was tabled in the House by the Minister of
Transport in March 2008. In the report, the panellists noted that
although the Railway Safety Act and its principles are fundamentally
sound, more work is needed and a number of legislative
improvements are required. The report contained 56 recommenda-
tions to improve railway safety in Canada.

[Translation]

The standing committee, which also conducted extensive
stakeholder consultations, accepted the panel's recommendations
and tabled its own report in the House in May 2008. The committee's
report also made 14 recommendations, many of which built on those
that came from the Railway Safety Act review.

The authors of both reports identified the main areas that required
improvement and recommended increasing Transport Canada's
resources in order to increase its ability to monitor compliance and
enforce the legislation and take new rail safety initiatives.

Transport Canada agrees with the recommendations made in both
reports and has taken steps to implement them through a variety of
government-industry-union initiatives and through these proposed
legislative amendments to the Railway Safety Act, which are
required to address key recommendations and enable many safety
initiatives.

In fact, Transport Canada took action to address these concerns
almost immediately after receiving them.

In March 2008, following the publication of the report on the
review of the Railway Safety Act, we established the Advisory
Council on Railway Safety in order to get the process of consultation
started again and to consider future directions in railway safety, the
development of rules, regulation, policies and other matters of
concern. The advisory council is made up of representatives of the
main stakeholder groups, including Transport Canada, railway
companies such as CN, CP and VIA, short line and commuter rail
companies, the Railway Association of Canada, shippers, suppliers,
other levels of government, and unions. The council has met three or
four times per year since it was established, in order to work
collaboratively on the strategic matters of railway safety that were
raised in the report.
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Additionally, working with the railways and the major unions,
Transport Canada has established a steering committee, made up of
representatives of Transport Canada, the industry and the unions, to
oversee the development of action plans for implementing the
recommendations in the report on the Railway Safety Act review and
the report on the study conducted by the Standing Committee on
Transport, Infrastructure and Communities. The committee has been
supported by six technical working groups in addressing ways in
which to implement the recommendations of concern not only to the
regulatory body, but also to the industry and the unions, and in
keeping the ACRS informed of their progress.

® (1020)
[English]

These joint technical working groups included teams devoted to
the rule making process, safety management systems, information
collection and analysis, proximity and operations, environment and
new safety technologies. Together, those groups were assigned 24
recommendations by the steering committee. All of them have
completed their work. Their recommendations have been, or are
being, implemented. In addition to the work of these groups,
Transport Canada implemented eight internal recommendations.
Industry implemented three recommendations that pertained to the
companies. The final 21 recommendations are related to legislative
changes which we are discussing today. In short, these amendments
to the Railway Safety Act are the final component of a well-
orchestrated and well-funded drive to make our railways safer.

[Translation]

In budget 2009, the government affirmed its commitment to a
safe, reliable transportation system by earmarking $72 million over
five years to implement important rail safety measures and
legislative initiatives. These amendments to the Railway Safety
Act that we see before us today are the fruit of that commitment.
This initiative also shows how important these amendments are to
the government, and it reflects the government's commitment to
seeing these amendments implemented as soon as possible so that
Canada can reap the benefits from them immediately.

In March 2010, the government introduced Bill C-33, An Act to
amend the Railway Safety Act. It contained essentially the same
range of changes as the bill before us today does. Bill C-33, which
all the parties in the House supported, was considered in detail by the
Standing Committee on Transport, Infrastructure and Communities
and then approved unanimously by all hon. members after some
minor changes were made.

Unfortunately, Bill C-33 died on the order paper after many
consultations, analyses and a very favourable reception, because the
opposition chose an unnecessary election over the safety of
Canadians. Knowing how important these essential amendments
are with regard to safety, we reintroduced the same bill in the Senate,
with the changes that everyone had agreed on.

Since then, a number of witnesses representing stakeholders have
expressed their views and the bill has been reviewed and discussed at
length in the standing committee of the other place. I am very
pleased to say that the Senate committee, like ours, unanimously
approved the bill with a slight change that was essentially
administrative in nature.

Government Orders

[English]

There is clearly a lot of support for this bill from all parties. There
have been thorough consultations over several years. The bill has
been agreed upon in its various formats by all key industry
stakeholders, as well as members of both the House and the other
place. It is our responsibility to end this long debate and expedite the
passage of this important legislation for the benefit of all Canadians.
The safer railways act is acknowledged as the blueprint for the future
of rail safety in this country. It would directly address the safety
challenges that have been identified by two national reviews with
innovative legislative solutions that would help make our railways
and communities safer for years to come.

[Translation]

Mr. Speaker, allow me to highlight some of the key amendments
included in Bill S-4. Each one is an important part of a
comprehensive safety package.

In accordance with the recommendations arising from the Railway
Safety Act review and the study by the Standing Committee on
Transport, Infrastructure and Communities, the amendments under
review will improve Transport Canada's oversight capacity by
conferring on the Governor in Council the authority to require
railway companies to obtain a railway operating certificate, attesting
that they have met basic safety requirements, before commencing
their activities.

The operating certificate, which will demonstrate that the
company complies with baseline safety requirements, will apply to
all railways under federal jurisdiction. Existing companies will have
a two-year period from the coming into force of the amendments
under review in which to meet the requirements for the certificate.

The amendments in Bill S-4 will also strengthen Transport
Canada’s enforcement capacity in order to ensure better railway
company compliance with safety rules and regulations. To that end,
the department will apply monetary penalties to improve rail safety.
The maximum amount of the penalties will be $50,000 for an
individual and $250,000 for a corporation.

The new act will also strengthen Transport Canada’s enforcement
powers by increasing fines to levels consistent with those for other
modes of transportation. Maximum fines for convictions on
indictment for a contravention of the act would be $1 million for a
corporation and $50,000 for an individual. Maximum fines on
summary conviction for contravention of the act would be $500,000
for a corporation and $25,000 for an individual.
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®(1025)
[English]

One of the most important benefits of Bill S-4 is the increased
focus on the importance of safety management systems. As members
may know, a safety management system is a formal framework for
integrating safety into day-to-day railway operations. During the
Railway Safety Act review, stakeholders were supportive of the SMS
approach to safety, but some felt that improvements were required
before SMS could be considered fully implemented.

The amendments we are discussing today address those concerns.
For example, under Bill S-4 all railway companies would be required
to appoint an accountable executive responsible for all matters of
safety. The legislation would also require all railway companies to
implement whistleblower protection so that employees felt encour-
aged to report safety violations without fear of reprimand.

Railway companies would also be required, through the auditing
process, to demonstrate that they continuously manage risks related
to safety matters through the use of safety management systems.
Changes like these would encourage the growth of a true culture of
safety at both the corporate and operating levels of railway
companies.

[Translation]

I noted earlier that the Senate committee had unanimously
approved this bill with one minor change related to safety reporting.
Although this bill originally called for the development of a new
safety reporting process with the Transportation Safety Board and
Transport Canada, all parties agreed that a reporting system already
exists—the Transportation Safety Board—so that clause was struck.
The rest, as mentioned, was agreed on unchanged.

The Safer Railways Act is clearly a step forward in terms of
oversight, enforcement and the implementation of a safety system in
the industry. It also advances safety in the administrative area by
clarifying the authority and responsibilities of the minister in respect
of railway matters. For example, these amendments will clarify that
the legislation applies to all companies operating on federal track and
will ensure that those companies are subject to the same high safety
standards.

Bill S-4 is about safety. It is also about protecting our
environment. By expanding regulation-making authorities, this
legislation will allow Transport Canada to request an environmental
management plan from all railways for federal review.

It will also allow a requirement for increased environmental
information collection and railway equipment labelling related to
emissions. These amendments plus an additional amendment to
provide regulatory authority to control and prevent fires on railway
rights-of-way are critical to strengthening environmental protection
in the industry.

And that is what the amendments to Bill S-4 are basically all
about: better oversight tools to ensure safety; enhanced safety
management systems to build a stronger rail safety culture; and
additional authority to help protect our environment from unneces-
sary degradation.

It is hard to argue with the importance of these amendments.
Railways are an integral part of our infrastructure now, and they will
be so in the future. We need them to be strong. We need them to be
dependable. And we need them to be safe. All Canadians can benefit
from that.

We believe that these amendments to the Railway Safety Act are
essential and timely. Bill S-4 modernizes the Railway Safety Act to
reflect the requirements of a growing and increasingly complex rail
industry, and I believe that we can all agree to the important safety
amendments contained in this bill both quickly and unanimously.

©(1030)

[English]

The bill is a step forward for Canadians, for safety and for the rail
industry. With the agreement of the members today, we can take
these steps together today, for a safe, reliable and economically
viable freight and passenger railway system in Canada. The bill has
been extensively debated over several years and has received wide
support. I recommend that it be submitted to the Standing Committee
on Transport, Infrastructure and Communities for further discussion.

I urge all hon. members to give this important bill their unanimous
support.

Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, on behalf of this side of the House, we certainly do
welcome this long overdue legislation. We will be hearing more
from our critic from Trinity—Spadina in a few minutes.

However, I would like to take this opportunity to ask the minister
a question I have asked him before with respect to rail safety for
Vancouver Island. Members are aware that VIA Rail suspended
passenger service on the island nearly a year ago. At that time, the
province offered to put up $7.5 million, half of the costs of repairing
the railbed, to get safe passenger service moving again. I have asked
the minister several times whether the federal government would
come up with its share of those costs. I was assured that the minister
is studying the request.

My question again today is this. When can we expect to see a
positive answer with respect to getting the passenger rail service,
which I note was promised in Confederation for British Columbia,
back onto the rails in Vancouver Island?

Hon. Denis Lebel: Mr. Speaker, today we are speaking about
safety and security for all of the country.

“Several” does not have the same meaning for the member as it
does for me. He asked me and I gave him an answer. We are still
analyzing the issue. That is what we will continue to do.
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However, today I ask for his support to provide safety for all of the
railways in the country.

Hon. John McCallum (Markham—~Unionville, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I can say that the Liberal Party will certainly be supporting
the bill.

I was the transport critic when we considered this bill in
committee. A number of issues arose which we were not able to deal
with, such as the light rail transit situation with GO trains and VIA
Rail running on the same tracks, and when the railways wanted to
have a certain degree of control over municipal developments close
to the railway lines.

My question is this. Would the minister be open to amendments
on issues such as these when the bill goes back to committee?

Hon. Denis Lebel: We will consider public transit in the bill, Mr.
Speaker. It is very important for us to offer safer services on all
railways in the country, including public transit. On this matter, we
will let the committee continue its work on that.

As [ said before, these discussions have been under way for
several years since 2007-08. We will surely hear comments and the
committee will decide, but we will surely be in touch with all transit
across the country.

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
I thank the minister for his speech and for the improvements in
railway safety represented in Bill S-4.

I would like to ask him if we could take it further. I certainly agree
with my colleague, the hon. member for Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca,
about how tragic it is when rail lines are not making their way to city
centres the way they should and we are losing service across the
country.

As a frequent VIA passenger myself, I have noticed that there are
often rail delays, which then lead to the crews trying to make up with
speed later on, and we know that can have tragic consequences.

A lot of this is due to the fact that the railway sidings are shorter
now than the average length of a freight train, and since passenger
rail must lease space and rely on freight for its signalling and safety,
we have conflicts.

Is there anything the minister thinks can be done to invest in
longer sidings and better transit connections so there is better sharing
of the rails between passenger and freight in the interests of safety?

©(1035)

Hon. Denis Lebel: Mr. Speaker, for sure and the way we will
manage the bill and the continuation of it, we will respect the
jurisdiction of provinces and municipalities. We are working with
them. We have invested over $5 billion in public transit in the last
years since 2006 and we will continue to do so. That is very
important for us.

With regard to signalling, we have some very important changes
in the bill, which have already been implemented by Transport
Canada, and for sure everything will become safer. With all the
railways in this country, we will do what we are able to do about
that.

Government Orders

Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased that the government is moving forward on
some amendments and improvements on rail safety.

I would appreciate the minister's answer to my question regarding
Transport Canada's report on the derailment at Lake Wabumun and
the largest spill of bunker C oil in history in North America, and that
same week a monumental spill in Cheakamus River that wiped out a
just recovered salmon fishery.

Transport Canada identified significant errors and problems. One
of the problems was the turning over of inspection to the companies
rather than the government intervening, and significant deficiencies
in regulation, including replacement rails.

I am wondering if the minister could speak to that and to the fact
that the Government of Canada completely dropped the ball on
emergency response, and if he would be tabling a new emergency
response protocol for the federal government to deal with emergency
response in the event of derailment.

[Translation]

Hon. Denis Lebel: Mr. Speaker, I completely disagree with the
remarks my colleague made leading up to her question. Earlier, when
I referred to incidents and derailments that have occurred across
Canada, I was also referring to the one she mentioned.

We know that, for various reasons, derailments often occur in less
populated areas. As a result, it can take a little longer to get to the site
of an incident, but we always get there. We are always on site with
our partners to ensure that we respond to all incidents across Canada
as quickly as possible.

Our objective in introducing this bill is to do more in that sense.
Of course, given the kilometres and kilometres of rail in this country,
there will always be things that we cannot control. Incident reports
show that various factors contribute to these unfortunate events. We
will continue to work with rail companies, all stakeholders and
unions to make sure that everything we do improves the services we
provide to ensure rail safety in Canada.

[English]

Hon. John McCallum (Markham—~Unionville, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, when the transport committee last held hearings on this
bill it was about a year ago, and in the Senate it was last fall. Since
that time, of course, we have had the tragic event in Burlington.

I think some of the implications arising from that tragic event
might give rise to possible amendments, including issues like cabin
voice recorders.

1 wonder if the minister would be open to amendments arising
from this more recent event.
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Hon. Denis Lebel: Mr. Speaker, as I said before, the Advisory
Council on Railway Safety is in place and working three or four
times a year. | have already tasked the council with giving us an
analysis, on an urgent basis, of the installation of voice recorders in
locomotive cabs. That has been discussed in the past. It involves
owners and managers of companies as well as unions. Companies
have different points of view about that. However, that will surely be
discussed and we will see what happens. We will see what we can do
about it.

Mr. Wayne Marston (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek, NDP):
Mr. Speaker, for nine years from 1965 to 1974 1 worked for
Canadian National Railway as a signal maintainer. One of the things
one learns in spending any time around the railway is how labour
intensive it is to maintain the track alone. One of the things that
happens in the rail services, like many other services in the country,
is cutbacks. I am very concerned about that.

What is important is that government listen to the grassroots
workers when it is involved with safety aspects. The mistakes that
were just made in the tragedy in Burlington flowed obviously from
the train moving too quickly.

1 just wanted to pass those comments on. I look forward to the bill
going to committee.

® (1040)

Hon. Denis Lebel: Mr. Speaker, last year we continuously
invested in infrastructure. Through the economic action plan we
invested over $700 million in VIA Rail from April 2009 to March
2011. I totally agree with the member that we have to continue in
that way.

The workers are working very hard on all railways in this country.

Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is
a rare opportunity to stand in the House and congratulate a minister
and a government on what is an excellent piece of legislation and,
more importantly, that follows a process that has gained the buy-in of
industry, labour and government. If we are going to stand and make
criticisms in the House when things do not go the way we want, then
it is important to also stand and congratulate a government when it
does something well.

I consulted with the Teamsters Canada Rail Conference on this
bill. It was very proud to have participated in the bill and wants to
pass on its congratulations to the minister and the government for a
piece of legislation that has the buy-in of industry and labour. It is a
solid piece of legislation.

I just want to congratulate the minister for shepherding the bill
through Parliament. I look forward to more pieces of legislation
coming forward from the government that follow this process.

[Translation]

Hon. Denis Lebel: Mr. Speaker, with my background in sports, I
believe that team work is very important. We will continue working
hard together.

[English]
That is very important.

I would like to respond as well on the positive train control
system, which I have not yet had a chance to mention. We are closely

monitoring the implementation of positive train control in the United
States. I would like to remind my colleague that the technology to
which his party is referring will not be mandatory until 2015.
Technical challenges are being experienced that will likely delay its
implementation. However, Transport Canada is following that
closely.

Ms. Olivia Chow (Trinity—Spadina, NDP): Mr. Speaker, with
its far flung population centres, Canada has been compared to a
string of beads and an island archipelago. This is as true today as it
was 176 years ago when the first railway was built in our great
country.

Railways are not just a means of transportation; they tie us
together at a much deeper level. Without them, Confederation would
not have been possible. One of the few things that the separate
colonial governments could agree on when they founded our nation
was the desire to be linked and to thrive through the railways.

The Maritimes only joined Confederation because the building of
an intercolonial railway was promised. Likewise, British Columbia
only acceded because it was promised it would be connected to the
rest of the country through a transcontinental railway.

The fathers of Confederation grasped the immense importance of
railways for such a vast and sparsely populated country. This is why
Canadian governments in the past have been supportive and
involved in railways since the inception of our nation.

Depending on the types and location of railway projects, different
approaches were taken by the government. The Intercolonial
Railway was built under direct government supervision. Other
railway links were established because loans were underwritten by
the state. The most famous and important of the nation shaping
railway projects was the Canadian Pacific Railway. It was made
possible by private and public funds, as well as through massive land
grants in the Canadian Prairies. The railway, the longest in the world
at the time, was completed in 1885 to great fanfare.

Creating a coast to coast railway connection was not only an
economic imperative to string the provinces together, but it was also
an act of nation building. The construction of railways created the
economic basis for large parts of Canada. It also made our nation a
diverse and striving one by bringing in immigrants from around the
world as railway workers. Fifteen thousand Chinese workers built
the most challenging and dangerous portion of the Canadian Pacific
Railway.

Long after the transcontinental links were built, a strong sense of
federal responsibility remained, especially when times were tough.
When the economy was down and the supply of immigrants had
dried up during World War I, the government salvaged the assets of
the three railways and merged them to form the Canadian National
Railway.
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After World War 11, the slow decline of passenger railway services
began. The large duopolists did not have a serious interest in
passenger lines, as they focused on freight. Again, the federal
government acted to protect national interests. Instead of letting
passenger services disappear altogether under private sector manage-
ment, VIA Rail was established in 1978 to ensure that passenger
services would continue to connect Canadian cities. Yes, it was
important to celebrate that year.

Unfortunately, more recent federal governments have tended to
ignore the vast potential that rail services, both for freight and
passengers, hold for our great country. Under the Conservatives,
railways were largely deregulated in 1987. Railway lines that were
built to serve public needs with public money and land were now
allowed to be abandoned by rail companies. As a result, Canada has
lost over 10,000 kilometres in active rail lines since then, a loss of
almost 20% of our rail network.

Another deliberate setback took place in 1995 when the Liberals
and the Liberal government privatized the Canadian National
Railway. In order to cash in on the coveted national asset, the
government at the time sold CN on the stock market.

The benefits of railways are clear. Trains are substantially more
fuel efficient than motor vehicles when it comes to moving
passengers and cargo. By electrifying railway lines, greenhouse
gas emissions can be reduced.

©(1045)

Despite the shortcomings of federal safety regulations, travelling
by train is roughly five times safer than using a car and it is still the
main mode of transportation for our Canadian goods, with 70% of all
freight in our country shipped by rail. Rail lines provide crucial links
to our southern neighbour and its important markets for Canadian
companies around the world.

In large urban centres, commuting by rail is vital in getting
millions of Canadians to their workplace every day. VIA Rail
connects our country's most vibrant cities, carrying more than four
million passengers a year, and it can do a lot more if it has
government support.

Despite the impressive numbers, the picture is not so rosy. What
used to be our nation's prime mode of transportation and springboard
for our national aspirations have been relegated to a back-row seat.
The changes that the advent of air travel and cars have brought about
cannot be denied or reversed. However, we are foolish to believe that
we are helpless and that the only modern way to move goods and
people is through airports and highways. Railways can—

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, please. There
are a number of conversations commencing in the chamber. The hon.
member for Trinity—Spadina has the floor. I would ask members
who wish to carry on conversations to do so in their respective
lobbies.

The hon. member for Trinity—Spadina.

Ms. Olivia Chow: Mr. Speaker, railways can be competitive and
highly successful commercially. CN, for example, made billions of
dollars last year. It takes the right government mindset and political
will.

Government Orders

Countries in Europe and Asia, and lately even the United States,
are showing us how efficient, fast and profitable railway passenger
services can be. Instead of high-speed trains that run on their tracks,
Canadians are stuck with slow diesel trains that roll on bumpy tracks
that are owned by the monopolized CN and CP Rail. It is their
tracks, their train-controlled centres and their trains that take
precedence over any passenger train, a situation unheard of in
countries like France or China.

Via Rail is forced to lease essentially all its tracks, as it owns close
to none of them. By allowing the big private rail companies to
abandon Canadian rail lines, both the passenger and freight
customers, they are freer than ever to expand elsewhere, which
means the lucrative U.S. market. CN has gobbled up various railway
companies with its network stretching all the way to the Gulf of
Mexico. CPR has made similar moves, purchasing thousands of
kilometres of tracks in the United States to the tune of several billion
dollars. No wonder Canadians are left behind.

The lack of attention from both large rail companies results in
underserved rural areas with farmers who cannot ship their
agricultural products, logging and mining companies that become
uncompetitive as they cannot ship on time and car manufacturers
whose sophisticated supply systems are upended by dismal rail
services.

I have met many of the farm lobbying groups, whether it is Pulse
Canada, Canadian Soybean or the wheat farmers. They have all said
that they are losing millions of dollars because of unreliable rail
service. Unfortunately the Conservative government has only made
token efforts so far to address these issues.

To make the situation worse, passengers in Canada are left out in
the cold as well. The government is slashing funding to VIA Rail by
$200 million this year, according to its estimates. Crucial investment
in overhauling aging cars and engines, as well as safety upgrades,
cannot be made. The combined neglect of railway companies and the
federal government has reached an unprecedented level of under-
investment across the country.

A crucial link from Vancouver Island, and my colleagues know
this very well, was recently shut down as it had become unsafe after
years of pent-up maintenance. Likewise, the rail connection between
Montreal and the Gaspé has been severed, leaving passengers
stranded and a whole region cut off after 150 years of rail history.

The overall service levels have decreased so much that various
train connections in 2012 are slower than they were in the early
1990s. The connecting Winnipeg-Churchill train has seen its
schedule lengthened by about five hours since 2008. The Halifax-
Montreal train is now almost three hours slower than it was in 1993.
Not surprisingly, ridership has gone down from 279,000 in 1996 to
127,000 in 2010, which is more than half.

Even the service on the connection between Canada's two largest
cities, Montreal and Toronto, is slower than it was in 1992. Back
then the train ride was just below four hours. Now it takes close to
five hours.
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The current state of Canada's railways is made even harder
because of government policies that favour air and road travel over
trail. For the financial year of 2009-10, all levels of government,
taken together, spent $1.2 billion on subsidizing air travel. This
number is more than twice the amount that was spent in 2001-02.
Likewise, government support for marine transportation increased by
90% over the same time span, now reaching $1.8 billion.

©(1050)

What about roads? They are our government's pet projects. All
levels of government spend close to $30 billion a year on highways
and roads. Again, this amount has more than doubled since 2001.

Judging by the public discourse, transit is the ugly duckling when
it comes to government support, but not quite. With almost $6 billion
in government support, that is still light years away from passenger
rail services. The rail service is treated as an afterthought. This is
evidenced by the dismal amount of $430 million in government
spending in 2009 and 2010. That is only a small increase of 12%
over the 2001 levels, barely enough to keep up with inflation.

The new federal budget will put an X through that number,
making it even lower, and more than a third of VIA Rail support is
expected to be chopped, along with cuts to overall rail safety
programs. Without a doubt, rail transport needs to be put on the
national agenda again, not just for economic reasons but also to
improve the safety and give Canadians the confidence they need
when they make their travel arrangements.

As the transport critic, I welcome Bill S-4 and the step forward
that it represents for Canada's rail safety. I am joined in my
appreciation of the safer railways act by my New Democrat
colleagues. However, it can be argued that it has taken far too long to
get this bill to the current stage. By the time the bill receives royal
assent, it will be over five years since an independent panel made 56
recommendations to Transport Canada on how to make our railways
safer. It is in the interest of all Canadians to make the bill a reality as
soon as possible.

The tragic VIA Rail collision in Burlington last month shows that
we need to do more to prevent future derailments, fatalities and
injuries. It is time for the Conservative government to take action
and satisfy long-standing demands from the independent experts on
the Transportation Safety Board. The agency has been calling for
voice recorders on locomotives since 2003 and they are still not in
place. More talk is not what we need; it is action that we want.
Likewise, the Transportation Safety Board has been calling for
automatic safety back-up measures, in the case of equipment failure
or human error, to prevent tragic accidents.

In 2008 the United States acted after a horrendous crash in
California. By making positive train control mandatory, the U.S. is
ensuring that an automatic safety system is in place, just like the one
the Transportation Safety Board has been requesting for more than
10 years. Seeing the life-saving value of this technology, the experts
on the board have refined the cause and have specifically demanded
the introduction of mandatory positive train control in Canada since
2010.

The New Democrats urge the Conservative government to heed
the Transportation Safety Board's request to make our railways safer

for passengers and rail workers alike. To enable VIA Rail to make its
operations safer and to improve service levels, we also call on the
federal government to reverse its funding cuts. Only by giving VIA
Rail the financial resources that it needs, can we increase safety
levels and restore confidence of Canadian confidence in rail travel.

Our demands are clear. We need Bill S-4 to pass. We want to
ensure the Transportation Safety Board's recommendation for voice
recorders and positive train controls are implemented as soon as
possible. We have to make passenger rail services safe and reliable
again by restoring VIA Rail's funding. The time to act is now. By
taking those measures, we continue to build on the legacy that was
accomplished by our predecessors. Without the vision of this
honourable House, that famous last spike would not have been
driven into the transcontinental railway in 1885. Let us have similar
foresight in making railways a national priority again.

® (1100)

Mr. Mike Wallace (Burlington, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the hon.
member made comments about the tragic train accident in my riding
of Burlington and I appreciate her thoughts on the matter.

The NDP has indicated its support on moving this bill forward in a
timely manner, getting it to committee and back to the House. Are
there amendments we should be aware of that the NDP will be
putting forward to the bill as it is presently written?

Ms. Olivia Chow: Mr. Speaker, as you have heard from what I
said earlier, this side of the House would prefer to see detailed
regulations in the bill mandating positive train control systems and
voice recording systems in locomotive cabs. However, we are not
going to put that forward as an amendment because I detect an
unwillingness at this point by the government to support it. That is
unfortunate, because by 2015 the United States will make it
mandatory for all trains to have positive train control systems and a
large number of our trains travel to the United States. As I said
earlier, if we made that an amendment, my guess is that the
Conservative government would not support it and it would delay
the bill.

Since the member is from an area where there was a tragic
accident, | want to point out that in 2010 the Transportation Safety
Board recommended making positive train control systems manda-
tory. I hope the government will act on that recommendation as soon
as possible.
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Hon. John McCallum (Markham—~Unionville, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I might point out to my colleague that earlier today, I
asked the minister about the possibility of amendments. He said he
would be open to possible changes at committee. I do not know how
serious that is compared with what she might have heard, but I
thought I would put it on the record.

My question has to do with her comments about speed rail in
Canada being bad versus speed rail in other places like Europe,
China and the U.S. being good. She seems to attribute that difference
mainly to the fact that VIA Rail does not have its own tracks and has
to use the tracks of CN and CP, whereas in those other places they
have their own tracks.

What is her solution? If the idea is to build new tracks across
Canada for VIA Rail, that would cost billions or tens of billions of
dollars. I agree with her. I have travelled on the fast trains in some of
those places and they are far better than what we have in Canada.
What is her solution to this problem?

Ms. Olivia Chow: Mr. Speaker, there are several areas where
there can be improvements. Regulations or legislation to ensure there
are service agreements between the customers of CN and CP would
help freight services. It would ensure that deliveries were made on
time. Train arrival times would be given in advance, for example, to
farmers, the logging industry and coal companies. That would be one
solution.

The second solution, using the Quebec City to Windsor rail line as
an example, is we could certainly upgrade the tracks. There is no
reason not to have high-speed rail through this corridor. We could
upgrade the VIA Rail services incrementally to make sure that
eventually there is a high-speed electric train in this corridor.

® (1105)

Mr. Bruce Hyer (Thunder Bay—Superior North, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I congratulate the hon. member for Trinity—Spadina. She
has been a strong and relentless voice for building safety and
infrastructure in the rail industry. I also congratulate the Minister of
Transport on Bill S-4. It is a good effort. It is good to see parties
working together to build this good legislation.

Previous Conservative and Liberal governments have allowed or
even caused the decline and degradation of Canadian freight and
passenger rail. For example, in my riding we have lost passenger rail
on the north shore of Lake Superior through Thunder Bay.

I have a provocative question for the member for Trinity—
Spadina. How can we work effectively with the Conservatives to
build rail infrastructure across Canada, or will we have to wait until
we form government in four years?

Ms. Olivia Chow: Mr. Speaker, my colleague is absolutely
correct. Canada has lost over 10,000 kilometres of active rail lines
since the deregulation of railways in 1987. The money needed to
improve our networks is mostly siphoned off by CN and CP. First a
Conservative government and then a Liberal government privatized
CNR in 1995. It was sold on the stock market. VIA Rail was left
holding the bag. Unfortunately, until we change our policies and
regulations, or are willing to invest some money into electric trains
and repairing the tracks, | am afraid the slow decline is going to
continue.

Government Orders

[Translation]

Mr. Jean Rousseau (Compton—Stanstead, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
I wish to congratulate my colleague from Trinity—Spadina once
again on her wonderful speech.

But, why is it important to ensure rail safety? For one thing, we
must remember that, historically, the railway united Canada. So it is
very important in uniting Canada, from east to west, and in
encouraging the economic development of many communities that
would really like to have more rail services, particularly from VIA
Rail.

In my riding in the Eastern Townships, for instance, Sherbrooke is
no longer served by VIA Rail. Although some routes are being used
less and less, other sectors want more services—high-quality, safe
services.

In my colleague's opinion, for Canada's unity, for the safety and
economic development of the regions, why is it so important to
emphasize rail development?

[English]

Ms. Olivia Chow: Mr. Speaker, travelling by rail is safe,
comfortable, fast, reliable and environmentally sustainable. If we
look at all different modes of transportation, rail is by far the best
way to go. With modern technology it can be extremely fast.

It is tragic that we see the technology is there, but the government
is unwilling to regulate it. For example, in Quebec there was a tragic
derailment in 2010. The Transportation Safety Board recently
reported that the positive train control system would have made a
difference and slowed down the train. The train would not have
derailed and people would not have been injured.

That is one of the ways to keep train travel even safer than it is
now.

[Translation]

Hon. Denis Coderre (Bourassa, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as the
member for Bourassa and on behalf of my party, I would like to start
by commending the work that was done in the other chamber.
Obviously, we all remember that this bill is a revival of former
Bill C-33 and that a good job was done with the amendments. People
did a great job.

At the time, the hon. member for Markham—Unionville was on
the Standing Committee on Transport, Infrastructure and Commu-
nities and the work done there was quite outstanding. Since the work
was well done and everyone decided to work together to ensure
everyone's safety, the bill deserves our support today. We most
definitely have to send it to committee as soon as possible in order to
look into certain aspects and see if we have to make some
improvements.
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In the other chamber, Senator Mercer, together with the other hon.
senators—from both the government side and our side—have
already done a thorough job. All players had a chance to speak their
minds. We realize that there is already a lot of support and a series of
amendments has been moved as a result of the work accomplished
on the former bill.

It is only fair to say that we must support this bill and find the
proper way to do so. Obviously, pulling on a flower does not make it
grow faster. However, we certainly want to make sure that things
will be done as quickly as possible. The bill has to be sent to the
Standing Committee on Transport, Infrastructure and Communities
so that we can do a proper job and quickly address the issue to
determine whether adjustments have to be made. The Parliamentary
Secretary to the Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Commu-
nities and for the Federal Economic Development Agency for
Southern Ontario will agree with me in saying that Bill S-4 is a good
bill and that, as a result, we should support it, given the significant
work that was done in the other chamber.

1 want to explain to the thousands of television viewers watching
us today what Bill S-4 is all about. It is intended, of course, to amend
the Railway Safety Act, specifically to improve the oversight
capacity of the Department of Transport, to strengthen that
department’s enforcement powers by introducing administrative
monetary penalties and increasing fines, to enhance the role of safety
management systems by including a provision for a railway
executive who is accountable for safety—and the word accountable
is important here—and to implement a confidential non-punitive
reporting system for employees of railway companies. It also seeks
to clarify the authority and responsibilities of the Minister of
Transport, Infrastructure and Communities with respect to railway
matters.

It is important that, as the representative of the people, the minister
have those powers and, clearly, the regulation-making powers must
be expanded, including those dealing with environmental manage-
ment. The process for rule making by railway companies must also
be clarified.

What I find interesting about this approach is that, for the most
part, all partners support this bill. The unions, as well as the Railway
Association of Canada, are generally in favour of this legislation.
Naturally, the RAC is not in a position to say at this time if the
industry will support the bill without reservation because, after
appearing twice before the parliamentary committee that studied Bill
S-4 and Bill S-33—the predecessor to the bill we are studying today
—the RAC had proposed seven amendments to improve safety, all
of which were rejected.

It is fair to say that our system is quite safe, but we need to make
the necessary changes to make it safer. Naturally, I acknowledge my
colleague from Burlington, who had that tragic accident in his riding.
We will let the investigation take its course, but we must ensure that
we develop the necessary tools to guarantee safety.

®(1110)
[English]
I truly believe in rail transportation. We all know that this country

has been built on that vision. It is a great way to bridge rural and
urban Canada. However, I think we need to provide better tools to

make sure that citizens from coast to coast to coast feel that they are
first-class citizens with that mode of transportation. Bill S-4 would
provide that and some problems would be prevented.

Let us take a look at infrastructure. Certain areas may have some
situations, such as the one my colleague for Trinity—Spadina spoke
about in eastern Quebec. Of course, we would promote specific
programs on infrastructure to make sure that we have the capacity for
the track to be accurate. We must make sure we are providing the
service which, in certain areas, is an essential service. It is important
that we take a look at that.

We would not play with security. At times it might be used in
partisan ways, such as on Bill C-10, but for the railway I think it is a
non-partisan issue. I think that all sides believe in security.

However, this bill needs to be quickly sent to committee. I think
that we need to look further at the bill. My colleague suggested that
the Canadian Urban Transit Association, in approaching the
committee, was concerned about how the provisions of the bill
would affect the operation of light rail transit that operates on
federally regulated rail lines. There are only a few examples of this
in the country. For example, the Lakeshore line of GO Transit moves
an incredibly large number of people each day. Therefore, the
committee concerns must be twofold.

First, overly large increases to the administrative burden on
authorities like GO Transit would negatively impact ridership and
fares. However, considering the volume of riders and the number of
level crossings on the Lakeshore line, it is also important that the
Government of Canada ensure that these trains operate with the
highest level of safety possible.

Second, the Railway Association of Canada made a request that
the bill be amended by adding to subclause 24(1) the following:

Respecting notices to be given to railways regarding any proposed local plan of
subdivision or zoning by-law or proposed amendment thereof in respect of land that
is located within 300 meters of a line of railway or railway yard.

This amendment would require municipalities to notify and
consult the railway if they made any zoning amendments on land
within 300 metres of a railway or railway yard. The Federation of
Canadian Municipalities was understandably concerned about this
measure. At the heart of its concern was this requirement for
communities to inform railways of changes from adjacent land to
proximate land. As it was explained to the committee, municipalities
across Canada already inform railways when their zoning plans
affect land adjacent to the railway's right of way.
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The FCM's objection to this change was twofold. Primarily there
is a concern that the 300 metre limit is overly burdensome on
municipalities that already inform railways of land use changes on
property adjacent to the rail line. There is also a concern about the
federal government mandating a provision that directly interferes
with how provinces legislate municipal power and zoning laws. As
these laws and powers vary drastically across the provinces, it would
be inappropriate for the federal government to simply override them
all. It could also create needless red tape for the local transit
association.

These are just some of the issues that the transport committee
could consider taking up at its hearings. However, I think everyone
has done a great job in the other chamber.

o (1115)

[Translation]

I believe it is a good idea to pass this bill very quickly in order to
provide the minister and the department with the necessary authority
to enact regulations, and to ensure better safety and greater
consistency of the regulations. Partners must be heard quickly one
last time by the Standing Committee on Transport to ensure, as we
all wish, better safety for all Canadians.

® (1120)
[English]

Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, 1 thank the hon. member for his comments on the bill.
Members will note that a couple of my colleagues have commended

the minister of transport for consulting relevant persons in
development of the bill.

One aspect that seems to be lacking in the tabling of the bill is an
anticipated regulatory agenda and timeline for the regulations to be
implemented, which is merely an enabling statute. Also missing is
the tabling of an enforcement and compliance policy. Why do I raise
that? As a former environmental enforcer, I know that the proof is in
the pudding. What is most important is the commitment of the
government to actually enforce these improved safety standards.

Over a 20 year period, the Transportation Safety Board
investigation reports have cited serious continuous operating
regulatory enforcement deficiencies, overreliance and outdated,
ineffective inspection techniques, inadequate emergency response
training and supervision.

Would the hon. member support a call for the tabling of a
regulatory agenda and timeline, an enforcement and compliance
strategy, and a commitment to actually enforce this new law?

[Translation]

Hon. Denis Coderre: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the hon.
member for her question. I was a minister in another government and
the important thing is to be pragmatic and find a way to put some
teeth in the regulations.

My colleague asked some good questions. They are the types of
questions we can ask the minister and all the stakeholders directly in
committee in order to make the bill effective. This is not just lip
service. We want to reduce the red tape and have the necessary tools
to ensure greater safety, including environmental safety.
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Earlier I was talking about municipal zoning. We have to respect
the jurisdictions. These are the types of questions we can ask in order
to assess the feasibility of this bill and ensure that it is not just
wishful thinking, that it could indeed work. Given the work that has
already been done in the other place and all the amendments that
were proposed and approved regarding the previous Bill C-33, this is
a good bill, but there is always room for improvement. We will ask
questions, but not to the detriment of passing this bill.

Hon. John McCallum (Markham—~Unionville, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I would like to commend the hon. member on his excellent
speech. I have a question for him. I was under the impression that the
minister might accept amendments, but the hon. member for Trinity
—Spadina suggested otherwise.

[English]

It is true that in the previous parliament, a minority government at
the time, the transport committee accepted a number of amendments.
Given the diversity of views on the likelihood of the majority
government now accepting amendments, is my colleague leaning on
the side of optimism or pessimism with respect to the question?

[Translation]

Hon. Denis Coderre: Mr. Speaker, that is a great existential
question. Are we optimists or pessimists? I know the minister well
enough to know that he does not play with safety and that he is open-
minded. I like trusting people. I do not want to indulge in crass
partisanship like certain NDP members who are saying that he is not
open-minded and that he will not accept amendments. He has proven
in the past that he can listen. This is a truly non-partisan issue. I am
going to be fairly optimistic and realistic. I do not see why I would
doubt the integrity of one of our colleagues. It would be
unparliamentary.

Given that he has already said that he is open to discussion and
amendments, we should believe him. The work that has been done,
mainly in the other chamber, shows without a shadow of a doubt that
they listened to us. At the time of Bill C-33, the Liberal Party and my
colleague proposed amendments that were accepted. I do not think
that this is a matter of minority or majority, but of doing what is
necessary to help Canadians.

[English]

Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I cannot help but think as we are discussing
this today that you were just at the Little Native Hockey League in
Sudbury. I am glad that you were there supporting them. I think that
it is really important we support them.

There is a train service that goes from Sudbury to Toronto and,
eventually, to Ottawa and Montreal. I cannot help but think if it were
faster, how much of an imprint that would have on the