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® (1100)
[English]

The Chair (Chris Bittle (St. Catharines, Lib.)): I call this
meeting to order.

Welcome to meeting number eight of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(3), the committee is meeting in
public for the first hour on the actions of the longest ballot commit-
tee in recent elections, and in camera for the second hour to discuss
committee business.

Today's meeting is taking place in a hybrid format.

Before I continue, I ask everyone to consult the guidelines writ-
ten on the cards on the table. There's a QR code that you can fol-
low. Please take care of the health and safety of the people here, es-
pecially our interpreters.

As a reminder, all comments should be addressed through the
chair. We have an experienced witness here with us. For members
in the room, if you wish to speak, raise your hand. I don't believe
there's anyone on Zoom, but if there is, use the “raise hand” feature.

I would now like to welcome our witness for today's meeting.
From the Office of the Chief Electoral Officer, we have the Chief
Electoral Officer himself, Monsieur Perrault.

You have five minutes.

[Translation]

Stéphane Perrault (Chief Electoral Officer, Office of the
Chief Electoral Officer): Thank you, Mr. Chair, for the opportuni-
ty to speak with the committee today about its study of the actions
of the longest ballot committee in the recent Canadian elections.

As you know, in September 2024, I wrote to the former minister
of public safety, democratic institutions and intergovernmental af-
fairs to ask the government to consider an amendment to Bill C-65
in order to limit voters to signing the nomination paper in support
of only one candidate. I suggested the same when I appeared before
this committee to discuss the bill last fall, and I did so recently as
well.

As I noted in the past, Elections Canada heard from electors and
accessibility stakeholders that longer ballots present challenges for
some electors, as they can be difficult to handle and navigate. It al-
so heard that the multiple columns required to accommodate a large
number of candidates can create confusion.

From an operational point of view, once folded, only about 100
of these long-format ballots can fit in a single ballot box, compared
to 1,000 regular ballots. This significantly increases the number of
ballot boxes that have to be managed by election officers.

The long ballots also increase complexities during the counting
of ballots. Handling and reviewing longer ballots can be difficult
for workers and candidate representatives who are present. The
count can extend well beyond normal hours, sometimes until five in
the morning, as we have seen. This has an impact on poll workers.
Not surprisingly, several have said that they would not be prepared
to work where a long ballot is used.

While the write-in ballot used in the Battle River—Crowfoot
by-election helped in reducing the impact of the large number of
candidates, challenges remained for some electors. In my opinion,
it isn't a viable long-term solution.

[English]

As the committee has heard, in many of these elections, nomina-
tion papers for the various participating candidates were signed by
the same electors. This indicates that voters who sign the nomina-
tion papers are not supporting the nomination of any particular can-
didate but rather the idea of having as many candidates as possible.
This is why I suggested amendments to ensure that voters are limit-
ed to signing nomination papers in support of only one candidate.
This restriction could be accompanied by administrative—not crim-
inal—sanctions and would target more specifically organizers who
encourage or incite electors to sign the nomination papers of more
than one candidate. However, I'll repeat that candidates' nomina-
tions should not be invalidated or questioned if their papers include
one or more signatures also found on another candidate's nomina-
tion paper.

The committee has heard a number of other recommendations,
including limiting the number of candidates an official agent can
support, with which I agree. I would clarify, however, that the limit
should apply only to a specific electoral district. There are multiple
cases in which one official agent acts for multiple candidates in dif-
ferent electoral districts—typically, of course, for the same party—
which is perfectly reasonable and acceptable.

However, becoming a candidate should remain accessible to
Canadians, and for that reason, I do not support increasing the num-
ber of signatures.
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Finally, I would like to alert the committee to a recommendation
made in 2022 by the former commissioner of Canada elections, Mr.
Yves Coté, related to false or misleading information on nomina-
tion papers. Currently, there is no provision in the Canada Elections
Act to sanction instances where signatures are collected prior to
identifying a prospective candidate. Such a nomination would be
rejected if the deceptive practice is known ahead of the nomination,
as has happened in the past with candidates both from the longest
ballot committee and from parties. However, if the practice is de-
tected only after the fact, no provision currently exists in the act to
sanction it. The recommendation made in 2022 in relation to false
or misleading information in nomination papers would fill that gap
and allow the commissioner to take action.

With that, Mr. Chair, I'd be happy to answer questions.
® (1105)

The Chair: Thank you so much, Mr. Perrault. You were well un-
der the five minutes. As I said, you're an experienced witness.

We'll turn to Mr. Cooper for six minutes.

Michael Cooper (St. Albert—Sturgeon River, CPC): Thank
you very much, Mr. Chair.

Thank you, Commissioner, for returning to the committee once
again.

I want to pick up where you just left off in your testimony, be-
cause I received a copy of a complaint that had been sent to Elec-
tions Canada by Ryan Davies, who appeared before this committee
and brought that complaint to this committee's attention.

Were you aware of that complaint?

Stéphane Perrault: 1 was not aware of that complaint at the
time I testified before the committee. I am now aware of the com-
plaint.

Michael Cooper: The complaint stated, among other things, that
there were potential violations of the Canada Elections Act by the
longest ballot committee. The complaint included various corre-
spondences as well as a photo of an organizer who was collecting,
or appears to be collecting, signatures in which the candidate's
name was blank.

In other words, if the picture was fully accurate—and it certainly
appeared that the candidate's name was blank—electors would be
signing a nomination paper for a candidate whose name would then
be filled in after the fact, which would not be consistent with the
Canada Elections Act.

What was the status of the complaint? Do you know what hap-
pened to that complaint?

Stéphane Perrault: After an election, we receive thousands of
complaints. Whenever they allege a violation of the act, we don't
scrutinize and determine whether there was adequate evidence or
whether there was actually an offence of the act. We typically trans-
fer that, as a matter of course, to the commissioner of Canada elec-
tions. She has a mandate to investigate violations and contraven-
tions of the act.

Michael Cooper: I appreciate that.

In the case of Mr. Davies' complaint, was that forwarded to the
commissioner of Canada elections?

Stéphane Perrault: That's an interesting question.

She was seized of the information in the complaint. I learned
about it after the testimony and asked for a search of that. The com-
plaint itself was caught in our security filters because of possible
contamination of the links. Other people who saw the evidence and
the videos put forward by Mr. Davies did make complaints.

The commissioner—

Michael Cooper: So I'm fully clear, essentially, Mr. Davies'
complaint went into a black hole insofar as it was sent to your of-
fice, to Elections Canada, and because of whatever issue, it went in-
to a black hole. It sounds to me that's effectively what happened.

® (1110)
Stéphane Perrault: [ would not describe it in that manner.

Michael Cooper: With the greatest respect, I understand these
things sometimes happen, but there was a complaint. It sounds to
me like no one looked at it. Is that accurate? Did someone look at
it? When did anyone at Elections Canada first look at it?

Stéphane Perrault: The complaint was received. Other com-
plaints referencing the videos made public by Mr. Davies were re-
ceived. The commissioner was seized of that information and the
allegations. With regard to what you're asking, the physical com-
plaint itself was not transferred, but she was seized of the matter.

Michael Cooper: By being seized of the matter, what do you
mean?

Stéphane Perrault: She understands the allegations—

Michael Cooper: When did she first understand the allegations
that were set out in the complaint?

Stéphane Perrault: [ can only—

Michael Cooper: Was it after Mr. Davies appeared before the
committee?

Stéphane Perrault: First of all, I cannot speak for the commis-
sioner. Her office was seized of the issue a short time after. We're
talking about July, if I'm not mistaken, after the election. As a mat-
ter of course, these issues are forwarded to the commissioner's of-
fice. To be clear, she received from the public and Elections Canada
about 18,000 complaints, 2,000 of which, or close to, were for-
warded by Elections Canada. As part of that, and with no signifi-
cant delays, her office was seized of the information.

Michael Cooper: Can you undertake to provide the committee
with the chronology of what happened with that complaint, when it
was identified and when it was transferred, or when the commis-
sioner became seized of that complaint? It sounds to me like some-
thing went wrong with the complaint in terms of what happened on
the part of Elections Canada.

Would you agree?

Stéphane Perrault: 1 certainly agree that something unusual
happened with the complaint, in the sense that there are security pa-
rameters around our systems, and if there is a concern around links
or documents, they are quarantined.
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In this case, the information was also pointed to by other com-
plainants and those complaints were transferred. I can commit to
share with the committee the time in which these were transferred
to the commissioner. I can't speak beyond that. What happens in the
commissioner's office, of course, is not for me to speak to.

The Chair: Thank you so much.

I might have exaggerated. You had 10 seconds; I'm sorry. I will
try to give that back in a subsequent round.

We have Mr. Wilkinson for six minutes, please.

Hon. Jonathan Wilkinson (North Vancouver—Capilano,
Lib.): Thank you for appearing.

You've been pretty clear about recommendations with respect to
unique signatures and official agents. To be honest, many of the
witnesses we've talked to have similar views.

You touched, in your comments, on your views around the issue
of the 100 signatures that you need to obtain. Some have proposed
that this threshold be changed to 0.5% of the population. Maybe
you can just elaborate on why you think maintaining the 100 signa-
tures is a good idea.

Stéphane Perrault: I don't think there's any magical number. It
could be 75; it could be a bit more than 100. I don't see, in what
we've witnessed, any need to change the number.

What we've seen is, I think, a respect for the letter, subject to the
allegations made, but not a lot of respect for the spirit of the legisla-
tion, which is, in my view, that the person signing on agrees that
this particular person should be a candidate—not just anybody,
whoever that may be.

I think that's the real issue here, not so much the number.

Hon. Jonathan Wilkinson: You said in your statement that
sanctions shouldn't be criminal. They should actually be adminis-
trative. Of course, the whole point of sanctions is to deter behaviour
like this. What types of sanctions do you think would be appropri-
ate?

Stéphane Perrault: I think a fine would be appropriate, and
there could be a criminal sanction in addition if that's where Parlia-
ment wishes to go.

My only concern and advice to Parliament is that if you impose a
criminal sanction, you raise the threshold in terms of the level of
evidence, the cost of doing the investigation and length of the in-
vestigation. We've seen, in many cases in the past, that these take
years to resolve. They may not get the prosecution, because the
prosecutor may have other priorities. At the end, the courts are of-
ten more lenient than an administrative penalty is.

It's something to consider when making prohibitions or creating
violations of this nature.

® (1115)

Hon. Jonathan Wilkinson: When you appeared earlier this
month, you talked a little bit about the impersonation ban and that it
needed to be updated, since artificial intelligence and disinforma-
tion have become more prominent.

Can you tell us a little bit more about what the rule is and why
you think it needs to be updated?

Stéphane Perrault: Right now, it is an offence for someone to
purport to be, or present themselves as being, the leader of a party
or the Chief Electoral Officer.

However, that's not what deepfakes are about. They are about
presenting that person as saying or doing something that they
haven't done, in either audio or video. There's no impersonation
that takes place in a deepfake scenario. What we have to be con-
cerned about is the manipulation or creation of synthetic content,
which we see with deepfakes, that make leaders, candidates or the
Chief Electoral Officer appear to be doing certain things or in con-
texts they really weren't.

Hon. Jonathan Wilkinson: What would you propose?

Stéphane Perrault: I think that, certainly, the offence right now
needs to be modified. I have made some specific recommendations
to that effect. I've shared that recommendation with the Hogue
commission, which is supportive, to change the provision to in-
clude the misleading.... There's very specific language, which I
don't have in front of me, in section 480.1 that currently is for im-
personation. It does not include satire, but it includes impersonation
with the intent of misleading electors. I think similar concepts
should be used where the manipulation, the alteration of an image
or voice, is with the intent of misleading or interfering with the
electoral process...but leaving aside satire, for example.

Hon. Jonathan Wilkinson: That's fair enough.

Stéphane Perrault: That's one of several recommendations |
made.

Hon. Jonathan Wilkinson: In June, the Quebec National As-
sembly passed Bill 98, and I guess that enters into force next year.
There's a ban in that bill on spreading false information about elec-
tion activities, the nomination process and the voting process.

I'm wondering if you think the Canada Elections Act should be
amended to have similar provisions and, if so, what that would look
like.

Stéphane Perrault: 1 did make a similar recommendation,
though more broadly worded, in my 2022 report, and I repeated
that in my report in the context of foreign interference. I do think
there needs to be a prohibition against someone who knowingly
presents or publishes false information—they know it is false—and
they do that with the intent of hindering the electoral process or un-
dermining trust in the process or the results, but it has to be a high
threshold of intent and knowledge that the information is false. My
recommendation is a bit more broadly worded than what we see in
Bill 98.

Hon. Jonathan Wilkinson: Right now the Canada Elections Act
does not require third parties to submit audited financial statements
verifying that no more than 10% of their revenues are used for po-
litical activities. Both you and the Hogue commission have indicat-
ed that this raises concerns about transparency.
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Can you elaborate on what that risk is and whether we should be
looking at having third parties be required to do these kinds of au-
dits?

Stéphane Perrault: Certainly. This has been a long-standing
concern and one that is difficult to tackle, but third parties may be
individuals or groups, and sometimes these groups are funded by
all kinds of organizations. While there are limits and restrictions
that they can’t use foreign funds, as we know, money is fungible,
and it is hard to know where it comes from.

When they report, what we’ve seen over the years is that third
parties increasingly report expenditures as their own. They’re their
own because they were given for a general purpose, often for a
cause, but not specifically for these particular expenses in an elec-
tion. This becomes their own money, and it is reported as such, and
we don’t know what the source is.

My recommendation is that groups be required—groups that
raise more than 10% of their revenue from donations, essentially,
fundraising entities—to have separate bank accounts and put their
donations there with the source of the donation, so when they use
the money for an election, we know where it comes from. This, of
course, also addresses some concerns about foreign funding.

The Chair: Thank you so much.

Madame Normandin, you have six minutes, please.

[Translation]
Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ): Thank you.

Mr. Perrault, thank you for joining us. Your presence is always
appreciated.

A number of my questions were already answered in your open-
ing remarks. However, I would like to touch on some points raised
by other witnesses before you.

For example, I understand that you have no desire to change the
current requirement of 100 signatures for a nomination. However,
witnesses and colleagues talked about requiring candidates to make
a cash deposit.

I would like to know what you think. Is it a good idea? If so, how
much money should be required? What are your thoughts on this?

® (1120)

Stéphane Perrault: The court that ruled on this issue was quite
clear. The deposit poses a problem because it doesn't determine the
seriousness of a candidate who has a great deal of money. Regard-
less of whether a deposit of $1,000 or another amount is required, if
a candidate has enough income, the deposit won't stand in the way
of their candidacy. This can't be a means of determining the seri-
ousness of their application. On the contrary, this type of deposit
could exclude people who would like to participate but who don't
have enough income. At the very least, the deposit could make it
harder for them to run for office.

I think that the logic behind the court's decision is sound. I don't
think that it's necessary to reconsider a deposit.

Christine Normandin: I would like to touch on another point
discussed earlier. In addition to the idea of having one official agent
per candidate in a constituency, we heard a vague proposal stating

that an official agent should be prohibited from representing multi-
ple candidates from the same party in different constituencies.
What are your thoughts on this?

Stéphane Perrault: I don't think that this would be a good idea.

Of course, in a single constituency where all the candidates are
competitors, they shouldn't share a team. This would conflict with
the very nature of an election. However, an official agent serving
candidates in different constituencies doesn't pose any conflict.
Moreover, this often occurs within a party. These candidates aren't
competitors, since they're running in different constituencies.
They're more like allies.

Personally, I don't see any reason to prohibit this.

Christine Normandin: I would now like to discuss the recom-
mendation that electors should be allowed to sign only one nomina-
tion paper. This recommendation seems to elicit a fairly broad con-
sensus.

You said, for example, that sanctions could be imposed on candi-
dates who deliberately collect signatures from the same electors.
However, if this measure fails to act as the desired deterrent, should
we consider cancelling the nomination of anyone who intentionally
or unintentionally collects signatures from electors who also signed
multiple other nomination papers? What are your thoughts on this?

Could this pose a risk for candidates who act in good faith?

Furthermore, could the processing time for this information
cause issues?

I would like you to elaborate on this topic.

Stéphane Perrault: Thank you for asking me this key question.
We mustn't in any way call into question the legitimacy of a nomi-
nation on this basis, for the reasons that you outlined and that I can
clarify.

First, the nominations are made within a tight time frame, often
in the last few hours or minutes before the 2 p.m. deadline on
day 21, as we call it in our language. This leaves little processing
time for the returning officer, who must make a decision within
48 hours. The returning officer generally doesn't have access to the
information. The returning officer would need to conduct a compar-
ative review of all nomination papers. If this type of rule were in-
troduced, I imagine that we would need to determine whether, in
the event of duplicate signatures, the paper received first would
count, or rather the paper signed first. In any case, it wouldn't be a
fair rule for candidates who have no way of really knowing who
signed two nomination papers, whether it happened by mistake, and
when it happened. It wouldn't be a good idea to take this approach.



October 23, 2025

PROC-08 5

That said, a ban can lead to a number of consequences, but not
all of them are mandatory. I don't think that we should go so far as
to cancel a nomination. There may or may not be sanctions. It isn't
unusual to see legislation that imposes bans without including sanc-
tions. In this case, I propose financial penalties that would specifi-
cally target people who encourage others to sign multiple nomina-
tion papers. This lies at the heart of the matter, so the legislation
should focus on this issue.

Christine Normandin: Thank you for this useful insight.

Lastly, I would like to follow up on a question that I asked earlier
this week and hear your thoughts on it.

When the time comes for the committee to make recommenda-
tions, who should we think of first? How should we prioritize the
various rights? We've heard about the right of electors to participate
in a uniform voting system across all constituencies and to cast
their votes easily, the right of individuals to run for office, the right
of election workers to a proper working environment, and so on.

Do you share the views of your predecessors, if you heard them,
on how to prioritize these rights?

Stéphane Perrault: I'm saying this tongue in cheek because we
often maintain that the elector comes first, according to our philos-
ophy. This is part of the culture of election agencies. However,
when it comes to human rights, the rights are equal and they must
remain balanced. The candidate's right is also a protected constitu-
tional right. I think that we need to balance the two. I don't think
that the two necessarily conflict with each other.

® (1125)
Christine Normandin: Thank you.

I'll save my remaining 30 seconds for the next round.
[English]
The Chair: Absolutely.

We'll go to Mr. Van Popta for five minutes.

Tako Van Popta (Langley Township—Fraser Heights, CPC):
Thank you, Mr. Perrault, for being here again. It's a pleasure to
have you here and to listen to your testimony.

We're talking about possible amendments to the Canada Elec-
tions Act to make it more difficult for non-serious contestants to get
their names on the ballot. This is to avoid the abuse we've seen in
the last couple of elections—political stunts, really—orchestrated
by a group that calls itself the longest ballot committee.

One such change being proposed, which we have talked about al-
ready and you mentioned in your testimony, is to make it more dif-
ficult to get the 100 signatures by requiring that they be unique sig-
natures. If we make that amendment to the Elections Act, would it
withstand a charter challenge? Section 3 of the charter gives every-
one the right to participate freely, in an unfettered way, in our elec-
toral system. Would that withstand a charter challenge?

We put the same question to your predecessor, Mr. Kingsley,
who said, “I think that it [amending the act for 100 unique signa-
tures] would sustain a challenge, that a challenge would not suc-
ceed in overcoming the requirement that there be unique signa-
tures.”

We want to hear from the current CEO on that.

Stéphane Perrault: I don't speak as a lawyer or a judge, but I
believe it would meet that threshold. As we know, rights are not ab-
solute. To the extent that there are restrictions here, I think they are
necessary to protect the integrity and the sanctity of our electoral
process.

The requirement would not make it harder as much as it would
make it more meaningful. People would not sign on simply because
they want any candidate and as many candidates as possible. They
would have to turn their mind to the particular candidate at issue. |
think that is the concern.

We've seen that there is a need for some restriction. If it's not go-
ing to be a deposit, which has its defects, it needs to be something
else, but there needs to be some protection against the system being
taken hostage.

Tako Van Popta: I think we all agree that there needs to be
something, but my question is whether that would withstand the
charter challenge. Mr. Szuchewycz actually did challenge
the $1,000 deposit—thank you for raising that—in a 2017 case that
was heard before the Alberta Court of Queen's Bench, and he was
successful. However, he also challenged the 100-signature require-
ment, and there he was unsuccessful. The judge said that's perfectly
reasonable.

Now we are raising the bar. We're proposing to raise the bar to
make it more difficult by saying that they should have 100 unique
signatures. I know you can't read the mind of the Alberta judge, but
it would have been a different question put to her at that time.

Stéphane Perrault: In my view, it makes it only marginally
more difficult for most candidates, who don't rely on groups like
that. For most candidates it would not significantly impact their
rights. It's only, I think, when you reach a certain level—for exam-
ple, now we're at the level of over 200 candidates. To reach that
number, it would put a brake on that.

The benefit of this measure is that it would limit that without sig-
nificantly limiting the people who truly wish to be a candidate. That
wasn't the case with the deposit. It had a bit of an irrational impact.
There was no rational connection, the court found, between the de-
posit and the seriousness of the candidacy.

Tako Van Popta: I'm going to something else that Mr.
Szuchewycz said and that his committee has been saying all along,
which is that we, as parliamentarians, are in a conflict of interest by
making our own rules about how elections are conducted.

What's your opinion on that?
Stéphane Perrault: It's an interesting question.

There's no denying that there's an interest for any parliamentarian
in the rules that govern their election. I don't think anybody would
deny that.
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It's interesting that, when you look at the history of changes to
the legislation over the last 25 years, two things stand out. There's
often an attempt to secure cross-party support, and it doesn't always
succeed, and it shouldn't be a rule. There shouldn't be a requirement
for unanimous consent because that would give a veto to the oppo-
sition, which I don't think is fair.

However, the vast majority of changes have come from recom-
mendations of chief electoral officers, which come from a neutral
source and often follow consultations, including consultations with
political parties. They're examined in this committee, and they're
disposed of one way or another. Certainly, not all of them have
made their way to the legislation, but many have. I think that pro-
cess is a healthy one, and I think that's something that needs to be
maintained.

It does not prevent additional changes, and I've seen some very
good changes over the years that have not come from chief elec-
toral officers. I'm not saying there's a monopoly on wisdom here,
but I think the fact that there is a process for a neutral policy intake
and a cross-party examination of that neutral policy intake is a good
system. It's provided for in the legislation and it needs to be main-
tained.

® (1130)
The Chair: Thank you so much.

I ensured you got the 10 seconds that I took from Mr. Cooper.

Mr. Louis, go ahead for five minutes, please.

Tim Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga, Lib.): Thank you, Chair. |
appreciate that.

Thank you, Monsieur Perrault, first of all, again, for your service
as Chief Electoral Officer. Your experience is extremely valid here,
as is your extensive testimony. This is the first time I've seen some-
one come twice to the same study, and I think that's fantastic. It's
important to talk about long ballots, and you were pretty extensive
about it in your first appearance earlier in the month.

I wanted to also talk about the scope of the misinformation and
disinformation that happens, like false claims about voting times,
locations, procedures and election results. You mentioned that Que-
bec passed Bill 98 in June, which will go into force next year. We
don't have the information yet, but it will place a ban on spreading
false information about election activities, the nomination process
and the voting process.

Is that something that you, as Elections Canada, will look at to
see its results and use as a bit of a study to see if this can be scaled
up?

Stéphane Perrault: Certainly. We share experiences with all
electoral management bodies across the country, and we meet regu-
larly and talk about these things.

Of course, misinformation and disinformation has been an im-
portant topic over the recent years, especially with the growth of
social media and the decline of traditional media, so we do talk
about these things.

I wrote in my report on the election that we did see an increase in
incorrect information. We monitor only information as it relates to

the electoral process, but we did see some cases that were trou-
bling. For instance, there was a case where Le Journal de Montréal
had a fake article. It was an image that said we had changed the
voting day for 60-year-olds because of lineups, and they would
vote on the Tuesday instead. That was quickly taken down, but it is
the kind of thing that is troubling and that can mislead electors and
hinder their participation.

Tim Louis: I appreciate that. With that kind of protection, conse-
quences would happen if you catch somebody.

Right now, the laws that exist are really only within Canada. Is
that the case? How can we stop not only someone from inside the
country doing this, but how can we expand that outside of Canada
to make sure that the misinformation—what you mentioned—can't
be done, because now you're talking about different jurisdictions?

Stéphane Perrault: This is a complex issue. There has to be
some nexus to Canada for the offence to be caught. Somebody say-
ing something about a subject matter that's done elsewhere
shouldn't be caught.

The real difficulty is not so much in crafting the offence; it is in
enforcing these rules across jurisdictions. That will remain a chal-
lenge no matter what. That's why it's important to have a relation-
ship with social media platforms and be able to rely on those rela-
tionships to take it down. In the example I gave, the information
was immediately taken down.

The rules are important, of course, but you need more than rules
to ensure a healthy electoral process.

Tim Louis: For the companies that are spreading that informa-
tion—Ilet's say, your social media giants—do you have that relation-
ship? Are you requesting that certain things to be taken down if
they're false? Are they responding?

Stéphane Perrault: It's interesting. We've never requested what
we call a takedown. We typically avoid that simply because it's
seen as state censorship. We make them aware of the problem and
the dangers of the problem, and we expect that they act according-
ly. In this case, they did.

I know that takedowns have been asked for elsewhere. I think the
commissioner has asked for takedowns, but we haven't had to ask
when we've seen.... Often, simply correcting the information or
downgrading the prevalence of the information on the platform is
sufficient. I have examples of that.

® (1135)
Tim Louis: There would be two steps to that. One would be for
them to admit that they will change this information or take it

down. Second is that speed counts. If it's an election cycle with
misinformation getting around quickly, speed is of the essence.

Is there any way of asking for—
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Stéphane Perrault: Absolutely. Regimes with offences after the
fact are not particularly helpful in that regard. They, of course, cre-
ate a deterrence, but it's the ability to make the platforms move in
real time that's critical.

Tim Louis: In my final 30 seconds, I'll thank you. In addressing
this, you mentioned flooding the market with the proper informa-
tion—which is the importance of journalism—and making sure
there's more of a supply of information from independent journal-
ists. That's important. That's something that sticks with me, so I ap-
preciate that.

Stéphane Perrault: It's important. We really strived to put out as
much correct information as possible about the process in the last
election. We're going to continue to build on that. Increasingly, plat-
forms have their own Al chatbots. That's both an opportunity and a
challenge because they're fragmented. I think it's an opportunity
where, if we flood our website with correct information, it will be
caught. We can use that. We can leverage that.

One of the recommendations I've made is that when a question
relates to electoral process issues—increasingly, people don't do a
search; they ask a chatbot to provide the information—AlI chatbots
be required to point to authoritative sources of information. In the
case of a federal election, the bot would be required to do this. It
could provide the information, but it would also have to direct the
elector to or point to our website.

Tim Louis: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you so much, Mr. Louis.

I did promise her the additional 30 seconds, so for three minutes
we'll go to Madame Normandin.

[Translation]

Christine Normandin: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I would like to discuss the terms and conditions for the single
signature and the potential implementation of this measure.

For example, electors must be informed that they can sign only
once. In other words, if they already signed a nomination paper,
they can't sign a second paper.

Do you already have some ideas on how to share this informa-
tion with electors?

Stéphane Perrault: The simplest way would be to make sure
that this information comes across clearly on the form itself and to
ask the people collecting signatures to exercise some due diligence
in this area.

Christine Normandin: Should we change the approach or the
way that we explain to electors the purpose of the nomination pa-
per?

Let me explain. When I ask certain people for their signatures, I
inform them that their signature doesn't constitute tacit support or a
commitment to vote for me. I tell them that their signature simply
confirms their acceptance of my candidacy and that they can vote
for any candidate afterwards.

However, should we change the definition of the nomination pa-
per, now that people can give their signature to only one candidate?

Should it become a form of tacit support? That said, we must also
take into account the secrecy of the vote.

Can you elaborate on this topic?

Stéphane Perrault: Clearly, collecting a signature isn't the same
as asking for support, since the signature doesn't mean a commit-
ment to vote for the candidate in the election. I think that this could
be clearly stated on the form as well.

I assume that people are currently asking you this question and
that you're certainly answering it. This wouldn't change. I think that
we could look at clarifying this.

That said, we must be careful with the forms. When they're over-
loaded with information, people don't read them anymore. We must
carefully select the information included. However, we should defi-
nitely look into this matter.

Christine Normandin: I want to bring up a question that I asked
one of your colleagues.

At the start of a campaign, people may not have yet decided how
to vote. They may then want two candidates from two parties to
run, for example.

If electors were asked to put their name down for only one candi-
date, wouldn't this somewhat limit their freedom of choice, given
that the campaign would only just be getting started and that they
would have time to change their minds? Furthermore, is this a rea-
sonable limit on a person's right to run for office?

Stéphane Perrault: I think that I already said that it was a rea-
sonable limit on the candidate's right.

However, this raises another issue, which I believe that other wit-
nesses have addressed. Does this limit the elector's right to show
support for multiple candidates? I would answer yes to this ques-
tion. It does constitute a limit, but I consider it reasonable.

Furthermore, we must keep in mind that this administrative pro-
cedure wasn't designed as a platform for people to express them-
selves. That isn't the goal. The goal is to ensure that candidates
show a certain level of effort and commitment.

In my opinion, this procedure shouldn't be viewed from the elec-
tor's perspective, but rather from the candidate's perspective.

® (1140)
Christine Normandin: Thank you.
[English]
The Chair: Thank you so much.
We'll go to Mr. Calkins for five minutes.
Blaine Calkins (Ponoka—Didsbury, CPC): Thank you, Chair.

I have a couple of quick questions for you, Mr. Perrault, and then
I'll hand it over to my colleague Mr. Jackson.
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In your exchange with my colleague Mr. Cooper, you intimated
that the complaint submitted by Mr. Davies somehow got caught up
in what I would presume is the safety firewall of your email sys-
tem. Fortunately, because other people had followed up and be-
cause Mr. Davies is a public figure to a certain extent, you were
able to get what you needed in order to pass it along to the commis-
sioner.

Will you let us know about that? Have you asked your system
administrators to investigate and report back to you? Hopefully,
you can then report back to us what measures you're going to take
to mitigate this and make sure that serious complaints will not be
missed this way again.

Stéphane Perrault: Yes, I have spoken to my team and asked
that it be examined so we can make sure that if there are serious
complaints, they are not lost because there's a question mark on the
security of the link or the document. Yes, I have spoken to my team
in that regard.

I would add, though, as I said in my opening remarks, that in the
case of allegations that signatures were affixed to a document with-
out the name of a candidate, there is no offence under the act. That
is something that needs to be addressed.

Blaine Calkins: That's fair. [ appreciate that.

I'm going to move on quickly to make sure that Mr. Jackson has
some time.

Mr. Perrault, would you undertake to submit to this committee,
from the last election, the 45th general election, the number of
sworn affidavits, on a per-riding basis, that were signed in order to
allow electors to vote who could not provide proof of their citizen-
ship, age or address?

Stéphane Perrault: Mr. Chair, electors cannot swear an affidavit
to prove their own address.

Blaine Calkins: I want the number of affidavits that were sworn
by.... I understand how it works.

Stéphane Perrault: There are different circumstances if a sworn
statement is made. It can be made by an elector attesting to another
elector. Also, when somebody registers at the polls, they attest that
they are a Canadian citizen and over 18 years old. There's that at-
testation.

I want to be clear. I'm not resisting the request.
Blaine Calkins: It's both.

Stéphane Perrault: I will certainly undertake to see whether we
can do that. All of the documents pertaining to the elections are
sealed in bags for the 343 districts. There are, I believe, 77,000
polling divisions, with each having a bag. If they're in there, it
would take years to collect all of them without any specific inquiry
into a particular polling division.

Blaine Calkins: Okay. If I got back to you with a subset of rid-
ings, would that be helpful?

Stéphane Perrault: It certainly would be, but again, with the un-
dertaking on a best-effort basis, the implications could be very sig-
nificant, especially as we prepare for a possible election that could
happen at any time.

Blaine Calkins: That's understood. Thank you.

Grant Jackson (Brandon—Souris, CPC): Thank you for being
here again, Mr. Perrault.

I questioned your predecessor when he was here about what it
would take logistically and from a stafting perspective for Elections
Canada to specifically check that all 100 signatures for each candi-
date are, in fact, unique. He didn't want to comment on your opera-
tions now that you run the show, so I will put the same question to
you.

From a staffing perspective, what would it take for Elections
Canada to be able to do that, if 100 unique signatures were imposed
as a requirement?

Stéphane Perrault: I want to be clear that I do not envisage do-
ing that, in the sense that certainly this is not something that could
take place within the few hours involved in the verification of the
nomination process.

Currently, returning officers go through the hundred signatures to
make sure that there are a hundred and that they are attached to
people who are resident in the electoral district. That is the require-
ment. To then compare with other nomination papers is not some-
thing that could be done in the time allowed.

Grant Jackson: How would you propose enforcing the rule of
100 unique signatures per candidate?

Stéphane Perrault: It's an important question. My view is that
this should be enforced in case of organizers orchestrating—I'll use
the word “stunt”, because that's been used before at this commit-
tee—campaigns to multiply candidates by using the same ones.

® (1145)

Grant Jackson: I respect that, certainly, but I think the public is
not going to trust the longest ballot committee to police themselves,
and I don't think we as legislators should either.

If it's not Elections Canada that will review the candidate signa-
tures, would you support making the signatures public so that then
at least the public could compare signatures from candidate to can-
didate, and if there are duplications, file a complaint with your or-
ganization?

The Chair: Give a very quick answer, Mr. Perrault.

Stéphane Perrault: They are public right now. They can be ex-
amined in the office of the returning officer right now.

I did not say that we would not do an examination. I said that we
would not systematically do examinations. Where we have cause to
suspect that there is activity.... To be quite frank, the activities to or-
chestrate the kinds of initiatives that we saw require a fair amount
of publicity. These are not things that happen under the radar. It is
not difficult to see how we could very well, in those cases, inter-
vene, do verifications and refer the cases to the commissioner, as
required.

The Chair: Thank you so much.

Madam Kayabaga, go ahead, please, for five minutes.

Hon. Arielle Kayabaga (London West, Lib.): Thank you,
Chair.

Welcome back. It's nice to see you again, Mr. Perrault.
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I want to ask you a few questions and hear what you think about
individuals or entities who assist or facilitate someone else's viola-
tion of a provision of the Canada Elections Act. Should they be
held accountable under the act and, if not, can you tell us why not?

Stéphane Perrault: You may be referring to a recommendation
by the former commissioner. I think there was a recommendation to
have a general rule to make sure that, any time there's an offence,
people who are assisting in the commission of that offence can be
caught under the Canada Elections Act, similar to provisions in oth-
er legislation that does that.

Obviously, I would support that.

Hon. Arielle Kayabaga: Should the scope of the Canada Elec-
tions Act be extended so that the provisions would also apply to
conspiracy attempts, counselling contravention or being an accesso-
ry after the fact to a violation of the act?

Stéphane Perrault: I think that would be a sound approach, yes.

Hon. Arielle Kayabaga: Currently the Canada Elections Act
bans third parties from accepting foreign contributions for the pur-
pose of conducting regulated activities, but it does not prohibit for-
eign entities from giving such contributions. Where do the chal-
lenges lie within this provision right now, and what gaps does it
pose?

Stéphane Perrault: I think it's simply a matter of being more
comprehensive in the rules if we don't want foreign money to come
in. Sometimes the person who receives the money may not be
aware, but the person who gives it certainly is. Parliament would
want to make sure that the rules cover both the person or entity
who, unwittingly in some cases, receives money that may be for-
eign in source, and the person, the foreigner, who attempts...or de-
livers that money to the campaigns.

Hon. Arielle Kayabaga: Are you saying that the law should be
amended to prohibit that?

Stéphane Perrault: That's correct. That was a recommendation
that I made last fall. T don't think it was in my 2022 report, but it
was in last fall's.

Hon. Arielle Kayabaga: We're seeing a lot more campaigns rely
on Al. How do you feel Elections Canada is prepared to deal with
AT online with misinformation?

We had some conversations about this earlier before the election,
but I just wanted to know what your thoughts are on who's respon-
sible for regulating Al use online. How confident is Elections
Canada that Al is not interfering in elections right now?

Stéphane Perrault: That's a very rich question. Al is not inher-
ently bad. It's a very powerful tool, and it can be used positively
and negatively. I certainly would want to make sure that the rules
prevent the negative uses without preventing the positive uses.

I've made three recommendations specifically in relation to what
we would call “synthetic content”. One is a prohibition—and we
talked about that earlie—on deepfakes rather than simply imper-
sonation. We've seen some deepfakes in other elections—not in
Canada—used to mislead voters, and that is very preoccupying. We
have seen deepfakes of leaders in the last election, but seemingly
for financial fraud and not for misleading electors in the electoral
process. That is something that needs to be addressed.

I have recommended—and I still think it's important—providing
transparency. Any use of synthetic content should be known to the
viewer or to the listener. We need to make sure that people are
aware that this is not reality. It may be legitimate to present a syn-
thetic production, but I think awareness is important. Those who do
that in the context of electoral communications should be required
to make it transparent.

As 1 said earlier, chatbots on platforms should be required to
point to authoritative sources of information.

That's for the electoral world. These are recommendations that I
have in mind right now. It is a rapidly evolving environment, and of
course, we will need to be on the lookout for changes.

® (1150)

Hon. Arielle Kayabaga: We should also label some of the con-
tent—

Stéphane Perrault: Yes.
Hon. Arielle Kayabaga: That's very good information.

Stéphane Perrault: Any synthetic content should be labelled.
People should know that this is not real.

Hon. Arielle Kayabaga: I have less than 30 seconds left. I want
to ask you these really quick questions.

What were the observed challenges in counting the votes in areas
where the longest ballots were used? What do you think the future
impact would be on vote counting and spoiled ballots with the
longest ballot?

Stéphane Perrault: There's—

The Chair: I'm sorry. Before you answer, I'm going to be tough.
Maybe this is a good question to bring up in the next round.

We'll do one final round with four minutes, four minutes and two
minutes, just so it takes us to noon. For once, I'm being tough on
time, but it's a good precedent to start.

We'll turn to Mr. Cooper, who I think is splitting his time, but I'll
leave that to you.

Michael Cooper: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I want to follow up on the complaint by Mr. Davies. It certainly
is not satisfactory that a legitimate, serious complaint went into—
and you don't agree with my characterization—a black hole. I don't
know what else it could be called other than a black hole, when it
goes into a security filter system and then isn't checked on. It really
begs the question: How many other complaints that raise issues of
potential violations of the Canada Elections Act, and so on, go into
Elections Canada's security filter and are not acted upon?

Stéphane Perrault: I think that's a legitimate question. I certain-
ly want to ask my team, and we need to look into that. We need to
make sure not only that there is security but also that there are
means to make sure that if there are serious allegations of wrongdo-
ing, they are not lost through the security protection. It's a balance.
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Michael Cooper: Respectfully, I do find it a bit astounding.
With the greatest of respect, | understand that there are security fil-
ters. However, does Elections Canada not have processes in place
to monitor those security filters and to check whether emails that
shouldn't have gone into them are reviewed and forwarded on to the
commissioner or are acted upon as they should be, as opposed to
sitting in a security filter?

Stéphane Perrault: Again, I've asked my team to examine that
very question.

Michael Cooper: No, I asked you if there are processes in place.

Stéphane Perrault: I've asked to see what the processes are, and
what can be done to be improved—

Michael Cooper: You don't know, then, that there are processes
in place about Elections Canada's security filters with respect to
complaints that are sent to info@elections.ca.

Stéphane Perrault: This is the first time this situation has been
brought to my attention, and I realize—

Michael Cooper: It doesn't sound like it is necessarily an isolat-
ed case, though. It doesn't take a rocket scientist to figure out that
when you have a security filter, emails that aren't junk mail some-
times go into security filters. It just seems to me to be unacceptable
that there are no processes in place. You can't point to any.
Shouldn't it be pretty straightforward?

Stéphane Perrault: Again, ['ve asked that this be examined and
that I be briefed on the matter. I'd be happy to report back on the
issue when I next appear.

Michael Cooper: Maybe you can answer this: How many other
complaints have gone into the black hole?

Stéphane Perrault: I'm not aware of any, but that's something
that needs to be examined. I do not disagree with you that it needs
to be examined. In this case, as I've indicated, there were two other
aspects, but they do not negate the legitimacy and the relevancy of
your questions. In this case, the commissioner's office has been
seized of the information.

Michael Cooper: It sounds to me like staggering incompetence.
It sounds to me like there is a complete lack of oversight in place to
ensure that complaints are acted upon. It certainly doesn't leave me
with a great sense of confidence in how Elections Canada is han-
dling complaints about potential violations, potential serious viola-
tions, of the Canada Elections Act. These were complaints that
raised issues that go to the integrity of our elections and how they
are being handled.

® (1155)

Stéphane Perrault: With all due respect, I think it's premature to
draw those conclusions.

Michael Cooper: It's not premature.
Stéphane Perrault: [ would like to answer, please.

It is not premature to examine the issue internally to see what
needs to be done, and to do it to make sure that serious complaints
are not ignored. As I said, in this case, the subject matter was
brought to the attention of the commissioner. Perhaps it was deter-
mined that it was sufficient to do that. As I said, in this particular
case, the allegation of a blank signature...or of no candidate being
identified is not an offence. That needs to be addressed.

The Chair: Thank you so much, Mr. Perrault.

[Translation]

Mrs. Briere, you have the floor for four minutes.

Hon. Elisabeth Briére (Sherbrooke, Lib.): Thank you,
Mr. Chair.

Mr. Perrault, thank you for joining us for a second time during
this study.

I'll let you finish answering the question just asked.

Stéphane Perrault: I think that I covered everything. We need
to make sure that the right processes are in place to avoid missing
any serious complaints.

In the case in question, it should be noted that the relevant infor-
mation was forwarded to the commissioner's office. It should also
be noted that this issue was raised in 2022 and that the legislation
still doesn't specify an offence in this type of case. I don't know
what the commissioner plans to do about this issue. This matter
falls under the commissioner's purview. In any case, recommenda-
tions have been made in this area.

Hon. Elisabeth Briére: The longest ballot committee situation
has been driving these discussions for four meetings now, if I re-
member correctly. Do you think that we're giving these people too
much attention? Have we chosen the right process for pondering
and considering measures to prevent this type of situation from
happening again?

Stéphane Perrault: The committee is certainly free to choose
how it wishes to proceed. All that matters is that the issue gets ad-
dressed. I asked for changes in the past. I'm glad to see the commit-
tee looking into the matter.

1 think that it's wise to seek the right balance. In trying to resolve
an isolated issue, we mustn't make the rules unreasonable for the
entire community of potential candidates. We need to keep this in
mind.

I also think that the longest ballot committee has reached a point
where things are becoming increasingly difficult, because the list of
candidates keeps growing. I don't think that very restrictive rules
are needed to effectively resolve the issue. I doubt that the longest
ballot committee wants to see a return to ballots with 30 or 40 can-
didates, after gradually increasing that number. I don't think that
this is about revolutionizing the system. I think that it's more about
adjusting the current rules.

Hon. Elisabeth Briére: Admittedly, it's a fine line and it's all
about balance. When considering the various solutions proposed,
particularly the number of signatures and the deposit to pay, we
must bear in mind the accessibility factor. People have the right to
be able to run for office.

Stéphane Perrault: Absolutely. It's a constitutional right, just
like the right to vote. This matter requires careful consideration.

Hon. Elisabeth Briére: I have one minute left.
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I too am very interested in issues relating to misinformation, dis-
information, Al and deep fakes, among other things. You already
talked a little bit about this, but would you like to add some general
comments?

Stéphane Perrault: This is somewhat the challenge facing our
society and other contemporary societies. Indeed, we're not the only
ones trying to address these issues. The world of information has
literally exploded. Now that we have Al tools, we're moving to an-
other level. Things are changing dramatically.

One of the recommendations I made in 2022 was to stop looking
at content in terms of advertising under the Canada Elections Act,
since that's a fairly narrow definition of content, and instead look at
it in terms of election communications. I think we're ready for this
paradigm shift in the Canada Elections Act. The world of elections,
in which traditional communication is based primarily on advertis-
ing as we know it, no longer represents the world in which we live.

We need to broaden our perspective a little and review the trans-
parency requirements of the act in terms of election communica-
tions. I'm thinking here of authorization statements, which indicate
where the content comes from. We need to know who's sending
these communications and whether the content is manufactured or
real. For our part, the situation requires us to play a role in ensuring
that information about the process is well known, widely dissemi-
nated, and accurate.

These are therefore significant challenges.

® (1200)
The Chair: Thank you very much, Mrs. Briére.

Ms. Normandin for two minutes.
Christine Normandin: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

Two main proposals seem to have emerged from the committee's
discussions and to be of interest to everyone: unique signatures and
one official agent. I'd like you to compare these two proposals. This
could help us make a choice if we ever have to choose just one.

Here are my ideas.

What's interesting about the unique signatures proposal is that fi-
nancial penalties could ultimately discourage people from voluntar-
ily organizing to collect signatures from the same people. This pro-
posal should be considered from this perspective. However, it could
have the opposite effect. As you said, the longest ballot committee
will always want to have an increasingly long list of candidates. Af-
ter paying the fine once, it could decide it might as well as have
300 candidates.

The one official agent proposal could hinder entry. It's still com-
plicated to find 200 official agents to validate each candidate's ap-
plication.

Which of these two proposals is the best solution?

Stéphane Perrault: There are pros and cons to both proposals.

In a long ballot scenario, I don't know if we would prohibit can-
didates from acting as official agents for another candidate. We
mustn't forget that, as we've seen in past reports, virtually all of
these candidates incur no expenses and receive no contributions.
Naturally, the official agent makes a commitment when they sign
their name, so that's not insignificant. That said, it's not an adminis-
trative burden: All they have to do is enter a zero with a line
through it and sign the report after the election—not before the
election, of course—to ensure its accuracy.

In my opinion, both proposals are good, but, as you say, the ad-
vantage of the unique signatures measure is that it can be formulat-
ed in such a way as to target the organizers. That's the advantage.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much, Monsieur Perrault, for your
testimony. I'm sure we'll see you again in the near future.

The committee will suspend while we move in camera.

[Proceedings continue in camera)
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