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● (1535)

[English]
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater (Perth—Wellington, CPC)):

Order. Good afternoon, everyone. You're stuck with me today.
Madam Fry asked if I would chair today's committee, so here we
are.

Welcome to meeting number 31 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Canadian Heritage. I would like to ac‐
knowledge that this meeting is taking place on the unceded tradi‐
tional territory of the Algonquin Anishinabe peoples.
[Translation]

Pursuant to the order of reference of Thursday, May 12, 2022,
the committee is meeting in consideration of Bill C-11, An Act to
amend the Broadcasting Act and to make related and consequential
amendments to other Acts.

Today's meeting is taking place in a hybrid format, pursuant to
the House order of Thursday, November 25, 2021.
[English]

Obviously, we have been doing this long enough. I don't think I
need to go over the rules for the hybrid format.

In recognition of the minister's time—we do have a 4:30 p.m.
hard stop with the minister today—I will go straight to welcoming
the Honourable Pablo Rodriguez, Minister of Canadian Heritage.

Mr. Minister, you have the floor.
[Translation]

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez (Minister of Canadian Heritage):
Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Good afternoon, everyone.

Colleagues and friends, Mr. Chair, members of the committee, I
want to begin by thanking you for your work. I know that you have
spent more than 20 hours on this study. I'd also like to thank the
witnesses.

This is an extremely important bill. It has led to many, often
heated debates at the committee, and that makes perfect sense.
[English]

It's a debate about the fact that we now live in a digital world
and, therefore, that we need policies and legislation that are built
for that digital world. Honestly, I think Bill C-11 is the way to do it.

[Translation]

What will Bill C‑11 change, specifically?

First, Bill C‑11 will support our artists and creators. It will foster
the creation of good jobs in the cultural sector, make Canadian con‐
tent more accessible and make it easier for people to find home‐
grown Canadian music and stories.

Second, online streaming platforms will need to contribute to
Canadian culture. I think this is self-evident and extremely impor‐
tant.

[English]

It's long past time that the streaming platforms contribute their
fair share to our culture, just as traditional broadcasters have done
up to now. We have a cultural policy system that has served Cana‐
dians for decades here and around the world, but Canada and the
world have changed.

[Translation]

The reality right now is that platforms are taking up more and
more room in our lives and that an increasing number of Canadians
are cancelling their cable subscriptions. In fact, over 70% of Cana‐
dians now subscribe to platforms. The industry is here to stay and is
likely going to experience further growth.

Bill C‑11 is designed to ensure that our next generation of artists
and creators can succeed in the digital age.

While following the debates, I heard a number of interesting
ideas, such as redefining Canadian content; adding provisions to
support indigenous peoples and racialized Canadians; providing
more support to our cultural sector workers; and much more.

[English]

We also heard last week from a founding member of The Tragi‐
cally Hip, one of Canada's most beloved bands, on why we need to
do this, and why we need to do this now.

I have also heard concerns and criticism. That's normal. You
know what? We need that. It's a normal discussion around a bill.
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The government has been extremely clear that we have no inten‐
tion of regulating what people post online, as some have claimed.
While I think we have made this clear in Bill C-11, I have always
said that I'm open to improving it.

As a former House leader—and Mr. Julian would know this—I
know that we need to work together, particularly in a minority Par‐
liament. I'm committed to doing that. Actually, I would say that I've
been doing that since day one. But I'm also committed to passing
this bill, because it's what Canada needs. It's what Canadians voted
for. To be honest, all of the parties here in this room had something
like this in their platform.

As we have said since the beginning, Bill C-11 is about the obli‐
gations of platforms, not users. I always say it: platforms in, users
out. That's the key point. It's about bringing online broadcasters in‐
to our system. It's about creating more space for diverse voices and
stories.
[Translation]

Decades ago, we made the choice to defend our culture. We
made that choice because our stories matter a great deal to us.
These stories bind us, unite us and set us apart from others.

I've said it before, and I'll say it again: if you benefit from the
system, you need to contribute to it. It's as simple as that.
[English]

This is a debate about fairness and, of course, the debate won't
end here. The bill will be further debated in the House and by the
Senate.

After royal assent of the bill, I will provide a policy direction to
the CRTC. Once the CRTC receives the policy direction, they're go‐
ing to hold public hearings and develop the regulations, as they've
always done as a public interest regulator.
[Translation]

I'm ready to take your questions.

Thank you.
[English]

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Thank you, Minister. You
finished with 30 seconds to spare, so we'll save that time for later.

We'll start with our six-minute round. The rotation is known to
this committee. We'll start with Mr. Waugh. I believe Mr. Waugh
and Ms. Thomas are splitting this round.

Mr. Waugh, the floor is yours.
Mr. Kevin Waugh (Saskatoon—Grasswood, CPC): Thank

you, Mr. Chair.

I'm going to pick up on your last comment.

Minister, thank you for coming today, along with Mr. Ripley. It's
good to see both of you again.

Will you release your policy directive today, to this committee,
so that we can fully understand the impacts of the bill before we
proceed ahead with this?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: We'll release it, as I mentioned in my
speech, once the bill is adopted. I think the proper way to go is fin‐
ishing the bill and making sure we know what's in it. We'll then be
able to send it to the CRTC and there will be broad consultations.

Mr. Kevin Waugh: You wouldn't bring it to committee. What
you're saying is, today you wouldn't bring it to us to have a look at
your policy directive—

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: First we have to adopt the bill. Based on
the bill, I will draft the policy directive and the CRTC will get it.

Mr. Kevin Waugh: All right.

You said the bill is about making sure that Canadian voices are
discoverable online—and that's the big one—but, so far, I don't
think we've had a definition of “discoverability”.

Will you and your party support an amendment to provide a clear
definition of discoverability and explain exactly how the platforms
will be required to make Canadian content discoverable?

● (1540)

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: I think it's up to the committee to dis‐
cuss and debate that, but for discoverability, I don't think we have
to look very far to understand it. It's a simple concept.

We want to see more Canadian stories, more Canadian music and
more Canadian films. It's as simple as it sounds. I think we all care
about.... I'm sure, Mr. Waugh, that you care about it too, because it's
part of our identity. They're our stories.

Mr. Kevin Waugh: I agree. However, as you said, Canadian
content does not qualify as official CanCon under the current rules,
so this poses a big problem for the platforms.

Are they required to carry Canadian content, but the Canadian
content they have does not count because it's outdated rules that
will apply? Will you commit to ensuring that our Canadian content
rules are updated at least one year in advance of implementing Bill
C-11?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: As I've mentioned many times before, I
will ask the CRTC—and they're fully aware of this—to update and
modernize Canadian content. There are so many things that have
been there forever. Just the bill we're discussing has been there for
four years. I had black hair at the time.

It's time that we modernize that and many other things, and this
is exactly what we're doing.

Mr. Kevin Waugh: I'm going to give Ms. Thomas the chance to
fill the rest of the time.

Thank you.
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Mrs. Rachael Thomas (Lethbridge, CPC): Minister, you said
that this bill is going to go after platforms. Platforms are used by
new media content creators. For those platforms to abide by your
regulations, they will have to regulate the users. Hence, user-gener‐
ated content is, in fact, captured by this bill.

Can you help me understand if that works in a different way?
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: It's very simple. It's the platforms that

are regulated.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: It's users who use those platforms, sir.
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: The CRTC's not interested in looking at

what is in the program. Can you imagine the CRTC looking at mil‐
lions or billions in a year? It's impossible. That's all it is.

It's about making sure there's more Canadian content.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Minister, is it users who use those plat‐

forms? Who uses those platforms? Do animals use those platforms?
Do people use those platforms? Do new media generators use those
platforms?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Everyone. It's you, me and everyone.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Users use those platforms.

If those users are using those platforms that are regulated, is
there a chance that regulation could be put on those people, so that
they're abiding by it?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: No. It's not about the users.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: It's not about the users. It stops at the

platform, somehow, magically. It doesn't ever get passed down to
the users. No behaviour is expected of them.

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: You are talking about the streamers—
the streaming platforms, right? You're talking about Netflix, Disney
and others. Is that what you're talking about?

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Is that your definition of platform?
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: The streamers are those big companies,

yes. They have to have an impact on Canadian culture.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Will YouTube be a platform?
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Yes. In parts of the commercial content,

it will.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: YouTube users would be captured by

this bill.
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Sometimes YouTube can be used as a

substitute for Spotify, for example. We've used that example many
times in the past.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Right.
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: It has to be commercial content. It's not

about going after the content. The CRTC is not interested in what
users put.... They're not going to say that this video was good or not
good, or it should have more of this or more of that. No. It's just
about seeing what qualifies as commercial content, because, at the
end of the day, the revenues generated will depend on that.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Okay.

It's not actually a part of the bill that there would be any sort of
dependency on revenue. Now you're introducing that. Is that an
amendment you're planning to make to the bill?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: The bill is totally about contributing to
Canadian content.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Are you saying that a content generator
would have to bring in a certain amount of revenue in order to be
captured by this bill?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: No.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: No, it doesn't matter how much you
make; you'll be captured.

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: No, I think you're listening to whatever
you want to listen to.

The bill is very simple. It's about the streamers contributing to
Canadian culture. That's what it is. It is about making sure we find
those stories online. That's what the bill is all about.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Minister, if your intention is not to cap‐
ture individual users, then why don't you take proposed section 4.2
out of the bill altogether and just make that very clear?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: It's because there's commercial content
that does exactly the same on Spotify. You find that content on
YouTube and you find it also on Spotify. Sixty-six percent of Cana‐
dians go onto YouTube to listen to music. It's an important number
there.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: How are you going to define commer‐
cial content?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: We said it. There are the three things.
Revenues—

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: In this bill, there's a line about revenue?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Yes, it's proposed section 4.2. If you
read it—

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Does it say a specific amount of rev‐
enue?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: No.

● (1545)

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: I know it doesn't.

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: The CRTC takes the three things.
There's revenue, whether you can find it elsewhere, and whether it
has a code. They will draw up regulations based on that. That's
what people—

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Everything has a code, Minister.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): That's the time for that
round—

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Everything that uses music has a code;
so you just said that everything can be captured.

Thank you.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Thank you.
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There was an extra 25 seconds, which I will add on to each other
first round as well out of fairness.

Mr. Louis, the floor is yours for six minutes.
Mr. Tim Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga, Lib.): Thank you very

much, Chair.

Thank you, Minister, for being here. I appreciate your time and
that you're listening to the arts sector.

Over the course of the study, we've heard witness after witness
tell just how vital this bill is for our cultural sector and how urgent
it is to get it through.

I have a few quotes here from what we've heard. We heard from
the CEO of Music Publishers Canada, Margaret McGuffin earlier
this week, who said that Bill C‑11 provides “an important balance
by giving the commission the tools it needs to regulate when mar‐
ket forces fail. Modernizing the Broadcasting Act will ensure that,
as technology evolves and online platforms continue to grow, [the
music industry will] continue to thrive.”

Randy Kitt from Unifor told us:
Bill C-11 is just a much-needed update to the Broadcasting Act to ensure that
Canadians have access to Canadian local programming, which couldn't happen if
we let these Internet giants control our media.... Let's not get sidetracked by
noise.

Bill Skolnik from the Coalition for the Diversity of Cultural Ex‐
pressions told us:

We can only hope that this attempt to revise our legislation will conclude shortly
so the benefits can reach Canadian creators, artists, producers and organizations
as soon as possible. They have been waiting for a very long time.

I have one more quote, from Marla Boltman from the organiza‐
tion Friends, who told us:

Requiring contributions from foreign tech giants that extract billions of dollars
from our country will help sustain our industry while driving investment and in‐
novation in the creation of Canadian content that continues to reflect our diversi‐
ty of voices and who we are as Canadians. Foreign contributions will level the
playing field between Canadian broadcasters and foreign platforms. Frankly, it
sends a message to the world that Canada is open for business, but there are no
more free rides. If you benefit from the system, you must contribute to it.

I couldn't agree any more with those quotes. This is a badly
needed update to our broadcasting system, which will support
Canadian culture for years to come.

We've spent a lot of time talking about this. I'd like to ask you
this directly, Minister: What will this bill do for our Canadian cul‐
ture and our artists?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Thank you, Mr. Louis, for reminding us
about the importance of all those things.

This bill will plays a major role for the Canadian cultural sector.
This is why it's gotten so much support from the music, video, tele‐
vision and the movie industries. It's really time that we move on.
The act has been out of date for what, about 40 years? I think this is
a well- balanced bill that brings fairness to the system. This is what
it's all about: levelling the playing field and having a fair system.

We have the streamers, which I love. Listen, I watch a lot of stuff
on Disney. I'm a Star Wars fan. I watch stuff on Netflix, and this
and that. They have no obligations, whereas other traditional broad‐

casters have all kinds of obligations. I think it's time that we level
the playing field and that the streamers contribute to Canadian cul‐
ture.

Listen, some of them are already doing it. That's great. We love
it. Is it possible to do more? Can we discuss and do things together?
At the same time the bill is very flexible, in that it will tell a stream‐
er, based on their own business model, that this is how things could
work. Let's discuss with them, based on their own business model,
what is different and how we can work together. There's a very
flexible and collaborative approach in this.

I think it's important to protect our culture. It's who we are. It's
our past, present and future. It's the way we tell our stories. We
made a decision a long time ago to be different from our neigh‐
bours to the south. We love them, but hey, we're not them. We're
different.

We put in place mechanisms to support our industries, actors,
producers, directors and singers. This is what it's all about—sup‐
porting the music, film and video industries. I don't know why
some people refuse to support them. It's very sad, but we'll be there
for them.

Mr. Tim Louis: Thank you.

I think we all agree that a copy and paste solution won't work. I
would like to hear from you directly about how Bill C-11 excludes
individuals from these requirements. We've heard you use just to‐
day the term “platforms in, users out”. You've used that many
times. Can you expand on what you mean when you say that?

● (1550)

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Absolutely. First, the bill is very clear. It
excludes the users in proposed section 2.1. It's written there. I'm not
inventing anything. The rest of the bill speaks for itself.

The problem is that people want us to see things in it that are not
in the bill. These are simply not there. What we're looking for is if
there's a platform or social media that plays an equivalent role of a
streamer... In this case there's one, and it's YouTube. We're only
talking about the commercial content, not what people post online.
Whatever you post online, I'm sure it's great, but.... The CRTC ac‐
tually said it very clearly. Now, other people will say, “Oh my God,
you're going to play with algorithms.” No. It's clearly written there
that the CRTC cannot play with algorithms. Lots of things are said
about the bill that have nothing to do with the bill. The bill simply
makes sure that the streamers and a platform that can be used by a
streamer are covered by the bill. That's it, but users, no.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): You have about 20 seconds,
Mr. Louis.

Mr. Tim Louis: That's not enough to answer a question, but
again—
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Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Just to go back on Ms. Thomas's com‐
ment at the end, it's not if you have a number that the bill touches
you and is inclusive—no.

We say three criteria are important. Through the CRTC we say,
this is your sandbox. Consider those three criteria, the most impor‐
tant being if you find the same context somewhere else. Then you
draft regulations based on that.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Thank you, Minister, and
Mr. Louis.

The next round is Monsieur Champoux.
[Translation]

You have the floor for six minutes and twenty‑five seconds.
Mr. Martin Champoux (Drummond, BQ): Thank you for giv‐

ing me an extra 25 seconds, Mr. Chair, well done.

Good morning, Mr. Minister.

I'd like to get back to clause 4.2 of Bill C‑11. It's been the subject
of much debate, as you know, because you've been at the heart of
these discussions for quite some time.

Earlier, there was talk of commercial revenue.

Let's look at subclause 4.2(1):
 For the purposes of paragraph 4.1(2)(b), the Commission may make regula‐
tions prescribing programs in respect of which this Act applies.

Subclause 4.2(2) states:
In making regulations under subsection (1), the Commission shall consider the
following matters:

(a) the extent to which a program, uploaded to an online undertaking that
provides a social media service, directly or indirectly generates revenues;

I think this is causing concerns. Some people think that if they
generate advertising revenue or get contracts from what they pro‐
duce on YouTube or TikTok, they will be subject to the regulations.

How do you respond to those concerns?
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Mr. Champoux, with all due respect, I

would say that those concerns are baseless.

The three criteria set out in clause 4.2, namely revenue genera‐
tion, the program being broadcast and the unique identifier, cannot
be considered independently of one another. The CRTC must apply
the spirit of the bill, taking into account all three criteria, and make
rules on that basis.

You won’t find a YouTuber on Spotify making a lot of money
posting videos about this or that. They're not the same, and one is
not a substitute for the other. It would be like saying that if you
search for one thing you'll find the other. I really like folk music
and folk rock. If I search for “folk rock” on YouTube, I won't get a
video of skateboarders. It'll bring up folk rock. Within that catego‐
ry, I can then look for Joni Mitchell songs, or those of other Cana‐
dian singers, for instance.

Mr. Martin Champoux: Since you're talking about Canadian
singers, I'd like to get back to the subject of discoverability. We've
often had people share their concerns about how ambiguous or am‐
bivalent discoverability is. We've had people come before this com‐

mittee and say that they produce content right here in their own
backyards, yet it's not recognized as Canadian content. Some wit‐
nesses had me wondering if they actually wanted their work to be
recognized as Canadian content or whether, on the contrary, they
wanted to distance themselves from it.

What do you say to these people? Is their work Canadian content
or not?

Will I get YouTubers in my search results if I actually want to
find skateboarders, for instance?

● (1555)

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: I'm going to make an aside. I have to
say that in the process of creating the bill, I discovered some amaz‐
ing people and they are doing some fantastic things. It's something
that my daughter looks at more than I do.

I have realized that we don't know these people very well. It
would be worth taking the time to get to know each other and see
how we can work together in the future. These people sometimes
have fears, which are fuelled by certain individuals or certain par‐
ties. They fear that the CRTC will intervene and tell them that their
content is inadequate and does not meet Canadian content criteria.
These fears are unwarranted.

The CRTC will not manage the content itself. It will not tell you
that the video you posted should not be the way it is. Can you
imagine all the work the CRTC would have to do? I don't know
how many videos are uploaded daily around the world, but imagine
how many are uploaded annually. The CRTC can't monitor all that.
We just want to make sure that the portion that is commercial con‐
tent and is often used as a substitute for other content—take the ex‐
ample of YouTube for Spotify— will be treated the same way.

Mr. Martin Champoux: You talked about the importance of
making contact, establishing a dialogue with these people and get‐
ting to know them. They are, in my opinion—I've said this be‐
fore—the artists and craftsmen of a universe that is grafted onto
broadcasting in some way, voluntarily or involuntarily. I don't think
everyone is buying into that at the moment, but they are still play‐
ers who are influential now and will be more so in the years to
come.

Have you already started talking with representatives of this in‐
dustry? I'm not just talking about the business leaders, but also the
creators themselves.

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Yes, I even gave an award to the singer
Jessia at the Juno Awards night. I went to see all the work she cre‐
ates and it's amazing. Before that, I met several of the creators. I
think it's a universe in itself and I would say that our young creators
are among the best. I've met several from Quebec, and what they're
doing is great.

I think we need to continue this dialogue.

Mr. Martin Champoux: Are you telling them that you want to
help them without harming them?
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They are concerned that the bill will harm them greatly. On
May 18, we heard Mr. Ian Scott say that he was never going to im‐
pose ways of programming on YouTube, TikTok, and other plat‐
forms, and that, instead, he was going to give them a mandate to
come up with suggestions to make sure that the goals were met.

Does this align with the vision you have?
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: That's exactly right.

Neither we, through the law, nor the CRTC directly will ever in‐
terfere with how things are done. The CRTC will not have the right
to dictate the types of algorithms. In any case, this is prohibited by
law. There are also several sections of the law that talk about re‐
specting freedom of expression, among other things. So I think the
necessary elements are included in Bill C‑11.

The only reason the CRTC may be interested in content is to
know what portion of it is commercial and must be treated as if it
were on another platform.

Mr. Martin Champoux: On May 24, the Quebec National As‐
sembly unanimously passed a motion that reinforced Quebec's po‐
sition and support for Bill C‑11. The members of the assembly
went quite far in saying that social media should also be regulated
and that contact and formal consultation with the Quebec govern‐
ment should be maintained before making decisions that would
have an impact on Quebec culture.

Do you have a good relationship with the Quebec government?
Do you have discussions to look at ways to link your policies?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Yes, I have a very good relationship
with the government of Quebec, especially with Ms. Nathalie Roy,
Minister of Culture and Communications, with whom I started
working when I first served as Minister of Canadian Heritage. I
maintain a very good relationship with her.

Mr. Martin Champoux: Thank you.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): I'm sorry, but I must give

the floor to someone else.
[English]

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: You're tough, Mr. Chair.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): I'm tough, but fair.

We'll now to the next questioner.

Mr. Julian, you have six minutes and 25 seconds.
[Translation]

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

Minister, welcome to our committee.

You have probably been listening to the speeches in the House
on Bill C‑11. I was surprised to hear a member of the Conservative
Party say that this bill would allow the government to track people
on their mobile phones.

What are the most outlandish things you've heard about
Bill C‑11? There have been speeches that were really far from the
substance of this bill.

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: How much time do I have?

What I am a little concerned about, Mr. Julian, is the level of
misinformation that there has been from members of the Conserva‐
tive Party around the bill. I wouldn't say it was all Conservative
members, but certainly some. They are making things up and creat‐
ing a parallel debate on elements that do not exist in the bill. That is
what is worrying.

For example, at a committee meeting I was appearing at,
Ms. Thomas sent this tweet on Twitter:

[English]

“#killbillc11.... The bill needs to die a thousand deaths.”

[Translation]

How can we have a constructive debate to improve the bill when
all along she has been saying that we should torpedo the bill?

Bill C‑11 , like any bill, deserves an informed and responsible
debate, and we need to have it.

● (1600)

Mr. Peter Julian: That is also what we heard from the majority
of the witnesses we had at this committee. They want the bill to
pass. However, there are still concerns. People have raised some
points to improve the bill.

[English]

This comes to my second question, which is about the issue of
freedom of expression. You've already responded in part to this. Do
you feel that all of the elements of the bill reinforce freedom of ex‐
pression? Do you also feel that it provides clear direction to the
CRTC that the bill has to be interpreted in a way that upholds free‐
dom of expression?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: I do, Mr. Julian. First of all, the CRTC,
whatever it does in regulations, has to respect freedom of expres‐
sion.

Second, the bill makes things very clear. It was there before in
the original Broadcasting Act. We brought some other elements in‐
to this act. This is the sad part of the previous debate on Bill C-10,
which took place on freedom of expression, which was an aside. It
had nothing to do with the bill, and the entire debate happened on
that, while the bill was about something else.

This bill does not attack freedom of expression. It's not about
freedom of expression. It's about streamers that make a lot of mon‐
ey here, and to contribute to Canadian culture. That's it.

Mr. Peter Julian: You're satisfied that the bill very clearly up‐
holds freedom of expression, as a number of our witnesses have al‐
so mentioned.
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There was, I believe, a bit of a difference of opinion around the
CRTC when it originally appeared. The chair of the CRTC, Ian
Scott, talked about user-generated content. He said that there is an
ability to regulate under the Broadcasting Act now, under user-gen‐
erated content. When he appeared the second time after a filibuster,
he said very clearly, and the CRTC representatives did, as well, that
there is a very narrow scope around user-generated content.

Is it your feeling, as well, that this very narrow interpretation is
sufficient?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: As I said, the CRTC is not interested in
the content.
[Translation]

The only reason we will be interested in user-uploaded content is
when it has a commercial component. We will only be interested in
commercial content that can be found on YouTube and Spotify.
Again, I'm simplifying, but that's basically it. Otherwise, the CRTC
will not focus on content at all. Imagine the resources it would take
for any regulator, whether it's the CRTC or the equivalent body in
England or Australia, to look at every video and make a judgment.
People have tried to scare online creators by saying that the CRTC
will look at their videos and make a judgment that it's not right and
they shouldn't be there.

That's not it at all. The CRTC will look at the content only to de‐
termine if it is commercial in nature. If it is, it will check whether it
is part of the overall revenue, so based on advertising. This will en‐
able it to calculate the percentage of contribution and the type of
commercial content. There is also discoverability. We'll be able to
know what we can do to make our artists a little better known.

Mr. Peter Julian: Thank you,

In some of the testimony we heard, there was mention of the
OUTtv channel, which was sidelined by several distributors, even
though representatives from that channel had said they wanted to be
there and offer content. Several distributors did not want this chan‐
nel.

Are such cases of exclusion—in this one, the exclusion of an en‐
tire community—addressed in Bill C‑11?
● (1605)

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: I am quite familiar with the case of
OUTtv. I had the opportunity to meet their representatives when I
was in Vancouver, in your area, as well as here.

In my view, what will help them, generally speaking, are the ob‐
jectives of the bill ensuring that, for the production of Canadian
content, including their own, there will be more revenue and re‐
sources.

Mr. Ripley, do you want to elaborate on that?
Mr. Thomas Owen Ripley (Associate Assistant Deputy Minis‐

ter, Department of Canadian Heritage): Thank you for the ques‐
tion, Mr. Julian.

I have been following the testimony of the OUTtv representa‐
tives. Right now, Bill C‑11 includes a tool, which is the power of
the CRTC to require Amazon Prime Video Channels, for example,

to include certain Canadian channels in their service. The parties
are expected to negotiate in good faith...

[English]
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): I apologize. I have to inter‐

rupt you in order to carry on.

This concludes our six-minute round.

We'll now go to our five-minute round. I will be very ruthless in
this round, so we can get the full round in. We have 25 minutes left,
and 25 minutes' worth of questions. We'll try to get the whole round
in.

Here is a reminder for the sake of the interpreters: When there's a
question and comment, try not to have the microphones on at the
same time and talk over each other. That's a challenge for the inter‐
preters.

For this second round, Mrs. Thomas, you have exactly five min‐
utes.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Minister, you keep using the term “com‐
mercial content”. Is that in the bill?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Yes. Commercial content is what we're
trying to define in order to see whether it's replacing things you
see—

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Is “commercial content”, then, a legal
term used in the bill?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: It's a term used in the bill, yes.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: How do you define “commercial con‐

tent”?
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: We're giving guidance to the CRTC

based on whether the revenues...and whether the content is found
elsewhere, and the unique number. It's not one of the three. We're
giving this to the CRTC, and they have to take those three into con‐
sideration when they draft the regulations.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: What is the revenue you're looking for,
in order to know whether or not it's going to be regulated?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: There is no number.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: There is no number.
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: No.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Who will determine that number, then?
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: It has nothing to do with a number. It's

not the determination of a number.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Minister, you just said it was based on

revenue...whether or not it was commercial content. What is that
revenue number?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: If there are revenues, the CRTC will
take those three criteria and draft regulations that will take the three
elements into consideration.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: What's that revenue cut-off?
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: There's no revenue cut-off. You know

that.
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Mrs. Rachael Thomas: I'm asking you for clarification. When
you say this bill is going after “commercial content”, what's the
number? How much revenue do you have to make in order to be
counted as commercial content?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: You know there isn't one. Those are di‐
rections—criteria given to the CRTC to draw up the regulations.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Is it up to the CRTC to determine that
monetary amount?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: They're not there to determine a specific
amount—

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: They're not going to determine a specif‐
ic amount?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Again, even if an online creator might
make a lot of money with it, if it's not used as a substitute, or you
don't find it on Spotify, it has nothing to do.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Minister, I'm sorry. I'm going to let you
clarify once again.

How are you going to determine...? Which revenue threshold are
you going to determine whether it's commercial content?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Commercial content is more than just
revenue. It's got—

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: You said it is one of the three criteria, so
if all three have to be there—

Mr. Chris Bittle (St. Catharines, Lib.): I have a point of order.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): We have Mr. Bittle on a

point of order.
Mr. Chris Bittle: I think, Mr. Chair, you discussed the “talking

over the witnesses” thing, yet you let it go on now a few times.
There's been a chronic interrupting of the minister after the ques‐
tion is asked. He should be able to answer his questions.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): We will try to have the com‐
ments be about the same length as questions, and we will try to
keep the microphones on one at a time for the sake of the interpre‐
tation.

Go ahead, Mrs. Thomas.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: I trust that the time was not taken off

my clock.

Minister, you're very confusing to those who are watching. On
one hand, you're saying revenue will be accounted for and taken in‐
to consideration along with two other criteria. On the other hand,
you're saying, “No, no, revenue doesn't need to be considered.”

Can you please be clear? Is revenue going to be considered one
of the criteria to determine whether or not content is covered by this
bill?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: I don't think I'm confusing, Mrs.
Thomas.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: My question is simple, Minister.
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: I've been very clear.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: What is the revenue threshold?
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: What is the revenue threshold that will

have you support the bill?

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: What is the revenue threshold?
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Would you support the bill in any con‐

sideration, or never?
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Minister, my question is toward you.

What is the revenue threshold?
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: I told you. It's one of the criteria that—
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: I know it's one of the criteria, so what is

that criterion? What's that number? What's that revenue threshold?
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: You've asked the same question proba‐

bly eight times—the same one you filibustered last week. It's not
going to get you anywhere. I answered your question.

● (1610)

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: So you don't know the revenue thresh‐
old?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: I answered your question.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: You didn't. What's the number, then?
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: I did answer, eight times.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: So what's the number? What's the rev‐

enue threshold?
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: It's one of the three criteria that the

CRTC takes to generate the regulations, which will apply then to
the—

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Right. So what is that monetary amount
that you're going to be able to determine whether or not it applies to
it?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: I've answered your question. You know
it very well.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: I don't—
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Yes, you do.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: —because it's not in Bill C-11. There's

no revenue threshold given. What's the monetary amount?
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: It's one of the three criteria.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: If someone makes $100 million in rev‐

enue, if someone makes $50,000 in revenue or $30,000 in rev‐
enue—

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: It's one of the three criteria, and for—
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: What's the threshold? Who's in and

who's out?
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: For online creators, that wouldn't

change anything, because they are excluded. Even if you would like
to say to people, falsely, that they're included, they're not. It doesn't
change anything.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: So in order to determine if someone is
producing “commercial content”, which is the term you like to use,
even though it's actually not defined in the bill, you get away....

It's actually very sneaky of you to use that term here today. So
commercial—
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Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Isn't that a personal attack, Mr. Chair?
That's not a personal attack? I would say that it is.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Minister, I'm asking a very simple ques‐
tion. I'm just asking whether you can provide me with that revenue
threshold, the monetary amount.

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: I answered, but I don't think anything I
say will have you support the bill.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Could you give that dollar figure again?
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: You said that this bill needs to die a

thousand deaths, Ms. Thomas.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Could you give me that monetary

amount?
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: What's the point? You don't want this

bill to pass.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: You said that we needed to have a con‐

versation, and I'm trying to have a conversation with you, Mr. Ro‐
driguez.

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: I'm trying to—
Mr. Chris Bittle: On a point of order.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Yes, Mr. Bittle, on a point of

order.
Mr. Chris Bittle: I hear Ms. Thomas saying that she wants a

conversation, but she is repeatedly interrupting the minister. Again,
for the translators, perhaps we should ask the question and let the
minister answer and not talk over him.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): We have about 20 seconds
left.

Ms. Thomas, do you want to take the last 20 seconds?
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: I was just hoping that Mr. Rodriguez

could give me a dollar figure.
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Is that the same question? I think it is,

right?

There will also be consultations—
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: What is that dollar figure in order to de‐

termine whether it is commercial content and therefore captured by
this bill?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Once the CRTC takes the three criteria
to establish regulations, there will also be consultations, so all of
the discussions will happen—

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: I recognize that. One of those criteria is
a monetary amount.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): That's the five minutes for
that round.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: No answer.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Ms. Hepfner, you have five
minutes.

Ms. Lisa Hepfner (Hamilton Mountain, Lib.): Thank you very
much, Mr. Chair.

Thank you, Minister and Mr. Ripley, for being with us today with
your testimony. We really appreciate your time in answering these
questions.

You touched on this point a little bit already through your testi‐
mony, but I think it bears elaboration. I'd like to talk about what
happens after the passage of Bill C-11. Throughout this study,
we've heard lots of speculation about what regulation might look
like, including members of this committee telling digital first cre‐
ators that they will be taxed. We know that's not true.

We had a few witnesses mention that a public open process will
be conducted. I think that all the members of this committee would
benefit from a thorough explanation of this process. There still
seems to be confusion.

I'm wondering, Minister, if you could tell us what exactly will
happen after royal assent of Bill C-11.

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Thank you. That's a very important
question.

This is one of the steps. Then, of course, we're going back to the
House, the Senate...and then royal assent. Then we will provide the
CRTC with policy direction, so guidelines and clear direction from
the government. Then, the CRTC will consult.

Everyone who is interested will be able to participate. Of course,
there will be tons of people from the cultural sector. I expect people
from music, video and cinema—all of those—to participate in this.

After that, the CRTC will take into consideration the policy di‐
rection. They have to take into consideration the three criteria: the
revenue, whether the content is found elsewhere and whether
there's an identifying number. They will take all of that into consid‐
eration. They will consult and they will draft the regulations.

There will be an ongoing consultation, because this is so impor‐
tant for the cultural sector.

Ms. Lisa Hepfner: Just so I'm clear, after this bill goes through
committee and all of the discussions and it goes to royal assent,
there will be more consultation and more discussion with all the
stakeholders, to make sure that the policy directive and the regula‐
tions are appropriate in doing what we want it to do.

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: You understand it very well, absolutely.

Ms. Lisa Hepfner: Perfect.

For my second question, I want to deal with a topic you have
touched on as well today—social media. We know it's an incredible
tool. It has changed our society over the past couple of decades.
We've heard witnesses talk about how they are using social media
to connect with international audiences. They're not just staying in
Canada anymore. This is really important as well. They are sharing
Canadian stories with the rest of the world.
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We've also heard over and over again that these creators will not
face any obligations as a result of Bill C-11. The opposition choos‐
es to focus on Bill C-11 and the potential impact on social media,
continuing to speculate wildly about what this bill will mean for
Canadians' experience on these platforms.

Minister, you and your officials have repeated that social media
is not the focus; that it's not what you're here to do. Bill C-11 will
not have any impact on what Canadians say or do on social media.
You said it here today again. There are a number of clauses in the
bill that clearly state that fact. That being said, some social media
platforms may be subject to obligations under Bill C-11, so I'm
hoping that you can clarify this for the benefit of my colleagues.
Why include social media at all?
● (1615)

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: The platforms are included, or the
streamers, unless there is a specific platform that can play, in a way,
a certain role of some of the streamers. It happens with YouTube—
not for a lot of the stuff, just for some stuff that is commercial.

People post online every day. I'm sure a lot of us today have
posted and will post again tonight and tomorrow. It's normal.

Can you imagine if we really wanted the CRTC to look at all of
the videos and posts and said, “CRTC, you have to look at all of
that”? First of all, CRTC has zero interest in that. Even if they
wanted to do it, they would not have the resources. It would be im‐
possible. It's not what is happening here. This is not what's happen‐
ing in England, Australia or New Zealand—nowhere, right?

The only reason we want to determine what is commercial con‐
tent is that it's part of the equation. That's part of the numbers that
will be used to determine what will be the contribution of YouTube
to Canadian content. That's it.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): You have six seconds.
Ms. Lisa Hepfner: Okay.

Tell us quickly about the urgency of this legislation, Minister.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): There you go.

Thank you, Ms. Hepfner and Minister.

We now go to Mr. Champoux
[Translation]

Mr. Champoux, you have the floor for two and a half minutes.
Mr. Martin Champoux: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Minister, let's change the subject. I would like to talk to you
about the basic services provided under section 9(1)(h) of the
Broadcasting Act. The companies that provide these services find
that they are at a loss when faced with the digital giants. We are all
very proud of ICI Television and APTN, which are shining exam‐
ples. Indeed, APTN is an example that has been copied in several
countries around the world. There is also MétéoMédia, The Weath‐
er Network, etc.

In short, the companies that provide these programming services
feel that, as the bill is currently drafted, they may find themselves at
a disadvantage when it comes time to negotiate distribution agree‐

ments with online broadcasters. Their advertising revenues do not
give them the financial means to sustain lengthy negotiations. They
also find that they do not have particularly extensive means to chal‐
lenge a decision before the CRTC, a process that would be very
slow.

On the one hand, are you willing to guarantee negotiating terms
to these companies, which provide specific programming services?

On the other hand, would you also be prepared to offer them
means to challenge the outcome if the results of the negotiations
turn out to be to their great disadvantage?

Are you aware of all this?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Yes, I am aware of that, Mr. Champoux.
You are right to raise it, because it is very important.

You are right that several of these channels play a very important
role, including APTN, which gives a strong voice to indigenous
people. I'm also thinking of CPAC and others. There are some very
serious challenges. At the moment, this exists for Canadian compa‐
nies. What you are proposing is to impose obligations on foreign
online broadcasting companies. Now our American colleagues have
made it very clear that this could be a big problem.

So, we are considering different possibilities, including using the
money that will be generated by Bill C‑11 to help these companies.
Indeed, we estimate that this legislation will generate close
to $1 billion a year. I think we need to be creative and find solu‐
tions outside of the bill to give them a hand.

● (1620)

Mr. Martin Champoux: You just said that the Americans...

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Mr. Champoux, I am sorry,
but I have to give the floor to Mr. Julian for two and a half minutes.

Mr. Peter Julian: I would like to come back to this question.

You said that this will generate $1 billion a year in revenue.

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Yes.

Mr. Peter Julian: Where will these funds be distributed?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: It will depend. You have to look at the
objectives. What do we want? We want to see more Canadian con‐
tent creation. Mr. Champoux obviously talked about Quebec con‐
tent, and there will be more.

Through the objectives, we're going to make sure that we hear
more of the various voices, the indigenous voices. Maybe we can't
do it through mandatory distribution, but maybe we can do it in a
different way: we need to hear more of the two official languages
and other languages. We need to find ways to continue telling our
stories. This money will be used for that. One billion dollars a year
is nothing to sneeze at.
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Mr. Peter Julian: No, it's a considerable amount of money. It
can create Canadian content and a lot of opportunities to share our
stories.

Does the department already have an idea of how this money is
going to be distributed?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Mr. Julian, I will answer your question
more directly.

The objectives are clear. There will be more money for indige‐
nous production and for marginalized communities, among others,
in both official languages and in other languages. Then there will
be consultations and projects will be set up. The important thing is
to secure that money.

Mr. Peter Julian: All right.

For the moment you have not determined...
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: No, I'm not the one who...
Mr. Peter Julian: I understand. Sometimes the department

makes estimates so that they can...
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Mr. Ripley, is there anything else you

would like to add?
Mr. Thomas Owen Ripley: We studied how the CRTC currently

imposes obligations on broadcasters, and we've done some calcula‐
tions to come up with the figure.

The vast majority of the revenue is tied to the obligation to con‐
tribute to the production of Canadian content.

As the minister mentioned, we already know that, as part of the
licensing process, broadcasters are asked to contribute to dramas,
children's programming and documentaries, for instance. We antici‐
pate that will factor in to the deliberations.
[English]

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): That's two and a half min‐
utes.

Thank you, Mr. Julian and Mr. Ripley.

Next, we have Mr. Waugh and Mr. Perkins, for five minutes.
Mr. Kevin Waugh: One billion a year. I've been on this commit‐

tee now for a number of years, and I've never heard that figure,
never, never. Where are you getting that money from?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: It's the first time I've heard it too, Mr.
Waugh, you're right. The figure we were working with before—and
I'll ask Mr. Ripley to comment afterwards—was $830 million, but
the fact is that with COVID happening, we went more and more to
streamers, right? I'm sure you did too. We all did.

Mr. Kevin Waugh: I've heard about $800 million, and I had
trouble with that number, but I have a bigger problem with a bil‐
lion.

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: The fact is that there were more and
more streamers who were used, and then the fact that you had Dis‐
ney and others that came in, which added to the number.

Owen.
Mr. Thomas Owen Ripley: Yes, that's a revised figure, Mr.

Waugh. We previously discussed the $830 million. We recently up‐

dated that figure. We have seen a growth of these services over the
course of the pandemic, obviously, and we've also seen the entry of
new services into the Canadian market, for example, we saw the
launch of Disney+ and Apple TV+. That new figure takes into ac‐
count the growth of online streaming services in Canada and their
updated subscriber base.

Mr. Kevin Waugh: We can't even get APTN here to testify.
When I look down the way to my left, it actually gets carriage fees.
Everybody in this country has APTN, and everybody in this coun‐
try is paying for APTN. There is a revenue stream for APTN with
diverse stories. There is a revenue stream for The Weather Net‐
work. Everyone pays for that, and [Inaudible—Editor] television.
We all know that, but when I talk about traditional broadcasters,
Bell—the biggest media player in this country—was upset, because
now, all of a sudden, because of the streamers, it might have to pay
a little more for American shows that it shows from 7 to 10 p.m. in
prime time. All of a sudden, it can't generate as much revenue, be‐
cause the streamers are competing in Hollywood for American
shows.

Have you thought about the traditional broadcasters crying, like
Bell Media did? When it only spends $1 billion on Canadian pro‐
gramming, and hardly any of it in prime time from 7 to 10 p.m.,
shame on Bell Media. You talk about diverse stories. Traditional
broadcasters can't wait to get on the jet to Hollywood to buy Amer‐
ican programming, and give little to Canadian programming.

● (1625)

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Mr. Waugh, if you think we need more
Canadian programming, I'm with you—

Mr. Kevin Waugh: Don't you think that?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: A hundred per cent. That's why you
should support the bill.

Mr. Kevin Waugh: I just heard Bell say they might spend $10
billion on shows. I don't know what they spend. They wouldn't an‐
swer my question on that. They're busy buying NFL football for
Sunday afternoon.

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: This bill will make more Canadian con‐
tent available.

I'm sure we want the same thing. We may not agree on other
stuff on this, but I'm sure you want more Canadian content. This
bill will provide more Canadian content.

Mr. Kevin Waugh: I'm not sure about that, but we'll go to Mr.
Perkins.

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: It will. I'm sure you're going to vote for
it at the end of the day.

Mr. Kevin Waugh: Go ahead, Mr. Perkins.

Mr. Rick Perkins (South Shore—St. Margarets, CPC): Thank
you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you, Minister.
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I've looked through the bill—it's a big bill—and I can't find com‐
mercial content defined. Could you tell me where it is in the bill?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Proposed section 4.2 defines the criteria
that will explain what commercial content is. What we call “com‐
mercial content” will be caught based on the three criteria.

Mr. Rick Perkins: It's the legal pretzel clause—
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: What?
Mr. Rick Perkins: The legal pretzel clause. It's the one that has

triple negatives and would have screwed up Stéphane Dion. That's
in proposed section 4.2

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: No. I don't know the expression about
the pretzels, but—

Mr. Rick Perkins: It's doesn't say commercial content in terms
of—

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: It says that commercial content will be
based on the three criteria in proposed section 4.2. They are there.

Mr. Rick Perkins: Proposed subsection 9.1(8) says algorithms
aren't involved. Nonetheless, the government says that Canadian
content will be higher up in the search engines and the streaming
services for people to see.

How is that going to be achieved? How does Canadian content
get pushed up the screen as users see it, when there is no algorith‐
mic control?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: There won't be any from the CRTC.
The CRTC is precluded from playing with algorithms and we
would never want the CRTC—

Mr. Rick Perkins: How are you going to measure the outcomes
of that—

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: That's exactly...you said the word.
Mr. Rick Perkins: —in terms of seeing how it goes? How are

you going to watch it? You're going to have to look at the algo‐
rithms and the performance.

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: The outcomes are what we're interested
in. What YouTube does is their thing.

There are other options. You can have, for example, on the home
page...it doesn't even touch algorithms. Maybe you can have a
Canadian section. Maybe you have a playlist of Canadian content.
There are other options, but it's—

Mr. Rick Perkins: No individual company is—
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): I apologize, Mr. Perkins and

Minister. That is the five minutes.

I am being ruthless with this round. It is 4:27. I know the minis‐
ter has to leave at 4:30.

We'll start Mr. Housefather's five-minute round. It will be up to
the minister if he can stay for the extra 2.5 minutes for the full
round of questions.

Mr. Housefather, the floor is yours.
Mr. Anthony Housefather (Mount Royal, Lib.): Thank you

very much, Mr. Chair.

[Translation]

Minister, we are happy to have you. I will keep it brief.

[English]

First, Mr. Minister, when it comes to proposed section 4.2, we've
heard a lot of comments about what is regulated or what is not reg‐
ulated. Can you clarify again that content is not regulated?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Absolutely. It is not.

There are people trying to make others believe that the CRTC is
there and that the government, through the CRTC, wants to know
what people produce and if their videos are fine or not, and if we're
not happy with it, we're going to take it offline. No.

The CRTC said it before: they're not interested in that content.
The only thing we're looking at is what becomes part of commer‐
cial content, and that is defined in the criteria in proposed section
4.2.

Mr. Anthony Housefather: Exactly.

There have been a lot of comments about proposed paragraph
4.2(2)(a) and the ambiguity with respect to direct or indirect rev‐
enues. Normally, if someone was interested in supporting a bill and
wanted changes to it, they would propose amendments to the sec‐
tion of the bill that they were confused about. Is that correct?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: If there was any interest, yes, but I don't
sense a lot of interest on that side.

Mr. Anthony Housefather: I understand.

[Translation]

I have just one more question, Minister.

As I see it, the bill contains a number of provisions that are vital
to our cultural sovereignty and the protection of Canadian culture,
especially French-Canadian culture.

Can you talk more about that?

● (1630)

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: The bill contains something very impor‐
tant, and unfortunately, it doesn't get a lot of attention. I'm talking
about the objectives we want to achieve by passing the bill. We
want to make sure we can continue to tell our stories, listen to our
music and watch our films.

The content being created elsewhere in the world is great.
There's no denying that, but we can't turn our backs on what we
produce, what we create, because it speaks to our identity. It's us,
it's who we are, and it's how we tell our story.

On one hand, the bill will ensure that there is more funding for
the creation of Canadian content, including indigenous, English-
language and French-language content, as well as content produced
by various communities. On the other hand, the bill will ensure that
the content is available and easy for people to find. That's how it
works today.
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Mr. Housefather, as you may recall, back in the day, record stores
would have certain music playing when customers got to the cash
as a way to showcase the artist. Nowadays, artists are discovered
online: everything depends on their online exposure or lack thereof.

Mr. Anthony Housefather: I completely agree. I realize that
you have a busy schedule, so I will let the chair conclude this half
of the meeting.

Thank you, Minister.
Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Thank you, Mr. Housefather.

[English]
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Thank you, Mr. Housefa‐

ther.

Thank you, Minister.

Thank you, Mr. Owen Ripley, for your time this afternoon.

We will proceed with the second panel in a few minutes, but
thank you, Minister, for your time.

We will suspend briefly as we switch over the panels. Thank you,
colleagues.
● (1630)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1630)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Thank you, colleagues. We
will resume this meeting.

I'm assuming that we don't have opening comments from this set
of witnesses, so we'll continue with our third round, the five-minute
round.

I believe the first round will be with the Conservatives. I will
look to my colleagues to see who is taking that round.

Mr. Waugh, the floor is yours for five minutes.
Mr. Kevin Waugh: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you, department officials and the two add-ons from the
department.

Mr. Owen Ripley, on that number you gave me of $1 billion, I
need to know how that is going to be generated. I had questions
at $832 million. I was blown away here. I have to be honest. When
I heard it was $1 billion, like I said, I had trouble at $832 million,
and now you have $200 million more coming from somewhere.
Tell me where this is coming from.
● (1635)

Mr. Thomas Owen Ripley: Thank you, Mr. Waugh.

The methodology behind that number includes that a good chunk
of it—just over $900 million—will come from what we would call
“expenditure requirements”. That would be an obligation on online
streaming services to spend a certain percentage of their revenues
on producing Canadian stories. That's how it works right now for
broadcasters like TVA or CTV or whatnot.

Just to give you a reference point, for example, these days Cana‐
dian broadcasters spend just below approximately $3 billion in

Canadian programs. It's to give you a reference point. That figure is
largely composed of what we would call expenditure requirements.

Mr. Kevin Waugh: For something like Netflix, for example,
which may be the biggest online provider that people in this coun‐
try watch, what are we looking at from it?

Mr. Thomas Owen Ripley: I don't have the Netflix figure in
front of me. One of my colleagues might.

What I would say to you, Mr. Waugh, is that for sure Netflix is
doing a huge amount of production activity already in Canada.
Most of it would not currently qualify as a Canadian program, so
part of the impetus behind this bill is to get them to do more on the
Canadian side, to involve more Canadian creatives and to tell more
Canadian stories, right? It's great that it does so much business here
in Canada, but obviously we want to put a challenge to it to do
more to tell Canadian stories.

The minister has been clear that the conversation has to include
looking at the definition of what constitutes Canadian program‐
ming. In fact, you were on this committee with the previous bill and
know that there was discussion around putting down some factors
in the bill around the importance of looking beyond just Canadian
creators but also at Canadian cultural expression and those kinds of
factors. That will have to be a conversation that is had when the bill
moves out of the legislative process and into the regulatory process.

Mr. Kevin Waugh: There are some who would say that Netflix
spends more on production in this country than Bell, than other me‐
dia in this country. What do you say to that? I'm sure they do.

Mr. Thomas Owen Ripley: I'm not sure, Amy, if you have that
figure.

If not, Mr. Waugh, we can get you that.

Mr. Kevin Waugh: Yes, I would like some of these figures.

What do you think, Amy?

Ms. Amy Awad (Senior Director, Marketplace and Legisla‐
tive Policy, Department of Canadian Heritage): Netflix has rev‐
enues in Canada and the United States of approximately $3.3 bil‐
lion.

You know what? I'm going to get back to you. That number is
changing.

Mr. Kevin Waugh: Yes. I want only the Canadian numbers, but
I'm saying that a lot of these are spending more than traditional
broadcasters for production in this country, right? Now you're
telling me that they're going to actually have to pay more because
of the $900 million coming from whatever it is—Disney, Netflix,
Apple or whatever.

Mr. Thomas Owen Ripley: It's not about doing more, necessari‐
ly, Mr. Waugh. Again, Netflix is a good example. They are already
here. They are doing a ton of production activity in Canada, right?
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So it's about actually using the market, just like we do with CTV,
for example, saying that because you're in the Canadian market and
earning so much from Canadian subscribers, our expectation is that
a certain percentage of what you earn here is spent on Canadian
production, as opposed to what we would call foreign location pro‐
duction, which doesn't necessarily have that high involvement of
Canadian creatives or tell those Canadian stories, for example.

Mr. Kevin Waugh: Yes. I guess where I'm coming from is that
when I look at the traditional broadcasters, they use the news as
Canadian content. They have produced very few documentaries in
this country. They have this one area where they say they've spent a
lot of money on news, but I can tell you that they don't produce
what they once did in documentaries and shows.

As I said to BCE, I give them credit, because they have more
news hours than anybody in this country, but it's kind of a fallacy
thing. During their newscast, they have quite a bit of American
news, as you know, so they throw out the “we've got more Canadi‐
an content”, but really it's just news.
● (1640)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Unfortunately, Mr. Waugh,
that is five minutes. I apologize. Perhaps we can come back to the
answer in a future round.

Mr. Bittle, you have five minutes. The floor is yours.
Mr. Chris Bittle: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

We do have some unfinished business before the committee. I
want to apologize to the witnesses. For those who are watching,
this should really only take a few minutes. As I said last time, it
shouldn't take more than the six minutes I have, and I'm willing to
cede those six minutes.

I move the following:
That the committee commence its clause-by-clause study on the Online Stream‐
ing Act no later than Wednesday, June 8, at 3:30 p.m.

I have copies in both official languages that I can provide to the
clerk.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): We'll pause momentarily
while those are distributed.
● (1640)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1640)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): We will resume this meet‐
ing.

Mr. Bittle had yielded the floor.

We have a speakers list. As of right now, I have Mrs. Thomas
and Mr. Perkins. If anyone wishes to speak to this, please indicate
to me or the clerk and we will add you to the list.

On the motion, Ms. Thomas, go ahead.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Thank you, Chair.

I would offer an amendment to this motion. It would replace the
words “no later than Wednesday, June 8, at 3:30 p.m.” with the fol‐
lowing:

after the Standing Committee on Canadian Heritage commences a study of the
alleged involvement of Hockey Canada in sexual assaults committed in 2018;
that the committee invite the Minister of Sport to appear for no less than one
hour; and that the committee invite representatives of Hockey Canada to appear
for no less than two hours.

The reason I am suggesting this amendment is that it still pro‐
vides a time frame. We will commence the clause-by-clause follow‐
ing this study.

This study is important, because it's one that was moved with
unanimous consent in the House of Commons, which means that
every single political party has agreed that this study is of great im‐
portance. The governing party, the NDP, the Bloc, the Green, the
Conservatives and all independent members have agreed that this
motion, this study, is important and that it should be done at the
heritage committee. That motion was granted unanimous consent
on June 2 in the House of Commons.

The study is an important one. It is a serious one. I believe time
is of the essence. It would be diligent of this committee to then
move forward and take on that study.

Yes, I realize it puts—
● (1645)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): I apologize, Ms. Thomas,
but for the benefit of our clerk, could you just reread the amend‐
ment?

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Can I reread it? Is that what you're ask‐
ing?

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Yes, please. Thank you.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: I'll do my best:

That the committee commence its clause-by-clause study on the Online Stream‐
ing Act after the Standing Committee on Canadian Heritage commences a study
on the alleged involvement of Hockey Canada in sexual assaults committed in
2018; that the committee invite the Minister of Sport to appear for no less than
one hour; and that the committee invite representatives of Hockey Canada to ap‐
pear for no less than two hours.

I'm just looking for confirmation from the clerk.
Mr. John Nater: Why don't we read the whole thing over just

once more? I believe we have up until the last invitation.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Then it is “and that the committee invite

representatives of Hockey Canada to appear for no less than two
hours.”

Perhaps just before I continue, then, out of respect for the com‐
mittee and the clerk, perhaps we should read that back just so ev‐
erybody has the wording we're looking at.

The Clerk of the Committee (Ms. Aimée Belmore): I'm just
going to read this really slowly for myself and for the interpreters.
Please jump in at any time if I make a mistake: “That the commit‐
tee commences its clause-by-clause study on the Online Streaming
Act after the Standing Committee on Canadian Heritage com‐
mences a study on the alleged involvement of...”—oh, dear, my
handwriting—“...abuse”?

I'm sorry, Ms. Thomas, but could you clarify that one word?
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Sure.
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First of all, I recognize why you used the word “commences”,
because it is what I originally used, and then went back and retract‐
ed, so I would say “completes”.

The Clerk: Thank you for the clarification. So it's “on the online
streaming Act after the Standing Committee on Canadian Heritage
completes a study” or “its study”?

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: “A study” or “its study”—I leave it with
you. It's whatever you believe is best, “on the alleged involvement
of Hockey Canada”.
● (1650)

The Clerk: Thank you.

Oh, that was “Hockey”. Thank you. I have appalling handwrit‐
ing. It's “the alleged involvement of Hockey Canada in sexual as‐
saults committed in 2018; that the committee invite the Minister of
Sport to appear for no less than one hour; and that the committee
invite representatives of Hockey Canada to appear for no less than
two hours”.

Is that the correct text of the amendment?
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: That is correct, yes. Thank you.
The Clerk: Thank you very much for your patience.
Mr. Anthony Housefather: On a point of order, Mr. Chair, I

would seek from you a ruling as to whether or not that amendment
is receivable, given that it changes a certain date to an uncertain
date.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Thank you, Mr. Housefa‐
ther.

I will momentarily suspend and seek the advice of the table and I
will return with a ruling.
● (1650)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1655)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Colleagues, we will resume
this meeting. There is obviously some grey area on this. I will rule
the amendment permissible. We will continue with the debate on
the amendment.

Ms. Thomas has the floor.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Thank you, Chair.

I was in the middle of explaining why the amendment to the mo‐
tion is important. It does ask us to push the pause button on Bill
C-11 and complete a study with regards to Hockey Canada and the
alleged involvement in sexual assaults that were committed in
2018. The reason that is important is that it is in accordance with a
motion that was passed in the House of Commons with unanimous
consent on Thursday, June 2, 2022. That motion reads as follows,
and, by unanimous consent, it was resolved:

That the House call Hockey Canada before the Standing Committee on Canadi‐
an Heritage to shed light on its involvement in a case of alleged sexual assaults
committed in 2018.

Given that motion was passed then and that we are the commit‐
tee responsible for acting on that motion, it seems incumbent upon
us to do so. Again, I would highlight that it was passed unanimous‐
ly, which means that all parties voted yes to it—not just all parties,

but all members voted yes to it. It is a very important matter. It is a
very time-sensitive matter.

In addition to that, I guess I would draw attention to the Minister
of Sport and the words that she spoke in a media interview that was
released on June 3. In the direct quote here in the article she said, “I
am shocked and angry to read about the allegations made against
the players of the Canadian junior hockey team.... All Canadians
want to know and me too, is whether any public funds were used to
cover up this story of gang rape”, and she added that an audit of
federal funding was on the way.

Obviously the Minister of Sport has recognized that it's impor‐
tant to know whether or not public funds were, in fact, used to help
cover up this occurrence. Then she went on to commit that there
would be an audit of federal funding.

This committee has the responsibility of figuring out whether or
not those public funds were used, and also to see whether or not
that audit has started. If not, why not? If so, are there any findings
from it?

We certainly have some good questions on that. Like I said, it is
this committee's responsibility to take on this study. I would pro‐
pose that we do that before continuing to proceed to clause-by-
clause with Bill C-11.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Thank you, Ms. Thomas.

We do have a speaking list on the amendment. I have Mr. Julian,
Mr. Uppal, Mr. Perkins and Mr. Waugh.

Mr. Julian, on the amendment, the floor is yours.
Mr. Peter Julian: Thank you.

I don't have the exact wording of the amendment, but I want to
offer a subamendment. It would change the word “after” to “be‐
fore”. What I'm attempting to accomplish is that the original intent
of starting on Wednesday, June 8, is something that we, having
heard from the witnesses, would want to proceed on. Subsequent to
that, we could move immediately to the very important study that
Ms. Thomas suggests.

I don't have the wording of the amendment.

Mr. Chair, does “before” as opposed to “after” accomplish that
end?
● (1700)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Thank you, Mr. Julian. We
will accept it as permissible.

For the benefit of the committee, if it's permissible, I'll have our
clerk read out what the new wording would say with the amend‐
ments.

The Clerk: The subamendment to Ms. Thomas's amendment to
Mr. Bittle's motion would read:

That the committee commence its clause-by-clause study on the Online Stream‐
ing Act before the Standing Committee on Canadian Heritage completes a study
on the alleged involvement of Hockey Canada in sexual assaults committed in
2018; that the committee invite the Minister of Sport to appear for no less than
one hour; and that the committee invite representatives of Hockey Canada for no
less than two hours.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Thank you, Madam Clerk.
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Mr. Julian, do you want to speak to the subamendment?
Mr. Peter Julian: Yes. I'll speak to it briefly, because I think we

want to proceed to a vote. We have witnesses here, and I am eager
to ask them questions. We've had lots of filibusters, which is really
unfortunate, because that has often meant that witnesses have been
delayed and we haven't been able to get answers to important ques‐
tions. That being said, I think the more rapidly we proceed to
clause-by-clause, which I imagine will take a lot of time.... We're
offering a number of amendments; I know the other parties are as
well. We submitted our amendments, Mr. Chair, last week. I think
the Bloc Québécois and the Liberal Party also did. The Conserva‐
tives seemed reluctant to provide amendments, but as you know,
Mr. Chair, amendments can be presented during clause-by-clause
study, so they are certainly entitled to do that.

The point is this: We've been hearing from witnesses despite the
filibusters. We've had a vast majority of witnesses saying that they
support the legislation, but improvements need to be made, and it
really is our responsibility as a committee to make those improve‐
ments, to put forward those amendments that we now have the op‐
portunity to go through. The sooner we tackle the clause-by-clause
and the improvements, the sooner we can get to the study that Ms.
Thomas suggests, which, I don't deny, is important as well.

I guess what I'm suggesting, Mr. Chair, is if there is a real, gen‐
uine interest in proceeding to the other study the best way to do that
is to proceed to clause-by-clause, complete the mandated responsi‐
bility that we were given by the House of Commons to examine
this legislation, provide improvements, and then return it to the
House of Commons. The sooner we do that, the sooner we can start
the study that Ms. Thomas has mentioned.
● (1705)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Thank you, Mr. Julian.

I do have a list going for the subamendment. If I'm accurate, I
have Mr. Julian, who just finished, Ms. Thomas, Mr. Perkins, Mr.
Uppal and Monsieur Champoux. Does that sound accurate? No?

An hon. member: [Inaudible—Editor].

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Okay. That's on the original
motion. We'll add you to the list for the subamendment.

Ms. Thomas, the floor is yours, on the subamendment.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Thank you.

I'm a little bit surprised that this subamendment has been brought
forward, because essentially it says that we're going to move for‐
ward with Bill C-11 first, and then, eventually, we will get to this
motion that was unanimously passed in the House of Commons to
look at Hockey Canada; but there is no time frame. If this commit‐
tee spends the next few weeks looking at C-11, and then the parlia‐
mentary secretary makes the decision that actually we're not going
to move...we're not going to have this committee anymore, and it
just breaks for the summer, and then—

Mr. Chris Bittle: A point of order, Mr. Chair.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Mr. Bittle, on a point of or‐

der.
Mr. Chris Bittle: I have a point of clarification.

I would like to know what powers I have to suspend this commit‐
tee. I didn't know those existed in the Standing Orders. I just found
that out right now. I don't recall that in the green book of procedure.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): I don't think that's a point of
order, but I appreciate the comments.

Mrs. Thomas, you have the floor.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: The Liberals can make the decision that
this committee will longer meet, which puts this motion with regard
to Hockey Canada on hold until the fall, and perhaps even beyond.
The subamendment brought forward by Mr. Julian to say we're go‐
ing to do clause-by-clause first.... We'll do that before, and then, af‐
ter some time in the future—it could be down the road by weeks,
months or even longer—we will eventually get to the unanimous
consent motion passed in the House of Commons.

I have concerns about that, for a few reasons. One, it's actually
disgraceful to the victim who came forward with her story, and it's
a disgrace to those members of Parliament—to all of us—who
stood in the House of Commons in support of this motion and tak‐
ing it seriously. Two, it revictimizes this individual. What Mr. Ju‐
lian is proposing is that her voice isn't worth hearing now. We'll
hear it eventually. We'll give it attention eventually. We'll look into
this eventually, which I think is very disheartening.

In addition to that, we have heard from the Minister of Sport that
she was “shocked and angry”—those are the words she used—to
learn about these allegations, and that she wished to get to the bot‐
tom of it. One of the ways we can make sure that happens is by act‐
ing on the study called for through this unanimous consent motion.
Again, the Minister of Sport, who falls under the heritage commit‐
tee, has said she wants to know whether any public funds were used
to cover up this story of gang rape, and she wants an audit of feder‐
al funding and how it was used.

We can go with Mr. Julian's motion, and do it eventually—some
day down the road—or we can do the right thing, be vigilant, take
this victim seriously, and do the study now. We have an opportunity
to communicate clearly to Canadians about how we treat victims in
this place, how seriously we take their stories, and how genuinely
we want to get to the bottom of something. I take the Minister of
Sport at her word when she says that she does, in fact, want to
know whether public funds were used, and that she does, in fact,
want an audit with regard to those funds. The way she can make
good on those commitments, indications or well-wishes is by al‐
lowing this study to go forward in a timely fashion.

● (1710)

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

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Mr. Bittle has a point of or‐
der.

Mr. Chris Bittle: Thank you so much.



June 6, 2022 CHPC-31 17

We're well into another Conservative filibuster. I think there are a
number of people on the speaking list. Perhaps we should let the
witnesses go.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): That would be up to the will
of the committee.

What's the opinion of the committee? Do we dismiss the witness‐
es or keep them?

An hon. member: Yes.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Do we dismiss them?

An hon. member: It's not fair.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Mr. Julian, are you on the
same point of order?

Mr. Peter Julian: Yes. Thanks very much, Mr. Chair.

There were questions about the billion dollars that Mr. Waugh
asked about and—

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: That's not a point of order.
Mr. Peter Julian: If you could provide those amounts back to

the committee, I think it would be very helpful.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Thank you, Mr. Julian.

Thank you, Mr. Ripley, Mr. Sabbagh and Ms. Awad. You are dis‐
missed, for lack of a better word. Thank you for your time.

We will now return to Mrs. Thomas.

Mrs. Thomas, you have the floor.
Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Thank you.

For context, I want us to understand what we're talking about
here, because I believe there may be members here at the commit‐
tee, and certainly those who are observing, who may not be familiar
with what I am talking about. It actually might be worth taking a
step back, and providing a bit of context for the unanimous consent
motion that was passed in the House of Commons, and why I be‐
lieve it is so important to make sure we get to that sooner rather
than later.

In other words, push the pause button on Bill C-11, take care of
this, and then we can resume clause-by-clause, rather than Mr. Ju‐
lian's motion, which is to say that we'll eventually get to this unani‐
mous consent motion.

For the sake of context, there is an article that was written on
June 3, 2022 for Complex Canada. It says:

A 24-year-old woman who says she was sexually assaulted by eight Canadian
Hockey League players, including some who played on the championship
2017-18 World Junior team and who went on to secure NHL contracts, has
dropped a lawsuit against the individuals, Hockey Canada, and the CHL after
reaching a settlement.
The incident has only recently come to light after TSN reported on documents
filed in Ontario Superior Court in London, Ontario this spring that detail accusa‐
tions laid by a female plaintiff referred to only as 'E.M.' who alleges she was re‐
peatedly sexually assaulted in a hotel room while intoxicated after a Hockey
Canada Foundation gala and golf event that took place in the Ontario city in
June 2018.

It goes on to explain:

The woman’s London-based lawyer told TSN that a settlement was reached and
that none of the eight accused individuals—who are not named in the filings and
referred to as John Doe 1-8—were ultimately charged. Allegations were also
leveled against Hockey Canada for apparently being aware of the alleged inci‐
dent and choosing not to investigate or punish players.

It is unclear if a non-disclosure agreement was part of the deal, but a statement
from Hockey Canada spokeswoman Esther Madziya to TSN states that the fac‐
tion contacted police immediately upon learning about the alleged incident in
2018.

Details of the night in question are disturbing and difficult to read, outlining how
the plaintiff was allegedly given drinks by the accused and separated from her
friends at a London bar and restaurant before returning to a hotel room...

The article goes on to explain what happened in that hotel room,
and states:

'At times the plaintiff was crying and attempted to leave the room but was di‐
rected, manipulated and intimidated into remaining, after which she was subject‐
ed to further sexual assaults,' the lawsuit reads. 'Hockey Canada is deeply trou‐
bled by the very serious allegations of sexual assault regarding members of the
2017-18 National Junior Hockey Team,' the statement reads. 'As soon as Hockey
Canada became aware of this matter in 2018, we contacted local police authori‐
ties to inform them. The same day, we also retained Henein Hutchison LLP, a
firm with extensive experience in this area, to undertake a thorough independent
internal investigation and make recommendations on areas for improvement
which we have been implementing and will continue to pursue.'

'The person bringing the allegations forward chose not to speak with either po‐
lice or with Hockey Canada’s independent investigator and also chose not to
identify the players involved. This was her right, and we fully respect her wish‐
es. We have settled this matter and as part of that settlement, we will not be com‐
menting further.'

● (1715)

The article goes on to say:
But questions remain regarding how the alleged gang rape was dealt with by the
national governing body Hockey Canada, both from a public funding perspec‐
tive and as multiple of the alleged assailants have gone on to play for NHL
teams.

“I am shocked and angry to read about the allegations made against the players
of the Canadian Junior Hockey Team,” Canada's Minister of Sport Pascale St-
Onge told the press in Ottawa.

“All Canadians want to know and me too, is whether any public funds were used
to cover up this story of gang rape,” she said, adding that an audit of federal
funding is on the way.

The NHL responded by promising an investigation of its own: “We will endeav‐
our to determine the underlying facts and, to the extent this may involve players
who are now in the NHL, we will determine what action, if any, would be appro‐
priate.

Mr. Chair, although I left out some of the details because I didn't
feel that they would be necessarily appropriate to read into the mike
today, I do believe that this article outlines the important nature of
the study that I am requesting to move forward with. As stated pre‐
viously, I do believe that time is of the essence. I believe it would
be inappropriate for this subamendment to be passed because it
would be to take this victim lightly. It would be saying that this can
be pushed into the future to some unknown date and instead we
would rush through clause-by-clause on C-11.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Thank you, Mrs. Thomas.

Next on the list for the subamendment is Mr. Perkins.

Mr. Rick Perkins: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
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I appreciate the sense or the desire of the subamendment to try to
balance the need to achieve both focuses, but I believe the commit‐
tee mandates, or the references from the minister of both the legis‐
lation and of this particular sorry and sad situation, don't have a
date for reporting back. Unless I'm mistaken, it is the choice of the
committee as to which is a priority and what the intent back was. I
understand that, even in the original motion on the number of wit‐
nesses, there was no reporting back date, although the chair in the
last meeting hinted at some sort of desire to do that.

This is a serious issue that is urgent, because we're seeing and
have seen cover-ups in junior hockey and sexual abuse. We all
know about the Sheldon Kennedy case and those issues that we
thought had led to change, but have apparently not changed the atti‐
tude of a lot of—or some elements or number of—junior players.

I played hockey at competitive levels all my life and understand
the locker room sort of mentality that seems to develop, but it
doesn't excuse anything that has gone on. Eight players, shockingly
some of whom are in the NHL now, were involved in this alleged
incident. There must obviously be a little more to it, or $3.55 mil‐
lion of Hockey Canada dollars wouldn't have been used to try to
keep this from going public, I assume, especially when NDAs are
signed. The primary purpose we see of NDAs is apparently to keep
these types of things from going public.

There's a lot of work that needs to be done that the minister has
asked for on this important issue. I don't think the committee
should be restricting its time frame, or the likelihood is.... Maybe
it's not the parliamentary secretary's power to adjourn this commit‐
tee early, but it certainly is when the House adjourns, and there's a
lot of time that will be required, obviously, for clause-by-clause of
C-11, which I don't believe really has a time limit on when it has to
be done. It is not a time-sensitive bill. The committee can take as
much time as it needs to continue the committee's study and the
amendments, while this issue obviously is one that is very current
and should be considered sensitively and with some transparency.

When these kinds of things happen, we've seen NDAs used in
some very famous cases in the United States to try to keep criminal
behaviour quiet, whether it was Bill Cosby or perhaps even some of
the NDAs that former president Trump has used to keep his antics
quiet.

While we don't know whether the audit has started, there is ac‐
countability for a governance organization that oversees all of our
peak levels of amateur hockey to come before Parliament.... After
all, it does receive public funds in some way and thus should be
held accountable as to why, when we thought that some of these is‐
sues had been dealt with from a governance and an overall educa‐
tion and management perspective as a result of the Sheldon
Kennedy case, this kind of incident apparently still happens.

I would ask the committee to consider that there is some urgency
to this. Reject the subamendment to the motion so that we can con‐
sider this fairly urgent request and unanimous consent motion from
the House to look into this quickly. We can't let the exposure or the
chance that this will happen again.... It shouldn't have happened in
the first place.

● (1720)

Certainly, there's some urgency to this. If the committee were not
able to complete this study or to even look at this issue before the
summer because the House chooses to rise, or to rise early, I think
that would leave a lot of young Canadians very exposed to future
situations that may or may not occur. It's too far to go—till perhaps
next October—if the House were to rise before the minister's re‐
quest on this gets dealt with.

It's a challenging situation, and I would urge the committee to re‐
ject this amendment and to get back to Ms. Thomas's amendment
so that the minister's request to study this difficult situation gets
treated with some urgency and sensitivity.

Thank you.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Thank you, Mr. Perkins.

I have Mr. Uppal next on the speaking list.

Hon. Tim Uppal (Edmonton Mill Woods, CPC): Thank you,
Mr. Chair.

I can appreciate Mr. Julian's suggestion that this committee ad‐
dress Bill C-11 first and then move on to this issue with Hockey
Canada. I can maybe appreciate it in the sense of its just trying to
get one thing done and then going on to the next, but I do believe
that in this case there is definitely a responsibility that we have as
members of Parliament to first address these very serious allega‐
tions with Hockey Canada.

It is not only because it's possibly Government of Canada fund‐
ing that may have been used as part of what looks like a cover-up
of sexual assault on an individual by hockey players, but also be‐
cause I would never want Canadians to think that somehow we put
off possibly looking into a situation where maybe professional ath‐
letes are given the benefit of the doubt or being passed by for
scrutiny because we figured we had more important things to do.
This is of utmost importance.

I know that Mrs. Thomas went through some of the details, and
after hearing those details, I would suggest that in no way would I
feel comfortable in saying that we do not look into this immediate‐
ly. I think that would be most important.

I do believe that there was no timeline set for Bill C-11 to go
back to the House. We do have time, so I believe that as a matter of
urgency for our committee, and also just respecting the will of the
House of Commons, which unanimously.... This is something that
does not happen often, where we have a unanimous vote in the
House of Commons to address a situation. I believe that our col‐
leagues, members of Parliament from all sides of the House, are
looking to us to address this. I don't think it would be responsible
for us to go back to them and say, “Yes, but we had other things we
were planning on doing.” This is something that has been handed to
us as a committee, and we definitely do have a responsibility to ad‐
dress it, I would say, immediately.
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I know there is going to be a little bit of time that will be needed
to decide which witnesses we want to bring forward, and there are
going to be legal issues here. There are sensitivities in a number of
different ways that we would have to address, with some things
possibly being in camera, so there are a number of things we have
to consider.

I think it would be absolutely important that we move on to this
new study, study the issue, do it properly and do what I would say
is our job, to address these types of issues and to give Canadians
confidence that we have taken this very seriously.

Once that is completed, we'll get back to Bill C-11. Bill C-11 is
not going anywhere. This is something that...are changes to the In‐
ternet. There are different views on it, and we would continue to
study that and continue to hear from witnesses, which is also, of
course, part of our job.

I think it is of utmost importance that we do address this, espe‐
cially considering that we don't have an actual timeline for either. I
will say that even the House of Commons' unanimous motion that
was provided to this committee did not have a timeline, but, consid‐
ering the nature of those issues, I think it would be most important.

Even if you asked the Minister of Sport, I believe she also would
agree that it is absolutely important that we look into the situation.
It is very serious, and I would not want to face my constituents, let‐
ting them know that we put it off to address something else, and
then all of a sudden the House adjourns or something for the sum‐
mer, and we end up not looking into it. I think it is very important
that we do look into this.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.
● (1725)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Thank you, Mr. Uppal.

I have Mr. Champoux.
[Translation]

Mr. Martin Champoux: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I'm glad to see
that I still have a bit of time left.

I think it's really something that we are debating this motion,
which received unanimous support in the House a few days ago, es‐
pecially since it was a Bloc Québécois motion. When we were
preparing this absolutely crucial motion, we understood the
paramount importance of this issue. We had a debate amongst our‐
selves around the level of urgency we should give the study we
were proposing.

I bring it up because this was a motion put forward by the Bloc
Québécois, so I probably understand the intent behind it more than
anyone. We did indeed discuss when would be the right time for the
committee to hear from the people at Hockey Canada and the Min‐
ister of Sport. It was clear to us that the committee's consideration
of Bill C‑11 took priority and should have our full attention as a
matter of urgency. We agreed that, once that was dealt with, it
would be appropriate to invite the Hockey Canada officials and the
Minister of Sport.

I am trying to provide the context for the motion. Although we
consider the motion to be crucially important and understand that it

concerns a very sensitive topic to be handled with the utmost re‐
spect, never did we intend for the committee to deal with the sub‐
ject matter of the motion before completing the examination of
Bill C‑11. For that reason, I wholeheartedly support Mr. Julian's
subamendment, which would ensure that, if we move swiftly to
complete our work, we could hear from Hockey Canada officials
and the Minister of Sport as early as next week. We could get on
with the discussion of this extremely sensitive issue.

● (1730)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Thank you, Mr. Champoux.

[English]

Mr. Kevin Waugh: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I lived through the Graham James incident. I knew Theoren
Fleury, Sheldon Kennedy and Todd Holt. I heard the whispers for
two years and did nothing. I covered the Western Hockey League
for 40 years. When Swift Current came to Saskatoon, you'd often
hear, “Graham James; Graham James”.

I'm living this again, guys. It wrecked Theoren Fleury's life. It
wrecked Sheldon Kennedy's life. It wrecked the whole organization
of the Swift Current Broncos, and here we are again, saying that
this can wait. It's ridiculous. This needs to be brought forward now.

Mr. Westhead from TSN came through with a very.... You know,
we talk about reporting and investigation. He found this. Then it
was buried in every Canadian newspaper in this country. It should
have bloody well been on the front page. It was buried in the
Toronto Sun, the Toronto Star and the Globe and Mail.

Damn it, I've looked at the 2017-18 roster, and there were eight
players involved. Which ones? I've looked at every name on that
roster from 2017-18. I'm disgusted with Hockey Canada. God, did
they not learn anything from the Graham James incident?

Have you ever googled the Hockey Canada 2017-18 gold medal
team roster? Have you looked? Who's involved? Maybe...? No...? I
don't know where he is today. Where is he today? Who has covered
that up? Google that roster from the 2017-18 gold medal team and
tell me: There are eight on there; which eight?

When I heard this in the House of Commons, I....

Mr. Champoux, to be honest with you, I'm upset at myself for not
bringing this out. I lived through the Graham James incident. I've
done banquets with Kennedy, Fleury, Holt, Joe Sakic—the whole
Swift Current team. I'm disturbed at myself for not bringing this
unanimous consent to the House of Commons.

Hockey Canada, through Own the Podium high performance,
gets $7.8 million from the federal government. That's $7.8 million
through Own the Podium high performance. They swept this under
the rug for three and a half years.
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I'm sorry, guys, but this has to come now. I agree with sports
minister St-Onge. When this was brought out that day in the House
of Commons, her comments were appropriate. I don't ever want to
see a Graham James again in my lifetime. I think I'm seeing it in
front of me with the 2017-18 gold medal Team Canada.

We need to bring this right now. We have one team left in the
NHL that's Canadian-based, and that's the Edmonton Oilers. We'll
see tonight if they continue.

For Hockey Canada and all other fitness groups, research and
media reports have revealed the harassment, the abuse and the dis‐
crimination in sport. We talk about getting involved in sport. Who
the hell wants to get involved now with a story like this that's de‐
veloped?

Mr. Chair, Clerk, and everyone around here, this brings back hor‐
rible memories for me. As a broadcaster in my community, I felt it
was my job. I heard the whispers of Graham James, and now I'm
living this again.

To me, as we have summer camps going on, and the CHL is go‐
ing to have the Memorial Cup coming up here in a couple of weeks,
it's all going to be good. We're going to have four teams compete
for the Memorial Cup. The CHL will be excited because we have a
national championship, where, believe me, they shouldn't be excit‐
ed—

● (1735)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): Mr. Waugh, I do apologize.
I didn't want to interrupt you.

Mr. Kevin Waugh: I move for adjournment.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Nater): We have come to the end of
our resources for this meeting.

We are adjourned.
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