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[Translation]

The Chair (Yvan Baker (Etobicoke Centre, Lib.)): Col-
leagues, welcome to meeting number 24 of the Standing Committee
on Official Languages.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the order of reference of
Tuesday, December 9, 2025, we are continuing our study of the of-
ficial languages regulations on the advancement of equality of sta-
tus and use of English and French.

I would now like to welcome the witnesses.

We have, as an individual, Antoine Désilets, managing director
of the Société Santé en francais, as well as Rémi Léger, full profes-
SOf.

You will each have five minutes for your opening remarks.

Mr. Godin, do you have a question?

Joél Godin (Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier, CPC): Before we
proceed with the witnesses' statements, Mr. Chair, I have a few
technical questions to ask to make it easier for my colleagues and
me to understand.

I want some clarification following the publication of the Canada
Gazette. I know you won't have the answer, but would it be possi-
ble to give instructions to the clerk so that we can get the answers?

The official languages administrative monetary penalties regula-
tions were published in the Canada Gazette, and some information
differs.

For example, in the preamble, the background or the explanation,
type C fines are identified as ranging from a minimum of $10,000
to $50,000 in the Gazette, but in the draft regulations, they are set
at $5,000 to $50,000. That's one example, and I have others.

I don't understand why the draft regulations were changed during
the consultation process and why things were included that had
been corrected. That may be the intention of the department, but at
this point, I would simply like to understand whether this is a nor-
mal practice or whether any typos have slipped into the Canada
Gazette.

Would it be possible, Mr. Chair, to ask the clerk to check whether
this is procedurally correct?
The Chair: Mr. Deschénes-Thériault, would you like to speak?

Guillaume Deschénes-Thériault (Madawaska—Restigouche,
Lib.): I understand that a letter will be sent to the clerk this week to

clarify the issue Mr. Godin highlighted. We should receive a letter
this week to clarify this issue, which will then be sent to the clerk.

Joél Godin: I understand, but what I would like is for the clerk
to take the necessary steps to get the information. What I under-
stand, Mr. Deschénes-Thériault, is that you probably detected this
error earlier in the process and that the information will be shared
with our colleagues.

In fact, I understand your intervention, but I am raising this in
committee because I want to make sure that the information is in
compliance, that it is sent to the clerk and that it is in harmony with
House of Commons Procedure and Practice.

Thank you for that additional information.

If the letter we intend to send to the committee meets our needs,
so much the better. If not, I would ask that the clerk explore this
further.

The Chair: Okay.

I have just consulted the clerk, and she advises me that she can
ask the department to clarify things and explain why this is the
case.

I haven't seen the differences you mentioned, but if the informa-
tion differs, it would be a matter of explaining why that is the case.
As a committee, we can move forward with this new information
and with the letter that will, of course, be sent.

Joél Godin: First, Mr. Chair, you'll appreciate that it's new for all
parliamentarians to be working on regulations. The last time there
were regulations for the Official Languages Act, they weren't dis-
cussed here, because the committee had decided that. Right now,
however, we have decided to study it because we want to improve
it.

Second, would it be possible to update us on the list of witnesses
for the part of the act that concerns us, namely, part VII? We'd like
to know if we have any witnesses left and how many meetings we
have left. Based on the work that has already been done, we should
have a schedule to see if there is room to hear other witnesses.
There was a request and my colleague asked me to explore the pos-
sibility of adding a witness.

Personally, I'm very open to that, but if it's not possible, I'm go-
ing to ask that we use the witness's testimony at the Standing
Senate Committee on Official Languages, that we add it to our evi-
dence and that it be considered in drafting our recommendations.
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The Chair: As I understand it—and I'd ask the clerk to correct
me if I'm wrong—we have this two-hour meeting today with wit-
nesses, and then Thursday's meeting, which is scheduled for the
first hour with witnesses on part VII of the Official Languages Act.
Then we'll be done with witnesses.

Madam Clerk, can you give us an update on Thursday's witness-
es? I don't think we sent a notice for that meeting.

Joél Godin: Mr. Chair, I don't want the names of the witnesses.
At this point, it's not necessary. We respected the distribution
among the three parties and covered everything.

In order to give the clerk instructions, may I ask my colleagues if
they want to add witnesses for this study on the part VII regulations
or if it's complete?

The Chair: The clerk informs me that two witnesses are already
scheduled for Thursday. If we don't add any meetings, and we keep
only today's meeting and the one-hour meeting on Thursday, we'll
have room for one more witness on Thursday. There will be three
witnesses in the first panel.
® (1540)

Joél Godin: Whose witness is it?

The Chair: Right now, there are two. I don't know whose it is.

Joél Godin: No, [ was asking about the breakdown.

The Chair: Right now, from what I understand, if we don't add
anyone, we are already respecting the proportions of all the parties.

If we wanted to add someone on Thursday, my proposal would be
that all parties agree to do so.

Joél Godin: I would like to suggest Stéphanie Chouinard. I think
my Liberal colleague agrees with this. There may be a vote if nec-
essary, but we'll win it with the Liberals and the Conservatives.

Mario Beaulieu (La Pointe-de-I'ile, BQ): It would require
unanimous consent, if I'm not mistaken.

Joél Godin: No, no, there's still—

Mario Beaulieu: I'm not objecting.

The Chair: If everyone agrees, we can add her as an invited wit-
ness.

Mr. Godin, did you have any other points to raise?

Joél Godin: No. You missed me, didn't you?

The Chair: Not at all. It has been a long time since we raised a
point of order at the beginning of the meeting, Mr. Godin.

Welcome again, witnesses. I'm sorry that we lost a bit of time,
but at the same time, you can see how committee members work
together.

You each have five minutes for your opening remarks, and then
we will move on to questions from members.

Mr. Désilets, you have the floor for five minutes.

Antoine Désilets (Managing Director, Société Santé en
francais): Mr. Chair, members of the committee, thank you for
inviting me to appear today.

I'm speaking to you at a time when the expectations of franco-
phone and Acadian communities are very high. After years of en-

gagement, the modernization of the Official Languages Act was
supposed to finally move us towards substantive equality of En-
glish and French in Canada.

I want to say, from the outset, that Société¢ Santé en francais fully
supports the recommendations the Fédération des communautés
francophones et acadienne du Canada made when its representa-
tives appeared before this committee.

Keep in mind that the purpose of regulations is to give federal in-
stitutions the tools to truly follow through on the objectives of the
act. Good regulations lead to concrete measures. Ill-defined regula-
tions open the door to ambiguity and, in day-to-day practice, the
temptation to take the path of least resistance.

Allow me to share a real-life example from the health sector.

In March 2023, the federal government and the provinces signed
bilateral health agreements underpinned by clear key principles,
one being “equal access for equity-seeking groups and individuals,
including those in official language minority communities”. That
principle is laid out in black and white in all the agreements. Sel-
dom do you see such a clear and explicit consensus between Ot-
tawa and the provinces on health care.

However, the mismatch between those bilateral health agree-
ments and the plans to implement them—plans developed by the
provinces and approved by the federal government—is pretty glar-
ing. In every jurisdiction but one, this principle has not translated
into a single concrete measure to provide access to health care in
French.

The result is simple: despite existing on paper, the principle is
not implemented when decisions are being made. Nevertheless, the
act requires federal institutions to take positive measures to support
the vitality of communities and to take the impact of their decisions
into account.

On this issue, we have seen little in the way of impact analyses
or concrete measures. Billions of federal dollars are transferred to
the provinces to improve access to health care, with no regard for
access to health care in French.

When the Official Languages Act is not implemented, the federal
government is unfortunately helping to widen the gap between the
services available to the majority and those available to our com-
munities.

Allow me to put that into context. A modernized act clearly lay-
ing out federal institutions' responsibilities to official language mi-
nority communities was in place, and an agreement in principle ex-
plicitly recognizing those communities had been ratified by all the
parties. Theoretically speaking, the time was ripe for official lan-
guages to be taken into account. The results, however, are meagre.
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Why is there such a gap? I will venture a very simple guess: the
path of least resistance won out. In complex negotiations with the
provinces, language obligations were pushed to the side.

That gives rise to a fundamental question: What is the point of
principles and laws if they don't translate into concrete decisions?

The main purpose of the regulations is to give federal institutions
the tools to implement the act. When I read the draft regulations,
another question comes to mind: Had these regulations been in
force, would they have prevented the discrepancy between the
health agreement principles and actions?

Given what's in the proposed regulations, I think not. They don't
truly equip federal institutions to respect their obligations in situa-
tions as complex as intergovernmental agreements. A number of el-
ements need clarity: the definition of positive measures; the analy-
ses federal institutions are supposed to conduct; the community
consultations; and the mechanisms to measure progress towards
substantive equality.

Lastly—and this is especially important—the regulations should
clearly state that language obligations must be considered every
step of the way when agreements are being negotiated with
provinces and territories. In other words, the regulations need to
give federal institutions the tools to take action not just when it's
easy, but also, and more importantly, when it's hard.

As committee members, you have spent hours upon hours study-
ing official languages, so I turn to you. If, like me, you want to see
real improvements for official language minority communities in
Canada, the regulations currently proposed won't cut it.

Francophone and Acadian communities spent nearly a decade
working to help modernize the act, and now they expect the spirit
of that act to translate into the real world. Without clear and robust
regulations, the modernized act will likely make no real difference,
at least not in health care.

Thank you.
® (1545)
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Désilets.

We will now hear Mr. Léger's opening remarks. You have five
minutes.

Rémi Léger (Full Professor, As an Individual): Thank you
very much.

Mr. Chair, honourable members, I teach political science at Si-
mon Fraser University, in British Columbia. For the past 15 years
or so, I've been researching Canadian language policies, especially
the role of Canada's francophone organizations in developing, re-
viewing and implementing those policies.

My remarks today will focus on three things.

First, the part VII regulations are an essential piece of the mod-
ernized Official Languages Act. They should translate Parliament's
intent into the real world and make it possible to fully implement
the commitments made. Without robust regulations, the moderniza-
tion that began in 2018 will never be complete, unfortunately.

Regulations, by definition, help to clarify an act and guide its
practical application. All acts lay out principles or general commit-
ments. For example, subsection 41(1) of part VII requires the feder-
al government to enhance the vitality of official language minority
communities, and support and assist their development.

Those commitments can be implemented in a number of ways,
so the question is this: Which one do you choose and why? What
factors should inform that decision? What role should minority lan-
guage organizations play in the decision-making process? Should
they be consulted, and if so, how? Should they instead play a mean-
ingful role in designing and implementing related programs? Once
the decision is made, what are the mechanisms for measuring its
impact on substantive equality progress?

Regulations should answer those types of questions. As my col-
league said, the main purpose of regulations is to provide tools to
the stakeholders and public servants responsible for implementing
the act. Regulations are the tool box for the act.

Second, if regulations that give effect to an act are supposed to
equip public servants, we can only conclude that the current draft
regulations provide very poor tools. Basically, all they do is repeat
what the act says word for word. The few clarifications it provides
are, to be clear, obvious. The regulations are silent, utterly and
completely silent, on the guiding principle of part VII, of the mod-
ernized act as a whole, progress towards substantive equality. I'll
come back to that.

Allow me to give you an example of how the regulations tend to
paraphrase the act. Paragraph 41(7)(b) of the act requires a federal
institution to conduct analyses to determine “the possibilities for
avoiding, or at least mitigating, the direct negative impacts that its
structuring decisions may have on the commitments under subsec-
tions (1) to (3).”

Regulations are the opportunity to make clear the factors for de-
termining whether a decision has positive or, on the contrary, nega-
tive impacts. They are also the opportunity to clearly define what a
structuring decision is. However, the only light the regulations shed
on that matter is that the analysis must determine whether official
language minority communities are affected by the decision. I'm
sorry, but having to determine whether minority communities are
affected by the decision is a no-brainer. Besides that clarification,
the draft regulations shed no light on paragraph 41(7)(b). An analy-
sis of the rest of the draft regulations would lead to similar conclu-
sions.

Third and finally, the modernized act represents a paradigm shift.
Progress towards substantive equality is now the guiding principle,
the centrepiece, if you will, of the Official Languages Act.
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The notion of substantive equality, which should be the backbone
of the regulations, is missing from the draft regulations. If the main
purpose of regulations is to equip public servants to implement an
act whose guiding principle is substantive equality, it is reasonable
to expect the regulations to clearly state what substantive equality
is, and to provide a methodology and tools to determine whether
the decisions made and measures taken are effective.

In conclusion, I recommend that the committee ask Treasury
Board to go back to the drawing board, with an important reminder:
Parliament's intent when it modernized the act in 2023.

Thank you.
® (1550)
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Léger.

We will now move into questions from members.

Mr. Godin, please go ahead. You have six minutes.
Joél Godin: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you for being here, Mr. Désilets and Mr. Léger. It's always
interesting to hear what you have to say and to see you in person.
No technical issues that way.

Mr. Désilets, you said in your opening statement that, theoretical-
ly, the government gave us a nice bouquet, if I can put it that way,
but nothing concrete and no tools. Could you help us identify the
elements we should incorporate into the draft regulations?

As Mr. Léger said, the smartest path, if you will, may be to ask
Treasury Board to go back to the drawing board.

Antoine Désilets: I'm given to respect my college Mr. Léger's
experience and expertise.

When it comes to the bilateral agreements, there were no regula-
tions, but the Official Languages Act had been modernized, and Ot-
tawa had a tacit bilateral agreement, in black and white, with the
provinces to take into account official language minority communi-
ties. That did not translate into any real-world measures, except in
one province, Alberta, which did make investments directly in the
community.

You asked me what should be incorporated into the regulations,
and I think we can look to Alberta to see what works. The province
is applying the “by and for” principle, meaning that, under the bi-
lateral agreement, it agreed to work directly with francophone
groups to put health services in place in accordance with the
province's request. Then, under the agreement, Alberta put an actu-
al number on the funding available for French-language activities
and included that in its action plan. In my opinion, those are posi-
tive measures. In other words, the province worked with the groups
that represent francophone communities, in keeping with the “noth-
ing about me without me” principle.

As for your second question, you asked whether the draft regula-
tions should be sent back to Treasury Board. I think they are signif-
icantly flawed, and I don't think they will help the situation I de-
scribed in my opening statement. To my mind, the regulations don't
go far enough in providing clarification on a number of elements.

Today, a federal public servant—whose responsibility it is to im-
plement the act—told me that the Official Languages Act does not
impose any official languages obligations on the provinces. I com-
pletely agree. There's a big difference between imposing an obliga-
tion and taking the necessary measures to enhance the vitality of
francophone and anglophone minority communities in Canada. In
light of this grey area, though, the public service is doing nothing.

That is where regulations could clearly state what it means to
take the necessary measures to enhance the vitality of minority lan-
guage communities. That's not an obligation, which is something
else.

® (1555)

Joél Godin: They need to be much more practical and provide a
lot more in the way of tools.

Antoine Désilets: The tool box should clarify things like when
to analyze a decision's impact on official languages, which I think
should happen at the very beginning of the negotiating process for a
new agreement, one of many bilateral agreements across the coun-
try. Further analyses should be carried out during, and at the end of,
the process to see whether the agreement helps to meet the objec-
tives.

Lastly, without such tools, sticking with the tool box analogy, the
natural tendency is to take the path of least resistance, something
that does not enhance the vitality of francophone communities.

Joél Godin: I heard you say that institutions have to do things
not just when they're easy. When a situation is hard is really when
institutions need to refer to the regulations. When things are going
smoothly day in and day out is not when institutions need to refer
to the regulations. They need to do so in specific situations.

I hear you when you say that indicators are needed. Assessments
are needed. An analysis has to be done at the beginning of the pro-
cess, during the process and at the end of the process. You don't see
that in the regulations.

Antoine Désilets: Currently, no, I don't see that in the draft regu-
lations.

Joél Godin: Having that in black and white, in the draft regula-
tions, would really go a long way towards giving you the tools you
need. I don't want to put words in your mouth, but I just want to
make sure I understood you correctly.

Antoine Désilets: You understood correctly. I listed impact anal-
ysis as an example of a positive measure I think could be taken. It
should be in the regulations. Usually, it's not done if it's not re-
quired. It's already in the act, but it isn't being done. How, then, do
we make sure an impact analysis is done? By bringing in stronger,
clearer regulations, with no ambiguity, or leeway to disregard the
parts that are less useful on a day-to-day basis.

Joél Godin: Thank you, Mr. Désilets.
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Mr. Léger, you talked about the principle of progress towards
substantive equality. In your view, it exists philosophically, but not
in the regulations, which provide no practical support to respect the
principle.

The Chair: You have 30 seconds, Mr. Godin.

Rémi Léger: To my mind, that is the ultimate purpose of the
modernized Official Languages Act. That is the progress that was
made between 1988 and 2023, at which point, the backbone of the
act became advancement towards substantive equality. That is what
underpins the act today.

Joél Godin: Where does that stand in the draft regulations?

Rémi Léger: The principle is missing from the draft regulations,
in my opinion, and that is a total failure. That new ambition laid out
in the act now has to be implemented.

Joél Godin: In practical terms, Mr. Léger, how can we improve
the draft regulations?

The Chair: Mr. Léger, please be very brief, because the mem-
ber's time is up.

Rémi Léger: I think the draft regulations should have a pream-
ble, a purpose, at the very beginning, laying out the new vision that
centres on substantive equality. Then it's about figuring out what
that looks like in the rest of the regulations, what the tools and
mechanisms are for measuring the impact.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Godin.

We now go to Mr. Villeneuve for six minutes.

Louis Villeneuve (Brome—Missisquoi, Lib.): Thank you,
Mr. Chair.

Welcome to the committee, gentlemen. Thank you for being here
and contributing to our study. This is important work.

Mr. Désilets, why do regulations that ensure the robust imple-
mentation of part VII of the Official Languages Act matter in your
field? Since health is an area of provincial jurisdiction, what might
that look like in practical terms?

Antoine Désilets: You're right. The administration of health care
is wholly under provincial jurisdiction.

In the discussion on official languages, I think it's more about
looking at how the federal government fulfills its own official lan-
guages obligations. Every year, the federal government gives the
provinces between $55 billion and $60 billion for health care,
through health transfers or agreements. That doesn't even include
transfers for social services and such. That's a lot of money. The
federal government invests nearly $60 billion in health care every
year.

Right now, the entirety of that funding is not subject to official
languages conditions. The way I interpret the act, some bilateral
agreements are supposed to take language clauses into account, or
as the act states, the necessary measures are to be taken to promote
the inclusion in those agreements of such language provisions. That
does not mean putting obligations on the provinces. It means doing
something. As I see it, there is currently no clarity on what was
done to promote the inclusion of language clauses. If that was done,
if those efforts were made, they are not apparent to the French-
speaking community.

That requires straight dealing on the federal government's part in
terms of identifying expectations related to official languages in
those rare cases in health care where levers for action exist. The bi-
lateral agreements are one of those rare cases where the federal
government can take action. It has agreements in principle accepted
by the provinces. That's not the same as health transfers. All the
provinces agreed to the principles, including equal access for offi-
cial language minority communities.

There are no regulations currently. The act exists, but it has no
effect. I am saying that the negotiating parties need to be empow-
ered; that aspect of the negotiations has to be made very clear.
What does “promote” mean? In order to promote, perhaps it's nec-
essary to ask whether the other negotiating party has identified an
expectation. Was an impact analysis shared? When there was noth-
ing, how did the government respond to a plan that had no language
lens, despite being necessary under the basic principles?

® (1600)

Louis Villeneuve: Thank you, Mr. Désilets.

Mr. Léger, in the act, the federal government commits to promot-
ing French as part of Canada’s diplomatic relations. The draft regu-
lations provide no details on how the government is to implement
that commitment in the real world, or what oversight or account-
ability mechanism will be used to ensure implementation.

Do you think the regulations should have explicitly laid out the
operational expectations and oversight obligations? What's your
take on that?

Rémi Léger: That's actually a distinctive feature of the regula-
tions. The new part VI, in the modernized act, was significantly
beefed up from the 1988 version. The draft regulations pertain
specifically to a few provisions of part VII, subsections 7 to 10.
Subections 1 to 6 of part VII are not covered by the draft regula-
tions.

Scientific knowledge appears a bit later, in section 42, so it isn't
covered either.

Basically, on one hand, you have part VII, which is fleshed out
and ambitious, and seeks to promote substantive equality. On the
other hand, you have the draft regulations, which are narrow in
scope and cover specific provisions of part VII. To me, that's a mis-
take, frankly.

Louis Villeneuve: Thank you very much.

You can decide who answers this next question. I have about a
minute and 50 seconds left.

The Chair: You have two minutes.

Louis Villeneuve: Very well. That's kind of you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Désilets and Mr. Léger, we've often been told that certain de-
partments are waiting for the regulations to come into force before
meeting their obligations under part VII of the modernized act,
even though the act has been in effect since it received royal assent
in 2023.
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Would you say that departments have done a good job of meeting
their obligations under part VII since then? Also, should those ef-
forts come from the Treasury Board Secretariat or the department
responsible for the program?

Antoine Désilets: That's a good description of the situation. Yes,
the new Official Languages Act has been in effect since June 2023.
Personally, I don't work with every federal institution. I work main-
ly with Health Canada. I've seen Health Canada show leadership on
this, by trying to define aspects of the act that were unclear, espe-
cially in relation to constructive policies or measures. The depart-
ment came up with definitions internally of what may be meant.

At the end of the day, that doesn't make up for the lack of regula-
tory clarity, leaving each federal institution to come up with its own
interpretation. Even when an institution shows leadership on a cer-
tain issue—I talked about the difference between taking measures
to “promote” and “imposing obligations”—some things still aren't
understood. Regulations are needed to ensure that everyone has the
same understanding. Right now, everyone is groping along, trying
to figure out how to meet their obligations.

As 1 see it, many of the obligations in the act are not being met,
but it's important to put that in context. The link to Treasury Board
is complex. It has a new role when it comes to official languages.
There are many reasons why things are stalled.

Louis Villeneuve: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Villeneuve.

We now go to Mr. Beaulieu for six minutes.
Mario Beaulieu: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Léger, you said that the centrepiece was advancement to-
wards substantive equality, which is not clearly defined in the draft
regulations.

How would you define substantive equality?

Rémi Léger: Advancing substantive equality means recognizing
the realities facing official language minority communities. Subsec-
tion 41(1) recognizes their uniqueness and diversity. It means lis-
tening to what their realities, needs and priorities are. Lastly, it
means taking asymmetrical, differentiated approaches. Franco-Al-
bertans may need one thing, while Franco-Manitobans need some-
thing else, so it's important that the government listen to communi-
ties' needs and priorities in order to advance equality between the
two official languages on the ground.

® (1605)

Mario Beaulieu: Basically, the idea is to ensure that franco-
phones' access to education in French is equivalent to anglophones'
access to education in English. Is that more or less in line with your
definition?

Rémi Léger: That's necessary in every sector, not just education,
but also health, employment and immigration, especially.

Mario Beaulieu: Mr. Desilets, do you have good mechanisms in
health care to ascertain where things stand and determine the direc-
tion you need to take to make things better?

Antoine Désilets: I'm going to interpret what you mean by
where things stand. That's an interesting question in relation to sub-
stantive equality. A lot of information is missing in health care, par-

ticularly on official languages. As far as the tools in the tool box
go, first and foremost, federal institutions need to be collecting all
data that could affect the health of Canadians, but through the lens
of official languages and specifically from the standpoint of minori-
ty communities. In health care, language is a factor, but the experi-
ence of minority communities often comes into play as well.

Mario Beaulieu: Do data exist? For instance, a study showed
that, in Quebec, 37% of nurses regularly or most often used English
at work. It was 51% for doctors, and the figure was much higher in
Montreal. What do those figures mean?

Antoine Désilets: I think I know where the figures you're refer-
ring to come from. In March 2025, Statistics Canada published data
on the use of official languages by health care workers. There was a
major gap between English-speaking Quebeckers and French
speakers.

According to Statistics Canada's estimates, 160,000 health care
workers outside Quebec spoke French. The numbers were a bit
more nuanced in terms of how many people used French. My
apologies, but off the top of my head, I believe that, while 25% of
doctors outside Quebec spoke French, only about 10% of them
used it. That's not sufficient, so it's important to empower those
who speak French to use it. We were talking about positive mea-
sures earlier, and that is one of them.

Mario Beaulieu: According to what I'm hearing, on the ground,
it's very hard to access health care in French, even in Ontario, ex-
cept at the Montfort hospital and a few other places. That may be
widespread, I don't know.

Antoine Désilets: It's pretty widespread. At the end of the day, it
isn't due to a lack of professionals, for the most part. Since 20% of
the population is francophone, then about 20% of hospital staff are
probably francophone too. It's about identifying the abilities of
health professionals and the language needs of patients and having
a system that brings them together. That, however, falls under
provincial jurisdiction over health, since it's really about how health
systems are organized.

Something the federal government could support is the inclusion
of official languages-related data in the health indicators identified
in the health agreements. Currently, that is not something the agree-
ments cover, but they could.

Mario Beaulieu: What about supports for access to French
health care outside Quebec? I know that, in Quebec, even the Que-
bec government gives money to groups asking for even more En-
glish health services. The federal government gives them a good bit
of money as well. I think it's about $10 million a year.

Would that be a good thing? How much does that happen now, in
terms of support for French health care outside Quebec?
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Antoine Désilets: That's a very good question. How much mon-
ey would be needed? We don't even know the real impact current
professionals outside Quebec can have. All kinds of training is
available, but it's very hard to know whether it's having an impact. I
was asked a question recently. A number of doctors in the
Outaouais area left to work across the river, and 1 was asked
whether there had been an impact on French-language health ser-
vices in Ontario. I don't know. No such information is collected.
Referrals to francophone service providers happen randomly, so it's
hard to measure the actual impact.

Quebec is doing the right things in many cases, but I don't want
to say too much about that. Something that is definitely within the
federal government's power is collecting data, whether on public
health, service availability or the number of family doctors, and
giving those collecting the data the tools they need. All of that in-
formation should be broken down by official language, and those
levers exist.

® (1610)

Mario Beaulieu: In Quebec, it's mainly English advocacy
groups that have the money to do that. Do you think there is enough
funding for that?

The Chair: Your time is up, Mr. Beaulieu. Thank you.

We are now starting the second round. We have 20 minutes left,
so to make sure we get a full round in, I'm going to shorten every-
one's speaking time slightly. The Liberals and Conservatives will
each have four minutes, instead of five, and Mr. Beaulieu will have
two minutes, instead of two and a half. I'll be enforcing time limits
strictly.

Mr. Dalton, please go ahead. You have four minutes.

Marc Dalton (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge, CPC): I'd like to
thank the witnesses for being here.

It's a pleasure to see you, Mr. Léger. As I told you before the
meeting, I went to Simon Fraser University. If I was still a student
there, I would register for your class. In my completely unbiased
opinion, Simon Fraser University is the best school in Canada.

Voices: Oh, oh!
Marc Dalton: I'll start with Mr. Désilets.
We're doing a review, and then we're preparing a report. You

made a number of points. You didn't mince words. You said clarity
and concrete measures were lacking. Is this a failure, in your view?

Antoine Désilets: I just want to be sure I understand your ques-
tion. Are you asking me whether the draft regulations, in their cur-
rent form, are a failure?

Mare Dalton: Yes.

Antoine Désilets: I think the draft regulations need some work.
I'm not ready to call them a failure, but I will say that many of the
recommendations that came from francophone communities during
the consultations are not in the draft regulations.

Are the regulations satisfactory? No. Are they a failure? I don't
know. That might be a bit harsh.

Marc Dalton: Well, I am in the opposition, you know.

Voices: Oh, oh!

Marc Dalton: We've heard them referred to as a trophy. We've
heard that they lack teeth in terms of concrete measures.

Mr. Léger, you said that the regulations should illustrate how the
act operates and provide a way to determine whether minorities are
affected by the decisions that are made. That is what the regulations
are supposed to do. You don't seem to think the current version of
the draft regulations will provide adequate support to francophone
communities. Would you agree?

Rémi Léger: On the whole, I think the new part VII is ambitious
and the draft regulations lack ambition. I commend the committee
for its work and the government for its willingness to be ambitious
in part VII of the new act. I am disappointed, however, that the gov-
ernment hasn't provided the means to implement, and deliver on,
the new commitments set out in part VIIL.

Marc Dalton: Why do you say the proposed regulations are un-
ambitious? Why do they lack teeth?

I'd like you and Mr. Désilets to say a few words about that.

Rémi Léger: I like visuals, so to me, the process is like a funnel.
The act comes first, followed by the regulations, and then come the
directives or guidance. Right now, we are at the regulatory stage,
and as I said, we need to have the tools and means to implement the
principles and general commitments laid out in the act. Unfortu-
nately, the draft regulations, in their current form, don't provide
that.

Marc Dalton: That's rather sad, because a lot of effort went into
it.

Mr. Désilets, 1'd like to hear what you have to say as well.

Antoine Désilets: “Lack ambition” is a good way to put it, be-
cause I think there's a lack of understanding of how difficult it is to
really apply a language lens at the hardest of times within the pub-
lic service. The agreements negotiated with the provinces are a per-
fect example. I think the answer is a lack of understanding. Perhaps
that's an understatement.

® (1615)
Marc Dalton: Thank you very much.
The Chair: Thank you.

It's now over to Mr. Deschénes-Thériault for four minutes.

Guillaume Deschénes-Thériault: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Désilets, I want to keep talking about the agreements, be-
cause they are a key piece in the health care sector.

The act states that institutions must take the necessary measures,
when negotiating agreements, to promote the inclusion of language
obligations. The proposed regulations state that taking “necessary
measures” means informing the parties of the expectations and
proposing language provisions. Do you think that's the most that
taking “necessary measures” can mean?
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Antoine Désilets: That's a good question. Informing the parties
of the expectations is essential and proposing language clauses is a
given. I do not know whether both were already being done, so this
is a good start. An impact analysis must be done at the end, to de-
termine whether the negotiations had a real impact.

Guillaume Deschénes-Thériault: You mentioned Alberta as an
example, which reached an agreement in principle that included an
official language obligation. We got positive results for the Franco-
Albertan community. What can we learn from this agreement with
Alberta to support agreements with the other provinces?

Antoine Désilets: That's an excellent question.

In this case, the credit goes to Alberta and the Franco-Albertan
community, which successfully made its case to the provincial gov-
ernment, leading to the inclusion of measures in the action plan.
This gives us an idea of the kind of positive measures we would
like to see in agreements with the other provinces. I am thinking of
direct collaboration with francophone groups, which Alberta men-
tions in its bilateral agreement, or funding specifically allocated to
French-language health services. If it is not specified, it gets lost in
the general funding pool. Ultimately, clear action is needed. Often,
it’s not enough to say we want bilingual human resources. Bilin-
gualism often takes a back seat when things get tough.

Guillaume Deschénes-Thériault: Thank you.

Mr. Léger, with regard to accountability, several witnesses have
told us that the draft regulations do not sufficiently define the indi-
cators for the evaluation or monitoring of their implementation. I
would like to hear your thoughts on this matter.

Next, what kind of concrete accountability mechanisms could be
used to improve the proposed regulations?

Rémi Léger: I think you are referring to subsection 41(10), is
that correct?

Guillaume Deschénes-Thériault: Yes. How can we ensure ac-
countability when it comes to implementing the regulations?

Rémi Léger: This requires performance indicators, criteria, re-
quirements and a template. The draft regulations do not go beyond
what is set out in the legislation. Therefore, I think it's good that it's
in the legislation and that we focus on evaluation and monitoring.
The next step is to equip people with the tools they need and to es-
tablish performance indicators to assess whether the measures taken
have actually had the desired positive effects.

Guillaume Deschénes-Thériault: When the modernized version
of the act was adopted, the guiding principle was advancing the
substantive equality of the official languages. The modernized ver-
sion of the act also recognizes that, although French and English
have equal status under the law, their situation remains asymmetri-
cal. You also talked about the concept of asymmetry. We know that
French is in a minority situation in Canada, and that increased safe-
guards and affirmative measures may therefore be necessary.

You said that the special status of French may not be adequately
reflected in the draft regulations. How could we ensure that the leg-
islator’s intent is better reflected? How can this be put into prac-
tice?

The Chair: You have 25 seconds left.

Rémi Léger: That's a good question.

1 believe that progress toward substantive equality and the recog-
nition of French’s vulnerability or fragility go hand in hand. By ac-
knowledging that we want to move toward substantive equality, we
acknowledge that French is more vulnerable than the other official
language and that it needs a boost. Perhaps we need to do more.

1 therefore believe that the message in part VII of the act should
be incorporated into the draft regulations. In my view, the regula-
tions should have an objective, which reinforces the commitment to
achieving substantive equality and the need to adapt the treatment
to reflect current realities and needs. We must acknowledge that
French may need a little extra support—

The Chair: Mr. Léger, I must stop you there. My apologies.

1 will now move to Mr. Beaulieu for two minutes.

Mario Beaulieu: Thank you.

All the speakers said that the draft regulations were clearly unsat-
isfactory. Several even said that the work should start over. We
spoke with officials at Treasury Board, and they said there should
be a follow-up consultation.

Mr. Désilets, do you think this could lead to something concrete,
a very satisfactory improvement of the draft regulations?

® (1620)

Antoine Désilets: I cannot guarantee success on these issues, but
if there are opportunities to improve things, we will certainly be at
the table if we are invited and consulted. This is not the first round
of consultations. We hope that, if further consultations are needed,
we will be able to clarify our position. There’s no guarantee of suc-
cess, but we’ll be there.

Mario Beaulieu: I think it’s essential for French-language media
outside Quebec to speak out very forcefully if we want to see
change. In fact, I feel that things have not necessarily been moving
in the right direction over the past 55 years since the Official Lan-
guages Act was passed, as we have seen a decline in the use of
French.

The updated act also addressed the need for redress, even to re-
store the demographic weight of francophones. There are high
hopes that francophone immigration will achieve this, but do you
think it will be enough? If we simply increase francophone immi-
gration while assimilation continues at the same rapid pace, any im-
provement may prove to be very short-lived.

The Chair: There is approximately 20 seconds remaining.

Rémi Léger: I don't know if the draft regulations alone can re-
verse assimilation—that's an entirely different issue—but I repeat
that the draft regulations must go much further than they currently
do; otherwise, the objectives set out in part VII of the act will not
be achieved.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Beaulieu.
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I will now pass the floor to Mr. Bélanger for four minutes.

Jim Bélanger (Sudbury East—Manitoulin—Nickel Belt,
CPC): Good day. Thank you to our witnesses.

I can see there is a powerful and important purpose behind the
modernized Official Languages Act. That's abundantly clear. How-
ever, | also believe it is important to stem the decline of the French
language and achieve true equality between the two languages.

Earlier, I heard the term “substantive equality”. There may be
different definitions of this term. If we use the term “substantive
equality” in the legislation we are trying to draft, what exactly do
we mean? Do we mean the same thing from one region to another?
Can this equality be measured using a percentage of the franco-
phone or minority population in that community?

Rémi Léger: Briefly, I would say that formal equality means
equal treatment, whereas substantive equality means different treat-
ment. When we say “different treatment”, it means we must listen
to the needs, priorities and realities of that minority, and seek to ad-
dress them to narrow the gap between the minority and the majori-
ty. So, it is a matter of equal treatment versus different treatment.

Jim Bélanger: Do you think substantive equality is realistic?

Rémi Léger: I think Parliament believes it is realistic, because it
passed this legislation. So, I hope so.

Jim Bélanger: However, it is not enforced. In my region, per-
haps 20% or more of the population is French-speaking. If I go to
the hospital to see a doctor, I will see plenty of documents in
French and English, but if the doctor speaks to me, it won't be in
French. Most French speakers are bilingual. It's easier to speak En-
glish than not to.

The question that arises, then, is this: as francophones, should we
play a greater role in ensuring that we have access to services and
that francophone organizations in our communities can help us
achieve true equality?

Antoine Désilets: First, research shows that people are bilingual,
but not when they are sick or facing major life events. We lose the
languages we have acquired as we get older. There are plenty of sit-
uations where French speakers, who have been bilingual their
whole lives, find themselves at a loss.

Second, before we can achieve equality, we must first achieve
equity. I believe that equity requires a wide range of measures that,
by their very nature, vary somewhat from place to place to ensure
we make progress.

The fact that equality may be a very long-term goal does not
mean we should not move in that direction. I believe the legislator’s
intent was very clear when the act was passed almost unanimously.
Next, we must equip ourselves with the means to achieve it. If we
say that the act is not being enforced, and therefore that the act is
unenforceable, in my view, that is a tautology. We need to start
breaking this cycle, so to speak. The regulations are one way we
can truly empower the public service to implement the new act.

® (1625)
The Chair: You have 40 seconds left.
Jim Bélanger: I will cede my remaining time to Mr. Godin.
The Chair: Mr. Godin.

Joél Godin: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
Thank you to my wonderful colleague.

Mr. Désilets and Mr. Léger, I’'m going to ask you an existential
question. You said that we, as legislators, have done a good job,
and we thank you for that. The act is still quite bold. Now, Treasury
Board is in the process of drafting the regulations. These regula-
tions must be guided by the principles set out in the act. Do you
sincerely believe that Treasury Board is open to revising these reg-
ulations and going back to the drawing board?

The Chair: Please give a one-line answer each, because the time
has expired. That's all I can do.

Antoine Désilets: In my view, Treasury Board is responsible for
implementing the will of legislators.

Rémi Léger: I agree.
The Chair: Thank you for being concise, gentlemen.

Thank you, Mr. Godin.

Ms. Chenette for four minutes.

Madeleine Chenette (Thérése-De Blainville, Lib.): 1 want to
thank our experts for joining us.

I'm looking for concrete solutions because you are right. We can
do better. So I am going to draw on the testimonies we have heard
to get your feedback on this.

Previous witnesses talked about the gender-based analysis plus,
or GBA plus. You are indicating your familiarity with this analysis,
so I'll be brief.

Given that we already request data to conduct this analysis and
intersectionality—the language was there, but it is not if we use this
tool kit, which is already in place to request the analysis and to re-
inforce the “she” in this exercise—would this be a concrete way to
improve things?

Antoine Désilets: In my view, yes. It shows the power of politi-
cal will. When GBA plus was adopted by all federal institutions, it
became part of the overall programming—including the work plans
that had to be submitted—and was integrated into the system. It
would be entirely possible to do the same for official languages. It
just takes political will.

Madeleine Chenette: Mr. Léger, what do you think?

Rémi Léger: I agree. Studies have been done by researchers at
the University of Ottawa who developed the francophone differen-
tial analysis. So there is academic research that could be useful.

Madeleine Chenette: Perfect.

We can say then that data is important, and that we could im-
prove and strengthen the tool kit Treasury Board already has.
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The other thing I heard was about the framework for the vitality
of official language minority communities. People are saying there
is already a framework and data on this, and that we should build
on that.

When I looked at this framework, I realized that it does not cover
all government departments, so it does not meet all the needs. How-
ever, the challenge is to ensure that everyone is thinking about it,
and we need to proceed in stages. So I wonder if this framework is
a basic tool for which we absolutely must identify indicators be-
cause it has already been adopted. At the same time, any new major
program needs to undergo analysis. Instead of saying we have to do
everything at once, we are saying we will proceed in stages, and if
we have these analyses, we will be able to gradually improve what
each department prioritizes.

Antoine Désilets: I agree with the pragmatic approach of pro-
ceeding in stages.

That said, the act has been in force for two and a half years, and |
don't necessarily see any progress in terms of its implementation
within federal agencies. I think we really need to start somewhere. I
do not accept that we have been out of step with the act for so long.
Ultimately, this decision must be made by all federal institutions.

Madeleine Chenette: Yes, but what we mean is that we cannot
go back. We agree that some things are moving too slowly right
now.

That is why I am asking whether it is a good idea to say that any
new major initiative must at least use gender-based analysis to de-
termine what the priorities are. Wouldn’t that be a way to adopt
concrete measures rather than having a set of criteria?

As for the Fédération des communautés francophones et acadi-
enne du Canada, having a set of criteria might be too bureaucratic.

Mr. Léger, what do you think?

Rémi Léger: I think Treasury Board missed an opportunity to
identify the tools already available within the public service. You
mentioned a few, and I would like to add a few more. Employment
and Social Development Canada published an official languages
lens in 2020. Canadian Heritage published a document in 2022 on
official language requirements in federal transfers to the provinces
and territories. Finally, the Treasury Board Secretariat itself, in
2017, developed a substantive equality analysis framework. So,
there are tools available within Treasury Board itself. I believe it
would be appropriate to review these tools and see what we can
draw from them to strengthen the draft regulations.

® (1630)
Madeleine Chenette: Which one do you think would be the
most useful to explore?

Rémi Léger: They all would be. However, the substantive equal-
ity analytical grid contains specific indicators. Strikingly enough,
Treasury Board prepared this grid in 2017, but none of the compo-
nents appear in its draft regulations.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Chenette.

On behalf of all my colleagues, I would like to thank the witness-
es for joining us today.

I'll now suspend the meeting to welcome the next panel of wit-
nesses.

¢ (1630) (Pause)

® (1635)

The Chair: Colleagues, I call the meeting back to order.

Welcome again to meeting number 24 of the Standing Commit-
tee on Official Languages. We'll now begin the second part of the
meeting.

1 would now like to welcome our witnesses. From the Fédération
culturelle canadienne-frangaise, we're joined by video conference
by Nancy Juneau, chair; Manon Henrie-Cadieux, director of strate-
gy and government relations; and Gabriel Poliquin, legal adviser.

Welcome, all three of you.

From the Fédération des associations de juristes d'expression
frangaise de common law inc., we're joined by video conference by
Rénald Rémillard, executive director. Welcome.

Each organization will have five minutes to deliver opening re-
marks. We'll then open the floor to questions from the members of
Parliament.

Ms. Juneau, you have the floor.

Nancy Juneau (Chair, Fédération culturelle canadienne-
francaise): Thank you.

Mr. Chair and committee members, I'm the proud chair of the
Fédération culturelle canadienne-frangaise, or FCCF. As you heard,
I'm joined by Manon Henrie-Cadieux, our strategic director of gov-
ernment relations, and Gabriel Poliquin, a lawyer specializing in
minority language rights.

The FCCF has been the voice of the arts and culture sector in
francophone and Acadian minority communities for nearly
50 years. Our network includes 22 national, provincial and territori-
al organizations. Through these groups, we represent an ecosystem
of over 300 organizations across the country.

Our goal today is to contribute to your discussions on the per-
spective of the arts and culture sector. First, as a result of the legis-
lator's contribution, the modernization of the Official Languages
Act in 2023 formally recognized our sector as essential to the de-
velopment and vitality of official language minority communities.

The FCCF's position is clear. The Treasury Board Secretariat's
draft regulations for part VII must be reviewed to ensure that they
reflect the intent of the legislator in modernizing the Official Lan-
guages Act.
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Regulations inherently serve to provide guidelines for the imple-
mentation of legislation and to spell out the procedures for its en-
forcement. However, the current draft regulations provide so little
clarity around how federal institutions must fulfill the obligations
that they inevitably run counter to the intent of the legislator, who
wished to strengthen these obligations.

The FCCF would like to draw your attention today to two recom-
mendations for amendments to the draft regulations for part VII. I'll
ask Manon Henrie-Cadieux to outline these recommendations.

® (1640)

Manon Henrie-Cadieux (Director, Strategy and government
relations, Fédération culturelle canadienne-francaise): Thank
you, Ms. Juneau.

Mr. Chair and committee members, we first recommend that the
regulations set out the procedures for taking positive measures, par-
ticularly when it comes to the federal institutions' obligation to car-
ry out analyses related to their mandate.

We can see that the draft regulations lack a great deal of clarity in
terms of how the institutions should carry out these analyses. These
analyses seek to base their positive measures, for example, and to
the extent possible, on research and evidence-based findings. We're
particularly concerned about this issue, given the weakness of the
current data available.

Our extensive experience has taught us that the regulations must
specify two things. First, they should state that the relevant data
available to federal institutions must be shared with official lan-
guage minority communities, or OLMCs, at an early stage of the
analyses. Second, they should point out that the federal institutions
must contribute to data production if the data doesn't exist. This
could mean producing the data themselves, or helping OLMC rep-
resentatives to generate it, for example by funding research activi-
ties.

We also recommend that the regulations expand on their princi-
ples of procedural fairness when it comes to the procedures for car-
rying out the required dialogue and consultation activities with
OLMCs.

The Official Languages Act now recognizes that OLMCs have
distinct realities, which give rise to their own unique needs. The
regulations for part VII must reflect this recognition and set out an
appropriate methodology for carrying out dialogue and consultation
activities. A language-based analysis or the application of a lan-
guage lens would be appropriate here, particularly given the ac-
knowledged decline of French in North America.

The Treasury Board Secretariat could draw on many models of
good consultation practices in order to improve the draft regula-
tions from a procedural fairness standpoint. To cite just one exam-
ple, we believe that the regulations absolutely must require the fed-
eral institutions to justify why and how they have, or haven't,
sought input from OLMCs, particularly when taking positive mea-
sures and making structuring decisions.

I'll give the floor back to Ms. Juneau.

Nancy Juneau: In conclusion, the Fédération culturelle canadi-
enne-frangaise would like to reiterate that the draft regulations for

part VII of the Official Languages Act must return to the Treasury
Board Secretariat's drawing board. Instead of providing clear defi-
nitions and guidelines, it codifies arbitrariness and produces the op-
posite effect of the expected outcome of regulations that should re-
flect the ambition of a strengthened part VIIL.

Thank you for your attention. We look forward to answering
your questions.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Juneau.

I'll now give you the floor for five minutes, Mr. Rémillard.

Rénald Rémillard (Executive Director , Fédération des asso-
ciations de juristes d'expression francaise de common law inc.):
Good afternoon, everyone.

My name is Rénald Rémillard. I'm the executive director of the
Fédération des associations de juristes d'expression frangaise de
common law inc., or FAJEF. Justin Kingston, the president of the
FAJEF, was unfortunately unable to appear today.

As you may know, the FAJEF's mandate is to promote access to
justice in French in all predominantly English-speaking provinces
and territories in Canada.

The FAJEF brings together associations of French-speaking
lawyers from seven provinces: the four western provinces, Ontario,
New Brunswick and Nova Scotia. The FAJEF members also in-
clude francophone advocacy organizations from the three territo-
ries, Newfoundland and Labrador and Prince Edward Island. We're
also members of the Fédération des communautés francophones et
acadienne du Canada.

The FAJEF would like to thank you for the invitation today and
for the opportunity to comment on the draft regulations.

As a national industry organization working in the justice sector,
the FAJEF is concerned about part VII of the Official Languages
Act and its implementation. Part VII of the Official Languages Act,
specifically subparagraph 41(6)(c)(v), clearly covers and even men-
tions the justice sector.

Here are four preliminary comments.

First, as a full and active member of the FCFA, the FAJEF shares
the concerns raised and supports the suggestions made by the FCFA
in its brief on the draft regulations for part VII of the Official Lan-
guages Act. This brief was submitted in February 2026.
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In our opinion, the draft regulations are largely inadequate for the
following three reasons, which the FCFA also identified. These rea-
sons are the lack of clear mechanisms to provide a better frame-
work for the positive measures and negative impacts set out in
part VII of the act; the lack of clear details and guidelines for the
analyses, the consultations and the collection of evidence-based
findings, including the lack of obligations for the federal institu-
tions to release the analyses and studies to the public; and the lack
of evaluation and monitoring mechanisms, such as performance in-
dicators, to measure the achievement of the desired results, mean-
ing substantive equality for francophone minority communities and
increased use of French across Canada.

Second, since the coming into force of the new Official Lan-
guages Act, other than a significant increase in the number of con-
sultations organized by the federal institutions, the FAJEF has seen
little change in the federal government's approach and even less de-
sire to innovate or to integrate a differentiated approach between
English-speaking and French-speaking minority communities.
We're concerned that, without a framework, details and clear direc-
tives in the regulations, inertia and the status quo will prevail.
Stronger regulations are essential to ensure the full implementation
of the new Official Languages Act, particularly part VII.

Third, the draft regulations should specify that language clauses
or obligations in federal-provincial agreements, particularly in the
area of legal assistance, must be taken into account at all stages of
the negotiation and the renewal of a federal-provincial agreement.
In this case, the presence or absence of language obligations in fed-
eral-provincial agreements can have a significant impact on the
right of any accused individuals in Canada to have their criminal
trial in the official language of their choice in all Canadian
provinces and territories. There should also be a transparent ac-
countability mechanism for federal-provincial agreements that in-
clude language obligations.

Fourth, this is a good opportunity to share our comments and
suggestions on the draft regulations for part VII. The FAJEF would
like to see the same type of approach used for any future proposed
regulations under the Use of French in Federally Regulated Private
Businesses Act. Moreover, we're concerned about this legislation
and its potential impact on access to justice in French, especially
given the key role played by banks in the legal system.

® (1645)
Thank you. I'll be happy to answer your questions. I could cer-
tainly give you some fairly concrete suggestions and examples for

improving the draft regulations. I can give you suggestions regard-
ing the more practical side later.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Rémillard.
We'll now move on to questions from the members.

Mr. Godin, you have the floor for six minutes.
Joél Godin: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Rémillard and FCCF representatives, I would like to thank
you for joining us for this discussion.

I'm hearing today what we've been hearing since the start of the
study from stakeholders who come to speak about the draft regula-

tions. We're hearing that the regulations aren't strong enough, that
things aren't defined enough, that we need to put more teeth into
them and that we need to go back to the drawing board.

I would like to hear the FCCF's comments, and your comments
in particular, Mr. Poliquin. I agree with my colleague. The draft
regulations aren't good. However, how can we improve them? Can
you give us some concrete elements to include in the draft regula-
tions? You'll be making suggestions. I don't know whether the Trea-
sury Board Secretariat will be as receptive as we are, but that's our
problem. We'll do what it takes.

® (1650)

Gabriel Poliquin (Legal Advisor, Fédération culturelle cana-
dienne-francaise): I can give a number of concrete examples. |
think that the FCCF is particularly interested in the dialogue and
consultation processes.

It's a good example. The Official Languages Act states that, in
carrying out its mandate, every federal institution shall do certain
things on the basis of analyses. Subsection 41(8) states that the
analyses shall be founded, to the extent possible, on the results of
dialogue and consultation activities, but also on research and on ev-
idence-based findings.

That said, an institution doesn't know certain things when it must
make a structuring decision. What's a structuring decision? We
don't know. Do you engage in a dialogue or a consultation? What's
the difference? The draft regulations are currently a step in the right
direction. However, quite honestly, they're incomplete. The draft
regulations more or less define how a dialogue and a consultation
are carried out. Yet they don't tell the public servants responsible
for implementing the act whether to organize a dialogue or a con-
sultation, or whether to carry out research. What are evi-
dence-based findings?

Joél Godin: So you're suggesting that we define the methods for
consultation and dialogue, because the draft regulations are quite
vague.

I'll play devil's advocate. On the other side, we've heard people
from Treasury Board tell us that too much detail is restrictive. As a
legal expert, do you share this opinion?

Gabriel Poliquin: That's partly true, absolutely. The provisions
can't be too detailed, because these regulations apply to all federal
institutions.

You still need to provide a more detailed framework and hence
instructions. In the case of current programs, a dialogue may be
sufficient. For new programs, or programs slated for termination,
the challenges are much greater. Perhaps, in these types of cases, a
consultation is necessary.

I'm giving examples, but that isn't necessarily how things hap-
pen.

Joél Godin: You're saying that too much definition will make
things too restrictive. Yet the current document is really too broad,
vague and permissive.
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Gabriel Poliquin: That's right. As pointed out by our chair,
Ms. Juneau, arbitrariness is codified. The federal institutions can
choose which analysis method to use. However, this analysis
method may not really be appropriate for the type of decisions
made.

In other words, you need to guide officials, but you also need
flexibility.

Joél Godin: Thank you, Mr. Poliquin.

Ms. Juneau, I simply want to repeat your words, which are music
to my ears. You started your remarks by saying that the regulations
absolutely had to be reviewed. Your earlier remarks largely align
with what we've heard in testimonies. Thank you for your com-
ment.

I'll now turn to you, Mr. Rémillard. Speaking of comments and
dialogue, you said that you find the consultation process for the
part VII regulations helpful for your organization. Is that what you
said?

Rénald Rémillard: Yes, I said it in the sense that it allows us to
be heard. We'll hope and see if the results—

® (1655)

Joél Godin: The comments and dialogues are there, but there's
no obligation or validation by the Treasury Board Secretariat that
will be considered. It's a bit annoying, and it applies to all stake-
holders.

I saw your openness regarding part II of the Official Languages
Act. You're telling us that, later on, you'll be available to help us de-
fine the regulations for the part that covers the language of work as-
pects. Is that correct?

Rénald Rémillard: That's correct.

Joél Godin: How much time do I have left, Mr. Chair?

The Chair: You have 15 seconds left.

Joél Godin: Okay.

My question is for the FCCF: Is there a priority item? There are

already comments and dialogues, but is there another indicator? Do
you have any comment on this?

The Chair: Time is up. I need a one-sentence answer.
Manon Henrie-Cadieux: We need positive measures.
The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Henrie-Cadieux and Mr. Godin.

Ms. Mingarelli, you have the floor for six minutes.

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

(Prescott—Russell—Cumberland,

Thank you to all the witnesses for being here today.
My first questions are for the witnesses from the FCCF.

The modernized Official Languages Act explicitly recognizes the
central role of culture in the vitality of francophone minority com-
munities. In your opinion, do the draft regulations sufficiently
translate this recognition into concrete obligations for federal insti-
tutions?

Manon Henrie-Cadieux: Thank you very much for that impor-
tant question.

First of all, I want to emphasize how proud we are, because the
new inclusion of the word “culture” in the Official Languages Act
is historic. It is a landmark event. I want to acknowledge that this is
a sector of development that's essential to the vitality of our com-
munities. Again, we commend legislators for making sure that cul-
ture was included, which was very important.

We provided feedback at every stage of the pre-consultation pro-
cess for drafting the regulations, and we will continue this process
in the coming stages. We've clearly indicated that we'd like to see a
much stronger preamble added to the draft regulations to reiterate
the substance of the commitments made.

In this discussion, we may be told that the act exists and is still in
force, but the FCCF has practical experience in this area. Together
with Canadian Heritage, the FCCF has co-chaired a collaborative
agreement among federal cultural institutions for over 25 years to
support the development of francophone minority communities. In
2024, when the agreement was last renewed, we agreed with all
signatory institutions to add a preamble that highlights the in-
creased obligations under the modernized act. To date, we've seen
the impact of including this preamble on the quality of dialogue
with federal institutions.

In this case, we want to similarly highlight this reminder of the
legislator's commitment, especially in a context of decline. For
now, the draft regulations do not appear to address an emergency
situation, but rather seem to dilute the obligations you have worked
to strengthen. From a cultural perspective, this is particularly vital.

Giovanna Mingarelli: You mentioned the cultural sector's heavy
reliance on funding from Canadian Heritage. What changes should
be made to diversify federal funding sources for francophone cul-
tural organizations?

Nancy Juneau: I'll take the liberty of answering the question.

I think that's exactly what we're discussing with respect to these
draft part VII regulations. It's about ensuring that all federal gov-
ernment institutions—including the Department of Citizenship and
Immigration, the department that handles training and the depart-
ment that handles economic development—make sure our needs
are taken into account. The act has designated us as an essential
sector, but despite that, we're still struggling to make inroads with
these departments.

I see the draft regulations as an opportunity to encourage these
departments, which are a bit more opaque to our sector, to do a lit-
tle more to reach out to us, listen to us and include us in their pro-
grams and policies.

® (1700)

Giovanna Mingarelli: Thank you.
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In your opinion, should other federal agencies and departments
have clearer obligations to support francophone culture in their pro-
grams?

Anyone can answer my question.

Gabriel Poliquin: Is your question about their programs or the
draft regulations themselves?

Giovanna Mingarelli: The question is about their programs.
Gabriel Poliquin: The FCCF's answer would certainly be yes.

How does this play out in the regulations? The regulations,
which are of general application, say nothing about culture being an
essential sector. Let me explain how that translates.

For example, when it comes to consultations, the FCCF is an ex-
pert body on cultural matters. So the regulations could provide that,
when a federal institution conducts a consultation on essential sec-
tors, it must ensure that it consults the right people, rather than sole-
ly relying on an online survey. It should consult expert organiza-
tions on the matter to obtain evidence-based data in order to deter-
mine the specific needs of the various francophone communities or
official language minority communities.

The Chair: You have 40 seconds left.
Giovanna Mingarelli: Okay.

My last question is for you, Mr. Rémillard. During a previous ap-
pearance before the committee, the FAJEF mentioned the need to
better define the obligations set out in part VII of the Official Lan-
guages Act. Do you think the current draft regulations sufficiently
clarify those obligations?

Rénald Rémillard: No. I will give some fairly concrete exam-
ples.

I know that—

The Chair: There are only 15 seconds left, so I'll ask for a quick
response.

Rénald Rémillard: Basically, there are no timelines and a lot of
details are needed to properly frame the consultations, among other
things.

Giovanna Mingarelli: Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Mingarelli.

Mr. Beaulieu, you now have the floor for six minutes.
Mario Beaulieu: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Ladies and gentleman of the FCCF, in your brief, you say that
the cultural sector relies heavily on funding from Canadian Her-
itage and, as was said earlier, there's limited access to programs
from other departments. Is this still the case? Have you noticed any
changes?

It's surprising, because in all the debates on the former Bill C-13,
and even before that, in the discussions on the former Bill C-32,
culture was often cited as a means to support the recognition of the
minority nature of French in the North American context, even in
Quebec. This was included in those bills, and it remained in the im-
plementation provisions, which stipulate that Canadian Heritage
may act for the following purpose, among others:

support the development and promotion of francophone culture in Canada, in-
cluding through the activities of entities for which that Minister is responsible
and by ensuring that the Government of Canada’s cultural policies are consistent
with the purpose of this Act

So it's surprising that this isn't included in the regulations. It
should be quite significant. Among all the cultural organizations in
Canada, including the Canada Council for the Arts, there should be
an obligation to take positive measures to support culture for fran-
cophones outside Quebec.

Do you think this should be in the regulations? Do you have any
specific suggestions?

Gabriel Poliquin: Again, the regulations are of general applica-
tion, but they must take into account the asymmetry of French in
North America, for example, and the specific needs of each com-
munity.

The principle of taking into account the specific needs of each
community is already present in the act.

In the draft regulations, as I was saying earlier, what would allow
these cultural needs to be taken into account would be the stipula-
tion that, in terms of culture and essential sectors, expert organiza-
tions must be consulted and federal institutions must collect evi-
dence, precisely to understand how this cultural asymmetry mani-
fests itself.

Mario Beaulieu: For each program, we should be able to know
what has been allocated to francophones outside Quebec and, ulti-
mately, to francophones in Quebec. Then, there has to be a clear
improvement, because it's provided for in the act. The regulations
are supposed to go further or, at any rate, clarify the act. That's very
interesting.

There's also a lot of talk about the importance of having a defini-
tion and clear frameworks for analysis and evaluation. There is one
aspect of the federal government's approach to assessing the lin-
guistic vitality of communities—which is, after all, a crucial con-
cept—that I find somewhat worrisome. Initially, the Official Lan-
guages Act referred to “the mother tongue”. Later, the focus shifted
to “the language used at home”. As French declined, it became the
“the first official language spoken”, which greatly broadens the def-
inition and inflates the data. I believe that was in 1991. In 2019, the
“potential demand” indicator was added, which inflates the data
even further. It even includes people who don't necessarily have a
potential demand for services in French or English in Quebec.

When the number of people involved justifies taking action, it
forces people to demonstrate that they are as numerous as possible.
So, rather than changing the criteria, the federal government
changed the indicators to make francophones outside Quebec ap-
pear more numerous than they really are. That skews the data a bit,
and it makes it possible to say that everything is going well and that
the proportion of francophones is increasing.
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It would be really important to have precise evaluation criteria.
So, rather than playing with the criteria and distorting reality, we
should relax the criteria for receiving services in French or access-
ing justice services in French outside Quebec, get a true picture of
the situation, and really not legitimize the government's inaction by
slightly distorting that picture. What do you think?

® (1705)
The Chair: There are 40 seconds left.

Manon Henrie-Cadieux: This brings us back to the objective of
the draft regulations and the act, which is to uphold the principle of
substantive equality. It's this principle that needs to be explored in
depth through a reliable, comprehensive and systematic data profile
on the subject. Without this key piece at the centre of the discus-
sion, there will be no sustainable progress.

Mario Beaulieu: Thank you.

Mr. Rémillard, you said that you had suggestions for more con-
crete measures regarding access to justice in French.

The Chair: There are 15 seconds left, so again, I'll ask for a
quick response. I'm sorry, Mr. Rémillard.

Rénald Rémillard: I want to talk about the importance of time-
lines. When you have consultations, you have to have timelines.
The documents must also be made public. We took part in consulta-
tions, so I'm still waiting for the results of those consultations. They
disappear into a kind of black hole. I would say that the issues of
timelines and releasing documents are the two most important fac-
tors.

We've already talked about performance indicators, but also
about the importance of groups being able to ask the department to
hold consultations. When we talk about dialogue, it's not just one
way. We can cite very clearly all the times when we have ap-
proached government authorities or departments. It's important to
have consultations, but we shouldn't always be invited without be-
ing able to ask for them. We know what our interests are and what
issues are important to us.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Rémillard and Mr. Beaulieu.

Colleagues, if we stay on schedule, we have about 22 minutes
left for the second round. I ask for your assistance and that of the
witnesses to be concise and to stay within the allotted time.

Mr. Gill, you have the floor for five minutes.
[English]

Dalwinder Gill (Calgary McKnight, CPC): Thank you, Mr.
Chair.

I have a question for the FCCF. Thank you for coming to this
committee today.

The regulations use vague terms such as “positive measures”,
“vitality” and “negative impacts”, but do not define them. From
your perspective, does this lack of precision provide sufficient
guidance for federal institutions, and would clear definitions im-
prove consistency?

The question is for anyone.

® (1710)
[Translation]

Gabriel Poliquin: [ will answer in French.
We can look at several examples.

There is a phrase used in subsection 41(7)(b), namely that federal
institutions must “mitigat[e] the direct negative impacts that [their]
structuring decisions may have on the commitments under subsec-
tions (1) to (3).” What does structuring decisions mean? We need to
guide the public servant applying the act by defining, for example,
the type of decision that falls under the act's purview, without defin-
ing them precisely. For example, this would apply when a federal
institution creates a new program, cancels a program or changes a
funding model. It is to this type of decision that subsection 41(8) of
the act would apply, that is to say everything related to dialogue
and consultation activities. That's the kind of clarity that can and
should be in the regulations.

[English]
Dalwinder Gill: Thank you.

Previous witnesses have said that very little progress has been
made since Bill C-13 was adopted, and that departmental approach-
es seem to have remained largely the same. Do you agree with that
assertion?

[Translation]

Rénald Rémillard: For our part, in the justice sector, we've seen
very few changes, except in terms of the number of consultations.
We did have a larger number of consultations. However, there are
very few concrete results. In some cases, we've had consultations,
but we still haven't seen the results or the benefits of those consul-
tations. However, the proliferation of consultations is the biggest
change.

In addition, one of the things we noted is that officials here and
there take the initiative. We've seen that at times, but, systemically
and generally, it's really the status quo, except when it comes to in-
creasing the number of consultations. That's it.

Nancy Juneau: I'd like to add one thing. For our part, at the end
of the day, we've worked harder since the new act was passed, pre-
cisely because of the increase in the number of consultations and
the few associated results.

I think this goes back to the importance of taking advantage of
these draft regulations to, on the one hand, provide clear definitions
and on the other, impose accountability measures. We need to know
how the consultations with us influenced programs or policy. We
have to feel that the work we do to represent our communities re-
sults in changes, programs and policies that take our reality into ac-
count.

[English]
The Chair: You have 60 more seconds.

Dalwinder Gill: Madam Juneau, based on your experience, do
you believe the proposed regulations are likely to produce mean-
ingful change, or are stronger accountability and transparency
mechanisms needed?
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Nancy Juneau: Well, the short answer to that is no.

I think if this regulation project had put into practice what we're
asking to be in it, we wouldn't be sitting here saying that we need to
review it.

Dalwinder Gill: Thank you very much.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Gill.

[Translation]

Ms. Chenette, you have the floor for five minutes.
Madeleine Chenette: Greetings to all the experts.

It's always important to really understand what's going on and to
really listen to what you have to say during consultations. I'm look-
ing for something concrete, but, on the other hand, I understand that
working with various departments, whether it's on national defence,
culture, natural resources or immigration, is very complex. When I
hear people talk about health, I understand health needs. When I
hear people talk about culture, I understand cultural needs. Howev-
er, when people talk about all those needs at the same time, it gets
fuzzy. It gets to be a long shopping list, and people spend time jus-
tifying themselves instead of taking action.

How do we respond to those needs in a meaningful way? I'm go-
ing to explore that with you. Other experts have talked about the vi-
tality framework. Ms. Henrie-Cadieux, you said that it was essen-
tial too. Can vitality indicators be implemented quickly?

As you say, certain things are said in a preamble, but couldn't
there be indicators to say that a particular group is already ad-
vanced? The cultural sector is much more advanced than many oth-
er sectors when it comes to our two official languages, although
there is room for improvement. We would have to say that a partic-
ular sector is essential.

In addition, for all departments, we could use the gender-based
analysis plus model, which is a Treasury Board tool used to analyze
various aspects. In this case, we could focus on language to put lin-
guistic equality on the same footing as gender equality and do that
analysis for everyone to get to evidence-based findings. Getting ev-
idence-based findings is the challenge.

I'm quite practical, so I'd like to hear your reactions to this,
Ms. Henrie-Cadieux, or your organization's chair.

® (1715)

Manon Henrie-Cadieux: That was one of our greatest hopes for
the Treasury Board Secretariat's greater role in implementing the
modernized act. The idea was to make full use of its expertise in
oversight and accountability mechanisms. Based on our experience
in previous decades, that wasn't something we were able to measure
well. From the government's financial point of view, it was impor-
tant to include conditions that were satisfied and to better describe
the impact and benefits of the expertise we provide to the govern-
ment for the sustainable development of our communities.

I strongly support what you're saying about the need for an ac-
countability framework and specific performance indicators.
Progress must be measurable. If not, on what basis can we plan fu-
ture investments for a community in decline that is experiencing
asymmetrical difficulties?

You already know that minority francophone communities are
not monolithic. Their challenges and problems are unique to them
and arise from the social, cultural and economic context of life in
those provinces. As we said, we really expect to have differentiated
analysis mechanisms. The FCCF strongly supports this idea, which
was developed by academics and endorsed by Linda Cardinal,
among others. We promoted the idea in presentations to the Canadi-
an Radio-television and Telecommunications Commission as part
of Radio-Canada's licence renewal. We believe that differentiated
analysis with respect to language is absolutely essential to govern-
ment decision-making.

I think all of those things—performance indicators, accountabili-
ty and responsibility—really deserve to be set out in a lot more de-
tail in the draft regulations we have here.

Madeleine Chenette: I'm going to talk about another practical
aspect.

Mr. Rémillard, you said that every stage of negotiations between
the federal government and the provinces should offer opportunities
to produce something concrete. Here again, agreements between
the provinces and the federal government are treated very different-
ly from one department to the next.

How can we put something concrete in place? That's why I keep
coming back to the issue of analysis. Are the provinces lacking the
data they should be taking into account and basing decisions on?

The Chair: Mr. Rémillard, you have 30 seconds to respond.

Rénald Rémillard: Obviously data is important, but some areas
are more of a priority than others, and legal aid is a priority, as I
said earlier. We know that's an important factor for us. We know
that Canada's court challenges program is important for official lan-
guage minority communities. National Defence may play an impor-
tant role in promoting French in Canada, but it's probably less criti-
cal than other departments when it comes to the vitality of official
language minority communities.

It may be necessary to marry priorities and general obligations.
There are two aspects to part—

The Chair: I'm sorry, but I have to cut you off.

We'll go to Mr. Beaulieu for two and a half minutes.

® (1720)

Mario Beaulieu: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
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Ms. Juneau, I don't know if this is already in your recommenda-
tions. On the one hand, since it's specifically in the act, every feder-
al cultural organization or program must be evaluated to determine
what contributions are being made to cultural organizations outside
Quebec. Then, that contribution should grow in a way that can be
tracked precisely. Is that already in your recommendations? Can
you send them to us? I think it makes sense because it's right there
in the act.

Mr. Rémillard, you've often pointed out that the shortage of
bilingual judges, lawyers and staff is due to systemic challenges.
Do we have a clear picture of this shortage that could be incorporat-
ed into objectives in the regulations?

Rénald Rémillard: Yes. Research is crucial to obtaining evi-
dence-based findings. Some research is being done, but it could be
done in a way that's much more aligned with the regulations and
obligations arising from part VII.

I think that, in some cases, you have to use resources that already
exist. In others, you have to fill gaps in the data. We're not starting
from scratch, though. This could be included in regulations so we
can set much clearer and more measurable objectives to gauge if
we're making progress.

Mario Beaulieu: As far as access to justice in French outside
Quebec is concerned, would you say that it's fairly accessible at the
moment, or are there really huge challenges to be addressed?

Rénald Rémillard: Once again, there are a lot of differences
from one region to another. It depends on the judiciary, the experts
or the departments involved. There are lots of differences from one
province to another, and even from one region to another in differ-
ent provinces and territories, so there's certainly much to do in that
regard.

While the justice sector has a community side, we are also large-
ly called upon to work with a provincial or territorial apparatus.
That's the thing about access to justice. There are two sides to it:
the community side and government's justice administration sys-
tem.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Beaulieu. Your time is up.

I will now give the floor to Mr. Bélanger for five minutes.

Jim Bélanger: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
Good evening, everyone.

The official languages mandate is to protect and promote the
French language in minority communities. That has been the inten-
tion since 2023. Arts and culture are essential to the growth and de-
velopment of French.

However, you're saying that guidance for how to carry that out is
lacking. We've been talking about being able to measure, analyze
and research. My question is this: Are there any analyses, data or
statistics to support that review and analysis? If so, who is responsi-
ble for analyzing that information and formulating a plan?

If I put on my business hat, I would say that success requires a
plan with realistic and measurable targets. Whose job is it to do all
that?

Manon Henrie-Cadieux: I think the action plan for official lan-
guages is for all of us. Generally speaking, it gathers information
about community development needs and then structures its support
measures accordingly. It's critical to....

I'm sorry, I lost my train of thought.

Nancy Juneau: Ms. Henrie-Cadieux, I can speak to cultural da-
ta.

Thanks to the relationship we've developed over the past
25 years with our co-operation agreement partners—Telefilm, the
National Film Board, the Canada Council for the Arts, the National
Arts Centre and Radio-Canada—we've started working together on
data collection. As part of that agreement, we each collect certain
types of data. We haven't made enough progress on that yet, but
we're working on it together, and that's exactly how we figure out
where we are, what's lacking and what steps we can take to address
that.

Paradoxically, the hardest part is getting data from official lan-
guages support programs. We don't have a clear picture of the share
of funding granted to arts and culture.

So, yes, data is essential and, speaking specifically to the topic of
this meeting, I think the draft regulations must specify that develop-
ing positive measures starts with collecting data to identify the
problem and then figuring out how to correct it.

® (1725)

Jim Bélanger: My next question just so happens to be about
funding. We know that the plan we want to implement and the tar-
gets we want to achieve will take a certain amount of money. |
gather you think financial support could be improved. Often, the
provinces don't use the money transferred to them for the intended
purposes. It takes a long time to get things done. I believe your cur-
rent funding is guaranteed until 2027 or 2028. It takes a long time
to accomplish something of this magnitude.

How can we help you in that regard?

Manon Henrie-Cadieux: Our priority request for the next action
plan is the same as for the previous action plan. We want core fund-
ing for our organizations. Our organizations need predictable multi-
year funding to retain qualified teams. I'll reiterate that these orga-
nizations, which are members of the FCCF in every province and
territory outside Quebec, serve an essential role. Without their
work, artists would not progress from emerging to professional at
the national and international levels, so that's absolutely essential
for us.

Jim Bélanger: Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Bélanger.

We'll go to Mr. Deschénes-Thériault for five minutes.

Guillaume Deschénes-Thériault: Thank you.
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Mr. Poliquin and Mr. Rémillard, as mentioned, the guiding prin-
ciple of the modernized version of the act is progress toward sub-
stantive equality. How does that play out? What does progress to-
wards substantive equality mean to you? Should this objective be
defined? What's your understanding of progress toward substantive
equality?

Rénald Rémillard: I can answer that, and I'm sure Mr. Poliquin
can chime in too.

In part, progress is what's measurable. For example, is French
being used more? I think that's one of the objectives. Has the fran-
cophone population grown? Has French become a more common
public language? These things can be quantified, at least in part.
There may be a qualitative element as well, but it's largely quantita-
tive. That's where performance indicators or some kind of indicator
will be involved. As to where it should be in the regulations or
whether it should be better defined, I'm not sure, but, in my opin-
ion, performance indicators will largely define whether or not there
has been progress.

I don't know if I've answered your question.
Guillaume Deschénes-Thériault: That's fine, thank you.

Mr. Poliquin, I'd like to hear your comments on this.

Gabriel Poliquin: I would reiterate what we heard from Profes-
sor Léger, who testified before us. Substantive equality is equality
of outcomes, not equality of treatment. To achieve substantive
equality, some communities, particularly francophone minority
communities, will require different treatment that meets their own
needs. The act already mentions that. To achieve substantive equal-
ity, we'll have to take into account the specific needs of all the dif-
ferent communities and their diverse character. That's already in the
act.

To do that—and this ties in to what Mr. Rémillard was saying—
we need to establish performance indicators to assess the specific
needs of each community. The Fédération des communautés fran-
cophones et acadienne suggests evaluating the vitality of institu-
tions, the use of French and the visibility of French, among other
recommendations. That's all in the work done by Ms. Cardinal,
which Ms. Henrie-Cadieux mentioned earlier.

® (1730)
Guillaume Deschénes-Thériault: Thank you.

Ms. Juneau, in the arts and culture sector, what does robust im-
plementation of part VII the act look like in concrete terms?

Do you have any examples of issues with federal arts and culture
policies or programs that could be problematic right now and that a
more robust implementation of part VII could ease, particularly
with help from regulations like the ones under consideration?

Nancy Juneau: I think culture is no exception in that sense. The
people drafting part VII regulations should really take the time to

define what positive measures and dialogue and consultation activi-
ties are, and when to use one rather than the other. Oversight and
accountability mechanisms should also be defined. I think that, if
these elements are clear, then we, the community, will be able to
use these tools to initiate dialogues, make our needs known and ask
for the accommodations we need to move towards the substantive
equality we are seeking.

In that sense, I think the arts and culture sector is no exception.
We need the same guidelines, the same processes, the same criteria
and the same definitions to apply in our dealings with partners, in-
cluding institutions in the arts and culture space and the Department
of Immigration, because we also have projects in the arts and cul-
ture sector that can contribute to that. Again, I would point to the
recommendations we made regarding the regulations as a whole,
which will serve us well if we put them into practice.

The Chair: You have 25 seconds left.

Guillaume Deschénes-Thériault: I would like to take this op-
portunity to say I hope you enjoy the first-ever pan-Canadian sum-
mit on artistic education, which the Fédération culturelle canadi-
enne-frangaise is hosting this week in Ottawa. I look forward to
hearing about the outcomes of your summit.

Nancy Juneau: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Deschénes-Thériault.
On behalf of my colleagues and members of Parliament, I would

like to thank all the witnesses for being with us and for their testi-
mony.

Our next meeting will be on Thursday. In the first hour, we're go-
ing to hear from witnesses on the part VII regulations. In the sec-
ond hour, we'll cover two topics. First, we'll consider the draft re-
port on administrative monetary penalties. The clerk will circulate
the second version of that right after this meeting. In the second
part of Thursday's meeting, we'll look at drafting instructions for
the report on part VII.

Lucie, our analyst, will probably send questions for you to look
at to guide our discussion tomorrow. Is that okay?

Mr. Godin, you have the floor.

Joél Godin: Would it be possible to have an answer to the ques-
tion I asked at the beginning of the meeting by Thursday?

Have you put in the request?

The Chair: I have put in the request, but I don't know if we'll get
an answer or not. We'll certainly do our best.

Thanks, everyone.

The meeting is adjourned.













Published under the authority of the Speaker of
the House of Commons

SPEAKER’S PERMISSION

Publié en conformité de I’autorité
du Président de la Chambre des communes

PERMISSION DU PRESIDENT

The proceedings of the House of Commons and its commit-
tees are hereby made available to provide greater public ac-
cess. The parliamentary privilege of the House of Commons
to control the publication and broadcast of the proceedings of
the House of Commons and its committees is nonetheless re-
served. All copyrights therein are also reserved.

Reproduction of the proceedings of the House of Commons
and its committees, in whole or in part and in any medium,
is hereby permitted provided that the reproduction is accu-
rate and is not presented as official. This permission does not
extend to reproduction, distribution or use for commercial
purpose of financial gain. Reproduction or use outside this
permission or without authorization may be treated as copy-
right infringement in accordance with the Copyright Act. Au-
thorization may be obtained on written application to the Of-
fice of the Speaker of the House of Commons.

Reproduction in accordance with this permission does not
constitute publication under the authority of the House of
Commons. The absolute privilege that applies to the proceed-
ings of the House of Commons does not extend to these per-
mitted reproductions. Where a reproduction includes briefs
to a committee of the House of Commons, authorization for
reproduction may be required from the authors in accor-
dance with the Copyright Act.

Nothing in this permission abrogates or derogates from the
privileges, powers, immunities and rights of the House of
Commons and its committees. For greater certainty, this per-
mission does not affect the prohibition against impeaching or
questioning the proceedings of the House of Commons in
courts or otherwise. The House of Commons retains the right
and privilege to find users in contempt of Parliament if a re-
production or use is not in accordance with this permission.

Les délibérations de la Chambre des communes et de ses
comités sont mises a la disposition du public pour mieux le
renseigner. La Chambre conserve néanmoins son privilége
parlementaire de contréler la publication et la diffusion des
délibérations et elle posséde tous les droits d’auteur sur
celles-ci.

Il est permis de reproduire les délibérations de la Chambre
et de ses comités, en tout ou en partie, sur n’importe quel sup-
port, pourvu que la reproduction soit exacte et qu’elle ne soit
pas présentée comme version officielle. I1 n’est toutefois pas
permis de reproduire, de distribuer ou d’utiliser les délibéra-
tions a des fins commerciales visant la réalisation d'un profit
financier. Toute reproduction ou utilisation non permise ou
non formellement autorisée peut étre considérée comme une
violation du droit d’auteur aux termes de la Loi sur le droit
d’auteur. Une autorisation formelle peut étre obtenue sur
présentation d’une demande écrite au Bureau du Président
de la Chambre des communes.

La reproduction conforme a la présente permission ne con-
stitue pas une publication sous I’autorité de la Chambre. Le
privilége absolu qui s’applique aux délibérations de la Cham-
bre ne s’étend pas aux reproductions permises. Lorsqu’une
reproduction comprend des mémoires présentés a2 un comité
de la Chambre, il peut étre nécessaire d’obtenir de leurs au-
teurs autorisation de les reproduire, conformément a la Loi
sur le droit d’auteur.

La présente permission ne porte pas atteinte aux priviléges,
pouvoirs, immunités et droits de la Chambre et de ses
comités. Il est entendu que cette permission ne touche pas
Pinterdiction de contester ou de mettre en cause les délibéra-
tions de la Chambre devant les tribunaux ou autrement. La
Chambre conserve le droit et le privilége de déclarer I’utilisa-
teur coupable d’outrage au Parlement lorsque la reproduc-
tion ou I’utilisation n’est pas conforme a la présente permis-
sion.

Also available on the House of Commons website at the
following address: https://www.ourcommons.ca

Aussi disponible sur le site Web de la Chambre des
communes a I’adresse suivante :
https://www.noscommunes.ca



