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® (1535)
[Translation]

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe (Riviére—des-Mille-iles,
Lib.)): I call this meeting to order.

Welcome to meeting number 41 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Access to Information, Privacy and Ethics.

Pursuant to Standing Order 81(4), the committee is resuming
consideration of the main estimates 2026-27, specifically vote 1 un-
der Office of the Commissioner of Lobbying, vote 1 under Office
of the Conflict of Interest and Ethics Commissioner, vote 1 under
office of the Senate ethics officer, votes 1 and 5 under Offices of
the Information and Privacy Commissioners of Canada, referred to
the committee on Thursday, February 26, 2026.

I would like to welcome the Commissioner of Lobbying.
Thank you for being with us today.
In the second hour, we'll have another guest.

Ms. Bélanger, I assume you're ready to make your opening re-
marks. You have five minutes.

I'll let you start.

Nancy Bélanger (Commissioner of Lobbying, Office of the
Commissioner of Lobbying): Madam Chair and committee mem-
bers.

It is a pleasure to be here with you today to discuss the main esti-
mates and my office’s plans for fiscal year 2026-27.

As many of you know, the Lobbying Act requires that my office
maintain the registry of lobbyists. My team works to consistently
improve the registry so that both filing and finding information is
as easy and efficient as possible. The registry is the transparency
tool that allows Canadians to know who is lobbying federal public
office holders and about what.

We provide educational sessions and develop various informa-
tion products to help people better understand the requirements of
both the federal Lobbying Act and the lobbyists’ code of conduct.
We also do compliance work to support respect of the act and the
code.

The objective of the federal lobbying framework is to ensure that
lobbying is both transparent and ethical. This is a cornerstone of a
healthy democracy that supports citizen trust in public institutions.

My total budget for this current fiscal year is approximate-
ly $6.1 million. Roughly $4.8 million goes to salaries and benefits,
leaving an operating budget of around $1.3 million.
About $700,000 of that operating budget is spent on obtaining ser-
vices from other federal organizations, including services related to
human resources, finances, procurement and information technolo-

gy-

This is a very small budget, and not surprisingly we were not
subject to the comprehensive expenditure review. However, | am
always very mindful of our stewardship of resources. Ever rising
costs—including expenses for the information technology, licenses
and infrastructure needed to run our office—is increasingly putting
pressure on our budget and limits our flexibility in the allocation of
funds.

Related to the budget, I would be remiss if I did not take this op-
portunity to highlight the challenges posed by the current funding
model for agents of Parliament. Requiring us to seek funding
through a ministerial portfolio undermines our independence. I
would urge this committee to consider a new funding model that
recognizes and reinforces the independence of agents of Parlia-
ment.

[English]
Let me turn to our plans for this year.

Given your current study of the Lobbying Act, you are well
aware of one of our current priorities. It is a great pleasure to sup-
port you in identifying legislative improvements that can keep
Canada at the forefront in lobbying transparency for years to come.

I will say the following in relation to my recommendations. They
recognize that the amount of effort required to electronically file
and maintain information in the registry of lobbyists is not onerous.
Adopting clear, consistent and easy-to-follow registration and dis-
closure requirements would reduce the amount of time and effort
that stakeholders must invest in understanding the current intrica-
cies of the act. Not only would this help stakeholders, but it would
also reduce the extensive resources currently used by my office to
provide clarifications and explanations. These resources could, in
turn, be allocated to other priorities, including providing even
greater support to a growing number of stakeholders.
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As for other priorities, we continue to develop ways to expand
awareness and understanding of the act and the code. In particular,
we are updating our online materials, including advisory opinions,
always with the goal of simplifying the guidance we provide and
increasing clarity for stakeholders.

In addition, we're advancing on 19 ongoing compliance files. As
you are aware, the act imposes strict confidentiality requirements,
and I therefore cannot discuss the specifics of any particular com-
pliance matter. However, I can say that currently, three files are
with the RCMP.

All of this work is accomplished through the contributions of, on
average, 35 employees. I am always extremely proud of my team
and the work we do. According to a study based on the most recent
public service employment survey, our office—and I'm very proud
of this—was the top-ranked federal organization. For example, we
had leading scores in management and in being a great place to
work. This reflects the team's collective sense of shared purpose,
collaboration and integrity. Words cannot express how grateful I am
for my team's unwavering dedication to lobbying transparency,
ethics and compliance.

Thank you again for the opportunity to be here today. I'm pleased
to answer any questions you may have.

[Translation]

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you, Commissioner.
That was exactly five minutes.

Mr. Barrett, you have the floor for six minutes.
[English]

Michael Barrett (Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands—
Rideau Lakes, CPC): Thank you, Commissioner.

How do you assess whether the current approach of your office
on enforcement, audits, referrals and public reporting under the act
is delivering good value for money for taxpayers? What metrics do
you use?

Nancy Bélanger: That's a very good question.

In my view, we could do a lot better with changes to the act, be-
cause currently, a lot of resources.... | review everything that comes
in front of me. We review every matter. Many matters lead to files
to the RCMP. It takes a lot of our time, it takes a lot of the RCMP's
time, and then it is returned to me and closed. If we changed the act
so that I could impose administrative monetary penalties, so that I
could deal with the issues right away, it would take less time, and
people would understand how the regime works.

I may not have understood your question—
® (1540)
Michael Barrett: No, I think that's good.

Typically, when you come before the committee—which is often,
and we appreciate your coming—you provide us an update, either
in your remarks or, predictably, with the opening round of ques-
tions, on how many files are with the RCMP. That number changes.
Do you know the change in that number since the last time you
were here?

Nancy Bélanger: Yes. The last time, March 9, they had four.
They just returned one. They have three.

Michael Barrett: When that happens, is there...? You have rea-
son to believe, when you refer a matter to the RCMP, that the act
has been broken.

Nancy Bélanger: Yes.

Michael Barrett: The test the RCMP would use is different
from the test you would use.

Nancy Bélanger: Yes.

Michael Barrett: When it returns to you, with you being of the
belief that the act was broken, does the public get to see reports
100% of the time on those files that come back to you?

Nancy Bélanger: No.
Michael Barrett: Why not?

Nancy Bélanger: It's because the way the act is arranged right
now, I can't make findings of breaches. If the RCMP and the Public
Prosecution Service decide that they can't find an offence, I don't
have the authority to do that. All I can do is say that I had reason to
believe. Then procedural fairness would have to kick in. Usually,
two, three or four years will have passed since the events occurred.

We have some procedural fairness issues here.

Michael Barrett: Therefore, the solution to that, you believe,
would be to change the act to allow you to issue administrative
monetary penalties when you have determined that breaches have
occurred, and then the penalty would be levied and a public report
would be made.

Nancy Bélanger: Absolutely.

Michael Barrett: How many matters have you referred to the
RCMP during your tenure?

Nancy Bélanger: Nineteen.

Michael Barrett: Of those, how many have you reported on
publicly?

Nancy Bélanger: None.

Michael Barrett: How many times have you found breaches of
the act that did not rise to the level to which they were reported to
the RCMP?

Nancy Bélanger: Well, obviously I had reasonable grounds to
believe for the 19 of them, and they pressed charges in two.

Michael Barrett: Right, but you would find times when the act
was not complied with, and then you would seek to have corrective
action taken, perhaps compliance retroactively, have people register
their meetings. Obviously they haven't followed the law, having not
registered, but you haven't deemed it necessary to report them to
the police. The act wasn't followed, you advised the individual,
you're satisfied with their compliance and you consider the matter
closed. Would you be able to quantify how many times that has oc-
curred in your time in office?
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Nancy Bélanger: Probably not, but I could look into it and see if
I can give you a number.

What happens is that the files I send to the RCMP are sent be-
cause [ open an investigation, because I feel an investigation is nec-
essary to ensure compliance.

There are many times when people will call us and say, “Hey, I'm
late.” They volunteer that they're late. Being late is an offence.
However, 1 don't have to investigate. They come and raise their
hand, saying they're late, so I just accept their registration for trans-
parency purposes. I do not investigate those matters, and I don't
send them to the RCMP.

How often does that happen? Well, I can tell you that, in the last
year, at least 8% of registrations were late and 5% of monthly com-
munication reports were late, but I accept them for transparency
purposes. I certainly will not send those to the RCMP, because I
don't need to investigate. I send to the RCMP only those I've actual-
ly investigated.

Michael Barrett: What is the overlap between your mandate and
foreign influence detection for reporting?

Nancy Bélanger: Any foreign entity that lobbies federal public
office holders is subject to the Lobbying Act and should register.
The foreign transparency act actually goes broader than the current
Lobbying Act, so there will be overlaps in registration, but the re-
sponsibility under the Lobbying Act applies even though someone
may be a foreign entity or body, and we do have foreign entities in
our registry.

® (1545)
Michael Barrett: I think that's it for my time.

Thank you very much.
The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Mrs. Chagger, go ahead.

Hon. Bardish Chagger (Waterloo, Lib.): Commissioner, it's
nice to have you here at committee. I'm a new member to this com-
mittee, so I'm looking forward to our discussion.

I do want to congratulate you on your top-ranking status. You
should be very proud of that. I think that having a team member
who is working so hard, and recognizing that, goes a long way, so
congratulations to you and the entire team.

Since I am a new member, as I've shared, would you perhaps
elaborate on what types of issues you're referring to the RCMP?

Nancy Bélanger: Of the 19 files we have shared, some are orga-
nizations and corporations that were not registered, when I was of
the view that they met the threshold. Some were consultant lobby-
ists who were not registered but, in my view, should have been reg-
istered. Some were former designated public office holders who
should not have been lobbying because they were subject to the
five-year restriction, but they lobbied.

For the most part, those are the files. There were some on contin-
gency fees as well, where we found evidence that people were
agreeing to lobby based on the success. That's not permitted under
the Lobbying Act; therefore, I have sent some of those as well.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: You send a file to the RCMP, the
RCMP investigates it, and if there are charges that need to be
pressed, it presses those charges.

Nancy Bélanger: Yes.
Hon. Bardish Chagger: Otherwise, is the file returned to you?
Nancy Bélanger: Yes. That's exactly how it works.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: Of the files that you're usually referring
to them, how many are returned to you, and how many have
charges pressed?

Nancy Bélanger: Of the 19 files I have sent, they currently still
have three. In one, charges were laid, the file is finished and they
returned that one. I have closed 14, and there's still one that was
just recently sent, which is still suspended, and I haven't decided
yet what we will do with that.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: When you say that you haven't decided
what you'll do with that, what do you mean by that?

Nancy Bélanger: The issue is that, when I get the file back, I
need to decide whether there is a compliance rationale to.... What is
there left to investigate? This file has been investigated by me. ['ve
sent it to the RCMP. They've investigated. No charges were laid. It
was sent back to me. What am I supposed to do with that? The only
thing I could do, possibly, is a report to Parliament to say, “Here's
what I did. Here's what the police did.” I don't know what they did,
because they don't tell me. They just return the file. The purpose of
that.... Then I have procedural fairness. I would have to let the peo-
ple know that these events that happened four or five years ago...so
I just close the file, because there's nothing left to investigate.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: Okay. Our time is limited. The chal-
lenge is.... We have people like you in these important roles. Clear-
ly, your team takes the role seriously.

Nancy Bélanger: Yes, absolutely.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: I have no doubt that the police and the
RCMP take their role seriously, so matters are being looked at and
they are being addressed. A report to Parliament would allow the
public to know what's taking place, because it would be a public re-
port. I just don't want the impression that things don't get taken seri-
ously. They are addressed.

Sometimes I have conversations, “I want to determine someone's
guilt or innocence,” but that's not how our independent judicial sys-
tem or independent agencies work. That's part of the strength of our
democracy in Canada. I think it's something that's fragile around
the world and something that we need to protect a lot more now.
Thank you for that information.

I am going to move on to the main estimates, just to make sure
that we stay on the topic that you're here for. Can you give us a
breakdown and overview of your main estimates for 2026-27, just
so that anybody watching can get a bit of a snapshot of what's tak-
ing place?
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Nancy Bélanger: We have a budget of $6.1 million, and $4.8
million is for our staff: $3.6 million of that is actually for my pro-
gram, and the rest is for internal services. Then I have $1.3 million
left for O and M, and then $700,000 of that goes to MOUs with
other departments to help us. We're a team of 35, and we have the
exact same obligations as other departments.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: For the newbies like me, do you want
to just remind people what O and M means and what an MOU is?

Nancy Bélanger: I'm sorry. It's for our operational budget. Our
operational budget is $1.3 million. That's for contract expenditures,
and that's outside of salary dollars.

® (1550)

Hon. Bardish Chagger: As a follow-up, can you walk us
through the difference between the two main components, the regu-
lation of lobbying and internal services?

Nancy Bélanger: The program has 27 of our employees take
care of advice to stakeholders, the registry, our outreach and our
compliance, to make sure that we interpret and apply the Lobbying
Act. The rest of internal services is to do our finance, our contracts,
access to information requests—the usual corporate internal ser-
vices that other departments have.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: I'm just going to jump back to the top,
to investigations and compliance measures. What additional com-
pliance measures are you looking for under recommendation 17?

Nancy Bélanger: I'm hoping that I could have a spectrum. It
could start from mandatory training to administrative monetary
penalties, to a prohibition on lobbying and then, as well, to continu-
ing to send to the RCMP if it's warranted.

[Translation]
The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you.

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

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau (Laurentides—Labelle, BQ): Thank
you, Madam Chair.

If I understand you correctly, Ms. Bélanger....

First of all, it's a pleasure to see you again. From 2019 to 2021, I
was a new member of Parliament.

I am pleased to see that recommendations have been made. My
concern is that they are not being acted upon.

Am [ wrong to note that you are disappointed that no additional
funding was provided to your office as part of the spring economic
update 2026, which was issued in April?

Nancy Bélanger: Honestly, I didn't ask for money this year, be-
cause I saw the financial situation and where we were headed with
the fiscal years. Therefore, I decided to work with the team we have
and not to submit a budget request this year. I didn't expect any-
thing, so I wasn't disappointed.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: That said, I'm sure there are recom-
mendations that you would like to see implemented. Earlier, we
talked about public office holders and penalties. A lot of countries
are moving forward. Do we have what it takes?

Nancy Bélanger: 1 think there's a lot of work to be done. We
need to improve the act because, in the same vein, I get the sense

that I don't have the tools to ensure compliance with the act. My
options are either negotiation to get people to comply or the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police.

If someone is late, continues to be late and is late again, then [
have to accept it. I can't do anything except, perhaps, start an inves-
tigation and send it to the RCMP. They would send it back to me,
because they're not interested in investigating people who are late.
It's not important enough for them, which I understand.

I think the Office of the Commissioner of Lobbying needs a
range of penalties to ensure compliance.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: Basically, in a nutshell, what is your
objective as commissioner? My next questions will show you
where I'm going with this.

Nancy Bélanger: It is clear to me that our objective, our vision,
is for all lobbying to be transparent and ethical. You can't have
transparency without ethics and ethics without transparency. The
two go together.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: If we're talking about transparency,
then it's not just a watchdog. You also want to have legitimacy and
enforcement potential.

Do you feel that, in your impartial role, you have everything you
need to do your job properly and achieve your objective?

Nancy Bélanger: I think we do our work very well with the very
few resources we have, within the current framework of the Lobby-
ing Act. However, the act absolutely needs to be improved.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: Is it possible to send us your top pri-
orities? I know you have 17 or 18 of them.

Nancy Bélanger: We have 21 recommendations.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: We asked external people what the
main priorities were. Some said that the ban on lobbying by former
public office holders should be increased to more than five years.
Others said that it should be about legislation and enforcement.

The committee would like you to send us your main recommen-
dations, perhaps the five most important ones.

Nancy Bélanger: I find it hard to determine the five most impor-
tant recommendations, because it's a whole. You can't change one
thing without changing another.

In my opinion, registration by default is one. Everyone who lob-
bies should be registered. Second, we absolutely have to remove
the distinction between organizations and corporations. When peo-
ple call me, the answer is always that it depends on this or that.

® (1555)
Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: It's not clear.

Nancy Bélanger: It's never clear. We need a much simpler act.
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Most of my recommendations are aimed at simplifying things or
have to do with a spectrum of penalties related to that.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: I like that expression, “spectrum of
penalties”. I'm writing it down.

I have one last question. You mentioned the ministerial portfolio.
How could everything be adjusted to increase transparency and
make it as impartial as possible? If we ask for additional funding
and, in the end, we point fingers because it no longer falls through
the cracks.... I see that with the 19 files. How should that be man-
aged?

Nancy Bélanger: There are about 10,000 lobbyists. 1 sent
19 files to the RCMP. A lot of people complied with the rules. The
ones who didn't are the ones we have to find. Canada is a big coun-
try, and I have a team of 35. We're doing the best we can.

In terms of independent funding, I joined the agents of Parlia-
ment in 2007. At the time, there was talk of independent funding.
Twenty years later, there is still talk. No solution was ever found.
It's apparently hard.

I would recommend that Parliament have a committee to deter-
mine the budgets of agents of Parliament. New Zealand has a mod-
el whereby only one member per party sits on the committee so that
it's not partisan. Agents of Parliament are neutral and independent.
That way, a parliamentary committee could review our requests and
determine the appropriate budget based on our work and workload,
and make a recommendation to the people who provide the money.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: When there is a new way of doing
things, we shouldn't make people afraid of breaking tradition, as
we're doing a lot these days.

Thank you, Madam Chair.
The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you.

Mr. Barrett, the floor is yours.
Michael Barrett: Thank you.
[English]

I want to follow up, Commissioner, on a response you gave to
one of Ms. Chagger's questions.

When you refer a file to the RCMP, believing that the law has
been broken, and the RCMP returns the file to you without laying
charges, you have the capacity and the authority to then, should you
wish, table with Parliament a report of what has gone on, detailing
that you believe a breach occurred, affording procedural fairness to
the individual in question and detailing that the RCMP returned it
without laying charges. You could, should you believe it would in-
crease transparency or increase compliance with or awareness of
the lobbying laws in Canada, file a report in—

Nancy Bélanger: I don't think the act stops me from doing that,
but I have to decide.... I have to complete an investigation, and I
don't know what there is to complete.

I can file reports of what I have done, but to what end? That's
what I struggle with: demonstrating that I did my work. I don't
know if that is actually appropriate.

We know we've done our work. We've sent it to the RCMP and it
has reviewed the matter, and then three, four or five years later, it
comes back, and I'm left with this and I'm not sure what to do. Most
of the time, I weigh all of the information, and sometimes the issues
are already out in the public domain. I will say that.

There is nothing left to be said in the case of many of the files, or
the file is on someone who nobody here would know, because |
have to send everything to the RCMP.

Not everything is as high profile as you would think.

Michael Barrett: Certainly. I just wonder about when the ques-
tion of public interest arises around awareness among the general
public about compliance with the act and whether the RCMP or the
prosecution service believes there's a reasonable prospect of con-
viction. That doesn't necessarily mean that your work was done in
vain. Perhaps, sometimes, as is often the case in the House, simply
the public being aware of who's who in the zoo can serve as a
warning to people in government and business about who they're
dealing with.

With that, if [ may, I'll turn it over to Mr. Ho, Madam Chair.
® (1600)
[Translation]

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you.

Mr. Ho, you have the floor for two and a half minutes.
[English]

Vincent Ho (Richmond Hill South, CPC): Thanks, Madam
Chair.

Thank you, Commissioner, for all the work you do in exposing
Liberal insider ties to so many of the boondoggles we've seen in the
past 11 years.

Commissioner, Canadians expect that when major policy deci-
sions are made, especially ones that affect national security and do-
mestic industry, they're made transparently, yet when the Liberal
government moved to increase quotas for the importation of Chi-
nese-made EVs, there was no clear public record of who influenced
that decision. A foreign influence agents registry law was passed
two years ago, as you know, but the Liberals haven't done anything
to actually implement the registry.

In the absence of a foreign agents registry, how can your office
determine whether foreign state-linked actors engaged in unregis-
tered or shadow lobbying, as some may call it, in this case?

Nancy Bélanger: I will look into matters if I have reason to be-
lieve that I should, if I've been given information or if there are al-
legations. I have a team of 35. There are six people on my compli-
ance team. There is no way for me to ensure and guarantee that ev-
eryone who should be in the lobbyist registry is.
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However, if I receive allegations, I will look into them.

Vincent Ho: That's namely because your mandate relies heavily
on information that is disclosed to you between those registered
lobbyists and Liberal public office holders.

We've heard repeated concerns about shadow lobbying, where
influence is exerted outside these formal channels through informal
meetings, political staff, and third party intermediaries and events.

Given the Liberal government's failure to implement the foreign
agents registry, do you believe Canada is currently adequately
equipped to identify and deter this kind of activity?

Nancy Bélanger: I don't think I'm qualified to make that deter-
mination.

I can talk only about the lobbyist registry and how that is work-
ing, and I can tell you that I can rely only on receiving allegations
or hearing of or seeing anything. If I do, I'll look into it, and if
there's a breach of the Lobbying Act, then I will investigate and I
will forward it to the RCMP, but I don't know about the foreign reg-
istry. It's not my—

Vincent Ho: Could the Lobbying Act, in its current state, be
amended to sort of broaden the scope of what could be captured so
that it could help you identify more of these cases?

Nancy Bélanger: I don't know if it would require a broadening
of the act, because it covers quite a bit already. Certainly, if [ am to
be turning every single rock, you will have to triple or quadruple
my office. That's what would have to happen.

[Translation]

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you.
[English]

Ms. Sodhi.

Amandeep Sodhi (Brampton Centre, Lib.): Thank you,
Madam Chair.

Thank you, Commissioner, for coming before the committee to-
day.

It's my first time in ethics. I'm excited to be here.

The Office of the Commissioner of Lobbying is requesting ap-
proximately $5.46 million in voted expenditures for 2026-27. The

departmental plan also identifies “depth of capacity” as a key orga-
nizational risk for the office as a micro-organization.

How is the office ensuring that it can continue to fulfill its com-
pliance, investigative and transparency mandate while operating
with relatively stable funding and limited organizational capacity?

Nancy Bélanger: That's a very, very good question.
I will tell you it's because of the quality of the staff that I have. I

am going to become emotional. I manage a team of 35 who really
believe in the mandate, who go above and beyond.

Very often we can't be innovative and we can't be proactive.
We're often reactive, because the demand is high.

However, I have a very small team. I have one person who does
everything. There is no depth of capacity. We're 35 employees with

the exact same obligations as every other department out there, plus
our mandate. We work extremely hard, but we love what we do. We
believe in what we do. We have fun doing it, which is probably
why we were ranked first.

I think the only answer to that is to have the right people in the
right jobs. They're all very collaborative and helpful. When some-
one is away, someone else picks it up. It's a wonderful team.

Amandeep Sodhi: That's good. I'm really glad to hear that.

I think all of us can relate to the idea of having a team that works
together collaboratively. One of my staff members is here, and |
don't know what would happen if she wasn't here one day on the
Hill. It's the team that holds you together, so I completely under-
stand your being emotional about it.

I just want to go into a bit about artificial intelligence and over-
sight. The departmental plan notes that the office will consider inte-
grating artificial intelligence features into future registry updates.

Are you able to tell us how Al tools could improve administra-
tive efficiency and compliance oversight while still maintaining
fairness, accountability and public trust in the lobbying framework?

® (1605)

Nancy Bélanger: It would require great care and a lot of money.

With a team of 35 right now, I can tell you we're not the most
advanced in Al. I'm waiting to see where things will go. My staff
have all been trained. They know to use Copilot very, very careful-
ly, with no personal information, etc. We've all been trained.

Al could be used. I'm thinking if ever the registry is updated, if
some of the recommendations come in, there are ways to possibly
recognize the quality of entries through Al that would have been
programmed and planned, but I can't anticipate right now that Al
could replace people when it comes to the registry. My head just
doesn't go there, personally.

If we were to verify what could be done, it would require quite a
bit of investment, and we don't have that money to look at it. We'll
see what the future holds on that.

Amandeep Sodhi: I will ask just a bit about accessibility and
procurement priorities. I understand that your accessibility plan
from 2026 to 2028, under the Treasury Board directive on the man-
agement of procurement, required continued investments in acces-
sibility and indigenous procurement initiatives.

How is the office balancing these government-wide commit-
ments alongside its core regulatory and oversight responsibilities
within its current budget framework?
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Nancy Bélanger: Again, we do it. We do it carefully. We know
our obligations. We know when they come up.

On accessibility, one of the departments actually reviewed our
website and our registry. It gave us some suggestions, and we did
them.

In regard to indigenous procurement, we have less than 600,000
dollars' worth of contracts. This year, I think we will be at 12%, so
we'll meet the 5% target. We always try to have indigenous con-
tracting. We meet our obligations. We know what we have to do,
but I will never jeopardize the core mandate for the purposes of
meeting corporate government obligations. So far, we've been able
to do both, but it's difficult. It's demanding, but we do it.

Amandeep Sodhi: That's perfect.

Thank you.
The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you very much.

[Translation]

Ms. Gaudreau, you have two and a half minutes.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: Thank you, Madam Chair.

It saddens me when we talk about a foreign agent registry. I've
had 70 meetings on foreign interference, particularly by the Chi-
nese. I think that if we want to walk the talk, we have to take ac-
tion.

Ms. Bélanger, I have a question for you. If there were more pre-
vention in your work, and with all the resources we would provide
you, would we today be analyzing the lobbying compliance for
19 files, in your opinion?

Nancy Bélanger: I'm not sure I understand your question. If we
did more prevention—

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: Yes, because you're in reaction mode.
Nancy Bélanger: Yes—

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: If you investigated, if you were in a
proactive mode—

Nancy Bélanger: On the contrary, I would say that we are very
proactive.

The compliance team is made up of six people. This year, we
made 196 presentations. We reached over 2,000 individuals. We do
a lot of outreach.

We've updated our website. We're on LinkedIn. We're really try-
ing to be proactive. Again, I have a two-person team that does that.
I've given over 30 presentations in the last six months. We go to
great lengths. We could do more if we had more people and more
resources.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: Would you impose more penalties?

Nancy Bélanger: If we were to impose more penalties, I might
not have 2,000 late files. I believe that transparency delayed is no
transparency at all.

If the first two or three people who had registered late had been
fined, maybe there would have been fewer than 2,000 late files.
Fines would serve as prevention.

® (1610)

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: I'll ask you my last question.

I understand that you may be concerned about the digital rollout
with artificial intelligence. I'm sure you are aware that there is a
brand-new joint investigation in which four privacy commissioners
took part. My questions in the next round are going to focus on
OpenAl and ChatGPT.

You also know that there is a new platform on the horizon. I
found out this morning. It's CANChat. Have you heard of CAN-
Chat?

Nancy Bélanger: No.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: It's an Al chatbot for the federal pub-
lic service.

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you, Ms. Gaudreau.

Next, we'll go to Mr. Gourde for five minutes.

Jacques Gourde (Lévis—Lotbiniére,
Madam Chair.

CPC): Thank you,

Thank you for being here, Ms. Bélanger. We have known each
other for a long time, since 2007.

When [ was in the former government, parliamentary secretaries,
ministers and the Prime Minister also inherited the title of public
office holder. We had more extensive obligations than those of a
member of Parliament with respect to lobbyists who met with us.
We had to pay special attention to it.

Sometimes, even when we weren't taking part in official meet-
ings, people approached us and talked to us about certain programs
or government business. We were all in a pretty sensitive area.
Sometimes we had to step back or ask if people were lobbyists or
not. It's not exactly written on their foreheads that they're lobbyists.
When they come to our offices and we ask them in, we think they
are registered. We can ask them if they are registered or assume
they are.

Is that still the case today? Do members also have more obliga-
tions than they did before 2015?

Nancy Bélanger: Designated public office holders include mem-
bers of Parliament. If a lobbyist meets with you and talks to you at
a pre-arranged meeting, they have a duty to prepare a monthly com-
munication report indicating that they have met with you.

You, as members of Parliament, don't have the same obligation,
unless I call you to verify the content of the lobbyist's report.

Members of Parliament have the same obligation as ministers.
All designated public office holders who meet with lobbyists must
answer me when I call them to confirm the content of the lobbyist's
report.
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Otherwise, they have no obligation except to avoid lobbying for
five years after leaving their position.

Jacques Gourde: Thank you, Ms. Bélanger.

I'll go back to 2024. We knew that the current Prime Minister
was working as a special adviser to the Liberal government. He was
still a vice-president of Brookfield at the same time.

I don't know whether he was registered as a lobbyist. If the an-
swer is yes, all the better or too bad. If the answer is no, he had ac-
cess to the Prime Minister, the Clerk of the Privy Council and
members of the Privy Council. It was a murky area. That worries
me a bit.

You talked a lot about transparency and ethics. In that case, is
there a way to check the registry of lobbyists to see if he was regis-
tered?

Nancy Bélanger: Yes, certainly, you can check the registry to
see if he was.

There are a lot of criteria for being put on the registry. Again,
these are some of the things that need to be addressed in the review
of the act. You have to be paid and make representations to a public
office holder on behalf of a client or on behalf of their employer. If
those criteria are not met, the Lobbying Act does not apply.

Jacques Gourde: We also know that on May 6, 2025, the Prime
Minister met with Sam Pollock, the CEO of Brookfield Infrastruc-
ture. That was his former employer, directly or indirectly. I don't
think he was registered as a lobbyist. Apart from the usual saluta-
tions, they might have discussed a few little policies.

How can we know, as gatekeepers of transparency?

Nancy Bélanger: Again, if there are allegations of lobbying, 1
can look into it. However, I have no power to say that someone
broke the law. I have to refer the matter to the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police.

You can make access to information requests to find out if there
is a record of a meeting and to find out what was discussed. That's
the other way to do it, by making an access to information request.

Jacques Gourde: Between you and me, we know that a meeting
can often last seven or eight minutes. While taking a walk, people
can talk or have big discussions, but there will never be a record of
it. We are still very limited. The reality is that we can get around
our obligations toward lobbying and transparency.

® (1615)

Nancy Bélanger: I absolutely agree that transparency is impor-
tant. That's why [ made some recommendations to broaden the obli-
gations and transparency for meetings that are unplanned. Whether
they take place in the street, on a street corner or at an airport, those
meetings should be recorded in the registry. I agree with you.

Jacques Gourde: Thank you, Ms. Bélanger.

Thank you, Madam Chair.
The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you, Mr. Gourde.

Mr. Chang, you have the floor.

[English]

Wade Chang (Burnaby Central, Lib.): Thank you, Commis-
sioner, for being here with us.

I noticed that indigenous contracting results were 9.7% in
2023-24 and 3.4% in 2024-25, with a forecast of 9.2% for 2025-26
and a target of 5% for 2026-27.

Can you tell us more about these figures and what is driving the
changes?

Nancy Bélanger: The way the policy of the Treasury Board
works is that we have been assigned a target of 5%. I don't get to
pick that. That's the target. It's 5% of the contracts that we award.
It's not contracts that we've paid.

If in a certain year we have a contract that's for three years, it's
the year it is awarded. Then in year two and year three, the numbers
go down, because it's not the year that we awarded it, which is why
it fluctuates so much.

We had targeted last year.... I think it's 9% that you said. I think
we'll meet 12%, because we were in the cycle of having to buy new
laptops, and we bought them from an indigenous company, so we
will meet 12%.

We don't do a lot of contracts. I have no money. We do just a lit-
tle bit. We always try to prioritize indigenous groups. We will likely
do an evaluation this year, so we'll see if we can get an indigenous
company, but the 5% is the target that's given to us.

Wade Chang: Thank you very much for your effort.

Under government-wide priorities, can you speak to the pro-
grams that your office is undertaking in relation to the United Na-
tions 2030 agenda for sustainable development?

Nancy Bélanger: What we do there is co-operate at the national
level. We have a network of colleagues who do the same type of
work as I do.

Also, the OECD often invites me to participate in work there,
and Canada is seen as a leader, as one of the countries with the
longest-standing laws on lobbying. That's how I contribute to them.

Wade Chang: Thank you.

Your departmental plan places significant emphasis on education
and outreach. How important is proactive education in improving
compliance with the Lobbying Act, particularly for smaller organi-
zations, non-profits or individuals who might not fully understand
the obligations?

Nancy Bélanger: [ think it's paramount. The Lobbying Act is
extremely complicated. It has a lot of nuance. It's difficult for peo-
ple to read and understand, so we do a lot of outreach. We highly
recommend that people call us.
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We've done almost 200 sessions in the past year. We do advertise
a lot, and we're proactively telling people to come and meet the
commissioner. I do one-hour sessions with people, and I've been
able to meet over 2,000 people from across the country. It is abso-
lutely key.

Wade Chang: Thank you.

One of the themes in your recommendations is improving the
timeliness and consistency of registration and disclosures.

From your perspective, how can we modernize reporting require-
ments in a way that improves transparency without creating unnec-
essary administrative burden, especially for smaller stakeholders?

Nancy Bélanger: Every time I hear the word “burden”, I....
There has been no evidence that there's a burden to going in the
registry. Creating an account takes five minutes, and inputting the
information takes 20 to 25 minutes. There is no burden in the regis-
tration.

The burden is in trying to figure out if you should register and
what kind of information you need to put in the registry, because
depending on who you are, the information.... It always depends. It
depends on who you are, and it depends on whether you work for
an organization or a corporation.

The challenge, and what I think we have to do, is to simplify the
act, which is what my recommendations are all about. If that is sim-
plified, it will be very easy for people to go on the registry, to just
go in, open an account and put in the information.

Wade Chang: Is that why education is way more important?

Nancy Bélanger: Education is important now because the law is
so complicated. If it were simpler, we would be able to support
people in actually registering a lot more easily, but right now, peo-
ple need to figure out if they are even subject to the Lobbying Act.

Wade Chang: Thank you.

My final question is this. Recommendation six proposes broader
disclosure requirements regarding employees who lobby on behalf
of organizations. Can you elaborate more on how that recommen-
dation would improve transparency for Canadians while still re-
maining practical for businesses and organizations to implement?

® (1620)

Nancy Bélanger: Right now organizations have to list every sin-
gle employee who lobbies, but corporations only have to put in the
senior officers and employees who lobby as more than a significant
part of their work. That means there are people in corporations right
now who do not have to put their name in the registry, and if their
name is not in the registry, then they're not subject to the code.

I just want.... If you work for an organization or corporation, ev-
eryone's name should be in the registry. It's adding names.
[Translation)

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you.

Mr. Ho, you have the floor for two minutes.

[English]

Vincent Ho: As the Office of the Commissioner of Lobbying,
does your office have the authority to proactively investigate poten-

tial undisclosed lobbying, or are you limited to acting when formal
complaints are filed?

Nancy Bélanger: No, I have absolute discretion. I can tell you
that for most files that we open, it's because we've observed some-
thing or seen something. I don't need to get an allegation.

Vincent Ho: Based on the resources you have—you said you
have 35 staff and a $6.1-million operating budget—how much
undisclosed lobbying activity do you think goes on undetected?

Nancy Bélanger: I'm hoping it's not a lot. I'm hoping those peo-
ple who do this as a profession.... They're paid to lobby. I know that
they take their obligations seriously, and I'm hoping that those who
should be registered are registered.

Some groups are unaware that what they're doing is lobbying.
They call our office, and they say, “Hey, I've been doing this, and
somebody told me maybe I should register.”

Vincent Ho: You can't expect everyone to be that honest, to call.
There have to be some who slip through the cracks—again, through
no fault of yours.

Nancy Bélanger: It's possible, but there's no way of knowing.

Vincent Ho: I have one last question. If a senior individual at a
lobbying firm or a consulting firm avoids registration by claiming
they are providing only strategic advice, while junior registered
lobbyists formally conduct communications—Ilike we've seen with
multiple former senior Liberal staff, former Liberal MPs and for-
mer Liberal ministers—does that undermine the spirit of the Lob-
bying Act?

Nancy Bélanger: Well, the Lobbying Act, right now, regulates
communications with public office holders. If you're not the one
communicating, and you're hired to give strategic advice, that's not
lobbying.

Vincent Ho: Is that a problem, in your view?

Nancy Bélanger: It can be, and should it be covered? I don't
know how we would—

Vincent Ho: Do you think it should be covered?

Nancy Bélanger: Possibly, but how would we regulate that, and
whether or not it belongs in the lobbying office or in conflict of in-
terest and ethics, for those who leave office?

Vincent Ho: There's a cause for concern, though.

Nancy Bélanger: Sometimes.

[Translation]

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you.

Ms. Chagger, you have the floor.
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[English]
Hon. Bardish Chagger: Thank you.

I just want to get it on the record. Mr. Ho gives the impression
that it's just Liberals who are under the act, who you deal with.
Could you just remind us of who you deal with?

Nancy Bélanger: The party is whoever leaves office, and there
are public servants who leave office. It's not a criterion for me. I
look at facts, period.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: Commissioner, can you share who you
consulted with as individuals or organizations before arriving at
your recommendations for the Lobbying Act? Can you tell us a lit-
tle more about the process before you came to your recommenda-
tions?

Nancy Bélanger: When came here for my first nomination back
in 2017, I was asked if I could be ready in the spring of 2018 with
recommendations. That gave me four months to get ready. I can tell
you that I relied originally on the 2012 recommendations of the
previous commissioner, and then I started working from my own
experience. It's really based on experience, on what I've heard and
what I have observed.

Have I consulted organizations and corporations? No.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: They would be able to perhaps share
how complicated it is to understand it or not, or do you just have
the impression that it's complicated?

Nancy Bélanger: I speak to a lot of stakeholders all the time, so
obviously I've been hearing their input over the last nine years, but
did I actually do a formal consultation? No.

® (1625)

Hon. Bardish Chagger: However, you have gained those in-
sights.

Nancy Bélanger: Of course.
Hon. Bardish Chagger: That's excellent.

As a follow-up to the first round, what additional compliance
measures are you looking for under recommendation 17?

Nancy Bélanger: The compliance measures would be the same
as I mentioned previously, which would be possibly mandatory
training, administrative monetary penalties, prohibition and contin-
uing to send files to the RCMP.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: On recommendation 4, which specifi-
cally addresses registration requirements with respect to the award-
ing of grants and contributions, can you walk us through why you
included this as one of your recommendations?

Nancy Bélanger: It used to be that organizations and corpora-
tions needed to register only if they met a 32-hour threshold, which
meant that because most people who applied for grants and contri-
butions didn't meet the 32-hour threshold, they would not need to
register. Now that I've reduced it to eight hours, a lot of people who
are applying will now meet the eight hours and will need to regis-
ter.

I can tell you that a lot of people have concerns about that, and I
understand that, but right now, the law is written in such a way that
if you communicate with public office holders about obtaining a

grant or a contribution, you must register as a lobbyist. I think if
there's a public process already in place and you know that groups
are going to be applying to the public program, it should be exclud-
ed from the Lobbying Act.

[Translation]

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you.

Ms. Gaudreau, you have the floor for two minutes.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: I just have an offer to make. Tell us
the biggest suggestions that you would like to make. You made rec-
ommendations, but what would be the summary of our meeting?
There were no changes in 2007. There haven't been any since your
arrival in 2017, I believe.

You have the floor for the next minute.

Nancy Bélanger: There is definitely a need to increase the num-
ber of entities that need to be listed to improve transparency. The
Lobbying Act needs to be simplified to make it fair and equitable
for everyone. Everyone who lobbies would be subject to the same
registration criteria. There have to be penalties that are proportion-
ate to the offence, because right now that's not the case. That's all
there is to it.

If the act can be simplified, the work of the Office of the Com-
missioner will be much simpler. Maybe I won't even need to ask for
more money to hire more people.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: That's understood.
Nancy Bélanger: I hope so.
Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: Thank you, Madam Chair.

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you.
Thank you for being here. I appreciate it.

The meeting is suspended.

¢ 6 (Pause)

® (1630)

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Welcome back, everyone.

1 would like to welcome the witnesses for this second hour of the
meeting.

I would like to welcome the two witnesses from the Offices of
the Information and Privacy Commissioners of Canada: Philippe
Dufresne, Privacy Commissioner of Canada; and Marc Chénier,
deputy commissioner and senior general counsel.

Thank you for being here.

You have five minutes for your opening remarks.

Philippe Dufresne (Privacy Commissioner of Canada, Offices
of the Information and Privacy Commissioners of Canada):
Thank you, Madam Chair.
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Mr. Chair, members of the committee, thank you for inviting me
to discuss the Office of the Privacy Commissioner of Canada’s
main estimates for fiscal year 2026-2027. With me today is Marc
Chénier, deputy commissioner and senior general counsel.

My office operates in a rapidly changing environment, one in
which unprecedented volumes of Canadians’ personal information
are being collected and used. Evolving technologies bring opportu-
nities to connect, to create and to innovate. At the same time, tech-
nological advances pose new and complex issues for privacy.

[English]

In this context, prioritizing privacy is more important than ever.
Appropriate safeguards are essential to ensuring that Canadians can
benefit from new technologies without giving up their fundamental
right to privacy.

Just yesterday, I announced the findings of my joint investigation
into OpenAl's Al-powered chatbot, ChatGPT. Through this mile-
stone investigation, conducted with counterparts in Quebec, British
Columbia and Alberta, we identified privacy issues and made rec-
ommendations that led to improved protections for Canadians' per-
sonal information. I expect that the findings will also inform and
advance the privacy-protective design of other Al-powered tech-
nologies.

As Privacy Commissioner, I continue to champion the protection
of privacy in support of responsible innovation, setting the standard
for a safer digital world for individuals while supporting innova-
tion, economic competitiveness and Canada's digital sovereignty.

Several factors influence my office's capacity to deliver on our
mandate and strategic priorities as effectively as possible. These in-
clude, for example, a significant increase in the complexity and vol-
ume of our work, fiscal constraints, and reliance on the courts to
implement investigative findings.

Over the past year, my office has concluded hundreds of investi-
gations, including several high-profile ones, such as those into Tik-
Tok, Google and 23andMe. Earlier today, I released the findings of
an investigation into breaches at the Canada Revenue Agency.

® (1635)

[Translation]

The number of complaints received by my office in the last fiscal
year has increased by 82%, to more than 6,000 complaints. This
rise is also placing increased demand on the OPC’s limited re-
sources.

At the time of writing our departmental plan, I noted that the
temporary funding that had allowed my office to reduce investiga-
tive backlogs had expired. I am pleased that the government has
since approved an extension of this funding for five years, as noted
in the spring economic update.

Without permanent funding, however, we will continue to face
long-term resource constraints that limit my office’s ability to effec-
tively carry out its mission and keep pace with technological devel-
opments.

[English]

I welcome the government's recent announcement that it is re-
viewing the Privacy Act, and I also remain optimistic about move-
ment on private sector law reform. Canada needs modernized priva-
cy laws to reflect this modern world.

In early 2025, I launched a transformation plan aimed at building
greater collaboration and cohesion across my office and at stream-
lining processes to support more integrated, agile and strategic ap-
proaches. These changes support my strategic priority of maximiz-
ing our impact for Canadians.

[Translation]

The transformation plan includes implementing alternative ap-
proaches to full resource-intensive investigations. This includes
promoting compliance strategically and using all the tools at our
disposal to better serve Canadians through more timely outcomes.

[English]

I also continue to advance my other strategic priorities: address-
ing and advocating for privacy in this time of technological change,
and championing children's privacy.

I am committed to growing the OPC's internal expertise on
emerging technologies. Our team has developed an in-house Al that
will deepen our understanding of a technology that we regulate
while also helping to optimize our work.

To support the children's privacy priority, we've undertaken a
number of initiatives, such as establishing the OPC Youth Council,
and earlier this week I announced new guidance documents on age
assurance.

Collaboration continues to be an important tool that extends well
beyond compliance actions. My role as chair of the Global Privacy
Assembly and participation in the G7 data protection and privacy
authorities round table ensure that Canada is at the table to help in-
fluence the direction and future of privacy protection around the
world.
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[Translation]

At this time of rapid and unprecedented change, prioritizing pri-
vacy must be a collective imperative. Trust in how data is handled
is an increasingly important factor in how individuals interact with
the government, businesses and technology. This is a significant
consideration, particularly during these challenging economic
times.

I'll be happy to answer your questions.
The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you.

Mr. Barrett, you have the floor for six minutes.
[English]
Michael Barrett: Thanks very much.

I appreciate your being here today.

I'm wondering if you can tell us about.... Going one step beyond
your report yesterday about OpenAl, there is much conversation
about protecting youth on social media platforms or when they are
interacting with Al chatbots. Of course, if age limits were put in
place, there would need to be a way to verify users' ages.

What concerns do you have, or what risks does that raise? Are
there examples, including in the EU or within any EU countries, of
digital IDs or digital passports having been compromised by hacks
or through other breaches?

Philippe Dufresne: Earlier this week, I launched our guidance
on age assurance. That is the result of significant consultation with
industry, children's groups and like-minded organizations. We list a
number of considerations, and really key to those are the protection
of privacy, the safeguarding, making sure that platforms are not get-
ting more information than they need and making sure that the
measures are appropriate and are being used not to identify individ-
uals but to vet the person's age.

We also set guidelines and factors to consider in terms of when
age verification should be used. It would, of course, be based on
laws, but in the absence of laws, it's based on risk. It's based on the
likelihood of a significant number of children using the site.

In terms of your question of age verification tools and breaches,
the European Union recently launched an app, or made it public. In
the early days, there were concerns about a hacker being able to go
in and defeat the safeguards. That's a reminder that before you
launch your product, you need to make sure that you put in place a
sufficient safeguard and do testing so that this does not occur.

® (1640)
Michael Barrett: [ have a couple of other questions.

I want to ask you about Signal, the encrypted end-to-end messag-
ing app, and I want to ask you about TikTok. Before I do, can you
tell me what the limitations of use would be for something like In-
terac, in terms of identifying or providing sufficient age verifica-
tion?

That's a system that's widely used in Canada. It's tied to bank ac-
counts, which, of course, government ID is used for. It's simple,
like a red light or green light being generated through something

like banking portals, without having to provide any other identify-
ing factors to the service provider or application.

Would there be anything that would prevent that from being use-
ful in an application to verify the age of users?

Philippe Dufresne: I would need to assess the tool technically to
see the safeguards and so on.

What you're suggesting is a tool that takes only as much informa-
tion as it needs and gives only as much information and validation
as is needed. This is consistent with the guidance that we're putting
forward. You shouldn't be saying, “This is my name and this is my
date of birth,” and all of that. You want to find a way to say, “Are
you an adult or are you a child?* and “Are you allowed to use that
or not?”

Michael Barrett: What guidance have you issued on the use of
Signal specifically?

You're familiar with the application.

Philippe Dufresne: We've not issued specific guidance on Sig-
nal. I'd have to know the specific concern that you would have.

Michael Barrett: Are you familiar with the application?
Philippe Dufresne: I'm familiar with it, yes.

Michael Barrett: In the EU, there have been a string of inci-
dents. There's been a large-scale global cyber-campaign through
which Russian-based government-sponsored actors are seeking to
compromise the use of this service by government officials in EU
countries. If it's not a subject that you're familiar with, we'll move
on to the next, but I was curious. This has increased in popular use
in Canada. Once people believe something to be secure, their risk
aversion to sending sensitive information of course decreases.

Particularly in the company that we're in today, with elected offi-
cials.... If you don't have specific guidance, I won't ask you to cre-
ate it on the spot, but I'm wondering if this is something that you've
considered or if it would even be under your purview.

Philippe Dufresne: Certainly from a privacy standpoint, if we
see concerns related to a specific industry or a specific product, we
can issue guidance on it or do investigations, which may lead to
findings. If there is a concern discovered about privacy, then there's
arole for authorities to flag that.

There can also be concerns on national security aspects, and then
it becomes a role for government institutions, either to say that the
government and parliamentarians shouldn't use it or to flag those
concerns, but I agree with you that if there are known risks, Canadi-
ans should be made aware of them.
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® (1645)
[Translation]

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you.
[English]

Michael Barrett: Is that my six minutes?

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): It's finished for you. I'm sor-
ry.

Michael Barrett: We were having such a good time.

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Yes, you can say that.

Go ahead, Mr. Chang.
Wade Chang: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Commissioner, thank you for being here with us.
I have two questions on the main estimates.

Your departmental plan highlights ongoing work related to artifi-
cial intelligence, including the creation of internal Al tools. Can
you please elaborate on how Al is currently being used in your of-
fice and what operational benefits will be achieved by AI?

Also, how will you ensure that its use will remain aligned with
privacy and ethical standards?

Philippe Dufresne: There are two things on that.

Of course, yesterday I issued my decision on OpenAl and Chat-
GPT. We had been investigating this, and during that time, I had in-
structed that we not use the tool during the time of the investiga-
tion, other than for the purposes of our investigation.

We have developed our in-house Al tool, called PrivIA, and it's
quite contained. It's very safe, and we are taking small steps in
terms of how we can leverage this technology and be the best ex-
ample in saying that we want the safeguards, the use, the efficien-
cies. We are doing this in a gradual manner, and we hope to expand
its use, but for the moment it is very much all in-house.

Wade Chang: Thank you. It's good to hear this.

I see that for 2024-25, your actual resource for indigenous con-
tracts was 10.7%, while your planned target for 2026-27 is 5%.
Could you explain the factors behind the figures and how your of-
fice approaches indigenous procurement as part of the commitment
to economic reconciliation?

Philippe Dufresne: I don't have the specific details for you on
this answer, but I would be happy to provide them in writing.

We do report on the use and the contracting. There have not been
major trends or concerns or anything that comes to my mind at this
time. If my team here wishes to advise me before the end of the
hour, I can report to you; otherwise, we'll report back to you in
writing.

Wade Chang: Thank you, Commissioner.

I want to clarify the apparent contradiction between your find-
ings and those of B.C.'s privacy regulator. Your office says that the
matter involving OpenAl has been resolved, while B.C. says it has
not. In practical terms, is OpenAl currently operating in violation of
B.C.'s privacy laws? If so, what enforcement mechanisms or conse-

quences are available for regulators? What are the implications for
British Columbians who are using ChatGPT today?

Philippe Dufresne: Those questions would be better answered
by my colleague Michael Harvey, who's the Privacy Commissioner
for B.C. However, what our report says in terms of their findings is
that because of the specifics of their law and the specific definition
of “implicit consent” under their law, they were unable to find that
the type of Al training being done by ChatGPT, namely the scrap-
ing of information on the web, could be justified under that defini-
tion. From my perspective under federal law, I found that federal
law was more flexible, and it allowed me to interpret the expecta-
tions of Canadians and the safeguards being put in place in a way
that would allow both the protection of privacy and also the devel-
opment of that training of Al, so from a federal standpoint, it is
now compliant with federal law.

Wade Chang: Thank you.

Commissioner, the review of the Privacy Act comes at a time
when Canadians expect both strong privacy protections and mod-
ern, efficient public services. In your view, how can Parliament
strike a balance between protecting personal information and en-
abling better service delivery across government?

Philippe Dufresne: I think that the government's consultation is
a very good start in doing that, because it highlights a number of
things. It highlights, first, that you need to have strong and stronger
privacy protection. Privacy is going to be the basis for trust,
whether for the strong economy, whether for innovation, or whether
for government services. That's number one.

Reinforcing things like order-making power, the obligation to re-
port breaches, the obligation to have safeguards and treating priva-
cy as a fundamental right are all key, but the consultation also talks
about the need for departments to be able to share more information
with each other, in appropriate cases, to deliver better services for
Canadians. I think that is something that needs to happen in appro-
priate cases, with appropriate safeguards.

In some cases you need more flexibility, but as long as you have
strong privacy protections, then you have both, and Canadians de-
serve to have both strong, effective government services and strong
privacy.
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Wade Chang: Can you speak to the importance of amending the
Privacy Act to recognize that privacy is a fundamental right in
Canada, underscoring the importance of enabling service delivery
and advancing reconciliation with indigenous people?

Philippe Dufresne: These are all elements that I agree, with the
government, that we have to achieve. We need strong, effective
government services. Canadians deserve that.

In terms of how to make sure that the law isn't too strict and forc-
ing Canadians to start over every single time they need to do some-
thing, there's perhaps a need for more flexibility there.

You need to take into consideration, as well, the perspective and
interests of indigenous people. There's been lot of discussion on
privacy, about whether it's only individual rights or whether there
should be a collective component to this, and recognize that in the
interpretation.

Also, privacy, as a fundamental right, is something that is more
important than ever. It is the recognition that privacy has to be pro-
tected. It is not something that should be sacrificed in the name of
innovation or in the name of the public interest. It's not a zero-sum
game, because privacy is what makes us free. Privacy is what en-
ables all of the other fundamental rights that we hold dear.

I think those three pillars are absolutely key.
Wade Chang: Thank you, Commissioner.

[Translation]
The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you, Mr. Chang.

Ms. Gaudreau, you have the floor for six minutes.
Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: Thank you, Madam Chair.

It's good to see you again, Mr. Dufresne. I have many questions
for you, but I think that we'll get through them.

Let's get back to OpenAl You were there, and there were four of
you. Could you give us an example of non-compliance that OpenAl
denies?

Philippe Dufresne: In this investigation, we saw that, when
OpenAl first developed its models, it didn't comply with the legis-
lation. It obtained too much information from Canadians—about all
of us—through everything on the Internet, social media and discus-
sion forums. All this was used to train the models. They could ob-
tain confidential information, medical information or information
about young people.

There was also misinformation and disinformation. The state-
ments made on social media weren't always true, but the responses
could give the impression that they were. We found that transparen-
cy in this area was necessary and that tools were needed to deter-
mine where a response was coming from.

We also found that the consent process wasn't good enough for
users and for Canadians in general. Work was needed in this area.
This investigation gave us the opportunity to bring all these factors
to OpenAl's attention, and we persuaded it to make these changes.

That said, the current tool is quite different from the one original-
ly launched. This is largely in response to our recommendations.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: When you say tool, are you referring
to PrivAI?

Philippe Dufresne: The tool is ChatGPT model 5.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: Okay.

Is OpenAl now compliant?

Philippe Dufresne: It's compliant at the federal level in keeping
with the recommendations.

It must take certain steps in the coming months, such as making
the information more user-friendly and providing more explana-
tions on certain things. We'll be following up, because it made the
commitment to do so. That said, it will be compliant at the federal
level.

On another note, given the components of their legislation, my
colleagues in the other provinces were unable to find it compliant.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: I would like to digress for a moment.

Have you heard of the CANChat application, or have you ana-
lyzed this application that will soon be available to all federal pub-
lic servants?

Philippe Dufresne: We haven't analyzed it yet.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: It's coming, I'm telling you. I think
that an analysis would be a good step. I'm concerned about privacy
and national security.

I have other questions.
What about your ability to conduct an investigation?

Your current role is mainly to give advice. What are your recom-
mendations for getting the right tools?

Philippe Dufresne: I've made a number of recommendations for
legislative modernization. Good progress is being made on this
consultation for the public sector. We're waiting for a new bill, I
hope, for the private sector.

One thing missing is enforcement power. I don't have the power
to issue orders or to impose fines. Canada falls far short of the rest
of the world in this area. The vast majority of data protection au-
thorities have this power. We don't necessarily need to use this
power, but it must be available. To convince companies to invest in
solutions, it helps if we can tell them that, if they don't, they're run-
ning a financial risk too.

® (1655)

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: We're in agreement. [ think that a fine
amounting to a few thousand dollars, as opposed to a percentage of
sales, reduces the incentive to break the law.

Philippe Dufresne: Exactly.
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Bill C-27 in the previous Parliament included this possibility. It
was a good step, and I hope to see it in place before long.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: We hear you. It's important.

Madam Chair, in 2019, we were far from this. I recommended
that we decorrelate our social insurance number. Once again, I feel
that our legislative role is obviously out of step with the situation,
and this worries me.

Mr. Dufresne, since you're impartial, the greater your powers, the
more we members of Parliament can play our partisan games in a
different manner.

I see that I still have two minutes left.

We said that the percentage was relevant, and that there are in-
deed responsibilities.

The commissioner involved in the investigation pointed to Ope-
nAl's co-operation during the process. Without this co-operation,
would your authorities have had the tools and powers to compel the
company to provide the information needed to do their job?

Philippe Dufresne: Personally, I certainly wouldn't have had
them. I'll give you a concrete example.

This happened during our investigation of Aylo, the company
that owns Pornhub. We made recommendations. We said that, for
explicit sexual videos, you need everyone's consent. That consent
must be explicit, because this information is obviously extremely
sensitive.

In terms of sexual videos uploaded without consent, we wanted
them to be easily removable.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: [ was there during the study. They
could be uploaded again.

Philippe Dufresne: Exactly.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: Once it's on the Internet, it's too late.

Philippe Dufresne: To date, the company has refused to accept
our recommendations.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: Indeed.

Philippe Dufresne: This issue isn't theoretical. It exists.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: The headquarters are moved and then

it's off to play with the Five Eyes and our legislative rules. That's
what happens.

Philippe Dufresne: Yes. However, even if the headquarters
aren't in Canada, we can still have the necessary jurisdiction. That's
important. If Canadians are affected by this, we can and will act.

However, the difficulty is that not all organizations will co-oper-
ate. To its credit, OpenAl did. The co-operation has been good in
this area.

That said, if we had had these tools from the start, such as the
obligation to carry out privacy assessments or to provide clearer
definitions, some of these things could have been done even more
quickly. There are many things of this nature.

Rather than having an investigation, I hope that these things don't
happen or that they're resolved quickly.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: Thank you.

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): That was quite informative.

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

Vincent Ho: Thank you, Madam Chair.
It's good to have you back, Commissioner.

Commissioner, in a report today, your office confirmed that the
CRA reported more than 42,000 material privacy breaches, dating
back as far as 2020.

Canadians hand over their most sensitive financial information to
this Liberal government under the threat of fines and penalties. In
your view, does the sheer scale and duration of these breaches
demonstrate a systemic failure of governance and oversight inside
the CRA under this Liberal government's watch?

Philippe Dufresne: Our investigation found that there had been
a significant number of privacy breaches since 2020. There were
42,000, more or less.

Our investigation looked at the safeguards, the detection mecha-
nisms and the tools being used. You can't always prevent breaches.
They will happen, but you need to have the appropriate safeguards,
especially if you are a very attractive target.

We looked at a number of aspects, and we found that there was a
lot of goodwill and there was a lot of effort being made, but there
were gaps given the very sophisticated bad actors who were fraudu-
lently making those claims, and we have made a number of recom-
mendations to be put in place.

Vincent Ho: Back in 2024, because of these breaches in 2020,
the Liberals announced that they would be implementing new mea-
sures within the CRA to protect Canadians' privacy.

Since 2024, how many times have you met with the Liberal min-
ister responsible for the CRA regarding implementing these mea-
sures?

® (1700)

Philippe Dufresne: I have not met with the minister responsible
for the CRA, but in the context of the investigation, we have had
many meetings with CRA officials, and I have had meetings with—

Vincent Ho: To get it straight, we had you at the science and re-
search committee a couple of weeks ago, and you testified there
that the Liberal government had not consulted you when they were
thinking about importing more Chinese-made EVs.
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Now, the Liberal government has not consulted you in imple-
menting these changes. It's a pretty serious concern, and the Liberal
ministers can't even find time in their day to meet you even once. |
mean, that really goes to show that the Liberals don't take Canadi-
ans' privacy seriously. It's not a one-off. We're seeing a pattern here.

Commissioner, according to your office, these unauthorized dis-
closures within the CRA involve taxpayer information being im-
properly accessed and even modified by unauthorized bad actors
over a period of years before being fully reported. How is it possi-
ble that a federal agency as large as the CRA failed to detect, con-
tain and report tens of thousands of breaches—I understand a cou-
ple of breaches—in real time? Does this point to a culture inside the
Liberal government where privacy compliance is treated as an af-
terthought?

Philippe Dufresne: To your previous question, I did have meet-
ings with the Minister of Artificial Intelligence, and I did have
meetings with the commissioner of the CRA. There have been dis-
cussions. In this case, we found that—

Vincent Ho: I'm sorry. Did you meet with the Minister of Artifi-
cial Intelligence about these breaches, though?

Philippe Dufresne: No, not about these breaches.

Vincent Ho: That's what I'm talking about. We're talking about
the breaches. I understand there were other initiatives. There were
no meetings with Liberal ministers or secretaries of state regarding
these breaches during this time.

Continue with your answer.

Philippe Dufresne: What we found in this investigation was that
there were insufficient measures put in place. There were efforts
that were being put out, and there were improvements that were be-
ing made, but it wasn't enough.

Multifactor authentication is one example. Back in 2021, it was
not mandatory. It was optional. It was made mandatory in 2021, but
we know that multifactor authentication is an important tool to pre-
vent these fraudulent claims. Now it's mandatory, but we found that
the types of multifactor authentication are not all equal. Some are
stronger than others. Some are weaker. We identified that despite
improvements, more had to be done. We made recommendations to
that effect and look forward to this being put in place.

Vincent Ho: Your report mentions the multifactor authentication
and industry best practices, which you just discussed right now. As
you also discussed, the CRA was unable to provide details of every
confirmed breach that it had reported, due to limitations of the
tracking system—I'm reading that from the report. Also, somehow,
attackers were successful in bypassing the authentication process to
access...and the CRA was not able to explain that.

It's not just that there's a problem. They don't even know how to
fix the problem. The Liberals frequently lecture Canadians about
misinformation, cybersecurity and digital trust. What message does
this send to Canadians about the federal government's own compe-
tence at protecting sensitive data?

[Translation]

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Please give a brief answer,
Commissioner.

[English]

Philippe Dufresne: We found that there were things that had to
be improved, and they included some of what you described in
terms of identifying the threat, finding the reason and being able to
track. All of those are part of our recommendation.

[Translation]

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you.

[English]

Ms. Church, you have the floor for five minutes.

Leslie Church (Toronto—St. Paul's, Lib.): Hello, Commis-
sioner, thank you again for appearing before our committee. Just to
maybe offer you a chance to further explain a line of questioning
that my colleague across the table was just raising, can you describe
in the course of your investigation pertaining to the CRA the type
of involvement, co-operation or input that you would have had
from the CRA?

Philippe Dufresne: It's been a very good collaboration, and we
talk about that in the report. We note the work of the public ser-
vants we've interviewed, their dedication, and the challenging situa-
tion that CRA is in. It is a very attractive target for bad actors.

We held them to the high standard because this is very sensitive
information of Canadians, and the system has to be robust. We
found that it wasn't sufficiently robust, but with the recommenda-
tions that we made, I am encouraged by the steps that will be taken
and have been taken.

Leslie Church: That's great, and I would note that I think the
CRA has welcomed your report and very much thanked you for
recognizing the CRA's commitment and its efforts in aligning its
security, identity and governance practices, specifically with re-
spect to containment, mitigation and the work that's being done to,
of course, continually improve protections for Canadians' informa-
tion.

Commissioner, I'd like to actually take you back to your other
study, around age assurance. I do think that there is a very impor-
tant conversation that's taking place right now between efforts to re-
duce online harms for children and youth, while at the same time
being very cognizant of the need to reinforce, recognize and even
enhance children's privacy online.
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Can you tell the committee a bit about the key privacy considera-
tions that study...the conclusions that you came to on age assur-
ance?

® (1705)

Philippe Dufresne: We talk about the best interest of the child.
We talk about the fact that age assurance will be appropriate and
will be a legitimate approach to mitigating those risks in appropri-
ate cases, and also that you should look at the risks that are there
for children in making sure that you are not using it too much in
terms of preventing children from having too much access to cer-
tain sites and making sure that you are not leaving bad practices on
websites.

It shouldn't be, in our view, the first reflex to say that we're not
going to allow children to have access to it. We should try to fix the
underlying problems, but in certain cases, you won't be able to fix
them quickly enough, and limiting access to children then will be
appropriate. We talk about how we have to make sure that whatever
tool is being used is proportionate, that there are necessary safe-
guards and that it's not collecting too much information.

At the end of the day, we find that it is possible, and in certain
cases appropriate, to have age verification, because we need to pro-
tect children from the harms they can experience in the online
world.

Leslie Church: This connects quite a bit to the work you've been
doing around a children's privacy code as well in terms of other
means of protection: a wraparound of the whole experience of chil-
dren's information and data, both online and across media.

Philippe Dufresne: It has to be part of how we look at every-
thing. The best interest of the child was something that I recom-
mended be strengthened in Bill C-27. It was already a big part of
the law in terms of recognizing minors' privacy.

This is very much a frame through which we're looking at those
things. We will be coming out with our children's code soon. We
have just published a what we heard report based on our initial con-
sultation. That's going to set out, beyond age verification, how we
want to see privacy law looked at. We will be having my own youth
council look at this, in fact, to give us their views on how we can
communicate better with children.

Leslie Church: In 30 seconds, very quickly, do you have any
guidance for us in terms of some of the design considerations you
would offer as we think about how to move towards age assurance?

Philippe Dufresne: Well, the design considerations have to em-
phasize safety and data minimization and make it easy for the users
to use. They have to be able to trust it. It has to respect privacy and
not keep information longer than it needs to, and you have to avoid
situations where this is going to be used or perceived to be used to
reidentify individuals or to track individuals. This will protect pri-
vacy, and it will generate trust.

[Translation]

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you.

Ms. Gaudreau, you have the floor for five minutes.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: [ have so many questions for you.

1 would just like to talk to you about PrescribelT. I don't know
whether this matter has come to your office's attention. There has
been a transition. The PrescribelT platform wasn't used. It was for
drug prescriptions. Basically, we want to use Telus Health. We real-
ized that Telus kept about 85% of the intellectual property tied to
the platform.

That's my first question.

It's part of a system. The amounts for PrescribelT were in-
creased. The figure now stands at $300 million. We'll be migrating
to Telus, but Telus gives us absolutely no guarantee of privacy.

What happens when a situation directly violates the legislation?
Are you familiar with this transition?

® (1710)

Philippe Dufresne: I'm not familiar with the details of this tran-
sition. However, I would say that, if any concerns arise regarding
the measures in place to protect privacy, they should be raised here.
This is where privacy impact assessments come into play. These or-
ganizations are normally aware of their obligations in this area. I
would raise the concerns. Again, we need to reap the benefits of
technology and innovation, but we must ensure that privacy re-
mains protected.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: It seems that the race is always on for
the best application and technological development. It saddens me
to hear that no consultations took place beforehand.

Take CANChat, for example. You might have already analyzed
and studied this tool. We don't have a date yet, but it's coming. I'll
tell you in advance that communication is key. We've met with
Treasury Board officials and deputy ministers. Before launching a
tool, we need to make sure of certain things.

Seriously, since my arrival here in 2019, I've found that we need
to find ways to give you leverage in cases of this nature where the
legislative system can't keep up.

Would you do things differently if you had the proper levers?

Philippe Dufresne: One of my recommendations concerning the
Privacy Act for the public and private sectors was to introduce the
obligation to carry out a privacy impact assessment at the start. [ al-
so recommended that this be accompanied, where appropriate, by
the obligation to consult the people in my office. I think that this
provides real protection, but also a perception of protection. People
feel reassured knowing that a check was carried out before the
launch.
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You're right. There's often a great deal of pressure from both
companies and the government to act quickly. Sometimes, we don't
act fast enough. Speed is important. That said, if we ensure privacy
from the start, this will build trust. If we move too fast, but the trust
isn't there, the process may slow down.

I think that privacy protection has been a driver of innovation.

Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: Madam Chair, when the data is col-
lected in advance, we often have the information by the time a child
reaches the age of majority. That's when the damage occurs, such as
fraud and cyber-attacks. Seriously, this is a major problem. I hope
that, now that you're a majority government, you'll take action. The
situation is urgent. I could provide a list. I hope that, after our meet-
ing, you'll raise some red flags to ensure that we act as quickly as
possible. We should submit this matter for priority consideration.

I see that I still have enough time to ask one more of my many
questions.

As a privacy expert, what do you think is the main concern to-
day, given the breakneck speed of technological development?

Philippe Dufresne: Obviously, all our recent work on artificial
intelligence and privacy was a high priority. It highlights our focus
on this matter. We're building models of this nature that contain a
great deal of data, not just in the field of artificial intelligence, but
in general. The data is highly coveted. The issue is how to protect
this data, and how to do so pragmatically. We want to encourage in-
novation. We don't want to hinder the development of these tools,
which can help us in many areas. In fact, the technology can even
contribute to the protection of privacy itself, particularly by helping
to prevent privacy breaches, fraud and other threats.

Many technologies are developing at a rapid pace. Quantum in-
formation brings cybersecurity into play in a major way. A great
deal of work is being done on this topic. People must be made
aware of it. However, this development mustn't come at the ex-
pense of privacy.

We're now shifting towards artificial intelligence agent models,
which raises other issues. What do we give these agents, what are
their mandates and how do we hold them accountable? This is a
major concern.

Children's privacy is also a concern. They're increasingly ex-
posed to these technologies. We're also seeing the damage caused
by social media, which is now recognized in some court rulings.

This raises the issue of balance. How much should we restrict ac-
cess to certain content? Some want to ban social media and others
want to ban artificial intelligence tools. How do we do all this and
how do we take this into consideration?

Lastly, the issue of cross-border trade comes up. We're having
many discussions on digital sovereignty. Given the geopolitical sit-
uation, there are concerns about what other countries will do. We
see a strong tendency to want to keep strategic data at home, in our
own country, in order to protect it. This can, in some cases, affect
international trade. Privacy protection can provide solutions in this
area. One of my recommendations for modernizing the act is to es-
tablish a clearer framework for determining privacy protection ex-
pectations when Canadians' personal information leaves Canada.

® (1715)

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you, Mr. Dufresne. |
gave you a lot more time, because your comments were quite infor-
mative. You were on a roll.

Mr. Gourde, you have the floor for five minutes. If our guest gets
on a roll again, I'll give you more time too, don't worry.

Jacques Gourde: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you for joining us, Mr. Dufresne. This is very important.

I'd like to share three cases from my riding which also concern
you.

This week, I met representatives from the Canadian Mortgage
Brokers Association. They explained that consent is required when
a person's file is opened. They want that person to consent to pro-
viding their T4 slip and financial information to their broker for
prequalification and file review. However, they asked me for some-
thing more: they want to verify the accuracy of the T4 slip with the
Canada Revenue Agency, because they said some people might fal-
sify their T4 slip in order to prequalify. I admit I was surprised. I
thought there's no way the Privacy Commissioner of Canada would
ever accept these requirements. They told me there was no prob-
lem, that they'd already checked, and that the answer was yes.

Is this true?

Philippe Dufresne: I'd have to see the file's details. What I can
say is that, additional verification was among the measures we've
asked the Canada Revenue Agency to implement, specifically to
ensure there are no fraudulent cases, for example, requests where
data in an account is changed or benefits are obtained to which peo-
ple aren't entitled. On that point, I think we need security measures.
The more sensitive the information, the more it needs to be ade-
quately protected.

With regard to the specific file you're referring to, I'd need to be
more directly involved. It might be under provincial jurisdiction.
More broadly, it's important to have the necessary safeguards that
are proportional to the confidentiality of the information in ques-
tion.

Jacques Gourde: I have another question for you.
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We're currently in the first phase of the census. Statistics Canada
sent door hangers to people letting them know they need to fill out
the form by entering an access code. People came to my office and
told me they were unable to do so or that they didn't want to send
their personal information online. They told me they would have
preferred to use the old method, with the paper form. They had the
impression that their personal information would be better protect-
ed and that it would be safer to send their form by mail, rather than
online. People are worried. On the other hand, I'm sure Statistics
Canada has taken all possible security measures.

That said, are people required to fill out the form online, or can
they still send a paper version if they prefer? Is that a right Canadi-
ans still have?

Philippe Dufresne: Statistics Canada officials would be in a bet-
ter position than I am to say whether that's permitted or not. I think
it's important to ask them. If citizens have concerns about the sys-
tem, I think we need to ask questions and make sure we get satis-
factory answers.

I expect both Statistics Canada and the Canada Revenue Agency
to have robust security measures in place. These are questions that
should be put directly to them.

Jacques Gourde: I'm not worried about the robustness of the
measures. That said, people want to send in a paper form. During
the last census, we had blank forms at our offices. Those no longer
exist.

Do people still have the right to simply send their information on
paper?

Philippe Dufresne: Once again, that falls under Statistics
Canada's mandate and governing legislation. It's less a matter of
privacy protection and more about the tool the agency prefers to
use to transmit information.

When it comes to privacy protection, the method offered must be
secure. That's what matters. If Statistics Canada only offers the op-
tion of submitting the form electronically, it must be done in a very
secure manner. However, I have no information to suggest that the
agency has completely banned the paper-based option. I don't
know.

® (1720)

Jacques Gourde: I have one last question for you, since I still
have some time left.

Can the commissioner's office offer assistance with financial
fraud targeting seniors? Sometimes, seniors hand over their bank-
ing information or get involved in scams, and then they get caught
up in it. They're made to believe they have to send $1,000,
then $1,500. After that, they're sending $10,000, $20,000, and so
on.

One of my constituents withdrew $100,000 from his RRSPs. Af-
ter all that, that's the amount he sent. However, he lost
that $100,000. Then, he had to pay taxes on money he no longer
had. Some might say he was unlucky.

Is there any way the commissioner's office can help these people,
at least during the investigation?

Philippe Dufresne: On our website, we have information tools
available for the public so that people know how to protect their
personal information and what the right and wrong approaches are.
That said, organizations that help seniors should also have tools in
place.

For example, in our investigation into the Canada Revenue
Agency, many of our recommendations were aimed at improving
security for citizens who provide information. In fact, the discus-
sion we had with the agency focused specifically on multi-factor
authentication. However, the approach they adopted was designed
to make the process more user-friendly for seniors. The agency
didn't want it to be overly complicated or for seniors to be obliged
to use an app and so on. It therefore allows verification to be car-
ried out via text message or by telephone. We understood that. In
terms of user-friendliness, it makes sense. We did, however, ask the
agency to provide clearer warnings to people so that they know this
isn't the most secure method. For example, people should know
that, if they really want the most secure method, they would be bet-
ter off using something else, such as a separate app. At that point,
people can make the choice.

Jacques Gourde: Thank you, Mr. Dufresne.

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you very much.

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

Fares Al Soud (Mississauga Centre, Lib.): Thank you, Madam
Chair.

Thank you, Mr. Dufresne and Mr. Chénier, for being with us to-
day.

1 come at topics like these quite distinctly, because I've seen the
challenges regarding data privacy and data collection developing
over my entire life, quite literally.

I've also lived through all that is artificial intelligence differently
from many on this committee. I've seen its progression in an aca-
demic context, in the workplace environment and, certainly, social-
ly. It's clear that its usage is growing rapidly across the world.

There are expectations that government will make use of it to
better Canadians' lives through increased efficiencies. At the same
time, it's important that we make sure it's used in a safe and respon-
sible way in the public service.

As you know well, Commissioner, our government launched the
first public Al register, which provides information about the use of
artificial intelligence across federal institutions. It goes without say-
ing—but I will anyway—that it is a significant step toward trans-
parency and responsible Al governance.
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Treasury Board is now looking to elevate the directive on auto-
mated decision-making into law through the Privacy Act. Could
you speak to the importance of this directive being embedded into
law? What does this increased level of transparency mean for Cana-
dians?

Philippe Dufresne: This parallels a recommendation I have been
making, and it has been reflected in the government's consultation.
There have been many exchanges between my office and Treasury
Board, and I spoke to the minister. Those recommendations are
largely reflected in the consultation.

I've advocated that privacy impact assessments be a legal re-
quirement because, currently, it's a requirement in the Treasury
Board policy and directive. It's the same as the algorithmic impact
assessment you're referring to. That's good, but it's not enough.

When something is required by policy, we see more instances of
it not being complied with because the consequence is less than if
you were to break the law. Raising this to the level of a legal obli-
gation makes it more transparent. It's more visible when it's in the
law. It focuses and gives it a higher priority, so I support both the
privacy impact and the algorithmic impact assessments being legal
requirements.

Fares Al Soud: This is a follow-up. I'm sure you know that
we're looking to strengthen privacy notice requirements, including
when automated decision systems are used. Could you speak to the
importance of this? What does it mean for Canadians to have some-
thing like this easily accessible to them?

Philippe Dufresne: It's important for Canadians to have a better
understanding of artificial intelligence, decision-making and how it
impacts them. This is an area where I agree with the consultation.
We need to have explanations for why the decision was made and
what type of information was used to make the decision. That not
only protects Canadians by telling them what's going on but also
generates trust.

It's important now. I made this recommendation in the private
sector two or three years ago. I thought it was very important in the
early days of AL In a way, there's still a lot of development, and it's
moving very quickly. Having more information, the ability to ask
questions—not to get the technical details, but to know the types of
information and decisions—and transparency are important.

® (1725)

Fares Al Soud: Canadians are more sensitive, now more than
ever, to this notion of trust, specifically in relation to how their data
is used. I'd like to get your thoughts on theme one, this notion of
“Enabling integrated services”.

At times, I think Canadians view government as “one organiza-
tion”. That is, of course, not the case. It is several institutions, at
times operating in silos, admittedly. I think we'd all agree that there
is significant importance in ensuring that services are connected
and easy to navigate.

I'm still relatively new to this committee, but I understand that,
under the current Privacy Act, it can be difficult for federal institu-
tions to share personal data seamlessly. I also understand that this
leads to delays, duplications and, at times, frustrations.

As the government looks to modernize its operations, could you
speak to the importance of ensuring there are integrated services
while also ensuring that privacy protections remain fundamental?

Philippe Dufresne: It is important to have both. Government
needs to be more nimble. There's a lot of importance to that. Cana-
dians expect that, but we have to make sure we're doing it with the
appropriate safeguards.

If data is going to be shared.... Perhaps there's not enough ability
to share data now. If there is too much ability to share it, without
enough safeguards, then there is a risk. For example, if I give my
information to one department, say, for a health reason, then there
wouldn't necessarily be a need for this to be used in a completely
unrelated department without my knowledge or awareness.

Those guardrails are important. That's going to generate trust.
Canadians are going to be happy that they don't have to send nine
or 10 different forms to different places. They also don't want situa-
tions where there's a privacy breach or where public servants—
many people in other departments that have nothing to do with their
files—now have access to their information. It needs to be very
well built and have those other measures to protect privacy. The or-
der-making power and strengthening the privacy regime are oppor-
tunities to show that they go hand in hand. That's how you generate
trust.

In the government's pillars for Al the first pillar, “Protecting
Canadians and Safeguarding our Democracy”, talks about trust.
That's how you're going to encourage Al In order to do that, you
need modernized laws.

Fares Al Soud: I rushed over for this conversation, but I suspect
I'm out of time.

[Translation]

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Thank you. You have indeed
slightly gone over your allowed speaking time.

Dear witnesses, thank you for joining us. This was all very infor-
mative. We're very grateful to you.

We'll now proceed to the main estimates 2026-27. I'd therefore
like to thank the witnesses. We will now continue with our work.
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Unanimous consent is required when all votes are taken together. OFFICES OF THE COMMISSIONER OF LOBBYING

Dolh . " Vote 1—Program expenditures.......... $5,463,805
(o] ave unanimous consent:

(Vote 1 agreed to on division)

A voice: Yes, absolutely.
Y OFFICES OF THE INFORMATION AND PRIVACY COMMISSIONERS OF

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Ms. Gaudreau, do you CANADA

agree? Vote 1—Program expenditures - Office of the Information Commissioner of
Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: Yes. Canada.......... $15,737,098

ag;l;g((: Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Gentlemen, do you also VOtéﬂj;i ‘r.‘?%f“‘_n%;‘zp;;‘égfes - Office of the Privacy Commissioner of

(Votes 1 and 5 agreed to on division)

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Shall the chair report these
votes, less the amounts voted in interim supply, to the House?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Michael Barrett: I would ask that it be carried on division.

The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Yes, wait one second.
Some hon. members: Agreed.
Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
® (1730)
The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Is it the will of the commit-
tee to adjourn the meeting?

Michael Barrett: “On division” is a new term for me.
OFFICE OF THE CONFLICT OF INTEREST AND ETHICS COMMISSION-

ER
Vote 1—Program expenditures.......... $8,284,644 Marie-Héléne Gaudreau: Okay.

(Vote 1 agreed to on division) [English]
OFFICE OF THE SENATE ETHICS OFFICER The Vice-Chair (Linda Lapointe): Have a good two weeks.
Vote 1—Program expenditures.......... $1,507,801 Come back in shape. Have fun.

(Vote 1 agreed to on division) This meeting is adjourned.
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