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● (1100)

[Translation]
The Chair (Mr. John Williamson (New Brunswick South‐

west, CPC)): I call this meeting to order.

Welcome to the 57th meeting of the House of Commons Stand‐
ing Committee on Public Accounts. Pursuant to Standing Or‐
der 108(3)(g), the committee is meeting today to study report 1 of
the Auditor General of Canada, Accessible Transportation for Per‐
sons With Disabilities, which is part of the 2023 reports 1 to 4 of
the Auditor General of Canada.
[English]

I'd now like to welcome our witnesses.

From the Office of the Auditor General, we have with us Karen
Hogan, Auditor General, with Milan Duvnjak, principal, and Susie
Fortier, director.

Also, from the Canadian Air Transport Security Authority, we
have Nada Semaan, president and chief executive officer.

I spotted a small error on your name card, Ms. Semaan. I'm terri‐
bly sorry about that. I apologize for that error.

Also from the authority, we have Louise Alberelli, general man‐
ager, operational programs, and Rhoda Boyd, general manager,
communications.

From the Canadian Transportation Agency, we have France
Pégeot, chair and chief executive officer, and Tom Oommen, direc‐
tor general, analysis and outreach branch. From Via Rail Canada,
joining us by video conference, we have Marie-Claude Cardin,
chief financial officer, and Catherine Langlois, senior adviser, uni‐
versal accessibility.

Before I turn to our witnesses, I understand, Mr. Genuis, that you
have a motion before us.

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Yes.

The Chair: Do you want the clerk to read it for you, or do you
want to speak to it? How would you like to proceed on this?

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I'll read it into the record. That's fine.
Thank you, Mr. Chair.

It is important that as a committee we're able to take up urgent
issues of the day, therefore I'm moving a motion that I provided no‐
tice of, which is aimed at getting to the bottom of dishonest conduct
and attempted foreign interference in the Trudeau Foundation.

The motion is as follows:

That, given that (i) the Pierre Elliott Trudeau Foundation received a $125-mil‐
lion taxpayer-funded payment in 2002, when the Foundation was created, by a
former Liberal government, (ii) the President and CEO and a majority of the
board of directors of the Foundation resigned recently, (iii) the Foundation was
reported to be incapable of repaying a large donation received from a wealthy
individual connected to the CCP regime in Beijing because the donor's true iden‐
tity is not known, (iv) the Canadian Security Intelligence Service had uncovered
a plot by the CCP regime in Beijing to donate to the Foundation, and (v) it has
been reported by media that some Foundation directors had considered calling in
the Auditor General, the committee undertake a study concerning the Pierre El‐
liott Trudeau Foundation and its governance and funding, as well as the manage‐
ment of its taxpayer-funded endowment, provided that the committee hear testi‐
mony from (a) Morris Rosenberg, former president and CEO of the Pierre Elliott
Trudeau Foundation, (b) Pascale Fournier, former president and CEO of the
Pierre Elliott Trudeau Foundation, (c) the Auditor General of Canada, (d) the
Minister of National Revenue, (e) the Minister of Innovation, Science and Indus‐
try, (f) Bob Hamilton, the commissioner and chief executive officer of the
Canada Revenue Agency, (g) Sharmila Khare, director general of the Canada
Revenue Agency's charities directorate, and (h) other witnesses as deemed nec‐
essary by the committee.

Mr. Chair, as you know, Conservatives have been working hard
to get to the bottom of the serious problem of CCP interference in
Canadian democracy. It is becoming clear that there was from the
beginning a concerted effort by the Xi Jinping regime to co-opt and
shape the direction of this Liberal government, and that those ef‐
forts targeted Justin Trudeau even before he took office. It could be,
in certain cases, that efforts at influence were rebuffed by the in‐
tended target, but in this case it is becoming clear that the Prime
Minister and those around him were aware of this attempted inter‐
ference and accepted it because they benefited from it. They bene‐
fited from it in the form of dollars for a family foundation and in
the form of electoral support.

This is an urgent issue because Canadians and their representa‐
tives on this side of the House are deeply concerned about threats to
Canadian sovereignty and about the reality that hostile foreign ac‐
tors with interests contrary to Canada's are trying to capture our
leaders and subvert our institutions.

In response to these pressing concerns about foreign state-backed
interference and threats to our national security and our sovereign‐
ty, Liberals have been desperate to bury the story. They and their
proxies have attacked journalists, attacked CSIS, attacked the oppo‐
sition, stonewalled studies through extended filibusters at various
committees, and refused to answer basic questions during commit‐
tee appearances.
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Conservatives continue to push, as we have from the beginning,
for a full public inquiry into foreign interference, an inquiry led by
someone who is truly independent of the government and of the or‐
ganizations implicated in this scandal, so my motion today is about
the role of the Trudeau Foundation in attempts by the CCP to inter‐
fere in Canadian democracy.

The role of the Trudeau Foundation in this scandal is particularly
important. As soon as a prime minister also named Trudeau took
office, foreign donations to the foundation skyrocketed. It does not
take a Trudeau Foundation scholar to figure out that there was some
relationship, at least in the minds of these foreign donors, between
the foundation and the Prime Minister, such that they had a reason
to donate to the foundation after 2015 that they did not have before
2015.

Again, you don't have to be a rocket scientist to figure that out.

In fact, Le Devoir recently reported that the Trudeau Foundation
began actively soliciting these foreign donations. Again, they can't
have been ignorant of the implications of having a Trudeau prime
minister and soliciting money from foreign donors to this family
foundation who also wanted to have an influence over the direction
of the Canadian government.

This was quite obvious and was, in fact, the subject of repeated
questions by our party in question period in the early days after
2015. These questions were blown off by Liberals at the time, who
continued to praise and defend the Trudeau Foundation.

Since that time, though, the leadership of the Trudeau Founda‐
tion has faced further scrutiny, promised to return a donation to a
CCP insider, claimed that it had returned the donation, failed to re‐
turn the donation and then resigned en masse. Through these
events, there has been a great deal of bluster from senior Liberals,
Liberals who want to blame the media and Conservatives for the
problems of the Trudeau Foundation and the Trudeau government.

In response to some of this misinformation, it's important to put
the facts about the Trudeau Foundation on the record. The Trudeau
Foundation is not a normal charity. It is defined in law as a govern‐
ment institution. The Access to Information Act and the Privacy
Act define the Trudeau Foundation as a government institution. In
fact, the Trudeau Foundation's privacy policy says as much on its
website. The Federal Accountability Act also specifically names
the Trudeau Foundation and empowers the Auditor General to fol‐
low the money that it spends.
● (1105)

Importantly, though, the Trudeau Foundation was not directly set
up by government. It was created as a family foundation, with a
preferred position in governance given to members of the Trudeau
family, including the current Prime Minister. It was a family foun‐
dation that was subsequently turned into a government institution
through the injection of $125 million of taxpayers' money.

Regardless of the merits of its work, this is an extremely odd
governance structure for any organization. You have a family foun‐
dation that is a registered charity but that also has many of the char‐
acteristics of a Crown corporation, insofar as it has been heavily
subsidized and insofar as it is defined as a government institution in

various statutes. In effect, it has the freedom of a private charitable
organization while benefiting from the Prime Minister's name and
taxpayers' money, even while members of his family continue to
shape its future.

Liberals have claimed that this Frankenstein had bipartisan sup‐
port, but that does not appear to be the case, based on my review of
Hansard. John Williams, a former chair of this committee, said in
the House on March 19, 2002, when the appropriations for the
Trudeau Foundation were being discussed, “Mr. Speaker, could the
President of the Treasury Board confirm that the bill is in its usual
form for an appropriation bill and that the $125 million donation to
the Pierre Trudeau foundation and opposed by the opposition is ac‐
tually in order?”

On the governance structure specifically, the governance of the
Trudeau Foundation is invested in the foundation's membership,
which in turn selects the board of directors. These are clear facts,
and you can find them on page 53 of the foundation's latest annual
report. There are 30 members of the foundation. Six seats out of 30
seats are set aside for members appointed by the Minister of Indus‐
try, and three are reserved for “liquidators of the succession of the
late Right Honourable Pierre Elliott Trudeau”, effectively members
of the Trudeau family or family appointees. Nine of 30 spots of
those who control this organization are selected by either the
Trudeau government or the Trudeau family.

Both Sacha Trudeau and Justin Trudeau are members of the
foundation. The Prime Minister identifies as an “Inactive Member”,
although he continues to be a member of the foundation with, ap‐
parently, the associated powers and privileges. This is an even more
curious relationship, that a sitting prime minister retains member‐
ship in a foundation, along with his brother and up to six members
that his government directly appoints, and along with David John‐
ston, who is apparently responsible for investigating this whole
mess. Claiming non-involvement is a bit odd, given that he main‐
tains membership in the foundation.

The members of the Trudeau Foundation select the Trudeau
Foundation's board of directors—up to 18 directors—with two
seats reserved for representatives appointed by the Minister of In‐
dustry and two seats set aside for members or reps of the Trudeau
family. At the time of the last annual report being published, Sarah
Coyne, the Prime Minister's half-sister, was one of the family repre‐
sentatives on the board, so the Trudeau Foundation had the Prime
Minister as one of 30 members, though he identifies as inactive, an‐
other sibling as an ostensibly active member, and another sibling as
a member of the board of directors. About one-third of the member‐
ship spots and one-third of the director spots are reserved for ap‐
pointees of the Trudeau government or the Trudeau family.
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Whatever the Prime Minister's ongoing involvement in the
Trudeau Foundation is or isn't, the CCP were not incorrect in their
calculation that this family foundation is close to his heart. Allan
Rock said as much when he announced the Liberal government's
massive injection of funds into the Trudeau Foundation in 2002. He
said, “Two people deserve particular credit. Without Sacha and
Justin Trudeau's determination, idealism and, yes, their father's fa‐
mous stubbornness, today's announcement would simply not have
been possible.”

Liberals like Allan Rock know that the Trudeau Foundation is
close to the Prime Minister's heart and subject to his potential influ‐
ence. That reality is evident from even a cursory review of the
Trudeau Foundation's governing documents. When, today, Liberals
like Allan Rock whine about how we shouldn't criticize a charity,
they are being highly misleading, and they know it.

Government institutions such as the Trudeau Foundation should
be held accountable by parliamentary committees. The Trudeau
Foundation was supported by Allan Rock and others to be able to
use taxpayers' money and created to be subject to the ongoing influ‐
ence simultaneously of the Liberal establishment and the Trudeau
family.

When the good book says to build one's foundation upon a rock,
it wasn't referring to Allan Rock. Unfortunately, the governance of
this foundation is not on anything solid, but is on the shifting sands
of politics and the preferences of the Trudeau family.

The Trudeau family has rightly been subject to significant criti‐
cism over the fact that they cashed cheques from foreign entities
that were clearly trying to use those donations to curry favour with
the Government of Canada. It appears now that they solicited these
donations from foreign sources. Further, it is now very clear that
the Trudeau Foundation lied to Canadians about its decision to re‐
turn a donation.
● (1110)

On March 1, the Trudeau Foundation issued a statement, which
included the following:

The Pierre Elliott Trudeau Foundation has learned in recent days through the
media that there was a potential connection between the Chinese government
and a 2016 pledge of $200,000 to be received by the Foundation.

It went on:
In light of these recent allegations, the Foundation has refunded to the donor all
amounts received with respect to the donation pledge.

On March 1, the claim was made—past tense—that “the Founda‐
tion has refunded to the donor all amounts received with respect to
the donation pledge”. It did not say that they were thinking about or
planning to or intending to. It said, “The Foundation has refunded
to the donor....” That was a lie. The statement did not say that they
were intending to. It said that they had, but they hadn't. This failure
contributed to the governance crisis that we have since seen at the
Trudeau Foundation. This government and this Trudeau family in‐
stitution were subject to a sustained campaign of foreign interfer‐
ence. They accepted the money and then lied about when they were
returning it.

The Trudeau Foundation has now asked the Auditor General to
investigate, and we need a thorough investigation by the House of

Commons audit committee of where the money went and what gov‐
ernance problems at this government institution led us to that point.

That's why we have put forward this motion. It is squarely within
this committee's mandate as the committee responsible for the audit
function of Parliament to study this issue, to understand what audit‐
ing processes were involved and could be involved, and to look at
the appropriateness of a CRA audit and a review by the Auditor
General—things that of course we support—along with a fully in‐
dependent public inquiry into the whole mess.

This government has commissioned two different people to in‐
vestigate the foreign interference issue: Morris Rosenberg and
David Johnston, both from the Trudeau Foundation. Liberals
should not investigate Liberals, and Trudeau Foundation members
and directors should not be investigating the Trudeau Foundation.

Honestly, Mr. Chair, sometimes this government behaves as if
this country has only a dozen families in it. They keep recycling the
same people who are part of the same well-connected Laurentian
insider circles, from the same families related to themselves, who
have served them in the past—Trudeau Foundation members inves‐
tigating foreign interference, Dominic LeBlanc's sister as Ethics
Commissioner.... I could go on.

In this massive country of almost 40 million people, with immi‐
grants from all corners of the world, they nonetheless keep recy‐
cling the same insiders from the same insider families. This Liberal
government is a government for their friends, for the connected
corporate insiders who work for McKinsey and volunteer at the
Trudeau Foundation. If you were born into or if you married into
one of the 30 or 40 families that hold the cards, then no problem:
You get the government contracts, the foreign donations, the ethical
cover—whatever it is you're looking for. But I say that this is a big
country. Let's act like it. Let's have proper parliamentary oversight.
Let's call in the truly independent actors to get to the bottom of this
ethical mess and get to the bottom of this corruption that is under‐
mining trust in our institutions.

Conservatives would never dream of even trying a thing like this.
Can you imagine if Conservatives started a Stephen Harper founda‐
tion, put all of Stephen Harper's heirs into leadership positions in
the organization and then pumped $125 million from taxpayers into
that foundation? Can you imagine the extent to which Liberals
would lose their minds over such an arrangement? Conservatives
would never do such a thing, because we will stand with the com‐
mon people.

Liberals like Allan Rock, Gerry Butts and Justin Trudeau do not
want to see powerful people and institutions held accountable. It's
clear from their comments, but Conservatives will continue to
speak truth to power on behalf of the common people, and we hope
that other opposition parties will support us in passing this motion
and helping us get to the bottom of this mess.

Thank you.
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● (1115)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Genuis.

Are there any other comments on Mr. Genius's motion before
this committee?

We have Mr. McCauley, but let me just say to our witnesses that
it is not my intention to keep you here any longer than absolutely
necessary if this goes on. I'm just not sure how this is going to un‐
fold. I appreciate your patience, and I thank you in advance. I'm go‐
ing to have to ask you to sit through this for a bit, but if it goes one
way or the other, I'll let you know.

Mr. McCauley, you have the floor.
Mr. Kelly McCauley (Edmonton West, CPC): Thanks. I just

want to offer up a couple of small items for amendments to the
original motion. I'll provide my written notes to make it easier.

On item (v) and replacing the first part of the sentence, instead of
“it has been reported by media”, replace that with “the Foundation
wrote to the Auditor General to investigate donations from a
wealthy individual connected to the CCP Regime”, and then just
change (h) to read—instead of “other witnesses as deemed neces‐
sary”—“Edward Johnson, Bruce McNiven and Peter Sahlas, from
the board of directors for the Pierre Elliott Trudeau Foundation”,
and then have “(i) other witnesses as deemed necessary by the com‐
mittee”.

The Chair: Thank you. If you send those to the clerk, we'll con‐
sider them in a few minutes.

Mr. Desjarlais, you have the floor.
Mr. Blake Desjarlais (Edmonton Griesbach, NDP): Thank

you very much, Mr. Chair.

I want to thank my colleague for presenting this motion. I think
it's an important motion and I think it's in line and in spirit with
what many Canadians would expect from this committee, so I think
it's an important motion that members of this committee should
take seriously.

The parts I don't necessarily agree with within the motion are re‐
lated to some of the intent of the motion. It's my understanding that
the Auditor General's office has received a request from the
Trudeau Foundation to audit it, so it agrees with the member in this
case that it should be audited. I agree with that point from both per‐
spectives. It's my goal—and, I think, our goal at this committee—to
find a way to best account for what's happened here, and I think the
person who's best able to do that is the Auditor General. The mem‐
ber remarked that the most important piece to this would be an in‐
dependent investigation and that an independent investigation
should be conducted by independent offices, and I agree. The Audi‐
tor General is an independent office and an independent officer of
this place and could and should investigate this as a matter of per‐
ception for Canadians, because, of course, the conflict is there.

I don't think, however, that members of this committee should
undertake a study that would involve many of these members when
the Auditor General has the tools and capacity to do that work. We
have many things to do in this committee, and I think this motion
would be best served by this committee if all parliamentarians here
could find a way to come to a consensus to have the Auditor Gener‐

al do this investigation. That would be my hope. I feel that many of
the aspects contained within the motion, however, are not necessary
if we're trying to find a way to make the independent piece of this
accountable.

I would suggest that we find a way to create either an amend‐
ment or a process that would clarify the willingness of this commit‐
tee to, one, see the Auditor General conduct an investigation; two,
do so in a way that's transparent and independent; and three, come
back to that report, because we always study the reports of the Au‐
ditor General. I would await the report of the Auditor General so
we could actually conduct that investigation properly and according
to the goals of this committee.

I would seek advice from my committee colleagues as to what
they think about that process and if they're amenable to seeing this
amendment be more consistent with the goals of this committee,
which is to ensure that the work of the Auditor General—in this
case, the work of auditing the Pierre Elliott Trudeau Foundation—
be conducted. However, I don't think it requires members of this
committee to summon witnesses before that audit is complete.

● (1120)

The Chair: I appreciate that. I'm going to suspend for a few sec‐
onds to consult with the clerk on a few things.

Wait one second. I see several hands. Is there agreement on this
side?

An hon. member: Do you mean to suspend? Sure.

The Chair: Well, yes, but in terms of speaking order, I don't....

Wait one second, please.

● (1120)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1120)

The Chair: Committee members, it appears we are now seized
with the motion before us. There is an amendment to the motion as
well, and, it appears, some discussion coming from Mr. Desjarlais.

I'm going to turn to Mr. Fragiskatos, and then I'll come back to
the witnesses very quickly.

Mr. Fragiskatos, you have the floor. Go ahead, please.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos (London North Centre, Lib.): Thank
you, Chair, and thank you to members.

We support what Mr. Desjarlais has said. We want this commit‐
tee to stay focused on its important work. The matters that have
been raised are certainly important, but the course of action that he
suggests, I think, provides an avenue that definitely is in keeping
with our obligations as parliamentarians.

If I understand procedure correctly, Mr. Chair, I think we need a
new motion to bring to life what Mr. Desjarlais has said, and to get
there, I suggest we adjourn debate on Mr. Genuis's motion and vote
to that effect.
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● (1125)

The Chair: I'm open to that, Mr. Fragiskatos.

Could I hear some comments from Mr. Genuis on that?

Wait one second.

Go ahead, Mr. Fragiskatos, and then I'll clarify the thinking—
Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: I move to adjourn debate on Mr.

Genuis's motion.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: I'm sorry, but he didn't have the floor

when he moved that.
The Chair: That's right, yes. We're on Mr. McCauley's amend‐

ment to Mr. Genuis's motion, and my understanding is that if we
want to short-circuit it the way you're suggesting, that will require
unanimous consent, which is why I want to see if there's agreement
on this side.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: I think we can go straight to a vote.
That's my understanding.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: On a point of order, Chair, a member who
has the floor can move a motion to adjourn debate. However, Mr.
Fragiskatos finished. You said you were going to go to me and then
you consulted with the clerk, so—

An hon. member: [Inaudible—Editor]
The Chair: All right. I'm going to hear from Mr. Genuis first.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: When Mr. Fragiskatos has the floor, he's

right, he's welcome to move an adjournment of debate motion at
that point.

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

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Let me make my comments, and then
you'll have the floor.

The Chair: Let him make his comments, and I'll come right
back to you.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I just want to say that I think we're talking
about two different things. We're talking about the Auditor General
being asked to look at the issue when we're talking about this—

Mr. Maninder Sidhu (Brampton East, Lib.): On a point of or‐
der, Mr. Chair, when a member moves a dilatory motion, there
should not be any time for debate.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: We're not debating a dilatory motion. He
didn't have the floor, Mr. Sidhu. Thanks for paying attention.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: On a point of order—
The Chair: Mr. Fragiskatos, I did come back to you out of cour‐

tesy. I'd like to hear from Mr. Genuis, and then I'm going to come
right back to you and you can move it very quickly, all right?

Go ahead, Mr. Genuis.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: We're talking about two different things.

We're talking about this committee doing a study, and we're talking
about asking the Auditor General to do an audit of the Trudeau
Foundation.

Now, we are in favour of both of those things happening. We
think that the role of the Auditor General in pursuing it is very im‐

portant. Unfortunately, the Auditor General's office, in our view,
hasn't been sufficiently resourced. There are many issues that the
Auditor General has been asked to study, and there's an urgency to
confront this issue now. We would support passing this motion, as
well as passing a separate motion.

In terms of the idea of a motion that asks the Auditor General to
do that investigation, I think that would be a separate motion. We
would vote in favour of that motion.

However, what we're asking today is for this committee to con‐
duct a study on an urgent basis, in a timeline that will allow the
public to have some degree of satisfaction in terms of what's going
on. That's why we think it's important to adopt this motion as well
as to consider a separate motion.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Genuis.

Mr. Fragiskatos.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: I move that we adjourn debate on Mr.
Genuis's motion.

The Chair: Clerk, could you call that, please?

(Motion agreed to: yeas 6; nays 4)

The Chair: Thank you. That is put aside for now. I'm sure mem‐
bers will come back....

Mr. Genuis, I'm going to move on to another issue. This is done
for now. You're welcome to bring it forward to another committee.

Again, I apologize to the witnesses, but I want to bring commit‐
tee members up to speed on the COVID-19 contracts. This is a mat‐
ter of business that is before us.

The committee received, from Public Services and Procurement
Canada, two of the seven contracts on Thursday, April 13, 2023.
They were from Johnson & Johnson and Medicago.

We have correspondence, which you've all received, from the as‐
sistant deputy minister of policy, planning and communications on
behalf of Public Services and Procurement Canada on Thursday,
April 13. This correspondence was distributed to members on Fri‐
day, April 14.

I won't summarize.... Actually, I will. The summary is as follows:
on behalf of Public Services and Procurement Canada...regarding the Commit‐
tee's March 23...motion to request access to contracts entered into between the
Government of Canada and manufacturers for COVID-19 vaccines.

Based on the measures taken by the Committee, through its motion, to limit pub‐
lic disclosure and safeguard the confidentiality of information, PSPC, following
consultations completed with two companies, is providing [the] first tranche....

I'm just summarizing the letter.

The letter referenced the fact that we had taken steps to keep
these documents confidential and the department would hopeful‐
ly—there are no assurances—endeavour to deliver the remainder of
the contracts this week: “a second and final tranche of documents
in response to the motion.”
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I, as chair, sent correspondence back to PSPC, requesting the
documents without further delay. That was done on Friday, April
14.

I want to just raise this. We will not deal with any vote on this,
because that will require a motion, but I want to get a sense of the
room on this issue.

I'm going to turn first to Madame Sinclair-Desgagné, as the mo‐
tion's sponsor, to address this question. I'll then turn to others if
they have comments, and we can pick this up, as I'm sure a motion
will be coming for Thursday.

Madame Sinclair-Desgagné, you have the floor, please.
● (1130)

[Translation]
Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné (Terrebonne, BQ): Thank

you, Mr. Chair.

This is an extremely important issue. Frankly, I am outraged at
Public Services and Procurement Canada's lack of cooperation on a
motion passed unanimously by the Standing Committee on Public
Accounts. It's outrageous that after the 15‑day deadline, the depart‐
ment, whose offices are next door, has only sent us two of the seven
contracts.

This is not normal. We are supposed to be a democracy. It's up to
the government to show that. I therefore ask the members opposite
to remind the department of the motion, which they voted for, and
to make sure that the committee is respected so that we can do our
work. If we're going to make this the fight of a generation, then so
be it. Transparency and accountability are important, and we're go‐
ing to fight to the end to get these contracts and just do our job.

I call on all my colleagues to push for copies of these contracts.
The department is already lagging behind on this. Normally, points
are docked when you're late, every teacher knows that. It's going to
be a little harder to have a calm debate if cooperation is already an
issue. Therefore, let's get those contracts sent to us so we can look
at them next week as scheduled. It's going to be very important.

I remind Public Services and Procurement Canada that it still has
a few days to provide the contracts, as per the motion passed unani‐
mously by the Standing Committee on Public Accounts.

Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you very much.

[English]

Mr. Genuis, you have the floor, please.
[Translation]

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
[English]

I completely agree with my Bloc colleague. This committee has
been seeking the vaccine contracts in unredacted form so that we
can understand what was in those contracts and what kinds of deals
were made between the government and vaccine manufacturers.
The government didn't want those contracts brought forward.

We agreed to hear from vaccine manufacturers. We tried to get
an explanation from them about what exactly they wanted to hide
from members of Parliament in these contracts. They did not pro‐
vide any credible explanation for what they wanted to hide. In the
wake of that testimony, the committee agreed unanimously to a mo‐
tion ordering the production of those unredacted documents within
a certain timeline.

We provided a reasonable timeline to provide those documents,
but clearly the government knew this was coming. They had a lot
of time to prep and to hand over these documents. These are docu‐
ments that they have. They provided them in redacted form, but we
need them in unredacted form. We're still waiting.

Again, it begs the question: What is in these vaccine contracts
that the government is so desperate to hide from 10 members of
Parliament who will look at these contracts in camera? The com‐
mittee unanimously ordered the production of these documents. It's
outrageous that the government is continuing to try to bury them.
We need these contracts forthwith, and I think the committee
should prepare the necessary steps so that we can move forward on
Thursday with this. I hope there's a consensus to do that.

● (1135)

The Chair: Thank you.

We don't need a consensus today.

Ms. Yip, you have the floor.

Ms. Jean Yip (Scarborough—Agincourt, Lib.): The depart‐
ment is working as hard as it can to get these letters. The letter also
says that the documents will be coming this week.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Yip.

Mr. McCauley, you have a comment. I would ask you to keep it
brief. Go ahead.

Mr. Kelly McCauley: I will be very brief.

We're going through this exact same issue in the operations com‐
mittee with a very direct committee motion that the government has
repeatedly ignored despite escalating requests. This is a pattern now
with this government. I think we need to figuratively put our foot
down and assert the supremacy of Parliament, not the supremacy of
bureaucrats over this committee and Parliament.

Thank you.

The Chair: We can hear from members, or I can end it now if
you'd like.

Ms. Yip, you would like to make a comment.

Ms. Jean Yip: I'd also like to point out that two of those days
were statutory holidays.

The Chair: Mr. Desjarlais is next.

Mr. Blake Desjarlais: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.
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I believe that the timeliness of the production of these documents
is a really important piece of how this committee functions. This
isn't to cast any kind of shame against the government or the bu‐
reaucrats who are in charge of this, but it is a concern that I think
should be followed up on.

At the very least, I think this committee should note its displea‐
sure by a letter at least, Mr. Chair, if you would be so willing as to
find a way to express our displeasure with this fact, because it is de‐
laying our work. If it's a matter of timing, if it's a matter of an inno‐
cent mistake or if it's a matter of just not having enough time, that's
okay too, but we expect a response. I think it's only appropriate that
this committee have a response in writing from those responsible,
to help us understand why this delay exists and so that we don't just
cast judgment as to why we think it is not present with us today.

I think a response from the department is in order for this, be‐
cause, as Mr. McCauley mentioned, it is becoming a pattern in oth‐
er committees as well, and it's of concern to the duties and opera‐
tions of Parliament.
[Translation]

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Ms. Sinclair‑Desgagné, you have the floor.
Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné: To respond to Ms. Yip, there

may have been two days off, but the documents were supposed to
be sent to us on April 7. However, it's now April 17. It only takes a
quick calculation to realize that they are very late.

You can also ask your assistants how long it takes to send docu‐
ments. However, two weeks is quite a long time.

At the moment, the documents we're expecting are very late.
Those who are supposed to send them know very well what they're
doing. Is this another attempt to prevent us from doing our job? We
will see if it is.

If the documents arrive in an appropriate fashion this week, that
will be fine and we won't bring it up again. However, if the situa‐
tion unfortunately goes on and we're unable to review the docu‐
ments as scheduled next week, I believe we will have some serious
issues to address.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you.

We'll end it, if you want to let me, or I'll turn it over to you.
Ms. Jean Yip: I'm very short, as you know.

Your comments, Ms. Sinclair-Desgagné, are noted, and, as the
letter mentioned, the documents are coming this week. I believe
you said until the end of this week. We will see, and then we can
progress from there, but I think that sending a letter or more in‐
quiries is not warranted at this point, because the letter said the doc‐
uments will be coming this week.

The Chair: I agree with much of what Ms. Yip said.

In fact, Mr. Desjarlais, I did send a letter on Friday, reminding
the department that the committee takes the motion very seriously
and urging it to get the documents in this week.

I'm just going to remind you all—

Mr. Blake Desjarlais: On that point, Chair—

The Chair: As a courtesy, I'll let you go ahead, but be brief,
please.

Mr. Blake Desjarlais: Thank you, Chair, for your mercy here.

The Chair: It's a courtesy. We're not at that level yet.

Mr. Blake Desjarlais: I just want to thank you for that letter. I
think, however, if we don't see the production of those documents
by the end of this week, that we should make very certain that we
inform them that we will have this heard in the House.

The Chair: Okay—you're all kind of jumping to where I was
going to go, to what I was going to say. I'm going to leave it on this
note.

This committee is welcome to take this up this Thursday or a
week from Monday.

Members, I will let you decide that among yourselves. I am your
servant. There will be three options for this committee to consider
either this Thursday or on Monday. Those are, one, to accept the
department's—the government's—reasoning; two, to try to seek an
acceptable compromise—and I won't speak to what I think that
compromise for members would be—and three, to reject the rea‐
sons the department gives if it does not produce the document and
then consider turning it over to the House of Commons.

Those are the avenues we will have. I think we should take them
up at a different time.

Mr. Genuis, I would really like to hear from the witnesses, so, as
a courtesy, be very quick. I'm not going to allow a speech on this
because—

● (1140)

Mr. Garnett Genuis: All right. I'll be quick.

I just want to clarify something, maybe with the clerk. My under‐
standing is that there's a time required for the preparation of that re‐
port to the House, so I think we should have that report ready to go,
so that if we decide—

The Chair: I will work on that behind the scenes, but I'm going
to be looking to all of you for the timing. I'm hearing Thursday and
I'm hearing Monday, so I'm going to be coming back to you and I'd
like to know what that is, because I don't want to disrupt witnesses
coming on Thursday. If I can give them notice, I will, but if we can
proceed with committee business, we will.

I'm going to endeavour to juggle all these balls by working with
you. If necessary, we'll be ready to move, but committee members
might decide to wait until Monday.

I'm getting conflicting signals here.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you. Chair, I also want to provide a
notice of motion on the other matter:
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That the committee report to the House that it calls on the Auditor General to
conduct a fulsome audit of the Pierre Elliott Trudeau Foundation, with a focus
on foreign interference.

I am providing that as a notice of motion. I think that reflects our
conversation, but, of course, we can wordsmith that later on.

That's it. Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you.

Ms. Hogan, welcome back. You have the floor for five minutes.

I want to express my gratitude to all the witnesses. Welcome to
the workings of Parliament.

Over to you, Ms. Hogan. It's nice to see you again, Auditor.
[Translation]

Ms. Karen Hogan (Auditor General, Office of the Auditor
General): Mr. Chair, thank you for this opportunity to discuss our
report on accessible transportation for persons with disabilities,
which was tabled in the House of Commons on March 27.

I would like to acknowledge that this hearing is taking place on
the traditional unceded territory of the Algonquin Anishinaabe peo‐
ple.

Joining me today are Milan Duvnjak, the principal who was re‐
sponsible for the audit, and Susie Fortier, the director who led the
audit team.

This audit looked at whether Via Rail, the Canadian Air Trans‐
port Security Authority and the Canadian Transportation Agency
worked to identify, remove and prevent barriers for travellers with
disabilities.

In 2019 and 2020, more than one million persons with disabili‐
ties who travelled on a federally regulated mode of transportation
faced a barrier. We found that all three organizations had identified
some barriers in taking steps to improve accessibility. Via Rail held
consultations with persons with disabilities while designing its new
fleet. It also consulted on its accessibility plan and training pro‐
grams, as did the Canadian Air Transport Security Authority.

However, improvements were still needed in many important ar‐
eas. For example, online information was not fully accessible. Ac‐
cording to Statistics Canada, this is one of the barriers most fre‐
quently experienced by travellers with disabilities. Poor accessibili‐
ty means that information is difficult to find or is incorrect for
someone using a screen reader. This makes it difficult for persons
with disabilities to plan or book a trip by themselves.
[English]

We also found that staff and management did not always com‐
plete accessibility training. This can affect the service provided to
travellers with disabilities and their companions.

As the organization responsible for enforcing accessibility regu‐
lations in the transportation industry, the Canadian Transportation
Agency identified accessibility barriers through its inspections, and
it worked with transportation service providers to remove some.
However, we found that the agency conducted few inspections, and
it could request complaint data from service providers only in cer‐
tain circumstances. Consistent access to this data would help the

agency improve its oversight. Meanwhile, the Canadian Air Trans‐
port Security Authority and Via Rail focused on resolving individu‐
al complaints, and they missed opportunities to use complaint data
to better understand travellers' lived experiences.

Every person has a right to participate fully and equally in soci‐
ety. If access to these rights is delayed or denied, the impact is that
some members of society are excluded or left behind. To further
improve the accessibility of trains, planes and other federally regu‐
lated modes of transportation, responsible organizations need to
broaden their consultation with persons with disabilities, make their
online content fully accessible, and use complaint data to identify,
learn about and prevent barriers. This work is necessary to achieve
the federal government's goal of a barrier-free Canada by 2040.

Mr. Chair, this concludes my opening statement. We'd be pleased
to answer any questions the committee may have.

Thank you.

● (1145)

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

We'll go now to the Canadian Air Transport Security Authority.

Ms. Semaan, you have the floor for five minutes, please.

Ms. Nada Semaan (President and Chief Executive Officer,
Canadian Air Transport Security Authority): Thank you so
much, Mr. Chair.

Good morning, and thank you for inviting me to speak with you
today.

My name is Nada Semaan, as the chair mentioned, and I am hon‐
oured to be appearing before this committee for the first time as the
new president and CEO of CATSA. I'm joined today by my two
colleagues, Rhoda Boyd, who is the general manager of communi‐
cations, and Louise Alberelli, general manager of operations pro‐
grams.

As you are aware, the Canadian Air Transportation Security Au‐
thority is responsible for securing specific elements of the air trans‐
portation system. We have four mandated activities: pre-board
screening, hold baggage screening, non-passenger screening, and
restricted area identity cards. We deliver the mandate of security
screening at 89 designated airports across the country through a
third party screening contractor model.
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Our goal is to provide professional, effective and consistent secu‐
rity screening across the country, combined with a focus on service
excellence, and I can assure you that accessibility is a key priority
in achieving that goal.

We are pleased that the OAG audit acknowledged the efforts we
have already made to identify, remove and prevent transportation
barriers for persons with disabilities.

[Translation]

CATSA is proud of the work it's done in this area. We strive to
provide a barrier-free security screening experience for those who
work at or transit through Canada's designated airports.

Ongoing improvement is always at the forefront of CATSA's ef‐
forts. With this in mind, we saw the Office of the Auditor General's
audit as an opportunity to look at what additional steps we could
take to better meet the needs of those we serve.

[English]

We agreed with the recommendations made as a result of the au‐
dit, which provided additional measures we can undertake to re‐
move barriers for persons with disabilities.

Specifically, the report highlighted three areas for improvement
for CATSA. One is to meet web accessibility standards. The second
is the timeliness of accessibility training and further consultations
with persons with disabilities related to that training. The final one
is to develop and implement a strategy to better analyze complaint
data.

In response to the first recommendation, we have taken critical
steps towards ensuring our online content meets web accessibility
standards. I'm pleased to announce that on March 29, 2023, CATSA
updates the online content management system for its website to a
new, fully accessible version. We have now turned our attention to
the manual work required to update forms, visuals and other as‐
pects of our website, with each step contributing to an incremental
improvement level of accessibility as we move forward.

The second recommendation made to CATSA was with regard to
the timeliness of accessibility training, and I am pleased to confirm
that all screening officers and additional management and decision-
makers identified to receive disability awareness training have now
done so. Going forward, we have implemented a process to monitor
and ensure that all screening officers receive accessibility training
prior to starting work with the public, that CATSA management
and decision-makers are immediately offered accessibility training
upon joining the organization, and that they complete it in a set
time.

This second recommendation, on training, also highlighted the
importance of consulting persons with disabilities with regard to
our teaching methods. CATSA has been consulting persons with
disabilities since 2014, with the goal of improving screening pro‐
cesses, operational procedures and training material for screening
contractor personnel. However, consulting on teaching methods has
posed a challenge with regard to the disclosure of security-sensitive
information. That said, while the challenge still exists, we are com‐
mitted to finding an approach that meets the recommendations giv‐

en to us while ensuring we also respect the regulatory constraints
surrounding the disclosure of this information.

In response to the final recommendation, on improving analysis
of CATSA's complaint data, work is under way to develop and im‐
plement a strategy in consultation with various teams within CAT‐
SA, as well as with persons with disabilities. We will also ensure
that the strategy aligns with the federal data measurement strategy
for accessibility of 2022-27.

● (1150)

[Translation]

As noted by the Office of the Auditor General, we currently eval‐
uate and process complaints individually. This allows us to review
complaints in real time, share information and feedback with our
frontline operations team and provide training to determine imme‐
diate action.

We agree that we could improve the ways we analyze complaint
data. We've already begun work in this area. We're currently explor‐
ing how we categorize complaint data as well as which processes
we can adopt to support trend analysis and reporting so we can en‐
hance our current real-time approach.

[English]

CATSA remains committed to aligning with government priori‐
ties and listening to and engaging with passengers, airport workers,
screening officers, the CATSA workforce and, in all honesty, all
who wish to work with us, to identify, prevent and eliminate acces‐
sibility barriers, both current and future.

The actions we are taking today are working toward a more ac‐
cessible and barrier-free tomorrow.

Thank you again for the opportunity to be here and to present to
you today. We will be happy to take questions after.

The Chair: Thank you very much, and welcome.

We're turning now to the Canadian Transportation Agency and
France Pégeot.

You have the floor for five minutes, please.

[Translation]

Ms. France Pégeot (Chair and Chief Executive Officer, Cana‐
dian Transportation Agency): Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

I would like to thank the committee for the invitation to appear
today.
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With me is Tom Oommen, director general of the analysis and
outreach branch at the Canadian Transportation Agency.

The agency's mandate is based on the Canada Transportation Act
and contributes to the national transportation policy, which strives
for an accessible, competitive, economic and efficient national
transportation system that serves the needs of participants and com‐
munities, and in which people trust.

We have three main roles. We help ensure that the national trans‐
portation system runs efficiently and smoothly in the interests of all
Canadians, particularly in the areas of rail and marine. We provide
consumer protection for air passengers. Finally, we protect the hu‐
man right of persons with disabilities to accessible transportation.

The agency has a dual role. First, we are the economic regulator
of the transportation industry. We make and implement regulations.
We issue determinations, for example on Canadian ownership of
airlines; and we monitor and enforce legislation and regulations.

Second, we are an administrative tribunal. As such, we provide
access to justice by resolving various disputes, informally and for‐
mally through adjudication, between regulated industry and its
users.

Accessibility has always been and continues to be a priority. I
would like to start by acknowledging that barriers do still exist for
persons with disabilities in the transportation sector and that there is
still work to be done. With that being said, I believe that progress
has been made.

Following two years of consultation, the accessible transporta‐
tion for persons with disabilities regulations came into force be‐
tween 2020 and 2022. These regulations integrated two previously
existing regulations and six voluntary codes of practice and cover
large transportation service providers. The agency is currently
working on proposed regulations that would apply to small ones.
● (1155)

[English]

The agency also developed the accessible transportation planning
and reporting regulations, which came into force at the end of 2021.
These are designed to ensure that the various members of the trans‐
portation industry plan how they intend to improve accessibility, in
consultation with persons with disabilities, and demonstrate how
this translates into concrete results.

To ensure continuous communications with persons with disabil‐
ities, we have established an accessibility advisory committee. This
group, which meets at least twice a year, brings together members
of disability rights groups and also industry. This forum lets us get
input on projects, priorities and regulations, and provides us with an
opportunity to share information on our activities.

The agency encourages everyone to bring forward complaints if
they believe that a service provider hasn't respected its accessibili‐
ty-related obligations. In most cases—97% of the time—the agency
is able to help resolve those complaints through informal processes
such as mediation. All accessibility complaints are prioritized, and I
am pleased to inform you that we currently have no backlog with
respect to accessibility complaints. We monitor compliance with
the regulations and investigate all incidents involving people with

disabilities that are brought to our attention, whether it be via me‐
dia, for example, or other sources.

Beyond the specifics of our regulations, I believe it's also crucial
for transportation service providers to instill a culture of accessibili‐
ty at all levels of their organizations. There is an opportunity cur‐
rently to ensure that new and existing staff are provided quality
training on accessibility, and that each and every individual is im‐
bued with a culture of respect. I emphasize this at all my meetings
with industry executives.

We are proud of the work we're doing at the agency, and we rec‐
ognize that action must be taken beyond our authority to eliminate
barriers in transportation. Therefore, we have taken a leadership
role on the international stage. For example, to improve the han‐
dling of mobility aids, we have led three research projects in collab‐
oration with the National Research Council and Transport Canada.
Our work has been an important contribution to recent International
Air Transportation Association guidelines on mobility aids.

Additionally, the agency, representing Canada, is chairing an
ICAO—International Civil Aviation Organization—initiative to de‐
velop a compendium of the accessibility statutes, regulations and
best practices of various countries. The compendium can be used as
a reference for countries looking to develop or improve their regu‐
lations, and it will inform ICAO's direction on improving accessi‐
bility.

Throughout the audit, we have collaborated fully with the Audi‐
tor General's representatives, and we welcome their findings and
recommendations. We're committed to implementing the plan of
action identified in the report.

Thank you very much. I will be pleased to answer questions.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We're turning now to Via Rail Canada. Marie-Claude Cardin,
you have the floor for five minutes. Go ahead, please.

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin (Chief Financial Officer, VIA Rail
Canada Inc.): Thank you, Mr. Chair, and to committee members,
for allowing us to present to you all the work that Via Rail is doing
to provide a barrier-free travel experience for our passengers, from
booking to destination.

We are proud of our efforts to date, as recognized by the Auditor
General, and our teams will continue to carry out our many initia‐
tives in this area with dedication and professionalism.

With me today is Catherine Langlois, senior advisor on universal
accessibility.
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[English]

Via Rail is committed to being the most accessible national and
intercity carrier in Canada. That is why we have undertaken several
major initiatives over the past few years to create an environment in
which every person with a disability can travel independently and
with confidence. This means we are working every day to improve
our services so that all of our passengers can enjoy the same quality
experience for which Via Rail is so often recognized.

Today, I want to share with you the plans we have in place to re‐
move any remaining barriers and to make Via Rail a fully accessi‐
ble mobility option for Canadians. Please allow me to explain some
of our initiatives.
● (1200)

[Translation]

First of all, Via Rail benefits from a unique expertise since the
establishment of a universal accessibility advisory committee in
2021. This committee is made up of organizations representing a
wide range of people with disabilities. Their advice is invaluable
and helps to better determine the needs of passengers and identify
the criteria for success so that Via Rail can continue to be the most
accessible carrier in Canada. When Via Rail launches a new
project, the members of this committee are informed and, depend‐
ing on the nature of the project, are invited to become involved to
varying degrees.

Via Rail recently began marketing the first trainsets of our brand-
new fully accessible fleet of trains to serve the Quebec-Windsor
corridor. I am personally proud of the inclusive approach we have
taken to provide an experience that best meets the needs of people
with disabilities and their companions. Some of our advisory com‐
mittee members have already been invited to experience it.
[English]

In addition, Via Rail has developed and launched a comprehen‐
sive accessibility training program. This training is offered to both
senior management and frontline staff. To date, all members of our
senior management team have completed this training, with the ex‐
ception of two new executives who began their roles in April 2023.
This training will be updated on a regular basis to ensure that our
entire workforce has a good understanding of how our organization
operates to provide a fully accessible experience for our passengers.
Training material will also be reviewed in collaboration with repre‐
sentatives from partner organizations to address any gaps in the
teaching methods used.

As for the management of complaints lodged by our passengers,
since last February we have been the subject of an extended review
by all of the business units concerned, which are in the best posi‐
tion to make the required changes. We are also committed to devel‐
oping and implementing a strategy to improve the analysis of com‐
plaint data on an annual basis. Detailed quarterly reports on acces‐
sibility complaints will be produced and forwarded to our experts,
who will work to remedy the situation. Progress reports will then be
presented to our advisory committee members.

With the ultimate goal of providing a fully accessible experience
at every stage of the customer journey, the accessibility of Via

Rail's digital assets—such as our online presence and reservation
system—has also been upgraded to provide significant improve‐
ments to our passengers.

[Translation]

Via Rail is excited to launch a new reservation system in the near
future. This new system will be a critical step in the fully accessible
experience we are committed to providing to our passengers. At the
same time, we are modernizing other important information sys‐
tems, including the content of our web pages. We are committed to
ensuring that our content meets accessibility standards in this area,
and to that end, we will have our digital assets evaluated by an ac‐
cessibility specialist and will implement all recommendations from
that annual review.

I am confident that the measures presented today will address the
issues raised by the Auditor General so that Via Rail can better un‐
derstand and meet the needs of its passengers.

In closing, I would like to reiterate Via Rail's commitment to be‐
ing the most accessible carrier in Canada. We are proud of the work
we have done and are committed to continuing all efforts, as we
work with the government and all our partners to create a barrier-
free society for Canadians.

We will be pleased to answer your questions.

The Chair: Thank you.

We will now start the first round. The first four members will
have six minutes each.

[English]

Mr. McCauley, you have the floor for six minutes, please.

Mr. Kelly McCauley: Thanks, Chair.

Witnesses, thanks very much.

AG Hogan, thank you for your patience as we went through oth‐
er business.

I want to start with you, AG Hogan, for a couple of questions.
When you talk about the online not being “fully accessible”, could
you walk me through what exactly you mean by that? Is it mostly
around the visually impaired, or...? Is there an online standard that
perhaps other companies are doing and we should follow to make it
so that we can fix this right away?

Ms. Karen Hogan: There are accessibility requirements in regu‐
lations that came out as issued by Canada. It was to those that we
held the two organizations. We looked at Via's website, as well as
the Canadian Air Transport Security Authority's website. We found
that there was a gap in not meeting the accessibility requirements in
both: about 17% of them were not met on the Via site, and for
CATSA it was about 15%. They would range from minor things to
more important issues.
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I have a couple of examples that I could give you.

When we looked at trying to look at schedules with an e-reader,
an individual would get the wrong departure time. That's just inac‐
curate information, which doesn't allow an individual with a dis‐
ability to plan a trip on their own or book it by themselves.

A second example would be that information was just very diffi‐
cult to find. If you were travelling with a service dog and you want‐
ed to know what to expect as you try to clear airport security or
where the relief areas are in train stations, it was very difficult to
locate, again making it very discouraging or very complicated for
individuals with disabilities to travel.
● (1205)

Mr. Kelly McCauley: When you talk about the training that is
required or the training that is needed, is there an industry standard
that perhaps these departments should be following, or are the de‐
partments kind of creating it as they go?

Ms. Karen Hogan: Again, there are regulations about the con‐
tent and what should be in the training, but some of the decisions
around the content should also be determined in consultation with
individuals with disabilities. When we reviewed the content against
the list of mandatory elements, we found a few gaps, but more im‐
portantly, we noted that there was a gap in the consultation about
some of the teaching methods that should be there.

The important thing to note is that the individuals who actually
are the on-the-ground service had really good compliance around
training at both organizations. It was more at the management level
that they were late or hadn't taken it at all. Having management
complete that training is just as important, because they set how
policies and regulations are implemented and whether they should
be adjusted. They also do the supervision of employees. It's critical
that everyone complete it, and I believe that both organizations
made that commitment: We heard in opening remarks that some of
that training has happened already.

Mr. Kelly McCauley: I have just two last questions.

Are you satisfied with the training that is available? You audited
the training. Are you satisfied with it, or do they have to go back to
square one and relaunch their training? Is it just a matter of not hav‐
ing rolled it out for enough people...?

Ms. Karen Hogan: We didn't look at all the teaching methods.
We looked at whether it met the minimum requirements of what ar‐
eas to cover. Other than the small gaps we found, we are satisfied
that it met the requirements, but then it's up to individuals taking
the training and then applying it, and that's where supervisors come
into play. We also think that the Canadian Transportation Agency
could inspect the actual delivery of services, which would show
whether or not the training was fruitful.

Mr. Kelly McCauley: The last question is this: Overall, in the
study, are there infrastructure issues, or is it more about following
up on the training? What issues should we focus on? Is it a smatter‐
ing of both, in providing proper access to all Canadians?

Ms. Karen Hogan: I would say it's many things.

The old fleets don't necessarily have to meet current or new ac‐
cessibility requirements, but the new fleets do, so it's a continuous

process. Many of the services are on demand. If an individual ar‐
rives in a wheelchair, the people working that day need to know
how to support that individual in gaining access to a train, and so
on. There are a lot of training requirements about the facilities, in‐
dividuals and websites.

I think it's across the gamut, if we want transportation to be barri‐
er-free in the country.

Mr. Kelly McCauley: Thank you.

Ms. Cardin, you mentioned that all senior management, except
for a couple, have now gone through the training.

What is your plan to stop backsliding? It would appear to me,
cynically, that the training is caught up only because of the AG re‐
port. What is Via doing to ensure this is actually done as part of a
regular process and not only when the Auditor General catches
you?

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin: Thank you for your question.

Since the Auditor General's report came out, we've implemented
a stringent follow‑up process to make sure managers and staff com‐
plete the training, and that process wasn't necessarily in place be‐
fore.

● (1210)

[English]

Mr. Kelly McCauley: Okay.

The Chair: That's your time, Mr. McCauley.

We're now turning to Mr. Sidhu.

You have the floor for six minutes.

Mr. Maninder Sidhu: Thank you, Mr. Chair, and thank you to
our witnesses for taking the time to join us here on this rainy Mon‐
day morning in Ottawa.

I have a quick question for the Canadian Transportation Agency.

Reading the news, we often see reports about wheelchairs or oth‐
er mobility devices being damaged by airlines when they're in tran‐
sit. I want to know what the obligations of airlines are when it
comes to preventing this type of damage or providing compensa‐
tion when it does occur.

How is this enforced?

Ms. France Pégeot: Good morning.
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Essentially, the obligation is for the providers of transportation
services to ensure the mobility aids do not get damaged. If they do,
it's up to them to compensate and make sure that whatever costs are
incurred are being reimbursed to the person who is the user of the
mobility aid. This is essentially what the regulation says.

What we do, first of all, is to encourage people to make com‐
plaints to us. Also, when we hear about issues—whether it be
through the media or when somebody brings a situation to our at‐
tention—we immediately send one of our staff to investigate the in‐
cident and make sure the regulation has been followed. Some of the
obligations are with respect to the training that people handling the
mobility aids must follow.

Mr. Maninder Sidhu: Thank you for that.

The Minister of Transport recently announced additional funding
for the Canadian Transportation Agency, to increase its complaint
processing and regulatory enforcement capacity.

The question is, are some of these funds going to be allocated to‐
wards improving monitoring and enforcement activities related to
accessible transportation?

Ms. France Pégeot: Yes. The vast majority of the funding is for
air passenger protection complaints, because this is where we have
a very important backlog, as I'm sure all members of the committee
know. With respect to enforcement, some of the resources will be
dedicated to increasing our enforcement capacity for accessibility.

Mr. Maninder Sidhu: Thank you. I'm now going to turn to Via
Rail Canada.

I want to know more about fleet transition to enable better ac‐
cess...to the needs of Canadians with disabilities. Is the fleet evolv‐
ing? Could you shed a little more light on that?
[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin: Absolutely.

As I mentioned in my opening remarks, we are in the process of
deploying our new trains, which will serve the Quebec-Windsor
corridor. They are fully accessible, with larger washrooms, slightly
wider halls and braille signage on the seats. All those improve‐
ments are the product of our consultations with members of the dis‐
ability community.

Of course, people with mobility issues can still travel on our cur‐
rent fleet in the rest of the country. Our on‑board personnel has
been trained to ensure that people are able to board the train and
move about while on board with reasonable ease.
[English]

Mr. Maninder Sidhu: Thank you for that.

In terms of fleets and consultations—you mentioned that there's
some consultation going on—are we looking at other countries to
see what they're doing? Are we looking at other companies around
the world that are seen as leaders in terms of fleet management and
making sure that those with disabilities can access their services?
[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin: That's a very good question. I'm go‐
ing to ask Ms. Langlois to answer that.

[English]

Ms. Catherine Langlois (Senior Advisor, Universal Accessi‐
bility, VIA Rail Canada Inc.): If it's okay, I'm going to answer in
French.

[Translation]

Via Rail is a member of the International Union of Railways,
which has a special committee on accessibility. We are on the com‐
mittee, along with all of our European industry partners, as well as
Amtrak, in the U.S. We share best practices in accessibility, includ‐
ing how to consult with persons with disabilities, with a view to im‐
proving our services.

● (1215)

[English]

Mr. Maninder Sidhu: Thank you for that answer. It's very in‐
spiring to know that we are looking at other companies and learn‐
ing from countries around the world in terms of giving better access
to those with disabilities.

Mr. Chair, I don't have any further questions. Thank you so
much.

The Chair: You're very welcome.

Thank you.

[Translation]

Go ahead, Ms. Sinclair‑Desgagné. You have six minutes.

Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Ms. Langlois, I just want to make a quick point. You never have
to ask permission to answer a question in French. People don't ask
us, as francophones, for permission to answer in English. Thank
you very much for answering in French.

The Chair: That is exactly right.

Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné: I'd like to thank all the wit‐
nesses for being with us. We are glad to be studying such an impor‐
tant issue.

We are examining the situation in relation to persons with dis‐
abilities, but I think that, in this case, it's important to consider in‐
clusiveness on a broader level. Consider, for instance, the ability to
be served in your own language or the various accessibility chal‐
lenges families face. I'm in the second category. Travelling with a
stroller is anything but easy, especially when Air Canada damages
it one out of two trips. It's happened to me, and Air Canada doesn't
reimburse you. There's an issue worthy of an in‑depth study.
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Ms. Pégeot, I'd like to ask you a very simple question about
something you said in your opening remarks that caught my atten‐
tion. You talked about competition in the transportation sector. Do
you think there's real competition in air transportation right now?

Ms. France Pégeot: That's not a question for me to answer. I
was basically referring to the national transportation policy, from
which our activities and mandate flow.

Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné: Shouldn't you be able to an‐
swer a question on something that's in your policy?

Ms. France Pégeot: We are actually an economic regulator. The
rail sector has two main transportation service providers, and the air
sector has a few carriers. To protect consumers in the rail industry,
we ensure that a mechanism is in place to settle disputes between
railway users and the two companies themselves.

An organization like ours helps to bring balance to the market,
which is made up of service providers, railway users and other con‐
sumers, as well as governments. Our job is to ensure that the mar‐
ket operates as smoothly as possible.

Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné: Do you think the market is
operating smoothly right now?

Ms. France Pégeot: Forgive me, but I don't think that's for me to
say. What we try to do is make sure that the market operates as
smoothly as possible under the legislation we are responsible for
enforcing.

Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné: All right. Air Canada has re‐
ceived nearly $6 billion in public money in recent years. Who has
the authority to ensure that Air Canada passengers are protected?

Ms. France Pégeot: The agency administers the Air Passenger
Protection Regulations, which are in place for that purpose. It's a
complaints-based regime to protect passengers. I realize that we
have a considerable backlog of complaints, as everyone knows. We
recently received funding to address that backlog. We are also look‐
ing at our process for handling those complaints to make it more ef‐
ficient, and we are already starting to see results. The regulations
are definitely an important part of our consumer protection regime
in air travel.

Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné: Do you feel you have ade‐
quate funding and authority to impose sanctions or make sure that
airlines comply with the regulations?

Ms. France Pégeot: As I told the members of the Standing
Committee on Transport, Infrastructure and Communities, the cur‐
rent legislation governing the air passenger protection regime is
fairly complex. It's built around three flight categories, but the air‐
lines are the ones with the information to determine which category
a flight falls under. For that reason, it's very difficult for passengers,
and even the agency, to determine which conditions apply. If the
legislation were clearer and less complex, it would certainly make
things easier for us. I know the minister commented on that recent‐
ly.
● (1220)

Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné: The government has set out a
clear mandate requiring that airline personnel be able to serve cus‐
tomers in both official languages, so who do you think should have
the authority to oversee that and impose sanctions on non-compli‐
ant airlines?

Ms. France Pégeot: Our mandate does not cover—

Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné: If not your mandate, then
whose?

Ms. France Pégeot: I'm not sure whether it's the Commissioner
of Official Languages, but I know the commissioner has looked in‐
to that.

Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné: That has to do with the use of
French, but for matters relating to accessibility for persons with dis‐
abilities or inclusion overall, who can make sure that airlines actu‐
ally provide those services?

Ms. France Pégeot: Accessibility is part of our mandate, and we
do the best we can.

Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné: You said it was shared by dif‐
ferent organizations. The Commissioner of Official Languages is
responsible for issues that involve the use of French, and you are
responsible for accessibility issues.

Ms. France Pégeot: As a regulator and administrative tribunal,
we have some technical expertise in the transportation sector. That's
why our mandate includes accessibility in the transportation sector.

Other government agencies have different responsibilities in the
area of accessibility, but we are responsible for accessibility as it re‐
lates to transportation.

We are also responsible for air passenger protection. We carry
out our mandate in accordance with the legislation in place. Re‐
spectfully, I would say that if Parliament decided to make changes
to the legislation, we would make new regulations and adjust our
activities accordingly.

The Chair: Thank you.

[English]

Mr. Desjarlais, you have the floor for six minutes, please.

Mr. Blake Desjarlais: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

I want to thank the witnesses as well, for being present with us
this morning. Again, I apologize for some of the business we often
have to deal with in this committee. Thank you for your patience in
ensuring that we're able to get through some of the important busi‐
ness while also being able to conduct the review of the audit that
has been presented by the Auditor General.

I am, of course, often displeased when I see the reports from the
Auditor General. Most of them highlight the deficiencies that are
found within our civil service and within the programs and services
offered by the government or paid for in part by it.
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It's no secret that persons with disabilities have significant barri‐
ers in our society writ large. However, particularly in a country like
Canada, one of the largest in the world, a country where our charter
and our constitution protect their mobility, the institutions that are
responsible for delivering that do not.

It is a concern to me, and I would hope to parliamentarians from
all benches, to find ways and means to ensure that we fix this prob‐
lem and ensure that transport services like Via Rail can accommo‐
date persons with disabilities in a way that centres on them and
their experience.

I understand that the departments have in fact worked closely, in
some part, in consultation phases with the community to find better
ways of finding points of accessibility that make those barriers less
significant. However, it's clear from this audit that they persist.

I want to find a better way to understand why they're continuing
to persist. It's noted in the audit, for example, “In 2019 and 2020,
nearly two thirds of the 2.2 million persons with disabilities who
travelled on planes, trains, and other federally regulated modes of
transportation faced a barrier.”

They're not happy to hear that this huge population—this huge
number of Canadians—were unable to access the beauties of this
great country, whether to see their family or to get to services else‐
where.

Here's another quote:
While VIA Rail and the Canadian Air Transport Security Authority—as trans‐
portation service providers—consulted with persons with disabilities to gather
feedback on projects such as accessibility plans and the design of VIA Rail’s
new fleet, some ongoing issues that persons with disabilities regularly face re‐
mained.

It continues:
For example, websites for planning and booking trips were not fully accessible
despite this being one of the most frequently experienced barriers in transporta‐
tion for persons with disabilities.

This tells me that the Auditor General found you were able to
identify the issue yourselves. Whether it was by consultation with
persons with disabilities or by other means, the community offered
themselves in the consultation to have that barrier identified, and
then that barrier persisted.

I hope you can understand how unsatisfactory that is, not only to
me but to the millions of Canadians with disabilities who have to
rely on these services. It's a massive issue.

I want to start now with my questions to the Via Rail representa‐
tive, who I believe is maybe online.

What are the remaining challenges that disabled Canadians face
in terms of Via's online presence and its reservation system?
● (1225)

[Translation]
Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin: Thank you for your question.

I'm going to pass that over to Catherine Langlois, who can tell
you about the plan we developed. The implementation phase is un‐
der way and will continue throughout 2023.

Ms. Catherine Langlois: Thank you for your question, Mr. Des‐
jarlais. You asked about two elements, the website and the reserva‐
tion system.

As far as our website is concerned, Via Rail has committed to an
annual web content review by a digital accessibility consultant. The
purpose is to determine whether the site contains any content that
isn't accessible, so we can make any recommended changes. In ad‐
dition, the members of our advisory committee, who represent peo‐
ple with a range of disabilities, test Via Rail's website once a year
or more, as needed, to determine whether any accessibility im‐
provements are warranted. That means Via Rail's website is subject
to accessibility scrutiny on two levels.

As for the reservation system, we're launching a brand new sys‐
tem in the next few weeks. Under the new system, passengers with
disabilities will be able to book trips completely on their own.

[English]

Mr. Blake Desjarlais: Thank you very much for that.

I'd like to follow up specifically on some of the responses you
gave.

In relation to Via Rail's online portal, is there a target date for
when that will be fully accessible for persons with disabilities? If
so, do you have adequate resources to ensure that the online pres‐
ence and reservation system are made and kept fully accessible as
progressive updates occur?

[Translation]

Ms. Catherine Langlois: Thank you for your question.

In terms of when the site will be fully accessible, we are target‐
ing the end of 2023 given the immense amount of work involved.
We are committed to ensuring that the website is fully accessible by
the end of the year.

In terms of the reservation system, we believe we have the neces‐
sary resources to make it fully accessible.

[English]

Mr. Blake Desjarlais: Finally, throughout this process you men‐
tioned the end of 2023. Are persons with disabilities being consult‐
ed throughout this process, and will they be consulted for the prod‐
uct that will inevitably be created by that target date?

[Translation]

Ms. Catherine Langlois: Thank you for your question.
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Yes, the members of our advisory committee represent persons
with a range of disabilities, as I mentioned, and they will be con‐
sulted throughout the process. We want to make sure that the
changes we make to the website are in line with best practices in
digital accessibility.
[English]

The Chair: I will allow one last question, Mr. Desjarlais. Go
ahead.

Mr. Blake Desjarlais: Could you just describe the composition
of this council, how the council is appointed and reviewed, and
when or if new members are ever added?
[Translation]

Ms. Catherine Langlois: The makeup of the Universal Accessi‐
bility Advisory Committee was modelled on the Canadian Trans‐
portation Agency's advisory committee. We used the same list of
participants and asked those stakeholders whether they were inter‐
ested in sitting on our advisory committee. A large majority of
them agreed to participate. They are members of disability rights
groups all over Canada and represent persons with a range of dis‐
abilities. The committee meets once every quarter.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We're beginning our second round.

Mr. Kram, you have the floor for five minutes. Go ahead, please.
Mr. Michael Kram (Regina—Wascana, CPC): Thank you

very much, Mr. Chair.

I would like to thank all the witnesses for being here today. I
would also like to thank you for all your work on this issue. I think
all parties and all members can agree that creating a more inclusive
transportation system and a more inclusive society for persons with
disabilities is certainly very important. According to the audit,
progress has been made, but there's always more work to be done.

With that, I would like to start with the witnesses from Via Rail.
On page 14 of the accessibility plan, training for managers and ex‐
ecutives as well as client service staff is spelled out. I am wonder‐
ing if the witnesses from Via could clarify whether accessibility
training is mandatory for managers and executives as well as client
service staff.
● (1230)

Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin: Yes, it is mandatory.
Mr. Michael Kram: There are two things. Seventeen per cent of

managers and executives did not take the accessibility training at
all, according to the audit; nor did 3% of client service staff. How is
it possible that so many people were missed, given that it's manda‐
tory?

Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin: It is an unacceptable situation, and
that's why we've put in place a stringent follow-up going forward,
to ensure that we don't have this situation anymore.

Mr. Michael Kram: Could you explain how it got missed in the
first place? Did someone just miss an email here and there, or was
there a lack of communication to make it understood that it was

mandatory? Could you just shed some light on how it came about
in the first place?

Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin: I think it was well known that it
was mandatory training. As I said, it was unacceptable, and the
training should have been completed.

Mr. Michael Kram: Of the 17% of managers and executives
who did not complete the training, did any receive bonuses for the
time period in which they did not get the training?

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin: Our compensation regime is based
on two main factors: individual contribution and corporate results.
It was set up mainly to take into account the competitive environ‐
ment for recruiting talent. Those who met key performance targets
were compensated accordingly.

[English]

Mr. Michael Kram: If I understand you correctly, it is possible
that some managers and executives could have received their
bonuses, even though they did not complete the accessibility train‐
ing. Is that correct?

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin: I want to reiterate that accessibility
is important, as are many other rules and laws that all Via Rail ex‐
ecutives have to follow. As I mentioned, that's one of the key per‐
formance indicators we track. I can't be more specific than that, but
I can tell you that a portion of our executive compensation is fixed
and another portion is variable. We have to make sure that the com‐
pensation we offer is competitive for the market.

[English]

Mr. Michael Kram: I wonder whether you could provide a writ‐
ten response for the committee with the total number of managers
and executives who received bonuses and did not complete the ac‐
cessibility training.

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin: We will provide the committee with
that information.

[English]

Mr. Michael Kram: Okay. Thank you.

I'll now switch gears and go to the witnesses from the Canadian
Transportation Agency.

On page 16 of the report, it says that inspections to identify ac‐
cessibility barriers were done virtually during the pandemic, then
they continued a mix of virtual and on-site inspections after the
pandemic was over.
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For these virtual inspections, was it simply a Zoom meeting? I
would be curious to know how one does a thorough inspection vir‐
tually.

Ms. France Pégeot: Perhaps I can share with you how we ap‐
proached compliance with respect to that new regulation.

When the regulation came into force, we wrote to the 40 main
transportation service providers and sent all of the regulatory re‐
quirements they had. We asked them for a written report on how
they intended to meet those regulations. We received the reports
and looked at what they answered, because it was a requirement.
Then, we identified areas where there were some issues and asked
them for a corrective action plan, which is a traditional way for reg‐
ulatory agencies to ensure compliance with a new regulation.

After that, our enforcement officers went and did some on-site
visits and checked certain aspects of those corrective action plans.
In some cases, they actually went to terminals where, for example,
signage was still a problem, and issued some administrative mone‐
tary penalties.
● (1235)

The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Kram. That is your time.

Ms. Bradford, you have the floor for five minutes.
Ms. Valerie Bradford (Kitchener South—Hespeler, Lib.):

Thank you, Mr. Chair, and thank you to all the witnesses here today
and to those online for their patience.

This is a very important report, obviously. People with disabili‐
ties rely even more on public transportation means. Because they
often don't have the luxury, due to their disabilities, of providing
their own transportation, we need to make sure it is accessible.

For my first questions, I'm going to turn to the Canadian Trans‐
portation Agency.

The Auditor General identified accessibility barriers through in‐
spections and worked with transportation service providers to re‐
move some. You just explained to Mr. Kram that the vast majority
of these were done virtually. As you described it, it almost seemed
like a survey. You sent out questions, and they answered. I think it's
a bit difficult to see how things are actually working on the ground.

What are the advantages and disadvantages of virtual? I know it's
probably more efficient. You could cover more, but I'm not sure
how effective it might be.

Ms. France Pégeot: The way we look at trying to identify the
barriers...for sure, it's on-site inspections. In the work we've done
on the new regulations, we started by asking companies how they
intended to meet them. That's one way.

However, we have different ways to identify the barriers, as well.
We have, for example, an advisory committee composed of groups
that are representative of people with disabilities. That's a forum
through which they can share with us the barriers they encounter.

We also have complaints. We receive about.... It depends on the
year, but I would say it's 160 to 170, more or less, per year. The
complaints we receive are, again, another important source of infor‐
mation for us as to what kinds of barriers people with disabilities
encounter. Then, of course, we have inspections.

I would say it's through a mix of those tools that we can identify
barriers and focus our activities.

I should point out that there's also a new regulation that has to do
with planning and reporting. All the service providers of transporta‐
tion have been asked to prepare an accessibility plan in consultation
with people with disabilities. Those plans are going to be put on‐
line. People will be able to comment. They will have to review
them every three years. We're going to be using those plans, as
well, to help inform ourselves on how the industry will advance on
the issue of accessibility.

Ms. Valerie Bradford: You'll have to make sure that the online
process is accessible, because that's been another issue, right?

Ms. France Pégeot: For sure, that's a very important point.

Ms. Valerie Bradford: Also, the Auditor General found that you
did conduct a few inspections, but you could request complaint data
from service providers only in certain circumstances. That's trou‐
bling to me.

Why is that, and what are the certain circumstances? If you're
supposed to be overseeing this, why don't you have access to the
data all the time?

Ms. France Pégeot: The type of data the Auditor General was
referring to was the complaints that the companies receive. Of
course, we receive a certain number of complaints. We do some in‐
spections, and in that context we can have access to the information
we need to do our work.

The type of data we don't have access to includes all the various
complaints that companies receive on accessibility, which for sure
would give us a better sense of the barriers that people with disabil‐
ities identify and raise issues on with the company. For that infor‐
mation, we go to the transportation providers to see if they will
share it with us on a voluntary basis. We know that in some cases
they already do that in other countries, so we are going to look at
that as well, and maybe eventually we will have some legislation
here.

● (1240)

Ms. Valerie Bradford: I just wonder why it would be voluntary.

Ms. Hogan, you mentioned also that the Canadian Air Transport
Security Authority and Via Rail focused on resolving individual
complaints, but that they missed opportunities to use complaint data
to better understand travellers' lived experiences.
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Would you like to expand on that? It looks as though that process
could be better. They're not getting the overall.... They're dealing
with the individual....

Ms. Karen Hogan: Absolutely. I encourage you to ask, as well,
representatives from the two organizations. It's great to have them
here instead of your always hearing from me.

When we looked at Via, we saw that while they handled individ‐
ual complaints, they didn't sort of take that step back to do a more
thorough analysis of all their data to look for trends or bigger-pic‐
ture things that might indicate a barrier that they were not aware of.
They were just focusing on meeting individual complaints.

With CATSA, we looked at the way they categorized their com‐
plaints. They categorized them by nature and not necessarily by the
status of a person. We analyzed some of the data and felt that there
was an opportunity there to do better mining of their complaint da‐
ta, because while they had registered only about 83 complaints re‐
lated to individuals with disabilities, when we did a word search
linked to disabilities, we found almost 1,000. While I recognize that
not all of them will be linked to this, it just shows you that there's
an opportunity there to better understand and dig into the data to
identify barriers and opportunities for improvement.

Ms. Valerie Bradford: Thank you very much for that.
The Chair: That is your time, Ms. Bradford, unless you have a

short question. If so, please go ahead.
Ms. Valerie Bradford: Thank you so much.

Ms. Pégeot, in an earlier answer you referred to three categories
of flight. Can you elaborate on what those are?

Ms. France Pégeot: This is in the context of air passenger pro‐
tection. It's not in the context of accessibility.

When an incident happens, it could be within the control of the
airline; it could be within the control of the airline but required for
safety, or it could be outside the control of the airline. For example,
something outside its control would be a snowstorm.

Ms. Valerie Bradford: Thank you.
The Chair: You're very welcome. Thank you.

[Translation]

Ms. Sinclair‑Desgagné, you have two and a half minutes. Go
ahead.

Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Ms. Pégeot, I have only two and a half minutes, so I'm going to
ask a pretty broad question, but I'd like you to be as specific as you
can.

You said the current regulations were somewhat restrictive. What
would you recommend in terms of changing the legislation, both to
provide quality service to Quebeckers and Canadians and to foster a
more competitive system?

Ms. France Pégeot: Your fellow member just asked me to talk
about the three categories of flight cancellations. One of the cate‐
gories that's open to interpretation is the second one, situations
within airline control but required for safety purposes. That's where

we've been involved, through tribunal decisions that help bring
clarity to the definition.

Basically, the legislation needs more clarity around the responsi‐
bilities of the airlines and situations that are obviously exceptional
but do not warrant passenger compensation. That's an example of
how the current legislation could be clarified. It's actually a legisla‐
tive responsibility, which falls on parliamentarians.

Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné: All right.

If I'm not mistaken, you have four full-time employees in Canada
responsible for the accessibility program in the transportation sec‐
tor. Do you think that's enough?

Ms. France Pégeot: We do the best we can with the resources
we are given. We recently received a fairly sizable infusion to help
us improve our overall capacity for enforcing the law, including in
terms of accessibility.

Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné: That means you are looking at
hiring more people.

Something else to consider is the fact that not all the complaints
are brought to the agency's attention. Some are sent only to the air‐
lines, so the agency could keep track of all the cases and tackle ac‐
cessibility issues head‑on.

● (1245)

Ms. France Pégeot: Yes, the complaints that go directly to the
airlines and the complaints that come to the agency are completely
separate.

I probably should have been more specific in my earlier answer.
We don't have the authority to request that information.

Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné: Should the legislation be
changed so you have that authority?

Ms. France Pégeot: That's certainly something that could be
considered. Nevertheless, the financial resources we have just been
given will strengthen our capacity to enforce the legislation.

Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné: That means two significant
legislative changes are worth considering. I hope the committee an‐
alysts took note of them.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Sinclair‑Desgagné.

[English]

Mr. Desjarlais, you have the floor for two and a half minutes,
please.

Mr. Blake Desjarlais: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

I want to follow up now with the Auditor General in regard to
the end of my last comments to the Via Rail representative.
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They mentioned that they had a body, that this body was a con‐
sulting body, and that it was monitoring the work they were doing
to implement many of the objectives of Via Rail, including the
work related to online reservations, booking and accessibility for
that website. The representative also mentioned that this body was
a group of people taken in some part from advice by the govern‐
ment.

This is an area that I think is really important: the requirements
for what is a good level of consultation. What is the threshold for
respectful consultation, where one takes into account the lived ex‐
perience of the persons who are offering that consultation but also
ensures that when they do offer those aspects of themselves that are
important to consultation, there's actually follow-up in respect to
the kinds of standards that persons with disabilities would expect
from consultation?

My question is—and I do understand that this might be some‐
thing that is not yet developed by the Auditor General's office—
what are the best practices on how to consult inclusively, accessibly
and in a meaningful way with persons with disabilities? In your
view, did the audited organizations follow the best practices, or
were there shortcomings?

Ms. Karen Hogan: I might see if Susie wants to add to this,
since she did a lot of the detailed work, but I guess what I would
tell you is that even the accessibility act says that there should be
nothing about us without us, so obviously consultation is important.

What we found when we looked at the consultations linked to
Via was that it wasn't always clear how they considered the input.
That doesn't mean they didn't, but that we just couldn't identify it.

I don't know if Susie wants to add more about some best prac‐
tices.

Ms. Susie Fortier (Director, Office of the Auditor General):
We looked at various things for identifying best practices, including
the guidelines from the United Nations on consulting persons with
disabilities, as well as various other information from academia. We
also consulted with persons with disabilities ourselves on how to
consult persons with disabilities.

You mentioned inclusivity, accessibility and engagement.

For inclusivity, we want to make sure there is a broad variety of
persons who are consulted, so they cover a broad variety of disabil‐
ities. We want to make sure that the consultation itself is accessible,
because there are various means of communication, and if the con‐
sultation is using only one of those means, that can in itself be a
barrier to participation in the consultation process. Also, we want it
to be meaningful, meaning that the information gathered in the con‐
sultation should be decided upon in a meaningful manner.

Mr. Blake Desjarlais: For the organizations, were they, from
your perspective, or at least from the perspective of the Auditor
General's office, consistent with those objectives?

Ms. Susie Fortier: In some cases, they were. We mentioned in
particular in the report the consultation for the new fleet of Via
Rail, which we thought met a lot of these good requirements.
There's always opportunity to do a broader consultation, and, as
noted in the report, we have some cases of some elements of pro‐

grams on which there was no consultation—for example, the teach‐
ing method on the training for accessibility. So—

Mr. Blake Desjarlais: There was no consultation. Wow.

Ms. Susie Fortier: The consultation was not done for specific
content.

Mr. Blake Desjarlais: Okay. Thank you.

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

Mr. McCauley, you have the floor for five minutes, please.

Mr. Kelly McCauley: Thanks, Mr. Chair.

Ms. Cardin, I want to go back to you to follow up a bit on Mr.
Desjarlais's and Mr. Kram's comments.

How much federal subsidy does Via get every year from taxpay‐
ers or from the government?

Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin: Is that in the context of accessibili‐
ty?

Mr. Kelly McCauley: No, I mean overall. How much in subsi‐
dies does the government deliver to Via?

Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin: I should have the number right
away, but I would say it's about $400 million per year.

Mr. Kelly McCauley: Right, and this is what I want to get at,
again, to follow up on Mr. Kram's and Mr. Desjarlais's comments.
Taxpayers are shovelling almost a half a billion dollars a year to
Via, yet it takes the Auditor General's report to get Via to act on ac‐
cessibility issues. How could this have happened, and how is it ac‐
ceptable that taxpayers are handing over $400 million, yet a large
number of Canadians are excluded from proper service?

This is not like dealing with old infrastructure. I understand that
perhaps a station somewhere has limited use and limited infrastruc‐
ture, but these are some very basic things that other companies
without $400 million in subsidies can get done for Canadians. How
did this happen?

● (1250)

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin: The fleet replacement program rep‐
resents a $1.5‑billion investment. We have made sure that—

[English]

Mr. Kelly McCauley: I'm sorry. I'm not asking about the new
fleet. Via got $400 million. I'm talking about the general failure
with regard to accessibility for a large portion of Canadians. How
did this happen? How does Via come to the government every year
for $400 million but exclude a large number of Canadians from
proper service?
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[Translation]
Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin: We actually don't exclude people

with disabilities from our service, quite the opposite. We have a
plan, and we are implementing it. We don't have to talk about the
new fleet, but as far as the plan is concerned, we have a team—
[English]

Mr. Kelly McCauley: Why do we need a plan at this stage? It's
2023. Since I've come on to this committee, you've received al‐
most $3 billion in subsidies, yet you haven't fulfilled your mandate
to serve a certain demographic.

I'm trying to get across that I hope you take this seriously: the
disappointment with regard to the inaction of Via. Tons of times
you've come back to the government asking for more money, yet
you've failed to serve those who have accessibility issues.

Getting back to Mr. Kram's comments, I'm seeing online that 650
Via managers got bonuses last year, for $6.5 million dollars. I real‐
ize the bonus is based on various issues. I hope Via looks seriously
at this and tells the managers that unless these accessibility issues
are addressed, they won't be eligible for next year.

When will the accessible trains that you have running, like in the
Windsor to Quebec corridor, be rolled out to the rest of the country?
I realize that perhaps in the Prairies we don't have the volumes, but
that should not mean that Canadians on the Prairies don't get proper
access. When will we see those rolled out?
[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin: There are two things I would say.

First, as you mentioned, there's the new fleet. Outside the Que‐
bec-Windsor corridor, our trains are accessible, but not fully. I'm
going to ask Ms. Langlois to tell you the major differences.

As for the stations outside the corridor, we have an existing plan
to put measures in place. The plan is being implemented as we
speak, and that is of course thanks to funding received in recent
years.

Ms. Langlois, I'm going to let you provide more information.
Ms. Catherine Langlois: All right.

Mr. McCauley, thank you for your question and your interest—
[English]

Mr. Kelly McCauley: I'm sorry to interrupt.

Can you provide us with that plan or provide a Coles Notes and a
timeline for when these issues will be addressed?

Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin: Definitely.
Mr. Kelly McCauley: Thank you.

Is that my time, sir?
The Chair: You have about 20 seconds. That's time for a ques‐

tion, if you'd like.
Mr. Kelly McCauley: What is the percentage of employees in

management who have not completed the training? You mentioned
just two executives. What is the overall percentage for regular em‐

ployees and management who have not completed the required
training?

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin: As we speak, I believe 91% of all
employees have completed the training. Of course, we always have
new people who join the company. When I say all employees, I
mean frontline employees on the trains, maintenance centre staff
and so on. As we mentioned, the training is mandatory. The training
completion rate for executives is 100%.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you.

Ms. Yip, you have the floor for five minutes, please.

Ms. Jean Yip: Thank you, Chair.

I'd like to welcome Ms. Semaan, as it's her first time. It's not our
usual committee. Usually, we try to focus on the good work done
by the Auditor General and her team.

On that note, my question is directed to Ms. Pégeot and Ms.
Cardin. It's with regard to your opening statements about it being
crucial for transportation service providers to instill a culture of ac‐
cessibility at all levels of their organizations.

How do you propose to do this, especially when not everyone on
the management team has completed the mandatory accessibility
training on time?

● (1255)

Ms. France Pégeot: We have different tools to support that. Of
course, the big framework is the legislative and the regulatory
framework, which really serves as a foundation. We have the ATP‐
DR, the accessible transportation regulations. We have a brand new
regulation with respect to reporting and planning. That's where
transportation service providers have to provide publicly, every
three years, based on consultations with people with disabilities,
how they intend to advance accessibility.

With respect to the regulation for which we are also responsible,
I responded to your colleague earlier about how we have asked
companies how they intended to meet the regulation. We also asked
for evidence about how they were meeting the regulation, so it was
not just a survey, to be very precise on that. I would say that was a
first step.

In the context of our mandate, we do compliance and enforce‐
ment activities. We also develop guides to help the various trans‐
portation service providers meet the regulation. When my col‐
leagues and I meet with executives, we really encourage them and
insist on the fact that they should treat this as a priority.
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Recently, for example, the national airline association CEOs is‐
sued a statement in which they recognized that they have to do bet‐
ter and committed to doing better in the area of accessibility. We
will certainly look with interest at how they intend to follow up on
that, but the fact is that they recognized that. I don't take full credit,
as that would not be fair, but I hope that the various interventions
we've made in that area supported that.

Ms. Jean Yip: Thank you.

Ms. Cardin.
[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Claude Cardin: As I mentioned, accessibility is def‐
initely a major concern for Via Rail. As I've said a few times
throughout the meeting, it's an issue our management committee
talks about. We have made sure that everyone will receive the train‐
ing, and we adhere to accessibility standards as much as we can.
We still have work to do, but with each new project, we make sure
that people with mobility issues and persons with disabilities are
properly consulted.
[English]

Ms. Jean Yip: Thank you.

I'd like to give the remainder of my time to Mr. Fragiskatos.
Mr. Peter Fragiskatos: It's a quick point, Mr. Chair. I don't

think I'll have enough time to engage in questioning today.

Ms. Cardin, if you were here, I would have approached you after
the meeting. It doesn't relate to the matters raised in the report, but
it certainly does relate to Via. On behalf of constituents, and I know
you're not primarily responsible for this at Via, but train 82, which
services London to Toronto, has been in a difficult state. It hasn't
been servicing commuters from our city. I hope that Via does its
due diligence to restore service, because it's an ongoing issue for
Londoners, particularly as they seek to travel to Toronto to carry
out various activities, including work.

I'll leave that with you. I wouldn't be living up to my responsibil‐
ities if I didn't take the opportunity to put that on the record, Mr.
Chair.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

The work of an MP never ends, and there are many different as‐
pects to our job, so your comments are certainly welcome here
when we have officials before us.

I want to thank everyone for coming in today. I appreciate your
patience with us.

I will now adjourn the meeting. We will see committee members
back here on Thursday.

The meeting is adjourned.
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