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Clement rejects public service unions’ 
proposal to work together on labour law 
reforms 

By Kathryn May, OTTAWA CITIZEN November 13, 2013 

 
Robyn Benson, president of the Public Service Alliance of Canada, recently met with Treasury 

Board President Tony Clement to present a counter-proposal to the Conservativesô proposed 

amendments to the Public Service Labour Relations Act. Clement rejected it out of hand, she said. 

Photograph by: Jean Levac , Ottawa Citizen/Postmedia News 

OTTAWA ð Canadaôs 17 federal unions are resigned to the fact that they canôt stop the 

Conservativesô proposed labour law changes and are shifting their protest to a long-term 

strategy of undoing the reforms that will drastically weaken unions and their bargaining 

power. 

Robyn Benson, president of the Public Service Alliance of Canada, recently met with 

Treasury Board President Tony Clement on behalf of all the unions to present a counter-



proposal to the amendments to the Public Service Labour Relations Act introduced in the 

omnibus budget bill. She said Clement rejected it out of hand. 

In her blog, Benson said the meeting was ñlittle more than being on the receiving end of a 

government fait accompli.ò 

Benson said Clement would brook no compromise on the four issues she raised ð 

including a request that he stop insulting public servants and treat them more respectfully 

and stop calling labour leaders ñunion bosses.ò 

ñI call him minister or Mr. Clement,ò she said, ñbut he said he was just being flowery.ò 

ñWe didnôt raise voices or anything. It was a civil meeting but itôs very clear they have no 

intention of consulting with us nor would they ever,ò she said. 

An appeal to Clement to withdraw the changes from the budget bill and instead consult 

with them on new legislation was the first step in the unionsô strategy. They are looking 

for a labour regime patterned after the Canada Labour Code, which governs the private 

sector, and argued that any changes to the labour relations act since its passage in 1967 

were made after consultations with all stakeholders. 

But most labour leaders privately admit they held little hope that Clement ð a strong 

supporter of the various anti-labour resolutions at the Conservative convention in Calgary 

earlier this month ð would change his mind. 

In fact, shortly after the meeting Clement tweeted that Benson wanted ñco-governance 

with Parliament. Takes óunion bossô to a whole new level.ò 

ñI didnôt say any such thing, of course,ò wrote Benson. ñI ... stressed the idea of 

consultation ð working with the employer to resolve problems together. But Clement is 

not a person who places much stock in co-operation. And after our meeting, lacking even 

a veneer of professionalism, he proceeded to misrepresent and name-call on Twitter.ò 

When contacted, Clementôs office said the minister doesnôt comment on private 

meetings. 

With ñthe door closed on consultation,ò Benson said unions will now shift their short-

term strategy to lobbying MPs and explaining the implications of the changes, which 

rewrite 50 years of collective bargaining in the public service. 

The reforms effectively put the government in the driverôs seat when determining which 

unions get to strike and which ones go to arbitration to resolve any contract disputes. 

They also give the government the exclusive right to decide which workers are essential 

and canôt strike. Changes also reduce the independence of arbitrators and ensure they 

base their awards on the governmentôs budgetary priorities. 

At the same time, PSAC and other unions are holding a series of public meetings and 

telephone town halls across the country to explain to public servants what the changes 

mean for them. A series of meetings is being held in Ottawa and Gatineau this week. 



They are also planning their strategy for collective bargaining next year. Longer term, 

they are developing plans for the 2015 federal election campaign as well as how they 

might undo the legislation down the road. 

In the past, PSAC targeted federal candidates in some ridings, but Benson said her 

approach will be to inform members of the issues, where the parties stand and encourage 

them to get out and vote. 

Another possibility is a constitutional challenge of the law. 

ñWe will have a multi-prong approach,ò said Lisa Blais, president of the Association of 

Justice Counsel. ñWe will do what we can now, but weôre all mindful time is not on our 

side and we are dealing with a government that has a majority that is using a confidence 

bill to embed sweeping changes that have nothing to do with the budget. We will do what 

we can. Weôre playing the long game.ò 

Benson said Clement wants his reforms in place by Christmas, before collective 

bargaining begins next year. This round was shaping up to be a potentially explosive 

standoff over Clementôs demands to replace sick leave with a short-term disability plan, 

but itôs unclear how it will play out under the new rules, which effectively strip unions of 

their bargaining clout. 

The PSAC has been the most outspoken so far, refusing to make any concessions for sick 

leave. Benson said she reiterated that position in her meeting with Clement. All the 

unions are expected to take a similar stance when bargaining begins and will press to fix 

problems with the existing sick leave and disability regime rather than replace it. 

The unions are gearing for an all-out fight. Along with the changes to the labour relations 

act, theyôre braced for more legislation that will weaken all unions, including right-to-

work legislation and a push to abolish the Rand formula, which allows unions to collect 

dues from workers they represent whether those workers join the union or not. 

It has left some leaders rethinking their role beyond collective bargaining and how to 

better connect to their members. 

The Professional Institute of the Public Service of Canada, the second-largest union, 

passed a special resolution at its annual meeting in Ottawa last week to ñapply all 

necessary resourcesò to protect public services for Canadians and bargaining rights for 

public servants. Delegates also approved a $7 a month dues increase and a new ñWorking 

Togetherò campaign to better connect the union to grassroots members. 

Former Parliamentary budget officer Kevin Page told the same meeting that unions have 

an opportunity to tap into their base and uphold the values of transparency, openness and 

accountability for a ñground-upò reform of the public service. 

Blais said Clementôs denigration of the public service seems to be working to the unionsô 

advantage. Public servants are normally an apathetic bunch, but she said they seem united 

against what they see as swipes Clement takes at them when he talks about reforming 



sick leave and performance management, leaving the impression public servants are lazy, 

overpaid and not productive enough. 

ñYou never know what is around the corner with (Clement) and his government ... There 

used to be mutual respect for each otherôs role even when relations didnôt work but thatôs 

gone by the wayside and I think thatôs at the governmentôs own peril,ò Blais said. ñWe 

feel the heat now, but if the government keeps attacking its own, I think there will 

consequences to pay, whether internally or services to Canadians. There will be a toll.ò 

------------------------------------------------------------- 

--------------------- 

 

Federal workers rewarded with spa visits, 
jewelry, iPods, gift cards 

 

Treasury Board President Tony Clement delivers a speech in Ottawa, Tuesday October 8, 2013. The 

Treasury Board Secretariat, with about 1,900 employees, now spends well over $100,000 each year on 

rewards for staff. THE CANADIAN PRESS/Adrian Wyld 

 

By Dean Beeby, The Canadian Press November 17, 2013 

OTTAWA - Gold necklaces, hockey tickets, camcorders, iPods, spa visits ð even a gift 

card to the liquor store. 

This is some of the half-million dollars of booty that one federal department handed out 

to favoured workers in the last five years. 



The Treasury Board Secretariat, with about 1,900 employees, now spends well over 

$100,000 each year on rewards for staff. 

The annual value has quadrupled since 2006, when the Conservative government first 

came to power. 

The value hit a peak of $135,000 in 2011, the year the Conservative government began 

cutting staff and programs to wipe out the federal deficit by 2015. 

Treasury Board President Tony Clement has recently criticized the benefits available to 

public servants, and publicly vowed to trim them, putting him at odds with unions. 

But internal documents show his department has been ever more generous with its so-

called "Instant Awards" program, sometimes handing out goods and services worth as 

much as $500 a pop. 

The haul includes a Sears sewing machine, a notebook computer, a Tiffany ring, a 

Garmin GPS device, along with a wide range of cash cards for spas, restaurants, gas 

stations, pubs, Toys R Us, Canadian Tire, Shoppers Drug Mart, Tim Hortons and 

Starbucks. 

The cheapest employee rewards have been $10 gift cards for coffee shops or for a 

bowling alley. One worker was handed a French grammar book worth $14.65, which to 

some may sound more like a punishment than a reward. 

At the high end, many employees were given $500 gift cards for use at Best Buy, for 

example, or at the downtown Rideau Centre mall for merchandise in most of the shops. 

One worker in the "expenditure management sector" got a $50 gift card for use at any 

Liquor Control Board of Ontario retail outlet. 

The internal documents, obtained by The Canadian Press under the Access to Information 

Act, list the names of the workers but do not spell out the reasons for the hundreds of 

awards. 

Such awards are considered taxable benefits under Canada Revenue Agency rules, and 

are often listed under both their "gross" value, reported to the taxman, and the "net" value 

in the hands of the worker. 

A $10 gift certificate to Second Cup, for example, is listed as worth $14.29 gross, as 

reported to CRA. The difference is the tax the employee is expected to pay on the benefit, 

tax that is paid out by the department. 

Awards programs have a cap of $500 net for each item or cash card. 

Controversy over employee awards arose a year ago, when a New Democrat MP asked 

several departments whether they had purchased tickets for sporting events. 



Clement's response was that Treasury Board had bought four employees $1,109 worth of 

NHL tickets to Senators' games between 2009 and 2011. 

The minister banned purchases of sporting-event tickets soon after the NDP made the 

information public. 

The Foreign Affairs Department also banned such purchases when it was revealed 

officials had spent $69,498 on hockey and baseball tickets at U.S. missions between 2006 

and 2012, largely to promote Canadian exports. 

Federal policy encourages rewards for employees' good work, but notes that "recognition 

often has no cost involved." 

"Informal and no-cost recognition ð it takes a minute," says a human-resources 

document on the Treasury Board website. 

"Write a Bravo card ð leaving a card on the employee's desk just to say 'Bravo, job well 

done'. ... Stick a post-it-note saying 'Thanks' on the employee's workspace." 

Most departments and agencies have employee recognition programs, many with an 

"Instant Awards" element, a management tool authorized across government in 1990. 

One internal survey showed managers prefer "Instant Awards" programs because they're 

easy to administer and less expensive than more formal awards. 

The Treasury Board, which is responsible for government-wide policies on access to 

information, delivered the "Instant Awards" documents more than two months after 

expiry of the statutory deadline set by the Access to Information Act. 

A department spokeswoman did not respond to a request last week for comment and 

information. 

ððð 

Total value of "Instant Awards" given to workers at the Treasury Board Secretariat, by 

calendar year: 

2006: $24,515.42 

2007: $34,625.70 

2008: $68,548.24 

2009: $90,646.60 

2010: $112,176.90 

2011: $134,822.01 



2012: $110,293.84 

(Source: Treasury Board of Canada) 

----------------------------------- 

 

Op-Ed: Budget bill endangers workers 

By Robyn Benson, PSAC President, Ottawa Citizen November 14, 2013 

The federal government has health and safety responsibilities for more than one million 

workers ð approximately eight per cent of the Canadian workforce. 

Yet embedded deep within the 308 pages of the Budget Implementation Act, Bill C-4, are 

a few short paragraphs that will roll the dice with the health and safety of these federal 

workers and vastly undermine the system of accountability and enforcement that keeps 

these workplaces safe. 

The most alarming change shrinks the definition of danger in the Canada Labour Code, 

the linchpin of the legislation. The existing definition of danger set forth common sense 

criteria requiring employers to be responsible in their workplaces not only for hazards 

that had already caused injury but also a ñpotential hazard or condition.ò Danger also 

included exposure to a hazardous substance that was likely to result in chronic illness or 

disease, and potential hazards or conditions ñlikely to result in damage to the 

reproductive system.ò 

This meant that a woman could withdraw from work she felt could potentially harm her 

ability to have healthy children ð with full pay and benefits ð until she consulted her 

doctor, and her employer could reassign her to another safe job or location until then. 

Long story short: neither workers nor their future offspring should be put in harmôs way 

because of the job. 

This definition, established in the year 2000 after widespread consultation with injured 

worker representatives, unions, employers and government, aligned employer 

responsibilities with the objective of preventing workplace-related accidents and injuries, 

including occupational diseases. 

The new proposal by the Conservative government deletes all references to potential 

hazards and exposure to hazardous substances. Workers would no longer have explicit 

protection from potentially dangerous conditions. It would make federal workplaces, 

including industries like railways, marine shipping, airports, pipelines, uranium mining 

and broadcasting, more dangerous. Eliminating protections for reproductive health puts 



future generations at risk and is breathtaking in its level of mean-spiritedness and 

irresponsibility. 

Current legislation also outlines a key role for health and safety officers. They are 

charged with identifying potential hazards in the workplace, investigating accidents and 

ensuring that all parties were aware of their responsibilities. The authority of health and 

safety officers to monitor workplaces and issue directions helps to ensure that employers 

take their responsibilities seriously and donôt cut corners that could inadvertently harm 

their workers. 

Bill C-4 chips away at the adage that an ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure, by 

inexplicably deleting all references to health and safety officers in the Canada Labour 

Code. By replacing them with ministerial appointees, the changes would effectively 

dismantle a responsibility system designed to safeguard workersô health and safety. 

A neutral, trained, independent inspectorate of professionals will be sidelined and 

responsibility for this formidable job will be given to political appointees. 

Itôs worth asking why a government that has introduced an unprecedented number of 

Criminal Code amendments creating harsher penalties, stiffer sentences and longer jail 

time for offenders all in the name of safer communities, has abandoned this law and order 

agenda in the name of safer workplaces. How is it that people are worth protecting when 

they are on the street and in their homes but unworthy of protection in their workplaces 

where they are acting as productive members of society and contributing to our 

economy? 

Perhaps the most frustrating is that these changes are not necessary. The empirical data 

confirms that the current regulatory framework is associated with a reduction in injuries: 

it works because it requires that employers take their responsibilities seriously and 

provides for a system of enforcement when they donôt. 

This system of enforcement includes the ñWestray Billò of 2004, created as a result of the 

1992 coal mining disaster in Nova Scotia where 26 miners were killed. The bill 

established new legal duties for workplace health and safety, and imposed serious 

penalties for violations that result in injuries or death. In contrast, Bill C-4 offers a master 

class in deregulation. 

Dr. Kellie Leitch, MP for Simcoe-Grey, has a lot to answer for. Not only is she the 

minister of labour responsible for the application of the Canada Labour Code and thus the 

health and safety of one million workers, but she is also the minister of the status of 

women and a medical doctor. Is she really proposing to do away with the ability of 

women to protect themselves from hazards to their reproductive health at work? If so, she 

had better produce the evidence and rationale to back up her proposals before it becomes 

law. 

Healthy and safe working conditions are the right of every worker and a scheme that 

strips those rights away and puts workers in harmôs way is, in a word, deadly. 

Robyn Benson is the national president of the Public Service Alliance of Canada. 



------------------------ 

 

Clement to use Tory policy convention PS 
resolutions as guidelines, not government 
policy 

Treasury Board President Tony Clement says the Conservative Party policy 

convention resolutions related to the federal public service are not government 

policies but he will use them as guidelines in his conduct of government business 

with public service unions. 

 

(Hill Times photo) 

Abbas Rana, The Hill Times, November 11, 2013 

Treasury Board President Tony Clement says the federal Conservative Partyôs resolutions 

related to public service unions recently passed at its convention in Calgary will not 

become government policies, but that he will have ñregard for themò in his future 

dealings with the unions. 

ñThose are party policies. Iôm having regard for them. I respect them. Theyôre consistent 

with my strategy for the next round of collective bargaining,ò said Mr. Clement (Parry 

Sound-Muskoka, Ont.) in an interview with The Hill Times last week in the foyer of the 

House. 

At the convention, party delegates passed several resolutions related to federal public 

service unions. One resolution says ñpublic service benefits and pensions should be 

comparable to those available to similar employees in the private sectorò and should be 

made comparable if they are not.  



Another calls on the government to ñbring public sector pensions in line with Canadian 

norms by switching to a defined contribution pension model, which includes employer 

contributions comparable to the private sector.ò 

A third resolution states that the ñgovernment should prevent mandatory dues collected 

by unions from being diverted to fund political causes unrelated to workplace needs.ò 

A fourth one states the Conservative Party ñsupports the right of union workers to a 

secret ballot in any strike vote and in all union elections.ò 

A fifth resolution calls for the requirement that ñunions be subject to full, transparent 

annual financial reporting so long as they enjoy a not-for-profit status and receive public 

support in the form of tax deductibility of union dues.ò 

Labour unions have traditionally been major supporters of the NDP and now, political 

pundits are saying that Prime Minister Stephen Harperôs (Calgary Southwest, Alta.) 

Conservatives are using the federal governmentôs relations with the unions as political 

strategy for the next federal election.ò  

ñéThe Tories would like nothing better than to galvanize the labour movement behind 

NDP leader Thomas Mulcair [who is not a union man himself] and boost his partyôs 

stock at the expense of Liberal Leader Justin Trudeau, who currently leads in the polls. 

Dividing the centre-left vote is key to the Toriesô re-election strategy in 2015, and an 

energized union movement might be one way to ensure it,ò wrote columnist Tasha 

Kheiriddin in the National Post, pointing out in the same column on Oct. 31 that 

ñDividing the centre-left vote is key to the Toriesô re-election strategy in 2015, and an 

energized union movement might be one way to ensure it.ò 

The Globe and Mailôs chief political writer John Ibbitson also wrote recently that the 

Harper governmentôs tense relations with the public service unions will be an important 

issue in the next federal election.  

ñApart from being consonant with conservative valuesðand donôt underestimate thatð

confronting public servants by clawing back their benefits would serve as a powerful 

wedge issue leading up to an election,ò wrote Mr. Ibbitson on Nov. 4.  

ñIt would tap the resentments of private-sector workers, many of whom took a serious hit 

during the recession, even while their public-sector counterparts were protected. It would 

paint Thomas Mulcairôs NDP as being in thrall to Big Labour, and it would leave Justin 

Trudeauôs Liberal sittingðand in danger of being impaled onðthe fence.ò 

But Mr. Clement denied in the interview with The Hill Times that the Conservatives are 

playing politics with this issue. 

ñThese all [resolutions] bubbled up from delegates and delegate meetings for months on 

end prior to the convention, so to those who ascribe this as a grand plan with great 

organization, thatôs the level of organization to which we can only aspire,ò said Mr. 

Clement. 



Usually Cabinet ministers do not speak on the convention floor in favour or against 

resolutions related to their portfolios, but Mr. Clement did.  

Mr. Clement said that he didnôt see anything unique about him speaking in favour of 

these resolutions. 

ñI am a member of this party. My first convention was in 1977, so Iôve been going to 

national Conservative conventions since 1977. I feel the focus of these resolutions is very 

consistent with my stated objectives for the next round of collective bargaining as it 

pertains to things like absenteeism and making sure that thereôs a greater compression 

between whatôs happening in the private sector versus whatôs happening in the public 

sector.ò 

----------------------------------------------- 

 

Civil servants, gather your pensions and 
gird for the War of 2014  

Konrad Yakabuski, columnist for The Globe and Mail, November 14, 2013 

When I was entering the work force, a government job held no appeal. I considered the 

bureaucracy the place where creativity went to die, strangled by line managers obsessed 

with procedure over results. I cringed at the thought of winding up an organization man 

in Wallabees stuck in a cubicle in Tunneyôs Pasture, the 1950s-era cluster of government 

buildings in Ottawa modelled on Cold War Warsaw. 

I now realize I was just being young and impractical. Friends and relatives who went to 

work for the federal government are among the happiest people I know. Theyôve had 

fulfilling, iron-clad jobs with lots of opportunity for advancement. (In Ottawese, theyôve 

moved from AS-3 to AS-8.) Most retired in their 50s or plan to. Some travel the world, 

start second careers or pad their pension income as government consultants or contract 

workers. Life has been blissful in the public sector autarky that is Ottawa. 

So, why does Tony Clement want to ruin a good thing? The Treasury Board President, 

the minister who negotiates Ottawaôs labour contracts, is gearing up for a colossal 

confrontation with government unions. The Harper governmentôs omnibus budget bill 

contains unprecedented measures that will tilt the collective bargaining process in Mr. 

Clementôs favour as he seeks to rollback perks (such as bankable sick days) and 

implement performance evaluations to ditch the deadwood. 

And thatôs just the beginning. At this monthôs Conservative convention in Calgary, Mr. 

Clement was the most enthusiastic supporter of a resolution to bring public-sector 

compensation in line with private-sector remuneration. ñFor too long, there has been a 



major gap in wages and benefits between the public and private sector,ò he insisted. ñThis 

is not sustainable, itôs not right, itôs not conservative and itôs not in the public interest.ò 

Such talk resonates with ordinary Canadians who canôt dream of pay and pensions on par 

with those of the workers who technically ñserveò them. No matter that it will be harder 

for Mr. Clement to plead poverty given Finance Minister Jim Flahertyôs projection this 

week of a $25-billion federal budget surplus between 2015 and 2019. Or that, after 

cutting almost 20,000 jobs from the public service since 2010, many departments are 

grappling with staff shortages and higher workloads. 

Overall, the federal public service is up by about 25,000 jobs since Stephen Harper took 

power in 2006. But in a telling reminder of Mr. Harperôs idea of the role of government, 

the expansion is entirely the result of massive hiring at the Canadian Border Services 

Agency, the Correctional Service of Canada, the RCMP and other law enforcement and 

spy agencies. The Conservative police state is thriving. 

Former Privy Council clerk Mel Cappe recently warned that the federal public service is 

in ñsecular declineò because the Conservatives have no use for bright minds brimming 

with policy ideas. ñIdeology doesnôt need analysis,ò he told the Ottawa Citizen last 

month, ñand if you have the answers, you donôt need questions.ò 

There probably isnôt much sympathy for that view among average Canadians. Most see 

civil servants as spoiled children who have had it too good, for too long. Last year, some 

wore ñStephen Harper Hates Meò buttons to work, a stunt that struck many hard-working 

Canadians as unprofessional, if not infantile. 

Besides, without a top-to-bottom overhaul of public-sector pensions, taxpayers are 

already on the hook for a $148-billion unfunded liability. Thatôs the official amount; the 

C.D. Howe Institute figures the true sum is $118-billion more because Ottawa has 

overstated future returns on pension investments. 

Another resolution at the Conservative convention called for the government to switch its 

employees over to defined-contribution pension plans. Mr. Clement hasnôt gone that far 

yet, but he will have the entire Conservative base and much of the Canadian public 

onside as he pushes for big concessions in upcoming contract talks. 

Canadians who have seen their pensions eroded, if theyôre lucky enough to have them at 

all, are in no mood to grandfather the entitlements of civil servants who contributed 

comparatively little to their own retirement funds only to retire at 55 with nearly full-

salary pensions. Itôs not enough to raise the retirement age and contribution rate for new 

hires. Current federal employees and retirees may face benefit cuts, too. 

Get ready for the War of 2014 and the Battle of Tunneyôs Pasture. 

---------------------------------------- 

 

http://blogs.ottawacitizen.com/2013/10/21/policy-idea-void-in-ottawa-cabinet-ministers-dont-ask-for-ideas-from-public-servants-and-government-workers-may-not-be-offering-them/
http://www.cdhowe.org/ottawa-pension-abyss-the-rapid-hidden-growth-of-federal-employee-retirement-liabilities/19972


 

 

Canada’s Conservative government targets 
federal workers’ basic rights 

By Ed Patrick, November 15 2013 

Deep within its most recent omnibus budget legislation (Bill C-4), Prime Minister 

Stephen Harperôs Conservative government has buried sweeping changes to the Public 

Service Labour Relations Act. These changes target the basic rights of hundreds of 

thousands of federal government workers and represent a major escalation in the 

Conservative governmentôs systematic assault on workersô rights. 

Bill C-4 would give the government the power to unilaterally determine which federal 

workers provide ñessential servicesò and, therefore, are legally prohibited from joining a 

strike or any form of job action. 

If passed, the legislation would give Ottawa ñthe exclusive rightò to designate any 

ñservice, facility or activity of the government of Canada as essential because it is, or will 

be necessary for the safety or security of the public or a segment of the public.ò In other 

words, the Conservative government is arrogating the power to strip tens of thousands 

more federal workers of the legal right to strike and with the aim of criminalizing any 

effective worker challenge to its plans to cut federal workersô compensation and slash the 

public services that they provide. 

Previous governments, working in a consultation and arbitration process with the 17 

federal worker unions, had classified about 35,000 federal workers as ñessential.ò 

Bill C-4 also makes important changes to the arbitration process. 

In cases in which more than 79 percent of a bargaining unit are declared ñessential,ò the 

entire unit will be stripped of the right to strike and in the likely event of an impasse in 

negotiations their contract will be dictated by an arbitrator. The unions are also being 



stripped of the option of compelling the government to have a collective-bargaining 

dispute resolved through arbitration. 

At the same time the government is making changes to the arbitration process to further 

ensure that its right-wing agenda prevails. Bill C-4 states that in determining the wages 

and benefits of federal workers, arbitrators must give preponderate weight to the 

governmentôs ñfiscal circumstances.ò By imposing such a parameter, the federal 

government is requiring arbitrators to strictly adhere to its own diktats as to how much 

federal workers should be paid. 

In a move typical of a government that is openly contemptuous of the Canadian 

population, Treasury Board President Tony Clement has repeatedly refused to indicate 

which services will be designated ñessential,ò nor the number of workers to be thereby 

stripped of the right to strike. 

But clearly the governmentôs intention is to outlaw all but token and ineffectual job 

action, while leaving it leeway to choose whether to use the government-stacked 

arbitration process or its raw bargaining power to roll back federal workersô pay and 

benefits. 

Under Bill C-4, the government is also making major regressive changes to workersô 

occupational health and safety rights. The Conservatives are redefining ñdangerò in the 

workplace to eliminate the category of ñpotential hazardò and to include only ñimminent 

risks.ò This will make it more difficult for workers to refuse dubious and unsafe work 

assignments. In effect, workers would need to be directly and immediately in harmôs way 

before they could refuse to do a job. 

Furthermore, the changes eliminate the right to refuse work based on a fear of ñillnessò 

arising from an unsafe job practice, thus prohibiting self-protection from exposure to 

slow-developing conditions, such as exposure to carcinogens or asbestos. The new 

definition of risk also eliminates as the basis for a complaint fear of danger to an 

employeeôs reproductive system. 

The changes to the Public Service Labour Relations Act are meant to be only the first 

volley in a new government offensive targeting workers rights and the wages and benefits 

of federal workers. 

The recently-held Conservative Party convention in Calgary adopted six motions 

targeting workers and unions, including resolutions to ñmake comparableò the wages and 



benefits of public and private sector workers, to reduce federal workersô pensions, and to 

move towards the elimination of mandatory union membership and automatic dues 

check-off. 

These motions were applauded by Clement as preparation for the governmentôs 

upcoming negotiations with federal public sector unions. Speaking from the convention 

floor (an unusual spot for a senior cabinet minister), Clement declared, ñFor too long, 

there has been this major gap in wages and benefits between the public and the private 

sector, where the public sector is considerably more than the private sector norms.ò 

Underlining the far-reaching nature of the present governmentôs aims, Clement 

expanded: ñI can tell you we are taking a position that will respect taxpayers well into the 

future, and I believe are part-and-parcel with our ability to have balanced budgets for the 

next generation, not just for the next couple of years. So that means taking a position that 

will alter the dynamics of collective bargaining as it has been done in this country over 

the last few decades.ò 

In a display of the most naked hypocrisy, wealthy Conservative Party ministers and the 

right-wing press constantly scapegoat public sector workers, complaining that their 

wages and benefits are ñunfairò because they are higher than those of the average private 

sector worker. To the extent this is true, it is because big business has used the wave of 

unemployment and economic insecurity created by the 2008 financial crash, the worst 

economic crisis since the Great Depression of the 1930s, to slash private sector wages 

and benefits. 

An earlier 2013 budget bill already gave the federal government new powers to intervene 

in contract negotiations between federally-owned Crown Corporations and their 

unionized and non-union workers. That provision gave the Harper government the ability 

to issue direct orders to the management of Crown corporations, like Canada Post, Via 

Rail, or the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation (CBC), on how they should negotiate 

upcoming collective and individual job contractsðin other words, how deeply they 

should cut the jobs, pay, and benefits of their employees. 

The right to strike has come under concentrated attack throughout Canada in the period 

since the 2008 financial crash. The Harper government has routinely illegalized strikes, 

including against Crown-owned Canada Post and such private sector giants as CP Rail 

and Air Canada. Earlier this summer, Quebecôs Parti Quebecois government called the 

provincial legislature into special session in order to adopt ñemergencyò legislation that 



criminalized a two-week-old strike by 77,000 workers employed in industrial, 

commercial, and institutional construction. 

The Harper government has consistently pursued policies geared towards further 

reducing workersô living standards so as to further enrich the corporate elite. In 2009, it 

teamed with the Obama administration and the Ontario Liberal government in tying aid 

to the Detroit Three automakers to cuts in wages and benefits of almost $20 per hour per 

worker. The federal governmentsô cuts to Employment Insurance have also served to 

compel unemployed workers to accept new jobs at reduced wages in order to avoid 

privation. 

Just as the Conservative Party faithfulôs full-throated hatred of public sector workers was 

on full display at their Calgary convention, so also the response of the New Democratic 

Party (NDP)ðthe official opposition in parliamentðwas telling. Peter Julian, the NDP 

observer at the convention, did not point to the Conservativesô anti-worker resolutions as 

part of an escalating government-led class war; rather, he dismissed them as a 

ñdistractionò aimed at drawing the publicôs attention away from the Senate expense-

claims scandal! 

If the NDP is much more comfortable centering its fire against Harper on the Senate 

scandal, it is because Canadaôs social democrats are committed to the same basic big 

business program of social spending cuts, balanced budgets, and unprecedentedly low 

taxation of the rich as are Harperôs Conservatives. The NDPôs response to Bill C-4 in 

parliament has been limited to a suggestion that the budget bill be split and the changes to 

federal labour legislation be examined more closely in committee. 

Despite any bluster by public service union bureaucrats ostensibly opposing the omnibus 

billôs passage, workers in the federal service must face the harsh fact that the unions will 

wage no serious struggle. They have spent the past several weeks pleading for Clement to 

meet with them so that they could formally propose to the government that the unions 

and Conservatives work together to ñreformò the Public Service Labour Relations Act. 

Predictably, when Clement finally did meet Public Service Alliance President Robyn 

Benson, he rejected the unionsô proposal out of hand. The meeting, blogged Benson, was 

ñlittle more than being on the receiving end of a government fait accompli.ò 

The calls by the union officialdom for the election of NDP (and in some cases, Liberal) 

members of parliament in the next election are meant to trap working people inside a 

political system that simply represents the various interests of big business. In the last 

major walkout of federal public sector workers in 2004, then Public Service Alliance of 

http://beforeitsnews.com/r2/?url=http://rinf.com/alt-news/?s=Obama


Canada (PSAC) President Nycole Turmel worked might and main to end the strike ñin a 

matter of days if not hoursò and accept contract concessions. Since then, the PSAC has 

accepted wage freezes and concessionary contracts without resistance. In 2011, Turmel 

went on to become the interim leader of the NDP, appointed by Jack Layton before his 

death. 

------------------------------------------- 

 

Federal Superannuates National Association (FSNA) 

November 15, 2013  

Federal Retirees Share Fears and Concerns 
About Health Insurance 

GATINEAU, QUEBEC--(Marketwired - Nov. 15, 2013) - Today, members of the 

National Association of Federal Retirees (FSNA) in the Outaouais area met with their 

members of Parliament to express fears that Treasury Board President Tony Clement will 

reportedly double their health insurance costs under the Public Service Health Care Plan 

(PSHCP). Members of Parliament Françoise Boivin, Mylène Freeman, Mathieu Ravignat 

and Nycole Turmel listened with concern to more than 100 of their constituents who 

would be affected by the rumoured changes, many of whom would be forced to choose 

between continuing health care coverage and maintaining daily, necessary household 

expenses. 

"Federal retirees served Canada with honour and dedication during their careers. Their 

compensation includes their post-retirement benefits, it was negotiated," says Gérald 

Denis, FSNA's National Director for Québec. "This is what they worked for. To rescind 

part of that compensation now is to break a promise - to roll back deferred compensation 

after services have been rendered." 

Media reports in July 2013 alerted federal retirees to the Treasury Board's alleged plans 

to proceed with non-negotiable changes to the Public Service Health Care Plan (PSHCP) 

that would effectively double health insurance costs for federal retirees and change future 

retirees' eligibility for the plan. 

http://www.fsna.com/


"This issue is about more than balancing budgets and ensuring the public service is 

affordable for Canadians," added Denis. "This is about honour, and it is about whether or 

not the Government of Canada will meet the moral obligations it has to its retired 

employees, judges and veterans." 

FSNA is the largest national advocacy organization representing over 186,000 active and 

retired members of the federal public sector. Our members include federal public 

servants, veterans of the Canadian Forces and the RCMP and federally-appointed judges, 

as well as their partners and survivors. FSNA is a not-for-profit association with 83 

branches across Canada that is focused on elevating retirement income and health care 

security for all Canadians. Even in retirement, Canada's public servants and veterans are 

proud to continue to serve Canadians. 

 

 

 

Mandatory victims fee unconstitutional, 
judge says 

-ÁÃ+ÁÙ ÓÌÁÍÓ ÊÕÄÉÃÉÁÒÙ ÆÏÒ ȬÍÁËÉÎÇ Á ÍÏÃËÅÒÙȭ ÏÆ ÎÅ× ÒÕÌÅÓ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ 

fines for criminals  

 

Minister of Justice and Attorney General of Canada Peter MacKay says the victim fine surcharge is part of 

how an offender can repay his or her debt to society and the victim of the crime. Photograph by: Sean 

Kilpatrick , THE CANADIAN PRESS 

 

By Andrew Seymour and Tobi Cohen, OTTAWA CITIZEN November 13, 2013 



OTTAWA ð The Conservative governmentôs mandatory victim fine surcharge is 

ñunconstitutional,ò an Ontario judge declared in a recent ruling, adding fuel to the debate 

over whether the controversial legislation goes too far. 

Ontario Court Justice Stephen Hunter made the ruling Oct. 29, just days after changes to 

the law doubled a fine intended to help victims and removed a judgeôs discretion to waive 

the surcharge for offenders who canôt afford to pay it. 

Citing a 21-year-old Nova Scotia Court of Appeal case as the basis of his decision, 

Hunter found that the mandatory nature of the law made it a tax and therefore found it to 

be unconstitutional. 

Details of the judgment, obtained Wednesday by the Citizen, emerged on the same day 

that federal Justice Minister Peter MacKay suggested that several Ottawa judges who 

have been flouting the new rules ð theyôve been giving offenders decades to pay the fine 

or reducing the surcharge to mere cents ð are ñmaking a mockeryò of the reforms. 

He called the judgesô actions both ñinsultingò and ñdisrespectfulò to victims. 

MacKay said the judges are failing in their responsibility to ñuphold the lawò and that the 

Victims Bill of Rights the government has promised to introduce this fall may include 

provisions to address the issue. 

ñWe will be looking very carefully at (decisions) that we feel undermine the very clear 

intent of the doubling and the buttressing of the victim fine surcharges,ò said MacKay. 

But in his decision, Hunter concluded that the mandatory victim fine surcharge neednôt 

be paid, given what the Nova Scotia Court of Appeal ruled in the case of impaired driver 

Gail Crowell. Crowell had initially been excused from paying a fine by a trial judge 

before the Court of Appeal reversed the decision. 

ñThe Crowell case in the Nova Scotia Court of Appeal in 1992 indicated the only reason 

it passed constitutional muster was because it wasnôt compulsory and therefore not a tax. 

Now itôs compulsory. As far as Iôm concerned itôs unconstitutional and I donôt impose 

it,ò said Hunter. ñIf the Crown wants to appeal, Iôd like to know what the answer is at this 

point.ò 

Hunter said he looked the case up ñwhen the amendments came through, because I didnôt 

like this in the first instance.ò 

ñThey decided that it wasnôt a tax, and the two reasons they gave for saying it wasnôt a 

tax in the Nova Scotia Court of Appeal was one, because it wasnôt compulsory, the court 

had the discretion not to impose it, and two, the court had the discretion as to what the 

percentage should be in terms of what would apply,ò said Hunter. 

ñAt that time, I believe it was 15 per cent. Now it is 30, but it is a mandatory 30,ò said 

Hunter. 



ñThose two things therefore make it a tax as opposed to a punishment in my view,ò he 

continued. ñIn my view itôs unconstitutional and shouldnôt be imposed.ò 

Hunter made the comments after sentencing a man to 30 days in jail for mischief, 

resisting arrest, night prowling and breaches of his release and probation conditions. 

The Nova Scotia Court of Appeal in the Crowell case found that the victim fine surcharge 

was a valid exercise of the federal criminal law-making power, even if it were 

structurally indistinguishable from a tax. However, it also found it was structurally 

distinguished from a tax because it wasnôt compulsory. 

MacKay said the victim fine surcharge is part of an offender paying back his or her debt 

to society and to the victim. 

ñMy view is we should err on the side of giving offenders the opportunity to make that 

payment. For some offenders, this is their preference as well. They actually want to make 

some form of restitution and compensation. Itôs part of their rehabilitation. é To 

undermine that in such a general way, in my view, undermines the administration of 

justice,ò he said. 

The Conservativesô decision to make the victim fine surcharge mandatory seems, 

however, to run contrary to what they stated in a January 2009 letter to the then-federal 

ombudsman for victims, Steve Sullivan. 

ñWhile I share your commitment to ensuring that services be enhanced and laws intended 

to benefit victims do so, we must bear in mind that the surcharge is part of a sentence,ò 

wrote then-justice minister Rob Nicholson. ñTherefore, amendments to the surcharge 

must be consistent with sentencing principles. It would not be appropriate to completely 

remove the judgeôs discretion to waive the victim surcharge where circumstances 

warrant.ò 

MacKay said Wednesday the law doesnôt entirely remove judicial discretion. 

ñThere are obvious cases where the ability to make a payment is probably very very 

unlikely, but the vast majority of cases, there is ability. The overwhelming majority of 

cases, there is some ability to make some payment,ò said MacKay. 

ñI say follow the letter of the law and review it later if it is discovered that there isnôt the 

ability to make payment. I donôt think that at the time of the offence, that is the best 

assessment that can be made of the offenderôs ability to make restitution.ò 

---------------------- 

 



Unfazed by gun-crime ruling, Tories look at 
new mandatory sentences  

Kim Mackrael, The Globe and Mail, November 14, 2013 

The Conservative government is considering new mandatory minimum sentences for 

some crimes even though an Ontario court has just ruled that three-year minimums for 

certain gun crimes are not constitutional. 

Justice Minister Peter MacKay said on Wednesday that Ottawa is mulling new sentencing 

rules for impaired driving offences that cause death or serious bodily harm. ñWeôre 

looking at those provisions of the Criminal Code, looking to possibly include mandatory 

minimum sentences for those offences and others,ò he said. 

He made the comments one day after the Court of Appeal for Ontario struck down a 

three-year mandatory minimum sentence for possessing a prohibited firearm, calling the 

punishment grossly disproportionate to the crime. The law was a key aspect of the federal 

governmentôs 2008 omnibus crime bill and could end up in the Supreme Court if Ottawa 

appeals this weekôs ruling. 

Earlier this year, the appeal court heard six cases dealing with the constitutionality of 

mandatory minimum sentences for gun crimes. It found the three-year mandatory 

sentence would be unfair in some circumstances and was therefore unconstitutional. 

Mr. MacKay would not say on Wednesday if Ottawa will appeal. ñWe believe very 

strongly in the constitutionality of these mandatory minimums and weôll continue to 

defend their constitutionality,ò he said. He said mandatory minimum sentences are for 

serious offences that have a significant impact on society, including some that involve 

weapons, drugs and sexual offences against children. 

ñThis is not to dismiss in any way other important sentencing principles, including 

rehabilitation, but the fact remains that there are certain criminal code offences that we 

believe are of such a serious nature, including criminal code offences that involve 

weapons, that they require a firm response,ò he said. 

The Justice Minister said mandatory minimum sentences can help ñrestore confidenceò in 

the justice system by demonstrating that victimsô rights are more important than those of 

criminals. 

The minimum sentences also extend the time in which offenders cannot commit another 

crime in society, he said. 

ñOne of the basic principles of mandatory minimums is to send a message, a message of 

denunciation, but there is an incapacitation element to that,ò he said. ñThat is to say that 

that individual, for that period of incarceration, will not be committing crimes in the 

community.ò 



NDP justice critic Françoise Boivin said the idea that mandatory minimums can stop 

jailed criminals from re-offending is ña bit of a simplistic view,ò in part because it 

doesnôt take into account what people will be like when they are eventually released. 

Anthony Doob, a professor of criminology at the University of Toronto, said there is no 

evidence that mandatory minimum sentences deter people from committing crimes. ñThe 

data on those kind of policy experiments is that they do not decrease the amount of crime. 

Itôs absolutely clear,ò he said. 

However, since many mandatory minimum sentences are shorter or involve more serious 

crimes than the punishments that were struck down this week, it is less likely that others 

will be overturned, Prof. Doob said. 

Dirk Derstine, a lawyer who argued the constitutional case against the three-year 

minimum sentence, said the ruling puts sentencing decisions back in judgesô hands. ñI 

think itôs a very positive step on a lot of levels,ò he said. ñThere are a lot of people who 

said that courts of appeal were not particularly interested in addressing the question of 

mandatory minimums, but I think that thatôs been proven not to be the case.ò 

Liberal MP Dominic LeBlanc said mandatory minimum sentences are appropriate in 

circumstances such as murder, but are not a ñpanaceaò to crime. ñWe have said that a 

Liberal government would review criminal legislation including mandatory minimums,ò 

he said. 

-------------------------------  

 

 

Ontario court rules mandatory minimum 
sentences for gun crimes unconstitutional  

The Globe and Mail, November 12, 2013 

A three-year mandatory minimum sentence for gun possession is ñcruel and unusual 

punishment,ò Ontarioôs top court ruled Tuesday in striking down a plank of Ottawaôs 

law-and-order agenda. 

The sentencing law, enacted as part of the Conservativesô 2008 omnibus bill, could see 

people sent to prison for three years for what would amount to a licence violation, the 

Court of Appeal for Ontario ruled. 

In that scenario, there is a ñcavernous disconnectò between the severity of such an 

offence and the severity of the sentence, the court ruled. 



The law as written could capture anyone from a person keeping an unloaded restricted 

gun, with ammunition accessible, in their cottage when their licence requires it to be in 

their home, to a person standing on a street corner with a loaded gun in his back pocket 

ñwhich he intends to use as he sees fit,ò the court said. 

ñNo system of criminal justice that would resort to punishments that óoutrage standards 

of decencyô in the name of furthering the goals of deterrence and denunciation could ever 

hope to maintain the respect and support of its citizenry,ò the court ruled. 

ñSimilarly, no system of criminal justice that would make exposure to a draconian 

mandatory minimum penalty, the cost an accused must pay to go to trial on the merits of 

the charge, could pretend to have any fidelity to the search for the truth in the criminal 

justice system.ò 

The ruling has no significant impact on sentences for people engaged in criminal conduct 

or who pose a danger to others, saying they should continue to receive sentences to 

emphasize deterrence and denunciation, the court said. 

The law had been previously struck down by an Ontario Superior Court judge in the case 

of Leroy Smickle. He was in his cousinôs house in his boxers, posing for a Facebook 

picture with a loaded handgun, when police burst in with a search warrant for the cousin, 

who they believed had illegal firearms. 

Smickle was convicted of possession of a loaded prohibited firearm, but the judge ruled 

that it would be cruel and unusual to send the first-time offender to prison for a ñvery 

foolishò act for three years. Judge Anne Molloy gave Smickle a one-year conditional 

sentence. 

But the Appeal Court said that sentence was ñtotally inadequate.ò A sentence of about 

two years less a day would have been appropriate without a mandatory minimum 

sentence, the court ruled, so his lawyers will have to return to court to argue his sentence. 

Instead of Smickle, the court considered what is called a reasonable hypothetical. 

It raised the case of John Snobelen, a former Ontario cabinet minister who was charged 

after his wife told police ï during marital difficulties ï about a gun he bought in the U.S. 

and forgot to register. 

He received an absolute discharge because the Crown proceeded summarily. The three-

year mandatory minimum is in place if the Crown proceeds by indictment, which is more 

serious. 

By making it a hybrid offence, Parliament acknowledged that conduct captured by the 

offence runs the gamut, the court said. The Crown argued that for less morally 

blameworthy situations, the Crown will simply proceed summarily. 

However, the court said, since those decisions are made early on, there will ñinevitablyò 

be cases that mean the Crown would have made a different choice as more facts emerge. 



In Snobelenôs case, if his wife had alleged Snobelen had used the presence of the gun to 

intimidate her, the Crown could have opted to proceed by indictment, the court wrote. 

ñIn those circumstances, the three-year penitentiary term would surely be a grossly 

disproportionate sentence,ò the court ruled. 

The Appeal Court heard six appeals together in February because each involved a 

constitutional challenge to a mandatory minimum sentence for various firearm offences. 

Federal government lawyers had argued in support of the law, raising a spate of gun 

violence in 2005, which first prompted Ottawa to propose the stiffer penalties. 

--------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 
 

Bill Davis sends a barbed message to Tim 
Hudak: Cohn 

Former premier Bill Davis keeps sending PC leader Tim Hudak an admonition on 

moderation. But the message isnôt sinking in. 

By Martin Regg, Cohn, Toronto Star, November 12, 2013 

Former Ontario Premier Bill Davis offers living proof of how mutual respect and even 

personal friendship can persevere among partisan rivals, writes Martin Regg Cohn.  

At 84, Bill Davis is getting frail, but he still knows how to send a bracing political 

message. Beneath his playful Brampton banter lies a withering wit. 

The former Tory premier gave an encore performance the other night to rally support for 

one of his favourite causes, the TVO educational network he founded more than four 

decades ago. Holding forth before a Whoôs Who of the Tory Ontario he once helmed, the 

Liberal elites who now rule, and a few stalwart New Democrats who wielded power in 

between, he laid down Davisôs law: 

We need more decorum, decency and civility in public life. While Davis didnôt allude to 

our mayoral mayhem, his dignified speech provided a welcome respite. 

His message goes beyond the need for co-operation amid competition. Davis offers living 

proof of how mutual respect and even personal friendship can persevere among partisan 

rivals. 



Videotaped testimonials from two of Ontarioôs most successful NDP leaders spoke 

volumes: Stephen Lewis and Bob Rae recounted Davisôs political prowess, but also his 

personal compassion. Both spoke evocatively of how the Tory premier of the day 

extended a hand across the floor of the legislature. 

But Davisôs broad appeal went beyond the personal to the political: In his prime, he was 

the original crossover hit. 

Despite his Progressive Conservative antecedents, he reached out across the ideological 

spectrum. Unlike todayôs union-bashing Tories, he sat down with labour leaders 

regularly. 

The species is now endangered, but Davis was a Red Tory ð or more precisely, pink: He 

governed from the progressive flank of the Progressive Conservative party, positioning it 

in the middle of Ontario politics and securing its place as the provinceôs natural 

governing dynasty (until his departure when the PCs veered sharply right). 

Despite his middle of the road, pipe-smoking impulses (tobacco, for the record), Davis 

was no partisan pushover. He built up a formidable campaign team, dubbed the Big Blue 

Machine, by tapping into modern advertising and polling techniques. And he surrounded 

himself with savvy, compassionate political aides ð cerebral Tories with heart ð who 

helped him keep his ear to the ground while perched in the premierôs office from 1971-

85. 

Reflecting on the private counsel he got from his political staff, Davis offered some very 

public advice to Premier Kathleen Wynne and PC leader Tim Hudak: 

 ñMadam premier, Iôm sure youôve discovered something in your new responsibilities: 

Itôs not just you, but itôs the people around you, the people helping you, the people 

advising you, that makes a difference.ò (In the last Liberal leadership race, Davis made 

clear he preferred Wynne.) 

And then Davis did what he does best: He made a jibe that jolted his audience ð and 

made Hudakôs jaw drop: 

 ñTim, I would say to you, you need some people around you who are middle of the 

road.ò 

People burst out in laughter. Then their eyes widened. 

 ñIôm teasing now,ò Davis mused. 

 ñA bit.ò It was a mischievous way of diluting his humour disclaimer. 

 To all who are acquainted with Davisôs barbed banter, it was clear he was only half-

joking. Perhaps only a quarter-joking. 

 Then, turning more serious (than he already was), Davis continued. 



ñYouôre very determined,ò he told Hudak. ñIôm a Tory, I respect what you stand for. At 

the same time, I say to both of you (including Wynne) . . . that itôs very important that 

you treat one another with respect.ò 

Roping in the NDPôs Andrea Horwath, Davis said all parties must take the high road: ñI 

say to all three of you, thatôs what Iôd like to see at Queenôs Park.ò 

Message sent. 

Davis has always relied on humour to say what had to be said, and Hudak has been on the 

receiving end before. Davis once shared his late motherôs advice: ñWilliam, in all things, 

moderation.ò 

Another suggestion: ñYouôll never get criticized for the speech you donôt giveò ð advice 

Hudak ignored when he launched intemperate attacks on ñforeign workersò in the 2011 

election. 

Hudak didnôt get the message then, and there are signs the union-bashing leader still 

hasnôt. Perhaps thatôs why Davis felt compelled to restate his moderation admonition the 

other night. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Secret document spells out Tories’ 
campaign 

Tories were ready to pounce if Mayôs provincial budget went down to 

defeat. 

Richard Brennan, Toronto Star, November 11, 2013 

A secret Tory election campaign blueprint obtained by the Star features Doug Ford and a 

hard right anti-union agenda. 

The day-to-day itinerary for Progressive Conservative Leader Tim Hudak was prepared 

in the event the minority Liberal governmentôs May 2 budget was defeated, setting the 

stage for a spring provincial general election. 

In some ways it echoes the 1995 Mike Harris Common Sense Revolution campaign 

complete with ñtax cuts create jobs,ò ñreducing the size of government,ò and spoiling for 

a fight with teachers. 



 This kind of document ð which a party source described as ñnot a final writ calendarò 

ð is usually a closely guarded secret available to about three people.  

The draft campaign plan, which was leaked to the Star, provides insight into the Toriesô 

thinking with daily talking points and events designed to put Hudakôs struggling 

popularity into the best possible light. 

Everything is scripted down the minute. 

Even time for schmoozing with reporters is set aside with double asterisks: ñHave Tim 

drive back to Toronto part way on the media bus and have some beers.ò And then there is 

Hudak having his photo taken with soccer moms, playing cards with seniors and riding in 

a traffic helicopter. 

The featured rally on day one of the campaign was to be at the Etobicoke North Tory 

campaign office where outspoken Toronto city councillor Doug Ford, the brother of the 

now disgraced Mayor Rob Ford, was expected to be the ñstarò candidate. 

Even after the recent events at City Hall, with the mayor admitting that he smoked crack, 

Hudak is not ruling out having Doug Ford run for the Tories in the next election, which 

could come as early as the spring. 

 ñOur plan and our ideas have been out there for some time and the sooner we get at 

getting Ontario back on track the better itôs going to be for all of us,ò Hudak told 

reporters Wednesday. 

The Tories have released 14 policy papers but to date have refused to say which ones 

they will take into an election. The documents clearly show the attack on organized 

labour is front and centre. 

The leaderôs itinerary focuses mainly on ridings outside Toronto where the party believes 

it has the best chance of ousting the governing Liberals 

Six days into the campaign, Hudak was to share the spotlight in Ottawa with Jim 

Flaherty, the federal finance minister and former Tory MPP. Topic: balancing the budget. 

Then he was to be back in Toronto getting ready for the next dayôs platform release at the 

Economic Club of Canada. 

The partyôs direction the next day in Windsor becomes very clear with the heading 

ñFixing Labour Lawsò and a Hudak appearance at a non-union factory, the kind of visit 

that is repeated as the campaign progresses. 

One of the partyôs many party policy papers calls for getting rid of the Rand Formula, 

which requires all employees in a closed union shop to pay dues whether they join or not. 

Coincidentally, Supreme Court of Canada Justice Ivan Rand introduced the formula in 

1946 as a result of the 1945 Ford strike in Windsor. 

A similar message ð Allow Choice in Union Membership ð was on the agenda again 

just a few days later in Guelph and the Kitchener-Waterloo areas, which fuels fears that 



Hudakôs agenda is to turn Ontario into a right-to-work province, similar to several U.S. 

states. 

Among the other controversial polices put forward, according to the leaked itinerary, was 

proposed merit pay for teachers, which Hudak has said will reward outstanding teachers. 

And with just three days before the election, Hudak planned to spell out what a 

Progressive Conservative government would do in the first 100 days. Again, there were 

no details. 

------------------------------------------------------------ 

 

Open your eyes to reasons for absenteeism in 
the PS 

Letters, Ottawa Citizen November 9, 2013 

Re: Clement targets 'alarming' absenteeism, Nov. 7.  

I lived through the Public Service/Department of National Defence cuts in the 1990s. It 

was a stressful time for the military and the PS, but we survived because the cuts were 

quick and without malice. 

I look at what PS employees are going through today and I have nothing but sympathy 

for them. This round of cuts is being dragged out over years. 

How much "absenteeism," to use Treasury Board president Tony Clement's word, is due 

to stress caused by not knowing if you're going to have a job six months from now or if 

you're going to be able to pay your mortgage or your child's tuition? The government 

seems to be having a grand old time demonizing public servants for being overpaid and 

underworked, but with few exceptions that is not the case. Yes, they're unionized, but 

why is that an issue? I've never been part of a union because I was military, however I 

recognize the value. You only have to look at the number of people working one or two 

minimum-wage jobs trying to survive. Real change needs to be made at the top. 

Our MPs and senators should be taking pay cuts, they should be getting smaller pensions 

and have to work more than six years to get one. 

They shouldn't be allowed to double-dip if they take another job in the federal 

government. They should be leading by example. What I've seen in Parliament since the 

new session started is an embarrassment. 



So for people like Clement who think absenteeism is a problem, open your eyes. Imagine 

living with your head on the chopping block for years. 

Anyone who's been through it in any industry - Nortel workers can tell you about this - 

will understand. 

Lesley Pellerin, Orléans 

----------------------------------------------------- 

 

Trouble with facts  
 

Robyn Benson, PSAC President, November 13, 2013 

 

Once again, Tony Clement, the President of Treasury Board, is speaking out against 

ñalarmingò public service absenteeism. Itôs a perfect replay of comments he made last 

June, during Public Service Week, a supposed ñno-nonsenseò approach to an ailing 

public service with its alleged culture of slackness. Since June, however, Statistics 

Canada has tried to correct the record, noting that when appropriate comparisons are 

made, the differences in absenteeism between the federal public sector and the private 

sector are minimal. 

But itôs as though StatsCan never uttered a word.  

When ideological bias runs into facts, those facts are at a clear disadvantage todayð

assuming we can even get access to them. But there is nothing new here from Clement. 

Remember when he was Minister of Industry and he trashed the long-form census? A 

voluntary census, he said, would yield equally valuable results. Statisticians said 

otherwise, but what did they know?  

As it happened, they knew more than the Minister. 

But I need to be fair to the Minister at this point. Heôs not alone in the car here. In fact, 

heôs not even the driver. Speaking of the ill -fated long-form census, he announced that 

ñThereôs not a micron of difference of opinion between myself and the prime minister on 

this.ò  

Well, there seldom is. But thatôs true of Harperôs entire Cabinet. 

Itôs no coincidence that scientists, as well as statisticians, have been under the gun since 

Harper was first elected in 2006. Facts are their stock in trade. But facts can get out of 

http://aec-cea.ca/
http://www.ottawacitizen.com/business/Clement+puts+alarming+public+service+absenteeism+priority+list/9134155/story.html
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http://www.cbc.ca/newsblogs/politics/inside-politics-blog/2010/07/censuswatch-and-thats-all-he-wrote-munir-sheikh-resigns-as-chief-statistician.html
http://www.ctvnews.ca/canada/loss-of-long-form-census-leads-to-spotty-demographic-data-experts-1.1273352
http://www.cbc.ca/news/politics/clement-won-t-back-down-on-census-1.891272
http://www.ctvnews.ca/federal-scientists-muzzled-despite-openness-policy-1.554220


hand. The muzzling of scientists is by now too well-known to merit a detailed discussion. 

But if you have the time, check out this informative piece about the Experimental Lakes 

Area, a world-class ecological laboratory shut down by the Conservative government last 

year, allegedly because of cost. The flow of uncomfortable facts about environmental 

pollution had to cease. Amazingly, itôs now illegal for scientists to pursue their research 

there.  

Speak out against this sort of thing, better prepare to be trashed. Four scientists did: 

Diane Orihel, a PhD candidate at the University of Alberta; Britt Hall, an associate 

professor at the University of Regina; Carol Kelly, professor emeritus at the University of 

Manitoba; and John Rudd, the former ELA chief scientist at Fisheries and Oceans 

Canada. They were immediately dismissed as a ñgroup of radical ideologues who have 

lead [sic] a campaign of misinformation about [Science Minister Greg Rickfordôs] work 

to protect the Experimental Lakes Area.ò  

Facts, and the folks who bring them, can be downright annoying when they get in the 

way of ideological prejudice. But theyôre all we haveðother than the will and the 

determination to be guided by them. 

------------------------------------------------- 

 
Fonction publique : lacunes dans la politique 
d'embauche 

 

Édifice de la fonction publique du gouvernement du Canada 

Radio-Canada, le 13 novembre 2013  

L'organisme fédéral qui supervise les politiques d'embauche des ministères se 

donne une mauvaise note pour ses propres pratiques.  

http://www.thestar.com/opinion/commentary/2013/09/20/remove_the_muzzle_from_government_scientists.html
http://www.ipolitics.ca/2013/11/03/the-abcs-of-the-ela-debacle/
http://www.thestar.com/opinion/commentary/2013/10/17/freshwater_research_centre_saved_but_not_the_research.html
http://www.thestar.com/opinion/commentary/2013/07/18/greg_rickford_canadas_new_science_minister_has_poor_track_record.html
http://o.canada.com/technology/environment/dean-del-mastro-was-bragging-about-saving-federal-water-research-facility-says-book/#.Un5J61JBv3Q.twitter


Dans un rapport de vérification remis la semaine dernière, la Commission de la 

fonction publique du Canada constate qu'elle n'a pas respecté sa politique d'embauche 

fondée sur le mérite.  

Cette évaluation a révélé que pour environ le tiers d'un échantillon de 40 embauches 

depuis 2010, l'agence n'a pas démontré que le dernier choix était fondé sur les 

qualifications du candidat retenu.  

L'agence n'a pas non plus cherché assez loin loin pour trouver les candidats appropriés 

chaque fois qu'un poste devenait vacant.  

Le rapport cite des problèmes administratifs, des documents manquants et le mépris 

des règles de base pour expliquer cette situation.  

L'agence dit accepter l'autocritique et se promet de faire mieux à l'avenir.  

La commission, qui a dépensé 96 millions de dollars en 2012-2013, a pour mandat de 

promouvoir et de protéger les nominations fondées sur le mérite à travers l'ensemble 

du gouvernement.  

-------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Tory Mandatory Minimums For Gun Crime 
Ruled Unconstitutional  

 
 

The Canadian Press, Huffington Post Canada 



TORONTO - Mandatory minimum sentences for gun possession enacted by the federal 

Conservatives' as part of their law-and-order agenda are "cruel and unusual punishment," 

Ontario's top court ruled Tuesday in striking the laws down as unconstitutional. 

The sentencing laws, enacted as part of the Harper government's 2008 omnibus bill, 

could see people sent to prison for three years for what would amount to a licence 

violation, the Court of Appeal for Ontario ruled. 

In that scenario, there is a "cavernous disconnect" between the severity of such an offence 

and the severity of the sentence, the court ruled. 

The law as written could capture anyone from a person keeping an unloaded restricted 

gun, with ammunition accessible, in their cottage when their licence requires it to be in 

their home, to a person standing on a street corner with a loaded gun in his back pocket 

"which he intends to use as he sees fit," the court said. 

"No system of criminal justice that would resort to punishments that 'outrage standards of 

decency' in the name of furthering the goals of deterrence and denunciation could ever 

hope to maintain the respect and support of its citizenry," the court ruled. 

"Similarly, no system of criminal justice that would make exposure to a draconian 

mandatory minimum penalty, the cost an accused must pay to go to trial on the merits of 

the charge, could pretend to have any fidelity to the search for the truth in the criminal 

justice system." 

The ruling is binding only in Ontario but judges across the country will likely take note. 

Justice Minister Peter MacKay said the government is considering its next steps but it 

will "continue to defend the constitutionality of mandatory prison sentences for serious 

criminals." 

"In the past, Canadians lost faith in the justice system when the punishment did not fit the 

crime ð it is our government's commitment to restore confidence in the justice system," 

MacKay said in a statement. "Mandatory prison sentences show Canadians that the rights 

of criminals will no longer trump the rights of victims of crime." 

Mandatory minimums are not new ð both Liberal and Conservative governments have 

enacted them. And NDP justice critic Francoise Boivin acknowledged her party voted in 

favour of the gun legislation in 2007. 

But, she said, the current government is treating the justice system with an us-versus-

them mentality. 

"The courts are not against politicians," said Boivin, who is a member of the Quebec bar. 

"Our job is not to be against the courts. But that's how they make the whole justice 

system look." 

The Appeal Court heard six appeals together because each involved a constitutional 

challenge to a mandatory minimum sentence for various firearm offences. In its decision, 



the court struck down both the three-year mandatory minimum for a first offence of 

possessing a loaded prohibited gun and for five years on the second offence. 

The ruling has no significant impact on sentences for people engaged in criminal conduct 

or who pose a danger to others, the court said, adding they should continue to receive 

sentences to emphasize deterrence and denunciation. 

Lawyer Dirk Derstine, who headed up the main appeal, said there was a "mountain" of 

social science evidence that mandatory minimums do not have a deterrent effect. 

The government will likely appeal to the Supreme Court of Canada, though it could 

probably get an amended law passed faster than the appeal could be heard at the top 

court, Derstine said. 

"I think the court has cast a warning to Parliament that their ability to enact ever-more 

punitive criminal sanctions is not absolute, especially when they take away the ability of 

courts to fashion a fit and proper sentence," he said. 

"Sentencing is a highly individualized process because the human condition is that we do 

things in a million different ways with a million different levels of culpability and 

sentencing ought to be a nuanced thing." 

Liberal critic Sean Casey said his party believes in tough sentences for gun crimes, but 

also that "judges should be trusted." 

"You are treading into dangerous territory with the constitutionality of these mandatory 

minimums," he said. "While they may be good politics for the Conservative base, they're 

not good policy. There is virtually no evidence that they actually make communities 

safer." 

The law had been previously struck down by an Ontario Superior Court judge in the case 

of Leroy Smickle. He was in his cousin's house in his boxers, posing for a Facebook 

picture with a loaded handgun, when police burst in with a search warrant for the cousin, 

who they believed had illegal firearms. 

Smickle was convicted of possession of a loaded prohibited firearm, but the judge ruled 

that it would be cruel and unusual to send the first-time offender to prison for a "very 

foolish" act for three years. Judge Anne Molloy gave Smickle a one-year conditional 

sentence. 

But the Appeal Court said that sentence was "totally inadequate" as his behaviour posed a 

"serious and immediate risk to others." 

A sentence of about two years less a day would have been appropriate without a 

mandatory minimum sentence, the court ruled, so his lawyers will have to return to court 

to argue his sentence. 

Instead of Smickle, the court considered what is called a reasonable hypothetical. 



It raised the case of John Snobelen, a former Ontario cabinet minister who was charged 

after his wife told police ð during marital difficulties ð about a gun he bought in the 

U.S. and forgot to register. 

He received an absolute discharge because the Crown proceeded summarily. The three-

year mandatory minimum is in place if the Crown proceeds by indictment, which is more 

serious. 

By making it a hybrid offence, Parliament acknowledged that conduct captured by the 

offence runs the gamut, the court said. The Crown argued that for less morally 

blameworthy situations, the Crown will simply proceed summarily. 

However, the court said, since those decisions are made early on, there will "inevitably" 

be cases that mean the Crown would have made a different choice as more facts emerge. 

In Snobelen's case, if his wife had alleged Snobelen had used the presence of the gun to 

intimidate her, the Crown could have opted to proceed by indictment, the court wrote. 

"In those circumstances, the three-year penitentiary term would surely be a grossly 

disproportionate sentence," the court ruled. 

The Appeal Court also struck down a five-year mandatory minimum sentence for gun 

possession as a second offence. 

Sidney Charles was convicted after a loaded gun was found in his bedroom at a rooming 

house. He challenged the law about what constitutes an earlier offence. The Appeal Court 

accepted his argument, not about his own case, but on another reasonable hypothetical. 

Since the three-year mandatory minimum sentence was found to be disproportionate on a 

first offence, it "defies logic and principle" to leave the five-year mandatory minimum 

intact simply because of a prior offence, the court found. 

Federal government lawyers had argued in support of the law, raising a spate of gun 

violence in 2005, which first prompted Ottawa to propose the stiffer penalties. 

------------------------------ 

 

Senate hearing, Supreme Court asks: Could 
Canada become dictatorship?  

Sean Fine, Justice reporter, Globe and Mail, November 13, 2013 



Canada could be transformed into a dictatorship with no right to vote and no House of 

Commons, on the say-so of seven provinces with 50 per cent of the population, two 

provinces argued before the Supreme Court of Canada on Wednesday. 

 

British Columbia and Saskatchewan were arguing that the Senate ï Canadaôs chamber of 

sober second thought ï could be abolished without unanimity from provincial 

legislatures. The federal government has asked the court whether it can unilaterally create 

elections and set term limits for Senators, without provincial consent. On abolition of the 

Senate, the Canadian government argues that approval of just seven provinces with half 

of the population is enough, but some provinces say unanimity is needed. 

Abolition of the Senate is not mentioned in the Constitutionôs sections on the procedures 

for amending the Constitution, so the provinces and the federal government have been 

trying to read between the lines. 

Justice Thomas Cromwell of Nova Scotia, after listening to lawyer Nancy Brown present 

B.C.ôs views, said, ñYour position is that we could abolish both the Senate and the House 

of Commonsò with the approval of seven provinces representing half of Canadians? 

ñExactly,ò Ms. Brown replied. 

The point seemed to be to determine the Constitutionôs unwritten principles on making 

fundamental change to Canadaôs basic institutions. 

Justice Andromache Karakatsanis of Ontario noted that, just like abolition of the Senate, 

the right to vote and to have elections is not mentioned in the rules for amending the 

constitution. She asked lawyer Graeme Mitchell, representing Saskatchewan, whether the 

right to vote and the existence of elections could be ended with the consent of seven 

provinces with 50 per cent of Canadaôs people. 

ñTheyôre dealt with under the Charter [of Rights and Freedoms],ò he replied. 

Justice Karakatsanis pointed out that the Charter could be changed with the agreement of 

seven provinces and 50 per cent of the people. 

When Mr. Mitchell agreed, Justice Louis LeBel of Quebec jumped in. ñSo Canada could 

be turned into a dictatorshipò under the section that provides for amendments by a 

majority of provinces and people. 

ñIn the very unlikely event that that would ever happen,ò Mr. Mitchell said. (He later 

changed his view and said abolition of the House of Commons would require unanimity 

from the provinces.) 

Some judges appeared to feel the discussion was becoming too theoretical. Justice 

Michael Moldaver said that under the courtôs jurisprudence, the country could be 

ñdissolved completelyò with majority support from the people and provinces. 



ñThatôs right,ò Mr. Mitchell said. 

Mr. Mitchell started out by saying that Saskatchewanôs legislative assembly passed a 

unanimous resolution last week calling for the Senateôs abolition. ñThe institution in its 

current form is beyond repair,ò he said. And ñthis court should be sensitive to the fact that 

in a federal system such as ours, unanimity is extremely difficult to obtain.ò 

But he said abolition ñdoesnôt mean the end of bicameralism.ò 

Justice LeBel disagreed. ñIt would mean the end of bicameralism for a time.ò 

ñBut that is how a country evolves,ò Mr. Mitchell said. 

------------------------------ 

 

Heroin addicts launch Charter challenge to 
prescription ban  

Andrea Woo, The Globe and Mail, November 13, 2013 

Five people severely addicted to heroin are launching a constitutional challenge to the 

federal governmentôs ban on the prescription version of the drug, The Globe and Mail has 

learned. 

Providence Health Care, a Vancouver care provider, is also participating in the case. It is 

expected to announce the challenge at a news conference with the Pivot Legal Society, 

which is representing the addicts, on Wednesday morning. 

Senior representatives of both organizations will accompany addictions physicians, 

researchers and some of the addicts, according to a news release issued on Tuesday. 

Health Canadaôs special access program (SAP) had recently approved applications from 

B.C. doctors to give diacetylmorphine (heroin) treatment to about 20 patients who were 

completing their participation in a Vancouver-based clinical trial ï the first time it had 

ever done so. 

But federal Health Minister Rona Ambrose immediately denounced her own 

departmentôs approvals, saying they flew in the face of the Harper governmentôs anti-

drug policy, and swiftly changed federal regulations to ensure prescription heroin was 

never again allowed outside of clinical trials. 



ñThe Prime Minister and I do not believe we are serving the interests of those who are 

addicted to drugs, or those who need our help, by giving them the very drugs they are 

addicted to,ò she said at a news conference in Toronto last month. 

The challenge is expected to be similar to the one launched in the case of Vancouverôs 

supervised injection clinic, Insite, after Tony Clement, the health minister at the time, 

refused to renew its exemption to Section 56 of the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act. 

In 2011, the Supreme Court of Canada ordered the Harper government to stop interfering 

with the clinic, saying the governmentôs concerns regarding use of illicit drugs were 

ñgrossly disproportionateò to the benefits for addicts and the community. Closing Insite 

would violate usersô Section 7 Charter rights to life, liberty and security, the court said. 

The ruling was hailed as a strong affirmation of scientific evidence over political 

ideology, with experts saying it could affect future cases. 

B.C. doctors had renewed calls for access to prescription heroin for participants who had 

completed their time in SALOME, an ongoing clinical trial led by researchers from 

Providence Health Care and the University of British Columbia to determine whether 

hydromorphone ï a powerful but legal painkiller ï is as effective in treating severe heroin 

addiction as prescription heroin. 

A previous study (NAOMI) by the same researchers, published in the New England 

Journal of Medicine, had concluded prescription heroin is a safe and effective treatment 

for the limited group that did not benefit from conventional treatments such as 

methadone. Participants on prescription heroin were more likely to stay in treatment, 

reduce consumption of illegal drugs and avoid illegal activities, researchers found. 

In both trials, doctors planning participantsô exit strategies faced a problem: After the 

trials, they could either prescribe methadone ï which participants had failed at an average 

of 11 times each ï or hydromorphone, a promising drug the safety and effectiveness of 

which for treating heroin addiction will not be known until late 2014. For this reason, 

they submitted the SAP requests. 

Before approving the applications, Health Canada sought the advice of an independent 

addictions expert, who described it as ña promising treatment of last resort.ò 

The treatment, which consists of administering pharmaceutical-grade heroin in a medical 

setting, two or three times a day, is supported by clinical trials worldwide. Switzerland 

became the first country to offer supervised, injectable heroin treatment in 1994; 

Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands and Britain followed suit. 

----------------------------------------- 

 

 



 

Analysis: Tom Mulcair shows off legal skills 
in question period 

NDP Leader Tom Mulcair, a former lawyer, is using his abilities to full 

effect in the House of Commons 

 
Rosemary Barton, CBC Analysis 

Rosemary Barton, who first started covering politics at Quebec's National Assembly, 

reports on Parliament Hill for CBC News Network and is a regular contributor and guest 

host on Power & Politics.  

 

NDP Leader Tom Mulcair is using his practised lawyer skills to launch questions at Prime Minister 

Stephen Harper over the ongoing Senate scandal. (Sean Kilpatrick/Canadian Press) 

In the early days of the Senate expense scandal, a senior adviser arrived in Tom Mulcairôs 

office to brief him, as usual, for question period. But this time, the adviser told the NDP 

leader, ñToday I want you to cross examine the witness.ò 

The witness in this case? None other than Prime Minister Stephen Harper. 



The change in tactics was needed and it got Mulcair a standing ovation. Admittedly, the 

standing ovation came from his own MPs, but it wasnôt in the camera-laden House of 

Commons that they showed their appreciation. Instead, it was behind the curtains, in the 

party's private lobby area. The team was pumped. 

And they think itôs paying off. They point to an EKOS poll released at the end of 

October. It tracked approval ratings for the leaders and Mulcairôs numbers clearly spiked 

upwards, above Harperôs, when the House returned and Mulcair got back to business. 

Mulcair has years of experience taking on the Parti Québécois inside the National 

Assembly in Quebec City ð not to mention a previous career as a lawyer. In spite of that 

experience, when Mulcair first entered the House as leader, he used a small lectern for his 

notes and sometimes read his questions. He seemed oddly uncomfortable. 

In some ways, it is the Senate expense scandal that has allowed him to come into his 

own. 

Gone is the lectern. The stilted questions. Now, itôs just Mulcair: doing his lawyerly best 

to drill down into the incoherence of the story. 

Day after day he stands to ask questions of the prime minister. 

Most NDP questions to go Mulcair 

Mulcairôs research team presents him with possibilities depending on where the story is 

going. He reviews them, edits them, drops some. Then, an hour before question period, 

the team meets with the leader again. They go through what the prime minister might 

respond, what the follow-up would be. It is almost daily debate prep. 

Since Oct. 17, the leader of the Official Opposition has asked 123 questions in the House 

of Commons: 106 of them directly to the Prime Minister. To his credit, Harper has 

answered most of them, although perhaps not to Mulcairôs liking. 

Mulcair goes beyond the first round of questions typically reserved for the leaders, and 

gets up a second, a third time to ask Harper again. 

A senior source in the NDP says Mulcair was initially reluctant when they suggested he 

take up more space in question period. He knows the strength of his bench and wanted to 

let them shine. But he also realized getting a back and forth between him and the prime 

minister was critical. 

And the only way to get Harper to answer the questions was to get Mulcair to ask them. 

 



So, take this exchange from Oct. 30: Muclair takes full advantage of the parliamentary 

privilege that protects MPs from the threat of libel lawsuits. 

"Did the prime minister offer Mike Duffy a guarantee that, in turn for going along with 

the repayment scheme, the Conservative-controlled Senate would let him off the hook?ò 

The question didnôt get a straight answer from the prime minister.  

ñMr. Speaker, I am not quite sure what the question is there,ò Harper said. 

To which Mulcair responded, ñMr. Speaker, that is why the previous, clear question was 

so important and that is why Canadians notice that the prime minister did not answer it. I 

will repeat it.ò 

Trying to expose cracks 

Of course, this too is part of Muclairôs tactic: ask simple questions, expose the cracks in 

the governmentôs narrative, point out contradictions. Do it again and again, with the hope 

that people watching begin to see it for themselves. 

The NDP believes this has increased Mulcairôs profile and reputation. They also say it is 

in stark contrast to Liberal leader Justin Trudeau, who has fewer allotted opportunities to 

ask questions, but also doesnôt use the same direct style. 

Conservative strategist Tim Powers recognizes Mulcair is having some success, while 

also taking a dig.  

ñMulcair has been a good performer in the House. He is an effective prosecutor of the 

Conservatives and their alleged transgressions. However, his challenge seems to be 

connecting with the public outside of the House and that has to worry him.ò 

Pollster Nik Nanos agrees and says Mulcair now needs to work on translating this 

opportunity into real support.  

"This time when he's leader of the opposition and attacking and cross-examining Stephen 

Harper, he has to take advantage this time to define himself beyond just being an 

effective cross-examiner of the prime minister because a full quarter of Canadians still 

can't form an opinion of Thomas Mulcair." 

The byelections to be held in four ridings at the end of November may be a good first 

litmus test for Mulcairôs performance.  



Until then New Democrats are pretty pleased with their guy and what they say has a been 

good few weeks in the office. 

--------------------------- 

 

 

 

 

 

Pension reform urgently needed, says head 
of Ontario teachers’ plan 

By Matthew Pearson, OTTAWA CITIZEN November 12, 2013 

 
Jim Leech, president and chief executive of the Ontario Teachersô Pension Plan, says Canadians have 

failed miserably when it comes to voluntarily saving for retirement, so itôs time to reform the system or else 

future generations of taxpayers and workers will be saddled with skyrocketing pension bills they can ill 

afford. 



OTTAWA ð The head of the Ontario Teachersô Pension Plan says itôs time to enhance 

the Canada Pension Plan and to force workers without workplace pensions to save for 

their retirement by joining new, mandatory plans. 

Jim Leech says Canadians have failed miserably when it comes to voluntarily saving for 

retirement, so itôs time to reform the system or else future generations of taxpayers and 

workers will be saddled with skyrocketing pension bills they can ill afford. 

His comments echo those of Premier Kathleen Wynne, whose government recently 

announced that it would create a ñmade in Ontarioò retirement income plan if it canôt 

convince the federal government and the other provinces to enhance the CPP. 

In a new book, The Third Rail: Confronting Our Pension Failures ð co-written with 

Globe and Mail business reporter Jacquie McNish ð Leech outlines a vexing 

demographic dilemma that pension designers never anticipated: The average retiree in 

Canada will soon spend more time collecting a pension than he or she did contributing to 

it. 

Coupled with that phenomenon is the widespread failure to set aside the funds necessary 

to live comfortably in retirement, especially among the millions of Canadians without 

workplace pension plans. 

ñThe concept of voluntary savings doesnôt work,ò Leech said. ñAnd it sounds kind of 

socialistic and big brother, but if youôre going to expect big brother to look after you if 

you havenôt saved, then weôre going to ask you to save.ò 

ñItôs consume today or save and consume tomorrow.ò 

He points to a study former Bank of Canada governor David Dodge conducted for the 

C.D. Howe Institute that found a person would need to set aside between 10 and 21 per 

cent of their annual income for 35 years to have a retirement income equal to 70 per cent 

of what was previously earned. 

But Canadians today are only saving at a rate of 5.5 per cent, which means many could 

be in for a harsh surprise the morning after their retirement party. 

According to figures contained in Leechôs book, a person earning $50,000 a year today 

receives a maximum CPP pension of $12,150 annually if they retire at 65 after working 

39 years. In addition, this worker is eligible for a $6,522 OAS supplement, meaning their 

annual income retirement would add up to $18,700, replacing only 37 per cent of their 

salary. 

ñThatôs pretty scary,ò he said. 

Leech suggests three potential remedies, particularly among middle class workers who 

earn between $30,000 and $100,000 annually. 

First, enhance CPP to take advantage of existing pension infrastructure. Enhancements 

would be financed through increased contributions so that employee earning $50,000 per 



year would see their annual increase jump to $2,930 from $2,300 (employers would 

match the contribution increase). 

This would increase the CPP pension to $17,500, and, after adding in the OAS payments, 

would see almost half of the workerôs salary replaced. 

An employee earning $100,000 would see CPP and OAS income jump to $37,000 per 

year. 

He also recommends that defined benefit plans evolve so the risk is shared more equally 

between employer and employee and suggests the government create a series of large, 

pooled defined contribution plans that would be mandatory for people without workplace 

pension plans to join. 

ñWeôve proven through the Registered Retirement Savings Plan (RRSP) system that 

voluntary, even tax-incented savings doesnôt work. People are not saving to the extent 

they should or can in their RRSPs,ò he said. ñThe people who use RRSPs are high-

income people who are using it as a tax deferral as opposed to a savings vehicle.ò 

Although Leech and pension reform activist Bill Tufts seem to share a common goal ð 

ensuring that every Canadian receives a sufficient income in retirement to afford an 

acceptable quality of life ð they differ on how best to achieve it. 

Tufts, who founded the non-profit group Fair Pensions for All, does not support 

enhancing CPP, claiming Wynneôs ñhidden motiveò is to hide the provinceôs public-

sector pension planôs $100-billion shortfall. 

He also wants what he calls ñgold-platedò public-sector defined benefit pension plans 

converted to defined contribution plans and supports the federal governmentôs new 

pooled retirement pension plans (PRPPs), which pool individual contributions in a larger 

fund. 

ñCanadians need to take responsibility for saving for themselves for their retirement, and 

the PRPP is a good solution to that,ò Tufts said. 

But PRPPs will have limited success because enrolment is voluntary, Leech said. 

He wants people to be forced to save so future generations arenôt burdened by the high 

costs of caring for them in their old age because they didnôt save sufficiently. 

At $36 billion this year, Old Age Security and Guaranteed Income Supplement payments 

are now the single largest line item in the federal budget, and itôs expected to triple in the 

next 16 years based on the governmentôs own projections, Leech said. 

---------------------------    



 

Op-Ed: How to prevent the partisan zombie 
apocalypse 

By Andrew Perez and Mark Dance, Ottawa Citizen November 13, 2013  

 
 
Liberal Leader Justin Trudeau holds a press conference on Parliament Hill in Ottawa on Wednesday June 

5, 2013., as a small group of protesters are seen in the background. THE CANADIAN PRESS/Sean 

Kilpatrick Photograph by: Sean Kilpatrick , THE CANADIAN PRESS 

When the Huffington Post reported in June that an assembled crowd of ñprotestersò at a 

Justin Trudeau speech on Parliament Hill were paid Conservative party interns sent to the 

scene by the prime ministerôs office, it was tough not to shake oneôs head. That the PMO 

would stoop to such partisan deception, making a mockery of democratic assembly by 

replacing it with bad political theatre, was assuredly appalling. 

But to those who think that young people can make thoughtful and dignified 

contributions to politics, it was even more grimace-inducing. That someone in the PMO 

had felt that interns could be used so overtly as props revealed something of the way that 

young people are often expected to be involved in the politics ð as well as something of 

the sorts of young people who are invited into the political world. 

The Conservative party internship program was created shortly after the party was 

formed in late 2003, and has grown significantly in the past decade. It brands itself 

explicitly as a training ground for party insiders: ñsome of Ottawaôs most senior staff 

members are former Conservative Party interns,ò boasts the website. 

Conservative interns understandably must be members of the Conservative party, but it is 

also strongly recommended that applicants submit a ñpolitical referenceò from a 

ñConservative Member of Parliament, Senator, Candidate, National Councilor, campus 

club president, campaign team member, or a director from a Conservative Electoral 

District Association.ò 

Because the partisan internship is the gateway to employment on the political side of 

government, permanent political staffers often end up cut from identical ideological 

http://www.huffingtonpost.ca/2013/06/25/trudeau-protest-conservative-interns-pmo_n_3492852.html


cloth; Canadaôs political class is increasingly served by a homogeneous group of young 

individuals who represent a narrow and hyper-partisan perspective. 

And indeed, part of the cynicism that the public feels towards those who work in politics 

derives from their sense that the backrooms and legislatures are crowded with mindless 

partisan drones, the sorts of people who would shuffle out for an orchestrated protest with 

talking points emblazoned on their placards. 

But there is no reason that internships have to be exclusively the province of party hacks. 

Involvement in politics is something that ought to be accessible to anybody willing to 

engage and to work, even if they have no party stripes across their back. 

Recovering the dignity of political work might involve injecting more young non-

partisans into the fray, accepting that one need not turn off your critical thinking to turn 

on your political participation. 

Stephen Middleton, an alumnus of the non-partisan Parliamentary Internship Programme 

and current medical student at Dalhousie University, was far from convinced of the 

shining truth of any partyôs platform when he applied to work on the Hill. By working for 

government and opposition MPs over the course of 10 months, he set out to get a 

balanced sense of how the parliamentary world works: 

ñAs a non-partisan, you have access to membersô offices on both sides of the aisle, you 

have the chance to experience more of the breadth of political thinking on the Hill, and 

ultimately you can critique and engage without ever having to second guess yourself for 

being óon-sideô.ò 

Middleton thinks that intimate knowledge of the political process will be helpful in his 

future work as a doctor: ñIôve chosen to use my experience on the Hill to get to know the 

role of government on Medicare better and to be more engaged in the conversation about 

how that system will evolve.ò 

He adds though that no matter what line of work he finds himself in, experience on the 

Hill will have broadened his perspective: ñThere are no careers that arenôt in some way 

affected by politics.ò 

Young professionals like Stephen Middleton and non-partisan opportunities like the 

Parliamentary Internship Programme show that there are alternative routes for 

involvement in the political arena. 

But experiences like this are few and far between. And when most young Canadians 

think of involvement in politics, the image that comes to mind is standing in line at a 

PMO-directed manufactured protest. 

Our prescribed remedy is thus threefold. Those who are in a position to do so should be 

willing to fund non-partisan opportunities in politics to help attract the best young talent 

from diverse fields ð not just those who are banking on turning their internship into a 

career. 



Second, elected officials and backroom partisans should acknowledge the value of having 

a more diverse group of employees on hand and should see that young non-partisans can 

bring skills and perspectives that might not otherwise be available. 

Finally, young people themselves ð often accused of apathy and disengagement ð 

should understand that politics is not strictly the jurisdiction of overzealous partisan 

attack dogs but can also provide space for thoughtful and honest participation by bright 

citizens from diverse backgrounds. 

Former interim Liberal leader Bob Rae once derided dogmatic rookie staff as ñ25-year-

old jihadis.ò If the above steps are followed though, young people might avoid becoming 

partisan fundamentalists while still picking up their political fundamentals. 

Andrew Perez and Mark Dance have worked for both government and opposition 

members of Parliament through the non-partisan Parliamentary Internship Programme. 

Perez is a Toronto-based columnist and political activist. Dance has been a columnist for 

the Halifax Chronicle-Herald and his political commentary has appeared in several 

publications. 

------------------------ 

 

 

Government downsizing hits Calian 
Technologies’ bottom line 

By James Bagnall, OTTAWA CITIZEN November 13, 2013 

Shares in Calian Technologies slipped four per cent in value Wednesday as the Ottawa 

firm confirmed that the federal governmentôs downsizing efforts are spilling over into the 

private sector. 

The tech services company reported that revenues generated by its staffing services unit 

slipped 5.5 per cent year-over-year to $38 million during the fourth quarter ended Sept. 

30. 

This unit provides skilled help to the federal government and other customers under long-

term contracts, and accounts for two-thirds of Calianôs total revenues. 

ñItôs a depressed market right now,ò said chief executive Ray Basler, ñbut there are still 

opportunities.ò 



Calian shares closed at $20.60 on the TSX Wednesday, down 85 cents from Tuesday. 

Calianôs other main business division ð SED Systems of Saskatoon ð recorded a 8.3-

per-cent jump in sales year-over-year to $19.5 million, thanks to new orders from 

operators of communications satellites, which SED helps to build. 

Overall, Calian reported fourth-quarter revenues of $57.5 million, representing a one-pe-

cent drop from the same period a year earlier. While that fell within Calianôs conservative 

guidance to analysts, it was at the low end of the range of $55 million to $65 million 

offered and significantly short of the consensus estimate of $62.3 million compiled by 

Reuters. 

Calian also reported a net profit of 41 cents per share, down from 44 cents per share a 

year earlier, at the mid point of the companyôs earlier guidance (a range of 28 cents to 53 

cents). 

What it shows is a company that is adapting reasonably well to unexpectedly adverse 

conditions. Previously, when the government downsized, it made up for some of the staff 

reductions by outsourcing to specialists such as Calian. 

This time around, federal departments appear to be trimming both staff and contract 

employees. 

Calian also faces a significant future risk in the form of a very large contract to supply the 

Department of National Defence with health services. Basler said Wednesday the 

department has formally extended the contract to March 31, 2015, but has already started 

a competitive procurement to renew it after that. Calian said the value of this deal 

ñannualizedò is about $64 million ð representing more than one-quarter of the firmôs 

total revenues. 

Calian said revenues for fiscal 2013 were $232.5 million, down $3.5 million from 2012. 

The staffing services component fell $6.4 million year-over-year (from $168.4 million), 

while the business generated by the SED unit climbed $2.9 million (from $67.5 million) 

over the same period. 

Net earnings for the year were $1.73 per share, down from $1.84 per share in fiscal 2012, 

but sufficient to keep Calianôs quarterly dividend at 28 cents a share. 

Despite weakness in government contracting, Calian still expects revenues of $230 

million to $250 million in fiscal 2014, with net profit of $1.65 to $1.85 per share. 

------------------------------------------------ 

 


