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® (1100)
[English]

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

Welcome to meeting number 42 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs. Pursuant to
Standing Order 108(3), the committee is meeting to resume its
study of artificial intelligence and Canada's democratic institutions.

Today's meeting is taking place in public in a hybrid format, pur-
suant to the Standing Orders. I don't think anyone is online. All
members are here in person.

I would ask all in-person participants to consult the guidelines
written on the cards on the table. These measures are in place to
help prevent audio and feedback incidents and to protect the health
and safety of all participants, including the interpreters. I would like
to remind all witnesses that committee members, as you know, may
ask questions in English and in French. If you need interpretation,
please take a moment to familiarize yourself, but you are frequent
flyers and you know what to do.

As a reminder, all comments should be addressed through the
chair. If you wish to speak, raise your hand. The clerk and I will do
our best to recognize you.

Before we begin, I'd like to take care of a quick administrative
item. The clerk has circulated a draft budget. Is there any opposi-
tion or concern?

I see thumbs up and nods, so it is by consent that the draft budget
is passed.

I would now like to welcome our witnesses. They are familiar
faces: Eric Janse, Clerk of the House of Commons; Natalie Foster,
clerk assistant and co-chair of the House of Commons Al working
group; and Christopher Henry, director general of digital enable-
ment and innovation and co-chair of the House of Commons Al
working group.

I understand that Mr. Janse will deliver a five-minute opening
statement. Then we will proceed to rounds of questions.

Mr. Janse, please proceed.

Eric Janse (Clerk of the House of Commons): Thank you very
much.

[Translation]

Mr. Chair, members of the committee, thank you for inviting my
colleagues and me to appear before you today regarding the oppor-
tunities, risks and implications arising from artificial intelligence
for Canada's democratic institution.

[English]

As mentioned, I'm pleased to be joined by my colleagues, Natal-
ie and Chris. Behind us on the backbench, we have representatives
from digital services, legal, finance and procedure, so that we are
ready to answer any and all of your questions.

Al is rapidly changing how information is created, analyzed and
shared, and within the House's digital environment the use of Al-
enabled tools is becoming increasingly prevalent. While there are
possibilities for innovation across the parliamentary environment,
we must also carefully consider how these new opportunities can be
balanced with the protection of people, information, systems and
processes, as well as with the key principles that are fundamental to
parliamentary democracy.

A recent article in The Economist on Al-generated political
speeches illustrates how quickly questions about authenticity, ac-
countability and appropriate use are moving from the theoretical to
the practical.

[Translation]

The House administration's role involves helping to establish a
secure and trusted environment in which Al can be used responsi-
bly. We have already been laying a stable foundation to prepare and
protect the institution, members and employees. This includes clear
guidance, appropriate guardrails, training and support, and carefully
designed proofs of concept that allow us to learn before expanding.
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[English]

In 2024, the House administration established the Al working
group to provide immediate guidance on generative Al and to de-
velop a long-term Al strategy. Its cross-organizational membership
and co-leadership from the parliamentary business and technology
sectors reflect the reality that addressing Al in our organization is a
fundamental shift that requires expertise and collaboration from all
sectors.

Following the June 2024 launch of Al guidelines for employees,
the House administration consulted with the recognized parties and
released Al guidelines for members and their staff the following
year. Both sets of guidelines explain how to use generative Al safe-
ly and ethically, while the guidelines for members also address pro-
tecting their information and that of their constituents.

® (1105)

[Translation]

At the same time, the House administration has created an Al-
dedicated space on Source, bringing together the guidelines as well
as information on the security ratings of Al tools, writing effective
prompts, acquiring Al tool licences, and other reference materials.

Al and cybersecurity content was also incorporated into the
members' orientation program, as well as into awareness materials
distributed as part of Cyber Security Awareness Month, a practice
we intend to continue and expand this year.

For the more serious Al challenges, such as deepfakes or other
security risks, the House has also developed clear guidance and co-
ordinated support for members. Through a “no wrong door ap-
proach”, the House administration will coordinate assistance from
all service areas on topics related to Al

[English]

Finally, consultations with the recognized parties also identified
the need for a secure generative Al tool. In response, the House is
conducting a proof of concept with members selected by the whips
to assess the viability of offering such a service. It allows for the
exploration of practical use cases within an institutionally managed
environment with stronger protections for our data. The proof of
concept will help assess the technology’s value; understand its im-
plications for information security, privacy and data governance;
and identify the guardrails, training, support and resources required
for broader implementation.

The House administration recognizes the importance of safe-
guarding the integrity, security and non-partisan nature of our par-
liamentary operations, while supporting informed and responsible
Al adoption. Consistent with our mandate to anticipate members’
evolving needs and to innovate in support of your work and parlia-
mentary democracy, we will continue to invest in the people, safe-
guards and tools required for the responsible use of Al at the House
of Commons.

We welcome the committee’s guidance and support as we contin-
ue this work.

[Translation]

This concludes our opening remarks. We would be pleased to an-
swer any questions you may have.

Thank you.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll turn to Mr. Cooper first for six minutes, please.

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

Mr. Janse, you referenced the artificial intelligence strategy for
2025 to 2027. That strategy has not been made public—has it?

Eric Janse: I'll turn to Natalie, who's our strategy expert, to an-
swer that one.

Ms. Natalie Foster (Clerk Assistant and House of Commons
Al Working Group Co-Chair, House of Commons): At the mo-
ment, no. The strategy is available internally only. It has not been
shared with the public.

Michael Cooper: Could the strategy be provided to this commit-
tee?

Ms. Natalie Foster: Absolutely. We'd be happy to do that.

Michael Cooper: Okay. Thank you for that.

You spoke about building a stable foundation for Al within Par-
liament, including clear guidance, appropriate guardrails and train-
ing and support. You spoke about some of the training for mem-
bers. What about training for staff?

Eric Janse: Are you asking about the staff of members or the
staff of the House administration?

Michael Cooper: It would be both the staff of members and of
the House of Commons administration.

Eric Janse: I think it's all of the above.

Natalie, do you want to speak to that?

Ms. Natalie Foster: We've launched a training program for
members and their staff, so both are invited to those. We have a
monthly seminar that's available virtually. It's put on through our
members' orientation program. That's open to members and their
staff. The first version of that really focuses on the guidelines,
guardrails and risks.

Then, through our proof of concept for Copilot, we've also estab-
lished a training program specific to Copilot, its uses and use cases,
and that is open to the participants of the proof of concept. That's
meant to be a test to see if that's useful so that it could be expanded
if ever we were to expand that as well.
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Michael Cooper: With respect to the training, what has been the
uptake?

Ms. Natalie Foster: For the one that's open to all members, I be-
lieve we've had about 100 participants so far in that course. That
was during the summer, so I could get some updated statistics for
what may have been done in September. We have had a very high
uptake.

In general, it's viewed quite favourably. We do feedback surveys
afterwards as well.

® (1110)
Michael Cooper: What about for staff?

Ms. Natalie Foster: That's a combined number of members and
staff.

Michael Cooper: Okay.

Regarding appropriate guardrails, can you elaborate on what
those guardrails are?

Ms. Natalie Foster: I'll turn to my technical colleague to talk
about some of the technical guardrails we have in place.

Christopher Henry (Director General of Digital Enablement
and Innovation, and House of Commons Al Working Group
Co-Chair, House of Commons): Thank you for the question.

We started with guidelines first to ensure the safe and responsible
use of Al and to ensure that our people, including members and
their staff, have the right information to be able to use these tools
responsibly. That's been the premise of our human-centred focus for
Al adoption here at the House of Commons. It's one of the pillars
of the strategy, which we'll be sharing with the committee. Those
guidelines were the first layer of defence we had to make sure those
understandings were clear.

When it comes to guardrails, we look at those more from a tech-
nical controls perspective to see how we can further protect the en-
vironment for how Al is being used. Those start as the foundational
pillars that we've had in our IT environment since the dawn of us-
ing IT for many different use cases pre-Al. Those include informa-
tion security protections and visibility on all of our information so
that we can have assurances that we can protect that information.

That's how we've started with the guardrails. It's simply from an
administrative controls perspective to make sure we can have the
right safeguards for members and their use of Al

Michael Cooper: Thank you for that.

To what extent is the House administration using current Al
tools?

Eric Janse: I'll start and then hand off to Natalie.

For instance, we are using Al in the parliamentary publications
directorate for Hansard production. The first “take”, if you will, of
Hansard is now produced in part using Al. That's just one of many
other areas.

Natalie, do you want to expand on that?

Ms. Natalie Foster: With respect to Hansard and committee evi-
dence, while the team does use that for a first pass, we employ the
human-in-the-loop concept. There is always verification and valida-

tion, and we have our employees pivot very quickly to that higher-
value work of editing and proofreading. While it's there as an assist,
it's not meant to replace the expertise that our employees have.

The other use case that we're exploring is looking at transcription
or closed captioning for private or in camera meetings that may be
used for assistive devices for accessibility purposes. That's current-
ly being explored, though it's really very much in pilot mode.

The third general use case might be around some coding prac-
tices, and I'll let Chris speak to that.

Christopher Henry: When it comes to the digital applications
that support Parliament, since the creation of these applications,
many of those that are used to provide support for proceedings, for
example, have generally been of a high-code or human-coded as-
pect from a digital creation perspective. In the advent of exploring
the capabilities of some of these generative Al tools, we have be-
gun some light exploration of these tools insofar as, as Natalie men-
tioned, assisting our people with the ability to use those tools to
create code for our products. Again, this is in a very small, limited
testing base use case.

The final use case that I could add for House administrative use
is general productivity. That's another area we're exploring as
well—things such as summarizing meetings and planning our
days—when it comes to understanding the capabilities of the tech-
nology.

The Chair: Thank you so much.

We'll now turn to Mr. Jeneroux for six minutes, please.

Matt Jeneroux (Edmonton Riverbend, Lib.): Thank you, Mr.
Chair.

Thank you to you three for being here today and also for bring-
ing your staff along with you. There are a lot of familiar faces in the
audience here. Thank you for providing the strategy to us. I think
that will be helpful to know.

I want to pick up where you finished on using Al in Hansard pro-
duction. I didn't know that was happening. It's probably a good sign
that there hasn't been any sort of noticeable change in the process.
I'm wondering when you started using it for the first run-through of
Hansard. Have you seen any risks? Have you received general
feedback, positive or negative, on that?

e (1115)

Eric Janse: Natalie, who's responsible for the Hansard depart-
ment, can speak to that.

Ms. Natalie Foster: Once upon a time, [ was.
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It's been in place for about a year. It was launched in May of last
year. It was a bit of a bumpy start in the sense that we wanted to
make sure our teams understood the technology and were trained,
so they weren't required to use it while we were figuring out those
first few steps. We've maintained the same processes in terms of the
review of the work, ensuring there are human editors at multiple
levels reviewing the information before it goes to members through
blues or is published for the public.

We've heard from the team that it's been a help ergonomically.
People used to do the typing and sometimes sustained injuries from
that repetitive movement. That has been removed because that tech-
nology does the first pass, and they can focus on the higher-value
work of editing and proofing. In general, there's also been a request
from our teams for more training for a better understanding of the
technology and where it could go and the impacts that it could have
on them and their teams.

Matt Jeneroux: In terms of the level of accuracy, you haven't
seen a difference.

Ms. Natalie Foster: There is a fairly high level of accuracy be-
cause it is trained on the historical records of Hansard. It's trained
on members' names, members' constituency names and that sort of
thing. There are still errors, and our technical colleagues are always
involved in helping to further refine and train the model. This mod-
el is hosted on our premises. It's something that is within our infras-
tructure, so that data doesn't leave our systems.

Matt Jeneroux: That's interesting. Are there any examples other
than Hansard?

Ms. Natalie Foster: It applies to Hansard and to committee evi-
dence as well.

Matt Jeneroux: It's used for committee evidence too. That's in-
teresting.

We've talked about the guardrails and the risks in terms of my
previous colleague's question. Do you see a lot of general positives
overall that members could take from using this, say, in our con-
stituency offices? We obviously deal with a lot of private and sensi-
tive information, so it's not just here in the House of Commons. A
lot of that could be extended to our riding offices.

Eric Janse: It's a very good question. You're right that members
have different roles, and the use of Al needs to be adapted or ad-
justed given the different roles.

To your point, constituency work is exactly that; it involves a lot
of private information. I think, for that part, the proof of concept
that's being undertaken allows the Al tool to access information
that is confidential, but it doesn't allow the information out to the
public. That, we hope, would be of particular benefit to members
for all the casework that you do.

Ms. Natalie Foster: Our members' guidelines are very specific
that you should not be putting personal or identifiable information
into public tools. That's very important. There are other measures
indicated in the guidelines that members should be following, but
that's why we're working through the proof of concept for an inter-
nal tool where that data could have greater protections, where it
could stay on our premises and where you would be assured that
you could use that for productivity purposes.

With the question of Al there are two sides. There's innovation,
and there's risk. Members need to determine where they're comfort-
able and where they need our support to help make those determi-
nations.

Matt Jeneroux: [ have two minutes, but this is probably my last
question.

With reference to The Economist's article that you mentioned,
Mr. Janse, are there flags that we should watch for, like giving
speeches in the House of Commons using AI? We've seen what [
would call some ridiculous examples of Al being used by parlia-
mentarians around the world when giving speeches that include
things like a disclaimer.

Have you explored that, perhaps, in some of the work that the
committee has already done? Are there some suggestions that you
would have for this committee as we undertake the study?

Eric Janse: Ultimately, members are still responsible for the
speeches that they deliver, regardless of how they are drafted.

As per the guidelines, our advice would be to triple-check every-
thing before you put it in your speech. You're right; we've all heard
stories, even in court cases, of people providing information or
precedents that, in fact, did not exist, etc. That is obviously some-
thing you want to avoid.

In terms of specific advice, Natalie, do you want to speak to that?

Ms. Natalie Foster: It's definitely something we're looking to
explore further. We're currently looking at that, for example, within
the committee context. We know that the public submits a large
volume of correspondence and briefs, so we will have a proposal
for the Liaison Committee to consider how they might want to look
at disclosure for the public, in particular.

In terms of members, I really do think it falls upon your personal
responsibility and accountability to determine what's appropriate
for you, your caucus and the electorate in order to decide how you
may want to engage, or not, with those disclosures. We'd be happy
to support those discussions.

® (1120)
The Chair: Thank you so much.
[Translation]
Ms. Normandin, you have the floor for six minutes.

Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Witnesses, thank you for being here. I really appreciate it.
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First, I would like to hear what you have to say about the pilot
project you are conducting with Copilot. I understand that Copilot
is part of the Office suite we're already working with, but I'd like to
know what criteria you used to decide to take on Copilot as an arti-
ficial intelligence tool as part of your pilot project.

Natalie Foster: Thank you for the question. I can start by an-
swering and then turn it over to my colleague Mr. Henry.

First, I just want to emphasize that this is a proof of concept, so
this is just a start. We're running tests. We want to test use cases.
We want to test the information security parameters. Since the Mi-
crosoft tool was already in our system, we found it easy to try it as
the first testing tool. That doesn't mean it's the tool we will priori-
tize in the long term.

I will now turn it over to Mr. Henry so that he can tell you a bit
about the security parameters.

Christopher Henry: Thank you.

Indeed, as Ms. Foster said, it's really because we're already using
Microsoft applications, so it's something we can add to our applica-
tions. The general idea with the Copilot protections is that it's also
part of the administration of our Microsoft platform. That means
we can manage certain things with the Copilot parameters. That's
one advantage of this proof of concept.

As Ms. Foster said, it's really just to make an assessment and
learn how this technology is being used in our work here.

Christine Normandin: Outside of the project, members are free
to use any platform. Have any risks been identified regarding the
use of other platforms that could lead to a recommendation against
the members using them?

Natalie Foster: 1 will talk about the strategic side, and then
Mr. Henry can talk about the technological side.

We have a colour-coded list of tools on Source. Red means that
the tool is not recommended. Black means that it's blocked. The
other tools are in yellow. That means that they can be used, but that
it's important to keep guidelines and responsibilities in mind, espe-
cially when it comes to the types of data that will be entered into
these tools, because the data is not protected by our systems.

That's changing a bit. That's what we're trying to change with a
proof of concept of a generative tool so that we can provide you
with a service that is protected so that your data doesn't leave our
system.

We have done an initial review of the tools on that list that are
available to you internally to ensure that it's acceptable to enter data
into them, but only public data.

Mr. Henry, do you want to add anything?

Christopher Henry: The problem is that each person has to
know all the data they are entering into these tools and check
whether it's acceptable under the guidelines. However, we sort of
want to avoid having guidelines that force users to make a decision
with each use. The general idea behind the proof of concept is to
have an element of control that we can add to protect users and da-
ta.

Christine Normandin: In fact, I understand that the guidelines
are recommendations. It isn't something that can be imposed on
members. However, I would like to hear your thoughts on two as-
pects.

First, despite everything, is there any form of oversight of how
members use various artificial intelligence tools?

Natalie Foster: I can start.

Yes, we have a cybersecurity team that regularly checks—every
month, every few weeks—what tools are being used on our infras-
tructure. This doesn't target anyone; it's really general data. I think
the team is exploring other options to dig deeper. However, we
have monthly reports that list the tools being used on our system,
and we can immediately look for solutions or potentially block
tools that are unsuitable for use on our system.

I think we also want the opinion of the committee and members
in general to know what should or should not be allowed and
whether we should take a much stricter approach or keep a more
permissive approach.

® (1125)

Christine Normandin: That's actually kind of my next question.

Has there been any discussion on imposing a regulatory frame-
work rather than just having guidelines?

If so, would that look like, for example, guidelines but with an
actual regulatory framework for certain more sensitive aspects? Is
that part of the discussion?

Eric Janse: That's sort of part of the consultations with the par-
ties, because it's certain that we would want to have agreement
from all the parties before we impose anything.

Ms. Foster could talk about the consultations that have taken
place so far.

Natalie Foster: We hold consultations twice, mainly with the
whips and research offices of the parties, to find out your opinions,
your requests and your needs. That's where our Copilot proof of
concept comes from.

However, I think we have to study the issue carefully to deter-
mine how far we want to go. I know that there are other parliaments
around the world where, if a tool hasn't been verified by the cyber-
security team, you aren't allowed to use it. It's about cybersecurity
and data security. There are other parliaments that take a guide-
lines-based approach, a more open approach.

We're really trying to find out what you want. I think there is in-
deed a matter of security. Our cybersecurity teams will tell us when
a situation is unacceptable, and we will then take action, that's for
sure. However, apart from that, we're also looking for what you
want in terms of support from the House of Commons administra-
tion.
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[English]
The Chair: We'll turn to Ms. DeRidder for five minutes, please.
Kelly DeRidder (Kitchener Centre, CPC): Thank you, Chair.

I have a couple of technical questions. With the development of
Al, and considering data ownership with the mindset of cybersecu-
rity, do you think Canada should be considering Canadian software
as well as a Canadian cloud for storage of particular House busi-
ness?

Eric Janse: I think the storage is part of the agreement.
Christopher Henry: Thank you for the question.

Yes. When it comes to data protections and looking at what may
also be considered data sovereignty in this question and how we
could examine that further, certainly our current state with our cur-
rent supplier, from the Copilot and Microsoft perspective, is that we
have agreements and data residency assurances through our con-
tractual obligations with Microsoft from a data storage perspective.
What that means for members and their staff is that your OneDrive,
your SharePoint sites and any aspects of your work within the Mi-
crosoft suite enjoy the protections of Canadian data residency.

You mentioned Canadian software companies. Microsoft is not
technically a Canadian-headquartered and -owned company. As
such, one exploration we are considering as part of ongoing proofs
of concept, to further examine how we can support members in en-
suring that we're looking at all aspects of protection of their infor-
mation and its use, is that we are exploring some other Canadian
companies around the Al field. Those have not yet materialized an
offering yet, but they are in the works from a planning perspective.
We can examine further what it would look like if we were to offer
more protections, not just residency but what I'll call independence
and perhaps some aspects of control of the information.

These are areas we want to examine and explore further. The oth-
er side to examine as well involves the capabilities, because cer-
tainly with some of these might come some trade-offs when it
comes to the features and what they might offer.

Kelly DeRidder: Thank you very much for that. It's good to
know that Canadian options are being explored, because we know
that with data residency it's very important that it be Canadian-
owned and Canadian-headquartered on Canadian soil.

You mentioned an agreement with Microsoft. Inside that agree-
ment, does it protect us from the U.S. CLOUD Act?

Christopher Henry: Thank you for the question.

While I'm not an expert by any means on the legalities of the
U.S. CLOUD Act, from a purely technical perspective, when it
comes to the House of Commons' use of Microsoft as a technology
and the data we use within the platform, so any of its applications,
we have assurances in our contractual agreements for Microsoft to
contact the Speaker and the law clerk and the various officials
we've put in all of our terms and conditions of our contracts with
our suppliers. That does offer a good level of protection.

As we examine aspects of risk of the CLOUD Act further, there
are aspects that we are starting to notice. We see where there could
be some legal aspects that could ask for access to the information,
through court orders south of the border, where we may not be able

to fully intervene, let's say, before those orders happen. There's al-
ways jurisprudence and aspects for us to examine those areas as
they become known, but there are risks with the CLOUD Act
around that.

To round out the answer, we don't know everything, certainly,
about the aspects of the legalities, but part of our exploration in oth-
er solutions, such as a Canadian Al technology company, is that we
could certainly examine how the aspects of the CLOUD Act would
perhaps be minimized in our use of the technology through other
vendors.

® (1130)

Kelly DeRidder: Thank you for your transparency about the
U.S. CLOUD Act.

Kitchener is Canada's innovation capital, I will proudly declare,
so we have some options right in my hometown and they're work-
ing on solutions as we speak.

Am I out of time?
The Chair: No, but be very quick.

Kelly DeRidder: Okay.

Al is changing very rapidly. Where do you see Al helping with
workflows and remaining as a tool in your tool box to help increase
efficiency? What are some of the key areas in the House where we
can implement it?

The Chair: Answer very quickly.

Eric Janse: I think Natalie mentioned a few earlier.

I don't know if you want to repeat...or if there are any others that
we have further down that we envision looking at.

Ms. Natalie Foster: At the moment, I think general productivity
is another area where we can see some gains. That's the summariza-
tion of public documents, potentially the summarization of meet-
ings, and initial drafts of certain documents as well. However, I do
think that maintaining the accountability and the human loop is
very important to anything that we would go forward with.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Mr. Caley, you have five minutes, please.

Braeden Caley (North Vancouver—Capilano, Lib.): Thank
you very much Mr. Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses today. It's good to see several of you
again.
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To switch gears just a tiny bit, I thought it could be useful to hear
a little bit about the accountability side of things and a bit more
about the public's interaction with the House of Commons.

Before asking that, I'll compliment you on the work that's been
done on this so far. In general, the House of Commons tech infras-
tructure.... As a new MP, it's been neat to see how it's more creative
and seemingly more embracing of new tools than a lot of other gov-
ernment entities in the country. Accountability-wise, I think there's
a lot of potential here, and I may have time to get to things we
should worry about as well.

Think about a certain democratization of the capability to ana-
lyze, of analysis, that might have been in the domain of think tanks
or only well-funded news bureaus in the past. Now, with public
tools, a member of the public would be able to compile their own
questions and answers about the long arc of a political party's posi-
tions, statements or votes on matters.

From what you've seen, what excites you, either in what's been
possible so far or in other international examples, about any poten-
tial for improvement to the accountability that could come—or ease
of accessibility to the House by the public—because of this new
technology and how fast it's accelerating?

Eric Janse: That's a very good question. We could probably
spend half an hour on it.

Very quickly.... I think the Al tools give access, or easier access,
to all the information that's out there. That, I think, is already a ben-
eficial advantage for Canadians in general, especially those who are
following parliamentary proceedings closely. I know as well—be-
cause there are information management experts who help commit-
tees and members and the like—that the Library of Parliament is
exploring how Al can be used to help it do its work for you better
and more quickly.

Do you have something to add, Natalie?

Ms. Natalie Foster: Obviously, you've alluded to transparency
and accountability being fundamental to the democratic process. I
do think that as the House of Commons, as an institution, it is our
duty to ensure that the data we create, disseminate and build here....
You can think about data around votes, proceedings and what's
said, the spoken word, in the House and in committees. We do feel
that we have a responsibility to ensure that information is made
available to the public through open data as much as possible so
that they can leverage it to be a better-informed citizenry and to be
able to use that information in the way they see fit.

I see that as a possible future for us: to continue to go down that
vein so that our information is more easily accessible to the public
in the variety of ways they'd like to access it.

I don't know if you want to add anything to that.
® (1135)

Christopher Henry: Just to build on that, I will say that we cur-
rently are getting a lot of requests on our public websites, which are
currently the main panes of glass for organizations, as you men-
tioned, to get our data. As Natalie mentioned, open parliaments,
open data concepts, and standards around that are not new. Howev-
er, more than ever, in the Al age, there's a need to democratize that

data so that companies and stakeholders alike can repurpose and
use that information with fewer barriers than they have today.

Braeden Caley: Are there particular barriers right now that
you're sifting through as those requests increase?

Christopher Henry: Certainly, yes. It's a balance between....
When there are, let's say, Al crawlers, if you will, accessing our
websites, that can impede the performance of and access to those
websites for the purpose they are designed for. It's a catch-22 where
we're trying to be open and available for all stakeholder needs
while ensuring that at least the one window of glass on our infor-
mation that we currently share is available at the same time. Cer-
tainly, something in our road maps to look at, as Natalie mentioned,
is having more access to the data itself instead of to a presentation
layer of the data to be harvested.

Braeden Caley: Both are important now.

This next question is a bit more technical and picks up on ques-
tions from a few colleagues.

Is the pilot of Copilot the same instance or same initiative as
within the public service, or are these developing in parallel to each
other? Are there any best practices from both being developed in
parallel—if I'm reading the head shaking correctly—that are being
taken so far?

Christopher Henry: I'll start, and then if Natalie would like to
add anything....

Through the Parliament of Canada Act and our institutional inde-
pendence, yes, I can assure you that the Copilot pilot instance is
within the House of Commons Microsoft agreement and our con-
tractual separation from the other departments and agencies.

That being said, we collaborate extensively with our colleagues
across the departmental areas, and legislative areas around the
world, to ensure that we learn from each other how best to adminis-
ter these tools and configure them in a way that is mindful of the
risks and, of course, benefits for our clients.

The Chair: Thank you so much.

We'll now go to Madame Normandin.

Before I do, cognizant of the time, I think what I will do is give
four minutes, six minutes and six minutes to the next three ques-

tioners. That will take us to....

I'm getting a look. Is that fine? Okay. I think that puts us in a
good spot to get to switching the panel.

Madame Normandin, you have four minutes, please.
[Translation]

Christine Normandin: Thank you very much.
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Ms. Foster, I'd like to come back to how you mentioned that zero
non-public information can be entered into artificial intelligence
tools. I would like to hear your comments on what that means for
House employees. For example, I understand that there's a formal
ban on using artificial intelligence to draft bills, translate bills or
transcribe an in camera committee meeting, for example. Is that
correct? If so, how can we ensure that it's properly enforced?

Natalie Foster: We have guidelines for our employees as well.
There are similarities with the guidelines for members. No, people
can't enter private information into public tools.

That said, when it comes to writing the Hansard, as well as com-
mittee evidence, we're talking about a protected tool in our infras-
tructure. In that case, we have permission to enter testimony or the
Hansard into those systems, even in camera, because it's protected;
it's within our infrastructure.

Translation always goes through our partner, the translation bu-
reau. Artificial intelligence tools are not used to translate the
Hansard, evidence, official publications or documents you receive
in committee, for example. We always work with that partner.

When it comes to bills, we do have a team of law clerks and
lawyers who support you in that work. They're the ones working on
the bills, and no information is entered into public tools.

® (1140)

Christine Normandin: Since we're hearing from the interpreters
and the translation bureau in a little while, I would like to hear your
comments on one thing: Are there certain aspects of the House's
work for which artificial intelligence is used?

One thing that comes to mind, for example, is the closed caption-
ing used on ParlVU. Is artificial intelligence already being used? If
it isn't—or even if it is—is there any intention to use it down the
line? How would that work?

Natalie Foster: I can start by answering, and Mr. Henry can add
to that.

The closed captioning in the House and in committee is provided
by our partner, the translation bureau. As a result, the use of artifi-
cial intelligence tools to support this work may be a question for the
bureau.

As I mentioned, the only aspect that might make us consider this
is accessibility. For in camera meetings, private meetings, artificial
intelligence could be used to provide closed captioning. It wouldn't
be to replace the expertise of our partners; rather, it would be an ac-
cessibility measure for the people taking part in those meetings.

Christine Normandin: I have one last question, which is a bit
more technical. The guidelines you provided recommend not using
a House address to create an external account on an artificial intelli-
gence tool. However, we use a House address for Copilot. I would
like to hear your comments on the reasons behind that. Why is it
acceptable for Copilot but not for other tools, for example?

Natalie Foster: | would ask Mr. Henry to answer that question.

Christopher Henry: This policy existed before the age of artifi-
cial intelligence. When it comes to using a cloud-based tool, the
rule is always to not use parliamentary accounts. The general idea
is that our parliamentary identity and the data associated with that

identity are not used by software outside Parliament. The difference
between Copilot and the Copilot pilot is really our control of the
tool. By managing the data in this tool, we have more opportunities
to guarantee and see how the data is used and managed by our
teams here, to help you.

Christine Normandin: Thank you.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you.

Mrs. Block, you have six minutes, please.

Kelly Block (Carlton Trail—Eagle Creek, CPC): Thank you
very much, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to all of you for being here today.

I want to circle back to some of the questions that my colleague,
Ms. DeRidder, was asking.

Mr. Henry, you said something that I found very interesting when
we were talking about Canadian sovereignty and Canadian-owned,
and keeping our data within our borders. You talked about there be-
ing trade-offs when we are looking to ensure that we own our data,
that it's being housed here and that it's sovereign. Would you be
willing to share with us what some of those trade-offs might be?

Christopher Henry: Yes. Thank you for the question. I'm happy
to answer it.

For trade-offs, in this aspect, I meant capabilities, features and
usage of the tools insofar as they offer value in the work. Obvious-
ly, risk and opportunity or value are things we constantly balance
when we look at the risk of data sovereignty, which is data indepen-
dence and an aspect of control. With regard to some elements, the
companies that are, let's just say, offering these advantages may not
have all of the capabilities that some of the frontier companies offer
in terms of advanced capability.

That's what I was inferring a little bit around when it comes to
trade-offs. It is from an example I've been hearing coming out of
the European Parliament because there have been some discussions
there regarding sovereignty and the spectrum of sovereignty. It's not
a binary switch. It's a gradient, a continuum. If stakeholders are
seeking greater degrees of sovereignty.... There's been an observa-
tion in the European Parliament. They've seen trade-offs insofar as
capabilities they had enjoyed previously with some of tools that
may have been less sovereign.

Again, this remains early days in our exploration. It's something
we're keen on investigating further; hence, we're doing a lot of
these proofs of concept.
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® (1145)
Kelly Block: Thank you.

A question I have is this: How do you create digital sovereignty
and protect your data when a handful of multinationals are creating
the technologies and building the service?

Christopher Henry: I'll jump right into that. Essentially, there
are companies within Canada that we have been in contact with,
and with which we are exploring further, as I mentioned, plans to
begin, in parallel, offering proofs of concept so that we can observe
the trade-offs together while also being able to observe the advan-
tages from a sovereignty perspective.

Again, sovereignty isn't simply data residency or Canadian-
owned companies. It's really the degree to which Parliament can
maintain some independence on its information and its data, so can
we observe that this is actually something we can achieve?

Kelly Block: As you mentioned, the European Union.... Surely
there are countries around the world grappling with the very same
issues that we are as we look to implement Al on a much broader
basis. Are we having dialogues with other like-minded democracies
that have started implementing Al technology? Have we started
them? Are we part of them? Are we leading in any way?

Christopher Henry: In this aspect, especially when it comes to
risks of Al in general and how we can work together, the Five Eyes
organization recently published—a few months ago—a call to ac-
tion around the risks that it is observing around Al and its threat
landscape. That's why this committee is very timely in terms of our
coming to participate and share some information so that we can
understand and protect better as we continue our use of Al respon-
sibly.

Ms. Natalie Foster: I might also add, if I can, that we do have
partnerships with other legislatures. We are speaking with other
legislatures more from a parliamentary business perspective. What
are they doing? What are they not doing? What are they avoiding?
We all share, very freely amongst each other, guidelines, things
we've learned and things we'd like to avoid, so we're building that
community as well.

Kelly Block: That raises another interesting question for me. Are
we leading here in our own country, with the provinces and the leg-
islative assemblies here in Canada as well?

Eric Janse: We actually have excellent relationships with all the
provincial and territorial legislatures. There is an association of the
clerks. There's an administrative group. Also, the sergeants-at-arms
of the different legislatures have a network.

Through those networks, there's been quite a bit of discussion on
Al, because of course it's such an important topic, very much so.
There's a lot of discussion so that nobody is reinventing the wheel.
We hope to and intend to be leading that charge given the resources
we have.

Kelly Block: The last question for me would be this: Are there
other parliaments and other governments around the world looking
to or coming to Canada for support in doing the very same thing
that we are?

Ms. Natalie Foster: In general, I would say that other Westmin-
ster parliaments have been frequently in contact with us. We've

been sharing our guidelines and even aspects of our strategy with
them, so that we can build and learn from each other. In particular, I
would say that the U.K., Australia and New Zealand are key part-
ners, beyond our provincial and territorial partners.

We also have connections with other parliaments throughout the
world. Some are forging ahead and building all sorts of Al tools. I
would say that most are more in the posture that we're in of trying
to be cautious and trying to determine the right balance between
risk and innovation.

The Chair: Thank you so much.

For our last questioner, we'll go to Madame Mingarelli for six
minutes, please.

[Translation]

Giovanna  Mingarelli
Lib.): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

(Prescott—Russell—Cumberland,

Thank you to all the witnesses for being here today.
[English]
My first question will be for you, Mr. Janse.

As we've discussed today, of course, Parliament is built not only
on rules and information, but also on judgment, debate and human
relationships. In order for Al to be trustworthy to the people it is
serving, it has to be reliable and verifiable.

How do we ensure the proper verification of the data being sub-
mitted? Is it human or Al or both? Then, how do we account for
hallucinations in the data when, basically, Al is making stuff up and
presenting it as real. We believe it's real, but it's not. Sometimes it's
very difficult to determine.

® (1150)

Eric Janse: Maybe I'll start. My colleagues can jump in.

It's a very good question.

Natalie mentioned committee submissions from witnesses.
Sometimes a committee can get inundated with all sorts of submis-
sions if people feel strongly about a certain study or a certain bill
that the committee is looking at. Nowadays, you could get 1,000 to
10,000 submissions from one person in his basement, so we are
looking both from a technical perspective but also from a guide-
lines perspective at how to try to control that or at least flag it for
members.
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One option would be to insist that as part of the submission pro-
cess, they have to tick off a box saying that it was in part Al-gener-
ated but always verified by a human before we hit “send” to the
committee. Maybe our technical team could be asked to take a deep
dive into all these submissions, if you notice that there's a bit of a
spike in submissions, to see to what degree we can determine, as
best we can, whether or not they've been Al-generated or whether
they're all genuine. There are opportunities for us to assist in that
manner.

Natalie, I don't know if you have anything to add.
Ms. Natalie Foster: Yes, maybe I could just add on there.

On the responsibility front, the approach that's been taken in the
U.K. and in Australia is to have witnesses attest that the informa-
tion is theirs that they're submitting, and they're responsible for that
information. That's the way those parliaments have chosen to ad-
dress that question.

We will have a proposal for the Liaison Committee, but to reas-
sure this committee, we have not seen levels of abuse or submis-
sions that are concerning to us. Our excellent teams of clerks and
analysts are always there to support the committee should there be
concerns.

Giovanna Mingarelli: That's great. Thank you.

That somewhat answers my next question: How do you ensure
that only verified content is being presented as responses?

We would be pursuing the U.K. and Australian models for that.

Ms. Natalie Foster: I think that's something we'd like to put be-
fore the Liaison Committee for their consideration. I think the ques-
tion for members is, what is it that you need to know in order to
ensure the submissions you're reviewing are appropriate? It would
be up to the members to tell us what you need. Then we'd be happy
to support.

Our online submission form for briefs also has a CAPTCHA,
which allows you to check “I am a human” when you're submitting
that information. It would prevent abuse from bots, for example.
We also have process protections. Those same protections apply to
our e-petition process, which is also one of our other major interac-
tions with the public in terms of parliamentary tools.

Giovanna Mingarelli: Thank you.

Therefore, CAPTCHA content, the mechanism for verifying the
individual, can be helpful, but it does have its own obstacles be-
cause it does not verify who the human is. You could have a person
who is a spammer, who's sitting there in their basement for 10
hours one day submitting whatever they feel like for any number of
reasons and clicking the CAPTCHA's “I am a human”.

Has any thought gone into the verification of the individual sub-
mitting the content so that if there are abusive claims or content that
is submitted, or questionable content—foreign interference type of
content—that individual can be traced to its originator by tracking
IP addresses, these kinds of things, while maintaining privacy?
How do we account for that?

Ms. Natalie Foster: We have been discussing with our technical
colleagues some of these protections, so maybe I'll let Chris elabo-

rate on that. I think it would be quite difficult to detect whether
something is Al-generated, but there are safeguards and things we
could put in place to determine if the same individual, let's say,
were submitting multiple briefs from a similar IP address or within
a short period of time. We would be able to exercise some of those
technical controls.

I don't know whether you want to add to that.

Christopher Henry: Those are very good questions.

The basic answer is that we don't have all of the capabilities and
sophistication to Al-detect all content being submitted to the
House. Therefore, the same aspect that we would impose on stake-
holders checking a box, we also on our side as we're receiving
briefs and information that come from the public.... While we could
equip our people with tools to look at and, perhaps, assist with de-
tection, ultimately, our human judgment is applied to make deci-
sions based on what is coming in. Then we apply countermeasures
when necessary, such as contacting the individuals or the person in
their basement and stating that we may not accept those materials
as such.

As to going so far as to track their location and others, we'll stay
away from that one. However, we're certainly doing our utmost on
the “human side” protection by our administrative staff, to make
sure that we do detection there.

® (1155)

The Chair: Thank you so much.

I'd like to thank the witnesses, and I would like to thank the army
of potential witnesses behind them.

We will suspend for a few minutes for the next panel.

¢ 11%) (Pause)

® (1200)

The Chair: Welcome back, everyone.

1 would like to welcome our second panel of witnesses. From the
International Association of Conference Interpreters, Canada re-
gion, we have Alionka Skup, president, and Marina Mistral, confer-
ence interpreter and member of the AIIC science hub. From the
Westminster Foundation for Democracy, we have Franklin De
Vrieze, head of practice and accountability.

We'll go first to our witnesses who are present here. Then we'll
g0 to our witness online.

You have five minutes, please.
[Translation]

Alionka Skup (President, International Association of Con-
ference Interpreters - Canada Region): Good afternoon.
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On behalf of the International Association of Conference Inter-
preters - Canada Region, or AIIC-Canada, 1 would like to thank
you for this invitation. I would also like to acknowledge that we are
meeting today on the sovereign and unceded territories of the Algo-
nquin Anishinabe people.

AIIC-Canada covers the Canadian region of AIIC and represents
3,000 members across the country. Many interpreters work for the
highest authorities in the world.

Today, we're here to talk to you about artificial intelligence and
interpretation. Marina Mistral is our expert here to tell you about
this topic.

® (1205)

Marina Mistral (Conference Interpreter and Member of the
AIIC Science Hub, International Association of Conference In-
terpreters - Canada Region): Good afternoon, Mr. Chair and
committee members. Thank you for the invitation to participate in
this study.

My name is Marina Mistral, and I'm an accredited parliamentary
interpreter. I would like to say hello to my excellent colleagues in
the booth, with whom I have shared the booth in the past. My back-
ground as an engineer and my interest in technology have led me to
sit on the new scientific committee of the International Association
of Conference Interpreters, which is looking at the issue of artificial
intelligence in interpretation, among other things.

Artificial intelligence is undoubtedly a very powerful tool for in-
terpreters, but we believe that entrusting it with the mike carries
risks of misinformation, the erosion of bilingualism in Canada, the
breakdown of democratic discourse and the increased vulnerability
of our institutions.

First, the use of machine interpretation carries technical risks that
other experts have already spoken to you about in this study. Out-
ages, or even system shutdowns for maintenance, could jeopardize
the continuity of Canadians' language rights. A breach could make
everything that happens here behind closed doors public. Adminis-
trative friction could prevent terminology updates from being fre-
quent enough to keep up with current events.

[English]

The greatest risk with Al interpretation lies in the fact that artifi-
cial intelligence is not, in fact, intelligent. It is a statistical pattern-
matching black box that may sound human but doesn't actually
think. Therefore, it cannot be trusted to make the kinds of decisions
that interpreters make every day to communicate effectively. I'll
give you some examples.

From a sense-making standpoint, we can distinguish information
from noise and unimportant words. We can make sense of unfin-
ished sentences and subtext. When we hear a homophone, we know
which meaning is intended. We can follow someone's reasoning
and use intonation to facilitate comprehension. We can understand
and convey tone, irony, humour and cultural references.

On the practical side, we can adjust our pace or reformulate
when interpreting from English to French, which requires more
words to say the same thing. We understand regional accents, di-
alects and proper nouns. Unlike Al, we can notice when we make

mistakes, and we correct ourselves. We will flag technical problems
when they arise and let you know when your microphone is off. All
these choices make communication reliable and effective and re-
quire real reasoning, which Al is incapable of by nature and unlike-
ly to be able to do in the foreseeable future.

We believe Al should never be given the job of interpreter, be-
cause nobody deserves Al-grade interpreting. Interpretation that
cannot be trusted comes with serious repercussions and reputational
risks. With the risk of public-facing information being distorted in
unpredictable ways, the dialogue that supports our democracy
could be weakened.

When MPs cannot trust what they hear, they cannot presume to
be heard. How can they, then, represent their constituents? If fran-
cophone constituents, as the linguistic minority, are forced to
choose between leaving the conversation or having it in English, it
means they cannot participate meaningfully, and certainly not
equally. It's a violation of their rights.

[Translation]

To build Canadians' trust in the use of artificial intelligence and
set an example for the rest of the world, Canada must promote the
responsible use of these tools, meaning only in contexts where their
output is verifiable. With that in mind, if we compare translation
and interpretation, it's entirely possible to revise a machine transla-
tion to make it a high-quality final document. That is a possible use.

With interpretation, it would be physically impossible to listen to
two audio feeds at the same time and make real-time corrections, in
addition to all the human resources required.

Even though artificial intelligence is not suited to the dynamic
process of interpretation, it can serve as a valuable ally to inter-
preters. At the preparation stage, these tools now enable us to trans-
late and summarize texts, quickly consult a variety of sources and
generate glossaries on subjects that we're sometimes called upon to
master in under an hour. Artificial intelligence tools could also help
quickly create reliable schedules and provide each committee with
the best-suited team, while respecting the many constraints that are
currently causing the coordination team a lot of headaches.

® (1210

We believe that Canada should adopt these best practices for us-
ing artificial intelligence and provide employees and suppliers with
training and support regarding the responsible use of these kinds of
tools, while continuing to listen to them as the technology evolves.

We would now be delighted to answer any questions you may
have.
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[English]
The Chair: Thank you so much.

Before we get to questions, we'll turn to Mr. De Vrieze for five
minutes, please.

Franklin De Vrieze (Head of Practice Accountability, West-
minster Foundation for Democracy): Good afternoon. I'm speak-
ing from London.

I'm Franklin De Vrieze.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to address you today.
It's a true pleasure joining you.

I speak on behalf of the Westminster Foundation for Democracy.
In terms of background, the WFD is the U.K.'s public body for in-
ternational democracy support. We are linked to the FCDO, the
Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office, as an arm's-
length body with the mandate to provide international democracy
support. We have around 30 country offices around the globe,
where we work with national parliaments and subnational parlia-
ments in those countries on a wide variety of themes and topics rel-
evant to democratization.

With regard to this topic we are discussing today, there are three
themes that we are focusing on. These are the digitalization of par-
liaments, the introduction of Al in parliaments and the question of
cybersecurity. The three themes are, of course, linked to each other,
but they are still very distinct.

I have just a couple of words at the start of my contribution.
From our observation, working with so many parliaments, what do
we see regarding why parliaments consider using Al-enabled tools?
It has to do, of course, with the expectation of enhanced efficiency,
increased transparency, better public engagement, accessibility, etc.,
but there are also expectations that go much further. For instance,
there's predictive analysis or expectations around enhanced legisla-
tive drafting. Of course, these are the issues that are much more
sensitive.

Another thing we have observed is what we call the pacing prob-
lem, which is the growing gap between the speed of technological
change and the speed of change at political and decision-making
levels. We see this pacing problem increasing, and it's harder and
harder for political institutions to keep up with the speed of change
at the technological level.

Specifically for parliaments, we see this pacing problem at three
levels. We see an external pacing problem between parliaments and
industry and society, but often—and I think this is important here—
there's a pacing problem between the different branches of govern-
ment. In quite a number of countries, we see parliaments sometimes
struggling to keep up with how governments or executive agencies
are introducing Al in their functioning. The effect of that is execu-
tive agencies, public services and government departments in many
countries sitting on a mountain of data, which, of course, parlia-
ments do not have at their disposal, although parliaments are sup-
posed to exercise oversight and some control functions.

I think the issue of executive dominance is an increasing problem
in many countries around the world with regard to or on the occa-
sion of the introduction of Al

We see Al as you've just discussed, introduced in various ways
in parliaments. I think the most obvious one is at the administrative
level in terms of transcription, translation, document classification
and summaries. The more advanced and the more delicate one, as |
mentioned, is the introduction of Al tools with regard to the analy-
sis of amendments, checks of legal consistency and information re-
trieval.

There are a couple of interesting examples of this. For instance,
the Italian Parliament has piloted Al-supported compliance check-
ing of amendments. The French National Assembly, for instance,
has created tools to model fiscal and social impacts of legislation
and also to compare draft bills with existing legislation.

There are plenty of opportunities with regard to the introduction
of Al in parliaments, but there are also a number of risks, and they
have already been discussed in your previous conversations. As a
short introduction, this is what I wanted to share with you today.

Thank you once again. I'm looking forward to the conversation
today.

® (1215)

The Chair: Thank you so much.

We'll now turn to questions. We'll start with Mr. Calkins for six
minutes, please.

Blaine Calkins: Thank you, Chair.

I'm going to start my questions with you, Mr. De Vrieze. Thank
you for joining us. I don't know what hour it is where you are, but
I'm sure you'd rather be somewhere else. Thank you for being with
us here at the committee today.

I have a question for you because this is something that's on my
mind a lot when it comes to the use of artificial intelligence, and
you brought it up. I don't think we've had a good conversation
about this yet.

Here in Canada, it takes anywhere from three to nine months for
a regular piece of legislation to go through its process. This is from
the time it's introduced at first reading. It then goes for healthy, ro-
bust debate at second reading, and if it passes, it goes to committee.
The committee will then sit and take anywhere up to two to three
months to go through deliberations on the bill, make its amend-
ments, send the bill back to the House of Commons—in the West-
minster system, of course—and have more debate at third reading
just in time to send it all to the Senate, where it goes through the
exact same process again. If there are no changes being made, it
gets royal assent from the Governor General on behalf of His
Majesty the King.

That all takes months. How fast does Al evolve in three to nine
months? That's how long it takes us to pass one bill.

Franklin De Vrieze: That is a very accurate question, but it's al-
so a question to which there are very few easy answers to give, be-
cause the question doesn't apply only to the functioning of Parlia-
ment but to the functioning of public services in general.
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You described a process of six to nine months. Al can function in
the legislative process best when it's very targeted. That means
when it's looking at, for instance, text consistency, cross-referenc-
ing and checking legislation or amendments with existing legisla-
tion. I think it can also contribute by providing a basis on the ex
ante impact assessment of legislation based on the available
sources.

Specifically on the issue of impact assessment, the experience of
the French is that human verification and cross-verification are very
important. That's why I say Al doesn't provide an impact analysis.
It provides a draft or a basis to conduct an impact assessment.

The easier elements to use Al in the legislative process are
around terminology alignment, maybe translation support and also,
I would say, identifying normative gaps. Of course, no normative
gaps are intended, so we're looking for unintended normative gaps
and sometimes unintended consequences or, specifically, conse-
quences for specific groups in a society that might be overlooked or
might not be accurately assessed. These are issues around predic-
tive analysis where Al tools are being piloted and these things are
explored.

I don't think we are yet at the stage where we have a reliable sys-
tem and a reliable set of guidelines with regard to this. I think we
are still very much at the level of piloting. Piloting is good and ex-
perimentation is good, but experimentation and piloting are not the
same as transformation. We are not yet at the stage whereby the
legislative process as such will be transformed. We are still looking
at ways it can be improved with the help and assistance of these
various Al tools.

I'm sure you have heard this comparison. I'll conclude my answer
on this question with this comparison. Al tools are a bit like an in-
tern. We all love interns. Interns do very good work if they are well
trained, if they have had the time to familiarize themselves with
various issues and if there is good oversight and supervision of the
role of interns. It's the same with regard to the role of Al tools. In
that sense, I would exercise caution with regard to the use of Al in
the legislative process, but on various other issues, with regard to
communication and administrative issues and citizen outreach, I
think it can provide useful contributions.

® (1220)

Blaine Calkins: I would agree with that. I do believe, though,
notwithstanding that every parliament, every country, tries to pass
technology-neutral laws when it comes to governance, that the
rapid growth and change in artificial intelligence is something that
our Parliament, and many parliaments, will have to wrestle with.
As far as being nimble enough, our parliaments and our democra-
cies have to be nimble enough to respond to sudden and unexpected
changes in terms of where artificial intelligence might be taking our
societies.

Notwithstanding that, I am also concerned about information
sharing with the public. We heard from witnesses at a previous
meeting of this committee that in a recent sub-sovereign provincial
election in Canada, I think about 48% of the information that was
gathered and researched for that particular election was attributed
to a website that was generated by artificial intelligence from a po-
litical hobbyist.

What should our Parliament be doing to make sure that the infor-
mation that's verified, factual and true is actually the information
that artificial intelligence is using when it comes to communicating
what's actually happening with our democracy at the federal level
in Canada?

The Chair: That was very long, but we will need a very brief an-
swer. I'm sorry.

Franklin De Vrieze: Thank you very much. It's an important
question.

1 would say that the role of Parliament as an institution—not in-
dividual MPs, but the role of Parliament as an institution—with re-
gard to outreach to citizens can be helped with some specific Al
tools, such as an Al-powered chatbot at the Parliament website. The
key issue, of course, is that the information included in this chatbot
to respond to citizens' inquiries needs to be based on Parliament in-
formation only, not on something that the chatbot will search on the
internet, because then there is a risk for hallucinations. Chatbots in
reaching out to citizens can be useful if the framework for the
source of information is clearly defined.

The Chair: Thank you so much.

We'll turn to Madame Bri¢re for six minutes, please.

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

Thank you to all our witnesses.

[Translation]
Thank you very much for your remarks.

Ms. Mistral, you mentioned the fact that artificial intelligence is
a very powerful tool for interpreters. I imagine you use it for certain
tasks. Can you give us some concrete examples of uses that don't
compromise the quality of your service? For example, I'm thinking
about looking up words in a specific sector or taking notes.

Marina Mistral: Here in Parliament, we use artificial intelli-
gence a lot, because we're in a context where we often have to pre-
pare very quickly for committees and meetings. Sometimes we only
have a few minutes.

It's now possible to use confidential—hence, paid—versions of
artificial intelligence. Those enable us to ask terminology ques-
tions. For example, I was working on a committee—I believe it was
the Standing Committee on Fisheries and Oceans—for which I had
to very quickly put together a termbase on a type of fish and on
crab fishery. That means it was very specific to a given situation.

It's possible to ask questions and put together glossaries, but it's
very important to then verify those glossaries using official Gov-
ernment of Canada resources and to consult studies previously done
by the government to ensure that we're actually using Canadian ter-
minology. That's really important. Acronyms can often be a prob-
lem, so we need to verify them. We need to verify regional ways of
saying things, because artificial intelligence still tends to base its
French on European French content. That's one example, then.
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It's also possible to use transcription in some cases, but, again,
it's important to really verify what we're reading.

My colleague can add examples of uses, but I would ultimately
say that we can use artificial intelligence for terminology extrac-
tion. This can be very useful if we have two texts that have already
been translated by the translation services here. It's possible to ex-
tract very frequent terms or technical terms.

That's how we normally use Al. We also sometimes use it to
summarize a topic. If we provide material or documents, in particu-
lar, we can ask for a summary that, again, we can verify with our
human intelligence.

® (1225)

Hon. Elisabeth Briére: I'll lighten the mood a bit. In my previ-
ous job, I once received a translation generated by artificial intelli-
gence. The translation of “legal seal” came out as “phoque légal”.

I'm struck by another point. You spoke about the decline of bilin-
gualism. I would like you to elaborate a bit on this issue. Do you
think that the quality of interpretation might vary between French
and English? We also know that indigenous languages are spoken
in the forums. I would like to hear your comments on these two as-
pects.

Marina Mistral: Good question. I would like to provide an ex-
ample, because I didn't have time to do so in my opening remarks. I
can send you the sources.

The World Health Organization, a United Nations agency, has al-
ready looked into this issue. It assessed the quality of artificial in-
telligence in interpretation with the help of a team of professors
from Geneva. Only 1 out of 90 speeches received a passing grade.
All the speeches posed some kind of reputational risk, because the
artificial intelligence often failed to identify proper nouns, country
names or people's names. It also made gender-related errors and did
some truly objectionable things.

French, as the source language, received the lowest score at
36% . This is noteworthy because the interpretations into English
carried the highest number of reputational risks. This was also com-
pounded by a delay of over 30 seconds in the interpretation. The
figures and technical information posed real problems.

I think that, at this point, the quality of this technology is
nowhere near sufficient to support Canadian democracy, especially
given that francophones are a minority here. The same goes for in-
digenous people, of course. We also know that Canada has a thriv-
ing francophonie that stretches from the Atlantic to Manitoba, in-
cluding Quebec, of course. Each community has its own regional
accents and terminology.

You can already see this in Moncton. You may have heard that
the city's conference interpreter has retired. The city has had to turn
to the largest provider of artificial intelligence-based interpretation
services. You can listen to the interpretation yourself. It's a total dis-
aster. The city will hire an interpreter as soon as possible. In addi-
tion to a delay of up to a minute, the machine is basically unable to
understand anything spoken in French or English. It often makes
hilarious mistakes, which certainly pose a reputational risk.

[English]
The Chair: Thank you so much.

[Translation]

Ms. Normandin, the floor is yours for six minutes.

Christine Normandin: Thank you.

Ms. Skup and Ms. Mistral, I would like to continue discussing
two of the points that just came up.

First, as you said, interpreters are in short supply, especially in
Moncton. Would it send the wrong message if parliaments started
using artificial intelligence to recruit and train interpreters, who re-
main crucial? Are wrong messages already being sent? In your
opinion, would this send another wrong message that could give us
many headaches in the future?

® (1230)

Alionka Skup: I think that young people who have an interest in
languages are already concerned. They don't want to pursue a ca-
reer in this field given all the talk about artificial intelligence re-
placing interpreters and translators. This risk is already a reality.

We're already seeing some institutions—even international insti-
tutions such as the Organization of American States—conducting
trials with artificial intelligence. The results have proven disastrous,
particularly for French, once again. It seems that artificial intelli-
gence is being trained less frequently with French.

This certainly sends a frightening message to people who are in-
terested in getting into the field. Rather than being a solution—as
we're being led to believe—it further exacerbates the current short-
age.

Christine Normandin: Let's talk about delays in circumstances
where, like here, speaking time is crucial. Sometimes we have only
two and a half minutes to ask a question. If the interpretation takes
an extra minute, we might miss the beginning of a sentence. When
the conversation switches to another language, we might miss the
rest of it. We could end up missing half the remarks as a result of
poor interpretation timing.

I just want to hear you say it again. What's the added value of an
interpreter who can adjust the length of sentences given that the
timing must be right in order for us to catch everything?

Marina Mistral: The delay stems from the nature of machine in-
terpretation. For now, and likely in the short to medium term, the
process begins with a transcription. This step alone is prone to er-
rors, especially for languages other than English. The machine then
performs the translation and reads the new text. This whole process
causes a delay, depends on the technology and remains vulnerable
to attacks.
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Obviously, the training program for interpreters here in Parlia-
ment includes the most demanding exam in the country to ensure
that we can keep up with the conversation. Our delay is no more
than five seconds, and that's really only in the worst-case scenario.
We're often able to summarize the remarks and rephrase them.
We've received training. Our experience helps us convey the mean-
ing of what people are saying, rather than simply translating words.
This is really important. You're thinking individuals who convey
ideas. We're also thinking individuals who convey your ideas, be-
cause we understand you.

Christine Normandin: You brought up various aspects. Inter-
preters can pick up on expressions, intonation and cultural differ-
ences. | would like to hear your thoughts on this. Is the non-verbal
aspect being addressed? When interpreters look at us, can they also
pick up on some of the information through non-verbal cues, which
would be absolutely impossible for artificial intelligence to detect?

Alionka Skup: It's certainly one of the things that we use. Like
everyone else, when we speak with someone, we respond to
non-verbal cues. We also understand certain aspects as interpreters
and as human beings who can do this. Clearly, artificial intelligence
can't access this information at all. It truly takes a human's under-
standing of other humans to pick up on non-verbal cues. That's ab-
solutely certain.

Christine Normandin: You spoke about disastrous experiences
in certain places, particularly in Moncton. To your knowledge, have
any other parliaments around the world dared to use artificial intel-
ligence for interpretation?

Marina Mistral: There have been internal tests. For now, the
AIIC Science Hub's research shows that no one has yet dared to use
publicly available artificial intelligence-powered interpretation. So
far, the trials have been limited to internal communications that
have not been made public or broadcast. As I said, the current test
results have been absolutely disastrous across the board. We don't
really know when this issue will be resolved. Security is also an is-
sue, of course. At this point, the security protocols aren't really
strong enough for institutions to fully commit and become that de-
pendent on a provider or technology for important and confidential
matters.

® (1235)
[English]
The Chair: Mr. Moore, you have five minutes, please.
Hon. Rob Moore (Fundy Royal, CPC): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses for their important testimony today.

I marvel at our interpreters and how, in real time, they're able to
give a translation of what we're saying in the House, whether it's
during question period and some of the very heated exchanges that
happen there or whether it's in a setting like this at committee.

You touched on this a bit. I don't know if you're in a position to
say, but [ want to get your thoughts on, basically, the loss of human
capacity. You mentioned some examples where Al was tried and
was a dismal failure. I think you already mentioned the chilling ef-
fect it has on someone considering this for a career path, but I could
foresee very quickly a loss of that human capacity. We're worried

about that in other areas, but should there be a widespread adoption
of Al for this particular service....

It was interesting. I was talking to someone yesterday, and they
mentioned whether something was a good translation or a bad
translation. Once we lose that capacity, who's to even say whether
something, from a human perspective, is a good or a bad translation
if we were to turn all of that over to AI? I want to get your thoughts
on that. It's a very specialized field.

Could you speak to how people get into that field and to the sus-
tainability of having people like you able to do the job you do?

Marina Mistral: I think everybody in our profession is worried
right now, even the people who are already employed and my col-
leagues at the UN institutions, about the decisions that are being
made by management. We see it in the translation services, where
professional translators are now having to spend their days reading
what sometimes amounts to Al slop and very bad, convoluted
translations. Everybody in our profession is absolutely worried
about the decisions that management everywhere is going to make.

One of our two Canadian programs, the one at Glendon campus
at York University, is right now experiencing extreme difficulties. It
has been paused for a couple of semesters. We're having issues ev-
erywhere with recruitment.

There is absolutely no doubt that the climate we see right now....
There is also even some discourse that we hear about some contexts
deserving good interpretation and some contexts deserving less
good interpretation—not professional, accredited interpreters but
people who are in the market and who have not undergone the
training we undergo or do not have experience and are now being
employed by the federal government.

Of course, it is a worry, and it is very difficult now to convince
somebody to choose this profession that we absolutely love and
hope to be doing until we retire, basically.

Hon. Rob Moore: Thank you.

Do you have a sense of where Canada stands globally amongst
peer countries in adoption? If one is a 10 and another is a one, with
one being no adoption whatsoever, where would you say that
Canada stands right now?

Marina Mistral: I would say that, in Canada, we have the
ICAO, which is an agency of the UN. It follows the UN policies for
Al adoption, so it has its own rhythm. I wouldn't say this is neces-
sarily representative of Canada, but it has started doing some big
groundwork on translation only. There is no talk about Al interpre-
tation yet, even if some members would like to investigate the
question.
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Here we know that just about everywhere in the world, and in
Canada as well, we are doing some automatic translation that in
most cases has to be verified by a human. That is really important
because we don't know what comes out of Al because it's such a
black box. I think just about everybody has started doing that.

I would say that the bigger institutions in Europe have more
power or more budget to try to really do some studies and research,
as the WHO has done and I have mentioned. It was a very large
study that was conducted last year about Al interpretation in a real
context.

I would say that we are behind in the sense that we do not have
this very large body with many languages that the UN and the Eu-
ropean institutions have.

® (1240)
The Chair: Thank you so much.

Ms. Vandenbeld, you have five minutes, please.

Anita Vandenbeld (Ottawa West—Nepean, Lib.): Thank you
very much.

I'd like to direct my questions to Mr. De Vrieze.

Franklin, it's good to see you again. Most of your experience—
for more than 25 years—has been with parliaments, and then Al is
secondary. Parliaments are a very unique kind of place. We're not
the same as other institutions that might be adopting AI. What
would you see as a difference for the adoption of Al by a parlia-
ment?

You mentioned that we're not interpreting legislation; we're draft-
ing legislation. We have privilege. We have in camera testimony
that needs to be taken into consideration, but we are also responsi-
ble and accountable to the public. How do you see the differences
for Al in a parliamentary setting?

Franklin De Vrieze: Thank you very much. It's good to see you,
Ms. Vandenbeld. Thank you for the question.

Indeed, parliaments are very unique institutions. I think the intro-
duction of Al is at different levels. It is about the introduction of Al
in the functioning of a parliament, but it's also about the role of a
parliament in overseeing the policies and the legislation with regard
to the introduction of Al to society as a whole and to the public sec-
tor as such. I think that is a main difference.

The second thing I would say is that the introduction of Al in a
parliament is very much a change process. It's not a tech project.
We should not consider the introduction of Al as something that has
to do with IT only or procurement. It is really about an institutional
change process. It means that in deploying tools without addressing
the underlying issues of data quality, governance, skills and also or-
ganizational culture, the results and the gains will be marginal and
could even undermine trust.

I would say that effective change in a parliament with regard to
Al is very much about establishing cross-parliamentary governance
bodies, establishing a parliamentary consensus on the introduction
of Al—and consensus among the different parties but also consen-
sus between the political level and the administrative level—and al-

so establishing what I would call continuous learning rather than
one-off training.

Indeed, as was mentioned before, the development of Al is going
very fast, so it is really about institutional learning. We have been
developing quite a number of tools around that, including some Al
guidelines for parliaments—initially drafted in English and now
translated into 10 languages. That was also quite a unique experi-
ence, discussing it in so many different parliamentary contexts.
Some parliaments are still at the level of digitalization, and others
are very much on the Al trajectory. I think that, in Canada, you're
very much ahead of the game on that.

There are also very serious risks, which we haven't really
grasped yet. There is the risk very briefly mentioned with regard to
cybersecurity. I mean, when we speak about cybersecurity, it's like
a time bomb. Cybersecurity, for Parliament, is like a time bomb
that, with Al is put on high alert. Before, a cyber-attack was some-
thing that a highly skilled IT person would be able to do after
months or weeks of preparation. Now, cyber-attacks are happening
on a daily basis against parliamentary infrastructure. We've seen
that in a number of countries, a number of parliaments: Estonia, the
German Bundestag, the U.K. Parliament, the Norwegian parliament
and, of course, the Ukrainian parliament. This is a very worrying
trend.

The head of cybersecurity in one European parliament told me
that the parliamentary infrastructure is being attacked approximate-
ly 25,000 times a day, and then you have three or four ICT officers
who are trying to protect the infrastructure. It's not just the email
addresses or the phone numbers of the members of Parliament—the
attacks go farther. The attacks go through the legislative database.
When legislation is published, it's not being printed on paper: Is
that not right? That's how it was published before. Publication of
legislation, after months of debate and after proclamation, is then
being published online. Now, what does it mean being published
online? It's on a portal. If Al systems are being used to change the
text of the legislation as it is published online, then, of course, Al is
playing its most destructive role in the legislative process.

You, as members of Parliament, can debate policies and legisla-
tion and vote, but is the text you see on the screen really what you
have voted for? I think that the question of cyber-protection of the
legislation, as published online, is a critical issue, which at the mo-
ment is really underestimated. That's why the issue of the use of Al
by malign actors looking for the weakest points in a state infras-
tructure and usually the offices of prime ministers—



October 20, 2026

PROC-42 17

® (1245)

The Chair: I have to cut you off there. You have my apologies.
We're a little bit over time on that round.

[Translation]

Ms. Normandin, you have the floor for two and a half minutes.

Christine Normandin: Thank you.

I'll once again turn to the representatives of the International As-
sociation of Conference Interpreters.

You spoke about the fact that some large institutions have
enough money to research the effectiveness of artificial intelli-
gence. However, [ would like to hear your views on the reasons be-
hind a parliament's potential decision to use artificial intelligence
for interpretation. From what I'm hearing, it seems that the only
good reason to do so would be to save a few pennies. It certainly
wouldn’t be to increase efficiency.

Other uses of artificial intelligence show that it helps us become
more productive, find and keep track of information, summarize in-
formation, and so on.

Aside from the financial benefit, is there any advantage to using
artificial intelligence in interpretation?

Alionka Skup: No. The only benefit, really, is saving money.
We're told that the goal is to address a shortage. However, it isn't a
real shortage. The more artificial intelligence becomes widespread,
the greater the shortage of interpreters will be. It's really just a mat-
ter of saving a few pennies. People will settle for “good enough”
and will provide interpretation services only because they need to.

I would also add that this really undermines the French language.
You should know that 90% of the interpretation and translation in
Parliament is into French. This is really just a way to pinch pennies
at the expense of the equality of Canada's official languages and at
the expense of francophones in particular.

Christine Normandin: How much does this heighten fears that
the French language will suffer, given thePrime Minister's plans to
cut the translation bureau's budget by 25% over five years, even if
these cuts don't directly affect interpretation?

What message does this send, this desire to save money at the
expense of the French language and the quality of the interpreta-
tion?

® (1250)

Alionka Skup: It seems a bit hypocritical to call bilingualism a
priority while making these budget cuts. The translation bureau
provides both interpretation and translation services. It's a 25% re-
duction for both these aspects.

Furthermore, this affects not only services provided to Parlia-
ment, but also services provided to the various departments sup-
ported by the translation bureau. The impact extends beyond parlia-
mentarians to include the people of this country, who have the right
to access high-quality interpretation.

Marina Mistral: 1 would also like to add that the savings in
question here aren't necessarily real. These savings are being dan-
gled in front of us. However, we know perfectly well that, when we

end up with a single provider for an essential service, we may see
cost overruns that actually far exceed the cost of interpretation here
today.

We've seen this happen here often. As soon as a supplier has a
captive market of this nature and a major client such as the Govern-
ment of Canada, I highly doubt that the supplier will be willing to
help the Government of Canada save money.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you so much.

We'll turn to Ms. DeRidder, please, for five minutes.

Kelly DeRidder: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

My first questions are for you, ladies.

I agree that interpretation should remain human. That being said,
can you identify any key areas where you think Al could be imple-
mented to actually help you as a tool to increase efficiency in
House business?

Marina Mistral: I think coordination is probably the main piece
for House business. We know how difficult it is to coordinate the
schedules here because of the many last-minute changes. We inter-
preters receive schedules very late at night. Usually the coordina-
tion team is making a tremendous effort to fit this puzzle together.
It can be very difficult. You need a specific language combination.
You need to prepare the teams. You need to give them a certain
amount of time between assignments and so on.

I think Al is excellent for doing this. For example, the product of
organizing an interpreting schedule for the House could be easily
verified and the errors could be flagged. It could not only save
hours; it would also make things run smoothly for everybody. It
would make life much better for interpreters as well, because then
they could maybe count on more stable schedules. They could plan
their lives and basically have better jobs. That's especially for
staffers.

Of course, the tools we use to prepare for assignments are very
precious. If we could get access to these tools as providers and
staff, we could also be trained on how to use them responsibly. That
means confidentiality. It's important to educate all the users of Al
that when we are dealing with confidential information, it's impor-
tant to use the appropriate version of the products. It's important to
educate people on how to use it in such a way that we diminish the
risk of the message being lost. I think this would be very helpful.

Almost all of us use these tools already. They're very useful.

Kelly DeRidder: Thank you very much.
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You mentioned that internal testing is being conducted with Al
interpretation, and the results are disastrous. Do you happen to have
access to those reports?

Marina Mistral: Absolutely. I will send you all the links after
this committee meeting is done. I have quite a few that science has
produced.

Kelly DeRidder: Thank you very much.
My last question is for Mr. De Vrieze.

You mentioned the speed at which technology is advancing and
the lack of policy to keep pace with the advancement, as well as
that the adoption within our own parliamentary systems is lacking.
Where do you believe are two key areas in which Al can be adopt-
ed into our House business to improve public service?

® (1255)

Franklin De Vrieze: Thank you very much for this question. I
think in the areas of citizen communication, citizen outreach, re-
sponding to citizens' queries, the participation of citizens and re-
viewing the input and the submissions of citizens, the responsible
use of Al can be done.

Second, I would say that comparisons between legislation, and
comparisons between amendments and existing legislation, are
probably where Al could also be used responsibly. I'm not speaking
about drafting legislation but rather about comparing legislation
and amendments within the country as well as across different ju-
risdictions.

I think that's somewhere Al could be used responsibly and rela-
tively safely.
Kelly DeRidder: Thank you very much.

That's all I have.
The Chair: Thank you.

We'll now turn to Ms. Kayabaga for five minutes, please.

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

[Translation]
I'll turn to the interpreters first.

You have said a great deal. To some extent, I agree with you on
interpretation. I think that you said earlier that no progress could be
made, even in the future. I would like you to explain why you're so
certain that we'll never reach the point where artificial intelligence
can work, despite the current trends.

That said, do you have any recommendations for our committee?
What specific measures, in order of priority, should we consider?

Our colleague asked you to provide information on the results of
the tests you have already carried out. We would also like to see
this information.

I would like to hear your thoughts on the future advancement of
artificial intelligence in interpretation and then hear your recom-
mendations for this committee.

Marina Mistral: I'm well aware that artificial intelligence is ad-
vancing rapidly. That's why I didn't provide any examples of funny
things that artificial intelligence is saying right now. The situation
is sure to improve. My examples were more about human reason-
ing. The machine can never do this because it's a statistical black
box that relies on statistical models and simply doesn't think. My
examples concerned comprehension or rephrasing, for instance.

There's also the matter of realizing when we make a mistake.
When we realize that the context doesn't quite match the output, we
can make a correction. The statistical black box will never be able
to do this type of thing. It's designed to generate a probable result. I
think that certain situations in simultaneous interpretation absolute-
ly require human judgment and that the machine will never be able
to make that judgment.

In terms of priorities, I think that Canada should take the lead, as
it has been doing. When it comes to interpretation, Canada is al-
ready seen as a role model for bilingualism. We have an incredible
collection of bilingual documents. We truly set an example for oth-
er countries around the world. I think that we should continue to in-
tegrate artificial intelligence responsibly and to demonstrate how
artificial intelligence tools can be used for preparation and for ter-
minology extraction. It's really about helping interpreters get on
board with this technology and giving them training. On the admin-
istrative side, it’s also about using artificial intelligence to manage
interpreters' work and to help allocate resources.

I'm sure that artificial intelligence can become more powerful. A
60-second delay could be reduced to 30 seconds or 20 seconds.
However, can we really expect this delay to decrease sufficiently in
the near future?

Furthermore, can we really accept that the members of Parlia-
ment, who use a rich variety of expressions, have their remarks in-
terpreted by completely impersonal machines? As we know, the
lack of intonation significantly increases the cognitive load, making
it difficult to listen to a machine-generated interpretation for more
than a few minutes. Is it acceptable for your words to be interpreted
by an automated process? I don’t think so.

® (1300)

Hon. Arielle Kayabaga: 1 agree with you. There are different
accents in Canada. I'm a francophone from southwestern Ontario,
so my accent is different. Even our vocabulary differs from the
words used in Quebec or Acadia, for example. I agree with you and
I'm really glad that you're here today.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you so much.
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I'd like to thank all of our witnesses for appearing today.

This meeting stands adjourned.
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