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Standing Committee on Access to Information, Privacy and Ethics

Thursday, June 4, 2026

® (1530)
[English]

The Chair (John Brassard (Barrie South—Innisfil, CPC)): |
call the meeting to order.

[Translation]

Welcome to meeting number 45 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Access to Information, Privacy and Ethics.

[English]

Pursuant to the order of reference of Thursday, February 12,
2026, section 14.1 of the Lobbying Act, and the motion adopted by
the committee on Wednesday, September 17, 2025, the committee
is resuming its statutory review of the Lobbying Act.

Before I introduce our witnesses, I will remind them, as I always
do, that committee members may ask questions in French and En-
glish. If you need interpretation, take a moment to prepare the ear-
piece and select the listening channel you need in advance, in order
to take full advantage of the time allotted for questions. In some
cases, there is a bit of a delay with interpretation. Just wait until the
interpreters are finished.

For our first hour today, I'd like to welcome, from the Treasury
Board Secretariat, Brian Gear, executive director of policy, plan-
ning and performance, priorities and planning sector; and Peter
Ross, director, policy, planning and liaison, priorities and planning
sector.

Welcome, both of you, to committee.

I believe Mr. Gear is going to provide the opening statement of
up to five minutes.

Go ahead, sir.

Brian Gear (Executive Director, Policy, Planning and Perfor-
mance, Priorities and Planning Sector, Treasury Board Secre-
tariat): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

[Translation]

It is a pleasure for me and my colleague Peter Ross to join the
committee to contribute to the review of the Lobbying Act.

The Treasury Board Secretariat has been closely monitoring the
committee's important and timely work. We welcome the different
perspectives and recommendations on the Lobbying Act that have
been shared with the committee by the Commissioner of Lobbying,
her provincial counterparts, expert witnesses, and stakeholders
from the private sector and civil society.

[English]

I would like to begin by speaking to the mandate of the President
of the Treasury Board and the Treasury Board Secretariat.

As members know, the President of the Treasury Board is the
minister responsible for the Lobbying Act. That means the presi-
dent is responsible for bringing forward any amendments to the act
or its regulations on behalf of the government. The Treasury Board
Secretariat supports the president in fulfilling these responsibilities.
This includes providing policy analysis and advice on any recom-
mendations to update the act.

The TBS is not responsible for the day-to-day administration of
the Lobbying Act or for providing expert guidance on the act. The
Commissioner of Lobbying is responsible for administering and
overseeing compliance with the Lobbying Act. She also has the
mandate to interpret the act and to provide guidance on its applica-
tion. Because of this, I am limited in my ability to comment on
matters that fall under the mandate of the commissioner, such as
how to comply with the Lobbying Act in certain situations.

The Lobbying Act ensures that Canadians know who is lobbying
their elected representatives and other government officials, and on
what topics. The act works alongside the other parts of the integrity
framework, such as the Conflict of Interest Act, to uphold public
trust in government decisions.

While the act came into force in 2008, federal lobbying has been
regulated since 1989. The purpose of the federal lobbying regime
has always been to advance two important public interests: the
transparency of lobbying activities on the one hand, and free and
open access to government on the other.

In this regard, the governing principles set out in the Lobbying
Act's preamble affirm that the public has a right to know who is en-
gaged in lobbying activities and that lobbying is a legitimate activi-
ty that should not be impeded. That is why the act's core registra-
tion and reporting rules are intended to ensure transparency without
creating undue administrative burden.

The committee has heard a diverse range of views on how to en-
sure that the Lobbying Act continues to meet its objectives. The
TBS is closely examining the recommendations that have been
shared by the commissioner, stakeholders and experts. The govern-
ment also looks forward to receiving the committee's report result-
ing from this review of the Lobbying Act.
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I would like to thank the committee once again for inviting us
here today. We're happy to take your questions.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Gear.
We're going to start our first six-minute round with Mr. Barrett.

Go ahead, sir.

Michael Barrett (Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands—
Rideau Lakes, CPC): Does the government believe that the cur-
rent definition of lobbying is adequate based on the activities in the
year 2026?

Brian Gear: The Lobbying Act is a fairly robust framework in
the way that it has been set up. There is probably a reason that there
has not been a significant change made to the legislation since
2008. Obviously, there have been a number of changes with respect
to the expectations of Canadians around transparency, technologies
and the use of social media, which certainly would necessitate con-
sidering updates that could be made to the act. However, overall,
the Lobbying Act, along with the other parts of the integrity frame-
work that are in place, is relatively sound.

® (1535)

Michael Barrett: What changes are your department and the
government making to improve transparency both on access to in-
formation and on lobbying communications?

Brian Gear: I know there are consultations under way on the
Access to Information Act that are being undertaken by another
part of the Treasury Board Secretariat right now. They're looking to
modernize the act in that respect.

In terms of lobbying communications, we are obviously watch-
ing very closely the review that's being undertaken by the commit-
tee, and we certainly look forward to any advice on how the act can
be modernized.

Michael Barrett: How does the Treasury Board assess compli-
ance and enforcement challenges as the act currently exists?

Brian Gear: We're not responsible for the enforcement of the act
or for compliance. We certainly rely on the commissioner, as the
committee has heard, in terms of her take on how the act has been
enforced to date and on any challenges that she faces in that regard.

Michael Barrett: So the assessment or opinion of the commis-
sioner is accepted wholly by the minister and by the department.

Brian Gear: No, I would not say that. I would say that the input
the commissioner has provided is obviously extremely valuable.
We value the opinions and information that she has shared in terms
of how she sees the administration of the act.

One thing to know about the Lobbying Act, as I pointed out in
my opening statement, is that there are trade-offs to be made in
terms of transparency and access to public office holders and the
administrative burden that is caused by it. Obviously, a decision
needs to be made on what the appropriate trade-off is between those
two principles in terms of the right approach.

Michael Barrett: What gaps do you think exist in the reporting
requirements that limit public confidence in this as an effective tool
to ensure transparency in government?

Brian Gear: A lot of the issues that have been raised by the wit-
nesses who have come in front of the committee indicate that there

is the potential for increased transparency in a number of different
regards. With a lot of the questions about the treatment of in-house
lobbyists versus consulting lobbyists, I think there are some ques-
tions to re-examine to see whether the rationale that was in place in
2008, when the legislation was originally brought in, is still valid in
today's world.

Again, we certainly would value the advice of the committee. We
have benefited from hearing the testimony of the witnesses in this
review to help educate us on what the right approach would be go-
ing forward.

Michael Barrett: Is the Treasury Board Secretariat of the opin-
ion that the administrative burden on consulting firms and lobbyists
who are subject to the act is now too onerous for them?

Brian Gear: Obviously, administrative burden is a key consider-
ation in terms of what needs to be done. Ultimately, the appropriate
balance between transparency and the administrative burden is a
policy decision.

We are taking note of what different stakeholder groups are say-
ing about the administrative burden they face, as well as what they
anticipate facing if some of the commissioner's recommendations
are to be accepted and implemented.

Michael Barrett: Has the TBS changed its position on the ad-
ministrative burden since the last time a review was undertaken?

Brian Gear: It's hard for me to comment on what the position of
TBS was at the time of the last review. That was 14 years ago. I
wasn't in the chair at that time.

What I will say is that administrative burden is an important con-
sideration in a lot of the work the Treasury Board Secretariat is cur-
rently undertaking. Obviously, the President of the Treasury Board
has been leading a regulatory red tape review, for example, looking
at ways to make things easier for business in a number of different
regards. That's definitely a priority for the department and for the
president, and something that we will take into consideration.

® (1540)
Michael Barrett: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Barrett.

[Translation]

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

Linda Lapointe (Rivi¢re-des-Mille-les, Lib.): Thank you, Mr.
Chair.

I would like to welcome the witnesses and thank them very much
for being with us today.

I will now turn to them.

Can you explain why the act makes a distinction between in-
house and consultant lobbyists?
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What factors should the committee bear in mind when consider-
ing whether to adopt a default registration model or stick to the cur-
rent framework?

Brian Gear: Thank you for the question.

The distinction is related to the responsibility that in-house lob-
byists have to corporations and businesses.

[English]

We are one of the few regimes in the world that include in-house
lobbyists in a lobbying regime, so we have gone a lot farther than
most regimes that look only at consultant lobbyists.

The reason there are some distinctions is that within the whole
population of in-house lobbyists, there are a lot of different types of
people. For example, we could be talking about small business
owners, we could be talking about heads of charitable organizations
or we could be talking about CEOs of major corporations and ma-
jor multinational corporations.

One of the beauties of the Lobbying Act is that it has such a
broad scope, and it's very comprehensive in its reach in terms of
capturing both in-house and consultant lobbyists. There are roughly
9,000 consultants currently registered within the current regime,
which is very significant, I would say, but it's hard to adopt a one-
size-fits-all approach for all of the lobbyists within that population.
That's why the approach in the legislation was adopted the way it
was.

Absolutely, it's time to take a look at it to see how it works and
whether there are opportunities for improvement within the current
circumstances, but overall, I think that explains the rationale behind
the approach that's been part of the legislation.

[Translation]

Linda Lapointe: Earlier, my colleague talked about transparen-
cy. How can we strengthen the transparency of the regime while
preserving an open and effective dialogue between public policy-
makers and stakeholders?

Brian Gear: Those two principles, transparency and access to
government officials, are very important. Those are the foundations
of the act.

[English]

In terms of some of the recommendations that have been put for-
ward, there are opportunities for increasing transparency, and they
need to be looked at carefully to understand what all the different
considerations and implications would be. For example, a lot of the
recommendations that have been put forward by the commissioner
have effects on each other, and they compound the different im-
pacts that would be hitting the lobbyist population. We would defi-
nitely need to carefully consider what the cumulative effect of the
administrative burden would be in moving forward in certain re-
gards if we wanted to try to increase transparency.

The other thing is that we need to be very mindful of what the
value of additional measures would be for increasing transparency,
looking at that information carefully to see, as the saying in English
goes, whether the juice is worth the squeeze. Would the value of

that additional information really be worth the cost of implementa-
tion and the potential administrative burden for lobbyists?

[Translation]

Linda Lapointe: In your opinion, what elements of the current
regime are working well and should be preserved as part of this
modernization?

® (1545)
Brian Gear: That's a good question.

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development,
or OECD, appeared before this committee recently to discuss its
observations on the regime in Canada.

[English]

The OECD was very complimentary about the lobbying regime
we have in place when they were comparing it to other regimes in
other jurisdictions.

Overall, as I said, we have a fairly robust regime. It is very com-
prehensive in terms of its scope and the reporting that is done. I be-
lieve the commissioner reported that roughly 30,000 communica-
tion reports were filed last year, which provide a lot of transparen-
cy.

There's a lot being accomplished that is very helpful for trans-
parency, but there are always opportunities for improvement, and
this review is very timely to help look at what those opportunities
may be.

[Translation]
Linda Lapointe: Thank you very much.
The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Lapointe.

Mr. Bonin, welcome to the committee. You have the floor for six
minutes.

Patrick Bonin (Repentigny, BQ): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Gear, you mentioned the OECD, but with regard to the Com-
missioner of Lobbying's first recommendation on the default regis-
tering in-house lobbyists, representatives of the OECD told the
committee that countries that do not apply registration by default
and that require it only when certain thresholds are met have a lot
of trouble managing and implementing their policies.

They also said that countries that have passed legislation recent-
ly, such as Portugal in 2026, have chosen not to adopt the threshold
approach but rather the default registration approach. We hear that
it is difficult to manage using thresholds.

Don't you think it would be a good idea to adopt registration by
default and that it would simplify things?

Brian Gear: Obviously, there are a lot of benefits to having a
simpler plan.

[English]

Even with registration by default, though, there would need to be
conditions and thresholds in place. For example, the British
Columbia regime talks about how they do registration by default,
but even in those cases, small businesses with fewer than six em-
ployees are exempt from the registration requirement.
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Even with registration by default, exceptions and conditions
would still need to be put in place so that the system doesn't be-
come so burdensome that the one person who very occasionally is
in contact with a public office holder needs to register in the system
and has to take on that additional burden.

[Translation]

Patrick Bonin: That's a very specific case, but in general, don't
you think it would be a good idea to adopt registration by default?
Do you think that would simplify things?

Brian Gear: That's certainly an option.
[English]

One thing we're looking at right now and learning from is the
changes the commissioner has put in place in terms of the “signifi-
cant part of duties”. Reducing that threshold significantly, to eight
hours over a four-week period, is capturing a lot more lobbying ac-
tivity, and we're certainly learning from that experience. That will
help educate our view in terms of whether registration by default is
a good direction to go in.

[Translation]

Patrick Bonin: Would adopting registration by default simplify
things or not?
[English]

Brian Gear: It is absolutely a simple approach. I just caution
that there are a lot of implementation details that would need to be
worked out. I have difficulty believing that there would be no ex-

ceptions or conditions that would need to be put in place in what
we would call a registration by default system.

[Translation]

Patrick Bonin: With regard to the administrative burden review,
whose purpose which is obviously to save the government money,
you indicated that you were going to revise the registration require-
ments in the Lobbyists Registration Regulations and that the objec-
tive was to reduce the administrative burden for individuals, corpo-
rations and organizations subject to the Lobbying Act.

In 2012, however, Mr. Douglas, from the Treasury Board Secre-
tariat, told this committee that registering and managing the registry
was not a huge administrative burden for lobbyists.

Why do you think we need to reduce the administrative burden
on lobbyists?

® (1550)
Brian Gear: Thank you for the question.

[English]

I didn't necessarily come out and say that the administrative bur-
den is wrong. I just think that if we're looking at changes, any ad-
ministrative burden we would be placing on the lobbyist communi-
ty would be an important consideration that we would need to take
into account. As I said, if we were to proceed with amendments to
increase transparency around lobbying, that would definitely be
something we would need to consider.

One thing that I would say about the regulations themselves is
that we included them in the red tape review as something we

would be willing to look at. This committee then announced that it
would be looking at doing a statutory review of the act, so we've
put that on hold until we receive the input of the committee to do
that. We certainly are keeping an eye on how the recommendations
come in order to decide what the approach will be, and then we will
undertake that review again.

One of the things we'd be looking at is how we can make things
more nimble, because the regulations, as they are currently written,
are extremely prescriptive, and there are probably ways that we can
make them much more nimble and flexible going forward.

[Translation]

Patrick Bonin: The commissioner thinks her office could easily
manage the requirement that all communications be subject to reg-
istration, including direct phone calls and text messages, which are
exempt.

Do you think the commissioner's request would capture activities
that you don't currently capture?

Brian Gear: Obviously, with technological changes, methods of
communication have changed a lot.

[English]

Since the legislation came into effect in 2008, the tech and the
types of communications we do—social media and others—have
changed significantly. That is certainly a question we should look
at. We would value the input of the committee and others in terms
of how that could be modified.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Bonin.

For our second round, we have Mr. Hardy.

[Translation]

The floor is yours.

Gabriel Hardy (Montmorency—Charlevoix, CPC): Thank
you to the witnesses for being here.

Mr. Gear, I listened carefully to what you said at the outset. The
Treasury Board Secretariat is responsible for the Lobbying Act. So
it's your responsibility. You said that the goal was to improve public
trust in the work we do here in Parliament and in our institutions. Is
that correct?

Brian Gear: Yes.

Gabriel Hardy: Excellent.

Do you believe that today, as compared to 2008, people have
more confidence in Canadian institutions or less confidence in the
work we do?

Brian Gear: Obviously, there are a lot of challenges right now
regarding Canadians' trust in public institutions.
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[English]
There are a lot of different factors that have led to that.

[Translation]

Gabriel Hardy: Do people have less trust in our institutions be-
cause there are all kinds of challenges?

[English]

Brian Gear: I know there are a lot of public opinion polls that
have shown that confidence in public institutions has declined over
time. Again, I'm not sure I would attribute that to just the Lobbying
Act.

[Translation]

Gabriel Hardy: It simply shows that your work is important, be-
cause you are responsible for something that nonetheless serves to
maintain trust in our institutions.

Earlier, you talked about the trade-off between the pressure on
lobbyists to register and show all the work they do, on the one
hand, and the administrative burden involved on the other. One
might say it's a question of the balance of convenience.

Knowing that people are losing confidence in our institutions, do
you think we should work harder and show more transparency to
regain their trust?

If not, will lowering the thresholds ultimately just increase peo-
ple's distrust?

[English]

Brian Gear: Obviously, the expectations of Canadians with re-
spect to transparency have changed. A number of different changes
have been made over the years to increase the transparency of gov-
ernment information, for example.

I would say we should be very cognizant of that. It should be an
important consideration when we're looking at potential changes to
the act. On the other hand, there's the importance of cost—the cost
to business and to non-profit organizations of dealing with red tape.
We've heard that to be a significant concern, and it's also an impor-
tant consideration going forward.

® (1555)
[Translation)

Gabriel Hardy: Let's talk about what you just said.

In 2012, your department, the Treasury Board Secretariat, said
that lobbyists met the deadlines, with no incidents and minimal ad-
ministrative burden, in particular thanks to a website that was per-
fected, among other things.

If your site has improved over time and, in 2012, there wasn't a
problem with the structure or the way it looks, what has happened
since then?

A few seconds ago, you mentioned something extremely restric-
tive. In 2012, before the technological era we are in now, the sys-
tem was said to be effective, and today, despite all the technological
advances and the improvement of your website, it is considered ex-
tremely restrictive.

What happened between 2012 and today?

Brian Gear: I apologize if there is a problem with the wording I
used.

[English]

I didn't mean to suggest that the cost of the regime right now is
too high. What I was pointing out was that if we were to make
changes to the legislation, we would need to be very cognizant of
what the changes would be and the impact that would have on the
administrative cost.

Generally, our view is—and it's probably in line with what we
said in 2012—that the current burden is probably appropriate in or-
der to fulfill the provisions as they are now. I'm very mindful of the
recommendations that have been brought forward to the committee
by the commissioner and the push for greater transparency in a
number of different regards. I'm just pointing out that in terms of
good public policy, there needs to be a consideration of what the
appropriate balance would be between transparency and the admin-
istrative burden.

[Translation]
Gabriel Hardy: Thank you.

The Commissioner of Lobbying told this committee that the fed-
eral regime suffers from a lack of transparency, and we just heard
that this is extremely important. There have been suggestions, such
as registration by default, disclosure of all lobbying communica-
tions, and disclosure of the names of each in-house lobbyist. These
are all required in Quebec and in other provinces.

So, if we want to harmonize things in Canada and ensure that the
threshold is higher rather than lower, why does the suggestion you
seem to be making ultimately amount to reducing what is required
of lobbyists, while they are being asked to do more in Quebec and
in the other provinces?

[English]

Brian Gear: I haven't proposed that we lower the threshold at
all. Again, I'm just pointing out that as we consider any potential
changes—and there's a lot of interest in more transparency—we
take the cost into account.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Gear.

[Translation]
Thank you, Mr. Hardy.
[English]
Monsieur Al Soud, you have five minutes.

Go ahead, sir.
Fares Al Soud (Mississauga Centre, Lib.): Thank you, Chair.

Mr. Gear and Mr. Ross, thanks to both of you for taking the time
to be with us today.

I want to make sure I've understood something tied to a note
from earlier. Given that our legislation includes a distinction be-
tween in-house and consultant lobbyists.... | heard a note that it cur-
rently goes above and beyond. Have I understood that correctly?
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Brian Gear: What I meant by “above and beyond” is that our
legislation is a bit different from that of most jurisdictions, in that it
includes in-house lobbyists. That captures a significantly larger
population of lobbyists. I think roughly 75% to 80% of the lobby-
ists who are currently registered are in-house lobbyists, so that ob-
viously captures a lot more of the volume of communication with
public office holders.

Fares Al Soud: You referred to, as you said, the point on cost.
That's been an important conversation here over the past few meet-
ings. We've made several references to us as members of Parlia-
ment engaging with small businesses across our ridings and not
wanting to introduce barriers that would prevent transparent dia-
logue between us and the people on the ground.

Have people reached out to your department to make the case for
modernization and improving transparency?

Brian Gear: As I explained in my opening remarks, the role of
the Treasury Board Secretariat is somewhat limited in this regard.
The president is the responsible minister, but we're not really on the
front line in terms of dealing with stakeholders with respect to the
Lobbying Act.

The commissioner has most of the day-to-day interaction with
the lobbyist community, for example, and others. We do hear from
stakeholders who write to the minister, for example. Would I say
that a groundswell of pressure has been advanced to us? I'm not
aware of that, but I think it is fair to say that there are changing ex-
pectations in terms of transparency, and we should see what we can
do to try to address that.

® (1600)

Fares Al Soud: Do you know of any specific instances where
that need might be justified? That's to whatever extent you can
speak to it, of course.

Brian Gear: A lot of interesting ideas have been forwarded
about including more information around each communication—
for example, the participants who are there when there is an interac-
tion with a designated public office holder. There's the potential for
learning more about what is behind certain lobbyists in terms of the
funding and ownership interests that may be involved. There is the
potential for exploring options around that. That would definitely
help address some of the concerns around transparency that I have
heard.

Fares Al Soud: The Commissioner of Lobbying has proposed
gaining independent regulation-making authority. Expert lawyers
who appeared before this committee described that proposal as—
and I'm quoting from their brief—"“seriously inconsistent with
foundational principles of Canadian administrative law.”

Could you walk us through how the current process for amend-
ing regulations under the Lobbying Act works? I have a follow-up
question to that as well.

Brian Gear: The current process is that we would be responsible
for developing the regulatory proposal, and the president would be
the responsible minister who then shepherds that through the pro-
cess to get Governor in Council approval for any regulatory pack-
age.

We would obviously work very closely with the commissioner. If
the commissioner or her office had concerns, we would work very
closely with them and consult them on the content of any changes
to the regulations.

That's the way that it currently works.

Fares Al Soud: To whatever extent you can speak to this, has
there been any back-and-forth between your department and the
commissioner on this piece? Specifically, was there ever a situation
where an issue came up that she felt couldn't be addressed through
the existing process, something that might have driven her to seek
this authority in the first place?

Brian Gear: I've been in this job for eight years now, and we
have had no request from the office of the commissioner to make
regulatory changes.

Fares Al Soud: As the committee evaluates existing rules and
proposed reforms, it's important to balance transparency require-
ments with proportionate compliance requirements. You've already
spoken to that at large here, and I imagine you speak to that fairly
frequently in your day-to-day work.

1 ask this specifically in the context of smaller organizations and
recognizing their realities. How does the Treasury Board approach
balancing transparency objectives with minimizing administrative
burden for regulated entities under the Lobbying Act?

Brian Gear: When we are taking in-house lobbyists as part of
the regime, as I've said, it requires a lot of detailed implementation.
There are a lot of different scenarios that you need to work through,
because the population of in-house lobbyists is so heterogeneous.
As you said, with the example of a small business owner and the
burden this can place on their enterprise—respecting the principle
of the act that you do not want to impede free access to public offi-
cials—it's certainly something you need to take into account.

You really need to think through all of the different scenarios and
put in the appropriate conditions and exceptions to be able to allevi-
ate the burden to some degree.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Gear.

Thank you, Mr. Al Soud.

[Translation]

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

Patrick Bonin: The Commissioner of Lobbying appeared before
the committee this past May. Among other things, she spoke about
her budget of roughly $6 million, $4.8 million of which goes to em-
ployee salaries and benefits. That means she has an operating bud-
get of approximately $1.3 million. A large share of that, $700,000,
is spent on federal services, such as human resources services. It's
still a very modest budget, especially when you compare it to that
of some lobbyists.

Why wouldn't the government increase the budget of the Office
of the Commissioner to make the office more effective, if the goal
is to be more transparent?

Brian Gear: Thank you for the question.
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® (1605)
[English]

I know there have been requests in the past for additional fund-
ing. I don't think there has been anything recently. I may be wrong
in that regard.

Obviously, when the request comes in, it gets boarded into the
budget decision-making process. I'm not part of that myself, but it
is something. A decision is then made, obviously taking into ac-
count scarce public resources and various priorities and looking at
the business case that has been put forward to them in terms of
what the appropriate level of funding or the response to a funding
request would be.

[Translation]

Patrick Bonin: You spoke earlier about trust in public institu-
tions, which has waned over time for a number of reasons.

If, instead of increasing funding and resources to increase trans-
parency, the government decreases them, are you not concerned
that this trust will further erode?

[English]

Brian Gear: We're very cognizant of all agents of Parliament be-
ing able to fulfill their responsibilities and their mandates. Obvious-
ly, if there were decisions made to increase transparency—and I
imagine that some of the recommendations that were put forward
by the commissioner would significantly increase the work faced
by her office—that would need to be considered to make sure the
office has the adequate resources it requires to implement whatever
changes are put forward.

[Translation]

Patrick Bonin: The commissioner told this committee that a
number of officers of Parliament, including her, have to apply for
funding through a ministerial portfolio, which, in her opinion, com-
promises their independence. She encouraged us to think about a
new funding method, such as the one in New Zealand, which would
be completely independent and not subject to the ideology of the
day, changes in mood or interpersonal relationships.

What do you think of that suggestion, which seems interesting in
terms of independence?

Brian Gear: I know that is a common theme for all officers of
Parliament.

[English]

I have certainly heard the argument from all the different agents
of Parliament that it's important. They feel that it's important for
their independence.

[Translation]

Patrick Bonin: I'm sorry, but I'm not talking about other officers
of Parliament. I'm talking very specifically about the Commissioner
of Lobbying. Let's talk about her case.

[English]

Brian Gear: I know that the lobbying commissioner also feels
that way and that she has some concerns about the effect it has on
her independence.

The current system does take into account and looks very care-
fully at the requests put forward by agents of Parliament, and deci-
sions are made accordingly.

[Translation]

Patrick Bonin: I know how it works, but I want to hear your
thoughts on increasing the independence of the funding she re-
ceives. Do you think that's a good idea or not? Would that indepen-
dence help restore trust?

[English]

Brian Gear: It's not really up to me, sir, to express an opinion on
the budget-making process and the way that funding for agents of
Parliament is decided.

[Translation]

Patrick Bonin: So you don't have an opinion, okay.

I learned that the commissioner has no immunity in civil and
criminal proceedings. Do you agree with giving her immunity to
avoid that?

[English]

Brian Gear: I know this is one of the recommendations the
commissioner has put forward. Other agents of Parliament have im-
munity in certain respects, and this should definitely be considered
as we're looking to renew the act.

[Translation]
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Bonin.
[English]
Mr. Cooper, you have five minutes. Go ahead.

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

Thank you, Mr. Ross and Mr. Gear, for your testimony.

Has the Treasury Board Secretariat undertaken an analysis of the
recommendations and changes proposed by the lobbying commis-
sioner?

Brian Gear: We're undertaking that analysis now, and it's ongo-
ing.

Michael Cooper: The review is scheduled to take place some-
time in the fall. Is that the plan, to commence—

Brian Gear: Do you mean the regulatory review?
Michael Cooper: Yes, by TBS.

Brian Gear: As [ said, we had initially planned to conduct a re-
view of the regulations, and we announced that as part of the 60-
day red tape review in early September 2025. I think it was a cou-
ple of weeks later that the committee adopted the motion to start the
statutory review of the act, so we put a pause on the regulatory re-
view until we have completed this review and have made some de-
cisions in terms of whether any changes are required to the legisla-
tion or the regulations as a result of the review.
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® (1610)

Michael Cooper: Do you have a timeline for when the review
will be completed?

Brian Gear: I don't have that timeline for you right now.

Michael Cooper: Why was it necessary to suspend or halt the
commencement of the review until this committee did its work?
Why not begin the process in parallel?

Brian Gear: I think it was important that we didn't go too far
down the road of looking at regulatory changes when we didn't
know what exactly was going to come out of this review.

We definitely look forward to hearing what the committee wants
to suggest and then allowing the government to make a decision on
how it would like to proceed with respect to those recommenda-
tions.

Michael Cooper: In my view, changes are required to strengthen
the act. The lobbying commissioner, for years, has been highlight-
ing gaps with respect to transparency in terms of what is not cov-
ered. It seems that the longer this goes on, the longer the govern-
ment will drag its feet and not take up, frankly, much-needed
changes to the act to update it, which, as you note, is now nearly 20
years old. A lot has changed in that time.

When it comes to the administrative burden, from the standpoint
of those who register, who are lobbyists, the commissioner takes a
very different view of it insofar as she notes that it takes 20 minutes
to fill out the form and five minutes to submit it. Perhaps that is
generous. Perhaps it is more burdensome than that.

When you look at, for example, registration, the percentage of
late registrations is quite low, which would indicate that it's not all
that difficult for lobbyists to register in compliance with the act. Is
that fair?

Brian Gear: [ know the commissioner has expressed her view of
how long it would take to fulfill a specific transaction in terms of a
specific report, and I think she indicated in numerous instances that
it would only take a few minutes.

What I think is important, though, if we are considering changes
to the act, is that some of the ones proposed by the commissioner
would expand not only obligations on lobbyists themselves but also
the population of designated public office holders, the type of infor-
mation that would be required to be reported, etc., so it would be
very important to look at the cumulative impact of any changes that
we decide to go forward with and see what the impact would be on
all those in the lobbyist population, including small business own-
ers, executive members, volunteers of associations, etc.

Michael Cooper: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Cooper.

Mr. Chang is next for five minutes.

Go ahead, sir.

Wade Chang (Burnaby Central, Lib.): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you, officials, for being here.

How does Canada's lobbying regime compare to those of other
leading democracies in terms of transparency, oversight and admin-
istrative requirements?

Brian Gear: As I said, I'm glad that the OECD was happy to ap-
pear before the committee and share the observations that they
made as part of their study of Canada's integrity regime. I'm glad
that they were also able to make comments specifically about the
Lobbying Act and the regime that's in place for lobbyists, in which
they did say that we compare relatively well with the other jurisdic-
tions they studied around the world.

We have a very comprehensive regime wherein we include in-
house lobbyists and consultant lobbyists. We have stringent penal-
ties for contraventions of the act, with criminal sanctions
of $200,000 or up to two years in prison, for example. There are
very severe penalties for contraventions. We also have very strong
post-employment obligations that are embedded in the act to make
sure that public office holders are not using their position to benefit
themselves in terms of post-public life career opportunities.

Overall, Canada has been recognized worldwide as a leader. Are
there opportunities for improvement? Absolutely. As Mr. Cooper
has pointed out, the act is almost 20 years old now without having
been modified. There is definitely an opportunity to look at it and
see how we can modernize it, but overall, I think it is recognized
worldwide as a pretty strong regime.

® (1615)

Wade Chang: We have heard concerns that some recent propos-
als or interpretations might not have involved extensive consulta-
tion with stakeholders. To your knowledge, what stakeholder en-
gagement informed the commissioner's recommendations, and what
role, if any, did the Treasury Board play in these discussions?

Brian Gear: I'll answer the last part of your question first.

Again, our role is relatively limited. We jump into action as re-
quired whenever the minister gets involved. We don't have a lot of
frontline experience in this regard or interaction with different
stakeholders, so there's not much we would add to the process.

In terms of the consultation that the commissioner has done her-
self, you'd have to ask her and her office about what they have
done.

Wade Chang: How important are predictability and regulatory
certainty for organizations that must comply with this act? How
should they factor in any reforms recommended by this committee?

Brian Gear: I'm sure any business would tell you that regulatory
certainty is critical, particularly for small and medium-sized enter-
prises. The burden complaints regarding regulatory red tape and
government red tape in general have been quite prevalent, so any-
thing we can do to try to simplify and stabilize the regime for the
population would be quite helpful.
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Wade Chang: The Lobbying Act seeks to promote transparency,
not discourage engagement with government. How can Parliament
ensure that reforms do not unintentionally create barriers to partici-
pation in public policy discussions?

Peter Ross (Director, Policy, Planning and Liaison, Priorities
and Planning Sector, Treasury Board Secretariat): In terms of
not impeding things, it's really important that we take into account
how the law can apply to different groups. Yes, we want to make
sure there's transparency, but at the same time, it's really important
that we take into account that it can apply to many different types
of organizations. You have the consultant lobbyists who are profes-
sional and full-time, but it can also apply to major corporations
with in-house lobbyists, or it can apply to small businesses or not-
for-profit organizations, like sporting organizations and such. All
those need to be taken into account, along with thinking about the
appropriate balance between accessibility and transparency and the
burden that is puts on organizations.

Wade Chang: Thank you very much.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Chang.

[Translation]

Mr. Hardy, the floor is yours for five minutes.

Gabriel Hardy: I would like to come back to the answer you
just gave, Mr. Ross.

You just said that we must focus on the administrative burden,
which can be more onerous for a small business or volunteers than
for a larger business. Why should we even consider the burden if
the objective is ultimately the same?

If someone lobbies decision-makers and the objective is the
same, that is, to obtain government grants or to change public poli-
cy decisions, no matter who they are, they should have to deal with
the same administrative structures. Wouldn't you agree?

Peter Ross: Thank you, Mr. Hardy. That's a very good question.

There are indeed circumstances in which the rules have to be the
same for everyone. Even if you look at all the different regimes
across the country, there are still exceptions or exclusions in specif-
ic circumstances.

® (1620)
[English]

In the case of British Columbia, which is often identified as one
of the leading jurisdictions in this area, there are exceptions for
small organizations that have six or fewer employees. They don't
necessarily follow the same rules as an organization that has hun-
dreds or thousands of employees. That's the sort of thing that needs
to be taken into consideration. They're doing it full-time versus en-
gaging—

[Translation]

Gabriel Hardy: I suppose we agree that, if a person does this on
a full-time or part-time basis, whether they are paid or not, if the
ultimate objective is to change public policy decisions by lobbying,
they must be subject to the same rules. Whether I am rich or poor,
if I drive down the highway at 200 kilometers per hour, I will be
stopped and will suffer the same consequences as everyone else.

We were just talking about the consequences that apply to those
who break the law. You mentioned a $250,00 fine and even jail
time. Who's going to be responsible for enforcing those rules? Does
the Commissioner of Lobbying have the right to tell someone that
they made a mistake and that they must suffer the consequences?
Does she have the power to do that?

1 would invite both of you to answer my question.
[English]

Brian Gear: I believe the commissioner spoke to this. The way
it works right now is that if she has reason to believe that a contra-
vention of the act has taken place, she refers the matter to the po-
lice. It's usually the RCMP.

[Translation]

Gabriel Hardy: So the commissioner doesn't have the power to
do that. Actually, my question was a bit odd, because I already
knew the answer.

The question I wanted to ask though is the following: How many
times has a lobbyist who has not complied with the act gone to jail
or received a fine?

When the RCMP came to testify here the last time, we were told
on a number of occasions that it didn't happen ultimately, even in
highly publicized and very obvious cases.

[English]

Brian Gear: To my understanding, there have been a couple of
charges laid over the last couple of years. I don't have the specific
dates. I know that one person was convicted of the charge. I won't
say that they necessarily faced jail time. I can't remember exactly
how that concluded, but I would still say that the threat of those
criminal sanctions does have an important impact in terms of deter-
rence and encouraging people to be in compliance.

[Translation]

Gabriel Hardy: If the commissioner had more power, do you
think she would be able to impose sanctions herself, which would
curb people more effectively?

Does the commissioner have enough power?
[English]

Brian Gear: I know the commissioner has put forward the idea
of having more measures to help ensure and encourage compliance,
including things like administrative monetary penalties and tempo-
rary lobbying bans.

1 think it is worth looking at different options that could give her
more tools in her tool box to help encourage compliance among the
lobbyist community. I'm not sure whether there's a big problem
right now in terms of non-compliance, and I'm not sure whether the
commissioner has said that she is worried about it. She and her of-
fice have done a very good job of working with public office hold-
ers to ensure that they are in compliance through education, public
awareness and providing guidance.



10 ETHI-45

June 4, 2026

[Translation]
Gabriel Hardy: What does the minister think of that?
The Chair: Mr. Hardy, we're at five minutes. I'm sorry.
[English]
Mr. Gear finished his answer in five minutes.

Ms. Chagger, you have five minutes. Go ahead.
Hon. Bardish Chagger (Waterloo, Lib.): Thank you, Chair.

Thank you, Mr. Ross and Mr. Gear, for being here today and pro-
viding these insights.

I'm going to build on some of the lines of questioning we've had
and refer to recommendations 17 and 21.

It seems that the Commissioner of Lobbying is seeking certain
powers that are normally associated with other agents of Parlia-
ment. However, from what I understand, most agents of Parliament
deal primarily with the federal government and designated public
office holders, whereas the commissioner has a somewhat broader,
more public-facing role.

With that in mind, can you elaborate on what those two recom-
mendations would mean in practice and what considerations the
committee should be thinking about?

Brian Gear: Unfortunately, you didn't invite any lawyers here
today, so we're not able to provide all the details behind the differ-
ent legal arguments or legal considerations that there may be.

It is noted that other agents of Parliament have immunity right
now for different cases and that many agents of Parliament are
dealing with government more than the public. We have been look-
ing at this question internally and trying to figure out the exact ra-
tionale for why the immunity was not included in the act when it
was first brought in in 2008, so it's something that I think we want
to look at again and consider.

In terms of the compliance measures, as I just said, I know that
the commissioner has indicated that she would like to have more
flexibility in the tools to encourage compliance, including adminis-
trative monetary penalties. There are a number of legal considera-
tions that need to be put in place as well, or taken into account,
when we're looking at these additional tools so that they are not
punitive measures and are focused solely on encouraging compli-
ance. That kind of analysis would be done if there was considera-
tion for giving her those additional tools.

® (1625)

Hon. Bardish Chagger: I appreciate those insights and that in-
formation. I look forward to having more people appear for this
study so we can provide the insights that you're looking for.

With that, Chair, I move to resume the debate on the motion
moved by Leslie Church on April 13.

The Chair: Okay. Just remind me again which motion it is.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: It was on the Privacy Act.

The Chair: Which one?

Hon. Bardish Chagger: The study on the Privacy Act.

The Chair: Okay.

I'm going to ask you to stay in your chairs, if you don't mind, and
we'll see where this goes. I'm going to get some advice from the
clerk.

It is a dilatory motion, so we have to proceed to a vote on the
motion that's been moved by Ms. Chagger to resume the April 13
debate on the Privacy Act.

Do we have consensus on that?

Michael Barrett: I don't have the motion in front of me, so I'll
use your roll call as time to research.

The Chair: Madam Clerk, just pull up the motion, because I
want all members to be clear on what the motion was about.

It was actually a notice of motion.

The Clerk of the Committee (Nancy Vohl): It was moved on
April 13.

The Chair: Can you explain to the committee what we're voting
on?

The Clerk: The motion was moved, debated and adjourned on
April 13. It reads:
That, in light of the need to ensure government operations remain modern, se-
cure and effective so that Canadians can benefit from efficient and innovative
public services, and recognizing the rapid advancement of digital technologies

and their implications for the protection of personal information, that pursuant to
Standing Order 108(3)(h), the committee undertake a study—

[Translation]

Patrick Bonin: Mr. Chair, the interpreters haven't received the
text of the motion. That's what I was told; I'm just the messenger.

The Clerk: I sent it to them, but I can send it again.

The Chair: I would like the interpreters to see what we're talk-
ing about.

We'll suspend for a minute.
[English]

Hon. Bardish Chagger: Can we let the witnesses go? I had the
last round of questioning anyway.

The Chair: Mr. Ross and Mr. Gear, [ will let you go. I want to
thank you on behalf of the committee for being here and participat-
ing in this study today.

I'm going to suspend for a minute to make sure the interpreters
have a copy of what we're debating.

® (1625) (Pause)

® (1635)

The Chair: We're back.
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On the motion by Ms. Chagger to resume debate on the Privacy
Act, for the benefit of members, we have shared the motion in both
languages. The motion was put on notice on March 27 and moved
on April 13. That's just for clarity.

I'm going to call a vote on the resumption of debate and ask
Madam Clerk to call the roll.

(Motion agreed to: yeas 9; nays 0)
The Chair: We're resuming debate on the motion.

I don't see any hands.
Hon. Bardish Chagger: Can I talk about it?
The Chair: Yes, Ms. Chagger. Go ahead on the motion.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: It's been interesting to have some of
these conversations, and it's neat to be part of this committee.

I believe, especially after the witnesses we just had from the
Treasury Board, that reviews and modernizations are needed of
some of the acts that this committee is responsible for. When it
comes to the Privacy Act, I think it's been nearly a decade since it
was last meaningfully examined at committee, and that's well be-
fore the rise of Al and other modern technologies that now funda-
mentally shape how personal information is collected and used.

I noticed that we were supposed to have a committee business
debate for this second hour, and it seems like there's no shortage of
work for us to do. If we can get a few stakes in the fire so we can
have witnesses come and the studies can proceed, I have no prob-
lem talking about committee business. However, I think we're well
aware of the work that we need to do.

It's also important for us to have an understanding of who is left
to appear with regard to the Lobbying Act versus who's not. I know
a number of witnesses were suggested to you, Mr. Chair, whom this
committee put forward. Perhaps we can get the status on who's re-
plying and who's not responding so we can see how many more
meetings are needed for that. Then we can do another study.

I'm pretty confident that we can have a couple of studies happen-
ing at the same time. I know that the Treasury Board has launched a
review of the act, and with our government committed to moderniz-
ing its operations, we believe it's essential that committee members
first receive a thorough briefing on the Privacy Act. This should in-
clude hearing from Treasury Board officials, the Privacy Commis-
sioner, relevant departmental officials and other commissioners, so
I would entertain that conversation.

I think this is something we can resolve rather quickly. Perhaps
we can suggest witnesses so that you, Mr. Chair, can keep the com-
mittee moving with ample discussion on matters that are relevant
not only to the work we do here but to Canadians.

With that, I'll say that I'm pleased to see all committee members
supporting the resumption of this debate, and I look forward to see-
ing it flow and move forward quickly.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Chagger.
The purpose of committee business tonight is to update commit-

tee members on where we are at with the Lobbying Act, so when
we get to that point, we'll be glad to update committee members.

[Translation]

Mr. Bonin, you have the floor.

Patrick Bonin: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
I have two comments for my honourable colleague.

First, Ms. Chagger, I don't know if you want us to start this study
immediately, but one of the committee's priorities is the report we
received about our study on artificial intelligence. It's important
that we finish that work before moving on to a major study. You
seem to agree. That's good.

Second, if I understand correctly, the motion for the study that
you're proposing currently says no more than 10 meetings. Ten
meetings is huge. I understand that this is an important file, but if
we spend 10 meetings on each of the many important files this
committee has to manage, it's going to take us a lot of time.

Would you be agreeable to reducing the number of meetings a
bit?

® (1640)
[English]

The Chair: There's a question for you, Ms. Chagger, so I'm go-
ing to you for a response.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

To your comments, Mr. Chair, I was not aware of the update. If [
had known that that was the update we were providing, I would
have probably travelled with a different approach. Next time, if you
have any insights as to what you would like to discuss, I would
welcome that information.

Mr. Bonin, the way the motion reads is “not greater than”, so 10
meetings would be the maximum. I am more than fine with fewer
meetings. | haven't talked to my colleagues, but if we can be effi-
cient in the use of our time in having witnesses appear, then we can
at least get to some of the work we need to do. Even when it comes
to the draft reports that we need to review and submit, we might
want to get some of that stuff presented and possibly have some ac-
tion on it.

I welcome having a lot fewer than 10 meetings. I just want to get
work done. That's why I'm here.

The Chair: Thank you.

Monsieur Bonin, go ahead.
[Translation]

Patrick Bonin: I therefore move an amendment to your motion,
Ms. Chagger, that we devote no more than six meetings to this
study.

[English]
The Chair: On the amendment, we'll go to Ms. Chagger.
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Hon. Bardish Chagger: 1 have no concerns with the amend-
ment, Chair, and I have confidence in the work that you do. I look
forward to hearing other comments, but for me it would be depen-
dent on which witnesses are being presented and whether they have
to appear on their own or we can have panels. Perhaps we would be
able to do it, but I have confidence that you and the clerk will be
able to see how many meetings are needed.

That's why I believe the motion—I can't put words in Ms.
Church's mouth—was proposed the way it was. I know sometimes
it's hard to get witness schedules and so forth, depending on who it
is. That's where I'm coming from. If we need the time, then we use
it. If we don't need time, and we can get it done in even two meet-
ings or three, I would like it.

I think that it needs to be a meaningful look at the review. It's
over a decade in the making, and the world has changed a lot.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Chagger.

We're all experienced around here. We know what happens.
Members put their lists in, and we try to accommodate all the par-
ties by having their witnesses appear.

There was a discussion on that at the beginning of the session,
when this session started, and it was a preference of committee
members to have no more than two on a panel in any given hour,
not three, four or five, because it was felt at the time—and the ma-
jority of the members agreed with this—that there was more oppor-
tunity to ask questions if there were two rather than more.

There have been exceptions, obviously. Some people come here
with three people, so we put them on the panel for points of refer-
ence, but generally the practice is to have two witnesses per panel
per hour. That's what we strive to do, and that's what the clerk
strives to work towards.

Ms. Church, go ahead.

Leslie Church (Toronto—St. Paul's, Lib.): Thank you, Mr.
Chair.

On the amendment, [ was going to seek a friendly amendment
that maybe we could have no more than eight meetings.

The Chair: There are no friendlies. It's a subamendment if you
choose to do that.

Leslie Church: Then I will make my case for—

The Chair: The subamendment is for eight meetings. Is that cor-
rect?

Leslie Church: Yes, it's a subamendment to have eight meetings.

I really appreciate my colleague's comments about making sure
that we are managing the business of the committee and tying up
some of the reports that we have under way.

When it comes to privacy, we are, first of all, squarely within the
mandate of this committee. As my colleague set out, we are a
decade or more overdue in terms of an update to a very technical,
important piece of legislation. I am certainly aware that the Trea-
sury Board Secretariat has launched a review of the Privacy Act, so
this is an opportunity for the committee to have input into the work

that government is going to do around that legislation. This is a mo-
ment for that.

As a result of all those things, I think you're going to find that
there is quite a bit of demand for people to present to this commit-
tee so that we have a chance to hear the expertise on this act in or-
der to provide a solid report and input, including from the commis-
sioners themselves, who are the tip of the iceberg on this.

I have no illusions that this will get done in the next month be-
fore we break for the summer, but I think we should allocate a
slightly longer time frame for it in our meeting schedule if we're re-
alistic about the kind of contribution we want to make.

® (1645)
The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Church.

[Translation]

I misinterpreted that, Mr. Bonin. If you agree to amend your
amendment so that it proposes no more than eight meetings, a suba-
mendment won't be necessary and we can vote on it.

Patrick Bonin: | agree.
The Chair: Okay.
[English]
We're still on the amendment, not a subamendment, to change

the motion to have eight meetings. Is there any other discussion on
that? No.

Do we have consensus on the amendment?

(Amendment agreed to [See Minutes of Proceedings))

The Chair: Now we'll move on to the main motion as amended.
Do we have consensus on the main motion?

Go ahead.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: I'm new, so I appreciated the insights
you gave at the beginning of the session. Thank you for sharing
them with me and bringing me up to speed, at least.

It feels like this is going to go in the right direction. It would be
nice to know what witnesses are being invited and then get the sta-
tus of who's responding and who's not. That's something I'm miss-
ing with the Lobbying Act, which I now understand you will be
providing us an update on.

1 would like to put that on the record as a request, please.

The Chair: Madam Clerk, maybe you can talk about the practice
when witnesses are submitted by each party and what the normal
course of action is so that Ms. Chagger is brought up to date on the
work you do with the analysts in order to invite witnesses to our
committee, and how that's marked off and moved. Do you want to
just provide us with an update?

[Translation]

The Clerk: Yes, absolutely.



June 4, 2026

ETHI-45 13

We've been working together on this committee for a few years,
so we have a good working relationship that enables us to be effec-
tive. It's been our practice to prepare a witness list once members
have sent us their lists. After that, the analysts, the chair and I sug-
gest a work plan, which we distribute. Members who were on the
committee at the time received the work plan. This plan is not set in
stone. Once it's circulated, if members have any comments to make,
we ask them to do so as soon as possible. Otherwise, we will move
forward.

Obviously, the plan will change depending on the availability of
witnesses. Sometimes, witnesses may not be available on certain
dates and we change the order of appearances, but we try to follow
the plan as much as possible. That ensures that all parties are repre-
sented proportionally. In addition, we try to group witnesses by top-
ic or by type of witness to have more productive discussions. So the
work plan is distributed in advance.

After the meetings, on a more informal basis, I will regularly go
and see the members and employees to give them updates on the
witnesses | have invited from those proposed by their respective
parties, those who are harder to reach and those who will come in
the next few days.

All of that has already been done. Most of the members who
were on the committee before April had an update at that time. We
had to cancel some witnesses for the lobbying study, because there
was a debate and the committee went in a different direction. So we
picked up from where we left off before the debate, quite simply.

® (1650)
The Chair: Okay. Thank you, Madam Clerk.
[English]

We try to get as many witnesses as we can, but the old expres-
sion is that you can't push a wet noodle. If some witnesses decide
they don't want to appear before the committee, they don't, and we
try to make adjustments based on that.

We're on the main motion as amended. Are there any questions
or comments?

I have Mr. Barrett on the main motion as amended.

Michael Barrett: As prescribed witnesses, we have the Presi-
dent of the Treasury Board, the Privacy Commissioner, the Infor-
mation and Privacy Commissioner of Alberta and “any other wit-
nesses the committee deems relevant”, so that's good. With respect
to the provincial privacy commissioner of Alberta, unless there's an
exclusive imperative to have her, I wonder whether we should not
seek to invite all of the provincial and territorial commissioners—
unless there's some specific synergy that we're looking to capitalize
on. If there is, that's great. If there's not, I would amend the motion
to have, in (c), all provincial and territorial information and privacy
commissioners, and to strike the words “of Alberta”. I will defer to
the chair and the clerk on the prescription of time, because then
we're into 26 hours.

The Chair: It's 26 hours.
Michael Barrett: I'm just not sure if we can panel them.
The Chair: Yes.

Michael Barrett: It would depend on their availability within
our study window, but we would get the information and privacy
commissioner of Alberta, as requested, and we'd be able to draw on
the experiences of the others as well.

The Chair: That's a fairly straightforward amendment by Mr.
Barrett, under item (c). It's to have every privacy commissioner. I'm
assuming that every province and territory has a privacy commis-
sioner. I don't know that for sure. That would mean 13 of them ap-
pearing before the committee, but not for two hours each. I would
suggest that it be in panels. Two and two has been the normal prac-
tice around here.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: Is it two at a time?
The Chair: It's two at a time.
Hon. Bardish Chagger: That's your meeting gone, right there.

The Chair: It would be a lot more meetings, but if the amend-
ment passes, we'll come back with a plan to do it. Maybe we need
three here at a time. It's up to you guys to figure out what you want
to do.

Mr. Barrett's amendment is to have the privacy commissioners
from all provinces and territories. Do we agree with that?

Leslie Church: We will agree with that.

The rationale for it is that Alberta completed a significant priva-
cy review last year. It is the first province to undertake one in a
long time, and recently. That's why we thought they would have the
most valuable insight. We're certainly open to hearing from others.

The suggestion to be flexible on the number we have during an
hour is very good.

The Chair: Okay. I'll take that as direction from the committee,
then, and the clerk will too.

Michael Barrett: We're flexible.
The Chair: We're on Mr. Barrett's amendment.

[Translation]

Do we all agree on that?
[English]
Hon. Bardish Chagger: Can I get clarification?

The Chair: Mr. Barrett is proposing that item (c) be amended to
include all privacy commissioners from the provinces and territo-
ries.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: He wants to remove “of Alberta”. I
think the reference to Alberta is relevant. That's all.

The Chair: “All” means all. It doesn't exclude Alberta. My in-
terpretation of “all” is that it includes Alberta.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: We should specify Alberta because
they're the only current one. That's what I'm saying.
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The Chair: Okay. We can say “Alberta and all other provinces”,
then. It's the same thing.

Michael Barrett: We're going to make them feel very special.
® (1655)

The Chair: Yes.

Michael Barrett: I like that for them.

Hon. Bardish Chagger: Let's do it.

Michael Barrett: Let's keep it.
[Translation]

The Chair: Ms. Lapointe, you have the floor.

Linda Lapointe: Item (c) says, “Information and Privacy Com-
missioner of Alberta for two hours”. Does that mean that everyone
would appear for two hours? If we're trying to have three witnesses
at the same time, I think two hours is too much. We can invite all
three of them, but if we don't remove the words “for two hours”,
does that mean we'll have everyone for two hours?

The Chair: As I understand it, the idea is to invite the three wit-
nesses for one hour each, for each group of witnesses.

Linda Lapointe: That's right, but we just need to amend item
(©).

The Chair: If all members agree to eliminate “for two hours”,
we can do that. It is agreed among us that all three witnesses will
appear for only one hour each, for each group of witnesses.

Linda Lapointe: I think that would be reasonable, but the words
“for two hours” should be removed. Otherwise, we're going to be
here all fall.

[English]

The Chair: Okay.

Where are we? Are we on the amendment, or are we on the main
motion as amended?

The Clerk: There seems to be agreement.

The Chair: Okay. There's agreement.

The Clerk: I don't want to assume.

The Chair: I'm going to assume that there's agreement on the
amendment.

(Amendment agreed to)

The Chair: Do you want to name Quebec too, Gabriel?
[Translation]

Mr. Bonin, do you want us to invite the Quebec commissioner as
well? I would really like us to invite the one from Ontario as well.

Linda Lapointe: We could mention all the provinces and territo-
ries.

Gabriel Hardy: Yes.
[English]
The Chair: Here we go. We are going to vote on the main mo-

tion, with the understanding among us all on where we're at with
this.

Do we have consensus on the main motion?

[Translation]

Patrick Bonin: Mr. Chair, can you just clarify this? Is it the
same motion? Did we keep the reference to Alberta, but remove the
words “for two hours”, or are we saying all the provinces and terri-
tories now rather than just Alberta?

The Chair: Ms. Chagger wants Alberta to be mentioned. We're
going to mention all the commissioners in every province and terri-
tory. As I understand it, all the commissioners will testify for only
one hour, and there will be three commissioners per group of wit-
nesses.

Is that clear?

Patrick Bonin: I understand the need to mention Alberta, based
on the rationale of my colleague who moved the original motion.
Quebec also has some unique features though that are of interest to
the committee. So I don't see why Alberta should be mentioned but
not Quebec.

The Chair: Mr. Bonin, I don't think we should mention any of
the provinces, but that's what Ms. Chagger wants. That's where we
are right now.

Patrick Bonin: Okay.

The Chair: If you want to remove the reference to Alberta and
simply say all the commissioners from all the provinces and territo-
ries, you can propose an amendment to that effect.

Patrick Bonin: Unless my colleague agrees to remove Alberta
and say all the provinces and territories, you can see why I feel an
obligation to propose that Quebec be mentioned as well as Alberta,
for equally valid reasons, I believe. I'll give you the option. It
would be simpler to mention all the provinces and territories.

The Chair: Each province and territory can be mentioned in the
motion.

[English]

If we want to do that, then let's fill our boots; let's go. That way
we solve the problem and deal with the problem.

Just so members are clear, part (c) of the motion will name every
province and territory. Is that okay? Okay.

Now that we understand that, do we have an agreement on it?
(Motion agreed to)
The Chair: The motion passes.

[Translation]

Linda Lapointe: But we won't have everyone for two hours,
will we?

The Chair: No, that's understood.
[English]
Let's get to an understanding of where we're at.

I want to bring the committee up to date with respect to the Lob-
bying Act. I've had some discussions with the clerk, and I'll get her
to weigh in on this.
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We are near the end of our witness list on the Lobbying Act. We
have a meeting scheduled for Monday, when we have four witness-
es coming in. Next week we have the Alto meeting with the Minis-
ter of Finance, and we also have the Ethics Commissioner. That
will probably take us into the final week. I've asked the clerk to ex-
haust the witness list for the final week that we're scheduled to be
here. She's in the process of doing this.

The lobbying commissioner has indicated to us—and we gave
her this chance at the beginning—that she would come back after
all of the testimony has been done. She has indicated to us that she
would like the summer to digest the information that's been re-
ceived from the witnesses and the briefs so that she can come back
in September to conclude the lobbying study with any more infor-
mation that she may be able to provide or anything else. That's
where things are right now with the Lobbying Act.

The other thing is that the analysts are going to start working
based on the information we've received on the Lobbying Act.
They're going to start working on a draft report, but again, none of
that will be concluded until we hear from the lobbying commission-
er. That's where we're at with the Lobbying Act.

When we come back in September, I've made a commitment that
we are going to deal with both the Al report and the access to infor-
mation report. Both reports, as you know, have recommendations.
There's not an equal number of recommendations, but they have
recommendations, so I don't expect one will be easier than the oth-
er. We are going to deal, as a priority, with the Al report and then
the access to information report.

I would like Madam Clerk to provide us with an update on where
we're at with the witness list right now for the lobbying study. I
think I've said everything I need to say.

Madam Clerk, can you provide us with where we're at right now
and share that with the committee, please?

® (1700)
[Translation)
The Clerk: Yes, absolutely.

I have a copy of my table of witnesses. I invite committee mem-
bers to come and see me after the meeting if they want details.

For our part, we've sent all the invitations to the witnesses. The
vast majority of them have accepted the invitation and have ap-
peared before the committee or will appear before the committee in
the coming days. A small number of people declined the invitation
or were not available at the time we invited them. Once again, that
was in March and early April. Some people were not available. In
the case of professors, for example, the date proposed was not al-
ways a good time. There are a few people we could invite again.
Otherwise, all the other witnesses on the list have been invited, and
the vast majority of them have appeared.

[English)
The Chair: Okay.

What I've asked the clerk to do, for the last week that we're here,
is tie some circles around some of the witnesses who have not yet

appeared and ask them if they would consider appearing because
they couldn't appear due to timing or whatever.

On the Privacy Act and the motion that was just passed, given
the circumstances of where we'll be at in September, I don't expect
that will happen until a much later date once we get through the Al
and ATI reports.

That's my update.

Go ahead, Mr. Barrett.

Michael Barrett: Chair, | have what I think will be a very quick
motion to dispense with. I move:

That, further to its statutory review of the Lobbying Act, the committee invite
the President of the Treasury Board to appear before the committee for one hour
with relevant Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat officials; and that Treasury
Board of Canada Secretariat officials appear for an additional one hour.

The Chair: Did you share that motion with the clerk?

The Clerk: I'm sharing it now.

The Chair: Okay.

You did, in both languages.
[Translation]

Michael Barrett: It is possible that the version in the clerk's
email is different.

The Clerk: We'll compare the two versions.
[English]

Michael Barrett: [ expect that the version I've just presented
verbally will be well received.

The Chair: Mr. Barrett is moving a motion to invite the Presi-
dent of the Treasury Board for one hour in relation to the lobbying
study and officials from the Treasury Board.

Have you named the officials in the motion or not?

Michael Barrett: No.

The Clerk: That's what I have. I don't know if that's exactly
what he said.

® (1705)

The Chair: The motion that has now been shared with commit-
tee members states:

That, further to its statutory review of the Lobbying Act, the committee invite
the President of the Treasury Board to appear before the committee for two
hours; and the committee shall not proceed to drafting instructions for its report
on its statutory review of the Lobbying Act until after the President of the Trea-
sury Board appears.

We obviously won't be moving to drafting instructions until the
lobbying commissioner appears in September.

Michael Barrett: If I may, Chair....
The Chair: Yes.
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Michael Barrett: Based on conversations with colleagues, the
version I provided to the clerk in both official languages is not the
version I've just moved. There are substantive differences. The first
is the request for the President of the Treasury Board to appear for
one hour and for officials to appear for two hours. The instruction
that drafting instructions not be undertaken until we've heard from
the witnesses has been removed.

I'll say it one more time, if I may:

That, further to its statutory review of the Lobbying Act, the committee invite
the President of the Treasury Board to appear before the committee for one hour
with relevant Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat officials; and that Treasury
Board of Canada Secretariat officials appear for an additional one hour.

The Chair: I think that's fairly straightforward. I just want to see
if there's consensus on it.

(Motion agreed to)
The Chair: We have consensus, so we'll add that to the list.

Mr. Cooper, go ahead.
Michael Cooper: Thank you very much.

Mr. Chair, I'd like to move the following motion:

That the committee undertake a study of no fewer than six meetings into

the $200-million agreement between the Department of National Defence and
Maritime Launch Services concerning Spaceport Nova Scotia near Canso, Nova
Scotia, and, for the purpose of this study, invite the following witnesses to ap-
pear:

a) The Honourable David McGuinty, Minister of National Defence;

b) The Honourable Steven MacKinnon, Minister of Transport and Leader of the
Government in the House of Commons;

¢) The Honourable Frangois-Philippe Champagne, Minister of Finance and Na-
tional Revenue;

d) The Honourable Sean Fraser, Minister of Justice and Attorney General of
Canada and Minister responsible for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency;

¢) Stephen Matier, chief executive officer of Maritime Launch Services;
f) Sasha Jacob, chair of the board for Maritime Launch Services;

¢) The Honourable Stephen McNeil, member of the advisory board for Maritime
Launch Services and former Liberal premier of Nova Scotia;

h) Mike Greenley, chief executive officer of MDA Space;
i) Daniel Goldberg, chief executive officer of Telesat;

j) Liam Daly, former senior associate, federal government relations, at Sussex
Strategy Group Inc.; and
k) Other witnesses as may be proposed by members of the committee.

The Chair: Is this the same motion you put on notice this morn-
ing?
Michael Cooper: Yes.

The Chair: We are in committee business, so I'm going to allow
the motion to stand. We're going to send the motion again to mem-
bers of the committee.

Mr. Cooper, you have the floor. Go ahead, sir.
Michael Cooper: Thank you very much.

Mr. Chair, 200 million tax dollars are going to Maritime Launch
Services for what is at present a concrete slab and a gravel parking
lot—a so-called spaceport. Maritime Launch Services doesn't own
the land. It leases the land from the Province of Nova Scotia for on-
ly $15,000 a year. Pursuant to the lease, the federal government will
be paying Maritime Launch Services $20 million a year for land

that, again, they don't even own. Consequently, Maritime Launch
Services will be making in excess of a 1,300% profit for land that
consists of a gravel parking lot and a concrete slab.

There are serious questions about this lease beyond the fact that
we have a lease for $20 million that Maritime Launch Services is
essentially flipping to the federal government for that cost, making
a 1,300% profit. The lease was entered into in March 2026, but it
was backdated to April 1, 2025. In other words, Maritime Launch
Services immediately received 20 million tax dollars for this back-
dated lease for no work and no value to taxpayers. There have been
no answers from the Liberals about why the lease was backdated.

I asked the Minister of Finance questions about why the lease
was backdated when he appeared at committee of the whole. He
had no answers. I've asked questions of ministers in question peri-
od. They have no answers. It appears that Maritime Launch Ser-
vices received $20 million for nothing. It's highly unusual to back-
date a lease, and Canadian taxpayers deserve answers as to why
that was done—why $20 million was funnelled to Maritime Launch
Services for nothing.

Then there's this question: Why Maritime Launch Services? This
is a six-person company. Despite their name—Maritime Launch
Services—they haven't launched much of anything. They've never
launched anything into space. After 10 years of being in business,
they've had two suborbital test launches.

Maritime Launch Services is a company that has not had a very
good track record in terms of being a going concern. In fact, the
March 2025 independent auditor's report from MNP observed the
following:

We draw attention to Note 2 in the consolidated financial statements, which indi-
cates that the Company incurred a net comprehensive loss during the year ended
December 31, 2024 and December 31, 2023. As stated in Note 2, these events or
conditions, along with other matters as set forth in Note 2, indicate that a materi-
al uncertainty exists that may cast significant doubt on the Company’s ability to
continue as a going concern.

In other words, according to the independent auditor's report,
Maritime Launch Services was on the verge of bankruptcy.

® (1710)

It's no wonder, because according to their 2025 financial state-
ments, they reported a massive loss of $47 million and revenue of
just under $15,000. It begs this question: Is that the reason the lease
was backdated? Is that the reason the Liberals handed Maritime
Launch Services $20 million for nothing, to bail out this nearly
bankrupt company?

On the question of why Maritime Launch Services, I would add
that here you have a company with a CEO who has a history of se-
curities infractions. This CEO, Mr. Jacob, was previously
fined $100,000 by the Investment Industry Regulatory Organization
of Canada.
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How is it that Maritime Launch Services, a nearly bankrupt com-
pany that has no history of launching anything into space, that has a
CEO who has a history of securities infractions, that doesn't own
land and that leases land from the Province of Nova Scotia—which
consists of a gravel pit and a concrete slab—managed to secure 158
meetings with government officials, including ministers of the gov-
ernment? How is it possible that a company like this could receive
a $200-million lease, given their track record—or lack of a track
record—of not doing much of anything? Could it be because this is
really about rewarding Liberal insiders, like Stephen McNeil, the
former Liberal premier of Nova Scotia who sits on the advisory
committee of Maritime Launch Services? Could it be the reason is
that the chief lobbyist is none other than a former senior staffer to
the Minister of Justice, whose riding is next door to the site?

It certainly raises serious questions. When I asked the Minister of
Finance and the Minister of National Defence, “Why Maritime
Launch Services, a nearly bankrupt company that doesn't own the
land, has no history of launching anything into space and has a
CEO with, frankly, a shady past?”, there was no answer.

Then there is the selling of shares. Immediately after the lease
was entered into, the CEO—the very same CEO who has a history
of securities infractions—sold three million previously worthless
shares, pocketing $1.8 million. How was that allowed to happen?
Why was there no lock-up agreement in place? Not only did he sell
three million shares, pocketing $1.8 million, but he then exercised
2,250,000 stock options, at an exercise price of a little over 16¢, to
acquire 2,250,000 common shares of the company, for the aggre-
gate consideration of $370,750.

Here you have a CEO who sold three million shares at 60¢—
suddenly inflated shares after the announcement—and then bought
back 2.25 million shares at 16.7¢, pocketing $1.5 million without
significantly decreasing his ownership. It looks to me like this is
one big pump-and-dump scheme in which Liberal insiders are get-
ting rich while taxpayers are getting screwed.

® (1715)

Given the serious questions about the lease, about Maritime
Launch Services, about the costs and about the pump-and-dump ac-
tivities of the CEO, I believe this is imperative. Given the total lack
of transparency around the lease and the total lack of answers from
ministers in this government, we need to hold hearings, to bring the
appropriate ministers to committee and get to the bottom of where
200 million Canadian tax dollars are going and why.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Cooper.

We're on the motion. I'm working on a list. | have Mr. Hardy, Mr.
Barrett, Ms. Church and Mr. Majumdar.

Go ahead, Mr. Hardy.
[Translation)
Gabriel Hardy: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.
This motion is extremely important. We talked about it in the

House, in the committee of the whole in the evening, and in ques-
tion period. Taxpayers have the right to know why a $200 million

contract was awarded to a company that was on the verge of
bankruptcy not long before. Just today, the Minister of Finance was
asked that question, and he told us to go talk to the astronauts.

It's not a question of whether or not we should be developing our
ability to send satellites into space independently. The question is
really more about the facts: the way this contract was awarded and
the numbers, which make no sense.

Let's look at the issue. On March 16, 2026, the government an-
nounced a 10-year agreement with Maritime Launch Services, or
MLS, which has six employees. It's going to receive $20 million a
year for 10 years.

Again, it's the facts that matter. We can't just be partisan. Let's
check the SEDAR+ platform to see what the company is worth and
to find out what's going on. As of December 31, 2025, MLS had
total revenues of $14,980, with a loss of $3.8 million in operating
expenses. Obviously, things are not going well for MLS, but MLS
ended up meeting with ministers and other key people 158 times
before they got a 10-year, $200 million contract.

What kind of facility are we going to get for $200 million? In the
end, we learned that it is a 25 by 35 foot concrete slab and two sea
containers. Maybe we don't know anything about it, so we can go
and look at the contracts. However, they show that the land does
not even belong to the company. It is leased from Nova Scotia,
for $13,500 a year, and the company turns around and leases it to
the federal government, paying $20 million per year in taxpayers'
money for 10 years. The question is not whether we need astro-
nauts, but how can there be such a discrepancy. I think it's a fair
question. It's the kind of issue that our committee should be study-
ing.

I did some research to see if this was commonplace, if it was
happening elsewhere in the world. Norway also has launch plat-
forms. They've done a tremendous number of successful launches.
It has spent $46 million Canadian, has had a bunch of launches and
owns 90% of the company that does the launches. Here in Canada,
we are so smart that we are going to pay $200 million, own 0% of
the company, and have not yet had a single launch.

We're not against everything, but can we at least compare our-
selves to successful countries and draw inspiration from them to be
effective?

There's also another issue: the deal was announced on March 16,
and on April 9, 24 days later, the chair of the board sold 3 million
shares and pocketed $1.8 million. The company wasn't making a
dime, it was going bankrupt, and then, suddenly, one of the owners
pocketed $1.8 million. What happened?
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We also realized that, a few days later, he made other transac-
tions. His stake in the company fell from 15.45% to 15.1%. So he
sold his shares to make money and bought them back for less the
next day. As a result, he got back close to what he had, but pocket-
ed $1.8 million, whereas a few months earlier, the company was
going bankrupt.

When this kind of thing happens, the least the Standing Commit-
tee on Access to Information, Privacy and Ethics can do is invite
people to testify to answer our questions. This needs to be clarified
for taxpayers so that they know that, when their money is invested
in something, it is being invested for them.

® (1720)

I will close by saying that we found out something else: The con-
tract was dated a year before the announcement, so the company
would make $20 million on day one, even though it hadn't done
anything yet. I would say that is ridiculous, but that would be disre-
spectful.

Before I was elected, I was an entrepreneur. I wish I could start a
business like that. That would be great. I would say: “I have idea.
You'll see, I'll be good. Give me $20 million a year for 10 years.
Take the risk and you'll see that it's going to work out well.”

This is another Liberal scheme: take taxpayers' money and risk it
by investing it, with no guarantees, in a company that is not doing
well, but that has the great advantage of having a good network, to
help friends make money. At the end of the day, taxpayers are the
ones who pay the price.

So I think we need more transparency. When things like that hap-
pen, the Standing Committee on Access to Information, Privacy
and Ethics needs to take action and examine them, to be fair and
transparent to the citizens of Quebec and Canada, who will all end
up footing the bill.

The motion is simple. We just want to call the people involved
and ask them questions. If they have nothing to hide, all they have
to do is come and answer our questions, and we'll be able to get to
the bottom of this.

Thank you.
® (1725)
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Hardy.
[English]
Mr. Barrett is next, followed by Ms. Church.
Go ahead, Mr. Barrett.

Michael Barrett: Canada should be able to launch Canadian
payloads from Canadian soil. That's a legitimate objective. We have
a proud history in space.

I won't take us on too long of a journey, but Canada's first astro-
naut in space in 1984, the year I was born, was Marc Garneau. We,
of course, have the Canadarm and the Canadarm2; Canada's first
woman in space, Roberta Bondar; Chris Hadfield's commanding
the international space station; and Jeremy Hansen's role on
Artemis II. The Canadian Space Agency says that commercial

launch is now a natural evolution for Canada's space sector, and I
agree.

The question isn't whether Canada should pursue sovereign
launch capability. The question is whether taxpayers got good value
for money on this particular $200-million deal.

Should Canada have sovereign launch capabilities? Absolutely.
The issue is the deal. The government announced a 10-year, $200-
million agreement to lease one dedicated launch pad at a spaceport
in Nova Scotia. The government says that it will support DND, the
Canadian Armed Forces, the Government of Canada, our allies and
our partners. It says that the pad has to reach “initial operational ca-
pability...by the end of 2026 and that “90% of the funds...must be
spent in Canada.”

Those are very important promises, but they raise accountability
questions. How was the $200-million price determined? Was there
a competitive process, or was this a sole-source deal? What did tax-
payers receive for that first year, given that the agreement is
retroactive to April 1, 2025, with $20 million per year and the
first $20-million payment due before March 31, 2026? What mile-
stones, holdbacks, clawbacks or cancellation rights protect taxpay-
ers if the site is not ready by the end of 2026?

Finally, what due diligence was done on the financial position of
the company? Its 2025 annual filing refers to the spaceport as being
under construction and notes that depreciation begins when the
spaceport is available for use.

1 most certainly would not say that the project is bad or that
Canada shouldn't pursue this capability. In fact, I would say the ex-
act opposite, because this capability matters for Canada. As Parlia-
ment, we have a role to play. In fact, I would say that we have a
duty to make sure that the money was handled properly.

If everything was done properly, the government and the compa-
ny should be able to show that. That's why it's important that we
pursue that accountability here at this committee.

Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Barrett.

Next is Ms. Church, followed by Mr. Majumdar.

Ms. Church.

Leslie Church: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.
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We've just had a good 18 minutes of introduction to this pro-
posed motion, which has covered a lot of ground. I appreciate Mr.
Barrett's comments about, in particular, how Canada should be sup-
porting our sovereign space launch capacity. When this issue has
arisen, my colleagues opposite have left some doubt, I'll say, in our
minds about whether they support that and whether they look at this
project as an important piece in those capabilities. This project will
drive billions of dollars in investments, create good-paying jobs, in-
crease our sovereignty and create opportunities for our NATO part-
ners, particularly at a moment when these capabilities are on the
minds of the commercial and private sectors in Canada and more
broadly on the minds of our partners and defence partners in partic-
ular.

This is a serious investment. This investment is timely. My col-
leagues opposite said they would not take us on a journey, but they
did journey through some of our past astronauts. At this moment,
we can think about the Artemis II; about astronaut Jeremy Hansen,
who is coming back to Parliament next week; about how proud
Canadians were about the capabilities that led Canada to be a part
of that mission; and about French being spoken for the first time in
space. These were moments that brought us together as a country
and that speak to the ambition we can have when we invest in our
capabilities and when we invest in science and innovation and in
the moon shot goals that inspire us to be at our best.

I think back to the Avro Arrow. I think many Canadians regret
that it was cancelled—when Canada didn't move forward and, un-
der a different government, cancelled that project. Something this
country has dealt with for decades is missing those capabilities and
the loss of engineering talent that followed from that. We certainly
don't want to see that here.

I would note that some very important people have stood up in
support of this project, including Conservative Premier Tim Hous-
ton, who said that Spaceport Nova Scotia is an “exciting project
that advances our province” and that it will “grow our economy and
increase local prosperity”. This project has been supported by the
Government of Nova Scotia specifically because it creates jobs and
brings investment to that province.

The Conference Board of Canada estimates that this project
could add 1,600 jobs during construction. Mr. Cooper speaks of it
derisively, as some sort of concrete slab. Spaceports by definition
involve concrete slabs. I'd be curious about what else we'd launch
from.

It's going to add $300 million to our GDP, according to the Con-
ference Board of Canada. In light of how we are trying to invest in
our economy and in light of our desire to create good jobs, meet our
defence commitments and increase our capabilities, this is an im-
portant investment.

All of that said, there is a certain reality to this motion: If the
Conservatives wish to dig into this, the ethics committee is not the
place to do it.

The motion calls for literally four ministers of the Crown and a
host of others to come, but when I look at the mandate of this com-
mittee—access to information, privacy and ethics—this is not with-
in the scope of the committee. The proper place for this to be debat-

ed might be over at national defence, might be over at transport,
might be over at finance or might be over at industry. I'll also note
that they've added the Minister of Justice to come here, but I'm not
too clear on why.

This doesn't strike me as the best place for this motion to be ex-
amined within government. I would urge my colleagues to review
Standing Order 108(3)(h) outlining our committee's mandate and
ask them to consider whether or not this falls within the mandate
laid out there.

® (1730)

That mandate focuses primarily on the work of the Information
Commissioner, the Privacy Commissioner, the Conflict of Interest
and Ethics Commissioner and the Commissioner of Lobbying; on
reviewing and reporting on the reports of those commissioners; on
working in co-operation with other committees on “any federal leg-
islation, regulation or standing order which impacts upon the access
to information or privacy of Canadians or the ethical standards of
public office holders” and, finally; and on “the proposing, promot-
ing, monitoring and assessing of initiatives which relate to access to
information and privacy...and to ethical standards relating to public
office holders”.

As I look at this motion and see the direction that my colleagues
intend to pursue, I would encourage them to consider other venues
to discuss this. I'll remind them of the conversation we just had
about the committee business on our plate—which will hopefully
take up the next number of meetings, if not a few months of meet-
ings—and encourage them to reconsider.

Thank you.
® (1735)
The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Majumdar, go ahead.

Shuvaloy Majumdar (Calgary Heritage, CPC): Thank you,
Mr. Chair.

This is an opportunity to take up Ms. Church's invitation, be-
cause I think very much so that this spaceport describes ethical
standards for public office holders and therefore the procurement
discipline that is enclosed therein.

Canadians expect serious scrutiny of major defence spending, es-
pecially when it involves $200 million in public funds. That is ex-
actly why this committee should support the motion to hold hear-
ings on the agreement between the Department of National Defence
and Maritime Launch Services for the Spaceport Nova Scotia
project near Canso.

The government describes this as a key step towards sovereign
launch capability, national defence and innovation in space. Those
are important goals, indisputably so. The public records show, how-
ever, a distinct gap between the announcements and the current re-
ality on the ground. Parliament has a responsibility to examine that

gap.
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A photograph of the site, very widely circulated, shows a gravel
road, two sea containers and a concrete pad. That is the visible in-
frastructure supporting a $200-million, 10-year commitment from
DND. The agreement is structured to be roughly $20 million per
year.

The site's launch history consists of two suborbital flights: one
by a York University rocketry club in July 2023 that reached about
13.4 kilometres, and a T-Minus Engineering test flight in November
2023. These are positive steps for those involved, particularly the
students, but they do not yet represent a mature orbital launch facil-
ity with a proven sovereign capability or defence needs.

The company's financial position prior to this agreement is of
concern. It was modest, to be charitable. MLS's 2025 financial
statements reveal a loss of $47 million and low revenue of $14,890.
It leases land from the Province of Nova Scotia for a relatively
small annual amount. Taxpayers are now providing $20 million an-
nually under this deal. That contrast alone warrants basic questions
about value for money, milestones and risk.

The contract was backdated to April 1, 2025, with payments be-
ginning before parliamentary scrutiny could even begin. The agree-
ment also includes requirements for the company to reach opera-
tional capability by the end of this year.

These timelines and payment structures raise very legitimate pro-
cedural and accountability questions that involve the ethical stan-
dards of these public office holders. There are also reported politi-
cal connections, some of which my colleagues have gotten into, in-

cluding a former Liberal premier on the advisory board and repre-
sentation by the Liberal cabinet minister for the area. These facts do
not prove impropriety necessarily, but they certainly reinforce the
need for transparency.

Committees exist precisely to separate connections from evi-
dence and to test whether due diligence was indeed rigorous. This
is not about opposing space development or defence investment.
Canada needs better capabilities in space for surveillance, commu-
nications, Arctic sovereignty and our alliance commitments. Seri-
ous objectives require serious procurement discipline, competitive
processes where possible, clear military requirements, alternative
analysis and verifiable milestones. That is what these hearings can
establish.

The motion proposes a modest six meetings. That is reasonable
for a $200-million commitment involving public funds, defence
procurement, limited operational history and many unanswered
questions about decision-making, risk assessment and alternatives.

Thank you, and I look forward to the committee's decision.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Majumdar.
[Translation]
Mr. Bonin, I'm sorry, but I have to bring this meeting to a close.
[English]

The meeting is adjourned.
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