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Standing Committee on Finance

Wednesday, October 28, 2020

● (1755)

[English]
The Chair (Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.)): We'll call

the meeting to order. We're resuming meeting number four of the
House of Commons Standing Committee on Finance. Pursuant to
the motion adopted in the House on Wednesday, September 23,
2020, the committee is meeting virtually. The committee met earli‐
er in camera and is now resuming committee business in public.

We will start where we left off at the last meeting. On my list I
have Ms. Dzerowicz and then Mr. Julian.

Ms. Dzerowicz.
Ms. Julie Dzerowicz (Davenport, Lib.): Thank you so much,

Mr. Chair.

I would like to start by saying I'm unhappy to be back here. I'd
rather be in pre-budget consultations right now. It's beginning to
feel a little like a 21st century Shakespearean tragedy, where there's
a—

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Carleton, CPC): I have a point of order,
Mr. Chair.

The Chair: What's your point of order, Mr. Poilievre?
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Ms. Dzerowicz was saying that she

wants to get to pre-budget consultations. I move that we go straight
to a vote on my point of privilege and then we can go straight to
pre-budget consultations.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: That's not a point of order.
The Chair: I'm sorry, it's not a point of order. You can't move a

motion right now.

Ms. Dzerowicz, the floor is yours.
Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Thank you so much.

I was beginning to say it's beginning to feel a little bit like a 21st
century Shakespearean tragedy, in which there's a plague on all of
our houses so that we can't somehow find a way out of this current
impasse we have. Because we've been away for almost a week right
now. I think it's important for us to make sure that for anyone who's
listening, whether it's the media or it's Canadians, we do a little bit
of a reset of where we're at. There has been concern over on the op‐
position side that there is some sort of a cover-up, something hiding
in redacted documents that have been submitted. On our side, the
government side, we are saying there is no desire to hide or cover
up anything.

The subamendment that we are discussing right now is a genuine
attempt by the Liberal side to find a solution that would address any
perception that all of the information might not have been provided
or that there might be a cover-up. The whole idea behind the suba‐
mendment is that we do want to move past this and to move to pre-
budget consultations. I'm going to start by reading through Mr. Ger‐
retsen's subamendment to the motion again. It's important for a
number of reasons and I'm going to be addressing a number of
these points quite extensively. Also, I think it's a good reminder. I
think it's always easy to yell out and say “cover-up”. It's much
harder to say there's no cover-up, there's no scandal, and here are
the reasons why.

The subamendment indicates the following:

That the committee requests the complete package of documents provided to the
Office of the Law Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel of the House of Commons
by relevant Deputy Ministers or the signatories of the transmittal letters, as well
as the final package of documents that the Law Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel
of the House of Commons approved for release, that both of the document pack‐
ages be provided to the Committee no later than October 19, 2020, and that after
the committee reviews the two different versions of documents, the committee
invite each of the relevant Deputy Ministers or the signatories of the transmittal
letters, as well as the Law Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel of the House of
Commons, to give testimony regarding the redactions applied to the documents
that were requested and granted in the motion adopted on July 7, 2020, and that
until such a time as this testimony is complete, debate on the main motion and
amendment from Pierre Poilievre be suspended and that the Chair be authorized
to schedule these witnesses, and convene a meeting to resume debate on Pierre
Poilievre’s motion once these meetings have taken place.

It's important to note that all we're asking for is a suspension of
the original motion. We're also asking for two sets of documents.
I'll explain a little bit more what the two different sets of documents
are, because I think there's a little bit of confusion out in the media,
out in the public, about what they are. We're asking for the two sets
of documents to be brought forward to this committee and that the
committee then invite the relevant deputy ministers as well as the
Law Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel of the House of Commons to
give testimony regarding the redactions applied to the documents.
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Once that's over, we can come back to the committee and resume
discussion and debate on the motion that Mr. Poilievre has before
us right now. We have suggested the subamendment because we
want to directly address any perception or any belief that there
might be some cover-up. Also, we want to prove that we were in‐
deed honouring what we had agreed to and passed on July 7 at the
finance committee, which was basically that all of the following be
provided: all contracts related to the WE Charity, all briefing notes,
memos and emails from senior officials, as well as all of the written
correspondence and records from ME to WE from March 20 no lat‐
er than August 8, and that matters of cabinet confidence and nation‐
al security be excluded and that any redactions necessary, including
to protect the privacy of Canadian citizens as well as...would be
made by the office of the law clerk.
● (1800)

This subamendment that's before us right now is a direct attempt
for us to try to bring in the people who actually did the redactions,
to bring in the law clerk, who the opposition members feel needs to
also be at the table, and basically put it to them: the questions
around why the redactions were happening, why they took place
and what could be some possible next steps that might get us past
this impasse.

I also wanted to mention that the other reason why the suba‐
mendment was proposed is that.... Again, it's a subamendment to
the amendment to the original motion. Mr. Poilievre's original mo‐
tion basically indicates that the committee has concluded that the
government's response failed to comply with the order that the fi‐
nance committee had agreed to complete on July 7, which was to
release the WE documents, and we know that about 5,600 pages of
documents were actually released. The motion would basically say
that if it is shown, that if the committee concludes that they failed
to comply with the order, which we as the government believe that
we have complied with—the order—then we move into...that the
committee would be seen as its privileges being breached because
what has been asked for has not been provided.

The last part that's important to note, because I'd like to address
this in my remarks, is that the committee “therefore, recommends
that [the] Order of the House do issue for the unredacted version of
[the] documents”. Again, just basically, for everybody listening out
there, that would mean that all 5,600 documents, completely
unredacted, would go directly to the law clerk, instead of what has
happened and what typically happens, which is that these docu‐
ments go to our independent civil servants, who will basically
redact or sort of blackline, based on cabinet confidentiality and
based on national security issues—although in this case we've been
told time and time again that there were no issues of national secu‐
rity that had to be redacted—and, third, for any privacy considera‐
tions. That is why the subamendment is actually on the table.

I wanted to reiterate again that we on the government side truly
believe that we have complied with the order. We have explained
quite a bit over the course of the last couple of weeks that it has
been our independent civil servants who actually did the redactions.
We also explained that if there were any redactions, they were done
for three reasons. I just mentioned them: the cabinet confidentiality,
the national security—again, they ended up telling us that there was
none of that—and then for any personal or completely irrelevant in‐

formation related to the awarding to WE Charity to deliver the ser‐
vice of the CSSG, the Canada student service grant. We also, then,
gave a lot of examples of what was actually redacted, based on let‐
ters that came from the deputy ministers of the various different de‐
partments that actually submitted the WE documents. We've pro‐
vided all of that.

I also at this point want to make sure that I'm explaining the two
sets of documents because, to be honest, I wasn't completely clear
about it, so I spent quite a bit of time to make sure that I was clear
on it. If you look at our subamendment, it basically says that it re‐
quests two different sets. The first set is a “complete package of
documents provided to the Office of the Law Clerk and Parliamen‐
tary Counsel of the House of Commons” as well as the “relevant
Deputy Ministers”. Basically, this first package is the set of the
5,600 documents that were redacted by our independent civil ser‐
vants based on the criteria of cabinet confidentiality, any personal
information or irrelevant information.

Those sets of documents, as per the July 7 motion that we agreed
to, actually went to the Law Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel.
Then the law clerk basically took that information and added their
own redactions. That became blacklined. What came from the
deputy ministers and the independent civil servants over to the law
clerk was “greylined”. That package went to the law clerk and the
law clerk took the package, and then the package was blacklined.
Then that was what was released.

When we're looking at these documents, we have to understand
that there are two different sets. We wanted both sets to come in so
you could see what exactly was redacted by our independent civil
servants and then what was actually redacted by our law clerk. If
you compare the grey line with the black line, you'll be able to see
what was further redacted by our law clerk. I wanted to make sure
that was understood.

● (1805)

It came out in the newspaper yesterday that Ian Shugart, the
Clerk of the Privy Council, has offered to testify before our com‐
mittee and explain the redactions and what's happened and answer
any outstanding questions we might have. I think what's important
to note is that for me, one of the key questions is why we wouldn't
want to take up the Clerk of the Privy Council on his offer? Even if
we go further on, why wouldn't we want both the Clerk of the Privy
Council and the law clerk to come before this committee so that we
can ask these questions and do it in public so that the public could
hear whether or not things were properly redacted, if anything was
hidden or anything was unnecessarily redacted, so that all of that
could come out in full transparency in public and before this com‐
mittee. Maybe if we have both of these very senior officers before
our committee, we'd be able to move past this impasse and be able
to move to important work that we have to do as a finance commit‐
tee in pre-budget consultations.
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I think it's important to mention the point of privilege. Some of
my other colleagues, who probably have more of a legal back‐
ground, will be able to explain this far better than I can. Every time
I get information that I don't quite understand, I have to put it into
very simple language, because if I don't understand it, I know that
none of my constituents will understand it. They'll probably ask
why it is significant, why it is important that the government would
be concerned about a committee privilege being breached, and why
would there be some fear of that coming to the House of Com‐
mons? We truly believe that the 5,600 documents were redacted
properly. We don't think anything is being hidden. We trust and be‐
lieve that our independent public servants have followed to the law
what they were tasked to do. We think they have done this for years
and we're very grateful for their extraordinary work, because I
know this is an extraordinary effort in addition to all of the amazing
work they've been doing to try to help Canadians through this pan‐
demic.

We don't agree that committee's privileges has been breached.
Should this come to the floor, it would also provide a tool for the
opposition to be able to use against the government in a way that
could hold up government for days. It's unpredictable and it could
be used at any time to maybe stop any legislation from going
through, or any important piece of work that we need to do, and it's
particularly problematic because time is of the essence. We're at a
particular time where it is unprecedented both from a health per‐
spective as well as an economic perspective. We're going through
two types of crises right now.
● (1810)

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Then why did you shut down Parlia‐
ment—

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Mr. Chair, I will continue—
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: —for six weeks?
Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: —without the interruptions.

That is why it is important for us not to have this questions of
privilege brought to the floor of the House of Commons. One, it's
because we don't believe that the committee's privileges have been
breached; and two, I think it can be used as a tactic to stall govern‐
ment, important legislation, and important work in our moving for‐
ward and addressing some of the important needs and actions that
can be...

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: You're stalling right now.
Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: We are not, Mr. Poilievre. We are trying to

introduce a subamendment so we can clarify any hesitations or any
perceptions that we might be covering up in any way, so that we
can move forward, address the concerns of opposition members and
be able to do our pre-budget consultations.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Let's move to a vote.
Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: I'm still talking on the subamendment, Mr.

Poilievre.

The next point I want to make is the following....

Let me just get my pages; I have so many pages in front of me, I
have to organize myself.

I want to point out the inconsistencies in the motion. I think it's
important to reiterate here, for the media and anybody who might
be listening, that this gets a little bit to the heart of where there is
some disagreement between the Liberal government side and our
opposition. When we passed the motion on July 7, we had all
agreed as a committee that all of the documents related to the con‐
tracts that were concluded with the WE Charity and ME to We, all
the briefing notes, all the memos, all the emails from “senior offi‐
cials prepared for or sent to any Minister regarding the design and
creation of the Canada Student Service Grant, as well as any writ‐
ten correspondence and records of other correspondence with...Me
to We from March 2020 be provided to the Committee no later than
August 8”. Then there is a semicolon, after which it says, “that mat‐
ters of Cabinet confidence and national security be excluded from
the request; and that [the] redactions necessary, including to protect
the privacy of Canadian citizens and permanent residents whose
names and personal information may be included in the documents,
as well as public servants who have been providing assistance on
this matter, be made by the Office of the Law Clerk and Parliamen‐
tary Counsel of the House of Commons.”

The disagreement is that for us what is typical, to my understand‐
ing—I am only starting my sixth year of being a politician, and my
understanding of this has been my experience as well—is that when
these types of documents are requested, it is very typical that mat‐
ters of cabinet confidence and national security are excluded. Our
understanding, when we all agreed to it, was that anything else, that
didn't include cabinet confidence and national security, would actu‐
ally then move on to the law clerk for his redaction.

My point is that this is what we agreed to on July 7. Then, I will
say to you, in the original motion that Mr. Poilievre has proposed,
he basically is recommending that the unredacted version of all the
documents produced by the government actually be sent to the law
clerk. So there is an inconsistency with that, between what it is that
we had agreed to and what it is that right now the opposition wants
us to do. They want us to go to the beginning, get the 5,600 docu‐
ments, completely unredacted, and send it over to the law clerk.

It's problematic in a number of ways. One, it is inconsistent with
what was agreed to initially. Two, it's also, in what I have been told
and what I understand, unprecedented. It's not done. It is not some‐
thing that typically goes to the law clerk. It is the role of our civil
servants. They are independent civil servants. They work for our
government, but if there were a transition in government, you might
still have the same Clerk of the Privy Council. Their role is to be
independent. I completely trust that this is what they have done and
that they have honoured to a T what was set out in what we had
agreed to at finance on July 7. I want to point out that inconsistency
in terms of what was agreed to and what is now being asked for,
and also that it is unprecedented.
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This takes us to our current stalemate. I think the unfortunate
thing is that we are wasting a lot of time. In the end, I think it really
is Canadians who end up suffering. It is Canadians who are going
to lose in the end. Unfortunately, we are going to start losing public
trust that we are going to be able to work together to be able to re‐
solve this, find a way forward, and do the important work that we
need to do for Canadians at this time.
● (1815)

I also want to mention two other key points before I sign off.

If you look at why we proposed the subamendment, again it was
not only to dispel the fact that there was anything that our govern‐
ment was trying to hide but it was also an attempt to bring the key
actors forward to be able to answer questions.

As to whether there is an attempt to hide or not be accountable
for anything, I think it's important to bring forward that we also, as
a government—and the House leaders of each of the parties have
been working on this—suggested a special committee to provide
oversight on COVID-19 spending. It's really important for the pub‐
lic to know that our government believes in 100% transparency and
we have proposed a special committee to provide that oversight.

If you actually just look at the first paragraph of that special
committee—

Mrs. Karen Vecchio (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC): On
a point of order, Chair, as Julie is referring to this committee and
the House leaders, I would love to get an update on how those ne‐
gotiations are going.

The Chair: That wasn't a point of order.
Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP): Point

of order.
Mrs. Karen Vecchio: Sorry, she just referred to it, so I

thought—
The Chair: Mr. Julian claims he has a point of order, so we will

see.
Mr. Peter Julian: Absolutely, Mr. Chair.

This is not relevant to the debate on the subamendment. We're
going to have to start tightening up Liberal members. If they have
nothing new to say that is relevant, we should proceed to the vote,
which the Liberals have been holding up now for three weeks.

The Chair: That's not a point of order.

Well, it will go to relevance, Ms. Dzerowicz.

Mr. Fragiskatos, do you have a point of order?
Mr. Peter Fragiskatos (London North Centre, Lib.): I do. I

simply disagree with Mr. Julian.

Ms. Dzerowicz brought up a point that I think was entirely rele‐
vant and she wasn't allowed to complete that point. It's a bit of a
trend here on committee when colleagues are making a point—
● (1820)

The Chair: Okay, we're both talking relevance.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos:—that they are interrupted.

The Chair: We will go back to Ms. Dzerowicz.

Ms. Dzerowicz.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Thank you so much, Mr. Chair.

I believe it is relevant. How it's relevant is that, as I mentioned,
the reason we presented the subamendment to the amendment to
the original motion was that we're attempting to show that we're not
trying to cover up. We're attempting to show that we are account‐
able and that we have fulfilled what we had agreed to at the finance
committee on July 7.

What I was trying to show when I mentioned the special commit‐
tee to oversee COVID-19 spending is that it is also part of our at‐
tempt to try to alleviate any concerns about us not being account‐
able and not being transparent.

I think you've seen this as well, Mr. Julian, and all of the other
members of the committee. Our supplementary estimates were re‐
leased on October 22. We now know that the spending authority of
the government has reached $476 billion. Absolutely, there needs to
be accountability, so we have proposed a committee to provide that
accountability. I want to make sure that Canadians and the media—
everybody—know that we're doing everything we can to ensure we
are accountable and transparent to Canadians.

The other point I want to mention is that sometimes when you go
down the rabbit hole.... What we've been sort of focused on very
much are the 5,600 documents and what was redacted, who redact‐
ed it, should it have gone straight to the law clerk and was it appro‐
priate for our independent civil servants to have redacted that, but I
think it's really important to remind everyone that we, as the fi‐
nance committee, actually studied the WE contracts. We actually
studied the other motion that was also approved on July 7, which
was basically to look at how the decision was made to select WE
Charity to deliver the Canada student service grant.

We also looked at how much money was spent in doing so, and
we have proved unequivocally.... Unequivocally....and people can
look at I think meetings 43 to 51 in the first session of the 43rd Par‐
liament if they want to go online to look at this. We have proven
unequivocally that there has not been any corruption. We heard tes‐
timony under oath from the Kielburgers, from Prime Minister
Trudeau and from the former finance minister.

We also proved conclusively there was no misuse of funds. Actu‐
ally, all of the funds have been returned to us. We've also proved
conclusively—it was said in testimony and reaffirmed—that it was
our senior civil servants who actually proposed and suggested WE
Charity to deliver the CSSG program. All of that is in testimony.
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We explained why it needed to be rushed and the decision decid‐
ed before the summer. Then we explained that it wasn't a sole
source contract. It was actually a contribution agreement, which we
have done in a number of different cases on other emergency sup‐
port programs, and there was a lot of accountability along the way.

We have to make sure that we remind ourselves that this is not
just about the redaction of the documents. On the documents, I
think there's a perception that the opposition is trying to propose,
that we're hiding things. What I'm trying to say to you is that we
spent a couple of months actually looking at this. We had many wit‐
nesses come before us. We asked all of these questions about cor‐
ruption and misuse of funds and about who made the decision, why
it was so rushed, was it really a sole source and did we really do
this for the students. We have unequivocally proven all of that in
testimony.

These additional documents are to me supplemental information.
They're important. They should be delivered. We should honour
what it is that we agreed to on July 7, and I believe that we fully
have done so. What we're trying to do with the subamendment is
that we're trying desperately to find a way to get out of this im‐
passe. We're trying desperately to say let's bring forward the Clerk
of the Privy Council and let's bring forward the law clerk. Let's hear
from both of them, let's talk about what was redacted and let's
maybe ask some questions. Maybe through bringing them forward,
we can find a way out of this impasse and move on to the important
work that Canadians need us to step up and do at this unprecedent‐
ed time.

I think I'm going to leave it at that, Mr. Chair. I will pass the ba‐
ton to one of my colleagues and say thank you so much for the op‐
portunity to express my views.
● (1825)

The Chair: Thank you very much, Ms. Dzerowicz.

Next on my list is Mr. Julian, who will be followed by Mr.
Fragiskatos.

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

I don't want to speak for very long because the Liberals have
now been stalling for three weeks, so any fault for the pre-budget
hearings not being held.... Yes, it's true that, under this government,
as under the previous Conservative government, pre-budget hear‐
ings are basically ignored. We've had people coming forward for
years making very specific and important policy suggestions that
have just been cast aside.

That said, it's an important tool, and the only reason we're not
holding pre-budget hearings now is that Liberal government mem‐
bers of this committee do not want to hold the vote on a privilege
motion.

The subamendment is designed to basically kill; it's a kill amend‐
ment. It kills the privilege motion. What's important for the public
to understand—and certainly any member of the Canadian media
who is tuning in to this finance committee—is that the privilege
motion provides the Speaker of the House of Commons, somebody
who is elected by every member of Parliament.... We hold these

elections at the beginning of each Parliament. All members of Par‐
liament have one vote. We elect a Speaker and we trust that Speak‐
er with questions such as privilege.

This motion, if the Liberal members permit us to have a vote,
would then allow the Speaker to rule. What could Liberal members
be afraid of when it's the impartial Speaker who looks over the evi‐
dence that's presented by the committee and makes a decision? I
cannot understand why Liberal members have been plugging up the
works for three weeks and refusing to hold a vote on this matter
when it's the Speaker who ultimately rules. All we're saying is, let's
give the Speaker the opportunity to rule on this motion of privilege.

At the same time, it's very clear that the law clerk, again inde‐
pendent, should be able to take a look at the unredacted, uncen‐
sored documents. When over 1,000 pages have been censored or
redacted, there is a matter of some concern about getting to the bot‐
tom of this. This is what parliamentarians should be doing.

The subamendment is designed to kill the privilege motion. It is
designed to basically delay for weeks, if not months, any logical
conclusion to this. As you know, Mr. Chair, if a privilege motion is
not directed to the Speaker within a timely period, it kills the mo‐
tion of privilege.

Let's not split hairs here. What the Liberals are doing with the
subamendment is trying to kill the motion of privilege. That's what
they are attempting to do.

The Chair: Mr. Julian, there is a point of order from Mr. Sor‐
bara.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara (Vaughan—Woodbridge, Lib.):
Thank you, Chair.

I am subbing in for Ms. Dzerowicz.

With regard to what Mr. Julian is arguing, my understanding is
that the subamendment does not, in any way, impact the privilege
motion.

Can we get clarification on that, Chair?

The Chair: Your argument, Mr. Julian, is that it impacts the
privilege motion, is it not?

Mr. Peter Julian: Absolutely, and that's why it's been proposed,
and Liberal members know that.

The Chair: My ruling is that it really doesn't. It delays the privi‐
lege motion. If somebody wants to read what it really says, it delays
the privilege motion until the evidence is such that the privilege
motion should be put forward. That would be my opinion.

Go ahead, Mr. Julian.

Mr. Peter Julian: Mr. Chair, that is exactly my point.

Privilege is something that needs to be presented within a timely
period, so the subamendment is designed to delay the motion of
privilege. That means it effectively kills the motion of privilege, be‐
cause if it is not brought back in a timely way, the Speaker has an
obligation, according to long parliamentary tradition, to disallow it.
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Let's be very clear and very frank about what the government
members are trying to do. They are attempting to kill the motion of
privilege. They are attempting to remove from the Speaker and
from parliamentarians the right to rule on this.

The committee having a vote—and I believe firmly that this is a
question of privilege—only requests of the Speaker to make a rul‐
ing on this. This is what I find the most outrageous part of this, Mr.
Chair. Not only are government members delaying the work of the
finance committee—and there are many other things we could be
working on—they are also attempting to kill a motion of privilege
that would allow the Speaker to rule on this.

If it is true that the Liberal members just want to get this to an
impartial judge, the Speaker, who is elected by all members of Par‐
liament, is the best person to make that judgment.

I would ask, through you, Mr. Chair, to government members,
please stop delaying, please stop stalling, allow the vote to be held
and allow the Speaker then to take this into consideration and make
his judgment on whether or not this is a bona fide question of privi‐
lege.

All the committee can do is advise the Speaker about what hap‐
pened. It is up to the Speaker to make that decision. Let's not make
it for him.

Let's have the vote, provide the report and let's see what the
Speaker rules.
● (1830)

The Chair: Thank you.

I'm going to clarify a little of what I said.

I do not see this as a delay to deny the point of privilege, Mr. Ju‐
lian. As outlined in the subamendment to the amendment, I see it as
gathering the evidence to see if there is a point of privilege from the
finance committee's point of view. That's what I see it as.

Mr. Peter Julian: That's debate, Mr. Chair, and I would disagree
with you on that.

The Chair: On that I guess we disagree. But it is debate. Sorry
about that.

Mr. Fragiskatos, you are up.
Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: That's right, Mr. Chair. Thank you very

much.

Immediately I want to take issue with what we just heard. It has
been very surprising to me, throughout these meetings we have had,
to hear Mr. Julian stand in the way of this committee hearing out
public servants, inviting them here in the first instance, then hearing
them and having the opportunity to ask questions of those public
servants. That is really what the subamendment is all about, as Mr.
Julian well knows.

I can expect that kind of an attitude from my Conservative col‐
leagues, but not from the NDP.

I've said at length at these meetings that I deeply respect what
Mr. Julian brings to Parliament. He speaks very sincerely on the

matter of public servants, and here we have public servants wanting
to come to appear at our committee.

In fact, I'll read it into the record, in case colleagues are not
aware—and maybe I'm being unfair to Mr. Julian. Perhaps he has
not seen the letter that the Clerk of the Privy Council—

Mr. Peter Julian: Point of order.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: —has issued to the clerk of the commit‐
tee.

The Chair: Excuse me, Mr. Fragiskatos, there is a point of order.

Mr. Peter Julian: Yes. As we discussed last week when Mr.
Fragiskatos raised exactly the same debating points, there is a rule
of repetition around these filibusters. He can't keep coming back to
the same speech. He can't keep coming back to the same content. If
he has has nothing further to add—

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: Mr. Chair, that's not a point of order.

Mr. Peter Julian: If he has nothing further to add, we should
proceed to the vote.

The Chair: I believe you're attacking relevance, Mr Julian.

Mr. Peter Julian: No, it's repetition. He raised exactly this same
speech last week and we're in the same filibuster.

The Chair: Mr. Fragiskatos was referring to a letter—I believe
from the clerk, is it?

Go ahead, Mr. Fragiskatos, and we'll see where it goes. I'll cut
you off if it's repetition.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: Thank you very much.

No, I was simply making a point in reference to what Mr. Julian
had just added to our discussion here tonight, so it's not repetition.

I'll bring this to his and the committee's attention. Certainly I
know that Liberal members are aware of this, and I think opposition
members will know of it too, but still it deserves to be read into the
record. This is the letter sent just yesterday, as I understand, by the
Clerk of the Privy Council, Mr. Ian Shugart, to our clerk, Ms.
Lukyniuk. It begins by saying:

Dear Ms. Lukyniuk:

I am writing further to recent discussions at the Standing Committee on Finance.

My colleagues and I would be pleased to make ourselves available to appear be‐
fore the committee to speak to the redactions that were made if it would be use‐
ful to do so.

For reasons that I'll be pointing out in the next few minutes, I
think it would be useful for us to hear Mr. Shugart and other public
servants testify.

I know we have been discussing the documents requested by this
committee for quite some time now. I think it's fair to say that there
is some disagreement among the parties on the redactions of non-
relevant cabinet confidences by the public service. As well, there is
clearly confusion in regard to who redacted which set of documents
that are floating out there.
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We have the very comprehensive set of documents released by
the government House leader, which had some light redactions in
relation to personal privacy and unrelated cabinet confidences.
Then we have the redactions completed by the law clerk, which
were more intensive. These disagreements and the confusion in re‐
lation to these documents are all fair and valid points.

This turns me to the letter from Mr. Shugart. As the Clerk of the
Privy Council and Secretary to the Cabinet, he is in fact ultimately
responsible for safeguarding cabinet confidences. It is he who gave
very clear instructions to relevant departments to release as much
information as possible in regard to the Canada student service
grant. As a result of these instructions, several departments under‐
took to release an unprecedented level of information, including
cabinet confidences relating to the CSSG, the Canada student ser‐
vice grant. Over 5,000 pages were disclosed, and included docu‐
ments that would never have seen the light of day under the previ‐
ous Harper government. I think even opposition colleagues would
agree with that, including perhaps even Conservatives, but I'll leave
that point aside.

As has been discussed here at length, we saw documents ranging
from memoranda to cabinet, prime ministerial briefing notes and
cabinet committee synopses to departmental briefing notes and cor‐
respondence between public servants, ministerial staff, deputy min‐
isters and ministers. The release of these documents is significant.

The opposition members can take umbrage with the fact that
some redactions were made by public servants. Frankly, I think this
was to be expected. In order to release the details required for a ful‐
some review of the Canada student service grant, some redaction
was required in relation to the non-relevant portions of these cabi‐
net documents.

As my friends in the Conservative Party will know—Mr.
Poilievre especially—typically cabinet meetings are not solely fo‐
cused on one topic. Particularly during this ongoing pandemic,
countless important topics are discussed at cabinet, and relevant
discussions taken. In order to ensure the proper functioning of re‐
sponsible government, reasonable redactions were made to unrelat‐
ed topics included in these cabinet documents so as to allow for
their release.

This is not out of the ordinary. Truthfully, this is the standard op‐
erating procedure. I know my colleagues are trying to set this narra‐
tive that they are making reasonable requests for documentation
and that it's a standard move to allow the law clerk to review
unredacted documents. However, this couldn't be further from the
truth, and they know that. They have been in this position them‐
selves. They understand that this inherent tension between the exec‐
utive and legislative branches in regard to access to Crown confi‐
dences has existed since Confederation, and in fact much longer in
other Commonwealth countries.

We have discussed these documents at length, and the opposition
has expressed their indignation with the redactions completed by
the non-partisan professional public service.
● (1835)

Right here, right now, we have an opportunity to clear the air and
address their concerns. We have in our possession this letter from

Mr. Shugart, who wishes to come before this committee, along with
relevant deputy ministers, to discuss the documents that were re‐
leased by the Government of Canada. Because of Mr. Shugart's po‐
sition and his initial commitment to release all documentation relat‐
ed to the Canada student service grant, he is in fact uniquely posi‐
tioned to answer our questions.

It therefore begs this question: Why does the opposition not want
to hear from the clerk and the relevant deputy ministers? Why do
they not want to hear from the professional, non-partisan public
servants who could provide the answers to the questions we are all
seeking? I think the only logical answer here is that the answers
that are likely to be provided do not fit the opposition's narrative.
Accepting the clerk's offer to appear is actually the most prudent
thing we could do right now as a committee. If the opposition has
questions related to redactions, the clerk, and the deputies attending
with him, can answer them.

I find it extremely interesting that since Parliament resumed back
in September, we have had several meetings in regard to these doc‐
uments. Throughout the prorogation, the opposition was talking
about these documents and the redactions that were made. Now we
have an opportunity here from the chief public servant who controls
the release of the documents, and the opposition argues against his
appearance.

I'm getting a bit of whiplash here. Just what is the opposition's
position on this matter? My theory is that the opposition is afraid to
hear from Mr. Shugart and the other deputies. I think they know full
well that Mr. Shugart, who is a non-partisan public servant, will re‐
inforce the true reality here. Conversely, if the opposition really
thinks the information that was redacted was somehow inappropri‐
ate or in bad faith, they should welcome having Mr. Shugart here to
answer questions. Furthermore, I do not think my opposition col‐
leagues want to hear from Mr. Shugart—specifically because he has
reason and precedent for the cabinet confidences that were not dis‐
closed. I do not think my opposition colleagues have a leg to stand
on with respect to their arguments.

I noted earlier in my remarks that there has been, since Confeder‐
ation, this natural tension between the executive and legislative
branches of government in Canada. Canada is a nation built on the
principle of three co-equal branches of government, each charged
with inherent responsibilities. It is true that Parliament is in fact
supreme in its abilities to request a call for documents and to re‐
quest the appearance of government individuals. However, as histo‐
ry shows us, that call does not always have to be answered. In fact,
parliamentarians have a responsibility to use their privilege powers
wisely, exercising them in only the most extreme of circumstances.
This is not one of those times.
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I think my opposition colleagues know full well that the Clerk of
the Privy Council has legitimate and reasonable grounds for dis‐
closing the information that was disclosed while at the same time
holding back unrelated matters. I underline that: “unrelated mat‐
ters”. It's interesting, because it was actually the former justice min‐
ister Rob Nicholson, of course a Conservative minister, who back
in 2010 made reasonable arguments on the responsibilities of gov‐
ernment to withhold cabinet confidences and maintain Crown se‐
crets.

On March 31, 2010, at page 1220 of Debates, for example, Mr.
Nicholson notes that “as parliamentarians, we should always be
guided by a principle of great restraint when asserting privileges of
the House”.

Mr. Nicholson goes on to note the following:
On this point, I would remind the House that our parliamentary privileges are
not indefinite, nor unlimited, but defined by the Constitution in the Parliament of
Canada Act as those possessed by the United Kingdom House of Commons in
1867.

On the second point, I would remind the House that exact scope of those privi‐
leges [has] been a matter of debate since Confederation. As you know, Mr.
Speaker, many of our parliamentary privileges are unwritten.

Now, this is a key point. As my opposition friends' former col‐
league states, the scope of privileges is “a matter of debate”, and
has been so since Confederation. Inherently, this idea that Mr.
Poilievre has had his privileges violated, because the documents
that were produced were void of some cabinet confidence in keep‐
ing with the long-standing practices of a responsible government, is
a matter of debate all unto itself.

● (1840)

I think that's what my opposition colleagues are afraid to hear
from Mr. Shugart, to be frank about it, that the missing information
that was unrelated to WE might not add to this whole issue that we
are faced with with by the opposition.

Whether it be Speaker Beaudoin in 1957 or our friends in the
U.K. in 1997, there is a long-standing practice amongst parliamen‐
tary democracies to exclude cabinet confidences from disclosure to
Parliament unless absolutely necessary. While it is true that Parlia‐
ment has its ability to exercise supremacy, it should be recognized
that the non-partisan and professional public service also has a
sworn duty to uphold the secrecy of cabinet confidences and Crown
secrets. Mr. Shugart, in his duty as the steward of those secrets, de‐
termined it appropriate to release confidences as they relate to the
CSSG, and the public was provided with over 5,000 pages of infor‐
mation, much of them stamped “SECRET” or “CONFIDENCES
OF THE QUEEN'S PRIVY COUNCIL”.

However, the clerk still has a duty to uphold the secrecy on mat‐
ters unrelated to the CSSG, and he has done just that. Clearly, this
is why my opposition colleagues do not want to hear from him, as a
reasonable explanation coming from this non-partisan public ser‐
vant. Even our Supreme Court has stated in the Vaid decision that
each of the three branches of government must respect the legiti‐
mate spheres of the others, noting this while at the same time defin‐
ing some of the limits to Parliament's supremacy under the Parlia‐
ment of Canada Act.

Bringing this towards a conclusion, Mr. Chair, I think it's very
important for us to hear from Mr. Shugart and the relevant deputy
ministers. Hearing from our public servants to why some informa‐
tion was released and some wasn't is very important. I think we, as
committee members and as Canadians more generally, deserve to
hear about why the process undertaken by the clerk and other offi‐
cials was in keeping with the regular course of practice when the
government provides documents to Parliament.

As I've stated, colleagues across the way would have everyone
think it's not a big deal to just hand over unredacted documents to
the law clerk, but standard practice. Well, it's not. There are long-
standing conventions for why this is not the regular order of busi‐
ness. Mr. Shugart is an expert witness who can provide context as
to why that is the case.

Now is the perfect opportunity for my colleagues on the other
side to stop playing petty partisan games, put their money where
their mouths are, so to speak, and allow the Clerk of the Privy
Council and other relevant deputy ministers to appear before this
committee and provide their expert testimony as it relates to the
disclosed documents that we've been discussing.

I also want to touch on a point raised by Ms. Dzerowicz when
she spoke earlier this evening. She raised a very good question to
the committee, specifically to opposition colleagues. We didn't hear
a response from opposition colleagues, and I'd love to hear a re‐
sponse on the question. That question is: Why not? Why not bring
Mr. Shugart and other public servants here so they can speak to the
committee?

I really think that the committee is missing an enormous opportu‐
nity here. If we think back about the role that public servants play
in a modern, mature democracy such as Canada's, their role cannot
be understated at all. They provide the technical expertise and ad‐
vice that is so vital for the functioning of modern government.

The evolution of the public service is a history in its own regard.
When we see societies becoming more advanced in the same line,
so to speak, you have the development of a public service. If you
go back, for example, to the development and shift towards an in‐
dustrial society, you saw not just the rise of democracy, but you al‐
so saw in parallel the development of a public service that could
serve, not just government, but more generally, and even more im‐
portantly, the people, the citizens of a particular land. In our case
we're talking about Canada.

● (1845)

This role of providing technical expertise on answering questions
of elected officials is long standing. This is a long-standing one, not
just in the Westminster parliamentary tradition, but goes all the way
to the Italian city states. Machiavelli was, for example, an adviser,
and we could call him a public servant—

Mr. Peter Julian: Point of order.

The Chair: We have a point of order from Mr. Julian.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: I am staying to the point. I am staying
relevant.
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The Chair: We'll hear Mr. Julian's point of order.
Mr. Peter Julian: Mr. Fragiskatos two weeks ago was raising

the Italian city states and Machiavelli—
Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: No, I was not. That's not true.
Mr. Peter Julian: Yes, so it's a question of repetition in this

case, Mr. Chair.

I would also suggest that it's a question of relevance on this as
well. If he doesn't have anything further to contribute on the suba‐
mendment, we should proceed to a vote.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: Mr. Chair, may I...?
The Chair: I believe that a couple of weeks ago someone—I'm

not sure it was Mr. Fragiskatos—was talking about Aristotle and a
couple of others, but I don't believe that it was this particular por‐
tion on city states.

The floor is yours, Mr. Fragiskatos.
● (1850)

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: I appreciate that, Mr. Chair.

I'll plead guilty. It was I who was speaking about Aristotle, but
Machiavelli is very different, as we all know. I simply make the
point—and Mr. Julian has opened the door for me to speak to
this—that when I talk about the need for a professional public ser‐
vice that can provide advice, I'm putting the matter into context so
that Mr. Julian can understand what's at stake here.

Public servants have contributed a great deal not just to Canadian
democracy but to the development of societies going back to time
immemorial.

Mr. Peter Julian: Point of order.
Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: It's simply putting it into context. I'm

glad to speak to the issues, but I continue to be interrupted—
The Chair: Mr. Fragiskatos, we have a point of order from Mr.

Julian.

Go ahead.
Mr. Peter Julian: He says it very well, but it's still repetition.

He's still coming back to the same points. If he has nothing new to
add, we should proceed to a vote.

The Chair: But could he not be putting this into a historical con‐
text, going back to the city states?

Mr. Peter Julian: I think he veered away from the city states
and went back to similar comments that he made last week.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: No, Mr. Chair, I respectfully disagree
with that.

Again, there is nothing wrong with putting a matter into context
for the benefit of committee members, and this is not to do so in an
arrogant way. I respect that every single member of the committee
has something to offer based on their interests and background.

If it is offensive somehow for me to talk about Italian city states
and the place of Niccolò Machiavelli as an adviser to various Ital‐
ian leaders in his day, I could point to other examples to put the
matter into context without even reference to Aristotle, who was an
adviser in his own—

The Chair: I would ask you, Mr. Fragiskatos, to show us how
this is relevant to the current discussion.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: Yes, and that's where I'm getting, Mr.
Chair.

In parallel, as I was talking about before, it didn't begin this way,
but it was an evolution. The public service in modern society has
evolved. There was a very clear recognition beginning really from
the transition of agrarian societies to the industrial revolution that
you needed a non-partisan public service that would not represent
the interests of a particular class, and that would not represent the
interests of a particular political party, but would be a non-partisan
public service that would provide the technical advice and expertise
necessary for elected officials, such as we are, to make decisions
that would benefit the whole, that would serve the common good.

When I hear colleagues...and again, it's tremendously surprising
that Mr. Julian is standing in the way of public servants coming to
this committee. Here, we have an opportunity to hear from Mr.
Shugart, and this opens the door for him and for other colleagues to
ask relevant questions that are on their minds. It wouldn't be only
Mr. Shugart. We would be very happy to hear from the law clerk.
The subamendment calls for that. I'm not sure where the NDP is
coming from on that particular matter.

I have respect for all public servants in this country at every level
of government, federally, provincially and municipally, but this is
the Clerk of the Privy Council. This is the most important public
servant in all of Canada, and by not allowing him to come to com‐
mittee, opposition colleagues are in effect silencing him. We've
used the word “muzzling” here before at committee as well. There
is an enormous problem with that. When I see a letter addressed
from the clerk asking us to open ourselves, to make ourselves avail‐
able to listen to the clerk, and we say no, what does that say about
the direction of this committee?

Why are we denying Mr. Shugart and other public servants that
right?

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

Mr. Fragiskatos is not touching on the subamendment and not a
single member of this committee has said that we are denying or
voting against having the Privy Council clerk come to committee.

We are on a motion of privilege. There is a subamendment. He
should stick to that. If he has nothing further to add, let's go to the
vote.

● (1855)

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: Chair, if I could, allowing the clerk to
attend committee offers the clerk an opportunity to speak to the
matters at hand. If there are misunderstandings, if there are ques‐
tions about why and what has happened with respect to the CSSG
and documents and redactions, the clerk can speak to those issues.

We need to hear from him, and right now opposition colleagues
are preventing that from happening.
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In so doing, we are also preventing something that is tremen‐
dously vital from moving forward, which is pre-budget consulta‐
tions. Here we are debating this when we could be discussing the
issue of the budget and what Canadians expect. The opposition's ef‐
forts here are standing in the way of our fulfilling our obligations
under Standing Order 83.1, which this committee still has not con‐
sidered.

It still has not considered what happens in instances where we
don't fulfill that standing order, which is arguably the most impor‐
tant standing order related to the functioning of this committee. We
have not considered that as a committee, because we have been em‐
broiled in discussions and the intransigence of the opposition pre‐
venting us from moving forward.

I'm quite interested in moving forward with pre-budget consulta‐
tions so that we can hear about the needs of the country at this time.
Every single one of us on this committee, every single member,
will bring with them a set of experiences that will inform the work
of the committee on pre-budget consultations.

I'm looking at Mr. Julian. He has an interest in not-for-profit or‐
ganizations. He has worked in that sector. They have a tremendous‐
ly important role to play right now.

I'm looking at Mr. McLeod, who is very passionate about
Canada's north and would be able to invite witnesses to speak about
the needs of Canada's north during COVID-19.

I'm looking at Mr. Fraser—
Mr. Peter Julian: I have a point of order.

It's on relevance, Mr. Chair. If he has nothing further to add that
is relevant to the subamendment, we should proceed to a vote.

The Chair: Mr. Fragiskatos, keep relevance in mind. Tie your
remarks back to the subamendment, if you could.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: Mr. Chair, I simply make the point that
when we are embroiled in discussions of this nature, when we can't
come to agree that it is important for us to finally say yes to hear
from public servants who can answer these questions that opposi‐
tion members and all members of the committee have, then we are
standing in the way not just of public servants and their ability to be
heard, but of this committee fulfilling its duty to hold pre-budget
consultations.

I was simply making the further point that I'm looking around at
this committee, which has all of the potential in the world to work
together as a team to find ways to suggest to the government rele‐
vant policy recommendations pertaining to what should be in the
next budget. I pointed to Mr. McLeod. I pointed to Mr. Julian.

I was looking at Mr. Fraser. I know Mr. Fraser has a law back‐
ground. He has studied genocide if I'm not mistaken. I think he did
his master's degree in that area of law, looking at international law
as it pertains to genocide. I would think he would have suggestions
about international development organizations that could come and
speak to our committee about the impact COVID-19 is having
across the world, particularly in developing countries.

I see Mr. Falk, who is a rural member, as I understand it, and
would be able to put forward suggestions based on expert testimony

about what direction we ought to take in Canada with respect to
agriculture, looking at how COVID-19 is impacting farmers right
across the country.

Mr. Chair, I know you're passionate about agriculture as well.

I see that Ms. Vecchio is sitting in, and she will know southwest‐
ern Ontario very well. I know she shares an interest and a passion
for it as much as I do. If she wished to sit in on pre-budget consul‐
tations, she could do the same.

The point I'm making is that the more we prevent public servants
from coming to this committee—the more we engage in debates
around that—the more we are prevented from actually doing the
work that Canadians have entrusted to us and that constituents ex‐
pect of us.

I talked about the importance of the public service before. It has
evolved through history. It has taken, in modern and democratic so‐
cieties, a non-partisan shape and form. That is something that im‐
pacts Canada in very important ways. Why are we trying to ignore
that? What are we so afraid of, if Mr. Shugart and other public ser‐
vants come to the committee?

I said before that perhaps there is something to be afraid of, not
on the side of the Liberal members but perhaps opposition members
are worried that what will be put on the record by public servants
will not fit the narrative that is coming from their party leadership
about how to score political points. That is not what we should be
doing at this committee.

We should be engaging in the issues of the day. I'm looking right
now at members of the committee, those in the opposition in partic‐
ular, and pleading with them. If they want to hold back the opportu‐
nity for non-partisan professionals to come and tell us and in turn
tell Canadians—of course the hearings would be televised, I'm as‐
suming—how decisions were made around these issues pertaining
to the CSSG, they'll have to answer that question to their con‐
stituents, because their constituents are not so interested, I would
think, in the matters the opposition continues to put on the table
here today.

Their constituents are absolutely focused on tomorrow because
tomorrow their rent could be due. Tomorrow, their kids need to go
to school, and parents want to make sure those kids come home
healthy. COVID-19 continues to impact society in ways that we're
only starting to see. Of course, there are even long-term effects
from COVID-19 that are now starting to be understood. Con‐
stituents are worried about their businesses. Constituents are wor‐
ried about workers. They are worried about the progress, or lack of
progress, that Canada could see in the coming years if we aren't
careful.
● (1900)

This committee has an opportunity to engage directly with gov‐
ernment. One of the first things I'd like to see is for the Governor of
the Bank of Canada to come back to committee. He was good
enough to come in the previous session.

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

Obviously Mr. Fragiskatos, as eloquent as he is, has run out of
things to say. He's not relevant, so let's proceed to the vote.
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Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: Mr. Chair, Mr. Julian continues to do
this. It's interesting that on the one hand he raises points around
privilege, but then he regularly interrupts not just me but other
members of the committee. He well knows that if he does it on an
ongoing basis it raises matters of privilege. It is my parliamentary
privilege to put on the record issues that I think are very important
pertaining to this debate. I have not wavered from the general focus
of the matter at hand. I reiterate that we as a committee have a
unique opportunity to learn more about the process around deci‐
sions that were made, and to learn more about misunderstandings
related to the CSSG that exist and have been peddled for some time
by the opposition .

Let's have public servants come in. What is the fear? What is the
worry? By denying them that right we deny them the ability to be
heard. I wonder what we would say if we were in their position, if
we were non-partisan public servants working in the bureaucracy
who wanted to express and voice a point of view and had made that
clear to, arguably, the most important parliamentary committee on
Parliament Hill, and we heard members of the opposition holding
that back. It's not right. It's not in keeping with best practices. It's
not in keeping with what, again, our constituents would expect of
us.

I go back again and underline that concept, that idea, of the word
“constituents”.

What do those people who've sent us to Parliament want us to be
discussing right now? They see a debate unfolding around this par‐
ticular issue, one that, as far as I can tell, is bound to consume us
here this evening and perhaps into the morning, and I'm completely
prepared to do that. I remember, for example, two weeks ago when
Mr. Gerretsen said that he would go to the hilt for public servants
and I echo that view. By denying public servants the right to come
to this committee, we're just not doing what's expected of us as
MPs. In the same way that Mr. Gerretsen said it was important to
put forward ideas that would allow for public servants to come and
testify, I simply agree with that. I will absolutely go to the hilt, if I
could put it that way, for our non-partisan, professional public ser‐
vice. They have something to say. The most important figure within
the public service has issued an extraordinary letter and an extraor‐
dinary request. What are we doing? We see certain members of the
opposition, who form a majority because of the minority Parlia‐
ment, holding that back and preventing that from happening.

It's simply not on. Because of that and because we continue to
see these debates take place here, we are also putting ourselves in a
compromised position because the more this goes on the more we
are likely to break Standing Order 83.1.

I put again to my colleagues, very respectfully, to think long and
hard about what it is that we are trying to achieve. We have an op‐
portunity....

I see Mr. Longfield is attending the meeting. I will tell you he is
one of the most passionate people I've met on issues around innova‐
tion. He would want to see a committee talk about issues relating to
high tech, innovation and how that impacts his constituents in
Guelph.

● (1905)

Mr. Peter Julian: I have a point of order.
The Chair: On a point of order, Mr. Julian, you're likely talking

about relevance.
Mr. Peter Julian: Absolutely, Mr. Chair. If he's run out of things

to say, we should really proceed to a vote. It's been three weeks
now with a lot of repetition and irrelevant comments. I think it's
time now to proceed to a vote.

The Chair: That's not a point of order.

Mr. Fragiskatos.
Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: The point I'll leave with or the point I

haven't considered here tonight, I should say, and it will be the final
point before I turn it over, is this: What precedent are we setting?
By preventing public servants to come we are putting ourselves in a
compromised position. I raised the question last week at our meet‐
ing when I simply asked if there was some sort of legal outcome
that we would have to worry about as a committee if we hear from
public servants who want to testify and we prevent them from do‐
ing so. Is there any precedent? Is there any precedent with ramifica‐
tions that the clerk could point to in that regard? It's something I
genuinely worry about.

Again, we have a letter here that's been sent. We ought to say yes
to Mr. Shugart.

I look forward very much to colleagues putting on the record
their thoughts on the matter here tonight.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Fragiskatos.

There do seem to be a considerable number of calls for rele‐
vance. We are debating the subamendment by Mr. Gerretsen to the
amendment by Pat Kelly to the motion by Mr. Poilievre.

I'm going to read the subamendment so people can keep it in
mind:

That the committee requests the complete package of documents provided to the
Office of the Law Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel to the House of Commons
by relevant Deputy Ministers or the signatories of the transmittal letters, as well
as the final package of documents that the Law Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel
of the House of Commons approved for release, that both of the document pack‐
ages be provided to the Committee no later than October 19, 2020,—

We're past that date now.
—and that after the committee reviews the two different versions of documents,
the committee invite each of the relevant Deputy Ministers or the signatories of
the transmittal letters, as well as the Law Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel of
the House of Commons, to give testimony regarding the redactions applied to
the documents that were requested and granted in the motion adopted on July 7,
2020, and that until such a time as this testimony is complete, debate on the
main motion and amendment from Pierre Poilievre be suspended and that the
Chair be authorized to schedule these witnesses, and convene a meeting to re‐
sume debate on Pierre Poilievre's motion once these meetings have taken place.

That's the subamendment that we have to be relevant to.

I have on my list Ms. Koutrakis followed by Mr. Longfield.

Do you want to be on the list or do you have a point to raise, Mr.
Julian? I'm not hearing you.



12 FINA-04 October 28, 2020

● (1910)

Mr. Peter Julian: I raised my hand a long time ago to be on the
speaking list.

The Chair: Sorry.

Were you ahead of Ms. Koutrakis? Were you on the sidebar?
Mr. Peter Julian: I thought I was.
The Chair: Okay.

We'll let you go first, and then we'll go to Ms. Koutrakis.
Mr. Peter Julian: Thank you very much.

I will be brief. I always enjoy hearing from Ms. Koutrakis.

Thank you so much, Mr. Chair, for reading the subamendment.
Now the public is aware that this is a motion that basically kills
privilege. It suspends, which is sneaky. By suspending and delay‐
ing, what it basically does is it makes the privilege motion no
longer timely, which is a key factor in privilege and which is why
privilege was raised the very first day we came back.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: On a point of order, Mr. Chair, I want
to say that I heard this argument earlier on by the honourable mem‐
ber of Parliament—

The Chair: I don't think that's a point of order, Mr. Sorbara.
Mr. Francesco Sorbara: There's repetition going on.
The Chair: The floor is Mr. Julian's.
Mr. Peter Julian: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

I always welcome Mr. Sorbara's interventions.

What is key is that the Speaker has actually asked us in his rul‐
ing, because of the timely nature, to report back. He asked about
the committee deciding what to do with them, which is what the
motion says. The subamendment kills that component and doesn't
allow the motion of privilege to go forward. I reiterate because I
think it's important for people who are still with us watching the fi‐
nance committee, which is in a public forum.

The reality is that the subamendment kills the motion of privilege
and does not allow the Speaker to rule on this. That's an important
point. Why are government members trying to stop the Speaker
from ruling, a Speaker who was elected by everybody? That's a
question that should be in the public's mind regardless of who is in‐
tervening during the course of the evening. A privilege motion goes
to the Speaker and the Speaker rules. The Speaker has the ability,
looking at privilege and looking at precedent, to decide whether the
committee report is valid, so why are Liberal members trying to
stop the motion from going through and the report from being pre‐
sented to the Speaker? That's something that all members of the
public should keep in mind this evening.

With that, Mr. Chair, I yield my time to Ms. Koutrakis.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Julian.

We're back to Ms. Koutrakis.
Ms. Annie Koutrakis (Vimy, Lib.): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to my colleague Mr. Julian.

I also enjoy listening to your arguments.

I will have to respectfully disagree with the last point you made,
which was that the subamendment kills Mr. Poilievre's motion.
What the subamendment tries to do and what, very eloquently, my
colleagues have previously explained and clarified is that it would
allow us to see the two packages of documents and be able to com‐
pare them to make sure that there was no breach of privilege. The
best people to do that and to come and present are the Clerk of the
Privy Council and the law clerk.

We all agree that we hold both in very high regard and that they
are very well respected. I believe we all feel that way as members
of the finance committee, and I have no reason to believe other‐
wise. However, I'm worried that we will not allow these two very
professional people to come before our committee to give their own
explanation in their own words as to why the information was
redacted the way that it was. It's almost as if we were in a court
where somebody has been found guilty before being given due pro‐
cess.

I genuinely believe that is not what we are all saying at the fi‐
nance committee. I really believe that we all come from a good
place with good intentions, and we're trying to find the right path to
satisfy all sides, and more importantly, to make sure that we serve
Canadians and our constituents as they expect and deserve.

I'll just circle back a little and put on the record again what the
finance committee adopted on July 7, 2020.

On July 7, 2020 the finance committee adopted a motion request‐
ing various types of documents, “regarding the design and the cre‐
ation of the Canada Student Service Grant, as well as any other cor‐
respondence and records or other correspondence with WE Charity
and Me to We from March, 2020”.

The Privy Council Office provided the documents in its posses‐
sion that were responsive to the committee's motion on August 8,
2020, which was the deadline set by this committee. The PCO doc‐
uments were also part of a larger package provided to the commit‐
tee from the six government departments involved in the develop‐
ment of the CSSG that had been approached by WE concerning
youth initiatives in the context of a pandemic.

I will be speaking today about PCO's documents. In particular, I
would like to speak about the relatively few instances where certain
personal information was protected from disclosure to the commit‐
tee. I will do that because it is important to understand the very
valid reasons that this was done and the responsible manner in
which it was done.
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The motion the committee adopted on July 7 setting out the man‐
date for its study on this matter included the objective of examining
“how the outsourcing of the Canada Student Service Grant to WE
Charity proceeded as far as it did”. The approximately 5,000 total
pages in each official language given to our committee provide a
comprehensive understanding of the development and the launch of
the CSSG. They demonstrate the due diligence analysis that was
conducted by the public service, including with respect to the finan‐
cial assessment of WE.

The documents also provide details about cabinet decision-mak‐
ing around the CSSG, as considerable information that would oth‐
erwise constitute cabinet confidence was released to the committee
due to public statements by ministers about what was before cabi‐
net.

The finance committee therefore received more information than
its motion requested, given it provided for cabinet confidences to
be excluded. On the other hand, none of the personal information
redacted in PCO's documents would assist the committee in fulfill‐
ing its mandate of examining the CSSG. Therefore, I really believe
it is worth first discussing why personal information is protected
from disclosure under the law.
● (1915)

As is explained on the website of the Office of the Privacy Com‐
missioner of Canada in this quotation:

The Supreme Court of Canada has stated that the Privacy Act has “quasi-consti‐
tutional status”, and that the values and rights set out in the Act are closely
linked to those set out in the Constitution as being necessary to a free and demo‐
cratic society.

Others have argued that the protection of an individual's privacy
is closely linked to the protection of their autonomy and human
dignity. The Privacy Act, passed by Parliament in 1983, provides
that, “Personal information under the control of a government insti‐
tution shall not, without the consent of the individual to whom it re‐
lates, be disclosed” except in very specific circumstances described
in the act.

It is sometimes noted that the Privacy Act does not apply to the
House of Commons and its committees. This is true in the sense
that parliamentary bodies are not government institutions subject to
the act, and that parliamentarians do not have to manage personal
information under their control in the ways provided for by the act.

However, the Privacy Act does apply to government institutions
from which parliamentarians sometimes seek information, as was
the case with the finance committee's July 7 request. Ministers and
public servants are therefore bound by this law and the restrictions
it places on disclosing personal information when responding to re‐
quests for documents. They can't ignore the law, regardless of who
is requesting the information.

Furthermore, the July 7 request for papers stated that “any redac‐
tions” of “personal information” were to be made by the House law
clerk. Although on its face the intention of this part of the motion
was to protect personal information, it put departments in a difficult
situation. Any personal information that is disclosed to the law
clerk must be authorized by the Privacy Act. An impermissible dis‐
closure under the Privacy Act cannot be saved even if the law clerk

takes subsequent steps to protect the information from further dis‐
closure.

In his cover letter to the committee, the Clerk of the Privy Coun‐
cil wrote:

In this package, I have...chosen to disclose certain personal information con‐
tained in the Privy Council records relating to individuals working in ministers'
offices as well as personal information of individuals who work for WE. I have
decided to disclose this information because in my view the public interest in
disclosure clearly outweighs any invasion of privacy. I have notified the Privacy
Commissioner of my intention to disclose this personal information, as I am re‐
quired to do under the Privacy Act.

I have decided to protect the phone number and email addresses of WE employ‐
ees other than Craig and Marc Kiehlburger. In addition, there are a few refer‐
ences to the family members of a public servant and I have chosen to protect that
information. In my opinion, the public interest in disclosing this type of personal
information does not clearly outweigh the invasion of privacy.

If we were to assume, Mr. Chair, that the Clerk of the Privy
Council is not honest and he's not forthcoming, that he's not doing
his job as he should be, then I hate to use the word and I don't want
to use the word, but it's almost like we're alleging—or some mem‐
bers of our committee from the opposition are alleging—that he's
not to be trusted.

If he's not to be trusted, then why has this employee, Mr.
Shugart, been part of our government process and in various posi‐
tions for as long as he has? I think that's something that each and
every one of us and the Canadians who are watching us right now
have to answer and have to take a step back and say.... You know,
we hire the best people, and I have no reason whatsoever not to be‐
lieve that we have the best people in our public service, because I
know we do. We're lucky.

● (1920)

We have a parliamentary system and a government where
democracy works. I think we need to show them, especially our
public servants, how we believe in the work that they do, and we
need to trust them.

This approach was in keeping with the paragraph that I read ear‐
lier, just to circle back. This approach was in keeping with para‐
graph 8(2)(m) of the Privacy Act, which authorizes the disclosure
of personal information, where the head of the government institu‐
tion considers that “the public interest in disclosure clearly out‐
weighs any invasion of privacy that could result from the disclo‐
sure”.

Let's take a closer look at some of the personal information that
was protected from disclosure in the PCO documents. This is where
I would love to be able to have Mr. Shugart before the committee to
go through it himself, so that we could all hear in his own words
why.

Most of the personal information that has been protected from
disclosure is the email addresses and telephone extensions of WE
Charity employees contained in the various correspondence, as was
indicated in the letter from the Clerk of the Privy Council.



14 FINA-04 October 28, 2020

For example, on page 50, there is an email from Craig Kielburg‐
er to the Minister of Diversity and Inclusion and Youth, dated April
22, 2020. The only information not disclosed in this message are
the email addresses of two WE employees and one of their tele‐
phone extension numbers. However, their names are provided:
Sofia Marquez and Lauren Martin. The committee was thus made
aware that these two individuals were copied on the email and thus
had knowledge of discussions between WE and the government. In
fact, Ms. Marquez testified before the House Standing Committee
on Finance on August 13, 2020. All of the content of the message
from Mr. Kielburger is provided.

Similarly, on page 52, there is an April 10, 2020 email from Mr.
Kielburger to the minister where the only information not disclosed
is the email address and telephone extension of two WE employees,
but their names are shown. Attached to this email is the proposal
that WE provided to the government entitled “Engaging Young
Canadians In Service and Social Entrepreneurship Programming”,
and none of its contents is redacted. The email address of Mr. Kiel‐
burger's executive assistant does nothing to advance the commit‐
tee's understanding of the CSSG.

Beginning on page 364 is a draft of the funding agreement for
support for students and recent graduates between Canada and WE
Charity Foundation. The only information protected from disclo‐
sure in this 16-page document is the email addresses and telephone
numbers of the WE Charity employees listed as contacts. Their
names and position titles are provided. All the rest of the informa‐
tion in this vital document is shown, such as the purpose of the con‐
tribution agreement; conditions governing the eligibility of expen‐
ditures; the requirement for WE to keep proper books and records
in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles, and to
provide them to the government upon request; the requirement for
WE to securely protect personal information; the requirement for
WE to provide detailed biweekly reports to the government on pro‐
gram implementation; the right of the government and the Auditor
General to audit the project; and so on and so on.

I should note that I am referring here to the draft agreement con‐
tained in PCO's package of documents. However, these same claus‐
es are found in the final agreement contained in the documents pro‐
vided by Employment and Social Development. Clause 24 of the fi‐
nal agreement relates to conflict of interest and states the following:

24.1 No current or former public servant or public office holder to whom the
Conflict of Interest Act (S.C. 2006, c. 9, s. 2), the Policy on Conflict of Interest
and Post-Employment or the Values and Ethics Code for the Public Sector ap‐
plies shall derive a direct benefit from the Agreement unless the provision or re‐
ceipt of such benefit is in compliance with the said legislation or codes.
24.2 No member of the Senate or the House of Commons shall be admitted to
any share or part of the Agreement or to any benefit arising from it that is not
otherwise available to the general public.

● (1925)

I believe that I have shown that protecting from disclosure a very
limited amount of personal information from the documents provid‐
ed to the committee does not detract from the committee's objective
of understanding the development of the CSSG and WE Charity's
involvement. Further, when Canadians, such as those employed by
charitable organizations, have dealings with the Government of
Canada, they expect that their personal information will be protect‐
ed in line with the Privacy Act. If the government did not protect

personal information as the Privacy Act requires, then Canadians'
trust in government and the rule of law would be eroded.

I would also like to touch briefly on the limited amount of infor‐
mation that was redacted in PCO's documents to protect the vulner‐
ability of government communication systems. This is information
that would be protected from disclosure under paragraph 16(2)(c)
of the Access to Information Act. The information that was protect‐
ed for this reason was the cellphone numbers of various public ser‐
vants, ministers' staff and government conference call I.D. num‐
bers. Wide dissemination of this information could allow unautho‐
rized access to government telecommunications systems, some‐
thing that I am certain none of us would ever want. Where these
cellphone numbers had appeared, the names of the public servants
they belonged to appear. This information was provided despite the
committee's motion stipulating that it would be redacted by the law
clerk. The Privacy Act allows, in the context of an access to infor‐
mation request, for the personal information of an officer or em‐
ployee of a government institution that relates to the position or
functions of the individual to be disclosed. Again, the cellphone
numbers of public servants would do nothing to advance the man‐
date of the committee's study.

In his cover letter to the committee, the Clerk of the Privy Coun‐
cil stated, “As I noted when I appeared at committee on July 21,
2020, my intent has been to be as expansive as possible in relation
to the information that I provide.”

This approach guided the work of public servants when they col‐
lected the documents requested by the committee and carefully
considered what the public interest was when making decisions
about what to protect from disclosure. They were also guided by
“Open and Accountable Government, 2015”, which “sets out core
principles regarding the roles and responsibilities of Ministers in
Canada's system of responsible parliamentary government.” It
states in part:

Public servants also have a duty to hold in confidence some of the information
that comes into their possession in the course of their duties. There is a tension
between that obligation and the request of parliamentarians for disclosure of that
same information. When appearing before parliamentary committees, public ser‐
vants should refrain from disclosing that kind of confidential information, for in‐
stance because the information is confidential for reasons of national security or
privacy....

The same passage was contained in the 2011 version of “Open
and Accountable Government”. Various past governments have
held the belief that the protection of Canadians' personal informa‐
tion from unauthorized disclosure, even to Parliament, is sacro‐
sanct.
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House of Commons Procedure and Practice, third edition, 2017,
explains how, in 1973, the government tabled in the House of Com‐
mons its views on the general principles governing notices of mo‐
tion for the production of papers. Although not formally approved
by the House, these principles have been followed since then. The
document tabled in 1973, 10 years before the adoption of the Priva‐
cy Act, lists papers or documents considered exempt from produc‐
tion. This includes papers that are excluded from disclosure by
statute, and papers that are private or confidential and are not of a
public or official character.

In 2009, the Standing Committee on Public Accounts tabled its
22nd report entitled “The Power of Committees to Order the Pro‐
duction of Documents and Records”. This report dealt with a re‐
quest for documents that included personal information contained
in an audio recording. The government protected this information
from disclosure, which the committee objected to.

● (1930)

The government's response to this report stated:
The Government believes that the departmental officials acted lawfully and dili‐
gently in these circumstances and that the House and Canadians should be con‐
cerned with the committee’s exercise of a claimed privilege in these particular
circumstances. Necessity is the principle that underlies parliamentary privilege,
which itself is “a gift from the electorate” to safeguard their rights. In the Gov‐
ernment’s view, even if privilege were to extend so far, a very strong justifica‐
tion would be required for demanding the personal information of individual cit‐
izens, which in this case comprised twelve seconds of tape. In the same vein, the
supplementary opinion of the 22nd report raises concerns that the committee
“did not consider the public interest when demanding the production of these au‐
diocassettes.” Regardless of the scope of the committee’s powers, the Govern‐
ment believes that parliamentary committees and all parliamentarians should, as
a general principle and as a matter of convention, exercise restraint in the exer‐
cise of their privileges, particularly when the interests of individual citizens are
affected.

This government response was signed by Rob Nicholson, then min‐
ister of justice and attorney general of Canada, and Jay Hill, then
leader of the government in the House of Commons.

Getting back to the matter that is at the root of this discussion,
the unprecedented public health crisis that is the COVID-19 pan‐
demic, it is worth remembering the original objective of the CSSG,
or the Canada student service grant, announced by the Prime Minis‐
ter on April 22. It was at a time when the devastating economic im‐
pacts of the pandemic, which we are all living through again in the
second wave, were already being felt. Many students were seeing
their summer jobs, internships and volunteer positions evaporate.

The Prime Minister stated:
The future of our economy and our country relies on the opportunities and sup‐
port we provide to Canadian students today. To promote a sustainable economic
recovery, we need a strong workforce and good job opportunities for young peo‐
ple. That means giving them the support they need to continue their studies and
encouraging them to serve their communities. Together, we will get through this
difficult time.

Canada's professional, non-partisan public service set about de‐
signing a suite of initiatives to address this problem. That included
the Canada student service grant. We heard this over and over again
throughout the summer and when we started again on September
23. The public service worked around the clock to develop a pro‐
posal for cabinet that was informed by considerable due diligence.

When the House finance committee made its request for docu‐
ments to examine this process, the public service again worked
around the clock to assemble thousands of pages. Almost 6,000
pages were provided by the committee's deadline. Personal infor‐
mation was provided to the committee only after the Clerk of the
Privy Council carefully weighed whether the public interest in dis‐
closure outweighed the privacy interests at stake, as he is required
to do under the Privacy Act. Most of the pages that appear to be
redacted in the package in fact contain information on topics com‐
pletely unrelated to the CSSG or WE Charity, such as other items
being discussed at the same meetings. They are clearly marked as
not relevant. The package of documents provides a comprehensive
understanding of the design and creation of the Canada student ser‐
vice grant, as requested by the committee.

Again, Mr. Chair, I would implore all my colleagues around the
table, discussing this very important issue today. I know that my
colleagues and I and our government do not want to delay unneces‐
sarily, or delay at all. We are all trying to find a way we can agree
to move forward. As my colleague Mr. Fragiskatos said earlier, we
have a lot.... I know that everybody agrees on this point, but how do
we get there to move forward? We really need to start our pre-bud‐
get consultations.

● (1935)

I receive hundreds of emails every day from my constituents. As
a member of the finance committee, many witnesses want to come
to speak before us. As someone said—and I don't remember who
said it, a colleague earlier—let cooler heads prevail. Let's start find‐
ing a way forward. I'm sure that we can. I am certain that we can.
How do we get there? I think we need to compromise. I think we
need to find a way forward. I think we should not, in any way ever,
indicate either directly or indirectly that we do not trust our very
professional public servants.

Mr. Shugart has released his letter. He would like to come before
the committee. Who better than he to provide the answers we are
looking for? As Ms. Dzerowicz said in her comments, the Clerk of
the Privy Council redacted some and then the law clerk redacted
some more. Who better than these two individuals to come before
our committee so that all Canadians can hear first-hand, directly
from their own mouths, why the documents were redacted in the
way they were? I am sure that if they are given the opportunity to
come before our committee....

There's no cover-up. There's no corruption whatsoever. There is
no will from the government to hide anything from Canadians and
our constituents. We just want to make sure we find a solution to
this impasse and we get back to the very important work we were
all elected to do: to serve our constituents in the best way we can,
to be their strong voices and to offer them the support they so very
much still need going through the second wave. I wouldn't be sur‐
prised if there's a third wave.
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I beg all of you on this finance committee to find a way forward
to do what we're expected to do.

I look forward to hearing more comments.

I thank you, Mr. Chair, for giving me the opportunity to provide
my long-winded comments.
● (1940)

The Chair: Thank you very much, Ms. Koutrakis.

I think you outlined the concern over the impasse. I would hope
that parties are talking off-line to try to find a way out of this im‐
passe.

I don't know if Pat Kelly—I don't see him on here at the moment.
There used to be....

Pat, he might have been a relative of yours. There used to be a
federal labour mediator by the name of Kelly, and he was one of the
best.

Maybe we'll have to call you in, because your names are the
same, to see if we can break this impasse.

Mr. Pat Kelly (Calgary Rocky Ridge, CPC): I have a great
idea. We'll just have a vote and then it's over.

The Chair: I don't think they're going to agree to that.
Mr. Pat Kelly: Then they're the problem, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: The next speaker on my list is Mr. Longfield.

Welcome, Mr. Longfield.
Mr. Lloyd Longfield (Guelph, Lib.): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to the committee members. I'm pleased to be with
you tonight.

I sat in on some of the meetings last week, and I was surprised
that only the Liberals were talking about the documents that every‐
body wanted to see. Now we have the documents in front of us, and
we have an amendment on the floor to bring in the people who did
some redacting to explain the redactions.

I did see the presentation last week by Mr. Fraser, which was ex‐
cellent in explaining how redactions happen and what was being
redacted, and the pattern over and over of a mobile cellphone num‐
ber that was redacted several times to protect the public servant, or
in that case to protect their privacy, a person from the WE Charity
who was being referenced in the documents. Canadian citizens who
come forward and provide information for us also have protections
under the rules of the committee.

In the rules of the committee I was surprised that Mr. Julian com‐
mented about having the Speaker rule on the committee and turning
over our privilege to the Speaker. We all know in the House of
Commons that committees are the masters of their own destinies.
Pierre Poilievre's motion quotes the Speaker saying that the com‐
mittee, which has control over the interpretation of its order, has an
opportunity to examine the documents and decide what to do with
them, which is what we're talking about tonight.

Without the subamendment, we're not doing what the Speaker
asked. We're not having people be witnesses for us to explain posi‐

tions and why things happened in the way they happened. We're
saying we have the documents, and that's not enough. We need to
know about the redactions, but we don't want to talk about them.
We're chasing our own tail, and as Ms. Koutrakis said, I hope there
is a way forward that could see the committee moving forward.

In the meantime, it's very important to discuss the documents in
front of us. I thank Mr. Fragiskatos for mentioning that I'm a bit of
an innovation geek. That came from being a managing director of a
few businesses where we put in ISO 9000 quality management sys‐
tems. This is the quality management system of the House of Com‐
mons: how we get documents in front of us to make sure that quali‐
ty systems are being followed, and then bring people forward to
discuss the quality system in application and how they interpreted it
so that we could see whether there are differences in interpretation.

Everything we do has to do with documents. Last week the
whole agreement was in front of the committee and could have
been discussed, but the redactions were discussed. I won't go into
that because tonight we're talking about amendments.

The agreement was very interesting. I have sat on 28 not-for-
profit boards. My wife keeps track. The agreements we had with
different orders of government and different types of not-for-profits
were either contribution agreements, where you were paid up front
to deliver services, or agreements where you were reimbursed later
after you had provided services. IRAP is an example, the industrial
research assistance program that we provide businesses. We were
delivering it through a few not-for-profits in Guelph, and we had to
up front the money. We did that through the chamber of commerce,
through an agreement we set up with them to work with their bal‐
ance sheet instead of our balance sheet as we were starting Innova‐
tion Guelph. We were able to provide services through the IRAP
agreement and then had to report what we had done to the govern‐
ment to get reimbursed.

Other agreements we have, such as the one WE Charity had, are
where you get paid up front. Then you have to report on how the
money is disbursed and the qualifications for how the money gets
disbursed. Who qualifies, how they qualified, how they were mea‐
sured, how they report back to the government was all included in
those documents in depth. We won't go over that tonight.

When you hear in the House of Commons comments that it was
the Prime Minister's bank account, or this had something to do with
the Prime Minister's family, it was a document that was a legal
agreement between a charity and the Government of Canada, and
that charity, through its board of directors, like any not-for-profit,
has to be able to report finances and is largely controlled by a vol‐
unteer board of directors.
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● (1945)

I'm not sure whether WE Charity had any paid board of directors
members, but usually the board of directors oversees the disburse‐
ment of funds and then reports back that the agreements have been
reached. Having sat on boards, I and the other members were very
concerned about these reports coming back to us because the board
members had the fiduciary responsibility to make sure that every‐
thing was being done properly so that we would eventually get paid
back, or that we wouldn't have to give back to the government
money we had misappropriated or misspent.

I was following Ms. Koutrakis very closely so that we wouldn't
duplicate any pages. I'm starting on page 54 and page 55. The cur‐
tain has been lifted, if you will. For many of the redactions that we
discussed in the committee last week, the committee has been
shown what was behind the redacted black bar.

In regard to the motion before us, I'd like the committee to look
through a number of these documents that we have in our digital
binder, which really only the Liberals are discussing. Hopefully the
other parties will also join in the discussion. This is the only way
we can get it on the record that we now have these internal docu‐
ments, the documents that are on our committee's website, and they
can compare what the government provided to the parties through
the government House leader's office. I'd also like to note that the
government House leader's office provided the parties with a USB
stick on the day of prorogation that contained all the documents
that were submitted to the law clerk.

Before I get started, I just want to speak about the PCO docu‐
ment that was provided to the committee by the law clerk after his
redactions. At page 55, if you want to look at that, you'll be aware
that it was completely blacked out. That was one of those pages
that was in the infamous press gallery scene when Mr. Poilievre
theatrically waved some of the papers in front of the cameras and
threw some of them in the air to show that some sort of government
cover-up was happening. I think he would know, if he'd looked at
the documents, that the redactions were there because there was a
reason for the information to be taken out, and in those sections that
were fully blacked out it had something to do with cabinet confi‐
dence.

Page 54 of the same document was also fully redacted, to such
an extent that only the subject and date were visible. You know
what was on the page but you can't see the details or the reasons
our public service made that decision. Again, they could come and
explain to the committee if the committee would have them. For
now, our only witness is the document, which is why documents
are so important in Parliament. Sometimes the document is all you
have to go on.

I'm sure that none of the pages provided by the government
House leader are in fact redacted. The entire page was redacted by
the law clerk in the documents that he briefly provided to the com‐
mittee.

I know in some of the debates people get heated and they say
that the Prime Minister is the one who redacted these documents, or
the House leader redacted these documents, and that the govern‐
ment is covering this up. Really, the decisions on the redactions
were made by our independent public service, which provided

thousands of pages for us to review. To see them thrown on the
floor was a disservice to the public service, and it was also a disser‐
vice to documents in general.

Documents are sacred. If you think of documents in some of the
major faiths of the world, they are sacred. It would be like my
standing up at mass, being a lector, which I am, and pulling pages
out of the lectionary and throwing them on the floor. The docu‐
ments that we rely on need to be treated with respect. To see them
thrown all over the floor was disrespectful of the documents. It
would be like taking the Quran or the Sikh sacred writings or the
Torah and disrespecting them. We have to respect the documents of
Parliament, and the people behind those documents.

● (1950)

Mr. Peter Julian: I have a point of order on relevance, but I also
think Mr. Longfield is becoming a little offensive.

Mr. Lloyd Longfield: On page 51 of the PCO documents—

The Chair: Just hold on, Mr. Longfield. Wait until we hear the
point of order and then we'll make a decision

Mr. Lloyd Longfield: I was waiting for you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Peter Julian: This is absolutely not relevant and I found it,
quite frankly, a bit offensive to compare the redacted documents to
sacred texts. The question of relevance is very clear here, Mr.
Chair.

The Chair: On relevance, Mr. Longfield, you are on the docu‐
ments that are relevant. Maybe you should not stretch the compar‐
isons too far.

Mr. Lloyd Longfield: Sure. I was just trying to draw on the im‐
portance of written words and how written words mean so much in
different contexts. In Parliament, the written words that we use are
very important and that's what we're looking at tonight. I wasn't try‐
ing to say these were scriptural words. These are written words that
we're dealing with in the same way that written words are used in
other contexts.

Page 51 of the PCO document received by the law clerk contains
an email that was sent by Sofia Marquez from the WE organization,
and it was sent to—well, we can't tell as both the name and the
email address of the recipient have been blacked out. In the email,
it references someone who had spoken to this named person. If I
look through the documents the government provided, you could
not find out who the recipient was, so the recipient was being pro‐
tected. Now we know that it was Caitlin Lyon and the person refer‐
enced in the email who talked to her was Chris, who is likely Chris‐
tiane Fox, who is the deputy minister of intergovernmental affairs
at PCO.

You could argue the relevance to our study of knowing whose
desk it was on and why it was on it, or if we had witnesses, they
could tell us why they didn't think it was relevant. For now, we can
see who these people were and what their names were, and it could
be discussed at committee whether that's relevant or not.
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Page 45 of the PCO documents provided to the committee is
redacted again by the law clerk, not by the Prime Minister, not by a
Liberal insider. It's a non-partisan servant of the Government of
Canada who, interestingly, on the third page, is redacted. However,
if you look at the same page in the documents provided by the GH‐
LO, you'll see that the part redacted by the law clerk is in fact the
signature block of one of the public servants. Again, is that impor‐
tant for the study? Is that important to decide whether there was a
government cover-up?

There is a huge number of redactions in the documents that were
received by this committee, but the vast majority of them were
done by the office of the law clerk and now we've seen a couple of
examples of what was behind the redactions. It is certainly not be‐
ing addressed to an individual within the Liberal Party.

Page 47 of the documents from PCO provided to the committee
by the law clerk also looks like a conversation that was cut off in
the middle. If you want to just pull that one up, you can look side
by side and you can see the black and the black and some pieces
that we can now see. However, if you look at the unredacted docu‐
ment, again you see that the document provided to the clerk had no
redactions at all.

As you notice above, these are just some of the examples of the
PCO documents that were released by the government House lead‐
er compared with those redacted by the parliamentary law clerk.
However, I want to turn your attention for a moment to the ESDC
document, because this is an issue of differing redactions. It's not
just present in the release of the PCO documents.

Much of the subject matter deals with the CSSG that's contained
in the documents of officials from ESDC and the staff of the office
of the Minister of Diversity and Inclusion and Youth, and she's
come up in a lot of these discussions. The first example I would
turn your attention to involves an email among the minister's office
staff and the public servants. Side by side, you can see a redacted
copy and an unredacted copy on page 299 of the ESDC release.

Looking at page 299, this has been released to our committee.
We have it on our electric drive. Briefly, the parliamentary law
clerk has shown us this. We haven't had a chance to discuss it.

● (1955)

You would be confronted with a line of black redactions through‐
out the document on one copy, yet if you turn your attention to the
same page of the same document released by the government
House leader, there are no redactions whatsoever.

What's being redacted? The document from the government
House leader was reviewed by the public servants and it was re‐
leased unredacted, as requested, and you can see what was redact‐
ed. What was redacted in the first instance were some names of
people. If you look down further, you'll see some email addresses
of some of the principal people that were left in the document.

There's another great example. There's no huge cover-up. There's
no conspiracy. This isn't a trial. This is a committee room. Commit‐
tee rooms aren't where you do trials. This isn't where you get objec‐
tive information. This is where you get partisans debating informa‐

tion. In this case, the words are very clear in terms of what's being
redacted and what isn't being redacted.

Looking at page 430 of the law clerk's documents, what do we
find? If you look at page 430, there are significant redactions again.
The page is riddled with black lines. Let me reiterate for the com‐
mittee, though, that this was a document that was redacted by the
parliamentary law clerk as requested in a motion passed by this
very committee and as requested by the official opposition. We
were asking for documents, but we said we didn't need to see some
of the things that would be considered confidential that didn't per‐
tain to the study the committee was doing.

If we look at the exact same page in the documents released by
the government House leader, the documents that the opposition ac‐
cuse are completely redacted, what do we find? Nothing, there are
no redactions. That whole page is clear. There is not one redaction.
The proof is right here in front of us.

If you don't believe me, take a look for yourself. When you look
at this, the name at the top is Daisy Arruda, I think. I'm having trou‐
ble reading my screen. Rachel Wernick is who it's from. It was sent
on April 30, 2020. That wasn't redacted in the first case.

In looking at who it went to, you can see the name of the person
it went to and the carbon copy of the person it went to. The content
is what was being provided. The content that was considered sensi‐
tive ended up being blacked out. We can look at it to see whether
we think it would be overly sensitive or whether it really con‐
tributes to anything. The law clerk decided that we didn't really
need to see what was behind there, but now the House leader has
looked at it and said, okay, just open the door on that piece to show
that we're being open by default.

A few pages later, on page 494, from the ESDC release, we have
the parliamentary [Technical difficulty—Editor].
● (2000)

Mr. Peter Julian: Mr. Chair, I have a point of order.
The Chair: Yes, Mr. Julian. I believe Mr. Longfield is frozen

now.
Mr. Peter Julian: That's a very interesting filibuster technique,

but it does raise the issue of relevance. His staying in that same po‐
sition and not actually saying anything at all, I think indicates that
we should proceed to a vote, because obviously Mr. Longfield has
nothing to add.

The Chair: I don't believe that it's Mr. Longfield in this case. I
believe it's technology, Mr. Julian. He is in central Canada, though I
think their technology is usually better than at this end here.

Mr. Longfield, did we lose you?

If we lost Mr. Longfield, I will go to Mr. Fragiskatos and come
back to Mr. Longfield.

Madam Clerk, do you know what happened there?
The Clerk of the Committee (Ms. Evelyn Lukyniuk): I'm be‐

ing told that Mr. Longfield's capacity on his computer was at 100%.
An IT ambassador is reaching out to him right now.

The Chair: Okay, we'll give him a minute. Otherwise, we'll go
to Mr. Fragiskatos and then Mr. Sorbara.
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Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

Well, that's proof positive—
The Chair: We'll give him a minute, Peter.
Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: Okay, no problem.
The Chair: Why don't we suspend for 10 minutes and take a

washroom break while he's coming on? I'm the only one on this end
and I think I'm up for a washroom break.

We'll suspend for 10 minutes and come back at 8:15 Ottawa
time.

The meeting is suspended.
● (2005)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (2015)

The Chair: We have a quorum again so we will reconvene.

The floor is again yours, Mr. Longfield
Mr. Lloyd Longfield: Thank you. I apologize for the technical

inconveniences. My Microsoft Edge was going through an update
and I had too many other programs open. I've closed them all and I
got my hot water and lemon, so hopefully that will help out.

I think as I was leaving off I was talking about page 494 from the
ESDC documents and looking at what the parliamentary law clerk
had decided in terms of what needed to be redacted, including
emails and names. It's similar to what we saw on the other docu‐
ments. Whereas, if we compare it to what the government House
leader released, as completed by the professional non-partisan pub‐
lic service, we find no redactions whatsoever.

Again, Rachel Wernick was redacted several times, but now we
know who she was and who the author of the document was. We
even have her mobile phone number, which was raised a number of
times last week, and I can just imagine that if that is public and
people have her cell number…. We all know what that does to your
life when you're in the middle of a family gathering and someone's
calling you asking about redacted documents, but that's the type of
public servant we have and were trying to protect. For the purpose
of the committee's work, we now know some of those details that
were being protected before.

I find it interesting that the opposition has continued, in public,
to call into question these documents. They were provided to our
committee. It is like a dog chasing a car down the street. The car
stops, and the dog doesn't know what to do. You have what you
needed, so now what do you want to do with it?

My colleagues will understand that there's always been an inher‐
ent tension between what we ask for and can receive as parliamen‐
tarians, and the ability of the government to safely provide the doc‐
uments without compromising the responsible functioning of the
government. It's really not a question of covering things up. It's a
protection of our civil service, who have been working extremely
hard through COVID and always.

When I was first elected, I was just amazed by the professional‐
ism of our public service. They always ask if there is anything more
they can do for you. They give you things faster than you expect

and then ask what else you need. Those are the people we are trying
to protect so that we can use their information without sharing the
information that would directly connect them, and we speak on
their behalf when we're in committee.

Again, with the subamendment, we are getting the heads of the
civil service and the law clerk to come and answer as to what the
process of redaction is and what process they were following, be‐
cause we received the documents through their work. How they
make those decisions really should be of interest to the committee
so that we know what process is followed.

As a democracy, we do have the three equal branches of govern‐
ment, and whether it's the Supreme Court of Canada, the Senate or
the House of Commons, we are all working together for Canadians.
It has been recognized, though, that Parliament is supreme, because
we are the elected officials, unlike other democracies. I'm thinking
of south of us where judges are elected. In our case we have ap‐
pointment systems for the other orders of Parliament, but we are the
ones who are elected by the people of Canada, so the extent to
which our supremacy allows for the production of cabinet confi‐
dences has been a matter of debate for some time.

We also know that, as cabinet is discussing things, we end up in a
different place at the end of the discussion from where we started.
If you start at the beginning of the discussion and ask what cabi‐
net's doing, and then the cabinet doesn't deliver on that, that would
really undermine the trust that Canadians have in cabinet.

It is similar to a board meeting. In business we had board meet‐
ings all the time where we would talk about the future of the com‐
pany, and sometimes, in times like this, we would be asking how
many people we would have to lay off, and sometimes we would
find ways so that we didn't have to lay them off. We would get sup‐
port from the Government of Canada in the case of the businesses
now getting support, so that they don't have to lay people off, and
those decisions are made. Once they know that the support's in
place from the Government of Canada, people don't have to lose
sleep because they're going to be losing their jobs, because we're
supporting them.

● (2020)

However, those are discussions that are done behind closed
doors, not to be nefarious, not to try to hide things, but really to
protect your employees from concerns that they don't have to worry
about. You're paid as a manager to worry about what needs to be
done on behalf of the people you're serving in your company. It's
similar to what we do when we're serving the people in our com‐
munities. The Government of Canada's cabinet has to be able to
have those very frank discussions of worst-case scenarios and then
plan around those without causing turmoil in people's homes, or
even in stock markets, for that matter.
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We could go into great detail about several of the Tory ministers
and MPs, including the member for Carleton, who have argued in
favour of safeguarding cabinet confidences. Regardless of the stripe
of your party, you can understand that certain things have to be
done in confidence for very many different reasons—for when
you're working with different governments across the world, for
world security, for the security of....

In terms of people at their kitchen tables, my family doesn't
know a lot of the discussions we have in government, because I'm
there for them, as I'm there for the other families in Guelph. They
don't need to know what's keeping me up at night. My wife will
know sometimes that I've been up at night, but she won't know that
I'm worrying about the businesses in Guelph—

Mrs. Karen Vecchio: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair. If we
could just get back on topic, that would be great.

The Chair: Relevance, Mr. Longfield; I think you used an exam‐
ple to make a point. That's fine—

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: On a point of order, Mr. Chair, here too
a member was trying to make their point and in the middle of a sen‐
tence was interrupted. It continues to happen. It's been happening
today. It's been happening—

Mrs. Karen Vecchio: I have a point of order.
Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: Now I've been interrupted.
The Chair: Hold on, Ms. Vecchio. I have to hear Mr.

Fragiskatos' point of order first.

Go ahead, Mr. Fragiskatos.
Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: It is not a contravention of parliamen‐

tary procedure, Mr. Chair, for a member to waver slightly off a
point if they're going to go back and make that point with examples
or however they might do it. Mr. Longfield was illustrating a per‐
sonal example that was proving his argument.

The Chair: I think you've made your point, Mr. Fragiskatos.
That's what I indicated to Mr. Longfield. As long as there was an
example related to making his point....

Ms. Vecchio.
Mrs. Karen Vecchio: I appreciate the debate brought forward by

Mr. Fragiskatos, but I also look at the time. I think if it's really rele‐
vant, then it should not take four or five minutes to get to a relevant
story and then try to make that.... Maybe we have to look at the
longevity of the story before we bring it back. I'd prefer to go
maybe a couple of inches, but not a full mile.

Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Vecchio. I believe Mr. Longfield has

heard your point.

Mr. Longfield, you have the floor.
Mr. Lloyd Longfield: I appreciate both comments. I also appre‐

ciate the chance to get a sip of my hot water and lemon. The points
of order give me a break, and I appreciate that, but I wasn't doing it
to have a break.

What I'm really showing, getting back to the documents that
we're talking about, is that as elected officials, we have a role to
play. Sometimes that role needs to be protected by confidence. As

the professional, non-partisan public service, they have their role to
play in providing us documents that will also protect Canadians and
protect the confidences they have within their office. People share
information that isn't always something that should be put out in the
public domain—mobile cellphone numbers, as an example.

In terms of the sworn duty to protect our national security and
the privacy of cabinet confidences, the point I was making when I
was interrupted by the points of order, was that we all have things
we have to shoulder as our own responsibilities as leaders. They
provided the documents to the committee, but the documents aren't
being reviewed and the witnesses aren't coming forward to say why
they're redacted. I have an issue with that. That's what my presenta‐
tion tonight is about. It's about the issue that the committee really
hasn't picked up the information it was given and had a fulsome
discussion with the people responsible for the redactions.

I won't repeat all the matters that relate to the Canada student
service grant and its creation, but really, at the end of the day, we
have students who aren't getting served because of what is going on
in this room. Even if we could find a way to bridge these cabinet
confidences, we're still not serving the people we're trying to serve
by getting them the funding that we were trying to get them. It's an
unfortunate situation that we have in front of us.

The day the prorogation occurred.... I was in the House earlier,
and the Conservatives were mentioning prorogation. The govern‐
ment House leader's office released these documents for all of us to
read. We had some days to read those. We went from having a
COVID-19 committee in Parliament to going toward having a full
Parliament, which was scheduled in September. We lost three days
in the House because of prorogation in order to get a throne speech.
In the meantime, the committee could continue this work—

● (2025)

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

Mr. Lloyd Longfield: As well, the law clerk did realize that
some of the documents that—

The Chair: Go ahead, Mr. Julian.

Mr. Peter Julian: Mr. Chair, I think Mr. Longfield is trying to
get back to the subject already, so I'll retire my point of order.

The Chair: Your point of order is retired.

Mr. Longfield.

Mr. Lloyd Longfield: I feel like I'm at the kitchen table with my
three daughters and my wife. If they knew that they could call a
point of order every time I added a few things, I would never get a
chance to finish my stories at that table either. However, I will keep
on point as much as I can, given the way that I have conducted my‐
self.
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These were exactly the same documents, and the only difference
that I've shown tonight is in the law clerk's own redactions, which
were requested by the committee and which he thought were neces‐
sary based on the direction that the committee gave him, as you can
clearly see in these comparisons and several more that I'm going to
highlight now. I have a few more to look at.

The documents provided by the government were in good order.
There are minimal redactions. If the opposition members have issue
with the redactions made by the law clerk, they should take them
up with him. We should have the law clerk come to our committee
so that you could tell him that he shouldn't have redacted that. Then
you could have that discussion but right now we can't. I'm acting on
behalf of the law clerk, which is another situation that we don't
need to have.

I want to turn the committee's attention to just one more example
here on page 615 of the ESDC document release. I have it in front
of me, and you can get it in front of you with the electronic docu‐
ments.

Again, it was redacted by the parliamentary law clerk, and the
mirror image of that page was also released by the government
House leader. You can see a lot of black.

On the left-hand and right-hand copy, you can see that the person
it was addressed to was Daisy. It says, “Hi, Daisy”, “Yes,
Michelle”, and Michelle's name is taken out, but the content of the
discussion is there. It says she is the cabinet liaison officer and
she'll be getting in touch. The names of the people who were in the
discussion were redacted. The purpose of the discussion was not
redacted.

Again, at the front of the next part of it on the same page, all of
the contact information is redacted, but the content is totally not
redacted: “Good morning, colleagues.” You can read that. I won't
take up the time to read it into the record, but we do have that docu‐
ment in front of us.

As you can see, these examples go on and on. Unfortunately,
they got thrown up in the air, trampled on and treated disrespectful‐
ly, as I've said, but you can see that these emails are actually from
real public servants and that they are on topics relevant to the
CSSG. They're virtually untouched with regard to the emails pro‐
vided by the government House leader.

However, it's not just in the PCO and ESDC documents that we
see these discrepancies. Let's quickly turn our attention for a mo‐
ment to the documents provided by Finance Canada.

Another issue is finance, and, of course, Finance Canada has
been very involved with the discussions. On page 44, there's a great
example from the finance documents. It's the first glance of the
documents provided to the committee by the law clerk. You can
make out, again, what's nefarious here: There are all kinds of black‐
outs. There's something being hidden, but now the curtain is lifted.
What's behind the black ink? Mr. Poilievre likes to point out all the
black ink, but what is it actually covering?

When we compare the pages, we can see the documents released
by the government House leader without redactions. I know Mr.
Poilievre has been trivializing the fact that we pointed out redacted

phone numbers, but you really can't argue with the side-by-side
comparison. I mean, look at it. The fact is that the black ink that he
refers to was done in keeping with the committee mandate, and it
was carried out by the law clerk himself. You can see it was contact
information, the email addresses and the phone numbers, but the
content is still there.

To continue on, Chair, it's important to point out that we do very
much appreciate the hard work of the office of the parliamentary
law clerk and the public service when it came to preparing these
documents in the last session. They did it quickly in the middle of a
pandemic, working from home in some cases, I'm sure. As I've not‐
ed, while there's nothing inherently in this constant push and pull
between government and Parliament when it comes to accessing
Crown documents, I think we can all agree that those involved in
helping compile and review these documents are dedicated public
servants, and that they have done an amazing job, especially con‐
sidering the circumstances they and their families are in and the
pandemic that we're all going through.

● (2030)

The motion in the House this week is for more of all these docu‐
ments. When they are trying to serve us, serve Canada and serve
the community, now they're going through all of these thousands of
pages of redactions. I don't want to draw the attention of the com‐
mittee to all of the documents, but for page 245, we'll just quickly
look at that one. We could go into the thousands, but the pattern is
showing.

The finance department's document release, when we compare it
with the law clerk's release from the first session, shows the stark
differences. There is a lot of black, and behind the black we have a
name. We do see what the subject was, and we can see what looks
like a signature line that has on it a Government of Canada tele‐
phone number. Signature lines take up a lot of room. They are re‐
peated on a lot of documents. It does show that it came from the
Department of Finance, and it does show that it's the Government
of Canada. The rest of the signature line is darkened.

Not to harp again on Mr. Poilievre, but he has brought it up. I re‐
ally think that he and his colleagues on the other side are going to
have to move on from blaming our government for overly redacting
and blacking out pages. From here, it looks like the government
House leader has released exactly what was requested when the
parliamentary law clerk carried out the wishes of the committee in
its motion, in really operating under our direction. We don't need a
Speaker's ruling on this. We, as a committee, decided that was what
we needed, and that's what was provided.

A similar example of what appears as a complete redaction ap‐
pears on page 310 of the finance department's documents because,
as noted here, the documents from the law clerk are full of redac‐
tions. Clearly, these are names of public servants, along with the
elusive phone numbers that Mr. Poilievre is after. What are the
names of the public servants? How many of them are on the docu‐
ment?
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Well, now you can see them. We can see who they are because
the documents that are being released by the government House
leader now show who they are and their contact information, which
puts them at risk if this is something that goes out and people want
to start blaming staff. I think of my staff. I operate on their behalf. I
will take the questions for them, because I'm their leader.

We are trying to get the leaders in here to talk to us about why
they did what they did and so far the committee has not let that hap‐
pen.

As I mentioned earlier, the documents released by the govern‐
ment House leader were lightly redacted by the public service in
keeping with their responsibilities under relevant legislation and
statutes, but in keeping with the promise of Mr. Shugart, the Clerk
of the Privy Council, a significant amount of information, including
cabinet confidences, which we didn't ask for, were included. Now,
if the law clerk chose to take a different view and redacted some of
the information as he saw fit, in keeping with the motion from this
committee, then that was his prerogative, because we didn't ask for
that information.

You'll notice that the government has done a fulsome job of pro‐
viding what we asked for, and more, and brought it forward to the
committee. It's disingenuous, in my opinion, for the opposition, Mr.
Poilievre and his colleagues, to say that we're pushing a narrative
that.... They're pushing the narrative that we're not being fulsome,
and we're saying that we're being open, and that's being challenged,
but how can you challenge that when you see the documents in
front of us?

We haven't contravened best practices. We've followed the re‐
lease of the documents. In fact, the government has released more
than what we asked for, as I said, with a number of documents that
had cabinet confidence. Some of the cabinet confidences were
redacted, as Mr. Fraser pointed out last week, because they had
nothing to do with our study, and they never, ever, ever would have
seen the light of day under the administration of the former prime
minister, Stephen Harper. We know that and the record there. It's
the administration that Mr. Poilievre was also a member of. He
knows what redactions are and he knows what openness is. I cannot
see how you could look at this as anything but being open as a gov‐
ernment. Mr. Poilievre defended the complete redaction of a docu‐
ment in 2014, and to try to conflate and substitute what the law
clerk prepared with what the public service prepared and was re‐
leased by the House leader is just disingenuous.
● (2035)

It's plain for everyone to see, in the examples I've shown tonight,
that the public service was comprehensive in its work. It compiled
and provided information as it relates to WE, and this was released
by the government House leader. In this case, I've shown through‐
out my remarks, as I've consistently been showing, that it doesn't
matter which part of the documents we look at; there are clear dif‐
ferences in the level of redactions. We have opened up to show
what was being changed, but unfortunately the people making the
changes are not being welcomed into the committee to talk to us
about it.

Just about the last thing is page 1,198 of the ESDC document.
The point has been proven already—we've been proving it over and

over—that there are lots of redactions on page 1,198. The govern‐
ment House leader page has none—zero. You can see in the infor‐
mation, “Thanks. Looks really good. Cheers.” This came from
Stephen. We didn't know that until we lifted the curtain.

Let's say I pull out page 160 of the PCO document. We can look
at the copy released by the government House leader. There is min‐
imal redaction, either for non-relevance or in relation to some at‐
tachments that have nothing to do with the student service grant. If
we look at the rest of the email, we can see the majority of the text.

If we were to compare this with the law clerk's version that was
released to us before prorogation—and we had time during proro‐
gation to look it over—we'd see lines that are black. Now, if you
look at it in front of a TV camera, you can wave the page around
and see there's no black. It looks like a page that has just come off a
printer. A big chunk of the document is now open. We can see what
the differences are. However, under close inspection, it is, again,
mostly personal information that we see. It's related to the public
servants in the chain. However, this is not the case in the docu‐
ments compiled by those same public servants for disclosure, as re‐
leased by the House leader.

In review, Chair, throughout my remarks I've continually pointed
out the rather stark difference in redactions between the documents
released to us briefly in the previous session of Parliament and the
documents released by the government House leader. It's a stark
difference. The redactions that were outlined in the motion for the
production of documents and the redactions carried out by the law
clerk are totally in line with what the committee was looking for.
The truth is in front of us. The government provided over 5,000
documents. These documents included unprecedented access to
cabinet confidences, the discussions among public servants and the
previous agreement that you would never have seen under this kind
of disclosure. In fact, Mr. Poilievre and his colleagues fought tooth
and nail to get what was a choking amount of information. I would
only speculate, but I think it wasn't expected that this level of infor‐
mation would be provided, and it was.

As I noted in my remarks, this is the kind of natural tension that
exists between legislative and executive branches of government
and the public service. My colleagues forgot that this country oper‐
ates with three equal branches of government. They're correct about
the supremacy of Parliament, but even in the history of this place, it
has always been recognized that there are limits on what Parliament
requests and what the Crown discloses.
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Our government takes its responsibility very seriously, including
providing parliamentarians with as much information as possible to
do our work. However, members of Parliament recognize as a long-
standing precedent that some information cannot be disclosed for
the reasons I've given. The Clerk of the Privy Council committed to
ensuring the committee had all documentation that related to the
government decision-making process regarding the Canada student
service grant. All the information that we asked for was there. This
was provided and released by the government House leader.

Our government was and is committed to ensuring that the com‐
mittee has access to information directly related to its study of this
matter. However, this doesn't mean that unrelated cabinet confi‐
dences were not going to be protected. This was done where it was
necessary, and really doesn't impact the study.

● (2040)

Where the law clerk chose to redact further in relation to privacy,
that was his decision, and likely in keeping with the committee's
motion and instructions. The evidence is clear: This idea that we
submitted pages and pages of blacked out documents is simply not
the case. There was a lot of drama behind that, but when you look
at the pages themselves, the drama is taken away as we look at the
redactions, even comparisons of the redacted versus unredacted
material. We provided detailed and unprecedented access to cabinet
confidence as it relates to the Canada student service grant. The
documents clearly show that nothing nefarious took place.

The opposition is clearly playing partisan games here. It's look‐
ing for different versions of these documents and looking to spin
further controversy out of them, when there's clearly none to be
had. The students still don't have the service we're trying to provide
them. For the good of the country, we should continue to battle the
second wave. We need to now turn our attention to the mandated
responsibility.

Mr. Peter Julian: On a point of order, Mr. Chair, I do question
the relevance of this. The member knows we are suggesting that
this go to the non-partisan Speaker. The only people being partisan
are government members.

The Chair: I don't believe that is a point of order; that's more of
a debate.

Please continue, Mr. Longfield.
Mr. Lloyd Longfield: I did address that at the beginning of my

comments that the Speaker doesn't sit on the committee. It's the
committee's job to do its job, and not to defer to the Speaker. The
Speaker has another job to do, and that's to conduct the House of
Commons and all of his other responsibilities without having to go
into every committee and be the adjudicator. This isn't a court of
law; this is a committee.

We all have our opinions that we put forward, and we back them
up with information. For the good of the country, as I was saying,
we have to keep battling COVID-19. We have to turn our attention
to our mandated responsibility to conduct pre-budget consultations.
Minister Freeland made some comments in the media today, and
she's going ahead with things that we need to be talking about as a
committee.

Canadians need to know that we're listening, and that we're fo‐
cused on the economy and protecting jobs. This year the pre-budget
consultations will be as crucial as ever. We haven't had pre-budget
consultations, because of COVID, and now we have to get to them.

As we go forward I'm really hoping that my opposition col‐
leagues will set aside their partisan ambitions and stop trying to
grab headlines. I am hoping that Mr. Poilievre's motion will be
aside and that the opposition will work with the government to ad‐
vance what's in the best interests of Canadians right now.

We need to begin pre-budget consultations and to look at the eco‐
nomic and financial plan of the government to continue to fight
COVID-19 and to get us us through the economic and health crisis.
We need to do that together. The public doesn't need to see partisan
bickering. They need to see parliamentarians working together on
behalf of their constituents. I'm here to do that, Mr. Chair.

● (2045)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Longfield.

Next on my speaking list I have Mr. Fragiskatos and Mr. Sorbara.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. I ap‐
preciate that.

I see my opposition colleagues, but I'm not sure if they have been
following along with what Liberal members have been putting for‐
ward. Mr. Longfield gave a really outstanding overview of the is‐
sues at play here. I certainly hope that the opposition colleagues
were listening intently. If they were not, and if they are looking for
something else to do during tonight's proceedings, I would advise
them that the speech given by the Minister of Finance today is
tremendously interesting, and they can pass their time that way.
That way, at least they would be able to bring ideas to committee—
hopefully in the coming weeks—that could be discussed and fo‐
cused upon. Issues around the debt-to-GDP ratio and economic
growth were among a number of points raised in the speech given
by the finance minister earlier today.

With that said, though, I do want to put into the record something
that allows us as a committee to further understand the matter at
hand and to further put the issues being discussed here into proper
context.

I will cite relevant references by previous Conservative Party of
Canada ministers and MPs as they relate to the redaction of docu‐
ments by the government of the day. I will go through a few exam‐
ples, Mr. Chair.

The first comes from April 25, 2007. It's a quotation from Peter
MacKay, as follows:

Mr. Speaker, that is patently false. These reports are received, reviewed and
redacted in exactly the same fashion as they have since 2002. The previous gov‐
ernment went through the same process. There are lawyers and officials in all
departments who make these decisions independent of the political branch of
government. There were no ministers and certainly the Prime Minister was not
involved in any redaction[s] and decisions made as to what information was to
be redacted in the reports.
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A further example is from MP Tom Lukiwski from 2011. March
9 is the specific date of the record here in front of us. It reads:

Mr. Speaker, I simply want to suggest that the government believed that the in‐
formation we provided would satisfy the members opposite in their desire to
find information as the cost of our crime bills, our law and order bills.

The quote continues:
However, one thing needs to be discussed here and I hope it is something that
would be acceptable to all members. We need to respect, in all cases, cabinet
confidence. I know the member for Kings—Hants has argued that a previous
government, the previous Liberal government, had released cabinet confidence
when requested by the House. However, Mr. Speaker, I think you would find
historically that is not the case. There needs to be respect for cabinet and respect
for the information discussed in cabinet. That is fundamental to our democracy.
While I can appreciate the member wanting information that would satisfy [him]
and his committee members in trying to determine absolute costs, the member
also needs to respect cabinet confidence. We respect the decision by the Chair,
obviously, and we are not challenging that. However, does my hon. colleague
believe that the cabinet confidence is fundamental to the democracy of Canadian
government?

Obviously, it was a rhetorical question made by Mr. Lukiwski.

Again, on the same date, the same MP continued:
Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to hear [from] my colleague from Kings—Hants
[that he] agrees that there is such a concept as cabinet confidence. However, I
think it is important to realize again, as I pointed out in my earlier intervention
to his original point of privilege, that cabinet confidence has to be respected in
Parliament. What the member is talking about now, though, is information that
he needs and his colleagues need in committee to determine whether the legisla‐
tion brought forward by this government is actually not only affordable to the
Canadian public, but necessary. I would point out that prior to the decision to‐
day, the government provided that information to the opposition. In other words,
as I pointed out in my intervention, we provided the information contained with‐
in the documents but not the documents themselves.

● (2050)

My question for the member of the opposition was not whether
or not information was or was not provided. It has been clear that
information was provided.

My question was whether documents that are considered to be
cabinet confidence should be protected by confidence, not turned
over at the sheer desire of an opposition that may be doing it strict‐
ly for partisan purposes.

I'm reading the quotes here, Mr. Chair. It's all very interesting
that Conservatives felt this way at one point in previous times.

It continues: “The question I asked dealt with information versus
documents and I did not hear a distinct answer to the question”.
That's the end of that particular quotation.

I'll continue with a further example, this one from former justice
minister Rob Nicholson, who, on March 31, 2010, said the follow‐
ing:

First, as is well established in law and parliamentary practice, the principle of
necessity must underscore all matters of privilege.
Second, as parliamentarians, we should always be guided by a principle of great
restraint when asserting privileges of the House....
The central issue before you, Mr. Speaker, is whether parliamentary privilege
gives the House an absolute and unqualified right to order the production of doc‐
uments and to receive the documents and whether any expression of views that it
might not constitute a contempt of the House.

Mr. Nicholson continued:

On this point, I would remind the House that our parliamentary privileges are
not indefinite, nor unlimited, but defined by the Constitution in the Parliament of
Canada Act as those possessed by the United Kingdom House of Commons in
1867.

On the second point, I would remind the House that exact scope of those privi‐
leges have been a matter of debate since Confederation. As you know, Mr.
Speaker, many of our parliamentary privileges are unwritten.

While there may be general agreement on the existence of parliamentary privi‐
lege, because our privileges are not codified, there are quite often debates on the
scope of our privileges.

There have been occasion where the Government of Canada and the House of
Commons have taken different positions on the scope of parliamentary privilege.
An example was in the case of Vaid, where the Attorney General of Canada and
the House of Commons took different views on the scope of the powers of the
House to regulate its internal affairs. We also saw in that case that the scope of
the powers of the House was found to be more limited than that what had been
claimed.

A similar debate is before us today. The member for Scarborough—Rouge River
has expressed an opinion on the scope of the powers of the House to send for
papers. The Minister of National Defence, on behalf of the government, has tak‐
en a different view.

Similarly, the law clerk of the House of Commons has expressed his opinion on
the powers of parliamentary committees to compel the testimony of witnesses.
And the Department of Justice has expressed a different point of view with re‐
spect to government officials who are bound by the law and ought not to be
pressured by parliamentary committees to breach their duties under statutes like
the Privacy Act....

For example, Speaker Beaudoin observed in 1957:

No matter how ample its powers may be—

Mr. Peter Julian: On a point of order.... Sorry, it's a point of rel‐
evance. I gave him a lot of leeway, a lot of leeway, but—

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: Well, it's leeway as defined by the mem‐
ber opposite, Mr. Chair. I'm putting the matter into context.

The Chair: We'll not debate it.

I do think, Mr. Julian, that it is relevant. Parliament's precedents
are set on Parliament's previous actions. The debate relates to the
redaction of documents, and pretty well everything that Mr.
Fragiskatos has said in his remarks—I've been listening closely—
relates to previous decisions by ministers and governments related
to redactions, or not redactions.

Mr. Fragiskatos.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: I appreciate that, Mr. Chair.

I'll begin on this point by Speaker Beaudoin, in 1957. Mr.
Nicholson said, as follows:

For example, Speaker Beaudoin observed in 1957 that:

No matter how ample its powers may be, there are certain documents to which
the house is not entitled, and that is those a cabinet minister refuses to produce
on his own responsibility.

Similarly in the United Kingdom, a resolution on ministerial accountability was
adopted unanimously by the House of Commons in March 1997, which ac‐
knowledged that ministers may withhold information in accordance with access
to information rules reflecting the long-standing practice in that House.
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The second problem with the allegation relates to the minimal
role that the Speaker is empowered to perform in relation to ques‐
tion period. As O'Brien and Bosc state at page 510:

The Speaker ensures that replies adhere to the dictates of order, decorum and
parliamentary language. The Speaker, however, is not responsible for the quality
or content of replies to questions. In most instances, where a point of order or a
question of privilege has been raised in regard to a response to an oral question,
the Speaker has ruled that the matter is a disagreement among Members over the
facts surrounding the issue. As such, these matters are more a question of debate
and do not constitute a breach of the rules or of privilege.

Still from Mr. Nicholson: “While I respect our Law Clerk, his
views are opinions, not the law”—not the law, Mr. Chair—“it is not
a breach of privilege for a law officer of the Crown to hold a differ‐
ent view. To suggest that a legal adviser who has a different opinion
from our Law Clerk, from the member of Scarborough—Rouge
River, or even of the House as a whole, is somehow in contempt of
the House, would be an abuse of our parliamentary privileges.”

Officials also have a duty and a specific legal responsibility to
hold in confidence information that may have come into their pos‐
session in the course of their duties. Therefore, when appearing be‐
fore parliamentary committees they are bound by these legal obli‐
gations, as well as an obligation to the minister and to the govern‐
ment, not to disclose information that is confidential for reasons of
national security or privacy or because it consists of advice to min‐
isters.

This has never been challenged by the House of Commons. In
1991, the government issued “Notes on the Responsibilities of Pub‐
lic Servants in Relation to Parliamentary Committees”. This docu‐
ment, which has not been rescinded or altered under successive
governments, states:

Public servants have a general duty, as well as a specific legal responsibility, to
hold in confidence the information that may come into their possession in the
course of their duties. This duty and responsibility are exercised within the
framework of the law, including in particular any obligations of the Government
to disclose information to the public under the Access to Information Act or to
protect it from disclosure under other statutes such as the Privacy Act.

To argue to the contrary would be inimical to the principles of
the rule of law and parliamentary sovereignty. A parliamentary
committee is subordinate, not superior to, the legislative will of
Parliament, as expressed in its enactments. There should be nothing
controversial in that statement. It simply means that where the Par‐
liament of Canada has, by statute, enacted the duty of confidentiali‐
ty and imposed it on government officials, or where the law of so‐
licitor-client privilege imposes a similar duty of confidentiality on
lawyers not to disclose the legal advice given to their clients, or
when some other legal duty, such as Crown privilege, is at stake,
the proper attitude of government officials cannot be that they are
instantly relieved of their legal duties when they are called to ap‐
pear before a parliamentary committee.

In order for there to be a valid question of privilege, there must
be evidence that the House and its members have been impeded in
carrying out their parliamentary duties. I would argue that, to the
contrary, the government has made attempts to facilitate the—
● (2055)

Mr. Peter Julian: Point of order.
Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: —work of members in holding the gov‐

ernment to account.

The Chair: Point of order, Mr. Julian.

Mr. Peter Julian: Relevance, Mr. Chair.

He is presuming the Speaker's ruling on this. He can't presume—

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: No, I will push back there, Mr. Chair.
With due respect to Mr. Julian, I am—

Mr. Peter Julian: —the Speaker's ruling.

The Chair: I believe what Mr. Fragiskatos is doing is quoting
the statement related to the point of privilege.

Is that correct?

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: That is correct, Mr. Chair, on the basic
observation that we can't know where we're going until we know
where we've been.

A previous colleague of ours has put on the record thoughts that I
think this committee should be open to. It, again, is meant to put the
matter into a wider context.

Mr. Julian continues to intervene here. Again, I raised a question
of privilege before. I didn't push it, but the more I am interrupted—

● (2100)

The Chair: Mr. Fragiskatos, you're off topic now.

It's Mr. Julian's parliamentary right to raise a point of order and
raise relevance. It's also your right to use a quote, as long as it's rel‐
evant, and I believe it is, because you're quoting past testimony re‐
lated to the point of privilege.

The floor is yours.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Nicholson continued by adding:

The government wishes to provide members with the information that is neces‐
sary for them to perform their duty of holding the government to account. Minis‐
ters and public servants will always strive to provide parliamentarians with in‐
formation in a full and transparent manner, but we must balance this obligation
with our fundamental duty to protect information for reasons of national securi‐
ty, national defence and foreign relations. This has been our approach in relation
to the issue of the transfer of Afghan prisoners.

Mr. Chair, as you will recall, the December order called for un‐
censored documents. It listed eight different categories of docu‐
ments to be produced. The order did not specify exactly when such
documents should be produced, who should produce them or whom
they should be produced for. The order made no reference to the
confidential information being protected or that the Security of In‐
formation Act or other laws would be respected.

In light of this I would like to take the opportunity to note the
following facts for your information and for the information of the
House:
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In dealing with matters that must legitimately be kept secret for reasons of state,
there is a dilemma in establishing a system of control. At some point secrecy
must end and publicity begin, and at this juncture there must inevitably be a gap
in knowledge and power 'to send for persons, papers and records' between the
controllers and the controlled. If Parliament shares the secret knowledge, then
the press and public must accept Parliament's viewpoint on trust; if Parliament is
not privy to the secrets, then Parliament must accept some other person's conclu‐
sions on trust. There is little evidence in Canada that either Parliament or the
public would accept Parliament as part of the inner circle of control, privy to the
secrets of state. Crown privilege is part of the common law that recognizes that
Parliament has a duty to protect these and other public interests.

While the member opposite may wish to invoke the idea of par‐
liamentary supremacy to support this point it must be remembered
that the Crown is as much a constituent part of Parliament as is the
House of Commons and the Senate. These parts can act to define
the powers of each through statute but the House alone cannot
make law nor extend the scope of its privileges. The government
wishes to provide members with the information that is necessary
for them to perform their duty of holding the government to ac‐
count. The government, of course, has great respect for the work of
the House of Commons and its committees. Ministers and public
servants will always strive to provide parliamentarians with infor‐
mation in a full, transparent manner. However, we must balance
this obligation with our fundamental duty to protect information for
national security, national defence and foreign relations. This has
been a consistent approach by successive governments.

He ends his remarks by saying the following:
In 1887 Alpheus Todd, the former Librarian of Parliament, explained the princi‐
ple as follows in his treatise on parliamentary government: Considerations of
public policy, and a due regard to the interests of the State, occasionally demand,
however, that information sought for by members of the legislature should be
withheld, at the discretion and upon the general responsibility of ministers. This
principle is systematically recognised in all parliamentary transactions: were it
otherwise, it would be impossible to carry on the government with safety and
honour.

Those are the relevant points that I wanted to read into the
record. It is important for us to consider, particularly for our Con‐
servative friends across the way, because members of their own
party have voiced positions that now contradict the current perspec‐
tive and position of Conservative members on this committee and
the current Conservative leadership, might I add.

This will make Mr. Julian happy, I think, if I could have read into
the record the quotation from Mr. Poilievre that comes from 2014
in which he voiced a position that mirrors very much what we have
heard tonight from his previous colleagues. I won't do that because
I've done it in previous meetings and in keeping with what you've
called for here, Mr. Chair, to stay on topic because I always do. I
see Mr. Julian nodding his head in agreement and I appreciate that.

● (2105)

The fact remains that we have a contradiction in position. The
Conservative Party, when they were in government, held a particu‐
lar point of view that now does not at all align with the take they
have taken in opposition, the position they have put forward at
these meetings, in Parliament and in the public. In my mind, this
raises a fundamental question, and that relates to democracy itself.

The opposition has a fundamental role to play in any democracy,
in any meaningful democracy. Citizens must trust their government,

but they must also trust their opposition to raise matters of impor‐
tance and to be consistent in their perspective on the issues.

When the opposition, in this case, is not maintaining consistency,
then it raises a particular problem, one where, I would say, the faith
of citizens is called directly into question. That itself—

Mr. Pat Kelly: I have a point of order.

The Chair: Hold on, Mr. Fragiskatos.

Mr. Kelly.

Mr. Pat Kelly: Thank you.

While this is an interesting topic, I'm not sure that Mr.
Fragiskatos' critique or assessment of the efficacy of the current op‐
position is relevant to the subamendment.

The Chair: Yes, I would say that is debatable.

Mr. Fragiskatos, I do think members make points about the other
person's position, but stick as closely as you can to relevance.

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

I was making the point that it is about consistency. It is about
showing citizens that at this committee we are doing the work of
the people.

When we have the opposition articulating a perspective that they
know full well, or ought to know, does not align with where they
were just a few years ago when in government, maybe that proves
the point. When in government, there are particular responsibilities
that cannot be ignored, responsibilities that don't fall from the sky
but are completely in line with parliamentary tradition and proce‐
dures. However, when in opposition, the tendency of this Conserva‐
tive Party has been to craft a particular narrative that suits partisan
gain and not public gain.

This is at a time when we see the rise of mistrust in long-estab‐
lished democracies, not so much here in Canada, and in fact, I'm
quite happy with where we are in terms of democracy in Canada,
generally speaking. We can always do better, but we're in a good
position. However, in other long-established democracies, where
faith in democracy has been shaken to its very core, and I won't
give examples, but I think you know what I'm speaking about, I
think it's incumbent upon all of us, including the official opposition,
to take positions that are in line with the common good, in line with
the public good, and are not contradictory.

When citizens see members of the opposition who, just a few
years ago when they were in government, were articulating a par‐
ticular position on the matters that we're discussing here today now
suddenly changing their tune entirely, going in a different direction,
it raises particular questions around the consequences of that, the
implications of that for Canadian democracy.
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Again I point to the rise of populism in particular democracies
where it has taken shape. One of the reasons for this is the loss of
trust. Citizens have to be able to trust elected representatives. When
we see elected representatives, for political reasons, running around
and changing arguments, changing positions to suit political inter‐
ests in the name of playing a political game, it does not bode well
for democracy.

Very regularly I hear from the citizens I represent in London
North Centre, who are not seized with this. They're seized with the
fact that they might be losing a business. They might have concerns
about their kids' future, whether they're going to college, whether
they're going to university. I am focused on the issue.

● (2110)

The Chair: Mr. Fragiskatos, I am going to have to ask you to tie
this back to either the quotes that you were giving from previous
Parliaments or whatever. We're going a little beyond the subamend‐
ment, I believe.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: I will, Mr. Chair. Again, it's just about
putting the entire matter into context. If I strayed there a bit, I apol‐
ogize.

The issue, though, remains that when we have before us pretty
straightforward matters and government members—Liberal mem‐
bers, rather—showing themselves to be willing to engage with the
opposition, willing to reach a compromise, still we see particularly
the Conservative Party holding firm on these points, points that
they would not have ever entertained just a few years ago.

It presents a problem, and not just for this committee. I would
ask Conservative colleagues to think beyond the here and now, to
think about what message they are sending to the citizens they rep‐
resent and to Canadians, generally speaking. You can't play these
sorts of games and get away with it. People will pay attention. They
might not be following us on CPAC right now from beginning to
end, but they certainly are watching, Mr. Chair. They want their
politicians to be clear and focused and straight with them.

I thought it was quite relevant to put into the record quotes that
are important for us to think about, quotes from Mr. MacKay and
quotes from Mr. Nicholson. There was Mr. Lukiwski, whom I men‐
tioned as well. This was just a few years ago, Mr. Chair. It's not as
if I'm reaching back into the annals of parliamentary history and
quoting Robert Stanfield or Joe Clark.

By the way, I wonder, if it was still Mr. Stanfield's or Mr. Clark's
Conservative Party, what the Conservatives would be after today.
Would they still be acting in this way? It's unfortunate that what
was a proud Progressive Conservative tradition has morphed into
something entirely different, something quite seized with scoring
political points to the detriment of Canadian democracy.

I'm a Liberal—and a proud Liberal—but I think there is some‐
thing to the idea that Robert Stanfield was the best prime minister
that Canada never had. I think there is something to the idea that
Joe Clark was a tremendous foreign minister for Canada.

Mr. Ted Falk (Provencher, CPC): I have a point of order, Mr.
Chair.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: Look what's happened to the Conserva‐
tive Party now. The record of difference—

Mr. Ted Falk: I have a point of order.
Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: —between where the Conservatives

were just a few years ago and where they are now illustrates every‐
thing that I'm talking about.

The Chair: Order, Peter.

Sorry, I was yelling order at you, and I was on mute.

Mr. Falk has a point of order.
Mr. Ted Falk: Mr. Chairman, the content that we're hearing now

is not relevant at all, and he has strayed a great deal away from the
subamendment.

The Chair: I would agree with you, Mr. Falk.

Mr. Fragiskatos, could you pull back to make your remarks rele‐
vant to the subamendment or to your earlier remarks on precedent?

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: All of that, Mr. Chair, I think, is relevant
to the wider issue.

I''ll conclude my remarks, though. I think my colleagues know
very well where I stand, and I urge them....

Perhaps I'm being unfair because I do know that Mr. Kelly is a
new MP. I did see a few others before. I think it's Ms. Jansen. She's
participating in the meeting. I do see Mr. Cumming. Oh, it's great to
see Mr. Cumming back, actually. He was, as we all know, a mem‐
ber of the committee in the previous session and contributed
tremendously in that. However, they will not have worked with Mr.
MacKay. They will not have worked with Mr. Nicholson. I point to
those two individuals in particular because as ministers in the Harp‐
er government, they were obviously quite familiar with the issues
and the responsibilities that—

Mr. Ted Falk: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

The comments that we're hearing now are completely irrelevant
to the subamendment. I would ask that if the member is out of ma‐
terial that actually pertains to the subamendment, maybe we should
move to a vote and move on.

The Chair: Okay, I would have to agree with Mr. Falk.

Mr. Fragiskatos, stick to the subamendment or relate your com‐
ments to your previous remarks.

Thank you.
● (2115)

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: I have other colleagues who I know
want to get on the record, Mr. Chair, and perhaps Mr. Falk was of‐
fended that I didn't mention him. I know he was a colleague of Mr.
MacKay and Mr. Nicholson.

It wasn't disrespect, Mr. Falk. I understand and appreciate that
you've been a parliamentarian for some time. If it was taken as dis‐
respect by you, the fact that I didn't mention you and focused on
your other colleagues, it was not a sign of disrespect.

I appreciate the time, Mr. Chair. Thank you very much.
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Let's continue to find a way forward, a reasonable way forward,
which Liberal members are actively seeking here and have been
seeking for some time.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Fragiskatos.

Next on my list is Mr. Fraser, followed by Ms. Dzerowicz, fol‐
lowed by Mr. Fonseca.

Mr. Fraser.
Mr. Sean Fraser (Central Nova, Lib.): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Pardon me, but I'm starting off with a sip of water. I hope you
don't mind. Thank you.

We're debating the subamendment to the amendment to the main
motion that touches on privilege.

The way we got here began initially with my colleague, Ms.
Dzerowicz, putting a motion on the table to conduct pre-budget
consultations. Mr. Chair, you've made clear to this committee that if
we're going to do that, we need to do them fairly quickly, because
the Standing Orders allow us to do them, but only allow us to table
a report prior to the end of this year—a few days before the House
rises for Christmas.

Mr. Poilievre jumped in with a privilege motion which relates to
the document production surrounding the WE Charity controversy.
There were a couple of problems with the initial privilege motion
that relate to the subamendment. The problems had to do with the
sort of oddities that surrounded the government's initial delivery of
documents to members of the committee, and specifically how they
were uploaded. The government, as we got near prorogation, deliv‐
ered the information to critics on USBs, and at a similar point in
time, the documents were being uploaded, but not all of them were
uploaded. In any event, they have not officially made it before this
committee.

The initial privilege motion, you'll recall, failed to bring docu‐
ments from the previous Parliament into the privilege motion,
which I believe you ruled was out of order as a result, but a majori‐
ty of the members of the committee overturned that particular deci‐
sion that you took.

In an effort to remedy the evidentiary issue, an amendment to the
motion was put forward that sought to bring some, but not all, of
the documents that the government produced into the record. That's
still a problem, because the documents that were not included in the
proposed amendment were the very documents that explained why
the redactions existed. Those documents include the remittal letters,
which I've spoken about at length before this committee, which
largely outlined a couple of reasons for the redactions that have tak‐
en place.

Generally speaking, and I think this is very important.... I've seen
a number of members of the opposition draw attention to the
Speaker's ruling indicating that the committee can review the docu‐
ments and decide what to do with them. The committee is jumping
into an assumption, or at least certain members appear to be jump‐
ing into an assumption, that privilege has been breached without
having actually reviewed the records. I think the very least we
should do, if we're going to take this back to the Speaker, is the

bare minimum that he suggested we do by actually reviewing the
documents.

Of course, we have gone through great lengths to try to get some
of these documents onto the record if they are not already there.
One of the problems that remains has to do with the fact that the
explanation behind the redactions are not in place.

In order to help remedy this defect, the subamendment tried to do
a couple of different things. In fact, this is I think the third suba‐
mendment that we've tried to have to help remedy this problem.
The first one would have required a comparison of the two com‐
plete sets of documents that were produced. The second subamend‐
ment had to do with adding page annotations so we could quickly
understand the differences between what's on the record and what
the government actually produced—both of which were defeated.
The third and final subamendment is the one we are debating now.

● (2120)

The subamendment before us seeks to do a couple of things.
Largely, its purpose is to prepare two complete sets of documents
so we can understand which redactions the government was respon‐
sible for and which redactions the law clerk was responsible for.
Then we would have the opportunity to review those documents on
the evidentiary record that is before this committee in this session
of Parliament. That would allow us to understand, with a greater
degree of confidence in fact, what the government has produced
and whether it has met the obligations that were outlined in the ini‐
tial motion.

There are other problems with the motion specifically around the
issue of cabinet confidence, both whether we requested the docu‐
ments and whether the request that has been made has been satis‐
fied. First, on the issue of incomplete disclosure, the opposition's
privilege motion and associated amendment are seeking to bury the
explanations that the government has provided for why the redac‐
tions exist. I think at a bare minimum we should allow the remittal
letters into the record so we can understand the very clear explana‐
tion that has been given but the opposition refuses to allow on the
evidentiary record before this committee.

An offer has recently come in from the Clerk of the Privy Coun‐
cil, who has specifically asked to testify, or at least he has made
known his intention or willingness to be available at this commit‐
tee's behest to give evidence on the record as to why certain redac‐
tions were made. I think we would benefit from this. If any of the
members of the opposition, although we're debating the subamend‐
ment now, are willing to have the Clerk of the Privy Council come
and testify as he has indicated, I would be more than happy to be
interrupted, because I think that would allow us to make some
headway here. However, seeing no interjections, I will continue.
Perhaps that will be a debate on a further subamendment, because if
we're going to make a decision as to whether we should take up the
Clerk on that invitation, those who are opposed should make it
known on the record.
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The issue, though, around incomplete disclosure really has to do
with the principle that's foundational to parliamentary democracy,
and that's due process. It infiltrates every element of our democra‐
cy, whether it's our criminal justice system in Canada or whether
it's our ordinary parliamentary discourse. Indeed the foundations of
responsible government depend on the opportunity to ask a ques‐
tion and give an answer. Here we have opposition members who
are insisting that they ask a question, provide the answer them‐
selves and shut out everyone else from having an opportunity to
give an explanation. That doesn't sound like fair process to me. It
sounds highly inappropriate.

Perhaps I'll explain the cabinet issue and return in detail to the
shortcomings on the incomplete disclosure that I've been on so far.
The cabinet documents issue is really a core sticking point. It's real‐
ly important that cabinet confidences be protected, but before we
even get there in this analysis, I think it's worth revisiting the initial
motion.

The whole basis of the allegation that privilege has been violated
is that the government failed to meet the conditions outlined in the
committee's motion that was adopted in July, which members of the
governing party supported at the time, I recall. There's an important
reason why we supported the motion even though, frankly, we
would rather get on with the business of pre-budget consultations,
because I know I'm getting requests in my own community and
across Canada to appear.

In any event, the motion that was adopted by the finance com‐
mittee in the previous session of this Parliament reads as follows:

That, pursuant to Standing Order 108(1)(a), the Committee order that any con‐
tracts concluded with We Charity and Me to We, all briefing notes, memos and
emails, including the contribution agreement between the government and the
organization, from senior officials prepared for or sent to any Minister regarding
the design and creation of the Canada Student Service Grant—

● (2125)

[Translation]
Mr. Peter Julian: A point of order, Mr. Chair.

[English]
The Chair: Mr. Julian.

[Translation]
Mr. Peter Julian: Mr. Chair, I raise a point of order just to make

sure that the clerk is aware that Mr. Boulerice is taking my place.
He has all the information, and can intervene and participate in this
magnificent filibuster that we are witnessing tonight.

I will leave you and come back in six hours, if all goes well.

[English]
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Julian. I don't believe that was a

point of order, but more a point of information.

I believe the clerk has shaken her head yes, so Mr. Boulerice has
signed in.

Welcome, Mr. Boulerice.

Mr. Fraser.

[Translation]
Mr. Sean Fraser: Thank you, Mr. Julian.

Welcome, Mr. Boulerice. I'm glad you're here tonight.

[English]

I will switch back to English, because the analysis will be diffi‐
cult for me to conduct in what I hesitate to even call a “second lan‐
guage”, because I only have a small part of it—but I am working on
it, I promise you.

In any event, I was in the middle of reading the motion that was
adopted in July. I will spare you starting from the beginning, de‐
spite the small interruption. Largely, it asked for the documents re‐
lating to the WE Charity controversy. I believe I picked up where it
said:

regarding the design and creation of the Canada Student Service Grant, as well
as any written correspondence and records of other correspondence with WE
Charity and Me to We from March 2020 be provided to the Committee no later
than August 8, 2020.

.

So far, it's not controversial. The next phrase, after a semicolon,
is:

that matters of Cabinet confidence and national security be excluded from the
request; and that any redactions necessary, including to protect the privacy of
Canadian citizens and permanent residents whose names and personal informa‐
tion may be included in the documents, as well as public servants who have been
providing assistance on this matter, be made by the Office of the Law Clerk and
Parliamentary Counsel of the House of Commons.

Again, the key part of this, for this portion of my analysis, is the
fact that after we listed all the documents that this committee had
asked for, we specifically said that “matters of Cabinet confidence
and national security be excluded from the request” This was the
key part of the motion that garnered the support of members of the
governing party who happen to sit on this committee.

The reality is that this committee asked for a whole bunch of
documents. We specifically said to the government that we are not
requesting documents that are subject to cabinet confidence. We
subsequently said that, of the documents that you produced that we
have requested, the redaction should be done by the law clerk to
protect privacy and personal information.

I think there is room for us to find a way forward on documents
that may relate to personal information or privacy. The reason that
some of those redactions were made by civil servants was that they
are subject to legislative obligations, and we understand that there
is a bit of a conflict between what the motion asks for and what the
legislation that binds the civil servants says.

What cannot be reasonably disputed, however, is that this com‐
mittee specifically told the government that we did not want them
to turn over cabinet confidence documents. The documents that
were largely redacted, as I made clear when I sampled some of
them, are subject to cabinet confidence. The government produced
them, despite the fact that they had never been requested, in order
to shed light on issues that may have been useful for this committee
during its consideration of the WE Charity issue that consumed the
committee's work for much of the summer.
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Mr. Chair, the point on this particular issue is that it's hard to
imagine a right-thinking person concluding that privilege has been
violated by virtue of the government's producing documents in a
redacted form that the committee never asked for in the first place.
It's really that simple. I don't understand how we can now be alleg‐
ing that the government has breached the privileges of members of
this committee on the basis that it didn't produce information we
didn't ask for.

It's as straightforward and clear as day. There is no way that
somebody can reasonably interpret that motion to suggest that the
committee wanted the law clerk to redact cabinet confidences. We
specifically said we are not requesting them, and I think that has to
be driven home for members to understand.

If there is an opposition member here who would like to explain
to me an interpretation of this motion that would actually have had
the government produce government documents, you should start
selling the Brooklyn Bridge, because realistically it says one thing,
and the allegation is that it says another. It's that simple.

In any event, one item I want to delve into is that even if the gov‐
ernment had been made the subject of a request to produce docu‐
ments that are subject to cabinet confidence, it's pretty clear that in
Canada they would not have been compelled to produce those doc‐
uments. Cabinet confidences exist for very good reasons. They are
the subject of court cases and literature that we could delve into—
and may, before the night is done.
● (2130)

In any event, the purpose of cabinet confidence, to summarize it,
is to ensure that members of the executive who are sitting around
the cabinet table are able to have free, frank and open discussions,
knowing there is absolute privacy that attaches to those conversa‐
tions in order to foster a conversation that will help improve our
democracy and hopefully improve the lives of Canadians as well.
Sometimes the issues that can be discussed around a cabinet table
will be sensitive for reasons of national security, or perhaps to pro‐
tect the public's health. Perhaps they involve issues that are com‐
mercially sensitive that should be protected for good reason. How‐
ever, in the present instance, the opposition, despite the fact that
we've not requested the documents in the first place, is nevertheless
insisting that the government should have been producing those
documents, even though they would be subject to cabinet confi‐
dences.

The other issue at play is the fact that redactions were made by
civil servants. Those redactions largely touched on the personal in‐
formation of civil servants and information that was simply not rel‐
evant to the committee. However, as for the pages Mr. Poilievre
was waving around at his press conference, which were heavily
redacted, when we actually delve into those documents, from what
I can tell they are ones we didn't ask to have produced in the first
place.

I started, during the last meeting, going over some of the docu‐
ment production that came through the Clerk of the Privy Council.
When I was talking previously about the transmittal letters, these
are precisely the documents that explain why the redactions took
place.

If you give me a moment, Mr. Chair, I'm bringing up the trans‐
mittal letter. Again, this is a document that members of the opposi‐
tion are suppressing and won't have brought into the evidentiary
record before this committee. I think it's important that they allow
this information to be admitted into evidence before this committee
and, frankly, that we give the Clerk of the Privy Council an oppor‐
tunity to further explain why these redactions were made.

The Clerk of the Privy Council, Ian Shugart, wrote a letter to
David Gagnon on August 7, the day before the committee insisted
the government produce the documents. In it, he wrote:

Dear Mr. Gagnon,

I am pleased to provide records from the Privy Council Office (PCO) that were
requested under the motion adopted by the Standing Committee on Finance...on
July 7, 2020 in relation to the committee's study on the WE Charity and the
Canada Student Services Grant....

I am also pleased to provide information related to the undertakings that I agreed
to at my appearance before the committee on July 21, 2020 which were as fol‐
lows:

1. A detailed timeline of events.

Surely that would be relevant. That document was attached as an
annex. It was a timeline describing the Privy Council Office's
knowledge of and involvement with the file the committee had
been studying.

The second undertaking was to provide, “A full list of organiza‐
tions that were consulted on program development.” Again, that is
certainly relevant. In answer, the letter goes on:

On Friday, July 24, 2020, the Department of Employment and Social Develop‐
ment (ESDC) provided the Committee with a list of the national coalition mem‐
ber organizations of the Canada Services Corps...who ESDC spoke with in
March and April of 2020.

I am told that on April 9, 2020, Department of Finance officials were provided
with a report on stakeholder outreach regarding support for students during the
COVID-19 context.

Annex 3 includes a list of those organizations.

The third undertaking says, “PCO media monitoring from the
dates when Margaret and Alexandre Trudeau had speaking engage‐
ments for WE Charity.” To answer that undertaking, Mr. Shugart
confirmed:

...PCO Media Monitoring does not have any media content of the public appear‐
ances for either Margaret Trudeau or Alexandre Trudeau.

The PCO media centre monitors coverage of the Government of Canada priori‐
ties, programs and services and does not monitor media coverage related to the
relatives of the Prime Minister or their public appearances.

The fourth undertaking Mr. Shugart provided during his commit‐
tee appearance was, “All communications between PMO staff and
PCO staff; the Finance Minister's Office and PCO; and the Finance
Minister's Office and the Finance Department relating to WE chari‐
ty contribution agreement and the CSSG.” Those communications
were included in the first annex to the letter and in the package that
was submitted to the committee from the Department of Finance.

The fifth undertaking was, “Names of participants, notes, and
recording of mid-April meeting between Rachel Wernick, Michelle
Kovacevic (and whether PCO personnel were aware of the meeting
taking place and participated).”
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The answer to that undertaking is:
I am told that a teleconference between officials with the Department of Finance
and the Department of Employment and Social Development Canada (ESDC)
was held on the evening of April 18, 2020.

It lists a series of the participants, civil servants, who took part in
that teleconference. Of course, many of them testified here. I will
spare you the details of going over the names of the individuals. I
think we've dealt with them enough over the past few months.

The undertaking response goes on to say that:
No officials from PCO participated in the call or were aware of the meeting.
There is no recording of the meeting.
Meeting notes that were taken by Rachel Wernick and an e-mail thread about
setting up the call are attached at Annex 4.

The sixth undertaking that Mr. Shugart provided to the commit‐
tee was a due diligence analysis of any financial scrutiny undertak‐
en with regard to the WE Charity during this process, with an an‐
swer:

Attached at Annex 5, you will find the detailed explanation prepared by ESDC
of the controls embedded in the contribution agreement to ensure stewardship
and appropriate use of funds, as well as a brief overview of the typical process
used to evaluate projects and recipients.
Further information relating to due diligence that was done by officials in rela‐
tion to the Canada Student Service Grant is provided in Annex 1 and in the
packages that other relevant departments are providing to this committee.

Undertaking number seven was to produce the full text of the
contribution agreement. He states:

This document was provided to the Committee by ESDC on Friday, July 24,
2020.

The letter goes on, after he deals with those undertakings which I
read out, to say:

As I noted when I appeared at committee on July 21, 2020, my intent has been
to be as expansive as possible in relation to the information that I provide.
The committee's motion stipulates that Cabinet confidences and national security
information are to be excluded from the package.

That mirrors the language in the motion this committee adopted.
The letter goes on to state:

No information is being withheld on the grounds of national security, since the
information does not so pertain.

There was no need for the government to pull out from what it
produced documents that touched on national security.

Now, next, this is a key part of the transmittal letter, because it
relates to the key part of the motion that I read out:.

With respect to Cabinet confidences, you will note that considerable information
on the Canada Student Service Grant that were Cabinet confidences is being
provided to the Committee. This is in keeping with the public disclosures of in‐
formation on this matter made by members of the Queen's Privy Council for
Canada. A principled approach was adopted to this information to ensure a non-
selective application of the protection afforded by Cabinet confidentiality. As a
result, considerable information on the Canada Student Service Grant that would
otherwise constitute Cabinet confidences is being released. Information not re‐
lated to the Canada Student Service Grant that constitute Cabinet confidences is
withheld and identified as not relevant to the request.

In fact, Mr. Chair, before I continue with Mr. Shugart's letter, this
response makes it very clear to me that for the documents that were
subject to heavy redactions, not only would they have been subject

to cabinet confidences, but if the opposition would actually allow
Mr. Shugart's letter to form part of the evidentiary record, it would
see that the items redacted relate to matters other than the Canada
student service grant and are therefore not relevant to what the
committee has actually asked for. In any event, they were never re‐
quested by this committee, and the government made the decision
to nevertheless produce those matters that pertained to the Canada
student service grant.

The letter goes on:

ln this package, 1 have also chosen to disclose certain personal information con‐
tained in the Privy Council records relating to individuals working in ministers'
offices as well as personal information of individuals who work for WE. 1 have
decided to disclose this information because in my view the public interest in
disclosure clearly outweighs any invasion of privacy. 1 have notified the Privacy
Commissioner of my intention to disclose this personal information, as I am re‐
quired to do under the Privacy Act.

1 have decided to protect the phone number and email addresses of WE employ‐
ees other than Craig and Mark Kielburger. ln addition, there are a few references
to the family members of a public servant and I have chosen to protect that in‐
formation. ln my opinion, the public interest in disclosing this type of personal
information does not clearly outweigh the invasion of privacy.

Similarly, because I believe that it is in the public interest to do so, 1 am pre‐
pared to issue a limited waiver of solicitor client privilege as it relates to the in‐
formation that is being provided by departments in response to this motion and
my undertakings.

Lastly, I wish to draw the committee's attention to a Note to File, prepared by
Christiane Fox, the Deputy Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs at the Privy
Council Office. In that Note to File, Ms. Fox provides a clarification regarding
references in two email exchanges (Annex 6).

I trust that the Committee will find the above explanations helpful in its consid‐
eration of the enclosed materials.

● (2140)

It seems as though certain members of this committee not only
failed to find this information helpful but also are intent on burying
it to ensure that the explanation provided as to why the redactions
took place, and how the disclosure was organized, never sees the
light of day. They now appear to be going the additional length of
ensuring ensure the author of that letter, who happens to be the
Clerk of the Privy Council, who maintains responsibility for the op‐
erations of the civil service, who has made known his willingness
to come to testify before this committee to answer whatever ques‐
tions we may have about the redactions that were made, will not ac‐
tually come before this committee.

Mr. Chair, one of the reasons I think this is useful, and I turn
your attention back to the package of documents I was going
through at our previous meeting, is that the kinds of redactions that
were made were clearly either of a category that the committee had
never requested in the first place, or they were clearly within the
kinds of information that would ordinarily be redacted.
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As I mentioned, the real question is whether the personal infor‐
mation should have been redacted by the Clerk of the Privy Council
or the law clerk. We might be able to find common ground going
forward, but if we're going to have members of the committee seek
to revise history and insist that the committee had actually request‐
ed documents that were subject to cabinet confidence, when that
frankly was not the case, then this is going to be a difficult hurdle
for us to overcome.

In any event, I was at page 480 of the Privy Council Office's dis‐
closure. That document is an email. It's an email among public ser‐
vants who were involved with the Canada student service grant file.
The content of the email is almost entirely visible. The only redac‐
tion at the end of the email is the cellphone number of a public ser‐
vant. For all those folks who I know are tuned in at home, it seems
that the kind of dispute that we're having is not just over the pro‐
duction of a civil servant's personal cellphone number, but over
who the right party was who should have made that redaction.

It's quite clear there's no public interest being served by the dis‐
closure of the personal cellphone number of a civil servant, and the
privacy interest certainly would lead to the redaction whether made
by the law clerk or the Clerk of the Privy Council.

The following document is at page 481 of the Privy Council Of‐
fice's disclosure package, and it included responses to questions on
the Canada student service grant. The first section provides a back‐
ground on the contribution agreements and information provided
without redaction on contribution agreements more generally. The
first question asked whether force majeure includes a pandemic. It
provides an unredacted explanation of the answers to those ques‐
tions.

On questions about the relevance of the May 5 date, referred to
on page 2 of the document this was attached to, a full answer is giv‐
en. It's the project start date. The next item says that up to $5 mil‐
lion would be provided for partner non-profit organizations. If they
have 50, that means $100,000 would be given to each in the first
cohort. These answers were provided to them.

The documents go on with a series of questions about the Canada
student service grant program. The entire second page is fully
unredacted. The third entire page is fully unredacted. The next page
is fully unredacted. This is a document from start to finish that in‐
cludes no redactions, and provides substantive information relating
to the matters that were very much requested by this committee,
and it was all produced in full.
● (2145)

If we look at the following document, we're now at page 491 in
the Privy Council Office's disclosure package, it's an email from
Craig Kielburger to Ms. Fox at PCO. This exchange is from pages
491 through 495 of the Privy Council Office release. The entire
content, with attached information from Mr. Kielburger, is pro‐
duced in full. There are no redactions on substantive content other
than the names of private citizens and personal contact information,
none of which are relevant to the items the committee was looking
for.

It starts with a hi to Chris, and then, “I hope you,”—small redac‐
tion—“are well”. Presumably it's another person's name. Indeed,

that's the explanation. It goes on to talk about other things, some of
which relate to the WE Charity Canada student service grant mat‐
ter. Others do not. The attachment is correspondence from the WE
Charity or a press release that appears to be, again, fully unredact‐
ed. As to whether this document needed to in fact be produced in
the first place, I would suggest it probably wouldn't have, because
most of it is not relevant. However, a decision was made to turn it
over nevertheless, because it touched on the conversations that
were taking place between WE Charity and the Government of
Canada.

At the very, very end of the email exchange, in the signature line,
we have Lauren Martin, executive assistant to Craig Kielburger. It
appears that her office telephone number is included. The personal
contact information that follows has been redacted. It's one very,
very short line. For those who are interested and tuning in at home,
that's page 495 of the Privy Council Office's disclosure.

Mr. Chair, it wasn't just the Privy Council Office that went
through the trouble of walking this committee through the reasons
for any redactions that existed within their package. You can turn
your attention to the letter that was provided from the deputy minis‐
ter of finance. This is one of the remittal letters I was speaking
about previously that the opposition is seeking to have excluded
from the evidentiary record that this committee can consider. It pro‐
vides important and essential context as to why the disclosure was
made in the fashion it was.

It's a letter to Mr. Gagnon, then clerk of the Standing Committee
on Finance. It reads as follows:

Dear Mr. Gagnon:

On behalf of the Department of Finance, I am transmitting the attached docu‐
ments to you in response to the motion adopted by the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Finance on July 7, 2020 (Standing Order 108(1)(a)):

“That, pursuant to Standing Order 108(1)(a), the Committee order that any
contracts concluded with We Charity and Me to We, all briefing notes, mem‐
os and emails, including the contribution agreement between the department
and WE Charity, from senior officials prepared for or sent to any Minister re‐
garding the design and creation of the Canada Student Service Grant, as well
as any written correspondence and records of other correspondence with We
Charity and Me to We from March 2020 be provided to the Committee no
later than August 8, 2020;

Again, this is the key part:
that matters of Cabinet confidence and national security be excluded from the
request; and that any redactions necessary, including to protect the privacy of
Canadian citizens and permanent residents whose names and personal infor‐
mation may be included in the documents, as well as public servants who
have been providing assistance on this matter, be made by the Office of the
Law Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel of the House of Commons.”

Although that motion was included in a quote in the letter, I feel
compelled to drive home the point that from the deputy minister of
finance's perspective, he felt it essential to include the language
from the motion that made it clear that this committee did not re‐
quest documents that were subject to cabinet confidence in the first
instance.

The letter continues:
Documents are also enclosed as part of this package related to the undertakings
of the Clerk of the Privy Council and Secretary to Cabinet, Mr. Ian Shugart, fur‐
ther to his testimony to the Committee on July 21, 2020.
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Indeed, I went through those undertakings and Mr. Shugart's re‐
sponse to them during the letter I read into the record from the
Clerk of the Privy Council dated August 7, 2020, the day before
documents were required to be delivered by this committee, when
they in fact came through and were delivered, at least in part,
through USB keys to opposition critics and of course were upload‐
ed, subject to certain technical difficulties, at the same time.
● (2150)

The letter from Deputy Minister Rochon continues:
The Committee’s motion stipulates that Cabinet confidences and national securi‐
ty information are to be excluded from the package. No information is being
withheld on the grounds of national security, since the information does not so
pertain.

It's familiar language, it mirrors that which we saw in the letter
from the Clerk of the Privy Council. It's clear that from the perspec‐
tive of the deputy minister, as outlined in this remittal letter, that it's
his view that the committee, in fact, never requested.... It's not that
we didn't request cabinet confidences; it's that we specifically asked
the government to exclude them from the disclosure package. This
is not a unique perspective that's been taken. This is copying, in
some instances verbatim, from the motion.

The letter continues:
With respect to Cabinet confidences, you will note that considerable information
on the Canada Student Service Grant that were Cabinet confidences is being
provided to the Committee.

The government clearly viewed that the government had not
been asked to produce this information but nevertheless chose to.
The explanation given in this remittal letter is that:

This is in keeping with the public disclosures of information on this matter made
by members of the Queen’s Privy Council for Canada. A principled approach
was taken with respect to this information to ensure a non-selective application
of the protection afforded by Cabinet confidentiality. As a result, considerable
information on the Canada Student Service Grant that would otherwise be pro‐
tected as Cabinet confidence is being released. Information not related to the
Canada Student Service Grant that is contained in Cabinet confidences is with‐
held and identified as not relevant to the request.

Before I get into the next section of this letter, I think it is impor‐
tant to understand what is meant by the sentence:

A principled approach was taken with respect to this information to ensure a
non-selective application of the protection afforded by Cabinet confidentiality.

This is an absolutely key point. In my career before politics, I
would routinely become involved in pieces of litigation involving
controversial cases that would go before the court relating to docu‐
ment production. In fact, on occasion, they would deal with docu‐
ments that were subject to Crown privilege or some kind of public
interest immunity, which we often refer to as “Cabinet confidence.”

One of the key things that we would do when we were dealing
with volumes of documents that sometimes exceeded 400,000, or
some astronomical number, was to say that if you were going to get
into a review of documents that are so great in number that it makes
it very difficult to go through, why don't we agree on a process that
you can employ to ensure that the document production is non-se‐
lective? You didn't pull out documents and attribute a protection to
them because they were sensitive.

One of the things that I think this committee would benefit great‐
ly from is actually hearing from the people who are responsible for

those redactions. One of them, in fact the main person, the Clerk of
the Privy Council, has put his hand up and asked this committee to
invite him to appear so he can walk us through the process that was
employed. He's indicated that in his letter, but that letter is not in
the record the committee is considering because opposition mem‐
bers are trying to ensure that it does not form part of the evidentiary
record. He's given one explanation. He now wants to walk us
through that explanation in greater detail so we have confidence
that the process that was employed in redacting these documents
was non-selective, i.e., fair and reasonable, based on principles, not
interests.

Nevertheless, it seems that there is no appetite among opposition
members to hear him. In fact, they are not just refusing to hear him,
but are actively trying to exclude the letter he sent to us, which the
government disclosed, from the evidentiary record before this com‐
mittee.

The letter continues on the issue of personal information and pri‐
vacy:

With respect to personal information, the department is obliged to protect such
information under the Privacy Act unless the individuals to whom it relates con‐
sent to its disclosure, or disclosure is otherwise authorized in certain specified
circumstances or the public interest in disclosure clearly outweighs any resulting
invasion of privacy.

Reasonable efforts were made by the department to obtain consent. Where con‐
sent was not given, the department found that the public interest in sharing the
information with the Committee outweighed any invasion of the individual’s pri‐
vacy.

● (2155)

As such, disclosure is being made pursuant to subparagraph 8(2)(m)(i) of the
Privacy Act. As required by that Act, the Privacy Commissioner was informed
of our decision. In very limited cases, personal information was redacted from
these records as consent was not obtained from the individuals concerned nor
was the department able to conclude that the public interest in disclosure clearly
outweighed the invasion of the individuals’ privacy. The type of personal infor‐
mation that remains protected consists of the identity of unrelated third parties
where their opinion or view relates to an unrelated matter to this inquiry, as well
as personal e-mail addresses and phone numbers.

Before I get into the next paragraph of this letter, just to reflect
on the importance of the paragraph that I've just read, the only con‐
troversial piece that I think we should be able to sort out among us
relates to the redactions that were made by the Clerk of the Privy
Council from documents not subject to cabinet confidences, i.e.,
those documents that were subject to redactions that pertain to per‐
sonal information that ought to have been kept private.

It's the opposition's view, and in fact the motion does say, that the
law clerk should have been the one to make those redactions. The
motion makes no similar suggestion that it should have been the
law clerk doing the redactions of cabinet confidences because we
specifically asked the government to exclude those from considera‐
tion.
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The dispute is really about who should have made the redactions
of personal information of parties, many of whom had nothing to
do with this. That's a difficult thing to understand and, surely, is
something we could sort out, but I expect there is another interest at
play here.

Mr. Chair, the letter goes on:
With respect to pages 190 and 194-213, further to consultation with the originat‐
ing stakeholder, authorization to disclose this information was not given as it
constitutes personal information as defined under Privacy Act. Furthermore this
information is considered proprietary to the third party. The contents of this in‐
formation is not relevant to the funding agreement or the Student Grant Program
therefore, it has been severed in its entirety.

That's important context, Mr. Chair, because when you review
pages 190 and 194 through 213, you will understand why those
redactions were made if we allowed the explanation that was pro‐
vided to members of this committee to form part of the evidentiary
record.

The letter continues:
For clarity, note that there were a series of e-mails between Finance officials and
staff in the Minister of Finance’s Office regarding next steps. Of note, an email
from the Minister’s Office to Michelle Kovacevic on April 18 lists a series of
items for the department to follow-up on as well as some items “WE” will ad‐
dress. In this instance, “WE” is a typographical error and refers to the Minister’s
Office, not WE Charity.

This is me reading the middle letter from the deputy minister of
Finance:

Also of note, the Annex 4 dated April 19 contains an error that was corrected
verbally in an April 21 briefing with the Minister of Finance. While page 6 of
the note references a cost estimate of $0.8 billion for the proposal plus potential
administration costs, pages 7, 8, and 9 recommend setting aside up to $1 billion
($900 million for the initiative and an additional $100 million for implementa‐
tion and associated costs). The correct recommendation ($900 million) is reflect‐
ed in the April 21 version of the note, also enclosed in the package.

Finally, following the April 21 briefing, a draft Ministerial Decision Page (en‐
closed as the first page of the April 21, 2020 version of the note) was prepared
and routed to the Finance Minister’s Office for review and approval by the Min‐
ister of Finance. This Ministerial Decision Page was not formally approved by
the Minister of Finance. A formal decision was later made by the Prime Minister
and is reflected in the package.

Yours sincerely,

Paul Rochon

Deputy Minister of the Department of Finance

The explanations given by the deputy minister of Finance make
clear why particular redactions were made, both in general terms
and, in several instances, on specific pages of the document pack‐
age produced by the Department of Finance.
● (2200)

Largely speaking, the rationale behind the redactions on the doc‐
uments that were disclosed reflect those reasons that were given by
the Clerk of the Privy Council, chiefly that the committee's motion
made it clear in no uncertain terms that cabinet confidences were
excluded from the request this committee made to the government
and that redactions should have been made on issues of privacy and
personal information, albeit by the law clerk. Again, the reason that
the civil servants and not the law clerk made those redactions
notwithstanding the language of the committee relate to the fact
that they are bound by certain legislative obligations.

I know the NDP has previously made the case, when Mr. Mac‐
Gregor joined us for an evening, that the law clerk has written us
indicating the supremacy of the committee from a point of law in
terms of document production. The Clerk of the Privy Council and
deputy ministers who have sent us letters have explained that they
view themselves to be bound by legislation that pertains to privacy.
They went through the processes outlined in applicable privacy leg‐
islation, as the remittal letter so eloquently described, to ensure that
they sought to obtain the consent of the people whose personal in‐
formation was the subject of documents that were being produced,
and if consent was not to be obtained, they would apply a public
interest test to determine whether in fact the protection of privacy
outweighed the interest the public may have in the disclosure.

Clearly, when the bulk of this information is the private cell‐
phone numbers or email addresses of individuals who are not con‐
nected to the file, I see no need for the committee to have them. In
any event, I see no need for the committee to dispute who should
have made the redactions, but if it's the will of members of the op‐
position to insist that the law clerk make the redactions of that per‐
sonal information, I expect we would be able to find a path for‐
ward. Instead, they seem to dig their heels in and insist that the
original motion adopted by the previous iteration of this committee
in the last session of this Parliament declares something when it in
fact says the precise opposite. Matters of cabinet confidence were
specifically excluded from the request before the committee.

With the context of this remittal letter from the deputy minister
of finance, we can turn to the Department of Finance's disclosure
package. If we look at the Department of Finance's first page, its
heading is “April 2020—Student Support during COVID Emergen‐
cy: What we heard from stakeholders”.

Before we get into what the documents that were released by the
Department of Finance actually say, I remember working with
those officials on many different files at the time. They really dug
in, working extraordinarily long hours to get folks through this pan‐
demic, and nevertheless were pulled off some of the emergency
program development work they were doing in order to deal with
the document production work that this committee requested.

Pages 1 through 3 of their release are what I'm looking at. Once
again, all the content related to the Canada student service grant is
present. The only redactions made relate to third parties that had no
association with the program. Again, the document was headed,
“April 2020—Student Support during COVID Emergency: What
we heard from stakeholders”.

The document goes over the feedback that was received from
stakeholders. The first group was the Canadian Alliance of Student
Associations, and if you will allow me a short use of the Peter Ju‐
lian rule of 20 seconds of irrelevance, I do have to give a shout-out
to CASA, as a former member when I was a student president of
StFX University. It's a tremendous organization that goes to bat for
students. I will leave my admittedly off-topic comment there and
return to the relevant document before us.
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CASA talked a lot about eligibility for CERB and said that the
bulk of Canadian undergraduates already meet the income thresh‐
old. The most recent figure they had was that 60% meet the income
threshold but that doing so may not be in their best interest. Any‐
way, I'll spare you the details of what they all said.

Noted Canadian expert on higher education Alex Usher provided
feedback and was captured in this document. The Assembly of First
Nations was consulted on support for students and had a short blurb
included about their feedback. Colleges and universities were con‐
sulted, with all of the information on those particular stakeholders
included in full. With the WE organization as well, there's a short
paragraph talking about support for students.
● (2205)

There were consultations with Andrew Agopsowicz, the senior
economist with RBC, who included feedback on support for stu‐
dents, and there were consultations with Polytechnics
Canada,whose feedback was included as well.

There are some short redactions from an organization called
BHER, represented by Val Walker. If you read the context in the
surrounding paragraphs, the small amount of information redacted
does not appear to relate in any way, shape or form to the Canada
student service grant. It talked about someone living with hearing
loss and the potential expansion of the CERB, or the use of the
Canada summer jobs program to hire more students and whether
there should be a student-specific CERB, and of course you will re‐
call, Mr. Chair, the development of the Canada emergency student
benefit to provide support to those students who were not working
and didn't lose hours and were therefore ineligible for CERB, but
who still needed financial support because of a depressed job mar‐
ket.

In any event, in the case of the short blurbs that were redacted, if
you actually consider what the remittal letter said, you will under‐
stand that the only redactions were related to third parties that had
no association with the Canada student service grant program.

They went on to look at other organizations that have been con‐
sulted, including U15, Palette and Universities Canada, two of
which had very, very short redactions included in their portion. I
did miss one organization, Actua, and some of what we heard when
consulting them has been redacted. If you read the explanations I
included in the remittal letters, you will see again that it relates to
matters that were not relevant or were subject to proprietary infor‐
mation that does not touch on the matters that this committee has
requested.

Again, if we're looking at things like proprietary information,
personal information and contact details for civil servants and we
can find some compromise to allow a conversation to take place be‐
tween the law clerk and the Clerk of the Privy Council, that's one
thing, but no amount of jockeying will change what the original
motion said, which clearly excluded cabinet confidences. Again, if
the issue really is the redactions that relate to other matters, as the
original motion stated, then I think we would be able to find a com‐
promise and a path forward.

In continuing, Mr. Chair, my attention is still within the docu‐
ments that were produced by the Department of Finance. I'm now

looking at pages 51 through 54 of the Department of Finance re‐
lease. Here it's an email between Ms. Kovacevic and members of
the minister's staff. All the content is there. It is all visible for pub‐
lic and for parliamentary scrutiny, for anybody who is interested in
this information. Almost all of it was produced unredacted. The on‐
ly redaction is for cellphone numbers. It's not relevant and it should
not be in the public realm in any event, because I don't think it
serves the public interest and I do think that there is interest in hav‐
ing the privacy of Canadians protected when we're dealing with
their personal information.

The email talks about an overview of volunteering proposals. It
includes attachments, including an overview of the “I want to help”
and the WE social entrepreneurship concept. The first redaction is
literally a cellphone number, and we know that because only the
number itself was redacted, and beside it we have portable —and I
apologize to my francophone colleagues—next to it. We have the
full phone number for the office included unredacted below that.

Again, in the email below on the same document, we're dealing
with an email from Rachel Wernick on the same subject as the one
before. The entire content about how to implement the various op‐
tions and a conversation that took place between Craig Kielburg‐
er—or I should say, “Craig K”, as it says in the email—and Rachel
Wernick is referenced in this email.

● (2210)

It's produced in full. Again, the only redaction in that email is the
mobile number for Ms. Wernick. I know it's her mobile number,
even though it's blacked out, because the word “mobile”—

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Mr. Chair, I have a point of order.

The Chair: Go ahead on a point of order, Ms. Dzerowicz.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: I just want to do a quick quorum check. I
want to make sure everybody is awake.

The Chair: Okay, Madam Clerk.

Yes, we do have quorum. I see all the faces, and I see Mr. Ste-
Marie in the committee room.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: If Mr. Ste-Marie is here, then we have
quorum for sure.

The Chair: He's holding his hands to his chest. He's pretty proud
of that.

Mr. Fraser, go ahead.

Mr. Sean Fraser: Thank you.

As to the documents, I've gone through the remittal letter from
the deputy minister to the Department of Finance and I am now tak‐
ing a look at the documents they've produced. I have to say, Mr.
Chair, that the redactions included in this document package follow
to the letter the explanation that was given but that opposition
members refused to allow to form part of the evidentiary body be‐
fore this committee.
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I now am looking at the Department of Finance's production 52.
It relates to the email exchange that I've just gone through. It in‐
cludes a summary of the “I want to help” document referring to stu‐
dent volunteers. The document scopes out the proposed approach to
request options to support students volunteering over, it says, “the
next few months”, obviously at a particular point of time, and it
goes into significant detail about some of the considerations that
could be included. It outlines a proposal—

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: We have a point of order from Mr. Poilievre.

Go ahead, Mr. Poilievre.
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: I was just going to get up to get a drink

and wondered if anybody wanted anything while I'm up.
The Chair: What are you drinking, Pierre? It depends. I might

take that offer, but it'll take a long while to get it here.
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: How about some Crown Royal? Nothing

more Canadian than that good Canadian rye.
The Chair: It is good, and I do like that rye, but—
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Our farmers would approve.
The Chair: I'm too far away for you to get it here.
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: You might get us to a quicker resolution

here at the committee.
The Chair: Well, Mr. Fraser made an offer that if the redactions

were based on the original motion, we may be able to find a way
forward. I think that's a pretty decent offer and something for peo‐
ple to think about.

You think about that with that drink of Crown Royal, Mr.
Poilievre.

Go ahead, Mr. Fraser.
Mr. Sean Fraser: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Although it was in a collegial tone, I am very disappointed to
have been interrupted when I was right in the middle of a key point.

To continue, Mr. Chair, I know that the comment was made in
jest, but the point here is that this is a key document that we got in‐
to during some of the witness testimony. It outlines the proposals
that have been made to Minister Ng. It's been produced in full.

These are the kinds of documents.... You'll see a pattern. Where
there is any substantive matter that relates to the issues around the
Canada student service grant—its design, its implementation, what‐
ever—it's all there. The redactions that have been made largely per‐
tain to the kinds of things that would properly be redacted. More
importantly, they pertain to precisely the terms outlined in the com‐
mittee's original motion in July, which were specifically explained
in a level of detail by the various remittal letters that pertain to each
batch of documents.

Around page 189 of the Department of Finance's production are
some of my favourite ones that seem to be so controversial. The
redaction on this page relates to a teleconference that took place on
April 24. It includes all of the participants, including those involved
with the Department of Finance, with Mr. Craig Kielburger as an
optional attendee. It outlines what time the meeting took place. The

only portion that's redacted—it's a major scandal, Mr. Chair—is the
passcode for a teleconference line that is used by the Department of
Finance.

Although I highly doubt it's relevant, I can fully understand why
a government conference line password would perhaps not be ap‐
propriate to disclose. That way, members of the public would not
able to dial in to what should properly be a private and confidential
conversation.

Mr. Chair, in any event, the dispute is not even over whether that
information should be redacted, but who should have made that
redaction. It seems so small. If this is the central point in the dis‐
pute, it seems unbelievable that we can't reach agreement on how to
get past it.

I'd suggest to you that the real reason we can't get past it is that
opposition members continue to insist that the motion, which
specifically says that it excluded cabinet confidences from the re‐
quest, should be read to mean that it included cabinet confidences
in the request. Both things cannot be true. In fact, you cannot read
the words and assume it means the opposite. This is a basic inter‐
pretation, Mr. Chair.

I'll continue, still on the Department of Finance disclosure. At
page 190 is the same email from Craig Kielburger to then-minister
Morneau. It was also a part of the WE Charity document submis‐
sion that was received by this committee. In that email, we see this
same email with all the information present. As we see there, the
information had nothing at all to do with the Canada student service
grant, and thus had no relevance to the motion before this commit‐
tee. The subject was “Thank You & Links”. It said:

Hello Bill,

It was incredibly thoughtful of you to call. Thank you very much.

I realize that your team provides you access to extraordinary data. If helpful, at‐
tached are two documents. The attached email is from two days...

It goes on. Again, a phone number of the executive assistant is
redacted. In any event, the email seems largely to be unrelated to
the Canada student service grant.

Another email is on page 216 of the Department of Finance's dis‐
closure package, for those who are interested. It's another email
from Ms. Marquez at the WE organization to officials in the public
service who were responsible for the Canada student service grant.
In this particular release, you'll see all of the content of the email is
present. The only information missing, if you go over it, is Ms.
Marquez' email address and her personal phone number.

● (2215)

I assume it's her personal phone number that's been excluded, be‐
cause there is an additional phone number that has been included.
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Again, if you actually look at the remittal letters, they explain
specifically when and why redactions were made among employees
of the WE organization. If we included those remittal letters, you
would understand that this is precisely the kind of redaction that
was made in order to satisfy the terms of the committee's motion.

If we look now at pages 222 and 223 of the Finance release,
you'll see that all of the content of the email between Ms. Marquez
and the relevant department officials is completely visible. The
redactions that seem to be the source of such consternation include,
once again, an email address and personal contact information for
Ms. Marquez. This is no big shock.

The first exchange in the email talks about the fact that there was
a prompt response and that they copied someone from WE Charity
to help coordinate on next steps. The substantive portion of that
email produced the personal contact details of the individual and
were redacted. Again, the motion would have the law clerk make
that redaction. The relevant departments made the redactions in ac‐
cordance with the legislation that they have indicated they are
bound by; however, this seems very much like the kind of thing for
which we can find a solution.

It continues on in an email in the same exchange, and precisely
the same information is redacted. The body of the email—much of
which, by the way, touches on personal exchanges about reconnect‐
ing with loved ones over the weekend—was nevertheless included,
but the email itself merely mentions that there was a connection
made with Craig, who I assume is Craig Kielburger, and Ms. Mar‐
quez the week prior.

They mentioned that they had a phone discussion—obviously,
that would be appropriate to disclose to this committee, and was—
so that they could know what the appropriate next steps would be
for them to continue the conversation.

This material involving conversations between employees at the
WE organization and civil servants within the Department of Fi‐
nance is clearly relevant. It is not really all that interesting, not that
significant, but it is relevant and it was produced. The only infor‐
mation that was redacted were the personal contact details of an
employee at the WE organization. I don't know precisely which
branch she was associated with.

In any event, if you look at the redactions and the portions of the
correspondence that were not redacted, you will find that they ac‐
cord specifically with the remittal letter that the deputy minister,
Paul Rochon, sent to this committee and which members of this
committee are now seeking to have excluded.

I think that it would be helpful not only to have the context of the
letters, but also, if we have questions about the redactions that were
made, to have those individuals here. Perhaps we could even get
them to appear before the committee with the law clerk to discuss
their redactions. Indeed, the subamendment goes in that direction. It
would be very helpful for members of this committee to understand
why they made redactions.

In fact, some members have made this point previously. If you
compare the sets of documents that were disclosed by the govern‐
ment House leader to members of this committee with the docu‐
ments that were redacted by the law clerk, on emails such as this—

not this one specifically, however, but many of the short ex‐
changes—there was a simple mobile phone number or email
redacted by the Clerk of the Privy Council. The law clerk went
much further and excluded more information, presumably because
it engaged either privacy concerns or, more likely in many in‐
stances, it simply wasn't relevant to the Canada student service
grant, when you're dealing with things like wishing someone well
in connection with loved ones over the weekend, as this email did
at its outset.

● (2220)

In any event, let's go to the bottom of the email. The only exclu‐
sion that appears seems to relate to the personal contact informa‐
tion. While the professional contact details are still very much
there, should anybody wish to call Madam Marquez going forward.
Well, perhaps that would have been in the past, given the fate WE
Charity has suffered in Canada in recent months.

The next document is on page 224 of the Department of Fi‐
nance's disclosure package. This is very important information. We
have here a meeting invitation. It's from Ms. Kovacevic to a MINO,
or minister's office, staff member. All the contents are present. The
redactions that opposition members are taking issue with are for the
conference ID and Ms. Kovacevic's cellphone number.

I will just remind Canadians that the focus of the government has
been and remains on the pandemic and the second wave. Now we
find ourselves at the finance committee having a dispute over the
appropriateness of the redaction, but more specifically the person
who ought to have redacted the personal phone number of this civil
servant and the conference ID number.

Mr. Chair, much like on the previous page, if you look at page
226 of the Finance release, you'll see that the only redaction present
is for a conference ID. All of the names of the relevant officials are
there in the emails for Canadians and for opposition members to
see. These things can be relevant, without question, but certain in‐
formation, for good reason, ought to be protected. I've made the
case before on a previous document that dealt with a passcode for a
government conference line. Certainly I don't think it would be ap‐
propriate to share personal emails either.

The portions that actually touch on the facts of who attended
meetings, when they took place, and the organizations to which
they are attached are all relevant. All are properly within the scope
of the motion the finance committee adopted in the previous ses‐
sion of Parliament, and is explained beautifully in the remittal letter
by the appropriate deputy minister in this instance.
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If we continue on with the package, I'm now looking at the docu‐
ment on page 227, marked “Page 1 of 1”. This document is labelled
“Secret” and “Confidence of the Queen's Privy Council”. It has
nevertheless been produced. All of the contents for this agenda and
notes from a “four Cs” meeting are included. This is a cabinet con‐
fidence document. It's been released for review with all of the in‐
formation as it relates to the Canada student service grant, with that
information visible. The only redaction we have here is a confer‐
ence call ID number. I'm not making a joke about this. It is actually
the kind of information that has been redacted.

To go back to the original motion that was passed in July, it's
clear that the motion said that we don't want cabinet confidences.
The response from both the deputy minister of finance and the
Clerk of the Privy Council made it adamantly clear that they did not
consider the committee to have asked for documents that were sub‐
ject to cabinet confidence. The basis on which they found that con‐
clusion was that the committee told them to exclude cabinet confi‐
dences from the request. Nevertheless, as was explained in the re‐
mittal letter, where documents actually were relevant or perhaps
helpful to the committee in its deliberations and consideration of
the Canada student service grant program, they produced those doc‐
uments.

This one, again marked “Secret” and “Confidence of the Queen's
Privy Council”, is labelled “Canada Student Service Grant”. It is
dated Thursday, April 30, 2020. It gives the time of the meeting. It
was an hour-long meeting beginning at 11:15 that day. It even pro‐
vides the dial-in information for the particular conference line at is‐
sue. It simply deleted the conference ID to protect the password and
keep other people from potentially logging into that conference line
in the future.

It talks about the participants who were there from the Privy
Council Office, including Lisa Setlakwe, Tara Shannon, Heather
Moriarty, Louise Baird, Ken MacKillop and Alain Beaudoin; from
the PMO, Rick Theis and Laura Lebel; from ESDC, Rachel Wer‐
nick and Ritu Banerjee; and from the Department of Finance,
Alexandrea Howard, Michelle Kovacevic and Suzy McDonald.
● (2225)

The agenda items are included. They are “Welcome and Opening
Remarks”, “Discussion on Canada Student Service Grant Options”,
“Program Delivery & Policy Authority”, and “Wrap-up & Next
Steps”.

This document, Mr. Chair, obviously would ordinarily be subject
to cabinet confidences, but the government nevertheless made the
decision to produce it even though we didn't ask for it and even
though, had we asked for it, they may have been within their rights
to refuse to produce it on the basis of cabinet confidences. They've
given us nearly the whole thing. The only portion that's redacted is
the password to the teleconference that was hosted that day. This is
the kind of information that's been excluded from document pro‐
duction.

If we can continue on here, Mr. Chair, I direct your attention to
page 228 of the Department of Finance's production. This is talking
about key issues for discussion on service and volunteering initia‐
tives. The heading beneath that title is the “Canada Emergency Ser‐
vice Grant”. It's then labelled “(CSSG)”. Presumably that was dur‐

ing a time when a program was being considered but a name had
not been landed upon.

The first heading is “Eligible individuals”.
Should the grant be limited to youth registered in PSE studies or more broadly to
any youth eligible for PSE studies? Should youth in receipt of stipend under
CSC microgrant program be eligible for the CSSG

You can tell here the CSC, if you read again the remittal letter.
Actually, I'm second-guessing myself about which document it was
in, but there was one document that used that specific acronym to
describe the Canada Service Corps.

We heard testimony at this committee—again, I should say the
previous version of this committee in the prior session of this Par‐
liament—that indicated specifically that the Canada Service Corps
was actually being considered to administer this program. We heard
testimony when the Prime Minister was before this committee,
along with his chief of staff, Ms. Telford, that in fact when that idea
was pitched, they learned CSC didn't have the capacity, and the rec‐
ommendation of the civil service was that if this program were to
be administered this year, it would be by the WE organization or
not at all for this year.

This is a document that speaks to that very issue in some ways,
and it includes recommendations that were made. All of it is fully
produced. There are no redactions on this particular page.

It doesn't just deal with the recommendations; it also deals with
the considerations if they limit the program specifically to students.
It talks about the eligible service opportunities that could be part of
a program of this nature. It includes recommendations, including
the following:

establishing minimum criteria for eligible volunteer opportunities

proactive outreach and contribution agreements with third party organizations to
encourage the development of COVID19 related opportunities across all regions
of the country

funding WE proposal to create 10 week service opportunity for 20,000 youth to
ensure early offerings

That was under the heading “Recommend”. Under “Considera‐
tions”, they list a few additional ones as well.

They go on to talk about the “I Want to Help” portal and then
about “The Grant Amounts and Payments” and recommendations
and considerations regarding those.

This is an important document in terms of what the committee
was looking for. If you're looking for information about how the
program was developed, how it was implemented, how it evolved
over time, it's squarely within what the committee had asked for.
The government decided to produce this document in full, without
redaction.

On page 230 of the Department of Finance's disclosure package,
you see “Canada Service Corps: Canada Student Service Grant”.
Again, this reflects the testimony we heard that the Canada Service
Corps was, in fact, being considered for the administration of this
program.
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It's a draft dated April 29, which actually coincides perfectly
with the timeline that was provided to this committee, and on which
committee members had the opportunity to question senior mem‐
bers of the government, including the Prime Minister, because this
predates the first cabinet meeting, which I believe was May 5 or
May 8. My memory escapes me at the moment, Mr. Chair.
● (2230)

In any event, the document relates to the development and imple‐
mentation of the program, so it's clearly within the realm of what
this committee asked for. This particular document is marked
“draft”; it's not specifically marked “subject to cabinet confidence”,
but it does follow the agenda document with the redacted confer‐
ence ID that I mentioned, and cabinet confidence did attach to that
document. In any event, it was produced in its entirety.

It talks about the context around COVID-19 and the need for the
development of a program like this. It outlines the proposed ap‐
proach to the program by ESDC. It talks about the youth eligibility
requirements and the eligible service placements. This is the kind
of document you want in order to figure out what the government
was thinking at the time this program was being developed. It de‐
scribes what considerations they had in mind and what recommen‐
dations they received, including the cost. Here the total anticipated
cost is estimated at $862.5 million.

Frankly, Mr. Chair, this is a document, along with a contribution
agreement, that I would have great interest in going through if I
wanted to learn about what the government was thinking at the
time. The great thing is that if we want to know what they were
thinking at the time, what considerations they had made, what rec‐
ommendations they had received, thankfully it's all been written
down and it's all been produced for this committee. Again this doc‐
ument doesn't have redactions, aside from the conference ID that all
of this information pertained to. I don't see how that particular in‐
formation would move the needle one iota for members of this
committee who are interested in learning more. The substantive
material is all there.
● (2235)

The Chair: Mr. Fraser, I lost track for a minute; what document
was that?

Mr. Sean Fraser: I was referring to the document package from
the Department of Finance, ending at page 240. I think it began
around page 220; page 227 was the first page, which was the agen‐
da. It was subject to cabinet confidence and marked “Secret”, yet
all the attachments to it seemingly were produced, with significant
detail about everything from the anticipated cost to the eligibility
requirements for potential students to take part to the eligible place‐
ments that could be considered. It's all there, with the limited ex‐
ception of the conference ID for the teleconference that took place
that day.

The Chair: Thank you.
Mr. Sean Fraser: If we continue, Mr. Chair, we can look at an

email exchange, and I'm now looking at page 310 of the Depart‐
ment of Finance document. This was an email exchanged between
Ms. Kovacevic, the minister's office staff and departmental offi‐
cials. In this chain—it goes from page 310 through to page 318 of
the Finance release—we get all of the information in the body of

the email, all of it. All we have in terms of redactions are private
cellphone numbers, which do not need to be in the public domain,
and our non-partisan public service removed it.

Again, I will acknowledge that the motion says that some of
these redactions, specifically those that relate to personal informa‐
tion, ought to have been made by the law clerk and not the govern‐
ment. I also understand the civil service's point of view, which was
not given at the direction of the government but done independent‐
ly, that they are bound by legislation that requires them to seek the
consent of parties who have been the subject of a request to have
their personal information disclosed, and if that consent is not ob‐
tained, to conduct an assessment as to whether the public interest
clearly outweighs the need to protect privacy. In this instance, the
limited public interest in having members of the public have access
to the personal cellphone number of an employee or civil servant
did not outweigh the privacy interest in protecting that personal in‐
formation, and I agree entirely.

The email is labelled, “For urgent review: May 8 - Cabinet Note
on Canada Student Service Grant”. The body of the email states,
“Someone will send you all the CSSG stuff. I don't know if there
was an official request or what - something seems broken!” It has
kind of an odd email signature: “sent by MK's sassy smartphone”. I
don't even think that was relevant. Nevertheless, the government
produced it, but the number of that “sassy smartphone” was redact‐
ed.

These are the kinds of things that are throughout the entire pack‐
age, and I'm just reading these directly from the source material
that was produced. There's probably information in there that did
not need to be produced, based on relevance. Nevertheless, it was
included, because the government, as was explained in the remittal
letters, tried to take a broad and principled approach to production
of the documents.

Similarly, the phone number from the email was excluded. The
body of the email, including everyone it was sent to, again with the
subject in bold, “For urgent review: May 8 - Cabinet Note on
Canada Student Service Grant”, reads: “I don't know how this is
moving but can someone in addition to the cabinet process send di‐
rectly to amit gillian's note and the two documents at the links as
attachments - proposal and Chagger's annex for tomorrow.” This is
talking about documents that are clearly going before cabinet. It's
labelled “Cabinet Note” in the subject line of the email, and it
brings into the body of the email the name of one of the govern‐
ment ministers who held responsibility for some of this program
development.

The email chain further gets into some details. It says:
Please find attached (and at this link) a copy of a Cabinet note for the Minister
for your approval.

Please note that the Cabinet discussion will focus on two short documents from
Minister Chagger:

- The original presentation to COVID committee on May 5 - here

- The proposed revisions following the COVID Committee meeting for consid‐
eration at Cabinet - here.

Please let me know if you have any issues accessing the documents and I would
be happy to share them as an attachment.
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That was from Gillian Webster, a senior analyst focused on in‐
digenous policy with Finance Canada.

All of the material describing the original presentation to the
COVID committee, describing documents from Minister Chagger,
describing the proposed revisions following the COVID committee
meeting—all of that content is there. The professional contact de‐
tails of Ms. Webster, the senior analyst on indigenous policy with
the Department of Finance, are actually included. The government
made a decision to disclose her work email and phone number as a
public servant. However, if you look at the redaction, it appears that
a cellphone number was redacted.
● (2240)

If you continue, you'll see Suzy McDonald, again from the De‐
partment of Finance, on an email chain with several other Finance
officials, the subject line being “ESDC Student Grant”. This email
is a part of the same package of documents, and it asks someone
named Aiden:

Can you put together an email or short word document to summarize the ESDC
proposal on student grants going to Cabinet tomorrow please? Essentially a light
touch cab note

—I assume that means cabinet note—
with a bit of background and the highlights of the proposal.
Call if you have questions.

Again, the only piece redacted is the cellphone number of Ms.
McDonald.

It is helpful, too, that these documents refer, wherever there are
redactions, to certain sections that pertain to the reasons for certain
disclosures. You can only understand why all of these matters are
redacted in the way they are—and frankly, when there are docu‐
ments that would ordinarily not be produced, but were—from the
context that was provided to us in the remittal letters.

Nevertheless, some members of this committee are trying to en‐
sure that those remittal letters aren't brought into the evidentiary
record before this committee, presumably because they provide
context that opposition members would like to ensure never reaches
the public. Similarly, there is a seeming lack of willingness to allow
the civil servants responsible for these redactions to appear, includ‐
ing the Clerk of the Privy Council, who has indicated that he is go‐
ing to make himself available. Seemingly we won't hear from him
either.

I think it would be particularly helpful for him to appear so that
we can understand the process that he and others within the civil
service employed to ensure that the selection of material to be
redacted was made in a principled way and not in a selective man‐
ner, as was specifically explained to be the case in those remittal
letters. I think that's extremely important and an essential context.

The Department of Finance's document at page 312 follows on
the heels of the documents I have been referring to. It is an email
from Ms. McDonald, dated Thursday, May 7, at 7:55 p.m. It is sent
to, and copies, those who work in Finance, with the subject line
"Canada Student Grants”. It has several attachments, including
“CSSG Proposal for Cabinet”—a Word document—which has been
updated, and a “Note for minister” that says “CCSG”. I can only as‐
sume it in fact means the CSSG.

The email, to “Amit”, says:
Here are:
1) The original proposal that went to Committee
2) The updated proposal that is going tomorrow
3) Our note on the updated proposal

The cell number is blacked out, and that is the only thing blacked
out.

I think you are catching my drift here, but the documents contin‐
ue.

If you look at the next page, page 313, you see that it is headed
“ Proposal for the Cabinet Committee on the Federal Response to
the Coronavirus (COVID-19)”. The subheadings are “Implementa‐
tion of the Canada Student Service Grant”, “The Honourable
Bardish Chagger”, and “May 5, 2020”. It is watermarked
“DRAFT” in the background.

Mr. Chair, If there was ever a document that would ordinarily be
subject to cabinet confidence, I dare say this is it. It is, again, a pro‐
posal for the cabinet committee—in fact, a draft proposal—on the
federal response to the coronavirus. This is squarely within the cat‐
egory of documents about which both the Clerk of the Privy Coun‐
cil and the deputy minister of finance have clearly said that al‐
though they are not required to disclose this information, and al‐
though you as a committee have specifically asked us to exclude it
from what we produce, we are going to do it anyway, and are going
to waive cabinet confidence over it, because we think it will shed
light on the matters the committee is discussing.

The document, if you dig into it, is really interesting. Most mem‐
bers of Parliament don't sit in cabinet and will perhaps never in
their entire career see a document like this.
● (2245)

It outlines, as the purpose of the document, that the minister is
seeking authority to:

create the new Canada Student Service Grant (CSSG) under the Canada Service
Corps program to provide students who engage in national service opportunities
during the summer with up to $5,000;

This was a point of controversy during testimony before this
committee, including testimony of the Prime Minister. It makes
clear that the intention of the government at the outset was to seek
to have the Canada Service Corps administer this program. It's laid
out there for this committee. It was given to committee members
and it was not redacted, despite the fact that it is a very sensitive
document in ordinary circumstances.

The document goes on to say it's going to:
create and launch the I Want to Help portal, a web-based one-window matching
platform by ESDC that allows students to find volunteer opportunities to con‐
tribute to the Covid 19 response in their community; and
fund a third party organization to support the implementation of the CSSG; and
the payment of the grants directly to students.

It says:
Incremental funding is required and the funding request would be made, if ap‐
proved, which would be—

I think there may be a mistake there—
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—to the Prime Minister, the Minister of Finance, and the Minister of Health
through the Public Health Events of National Concern Payments Act.

A draft proposal to the cabinet committee on the federal response
to COVID-19 on the implementation of the Canada student service
grant is absolutely the kind of document that would be subject to
cabinet confidence. Again, the motion adopted by the finance com‐
mittee in the previous session of the 43rd Parliament made it very
clear that documents like this were to be excluded from the request.
If you read the remittal letters from the clerk or the deputy minister,
you will see very clearly that they made the decision, despite the
fact that they were never bound to produce this document, to do it
anyway.

If I look at it, I see that it goes to the purpose of the program and
the pitch. It has a summary of the proposal. It talks about the eligi‐
bility of participating students and participating organizations. It
goes into detail about the purpose and the development of the I
Want to Help portal. It talks about third party delivery organizations
and explains that funding authority is, in fact, required.

If you dig into that section, perhaps that's the most germane
among anything there. It talks specifically about ESDC's recom‐
mendation to fund WE Charity, “who has submitted an unsolicited
proposal to provide support.” It says:

WE Charities is the largest youth serving charitable organization in Canada with
substantial experience in youth service programming through fully bilingual pro‐
gramming for diverse youth in all parts of the country.

It goes on to explain in more detail why that may make sense.
The entire section on a dark document marked “Secret” was a pro‐
posal being considered by the federal government's cabinet com‐
mittee on the COVID-19 response. It's absolutely subject to cabinet
confidence and it's remarkable that it was produced in the first in‐
stance. It's also remarkable that it was produced without redactions.

This is a key document for the committee in understanding what
was going on at the time. It helps colour the timeline that had been
provided to this committee. In my mind, it's the kind of thing the
government would have been within its rights to withhold and not
produce at all. Instead, it's been produced in full. This committee
can understand, backed up by evidence, precisely the thought pro‐
cess that was going on at this specific time. Again, this relates to
the early May cabinet meetings.

The annex to the proposal for the cabinet committee was also in‐
cluded. I would dare say this is obviously also subject to cabinet
confidence, but nevertheless, it was produced. It includes amend‐
ments to the design of the Canada student service grant, again in
the name of Honourable Bardish Chagger, and it is dated May 8,
2020. The leading sentence discusses the minister's recommenda‐
tion for approval by cabinet of three changes to the proposal on the
Canada student service grant to address concerns that were raised
by committee members.

We are here getting into discussions that took place among cabi‐
net committee members, including the discussion to expand eligi‐
bility to include all youth ages 17 to 30, as opposed to just students;
to permit participants who receive the CSSG to also receive the
Canada emergency response benefit; and to increase the number of
grant thresholds from three to five.

● (2250)

It goes into each of those items in significant detail to explain,
effectively, how the program could work, and presents suggestions
that were made to improve its delivery, including how students
would be compensated for their volunteer efforts.

It's a remarkable document, Mr. Chair. It really demonstrates that
the government went over and above what the motion required. The
issue that was raised by the motion had to do with document pro‐
duction. The specific exclusion of cabinet confidences made it clear
that this is not the kind of document that was envisioned to be pro‐
duced for the committee. Nevertheless, if you read the remittal let‐
ter, you'll see that this document was the subject of production be‐
cause the government thought it would actually contribute to the
public's understanding of what had taken place and to this commit‐
tee's deliberations.

I will continue on, Mr. Chair, to page 326 of the document pro‐
duction. This is back to one of our old favourites. This is from
pages 326 to 330 of the Department of Finance's release. These are
the kinds of redactions that have become comical.

The email is produced in full; the subject is “risks and mitigation
document”. It talks about risks and mitigation strategies. It's ex‐
changes between civil servants with different federal departments,
and seemingly the only redactions are the cellphone numbers of
certain civil servants, namely Michelle Kovacevic and Rachel Wer‐
nick. I don't see a need for this committee to be delving into that
kind of information whatsoever.

If I look at the attachments on risk and mitigation strategies, I see
that this stuff is very relevant to what the committee actually asked
for. I think this is a completely appropriate place for it to have been
disclosed. It goes into significant detail around the solutions that
were, at the time, proposed by WE, including the guarantee of
20,000 volunteer placements being available at the launch of the
program. It talks a lot about some of the risks around the “insuffi‐
cient number of volunteer roles”. It goes on to discuss Canada's
non-profit sector and the fact that it would “be overwhelmed trying
to manage [all the] young volunteers” who would take part in the
program. There were concerns around “quality control and fraud in
the system” that were outlined in this document. There were con‐
cerns around “financial irregularity in payments to participants”.
There were concerns around a “lack of operational structure for the
program”, around “health and safety risks” and around the fact that
“not enough young people qualify for grants”. There were concerns
around the facts that there are “youth with limited or no access to
technology”, that there are “inadequate service placements for
youth from rural communities”, that there's potentially a “lack of
representation from diverse communities” across Canada and that
there may be a “lack of engagement or participation of at-risk youth
[or] youth [who have] special needs”. There were concerns over
“participant issues management and problem solving” and there
were concerns that there would be a need to accommodate “specific
requests from Members of Parliament [or] government representa‐
tives in support of causes in their” own constituencies. There were
“legal issues and considerations” that were outlined, and there were
concerns that “the Canadian public is unaware of the [potential] im‐
pact of the program”.
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All of these were risk mitigation strategies that were outlined in
that document. They are clearly the kinds of things the committee
was looking for. They provide valuable information about what was
being considered—not just how to implement it, but the potential
pitfalls that we may run into. In fact, we find that the government
produced the document in full. The redactions that we keep seeing
are either routinely attached to documents that the committee
specifically said it didn't want or documents that clearly would be
inappropriate to share publicly. Where there are meaningful docu‐
ments—whether it was the summary of the presentation to the cabi‐
net committee on COVID-19 or documents outlining the risks asso‐
ciated with moving forward with this program—those documents
were produced in full, without redactions. The documents that were
redacted largely touch on personal information or cabinet confi‐
dences.
● (2255)

If I continue on, I'm now looking at page 334, again on the De‐
partment of Finance's disclosure. This is a calendar invitation from
Microsoft Outlook. It contains information on a conference call that
was to take place on May 26. On this invitation, you'll see the rele‐
vant department officials who were responsible for the CSSG, and
the only information redacted was the conference call log-in infor‐
mation. I do think that producing these documents is relevant. I do
think that the committee asked for this document. This is a docu‐
ment that explains that people met and discussed the program.

Where I take issue with what's gone on here is that we are seem‐
ingly having an entire discussion about who should have redacted
the conference ID for that teleconference. It doesn't make sense,
Mr. Chair. Frankly, I don't care who made the redaction.

If the opposition would like to have the clerk review the redac‐
tion of the conference IDs that were used to discuss the Canada stu‐
dent service grant, as I've said a few times during these remarks, I
think we can find a compromise there. If they're going to insist that
the motion that excluded from the request cabinet documents
should be interpreted that the request should have included cabinet
documents, then they won't find agreement. We can't agree that a
motion says the opposite of what it in fact says.

If you continue on with me down this path, Mr. Chair, we've got
to be looking for a decision document of some kind. They are pages
411 through 426 of the Department of Finance's release. If you read
down, there's a note throughout this. The key part is a document en‐
titled “Delivery of the Canada Student Service Grant”.

The next subheading is “Prime Minister Decision”. The next
heading is “Prime Minister Decision Exactly the Same as Minister
Decision: No”. It's pretty clear here that this is a document that
would characterize what cabinet confidence means. This is a docu‐
ment that outlines when the Prime Minister made a decision that
was not precisely the same as that of the minister who made the de‐
cision to be presented to him.

If you look at it, Chair, all of the information relevant to the
Canada student service grant is unredacted; it's present for every‐
body to see. The part that's been redacted is unrelated cabinet confi‐
dences as determined by the non-partisan and professional public
service. Again, if we look back to either Deputy Minister Rochon's
or Clerk of the Privy Council Shugart's explanation, they said that

they employed a process to ensure that the redactions were not
made on a selective basis but were made in a principled way, to en‐
sure that there was no cherry-picking for political expediency. I
would love to have them come testify to explain what process they
employed to make that happen.

As was expressly permitted for in the motion from this commit‐
tee, all the cabinet confidences that are related to the service grant
would be released, but unrelated information was to be redacted,
and it was. This isn't rocket science. It's already a rare occurrence
that cabinet confidences of a sitting government are released, and
the clerk took the extraordinary step to nevertheless release all of
the information as it related to the Canada student service grant
program, while also maintaining that he would protect necessary
and unelated cabinet confidences. Everything present here has been
done in the spirit of that promise and while respecting the commit‐
tee's motion for information.

This is an extraordinary document. For what it's worth, after the
portion that explains that the Prime Minister's decision was not pre‐
cisely the same as the minister's, it reads:

The Prime Minister decided to provide up to $543.8 million to Employment and
Social Development Canada for the establishment and payments under the new,
taxable Canada Student Service Grant.

The Prime Minister decided to limit eligibility of the grant to students eligible
for the Canada Emergency Student Benefit who are under the age of 30.

The Prime Minister further decided to convert the remaining $356.2 million in
the set-aside...to a provision for this initiative. The Minister of Diversity and In‐
clusion and Youth can seek access to this provision with the approval of the
Minister of Finance following submission of a letter and supporting information
regarding expenditures to date and demand above and beyond initial estimates.
A subsequent funding decision would not be required to access this funding.

● (2300)

The Prime Minister also decided that the Minister of Diversity and Inclusion and
Youth is required to write to the President of the Treasury Board to provide an
update on the CSSG, not for approval, prior to drawing down funding for phase
2 and subsequent cohorts. For greater clarity, the Minister of Diversity and In‐
clusion and Youth should provide an update once WE has completed the launch
of its initial 20,000 supported placements and is preparing to launch the next
20,000 placements.

The Prime Minister also decided to waive the condition placed on the Canada
Service Corps program for Employment and Social Development Canada to re‐
port on results for 2020-2021 in order to access frozen funding for 2021-2022....

There is then enough space for about two or three words that
have been redacted. Then it says:

...ESDC is to report back to Treasury Board in 2021-2022 when information can
be fully compiled regarding Canada Service Corps program outcomes for the
2020-2021 fiscal year.
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This is a document that clearly would have cabinet confidences
attached to it. Again, it's the decision of a prime minister that does
not accord completely with the decision of a minister that was pre‐
sented to him. The upshot here is that we now have evidence that
this committee holds within its possession, but that is not officially
on the record, that shows that there was a cabinet discussion involv‐
ing a prime minister making changes to the decisions that were pre‐
sented to him by one of the ministers within his administration.

The importance of disclosing this document was clearly ex‐
plained in the remittal letters of both Mr. Rochon and the Clerk of
the Privy Council. They made absolutely clear that though the mo‐
tion states that these kinds of documents are excluded from the cat‐
egory of documents that this committee requested—I shouldn't say
“this committee”, but the finance committee in the previous session
of this Parliament—they nevertheless made the decision to approve
it, as sensitive as it may be.

It can be difficult for governments sometimes to demonstrate that
one decision of one of the ministers has been overturned by a prime
minister; this is exactly the kind of document that would typically
not be produced. It is politically sensitive. Perhaps some people
will think less of a government because the Prime Minister made a
change to the decision of one of his ministers. Nevertheless, it has
been produced. This is a very sensitive kind of document that's nor‐
mally confidential, for good reason, but in this instance, it was pro‐
vided to give clarity to the committee.

The document actually continues to outline the fiscal impact of
the Prime Minister's decision. It's a classic-looking table that you
might see in a budget or an annex to a budget or a fall economic
statement, and it includes the accrual profile of the program. I won't
get into the specific funding amounts for each of the programs, but
in any event it has all been shared. The content of this particular
document is not necessarily the most relevant piece, but the fact
that it has been shared at all is a substantial point to make.

Similarly, the next page of the same package discusses the deliv‐
ery of the Canada student service grant. If we look at the document,
it shows that the minister decided to provide up to $543.8 million to
ESDC for the establishment and payments under the new, taxable
Canada student service grant.

The document, which is similar to the document prior, includes
very minor redactions. In this instance, if you follow the explana‐
tions in the remittal letter, presumably that would be subject to cab‐
inet confidences, but they were not relevant to the information this
committee sought. If you didn't have access to those remittal let‐
ters—which, again, opposition members are seeking to have ex‐
cluded from the evidentiary record—what you'll end up seeing is
that this document has been produced nearly in full, and you would
wonder why there are certain redactions made to this cabinet docu‐
ment.
● (2305)

We received an explanation as to why it's been redacted, in writ‐
ing. Now opposition members are seeking to exclude from the
record the very explanation and seemingly won't even allow the
civil servants responsible for these redactions to testify before this
committee, even though they've asked to show up and explain
themselves.

At the very least, before we continue, I think we should have ex‐
planations given as to why redactions were made, before we jump
to conclusions that they were made in a manner that breaches the
privileges of members of this committee, which is a bit rich, con‐
sidering these documents were not only never asked for but were
specifically excluded from the request. That's the language the
committee in the last session of this Parliament used.

Mr. Chair, I could go on for a while. I see that some of my col‐
leagues have their hands up. Perhaps I'll pause there and allow one
of my committee colleagues to take over. Should they exhaust their
own points, I have not completed my own analysis of these docu‐
ments.

Suffice it to say that the initial motion made it very clear that the
committee never asked for documents that were subject to cabinet
confidences, and in fact cabinet material was shared with this com‐
mittee and the redactions were made only in certain limited circum‐
stances.

If the only remaining dispute, when you read the original motion
the committee passed way back earlier in the summer, is about who
should have made the redaction of the personal cellphone numbers
of civil servants, I think we should be able to find a solution to that
off-line.

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

I have on my—

[Translation]
Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,

NDP): Mr. Chair, I would like to pass along some information.

[English]
The Chair: Yes.

[Translation]
Mr. Alexandre Boulerice: Since my illustrious and very wise

colleague Richard Cannings will be replacing me, much as my col‐
league Peter Julian did with me before, I would like to ensure that
everything is in order. Mr. Cannings is already with us.

I want to check with the clerk and you, Mr. Chair, that everything
is in order.

[English]
The Chair: Yes, we're getting a signal from the clerk that Mr.

Cannings is in and you're relieved. Thank you, Mr. Boulerice.

Welcome, Mr. Cannings.

● (2310)

Mr. Richard Cannings (South Okanagan—West Kootenay,
NDP): Thank you.

The fresh Pacific British Columbia people are taking over.
The Chair: Good stuff, Richard.
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I have on my list Ms. Dzerowicz, Mr. Fonseca, Mr. Poilievre, Mr.
Badawey, Mr. Gerretsen. I would offer to Mr. Poilievre, so we have
some cross-party discussion here.... If he wants to be bumped up to
go next, I would allow him. Or do I go with the list?

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Thank you very much.
Mr. Sean Fraser: Mr. Chair, just quickly, before you hand over

the microphone, I'm just curious if Mr. Ste-Marie is going to have
his British Columbia colleagues subbing in for him as well before
the night is over.

The Chair: I don't believe—
[Translation]

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: Yes, it will be soon.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Ste-Marie.

Mr. Poilievre, did you want to take this opportunity to come in
now?

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Sure.

The Chair: Go ahead.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: I note Mr. Fraser's humour. We shouldn't
laugh too loud. There was basically no Bloc Québécois when Justin
Trudeau became Prime Minister. They had been dead and gone and
a relic of the past, and there was no separatist movement out west;
now we have them both back. Maybe by the time we're done this
meeting, the Prime Minister will have successfully alienated
enough British Columbians to add them to the list—but hopefully
not.

On the subject at hand, Mr. Chair, we're simply asking the gov‐
ernment to do as the committee requested, which is to hand the
documents over to the clerk, and for the law clerk to decide what
should be released and what should not. We originally asked that.
We passed it in a motion, and the government has violated that mo‐
tion.

There seems to be some confusion with respect to cabinet confi‐
dences. We're not asking for the public release of cabinet confi‐
dences. We are asking for the law clerk to determine if the WE
scandal documents that were excluded are in fact cabinet confi‐
dences, or if they have been misclassified as such by the Prime
Minister and the officials who depend on him for their jobs.

What we are simply asking—and we offered a very generous
compromise—is that all the documents that were excluded or
redacted simply go to the law clerk, who is the lawyer for the entire
House of Commons, and that he consider whether or not the redac‐
tions and exclusions were appropriate, and report back to the House
accordingly. The government says, well, why don't we just bring in
the Prime Minister's deputy? The deputy relies on the Prime Minis‐
ter for his job and can be fired by the Prime Minister at any time.
The deputy was hired by the Prime Minister, who decides on the fi‐
nancial bonus. The deputy, in every way, shape or form, reports di‐
rectly to the Prime Minister. Of course, that is not an acceptable so‐
lution to this problem.

The same clerk, probably under some duress, though he would
not admit it publicly, deprived the Ethics Commissioner of informa‐

tion related to the SNC scandal. That prevented the Ethics Commis‐
sioner from fully disclosing the truth in that previous scandal. We
can't simply rely on the Prime Minister's personal deputy to decide
what Canadians should see and what they should not see. That is
not appropriate.

Rather, we're proposing that a truly independent individual—that
is, the lawyer for the House of Commons, who represents all 338 of
us, who represents the institution of Parliament, not the govern‐
ment, not the opposition, not anybody in particular, but all of us
generally—review the documents and report back to us on whether
or not we have received everything we're entitled to according to
the motion.

If everything has been released and if all of the so-called cabinet
confidences are in fact confidences, then the government should
have nothing to worry about. There really wouldn't be any contro‐
versy. The law clerk would say so. He would come before the com‐
mittee and say, “Well, folks, I have reviewed all these exclusions
and redactions and it turns out they were all appropriate, so we
don't need to pursue the matter any further.” However, for some
reason the government is just terrified that the law clerk would
have this kind of access.

I would point out, with respect to the law clerk, that he and his
office have high-level security clearance. There is no risk that they
are going to find cabinet confidences and pick up the phone and
call a journalist or head to Twitter and tweet the information out on‐
line. The cabinet confidences they have in their possession, accord‐
ing to this motion, would be kept confidential, because the law
clerk would be so ordered by this committee.

Were he to violate that edict, he would blow up his entire career
and his life. He would not be able to practise law, because he would
be expelled from the bar if he were to violate solicitor-client privi‐
lege. He would obviously be removed as the law clerk of the House
of Commons. His life's work would be in tatters.

We don't have a risk here that the law clerk, our lawyer, is going
to take these documents and dump them on the Internet or proclaim
on the floor of the House of Commons. We can count on him to re‐
port back to us in a manner that is accurate but that does not reveal
any confidences.

● (2315)

In fact, I stated earlier today not that the law clerk would take the
documents and publish them, but that he would look at the docu‐
ments and confirm whether or not the redactions and the exclusions
were appropriate and report accordingly to this committee in testi‐
mony. This should be a very easy thing to do.

To suggest that it has never been done is completely false. Of
course, during the SNC-Lavalin scandal the Prime Minister was
forced to reveal some cabinet confidences because he had one of
his most senior ministers alleging that, under the dome of cabinet
confidentiality, he was committing grievous acts of ethical violence
in that he was applying undue pressure to absolve a corporate crim‐
inal from prosecution. As a result, yes, cabinet confidences were
published to the justice committee.
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Furthermore, confidences that would normally be left in the
hands of ministers have been shared with other branches of Parlia‐
ment. We now have a committee on national security, which is able
to go around the normal restrictions on confidentiality and review
state secrets, with an oath that they not speak of those secrets any‐
where, ever, with threat of charge. There is a second precedent for
this sort of thing.

Frankly, the parliamentary tradition is that ministers can bring
citizens into their confidence if they are so authorized by the
Crown, represented by the Prime Minister. This would be entirely
legitimate. It would be completely reasonable.

The only reason the government would resist such a compromise
is that they're terrified that the law clerk is going to look at these
documents and say that these are not cabinet confidences and they
never were, that these are not legitimate redactions and in fact there
are no legitimate redactions. The House of Commons has the right
to see any document—unredacted—that it chooses, regardless of
statutes related to access to information or privacy. That's not cov‐
ered in parliamentary privilege.

They're worried that the law clerk is going to see this and say
that they've been covering all this up, that it has nothing to do with
cabinet confidence and everything to do with protecting the culpa‐
ble. Then he will presumably report that to this committee. That's
why the Liberals on the committee are acting so erratically.

Here we should be performing a pre-budget consultation. The
Conservatives have been crying out for the need to start a pre-bud‐
get consultation, so we can get this disastrous economy back on
track. Don't get us wrong; we realize that Canada's economy is the
worst in the G7, with the highest unemployment, by far the highest
deficit, the poorest growth prospects—
● (2320)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): It has
the lowest death rate.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: There is more bad news today from the
Bank of Canada that the governor expects—

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Mr. Poilievre, we have a point of order coming in

from Mr. Gerretsen.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen: I believe the member forgot to indicate,

Mr. Chair, that we also have the lowest per capita death rate in the
G7. He might want to rephrase his argument to make it more ful‐
some and complete.

The Chair: I think that's a point of debate.

Go ahead, Mr. Poilievre.
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: It's an inaccurate statement. Many devel‐

oped countries have much superior results in fighting COVID than
Canada.

Regardless, our economy is in the worst shape. We're dead last
when it comes to jobs. We're dead last when it comes to deficits and
dead last in the worst possible way, with the most unemployment
and the most deficit as a share of GDP. We're getting the worst re‐
sults for the highest price.

We want to get to work on that. We, as Conservatives, want to
come forward in this committee and propose some solutions to heal
the damage—

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

The Chair: On a point of order, go ahead, Mr. Fragiskatos.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: It is not a point of debate here. I simply
want to make sure that the parliamentary record is accurate. The
member ought to consult the IMF and the World Bank when mak‐
ing—

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: That's debate.

Mr. Pat Kelly: That is debate, Chair.

The Chair: I'm not sure. I haven't heard enough yet.

Go ahead, Mr. Fragiskatos.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: I appreciate that, Mr. Chair.

[Translation]

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: Mr. Chair, I apologize for interrupting.

When too many speakers are speaking at the same time, there is
noise, and the interpreters aren't able to translate the remarks. We
should be aware of this.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Ste-Marie.

Mr. Fragiskatos, the floor is yours for the moment.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

As I was saying, the parliamentary record ought to be accurate.
Mr. Poilievre is putting forward points that are not. He ought to
consult the World Bank, the IMF, economists who work at both,
and he will find that—

The Chair: That is debate, Mr. Fragiskatos.

Mr. Poilievre, we'll go back to you, but keep it relevant to the
topic we're on, if you can.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: I guess now we can't talk about the econ‐
omy at the finance committee. It's out of order.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Mr. Chair, I have a point of order, and I
think you will find that this is a point of order.

Mr. Poilievre has mentioned that the Conservatives wanted to
move forward to the pre-budget consultations. I want to state for
the record—and this is on the record—that my motion was actually
put forward before the point of privilege that Mr. Poilievre put in,
so it is we, the Liberals, who tried to get us immediately to the pre-
budget consultations, but it was stopped by the Conservatives.

The Chair: All right, I take your point, but we have to get
through this impasse.

First, I think Mr. Fraser put forward a proposal earlier, and Mr.
Poilievre has the floor now.
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Hon. Pierre Poilievre: It's funny, when you start talking about
the economy at the finance committee, Liberals cry “Point of order,
point of order, please stop talking about the economy.” I wouldn't
want to talk about the economy either, with the record they have.
It's a complete economic disaster. As I was saying, today the Bank
of Canada had more bad news, that investment is expected to lag
far behind and the only growth we're going to get is out of addition‐
al consumption, which means we're going to continue consuming
more than we produce, borrowing more than we make—and all to
produce the highest unemployment in the G7.

We're in an economic catastrophe right now. Conservatives want
to get to the pre-budget consultations immediately, so we can come
up with plans to fix this disastrous state and try to rescue the econo‐
my and find out why Canada has the worst performance in the G7.

All we have to do to get on to that is to vote on my motion, and
then we're on to pre-budget consultations. I don't even mind starting
to plan tonight for pre-budget consultations. I think it would take us
about 10 minutes to vote and I still have some energy here, so I'd be
happy to work even later into the night and at least get started with
a skeleton plan for pre-budget consultations. We don't have to do it
all tonight, but let's get going. We have a lot of economic wreckage
to fix, and the finance committee is ground zero to fix it.

We're in a strange position where there's a government that, de‐
spite having the biggest deficit and highest unemployment in the
G7, doesn't have a budget, doesn't have a fiscal anchor. They can't
tell us what the deficit is; they can't tell us what the spending will
be for this year; they're no longer publishing biweekly reports on
their COVID programs—

● (2325)

The Chair: Mr. Poilievre, I am going to say relevance here. I've
let you go on for quite a while. When somebody comes up with the
other arguments on the economy, which I expect they will, I'm go‐
ing to have to let them go on for about equal time. We're going to
find that more people are off the subamendment, and I will have to
allow them because I'm allowing you to go on the economy, and I'll
allow them as well.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: I say let him go.
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: I can understand why the government

wouldn't want to talk about the economy. We can add it to the list
of the many things they don't want to talk about and they want to
ban other people from talking about.

The question I ask on the WE scandal is, what is it that they have
to hide? First, the Prime Minister shut down Parliament so this
committee could no longer meet. Then, when it came back, he fili‐
bustered three committees: the procedure committee, the ethics
committee, and the finance committee, which we're experiencing
right now.

Then we said, “You know what? Just give those WE documents
over to the law clerk in confidence. Let him look at them.” “No.
Hell, no. We can't let him see those.” Then I said, “Well, you're vio‐
lating our privileges as a committee. Why don't we let the Speaker
rule on that?” “Oh, no, no. We can't let the Speaker rule on that ei‐
ther.”

They're terrified to let the Speaker render a judgment on the sub‐
ject. He's actually a Liberal, and they don't trust him to rule on this.
They seem to be afraid that he might have a conscience and rule ac‐
cording to the facts and the Standing Orders rather than partisan
ideology, so they're trying to prevent the Speaker from even ruling
on my point of privilege.

If my point of privilege has no merit, they'd just pass my motion
right now; it would go off to the House, and the Speaker would take
one look at it and throw it out the window. However, of course, the
government knows it is very meritorious. It is a rock-solid case for
the breach of privilege in which the government has engaged. That
is exactly why they don't want the Speaker to have the opportunity
to rule on it. They're afraid of the Speaker; they are afraid of the
law clerk; they are afraid of whatever is hidden away in those docu‐
ments under all that black ink. They are afraid of all those things.
That's exactly why they are here today speaking for hours and
hours, and in the process sacrificing our ability to carry out pre-
budget consultations. Therefore, I would encourage the government
to put an end to this ridiculous filibuster.

By the way, the antics aren't working. We saw in the by-elec‐
tions, with cratered Liberal support in two long-time Liberal
strongholds, that Canadians are not impressed. Liberal support col‐
lapsed in Toronto Centre, of all places, the most Liberal riding in
the whole country. They went from winning by 17 points to five
points in York Centre, another long-time Liberal stronghold. I think
Canadians have been watching over the last month or so. They saw
the Prime Minister try to cover up the WE scandal with the proro‐
gation and the threats of an election and the endless procedural
games, such as the one we're witnessing right now, and they said
no.

I think the Prime Minister, who was so desperate to get to an
election a week ago, might be thinking twice now. He might be say‐
ing, “Maybe I'm not in such a great position to call that election.”
He desperately needs the election to happen before more of the
truth comes out in the WE scandal. He's trying to delay the facts
until after the election so that voters can't judge him on his real con‐
duct. The truth will come out, and increasingly, I think you will
find that Canadians are appalled by his conduct and the conduct
that his MPs are engaging in on his behalf.

I would encourage members to do the job we were sent to do
here. Stop covering up the corruption. If you have nothing to hide,
don't hide it.

Thank you.

● (2330)

The Chair: Mr. Poilievre, I'm just going to read out what the
Speaker asked us to do, and maybe you could respond to it, what
the Speaker said at the end of your motion:

As of today, it is not possible to know whether the committee is satisfied with
these documents as provided to it. The new session is now under way. The commit‐
tee, which has control over the interpretation of its order, has an opportunity to ex‐
amine the documents and decide what to do with them.

It goes on from there.
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Do you have any response to that and what the Speaker is really
asking for? To me, he's asking us to look at the documents, not just
send them to him.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: He is asking us for that, and we have
looked at them. I spent six weeks looking at them after they were
released, and as a member of the committee, I'm prepared to cast
my vote that they are not in accordance with the original request of
the committee when we passed our motion in the summer.

The Speaker has asked us to vote on whether we are satisfied
with the documents the government released, and I am voting no to
that by voting yes to my motion.

The Chair: We're on the subamendment, and we're back to Ms.
Dzerowicz, followed by Mr. Fonseca, Mr. Badawey and Mr. Gerret‐
sen.

Ms. Dzerowicz, go ahead.
Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Poilievre's intervention was interesting. I think if Mr.
Poilievre wants to move forward with the pre-budget consultations,
he just needs to withdraw the motion. Then we could move imme‐
diately to my motion, which has been read and is on the table at the
moment. We could get started this evening. There's nobody on the
Liberal side who would be opposed to doing that.

What I also find very interesting is Mr. Poilievre's comment that
when the Clerk of the Privy Council is part of a Conservative gov‐
ernment, they are independent, but they become a personal employ‐
ee when the Prime Minister is a Liberal. The Clerk of the Privy
Council is an independent civil servant, and I truly believe that they
serve equally no matter who is in office, whether it's the Conserva‐
tives or the Liberals. I'm not quite sure why, under a Liberal gov‐
ernment, the Clerk of the Privy Council becomes a personal em‐
ployee of the Prime Minister, as opposed to an independent civil
servant.

Mr. Poilievre keeps asking the same questions, and I'm not quite
sure why he thinks he will get different answers. What we had
agreed to on July 7 was that we provide all the documents for WE,
that matters of cabinet confidence and national security be excluded
from the request, and that we allow any other redactions necessary
to protect the privacy of Canadians. The rest of that motion speaks
to the Law Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel.

We don't agree with it, because we want to be consistent with the
July 7 motion. We feel that we have honoured it and that there is no
breach of privilege by this committee.

I'm not quite sure what Mr. Poilievre means with his comment
that we're acting erratically. I will only speak for myself. I have ze‐
ro desire to be speaking anymore about any of these motions. I tru‐
ly want to get to pre-budget consultations. I would like to hear from
any other speakers who might want to come before this committee.

I think our fiscal situation is unprecedented, because we are go‐
ing through an unprecedented pandemic. We absolutely need the
very best ideas and advice right now, not only to continue to help
Canadians and businesses, but also to chart a course out of this pan‐
demic so we can build a foundation from which to pivot as strongly
as possible as we come out of it.

I don't think we are acting erratically. I can only speak for my‐
self. I have zero desire to continue to speak about this. I would
rather move on to pre-budget consultations, as I have mentioned
now twice in my remarks over the last few minutes. I have talked
about pre-budget consultations, and there is a motion on the table.
It is very easy for us to go back to it.

The next comment I want to make is about the idea that we have
something to hide, that there is a scandal. It's almost as though we
have to keep repeating: They say there's a scandal and we're hiding
things, and then we say it's not true. I keep reminding the commit‐
tee of this because I'm hoping that it continues to go out into the
public, whether through the media or directly to Canadians who
might be listening. We had several months of testimony. We heard
from many witnesses. There is no scandal. There is no corruption.
We have heard testimony under oath. There is no corruption. There
is no close personal friendship between the Kielburgers and the
Prime Minister or any of our ministers. There is no misuse of funds.
Zero funds were spent. All the money has come back.

WE Charity was selected by our civil servants. This came out di‐
rectly in the testimony of Rachel Wernick. It was the same day that
Ms. Gina Wilson and Minister Bardish Chagger testified. We talked
about why it's not a sole-source contract. We talked about why it
had to be a contribution agreement and about all the things that
were in place to ensure that there were proper checks by civil ser‐
vants and that proper milestones were achieved before the different
tranches of dollars would flow to WE Charity.

● (2335)

We talked about how absolutely this was for students and how
the Canada student service grant was only one of many programs
that we actually introduced for students. Indeed, we introduced $9
billion of support for students. The WE Charity one was the equiva‐
lent of up to $543 million, and that means that over $8 billion has
flowed for other student programs. That money has flowed and the
programs are successful. They have been helping students.

Then Mr. Poilievre talked about economic facts, and you know,
honestly, I'm going to leave that. I know a lot of my colleagues are
going to want to interject as well, but they're very one-sided, the
facts that Mr. Poilievre has supported. I don't want to portray that
there's a big rosy picture about our economy. We're going through
an unprecedented economic and health crisis. We're going through
a pandemic that is unprecedented, at least in the last hundred years.
Every major country is going through this. There is a major rupture
in the global financial and economic force that actually exists in the
world today.

Yes, it's serious. Yes, we have to be vigilant. Yes, we have to be
accountable for what we're spending. Yes, we have to be thinking
very thoughtfully and grabbing the best ideas and the best thoughts
in order to chart a course forward, but there's no way that this is all
negative. I know that we've heard from TD and a few other banks
who say that Canada has outperformed the United States, that we
have taken a number of steps that have been very beneficial in help‐
ing to support Canadians, in helping to support businesses.
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We also know we have quotes from TD Bank economists saying
that “federal government income support programs” have so far
been of paramount importance in “averting a delinquency tsunami”.
We also have the managing partner at KPMG who said, “Our
clients have told us that the federal wage subsidy program is help‐
ing them not only to retain their employees, but also to cope with
pandemic-related costs and rehire workers who have been laid off”.

There are a number of other quotes we have. We know that about
75% of our workforce is back working, and that's compared to 52%
of the U.S. population. Again, no one is presenting this as the
rosiest picture, but we're not in rosy times. We're in difficult times
and there's nobody, at least on the Liberal side, who is questioning
going to pre-budget consultations or hearing from specific experts.

Anyway, I think for the scribbles I did in response to Mr.
Poilievre's comments, that is what I have.

So where are we? I apologize in advance. I know I shouldn't, but
I do have a bit of a prepared speech. It is actually very relevant, be‐
cause it speaks to the colossal effort and the incredible amount of
collaborative work, as well as the sheer transparency that has al‐
ready gone into producing the WE documents and also the huge ef‐
fort that's been undertaken to disclose as much information as pos‐
sible. But I think also in my speech you're going to get a sense of
how much knowledge a senior civil servant needs to have to prop‐
erly do redactions, to follow the privacy laws and follow the princi‐
ples and rules that ensure maximum transparency.

Then I'm going to end with where we are now. I'm not anywhere
as talented as Mr. Fraser. I will not be going anywhere as long, but I
will begin now. I will say to you, before I begin, that I would prefer
that we have the Clerk of the Privy Council come to the committee
with the law clerk. I think they are the best people to be responding
to the WE documents that have been submitted, that have been
redacted. I think this is what the opportunity is, and that's the op‐
portunity that this subamendment to the amendment to the original
motion actually presents.

But in the absence of getting approval from anybody in opposi‐
tion at this moment, I will continue with my remarks.

Mr. Chair, as a democratic society founded on the guiding princi‐
ples of openness, transparency and accountability, Canada and its
government consistently work to maintain legitimacy and the trust
of the people they serve. In support of these principles, measures
have been put in place within our institutions to make sure that gov‐
ernment information is available and accessible to the public, which
allows them to hold their governments to account. This is why we
have an Access to Information Act. The Access to Information Act
gives Canadian individuals or corporations in Canada the right to
access records of government institutions that are subject to the act.
● (2340)

However, we know that in the process of upholding these princi‐
ples our government does not operate in a vacuum. In its mission to
protect and deliver services, the Government of Canada is called
upon to interact and transact daily with individuals and corpora‐
tions, resulting in the capture of private and other information.
That's why we have the Privacy Act. The Privacy Act protects the
privacy of those whose personal information the Government of

Canada has access to, and provides them with the right to access
that information. It also protects against unauthorized disclosure of
that personal information, while safeguarding the collection, use,
storage, disclosure and disposal of any of that personal information.

It is true that these acts apply and are enforced in the same way
across government. However, it's not uncommon for different gov‐
ernment departments or agencies to have their own internal proce‐
dures when it comes to dealing with the requests for the release of
personal information. Let me give you a comparison.

At the Department of Canadian Heritage, for instance, the mech‐
anism in place to deal with access to information and privacy is the
access to information and privacy secretariat. On the department's
website, it is stated:

The mandate of the Canadian Heritage Access to Information and Privacy
(ATIP) Secretariat is to implement and administer the Access to Information Act
and the Privacy Act and to ensure that legislative and central agency policies and
procedures are respected on behalf of the Department.

The ATIP Secretariat coordinates responses to requests for information held by
Canadian Heritage by either sending copies of requested records to applicants or
by arranging for applicants to review requested records onsite.

By comparison, if you go to ESDC, Employment and Social De‐
velopment Canada, in addition to the Privacy Act, they decided to
go further in their management of personal information. The de‐
partment is governed by additional statutory obligations as set out
in the department's enabling act, which dictates the rules that apply
to personal information that is controlled by ESDC through its pro‐
grams. According to information available on its website, ESDC al‐
so has a place, an offence provision, for the inappropriate use and
disclosure of personal information under the control of ESDC.

Despite these different internal processes, when it comes to the
management of privacy by different departments, there is one thing
that has always been consistent, and that is the professionalism and
hard work of our public servants. Whether they work at Heritage
Canada, Employment and Social Development Canada or Public
Services and Procurement Canada, we owe them respect and grati‐
tude for the phenomenal job they do at keeping our country run‐
ning, even under very difficult conditions and circumstances. If the
last few months have taught us anything, it is that our public ser‐
vants are truly the rock of our government.
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When a government department such as ESDC receives an ac‐
cess to information request, it has to determine whether information
in the requested document could be considered third party informa‐
tion under the act. When the department determines that the docu‐
ments in question contain information that could be considered
third party information as defined under section 20 of ATIP, offi‐
cials are required to consult with the third party prior to the docu‐
ments being released, as stipulated in section 27 of the act, while
allowing them 20 days to respond, pursuant to section 36.3 of the
act.

First, let's hear what section 20 of the act says on third party in‐
formation. Under the heading “Third Party Information”, subsec‐
tion 20(1) reads:

Subject to this section, the head of a government institution shall refuse to dis‐
close any record requested under this Part that contains

(a) trade secrets of a third party;

(b) financial, commercial, scientific or technical information that is confidential
information supplied to a government institution by a third party and is treated
consistently in a confidential manner by the third party;

(b.1) information that is supplied in confidence to a government institution by a
third party for the preparation, maintenance, testing or implementation by the
government institution of emergency management plans within the meaning of
section 2 of the Emergency Management Act and that concerns the vulnerability
of the third party’s buildings or other structures, its networks or systems, includ‐
ing its computer or communications networks or systems, or the methods used to
protect any of those buildings, structures, networks or systems;

● (2345)

(c) information the disclosure of which could reasonably be expected to result in
material financial loss or gain to, or could reasonably be expected to prejudice
the competitive position of, a third party; or

(d) information the disclosure of which could reasonably be expected to interfere
with contractual or other negotiations of a third party.

With regard to notices to third parties, subsection 27(1) of the
Access to Information Act reads:

If the head of a government institution intends to disclose a record requested un‐
der this Part that contains or that the head has reason to believe might contain
trade secrets of a third party, information described in paragraph 20(1)(b) or
(b.1) that was supplied by a third party, or information the disclosure of which
the head can reasonably foresee might effect a result described in paragraph
20(1)(c) or (d) in respect of a third party, the head shall make every reasonable
effort to give the third party written notice of the request and of the head's inten‐
tion to disclose within 30 days after the request is received.

Finally, as part of that consultation, the third party has 20 days
from the time of the consultation notice to make representations to
the government body in question as to why certain information per‐
taining to them should not be disclosed.

In the case of ESDC, the decision on whether to disclose that in‐
formation would be made having considered these representations,
if received, and notice of such decisions would be given to the third
party.

Subsection 36.3(1) states clearly, under “Notice to third parties”:
If the Information Commissioner intends to make an order requiring the head of
a government institution to disclose a record or a part of a record that the Com‐
missioner has reason to believe might contain trade secrets of a third party, infor‐
mation described in paragraph 20(1)(b) or (b.1) that was supplied by a third par‐
ty or information the disclosure of which the Commissioner can reasonably fore‐
see might effect a result described in paragraph 20(1)(c) or (d) in respect of a
third party, the Commissioner shall make every reasonable effort to give the
third party written notice of the Commissioner's intention.

In terms of the “Contents of notice”, subsection 36.3(2) states:

The notice must include

(a) a statement that the Information Commissioner intends to make an order re‐
quiring the head of a government institution to disclose a record or part of a
record that might contain material or information described in subsection (1);

(b) a description of the contents of the record or the part of the record that, as the
case may be, belong to, were supplied by or relate to the third party to whom the
notice is given; and

(c) a statement that the third party may, within 20 days after the notice is given,
make representations to the Commissioner as to why the record or part of the
record should not be disclosed.

Mr. Chair, having said all of this, I would be remiss if I did not
go back to the genesis of what brings us here again today. Why is
this all important? It's because—and I said part of this at the outset
of my remarks—I think it's really important to remind my col‐
leagues on this committee of the colossal effort, the incredible
amount of collaborative work, as well as the sheer transparency,
that has already gone into the production of documents for the
study of the government decision to enter into a contribution agree‐
ment with the WE organization to administer the Canada student
service grant.

On July 16, Minister Bardish Chagger, Minister of Diversity and
Inclusion and Youth, the minister responsible for the Canada stu‐
dent service grant, appeared before this committee in response to an
invitation by the committee. She was first in a long list of cabinet
ministers, including the Prime Minister, as well as public servants
and civil society witnesses, to appear before this committee to talk
about the government decision to list the WE Charity organization
for the administration of the Canada student service grant. I do
think it's worth repeating that it's historic. The Prime Minister does
not typically come before a committee, so the Prime Minister de‐
cided to attend in the interest of ensuring maximum accountability
and transparency.

Let's get back to the Minister of Diversity and Inclusion and
Youth. During her appearance, the minister and her officials were
asked a number of questions relating to email exchanges, phone
calls and other types of correspondence between herself and the
Kielburgers, starting in March 2020, as well as information on
briefing notes, memos and emails between her office and her offi‐
cials.

● (2350)

On that same day, public servant Rachel Wernick, senior assis‐
tant deputy minister for the skills and employment branch at Em‐
ployment and Social Development Canada, was also invited by the
committee to testify. During Ms. Wernick's appearance, she was
asked to provide the committee with a number of follow-up docu‐
ments.
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Gina Wilson, the deputy minister for Diversity and Inclusion and
Youth, and Stephanie Hebert, assistant deputy minister for Employ‐
ment and Social Development Canada, also testified to talk about
the contribution agreement between the federal government and
WE Charity. These officials were asked numerous questions on
memos and emails, including on the contribution agreement be‐
tween the government and the organization, and on briefings from
senior officials prepared for or sent to any minister regarding the
design and creation of the Canada student service grant, starting
with when the plan for that grant crystallized.

These questions were answered in the moment or were included
in either documents released on July 27 or the document package of
August 8. We should note that this is part of the minutes record of
those meetings, and I would encourage anyone who might want to
refresh their memory and see what exactly it says to do so.

On July 21, the Clerk of the Privy Council, Ian Shugart, in re‐
sponse to an invitation from this committee, also appeared before
this committee as part of the same study on WE Charity and the
Canada student service grant. He took a lot of pointed questions
from opposition members on the names of participants and time‐
lines of the WE contribution agreement, and was asked to provide
many documents for the committee's study, to which he was ex‐
traordinarily accommodating. I don't think he once said no to any
document that was actually asked for.

During these appearances, Minister Bardish Chagger and her of‐
ficials, as well as the clerk, were asked to provide the committee
with a number of follow-up documents, including proposals sub‐
mitted by the WE organization to ESDC officials, email exchanges
between ESDC officials and the Keilburger brothers from the WE
organization, and finally information regarding efforts to engage
with other organizations' administration of the Canada student ser‐
vice grant.

Details about other organizations contacted in the early develop‐
ment stages of the Canada student service grant program.... Sorry,
that didn't come out very well, but I think what I meant to say was
that details about other organizations that were also contacted in the
early development stages of the CSSG program...were also contact‐
ed.

In response to the committee's request for these follow-up docu‐
ments, government officials, instead of dragging their feet to the
August 8 deadline for the production of these documents, went to
work immediately and produced the follow-up documents within
six days.

To me, that's extraordinary, because we had a group of civil ser‐
vants who had been working non-stop during the initial part of our
pandemic to produce programs, to provide emergency supports, to
provide their best ideas, to introduce these programs in as quick, ef‐
ficient and responsible a manner as possible. On top of that, they
came before our committee and they made sure these documents
were available as quickly as possible and would meet the very
quick timeline of August 8. I very much appreciate their extraordi‐
nary efforts: not only the extraordinary work that they do, but also
their efforts to produce these documents.

In the following list, I'll go back to what was produced in six
days: the proposal dated April 9 from WE, entitled “Closing the
COVID-19 Opportunity Gap for Young People through Social En‐
trepreneurship”; the email dated April 22, 2020 from Mr. Keilburg‐
er to Ms. Wernick; the attachment to the April 22 email; the WE
Charity proposal dated April 21, entitled “Engaging Young Canadi‐
ans in Service and Social Entrepreneurship Programming”; and the
list of all the organizations that were consulted and/or considered
by ESDC officials to deliver a student service program.

The list includes, without being limited to, Apathy is Boring, Ka‐
timavik, Mind Your Mind, Canadian Roots Exchange, The Duke of
Edinburgh's award, Rideau Hall Foundation, Do Some Good, Com‐
munity Foundations of Canada, Canadian Red Cross, United Way,
Volunteer Canada, Universities Canada, Colleges and Institutes
Canada.

● (2355)

I will point out, Mr. Chair, that there was this big question about
whether it was the Prime Minister or some minister who thought
that they had to go right to WE Charity and that this was what they
wanted to go to right away.

In the testimony during the summer, we heard that there was ac‐
tually a fairly robust list that senior civil servants explored in terms
of who could deliver the Canada student service grant, and it's also
listed here. I think it's important for me to point this out.

Mr. Chair, these documents I just listed were separate from and
in addition to the request for the production of documents captured
in my colleague Peter Julian's motion of July 7, which asked for a
number of documents to be released to the committee by August 8.
They were all released on July 27 and were critical in shaping the
subsequent work of this committee in its study of the government's
decision to enter into a contribution agreement with WE Charity.
They also provided much-needed clarity to our members as they
continued to cross-examine other witnesses that have appeared be‐
fore the committee since then. Additionally, these documents were
also included in the document production package that was made
available on August 8.

The Minister of Diversity, Inclusion and Youth, who is also the
minister responsible for the Canada student service grant, has ap‐
peared before both this committee and the Standing Committee on
Access to Information, Privacy and Ethics. During both appear‐
ances, she was asked many of the same questions, and her answers
were consistent. At every turn, whenever she was asked to provide
follow-up documents, she responded very collaboratively and com‐
mitted to submitting all information that could help the different
committees do their work.

By the end of it, when it was time to produce the documents,
thousands of pages were made available to the committee. Despite
the attempts to expose some type of government cover-up, the doc‐
uments produced on August 8 confirm what Minister Bardish
Chagger, the Prime Minister, the Clerk of the Privy Council and
government officials had said all along, which was that public ser‐
vants were the ones who recommended the WE Charity organiza‐
tion to administer the Canada student service grant.
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Mr. Chair, I'd like to conclude this part of my formal remarks—I
still have some more remarks after this—by saying that in the last
several months, our government's response to the devastating im‐
pact of the COVID-19 pandemic has been an example of clear and
consistent leadership. We've adopted a series of measures that have
supported the most in need and the most vulnerable in our society.
Indeed, we're probably up to about 80 programs that have been in‐
troduced. Based on the supplemental estimates that were released
on October 27, our spending authority around all these emergency
programs has actually gone up to $476 billion, which is an extraor‐
dinary and unprecedented amount of money. As the Canada student
services grant has shown, sometimes there will be false starts, but
we're no less determined to be there to provide for all those in need
who need their government by their side during these difficult
times.

I will say that when you're introducing 80 programs and you're
introducing things fairly expeditiously, there are always going to be
times when things don't go perfectly. I think it's perfectly legitimate
for us to be following up on things that might not have gone per‐
fectly.

We spent two months looking at the WE Charity and why they
were selected to deliver the CSSG service. Why did we want it to
be done so quickly? Why did it not end up going so well? I think
we had a number of responses, but it also became very clear—I've
said this many times, but it seems like repetition is the mot du
jour—that there's been no corruption, and that's been proven.
There's been no misuse of funds. It was selected by civil servants. It
was rushed because of the summer. There was a contribution agree‐
ment that had very clear milestones and accountability mechanisms
for all the dollars and all the deliverables that needed to be pro‐
duced. With all of these documents, there is no cover-up.

These are my own concluding remarks. I want to go back be‐
cause I want to sum up where we're at. I'm always hoping that at
any moment, we might be able to find some way out of this im‐
passe.

The reason I want us to find some way to get past this so that we
can get to pre-budget consultations is that I truly believe that the
work of this committee—perhaps more so than the work of many
other committees—will be critical if we are to do all that we really
need to do for Canadians. I do think we have to leave behind some
of the partisan gamesmanship that we're seeing right now. We really
have to focus back on the well-being of Canadians.

Mr. Chair, at the very beginning, on October 8, after I had pro‐
posed the pre-budget consultation motion and Mr. Poilievre then
came in with his point of privilege, I thought there was some worry
that there was a cover-up, that many documents were redacted or
that we did not disclose all the information. However, we have now
proven over the last four or five meetings that this is simply not
true. We have shown that time and time again. There were 5,600
pages of documents released.

I also want to remind everyone that the documents were actually
released before the Prime Minister prorogued government. To me,
that's an important point. It's not an action of a government that's
trying to hide something. We actually released those documents be‐
fore we prorogued.

I also want to say that it was released.... There were two sets of
redactions. We have to remind ourselves that the first set of redac‐
tions were actually done by our civil servants. They did it because
of cabinet confidence and they did it for any personal information. I
know Mr. Fraser spent quite a bit of time earlier this evening taking
us through some of those examples. I think then it went over to the
law clerk, who did some further redactions.

We're left with two sets of documents with redactions, but no
politician did any of the redactions. It wasn't the Prime Minister, it
wasn't any of the ministers, and it wasn't anybody on this commit‐
tee. It was not politicians. It was independent civil servants who
followed very clear rules.

● (2400)

As I mentioned in this speech, you can tell there are a lot of rules
around the Privacy Act, such as what information needs to be dis‐
closed, how you gather that information and what you release.
There are a lot of rules around that. I think we have excellent,
trained and very capable civil servants who I truly believe have
done an excellent job in doing their best in providing as much ac‐
countability and transparency as they could while redacting the
minimum amount that they felt they needed to do following the
laws, the Access to Information Act and the privacy laws, as well
as honouring cabinet confidence. I know Mr. Fraser spoke earlier
about why cabinet confidence absolutely needs us to protect it.

We also read and spoke extensively about the transmittal letters,
so there's some wonderful information. I know Mr. Fraser spent
quite a bit of time on this as well, talking about each of the depart‐
ments that did the redactions. They explained what they redacted.
It's a public document, and it provides the public, the media and ev‐
eryone who wants to read it with an idea about why the redactions
took place. The vast majority of the information is out there; it's out
there for people to read. There weren't 5,600 pages redacted; it was
only anything related to cabinet confidence, personal information
and things that were completely unrelated.

In an attempt for our finance committee to be able to get past this
impasse, we have put forward this subamendment. We have put for‐
ward the subamendment because we thought we'd invite the release
of the two sets of redacted documents, the redactions that civil ser‐
vants have done and the redacted copy of the law clerk, and make
sure that they are released properly to the finance committee. Two,
we said, "Let's invite the Clerk of the Privy Council and let's also
invite the law clerk. Let's bring them before this committee. We'll
suspend Mr. Poilievre's motion”. Let us suspend it—not throw it
away, but suspend it—and then let us ask some questions. Then
through that, hopefully we can find a way to move forward.

I want to remind everyone that Mr. Shugart, Clerk of the Privy
Council, has also written a formal letter to the committee offering
to come before this committee to explain the redactions. I com‐
pletely disagree with my colleague Mr. Poilievre, who, for some
reason, has made....
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The Clerk of the Privy Council is not an employee of the Prime
Minister; he is an officer of the House of Commons, so he is our
independent civil servant. It's the same whether the Prime Minister
is a Conservative, a Liberal, an NDP leader, a Green Party leader or
anyone else.

I also want to say, because it's in the lines of transparency and
accountability, that I know Mr. Poilievre talked about “the WE cov‐
er-up” and all this cover-up that's happening. We put another pro‐
posal on the table, “we” being the Liberal government. We've put
together this proposal around this special committee to oversee
COVID-19 spending. I already talked about how much has been re‐
leased through the supplementary estimates. It is an extraordinary
amount of money. It is important for us to continue to provide over‐
sight over this extraordinary amount of spending that we're doing in
a very fast manner.

I want to remind Canadians, because it's very important for
Canadians not to feel that there has been no oversight, that we have
done oversight. Before Parliament was prorogued, the former Min‐
ister of Finance had released a biweekly report that talked about ev‐
ery single.... I have it in front of me, the last report. There are 34
pages that talk about where the money went, what it was spent on
and which program it went to.

Then every two weeks we had the former minister of finance in
front of us answering questions. In addition to that, we also had
government officials spending extra time after that to answer ques‐
tions. It is so important that we have maximum accountability and
transparency. I absolutely fundamentally believe this. I know my
colleagues believe it. I believe that everybody in the House believes
it. I think we need to find a way forward on that as well. I've al‐
ready talked about that part.
● (2405)

We've offered a way out. I believe that Mr. Fraser said earlier
that we should go back to what we agreed to on July 7. Let's release
the documents, the way we have agreed to, over to the law clerk.
That's on the table. We've also offered the special COVID commit‐
tee, which not only provides oversight of our unprecedented emer‐
gency spending but also provides an option to take over the respon‐
sibility for these WE documents. Last, we've presented the suba‐
mendment to try to get through this impasse.

Why don't we give it a chance? What do we have to lose? Maybe
we're going to hear information. By bringing forward the law clerk
and bringing forward the Clerk of the Privy Council, maybe we're
going to hear information that might actually give us some tidbits
or some information that may lead us to find a way out of this im‐
passe.

I can't believe this comes to mind, but it does. Rumsfeld said that
there are known knowns, known unknowns and unknown un‐
knowns. I would fit it into the known unknowns and the unknown
unknowns. We don't know what's going to be said if we are able to
bring forward the Clerk of the Privy Council and the law clerk, but
I think at least there's a chance we might have some information.
We might somehow find a way to get past this impasse.

To me, we don't lose anything. The original motion is not lost. It
gives us a glimmer of hope that maybe we can find a route out of

this, or perhaps you can propose another creative idea. The creative
idea is not, “Hey, let's just vote on the original motion.” I think
we've already explained ad nauseam, and in particular during this
session, why there are so many problems with just moving forward
and voting on that original motion. It's unrealistic to offer the same
option over and over again and expect a different result. I think they
call that the definition of insanity. People can't offer the same thing
over and over again, keep on hearing “no” and think they're going
to get a different result. We've tried to put some options on the ta‐
ble. We're looking for some other options.

I'll end with this, Mr. Chair. A number of my colleagues through‐
out the evening said pretty much the same thing, but I think it bears
repeating. At moments like these, particularly when we get to 12:15
in the morning and we're becoming really tired, we're here to serve
Canadians, to give voice to our constituents, to make this country
better. At a time of an unprecedented pandemic, at a time when
we're dealing not only with the health crisis but also with an eco‐
nomic crisis, it's really up to us to rise up to meet our responsibili‐
ties, to listen to our better angels, to find a way to break this im‐
passe, because Canadians really need us at this moment.

I really believe that we need to be the government that Canadians
need us to be. I've asked this before and I'll ask it again: If it's not
going to be us, then who is it going to be, and if it's not going to be
now, then when?

That's it for my comments for now, Mr. Chair.
● (2410)

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Dzerowicz.

I have Mr. Gerretsen and Mr. Badawey, and others have said they
want to come in for a second or third time following that.

We'll start with Mr. Gerretsen.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. It's

great to be back at the committee. I see that you're still on the hur‐
dle that we were trying to pass the last time I was on this commit‐
tee, and that's with respect to the desire to have those who did the
redactions come back and speak their minds about why they did
what they did. I find it perplexing that we still haven't come to
some resolution on the need for that to happen.

Before I go into those comments, I'd like to go back to something
that Mr. Poilievre said earlier. In fact, it's something that he's been
saying regularly, if you've been following him in the House during
question period. I can appreciate it if that's difficult at times, but
nonetheless, if you do take the time to listen to what he has to say,
he keeps going on about this argument, and he made it in his speech
a few moments ago. He keeps going on about this argument about
how we're getting the worst results for the highest investment.
Think about that. That's his assessment.

Only Conservatives would rate the effectiveness of dealing with
a pandemic solely and completely on the economic contributions
and results that come out of it. How is it possible that Mr. Poilievre
only cares about talking about economics right now, about talking
strictly from a fiscal sense about inputs and outputs ? He has abso‐
lutely no desire, for some reason, to talk about the social impacts of
this situation.
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The reality is—

● (2415)

Mrs. Tamara Jansen: Mr. Chair, I have a point of order.
The Chair: I hear somebody talking, but I don't know who it is.
Mrs. Tamara Jansen: I'm sorry. Maybe I'm not close enough to

the computer.
The Chair: Mrs. Jansen, go ahead.
Mrs. Tamara Jansen: I am wondering if this is considered de‐

bate.
The Chair: Mrs. Jansen, as I told Mr. Poilievre before, if he

wanted to get into economics, I would have to allow others to get
into economics too. We will not let it go on for terribly long. We
will try to balance it out, but I have to be fair to both sides.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: I am strictly replying to the comments
that Mr. Poilievre made moments ago in this committee meeting.
He has said so many times that we are getting the worst results for
the highest investment. Only Mr. Poilievre and only the Conserva‐
tives would measure results strictly by the financial impact and the
financial outputs associated with this. Never mind the fact that we
have one of the lowest death rates per capita. Why don't we start
measuring things based on that?

Let's drill down into it a bit deeper, because Mr. Poilievre sure
does like to retweet numbers from The Post Millennial and the
Fraser Institute. If he's looking at the September numbers—and I
really wish I could share my screen with members—Canada is at
9% unemployment and the United States is at 8.4%.

My question to Mr. Poilievre is quite simple. Does he believe
that saving 0.6% in the unemployment rate is worth tripling the
death rate of COVID-19? Maybe that's something Mr. Poilievre can
square later on, but it's the reality of the situation. If he wants to
continue to measure the success of dealing with the pandemic based
on fiscal inputs and outputs, it's no wonder the Conservatives can't
seem to form government. They are incredibly out of touch with the
reality of Canadians and what Canadians are going through right
now.

I'll jump back to this motion that we're talking about. Since the
time the motion was put on the floor and discussion was going on
about it, the Clerk of the Privy Council has come forward to say
that he would always make himself available to the committee to
provide input into how these decisions were made and how deci‐
sions are made when it comes to redacting information. I would
have thought that to be a slam dunk. I thought that would have been
the easiest thing for all members of this committee to accept.

There is an opportunity to have the Clerk of the Privy Council
come forward to explain what some members are complaining
about. I apologize if I come across as being very cynical about this,
but if you're not willing to do that, it really only leaves people with
one conclusion: that there is a complete lack of interest in knowing
what really happened. Rather, the interest is to continue to drum up
support for these conspiracy theories that are being propagated by
Mr. Poilievre in hopes of character assassination to reap political
gain.

The reality of this situation is that the vast majority of Canadians,
in my opinion, can see right through that. Time and time again this
has been the plan, but Canadians are smarter than that. Canadians
accept the fact that there are many times when certain individuals
have to properly redact information before it's turned over as re‐
quested.

Mr. Speaker, the decision on what to reveal is made by non-partisan public ser‐
vants, for whom it has long been a tradition not to reveal cabinet confidences.
That has been the case going back to all previous governments of all party
stripes.
The NDP should start coming clean about the taxpayer-funded resources it has
been employing to illegally finance campaigns....

You can probably figure out, Mr. Chair, that I'm quoting some‐
body else, and I'm sure that by this point most members of the com‐
mittee know exactly who said this. It was, of course, the Hon.
Pierre Poilievre when he was minister of democratic reform. He
stood up in the House as a result of the following question:

Mr. Speaker, in response to an NDP access to information request to see the
Minister of State for Democratic Reform's briefing books, the PCO first refused
altogether. Then, after we filed a complaint, it finally disclosed the minister's
200-page briefing book.
The problem is that the PCO blacked out 99% of it. It even redacted what looks
to be two thirds—

● (2420)

Mr. Ted Falk: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: There is a point of order from Mr. Falk.
Mr. Ted Falk: The current rant that we're on has nothing to do

with the subamendment. He's not even talking economics any
more. He is merely engaging in a personal attack on the Hon. Pierre
Poilievre, who has demonstrated his very fine ability at this com‐
mittee—

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: I will hear one point of order first, and then we will

go to the other. Finish your point of order, Mr. Falk.
Mr. Ted Falk: I think the personal attacks should stop. Maybe

he should focus on the topic of the day or at the very least talk
about the dismal shape that our economy is in, which the govern‐
ment has put us into.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: I'd like to add to that point of order, Mr.
Chair.

The Chair: Who was the other person who raised a point of or‐
der first?

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: I was, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Mr. Fragiskatos is next, and then we'll go to Mr.

Gerretsen.

I would say, Mr. Falk, that the subamendment talks about the
redaction of documents, and what Mr. Gerretsen is talking about
previous precedents and responses in the House, so it is in order, I
believe.

Mr. Fragiskatos has the floor.
Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I have had the

honour of knowing Mr. Gerretsen for five-plus years now. To de‐
scribe, as Mr. Falk just did, his words to committee today as a rant
besmirches his reputation and the reputation of—



54 FINA-04 October 28, 2020

The Chair: I don't think that's a point of order, Mr. Fragiskatos.
Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: I just wanted to come to the defence of a

friend of mine, someone whom I admire, someone who served his
community as mayor, who is now a member of Parliament—

The Chair: Okay, Mr. Fragiskatos, your point of order is over.

We'll go back to you, Mr. Gerretsen.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen: I'm pretty sure that Mr. Fragiskatos was

trying to make a push—
The Chair: Mr. Brunelle-Duceppe has a point of order.

[Translation]
Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): A point

of order.

There are so many points of order that the interpreters can't keep
up. We will have to proceed more slowly for the French speakers. I
think I'm the only francophone here tonight.

This should be done properly and calmly so that we can follow.
It's not fair to people who are following along through the interpre‐
tation.

Do you understand my point of order, Mr. Chair?
[English]

The Chair: That is a very valid point of order, Mr. Brunelle-
Duceppe. I understand it entirely.

We'll go back to Mr. Gerretsen.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I appreciate your ruling on that point of order. Indeed, I am just
setting a precedent here, a precedent to demonstrate that this is, by
far, not the first time this has happened, and if Mr. Falk has an issue
with that, he'd better buckle up, because I have another 10 to 12 ex‐
amples from Conservative ministers that I would like to share with
them, so here we go.

I want to read that again, because I think it's really important to
get that on the record, uninterrupted, from beginning to end:

Mr. Speaker, in response to an NDP access to information request to see the
Minister of State for Democratic Reform's briefing books, the PCO first refused
altogether. Then, after we filed a complaint, it finally disclosed the minister's
200-page briefing book.
The problem is that the PCO blacked out 99% of it. It even redacted what looks
to be two thirds of the table of contents.
I have a simple question for the minister. Can he tell us what is in that table of
contents that he would like to hide from Canadians?

This was a question, Mr. Chair, from an NDP member, Craig
Scott, when he was in the House at the time. He was asking this
question of Mr. Poilievre.

I will repeat again what Mr. Poilievre responded, which was:
Mr. Speaker, the decision on what to reveal is made by non-partisan public ser‐
vants, for whom it has long been a tradition not to reveal cabinet confidences.
That has been the case going back to all previous governments of all party
stripes.

I find it interesting, Mr. Chair, that Mr. Poilievre quite clearly
and fully understood the responsibilities of the PCO at the time
when he made his point to indicate why he had to black out 99% of

a document. However, for some reason now, as we are discussing
this issue, Mr. Poilievre thinks that the committee can somehow cir‐
cumvent the regular established process for blacking out and
redacting sections of documents.

I would like at some point to jump into that document that I went
through in detail last time. It bears repeating so that some members
of the committee can be refreshed on it, but the reality is that what
we saw is that the vast majority of redactions were with respect to
telephone numbers.
● (2425)

They were individuals' personal cellphone numbers that Mr.
Poilievre appears to be hell-bent on getting. Unfortunately, he
doesn't appreciate the fact that those numbers need to be kept in
confidence and private.

In other examples where there was completely unrelated infor‐
mation in an Excel spreadsheet that related to the request from the
committee, they obviously blacked out that information because it
hadn't been requested. For some reason, it made complete sense to
Mr. Poilievre when he was the Minister of Democratic Reform, but
now, when he's sitting in the other seat, he can't seem to be con‐
vinced of the same argument.

I [Technical difficulty—Editor] see beyond that, because I can,
Mr. Chair. I can attempt to look beyond Mr. Poilievre's argument. It
still doesn't explain why it is [Technical difficulty—Editor] aided
and abetted by the NDP and the Bloc, refuse to let the individuals
who redacted this stuff come to this committee and explain them‐
selves. It makes absolutely no sense.

If you ask me why I'm sitting here at 12:30 on a Thursday morn‐
ing fighting this, I have to be honest with you: It's not because I
was particularly invited, but because I found out that this commit‐
tee meeting was still going on. I just couldn't believe that this issue
hadn't been dealt with yet. I figured that I have more to say on this,
because clearly we have some members here who need some con‐
vincing.

I'm willing to put up this fight. I'm willing to go as far as it takes,
Mr. Chair, to make sure that members of our public service—the in‐
credible officials that we have—get all of the proper attention that
they deserve and can be properly heard before this committee casts
their careers in the shadow of having been part of a parliamentary
privilege breach.

I want to share another quote with you, Mr. Chair. This is from
Peter MacKay from April 25, 2007:

Mr. Speaker, that is patently false. These reports are received, reviewed and
redacted in exactly the same fashion as they have since 2002. The previous gov‐
ernment went through the same process. There are lawyers and officials in all
departments who make these decisions independent of the political branch of
government. There were no ministers and certainly the Prime Minister was not
involved in any redaction and decisions made as to what information was to be
redacted in the reports.

Here we have another former minister explaining to opposition
members in 2007, Mr. Chair, about why they were not able to allow
just any or different individuals—at the will or the request of the
committee—to participate in the redaction of the documents. It is
very clearly laid out who is responsible for redacting those docu‐
ments.



October 28, 2020 FINA-04 55

As we can see, and as Mr. MacKay said so eloquently in that
speech, there are lawyers, officials and people who understand the
content of what they're reading who can properly make the right de‐
cision on what needs to be redacted and what doesn't. It goes with‐
out saying that a lawyer in a special field is going to have more in‐
formation at their fingertips to be able to understand the confiden‐
tiality of certain agreements and certain correspondence that took
place, much more so than the chief legal counsel of Parliament.
There's no disrespect meant to those particular individuals, but it is
clearly the case that people within these departments have the abili‐
ty to really understand the content of the material so that they can
do the redactions in a proper way.
● (2430)

The Chair: Mr. Gerretsen, I know you're not finished. I don't
want to break your line of thought. You seem to have a lot more to
say, but for health and safety reasons I'm suspending until tomor‐
row at the regular meeting time.
● (0030)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1614)

The Chair: We will reconvene the meeting.

There have been some side discussions. I think we might be able
to break the impasse. I was talking to Mr. Poilievre as well.

Pierre, you had suggested that we go in camera. We couldn't start
in camera because we were in suspension. We need a motion to go
in camera. From what I can see, based on the offer made last
night—I'm trying to figure out what the offer from Mr. Fraser
was—if we can establish that and establish the ground, we might be
able to come to some kind of an agreement. I think the best way to
do that would be in camera, if people are willing to go that route.

Go ahead, Mr. Julian.
● (4015)

Mr. Peter Julian: Mr. Chair, I would object to going in camera
unless we have something solid to discuss.

This has been going on for three weeks. The opposition members
have offered a whole bunch of different solutions. We simply
haven't seen, from the government's side, any movement at all. In
fact, yesterday the government was right back to its original posi‐
tion. It was all about killing the privilege motion and not having ac‐
cess to documents that are really important.

Unless there is something that my opposition colleagues believe
is worth discussing, I don't see why we would go in camera. I don't
think the government has even been discussing in a way that makes
sense. We need to have access to documents. We have a couple of
ways of going about that. One is through the law clerk, and the oth‐
er is by having an impartial speaker rule on the privilege motion.
We've seen both stymied.

I will defer to my opposition colleagues, and if they feel that it
would be useful, I certainly won't block it. My initial reaction is
that I've found it very discouraging that the government is intent on
continuing this filibuster rather than getting to the heart of the mat‐
ter, despite many opposition proposals that are very reasonable.

The Chair: Okay. Does anybody want to come in?

I don't think the parties are that far apart when we look at the nub
of the issue, but it's up to you folks. Do you want to go in camera?

Go ahead, Mr. Poilievre.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: In a sense, it is up to the government.

It is my view, and I think the view of the opposition MPs, that we
need a solution whereby an independent player can review the
redactions and exclusions and tell the committee if they were ap‐
propriate. If the redactions and exclusions were appropriate, then
we're fine. If they weren't, then we're not.

I did speak to the law clerk's office a few moments ago, and they
confirmed a number of things to me. One is that they have the abili‐
ty to review sensitive material and maintain its confidentiality.
They have the highest level of clearance, as high as that of minis‐
ters of the Crown. If they were directed to keep the information that
they view secret and only comment in general terms to committee
members, they would honour that direction. Having obtained the
highest levels of security clearances, they will, we can trust, honour
that word.

We in the opposition are prepared to adopt a motion that would
allow the law clerk and his office to review the information about
the WE scandal that has been either redacted or excluded and to
then report back to us on whether said exclusions were justified. If
the government is prepared to allow that, then we can put the mat‐
ter to bed and get on to the urgently needed work of the finance
committee.

I think it is appalling that so much time is being wasted when we
should be working on the economy. That's the job of the finance
committee.

If that kind of an offer would end the government—and the Lib‐
eral—filibuster, then I would be prepared to do it. If, on the other
hand, the government is not prepared to allow the law clerk to view
both the excluded and the redacted information, then I don't see any
reason to go in camera.

It comes down to that. The government members can signal to us
right now which of those is their position.

● (4020)

The Chair: I'll turn to Sean, because I asked him if he could put
something in writing that basically spells out what the proposal was
last night.
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I should report to the committee that I did talk to the law clerk as
well. Certainly, he'd be willing to come before the committee. Basi‐
cally, what he said to me was that the original motion did not re‐
quest a cabinet confidence. Therefore, the documents on the cabinet
end were consistent with the committee's order. For him to go to the
original motion on the other documents, other than cabinet, he
would need to see the underlying originals so that they could attest
as to whether they were done properly. We talked about the areas
where the public service does redact based on the Access to Infor‐
mation Act and the Public Service Employment Act. Regardless of
that, he said he would need to see the underlying documents, and
then he could attest as to whether they did meet the committee's re‐
quest.

I'll turn to you, Sean.
Mr. Sean Fraser: Mr. Chair, you indicated to me just shortly be‐

fore the meeting started that there was a suggestion that perhaps we
should go in camera. I'll move that we do go in camera.

The Chair: It's been moved. We'll go to a vote.

(Motion negatived: nays 6; yeas 5)
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Mr. Chair, if I could—
The Chair: Just hold on, Pierre. There is a bit of a problem, be‐

cause you asked me earlier if we could start in camera.
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Right. May I address that?
The Chair: Just hold on. If you want to address it in public, I

didn't realize....

Mr. Clerk, are we in camera or in public right now?
The Clerk of the Committee (Mr. Alexandre Roger): We are

currently in public, and televised.
The Chair: Okay.
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: I don't think there's anything wrong with

having a brief conversation in camera. I just don't want us to get in‐
to an in camera situation that turns into a private filibuster. I wanted
to put some time limits on it.

Let's go in camera and hear what the government has to say. If
they've come back with an offer to address the concerns we have,
we'd be willing to consider them, but I'd like to have a strict 20-
minute time limit on the in camera session, after which we would
return to a public meeting.

The Chair: Can we do it in 20 minutes, Mr. Fraser?
Mr. Sean Fraser: I expect so.
The Chair: Are you moving that we go in camera for 20 min‐

utes?
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: I propose that we move in camera for 20

minutes.
The Chair: Do we need a vote, or are we agreed?
Mr. Peter Julian: We're agreed.
The Chair: Mr. Clerk, we will have to get you to lock us in cam‐

era.
● (4025)

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

The Chair: Go ahead.
[Translation]

Mr. Peter Julian: Mr. Ste-Marie wasn't consulted.
Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: Anyone who says nothing consents. In

other words, I agree.
[English]

The Chair: He agrees.

My apologies, Mr. Ste-Marie.

Mr. Clerk, could you let us know when we're in camera?
The Clerk: We will have to leave this meeting. Ms. Evelyn

Lukyniuk, the clerk of the committee, is going to circulate new
links with new passwords. We will have to click on those links and
come back in a new Zoom format, so everybody has to leave this
Zoom meeting.

The Chair: All right. This is our new technology. Oh, dear.

[Proceedings continue in camera]
● (1625)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1730)

[Public proceedings resume]
The Chair: We shall reconvene. We're in public. We will start

where we left off this morning.

I have Ms. Koutrakis, Ms. Dzerowicz and then Mr. Poilievre.

Ms. Koutrakis, the floor is yours.
Ms. Annie Koutrakis: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'm going to attempt to explain how the Access to Information
Act was applied to the documents provided to the committee by
Employment and Social Development Canada.

Unfortunately, we are now well into October, and almost into
November, and the Government of Canada is still working in lock‐
step to ensure that we are doing everything we can to protect Cana‐
dians from the COVID-19 virus. Unfortunately, we're well into the
second wave, and I'm pretty sure there's a third one down the road.
This has been our priority since the start of the pandemic.

Mr. Chair, when it became obvious—
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Point of order, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: What's your point of order, Mr. Poilievre?
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Ms. Koutrakis is referencing a statute

that is not at stake in this discussion. I have a letter here from the
law clerk, who says:

We note that the House's and its committees' power to order the production of
records is absolute and unfettered as it constitutes a constitutional parliamentary
privilege that supersedes statutory obligations, such as—

Mr. Sean Fraser: Mr. Chair, that's debate.
Hon. Pierre Poilievre:

—the exemptions found in the Access to Information Act.
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The Chair: Mr. Poilievre, I believe that is not a point of order.
That is debate. I will let Ms. Koutrakis continue.

Ms. Annie Koutrakis: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

When it became obvious—
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: But the act doesn't apply, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Ms. Koutrakis—
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: The act doesn't apply to this debate. The

Access to Information Act does not apply.
The Chair: Mr. Poilievre, we're into debate—

[Translation]
Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: Mr. Chair, I'm interrupting the discus‐

sion.

The interpreters can't do their job when everyone is talking at the
same time. I repeat this several times at each meeting. Please be
disciplined on Zoom, out of respect for the interpreters.

Thank you.
[English]

The Chair: I'm allowing Mr. Ste-Marie in.

I'm not getting the English translation, Mr. Ste-Marie, but I ex‐
pect you said that when more than one person is speaking, the
translators cannot do their job.

We're back to Ms. Koutrakis, who is starting her remarks.
● (4135)

Mrs. Tamara Jansen: Can I raise a point of order?
The Chair: Yes, you can, Ms. Jensen, if it's a point of order.
Mrs. Tamara Jansen: Well, it's about relevance.
The Chair: Okay.
Mrs. Tamara Jansen: Because that's not what we're discussing

right now, it's not relevant, that ATIP information.
The Chair: I think it is relevant.
Mr. Sean Fraser: Mr. Chair?
The Chair: Go ahead, Mr. Fraser.
Mr. Sean Fraser: I think discussing the methodology that was

employed to make redactions is relevant when the subamendment
that's on the floor and being debated deals with those very redac‐
tions. Whether those redactions were appropriate or not might be a
different question, but the relevance to the subamendment is
there—

The Chair: Okay.
Mr. Sean Fraser: —subject to the redaction.
The Chair: If that is where Ms. Koutrakis is going, it would in‐

deed be relevant.

Ms. Koutrakis.
Ms. Annie Koutrakis: Yes, I'm attempting to explain the

methodology used for the redaction of the documents. I believe it's
very relevant to the subamendment that we are discussing here to‐
day.

When it became obvious that the pandemic was extremely seri‐
ous, back in March and April, the Government of Canada focused
its efforts on providing Canadians with help as quickly as possible.
For Employment and Social Development Canada, this meant pro‐
tecting Canadian workers and employers, Canadian families and al‐
so Canadian students from some of the economic impacts of
COVID-19. The department's priority—and we've heard this time
and time again—was to establish, implement and quickly distribute
the CERB, working with the Canada Revenue Agency, as well as to
put in place other much-needed supports such as the Canada emer‐
gency student benefit.

Our public servants—and I said this again yesterday in my com‐
ments—worked around the clock to support the government's re‐
sponse and ensured that Canadians had the supports they needed
when they needed them most. Despite these challenges, the depart‐
ment was able to deliver quickly and efficiently so that Canadians
received the support they needed.

What were some of the supports for students? Well, we all know
that young people have been facing serious challenges during this
pandemic, throughout the summer and still today. This is why a se‐
ries of measures for students and youth were put in place to help
them in these trying times. Let me remind everyone of a few mea‐
sures that were put in place.

We put in place a six-month interest-free moratorium on repay‐
ment of Canada student loans. We put forward the Canada emer‐
gency student benefit, which provided support to students and new
graduates who were not eligible for the CERB. We doubled the
Canada student grants for all eligible full-time students, for students
with permanent disabilities and for students with dependants.

Mr. Peter Julian: On a point of order, are we still on the suba‐
mendment, Mr. Chair?

The Chair: Yes, we are.

Mr. Peter Julian: I fail to see the relevance.

The Chair: The subamendment and the whole amendment, real‐
ly, relate to what the government did for students. Is that not cor‐
rect? I'd think it would be relevant.

Ms. Koutrakis.

Ms. Annie Koutrakis: These are just a few measures of the
many that were put in place to help students and youth. Further‐
more, a general call-out was made to relevant departments, includ‐
ing ESDC, in order to provide options to enhance existing youth-
and student-related programs. This was in response to the govern‐
ment's desire to develop a comprehensive package to help students.



58 FINA-04 October 28, 2020

The government wanted it to include a volunteer-service compo‐
nent, so a full series of student measures were pulled together to
make up a student package. At the end of April the Prime Minister
announced a range of measures to assist students during this crisis.
These included improvements to the Canada service corps program
delivered by ESDC and the new Canada student service grant. As
we have said many times before, it was determined that the most
effective and efficient delivery approach would be one through a
third party, funded through a contribution agreement.

ESDC delivers a range of programs and services that have a di‐
rect impact on Canadians of all ages. These provide seniors with
basic income security, support unemployed workers, help students
finance their post-secondary education and assist parents who are
raising young children. None of these programs has stopped during
the pandemic.

I would also like to point out that during the period in question,
ESDC, including its delivery arm Service Canada, was completely
consumed with the program design and implementation of numer‐
ous emergency measures—
● (4140)

Mr. Peter Julian: On a point of order, Mr. Chair, I'm sorry, but
this is not relevant at all. I've been patient. I certainly accepted that
she was coming back to the subamendment, but this has no rela‐
tionship to the subamendment or the documents, not at all. In terms
of relevance, if the government wants, doesn't have anything fur‐
ther to say, certainly we can go to a vote.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
Mr. Peter Julian: It's not relevant.
The Chair: I'm listening to one point of order right now.

Mr. Fragiskatos.
Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: Mr. Julian is making something of a

habit of this. Ms. Koutrakis is trying to get through her speech.
She's shown time and again that her words are relevant and you've
ruled in favour every time.

The Chair: Okay. I think we're into a bit of a debate here.

I'll just say to Ms. Koutrakis to keep in mind to circle back to the
subamendment to the amendment to the motion so that it is rele‐
vant.

Go ahead. The floor is yours.
Ms. Annie Koutrakis: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I will attempt to

do that.

I'll just to remind everybody that “[o]penness, transparency and
accountability are guiding principles” of ESDC and the federal
government as a whole. The public servants at ESDC worked for
many weeks to gather and prepare the documents requested by the
committee. Let me assure you that principles of being open and
transparent were applied in preparing the package to respond to the
production of papers motion on WE Charity.

Department officials also applied principles laid out in the Ac‐
cess to Information Act when assessing the documents to ensure,
among other things, the protection of personal information and cab‐
inet confidence. While more than 97% of the information was re‐

leased in its entirety, less than 3% was redacted due to exemptions
based on sections 16, 19, 21 and 69 of the act. I will provide more
information on each of these sections shortly.

First of all, I would like to point out that ATIP “gives Canadian
citizens, permanent residents and any person or corporation present
in Canada a right to access records of government institutions that
are subject to the Act”. It's also important to point out that:

The Act complements other policies and procedures that are intended to make
government information publicly available, such as open government initiatives
and proactive disclosure of travel and hospitality expenses, contracts and other
frequently requested information.

In the case relevant to this motion, a large volume of records
were initially identified as being relevant to the motion. In addition
to the motion, the ESDC ATIP office received over 70 requests on
the same subject matter. These requests are all being processed for‐
mally under the ATIP process.

Let me give you a few examples of the ATIP requests that were
received.

One was a request to disclose “all correspondence with WE
Charity and ME to WE regarding delivery of the Canada student
service grant, as well as any contracts with either of the two organi‐
zations regarding the same from April 2020 to June 26, 2020”.

One was to provide “a copy of all decks, presentations and analy‐
sis in the possession of Employment and Social Development
Canada since March 15, 2020 regarding the administration of the
CSSG”.

One was to provide “a copy of all briefing notes to the ADM lev‐
el and above regarding the administration of the Canada student
service grant between between March 15, 2020 and present”—June
29, 2020”.

Another one was to provide “the emails, briefing notes, agendas,
minutes, recordings and a list of participants regarding the organi‐
zation, set-up, consultations and event itself of every meeting in‐
volving the Minister of Employment and Social Development men‐
tioning iwanttohelp.org”.

In total, ESDC received 72 access to information and privacy re‐
quests. It is to be noted that, out of those requests, the ATIP office
was able to offer the release package provided to the finance com‐
mittee to requesters who agreed to receiving the package respon‐
sive to their requests. As such, some of the requests listed are now
completed. As for the remainder of the requests, they will be re‐
sponded to upon completion of the processes required under the
ATI Act.

I will now attempt to address how ESDC processes ATIP re‐
quests.

● (4145)

Mr. Peter Julian: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
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The Chair: What is your point of order, Mr. Julian?
Mr. Peter Julian: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I think you've been

very patient and I think we've been very patient, but this is not rele‐
vant to the subamendment. There is just no relevance to it. It's a
speech. It has nothing to do with the subamendment.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: What's your point of order, Mr. Fragiskatos?
Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: I would simply and very respectfully

ask my colleague to allow Ms. Koutrakis to finish what she is say‐
ing, and to take it all in, and at that point he can decide whether it's
relevant. I'm thinking it's relevant, and I haven't heard other mem‐
bers object.

The Chair: Okay. I'm going to interrupt here. There are capacity
problems on the Hill for committees to meet. The fisheries commit‐
tee is meeting with witnesses, and if we cramp them, they will not
be able to do their duty with the trouble that's happening on the wa‐
ter tonight. With that, I am suspending the meeting.

The meeting is suspended.
● (1754)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1604)

The Chair: We are back. I see Mr. Poilievre and I see Gabriel
Ste-Marie. There's more than two sword lengths between them, so
we're okay.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Chair: With that, we'll call the meeting to order. We're re‐
suming the meeting started on Wednesday, October 28, 2020, of the
House of Commons Standing Committee on Finance. The commit‐
tee is now continuing the consideration of committee business pur‐
suant to the motion adopted by the House on Wednesday, Septem‐
ber 23. The committee is meeting virtually. Today's meeting is tak‐
ing place by video conference, and the proceedings will be tele‐

vised and made available on the House of Commons committee
website.

I'll not go through all the other rules because I think committee
members know them and we don't have witnesses before us today.

We left off when we were still speaking on the subamendment to
the amendment to the motion by Mr. Poilievre. I know there have
been some discussions going on between the various parties. I don't
know if anybody has anything they want to report on that.

Mr. Fraser.
Mr. Sean Fraser: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I appreciate that.

Just as per your comment, I've been engaging with some of my
opposition colleagues since the committee last met. I've been work‐
ing on a compromise in real time that I hope will satisfy the com‐
mittee that the privilege motion can be put aside. We're not quite
there, but I could use the next short period to continue working to‐
wards a solution.

I would move that the committee do now adjourn.
The Chair: The motion is in order.
Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: I have a point of order. I'm sorry, Mr.

Chair, I have no idea what just happened. I lost my connection.
The Chair: Madam Dzerowicz, Mr. Fraser was explaining that

there have been some discussions between himself and the parties
to try and find a solution here, and he made a motion to adjourn,
which is in order, and the clerk is just starting that motion now. The
only one she's called on now I believe is Mr. Fraser, who voted in
favour.

(Motion agreed to: yeas 9, nays 2)

The Chair: With that, the meeting is adjourned to the call of the
Chair.
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