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● (1100)

[English]
The Chair (Ms. Ruby Sahota (Brampton North, Lib.)): I call

this meeting to order.

Welcome to meeting number 27, on July 6, 2020, of the House of
Commons Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs.
The committee is meeting on its study of parliamentary duties and
the COVID-19 pandemic.

Pursuant to the motion adopted by the House on May 26, 2020,
the committee may continue to sit virtually until Monday, Septem‐
ber 21, 2020, to consider matters related to the COVID-19 pandem‐
ic and other matters.

Certain limitations on virtual committee meetings held until now
are now removed. As just mentioned, the committee is now able to
consider “other matters” and, in addition to receiving other evi‐
dence, the committee may also consider motions as it normally
does. As stipulated in the latest order of reference from the House,
all motions shall be decided by way of a recorded vote.

Today’s meeting is public, taking place by video conference, and
the proceedings will be made available via the House of Commons
website. So that you are aware, the webcast will always show the
person speaking, rather than the entirety of the committee.

In order to ensure an orderly meeting, there are a few rules to
outline. Interpretation for the video conference will be made avail‐
able, and I think all of our witnesses here today and the committee
members are all regular members of the committee and are familiar
with the way interpretation works. Please select at the bottom the
language you are speaking. You have the options of English, floor
or French, but for interpretation purposes it's best to select the lan‐
guage that you are speaking.

Before speaking, please wait until I recognize you by name.
When you are ready to speak, you can click on the microphone icon
and activate your mike. Even though we've been doing this for a
while, we do forget this from time to time. Also, remember to mute
your mike after you're done speaking.

If a member wishes to speak outside of their designated time and
raise a point of order, they can just unmute their mike and say that
they have a point of order. If another member wishes to speak to
that point of order, they can use the “raise hand” function in the
toolbar.

When speaking, please speak slowly and clearly. When you are
not speaking, remember to have your mike on mute. I believe Mark

just stated that he has his headset. I strongly encourage you to use
your headsets if you have them, or a mike that you think has the
appropriate sound quality.

Should any technical challenges arise, please do your best to let
us know, whether it's with interpretation or whether it's with your
being able to participate. We want to be informed right away so
that, if needed, we can suspend to make sure that you can partici‐
pate. With that being said, please make sure that you are on gallery
view in the top right-hand corner. There's a speaker view option
and a gallery view. Gallery view will ensure that you can see every‐
one.

With that being said, I'd like to welcome all of our witnesses here
today. We have Mr. Anthony Rota, Speaker of the House of Com‐
mons; Mr. Charles Robert, Clerk of the House of Commons; Mr.
Patrice, deputy clerk, administration; Mr. André Gagnon, deputy
clerk, procedure; Mr. Philippe Dufresne, law clerk of the House of
Commons and parliamentary counsel; and Mr. Stéphan Aubé.

Thank you so much for being with us today. I know that, Mr.
Aubé, you are participating remotely and that everyone else is in
the room. I believe we have opening statements, which were circu‐
lated to us beforehand, from our Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, could you go ahead and start with your opening
statement, please?

● (1105)

Hon. Anthony Rota (Speaker of the House of Commons):
Thank you, Madam Chair. It's a pleasure to be here this morning.
It's always a pleasure to come back and dig a little bit deeper into
some of the things that most influence us these days.

[Translation]

Thank you, Madam Chair and honourable members of the com‐
mittee, for your invitation to appear again as this committee contin‐
ues the second phase of its study of parliamentary duties during the
COVID-19 pandemic.

As requested by the committee, work has continued to document
a proposed solution for remote and electronic voting. At my re‐
quest, the Administration has also provided an analysis of in-person
voting to respond to an inquiry made by the House Leader of the
Official Opposition. The results of this work are contained in the
reports submitted to the committee last week.
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[English]

The proposed approach for an electronic voting system respects
several key principles. It is mobile, allowing members to vote elec‐
tronically whether or not they are present in the parliamentary
precinct. It is fully bilingual and meets the House of Commons’ ac‐
cessibility standards. It includes notifications to alert members
through secure channels when a vote is to occur.

The integrity of the voting process is fundamental to the legiti‐
macy of our parliamentary democracy, and it follows that the secu‐
rity of the proposed solution is paramount. Members must be confi‐
dent that when they cast a vote using the system, it is recorded ac‐
curately and securely.

In the proposed solution, members must use House of Com‐
mons–managed devices. This is the same requirement as for partici‐
pation in virtual committee meetings or hybrid sittings of the
House. A recommendation from this committee that all members
abide by this key requirement would further support achieving the
necessary level of security.

The remote voting solution would be integrated with the existing
security infrastructure of the House. This would allow us to use
technologies already in place at the House to authenticate the iden‐
tity of each member of Parliament every time he or she accesses the
voting system.

Given that very little about the voting process is codified in the
Standing Orders, this would not require extensive modifications.
The report submitted to this committee contains a draft text of a
possible amendment.

The method of voting would change so that all recorded divi‐
sions requested during virtual or hybrid sittings would be conduct‐
ed using the electronic system. Members would not need to be in
the House, either physically or virtually, for the reading of the mo‐
tion prior to the division and until the results are announced. How‐
ever, the voting process itself would continue to be familiar to
members.

When a question is dependent on the result of another vote, such
as when the House votes on an amendment before voting on the
main motion, I would, as Speaker, announce the first result and al‐
lot additional time for the subsequent vote, unless unanimous con‐
sent were sought to apply the results of the previous recorded divi‐
sion.

As I mentioned at my last appearance, secret-ballot voting intro‐
duces an added level of complexity and would not be included in
the system’s first phase.
● (1110)

[Translation]

In addition to preparing this proposal for electronic voting, the
House Administration has conducted an analysis of ways to allow
all members to vote in person while respecting public health ad‐
vice. This work was done, as I mentioned earlier, further to a letter
I received on June 11 from the House Leader of the Official Oppo‐
sition, and committee members have received a copy of this corre‐
spondence and the resulting report.

The analysis of alternative in-person voting procedures has been
guided by the principles of efficiency, accuracy, integrity and trans‐
parency, which align with the current process of standing votes. In
developing options, public health guidelines and protocols have
been the priority. The analysis also takes into account two major
factors: whether it is a single vote or involves a series of votes and
whether the vote is immediate or deferred.
[English]

Among the proposals put forward is an adaptation of the West‐
minster practice of queuing. This method would call for members
to form two lines in the courtyard outside the chamber and for the
tally to be recorded by table officers. Another method would in‐
volve holding the vote in the chamber, with members arriving and
departing in several shifts to respect the maximum number of per‐
sons allowed in the chamber at any one time. Adaptations of this
approach could be done through block or proxy voting, where
whips or other members vote for themselves as well as some of
their colleagues. The report also outlines how votes could be con‐
ducted outside of West Block at a larger location, such as the Sir
John A. Macdonald building, which would be convenient to all
members.

As I have stated at each of my appearances before this commit‐
tee, the House administration is committed to providing the best
possible support to all members. My team stands ready to prepare a
schedule for the implementation of any voting system or procedure
the committee chooses and to adapt the approach in response to the
committee’s feedback.

We would be pleased to answer any questions at this time. Thank
you.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

I believe that's the only statement we have today. We have all of
the witnesses for an ample amount of time. I believe we'll be able
to get in a few rounds of questions. We can decide as we go. We
can go for the whole time and get in all the questions that are de‐
sired by all the members here today.

I noticed during the opening statement that we also have Ms.
May with us today.

Welcome, Ms. May.
● (1115)

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Thank you,
Madam Chair.

I'm sorry; I had some trouble locating the password. However, I
was here in time to hear all of the Speaker's statement. If there's
room to squeeze me in anywhere, I'd be grateful.

The Chair: All right.

We will begin our first round of seven minutes with a Conserva‐
tive member. I don't have the list in front of me. Who will it be?

Mr. Richards, please go ahead.
Mr. Blake Richards (Banff—Airdrie, CPC): Thanks, Madam

Chair.

I have all sorts of questions. I'll get in as many of them as I can.
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Perhaps I'll start with a little bit about electronic voting options
in regard to this potential for app-based voting. I know that when
we were doing our first report back in April and May, the adminis‐
tration was moving ahead with making arrangements for the virtual
and hybrid sittings even while we were doing the study. I'm won‐
dering if any work is being done at this time towards building a
voting app in parallel to this study that's happening right now.

Hon. Anthony Rota: Yes, work is being done. The staff is work‐
ing diligently to accommodate whatever this committee decides.
Based on the questions that have come in, the administration, the
staff members and IT have been working and looking at what's be‐
ing done, not only possibly for ours but right across the country and
right around the globe as well.

Mr. Blake Richards: Can you maybe indicate how much money
has been spent so far on the app or give an estimate of how much
the development of the app will cost in total when it's completed?

Hon. Anthony Rota: I'll have to defer to Monsieur Aubé on this
one. He controls the IT and it's his department. He would have a
better idea than I would.

Monsieur Aubé.
Mr. Stéphan Aubé (Chief Information Officer, Digital Ser‐

vices and Real Property, House of Commons): Thank you, Mr.
Speaker and Madam Chair.

Thank you for the question, Mr. Richards. Currently, we do have
some internal resources through the House of Commons that are as‐
signed to this project. We've been working at this for over six
weeks now. These are costs that we would have incurred already.
We have not yet incurred additional costs for building this tool box
that could be used for a system moving forward, sir.

Mr. Blake Richards: So there haven't been any contractors or
consultants hired at this point, engaged to assist with the work.

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: No, sir. The only partners who have been
engaged in this process are CSEC and the House of Commons staff.

Mr. Blake Richards: If the committee ends up recommending
an app to be used for voting, what would be the estimate in terms of
how long it would take before that would be available to be used?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: We believe that, if given the okay very
quickly, we could possibly have something for the return of Parlia‐
ment in September.

Mr. Blake Richards: Now I'll go back to the Speaker again.
With regard to roll call voting, there were suggestions in the com‐
muniqué that we received from the Speaker, I believe, that we
would have to have an extended presence of a member on camera
in order to be able to authenticate their identity. That was my un‐
derstanding anyway, but correct me if I'm wrong.

Second, with the app-based voting, what would be done in order
to authenticate a member of Parliament and their identity and en‐
sure that it's not someone else using the MP's device, for example?

Hon. Anthony Rota: Mr. Richards, I guess you're referring to
the individual voting where you would call on the person's name
and the person's face would appear for every vote. Is that the roll
call?

Mr. Blake Richards: Yes.

Hon. Anthony Rota: For that one, you would have the evidence
of the person being there. On the other one, with the app, again
there's authentication that happens. There's House-approved equip‐
ment that is also being used, so there's encryption. Maybe for those
details I might want to pass it back to Mr. Aubé to go into more de‐
tail on how that is certified.

Mr. Blake Richards: Sure. I guess what I'm trying to get at here
is that I want to ensure we don't have a scenario where someone is
able to have the device. A member could even choose to provide it
to somebody and provide the password. How would we actually
verify that it's being used by the members themselves?
● (1120)

Hon. Anthony Rota: I'll let Mr. Aubé answer that one. There are
quite a number of different...but he'll be able to go into more detail
on that.

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

We're looking at different things to ensure that we can authenti‐
cate the person. For sure, the use of their account on the Hill would
be one of the things that would be required to be able to vote. You
would need to have access to the personal information for the per‐
sonal account of the member to participate. As the Speaker said, we
will also recommend that a device of the House with a certificate of
the House is used to authenticate. We're looking at multiple factors
to authenticate that person. We're also looking at electronic signa‐
tures as a possible way, and we also have an approach to biometrics
that could be used if recommended by this committee.

We're looking at multiple factors to ensure that we can guarantee
the identity of that person.

Mr. Blake Richards: So none of those would involve actual fa‐
cial recognition or having the person on camera. I guess there could
be potentially a fairly significant cost to the biometrics. Maybe you
can explore that a little bit further. I'm just trying to understand
how, outside of facial recognition or something of that nature, we
would actually determine that the MP hasn't shared the log-in infor‐
mation, etc. with somebody else.

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: With the tool kit that we already have at the
House, we do have the ability to use different models for electronic
signatures. In this application, we would also have the ability to
leverage the concept of taking a picture while someone is casting
their vote. That is a capability that we would have in our tool kit,
which we already have as a piece of infrastructure that we have not
used for any other purposes. We have different ways to do electron‐
ic signatures at the House within our current infrastructure. As an
example, we currently use Entrust as an electronic signature mecha‐
nism to ensure that when someone we know is issuing an email or
encrypting an email, it's actually that person who sent it. There are
different ways we can leverage to do that.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Aubé.

At the beginning, I misspoke when I said seven minutes. That's
what happens when you take time off. It's six-minute rounds for ev‐
eryone. We went over the six minutes, but I wanted to allow Mr.
Aubé to finish his thought.

Mr. Turnbull, you're next.
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Mr. Ryan Turnbull (Whitby, Lib.): Thanks, Madam Chair.

Welcome back, everyone. It's great to have you back on PROC.
It's always a pleasure to see you.

Mr. Speaker, it's great to hear your opening remarks. I certainly
appreciated the comment you made—I read through your opening
remarks; thanks for providing them in advance—that “very little
about the voting process is codified in the Standing Orders”. l
thought that was a really important observation, which I certainly
hadn't made before.

I know that your office has provided a table of Standing Orders
changes. I think some of them are minor. You indicated in your
opening remarks that electronic voting “would not require exten‐
sive modifications”. Could you highlight one or two of the key
changes that you think would need to be made?

Hon. Anthony Rota: There are a number of different areas. I
could go on for a while, but it's important to note that, for the
Standing Orders, there are minor changes that would have to be
made—but nothing major—in order to allow an electronic vote to
happen. It could go rather smoothly.

Some of the major ones we've already taken care of, such as the
presence of members in the House. We've already had a certain
amount of virtual presence, and it wouldn't be too hard to adjust
that way. The physical setting in the House is the other one. By
changing very small areas, we could make it so that members could
be physically somewhere else but still present for the purpose of the
vote. Tabling presentations is already there. That's been taken care
of.

When we look at the whole thing, there's not a lot that has to be
changed. It's just a matter of getting some kind of agreement among
the members on what they will accept. Then we could proceed from
there.
● (1125)

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: Thank you for that. It's not really a matter
of rule changes holding us back. It's about getting agreement from
all parties.

We heard recent reports in the news about the coronavirus mutat‐
ing. I've been reading a little bit about viruses and I'm no health ex‐
pert, but all viruses, apparently, mutate as they copy and regenerate
themselves. There's no evidence at the moment that the second
strain of the coronavirus would be more deadly, but there is some
evidence accumulating that it would spread more quickly. Interest‐
ingly enough, I think we're all thinking about the fall. We're think‐
ing about, potentially, a second wave.

I noticed one of your comments was about the principles that you
used to evaluate some of the physical options that were provided.
One of the them was efficiency. To me, when I think of a long
queue, as they've done in the U.K., that's not overly efficient in my
view. It's not necessarily the best option for reducing the risk to
people's health and the spread of the virus. Would you agree that
the best option in the case of a second wave is likely to be a virtual
option?

Hon. Anthony Rota: The decision of what is best will have to
be made by the House and, hopefully, by this committee as a rec‐

ommendation. The things that we have to take into consideration
when putting it together.... Sure, efficiency is very important. When
you have a queuing system, yes, three hours would not be uncom‐
mon for a vote. I'm sure that with time, as things get better, it would
probably shorten a bit, but that would be probably a first thing to
consider.

Of course you want accuracy, which could be covered in both
systems, as well as transparency—seeing that the person shows up
and gets to vote so that they can be confirmed, or electronically, as
Mr. Aubé mentioned earlier, making sure that the authentication
shows that this person is actually voting, so that everything comes
together.

The first thing that is mentioned when you go to the list of priori‐
ties is safety, making sure that our members of Parliament are not
exposed to the virus or any danger. That's something that has to be
paramount in all decisions made. If people are brought to one place,
yes, there is a concern, but if that is what the House decides, then
we'll have to work around it and to the best of our ability minimize
that danger.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: Thank you very much.

Mr. Aubé, I welcome you back as well. I always have questions
for you, because security comes up when we talk about electronic
voting.

Is it not true that all of the House-managed devices, the iPhones
that we all get, have facial recognition built into them? Could we
not use the biometrics as part of the security for electronic voting?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: Yes, the newer devices do. There are still
some members who have older devices, but all the newer devices
that are being provided to the members of Parliament have built-in
biometrics. That could be leveraged as part of our solution, if it
were chosen by the committee.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: Okay, great, thank you for that.

I know that—
The Chair: I think that's all the time we have, unfortunately.
Mr. Ryan Turnbull: Thank you, Madam Chair.
Hon. Anthony Rota: If I may, Madam Chair, just for a moment,

I just want to correct a statement I made. The queue would be about
40 to 60 minutes per vote, not three to four hours. The shifting
would be three hours per vote, so I just wanted to make that clear.
My apologies.

The Chair: Thank you. You almost gave me a heart attack there.
I was thinking, “Oh my goodness.” That is still long.

Madame Normandin, please go ahead for six minutes.
● (1130)

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

much, Madam Chair.

Once again, I'd like to thank the witnesses for taking the time to
appear before us and answer our many questions.
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I'll start with a topic that's been less discussed. We've spent a lot
of time on the issue of recorded votes, but a little less time on yes
or no votes, when we are in the House and the Speaker has to de‐
cide which side wins.

Have you given more thought to this and how it could be done in
a completely virtual or hybrid way?

Are there any thoughts on this?
Hon. Anthony Rota: Yes. This is entirely possible, and it de‐

pends on what happens with the Speaker. It can be done electroni‐
cally, for instance with hands raised electronically, or members
could even be asked to respond orally yes or no.

It might be a little more difficult because we aren't in the House.
I'm pretty sure there would be a way to do it and that we could very
easily adapt.

Ms. Christine Normandin: Okay.

Similarly, if, as a result of a yes or no vote, five members were to
rise in the House, there would also be a way to do that. Is that cor‐
rect?

Hon. Anthony Rota: Yes, absolutely.
Ms. Christine Normandin: Great.

Could you talk to us about the possibility of limiting the period
during which votes can be held? Ms. Blaney and others raised it.
Canada has several time zones, which can make the situation a little
more difficult, considering that some members may be far away,
and it may not necessarily be a suitable time slot to vote.

Do you think it can be done easily? In other words, could we de‐
cide to vote only at certain times, for instance?

Hon. Anthony Rota: To ensure that everyone has an opportunity
to vote, we will set a fairly long period of time. The estimate I
heard was 30 minutes, to give everyone a chance to vote. Members
will also have the chance to vote during the bells.

That said, when the vote is held in Ottawa, we vote in Ottawa. So
that's the answer. If there were periods of two or three hours, it
would start to drag on a bit too much. From what I've seen so far, it
would be 30 minutes during the sitting.

As you know, in Parliament, voting periods sometimes take place
from 10:00 a.m. until midnight or 2:00 a.m. You never know. Dur‐
ing those hours, there might be times when voting would be a little
more difficult for someone in another part of the country, where the
time is different. That decision should be made by this committee,
in light of what members want to do. Having said that, it would
normally be done over a 30-minute period.

Ms. Christine Normandin: Good.

The committee could still decide that the 30-minute period of
bells could only happen during a certain time in the day. For exam‐
ple, the 30 minutes could be between noon and 5:00 p.m. Ottawa
time, with no problem.

Is that correct?
Hon. Anthony Rota: Exactly. It's up to the current committee

and the House to decide on it.

Ms. Christine Normandin: Okay.

I'll continue with the issue of voting, which would be a little like
the Westminster model, with queuing. I understand that you have
looked at the possibility of a hybrid vote, where we could vote this
way, by proxy or electronically.

Have I understood that correctly?

Hon. Anthony Rota: Yes.

It will depend on what the committee decides, whether it chooses
a hybrid system or something else. There are many possibilities
when it comes to voting, and it's the committee and the members of
Parliament who will decide.

Ms. Christine Normandin: Okay.

My next question relates to the technical aspect. Perhaps
Mr. Aubé will be able to answer it.

If we decide to use the hybrid model, some members will vote on
site, and others will vote electronically. So we'll have to make sure
that no one votes twice, and we'll have to compare the two lists.

Am I mistaken?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: You aren't mistaken. It's indeed one of the
controls that will have to be put in place to ensure that no one votes
twice.

Ms. Christine Normandin: Good.

In a hybrid system, the time allowed for the compilation of votes,
for instance, will have to be longer than in a vote where all mem‐
bers vote electronically. Is that correct?

● (1135)

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: It will certainly take some time to make
sure that doesn't happen.

The report recommends a better way of proceeding, whether all
members vote electronically or they all vote manually. If the mem‐
bers decide to put the hybrid model forward, we will put in place
controls to ensure that this doesn't happen.

Ms. Christine Normandin: We therefore agree that, from the
point of view of efficiency alone, especially in successive votes
where the result of one vote depends on the result of the previous
vote, it will take longer to operate in a hybrid way than by using
only one or other of the methods.

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: We can assume that this is, indeed, the case.

Ms. Christine Normandin: Thank you.

Madam Chair, I've reached the end of my questions, but I think I
have about 10 seconds left.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you.
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Ms. Blaney, go ahead, please.
Ms. Rachel Blaney (North Island—Powell River, NDP):

Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you, of course, to all of you for being here with us today. I
really appreciate all of the reports that we received.

We don't know what's going to happen in the fall and we don't
know what's going to happen with COVID, and so I'm just trying to
clarify something. Even if we do find a safe way to vote in the
House—and you've listed numerous ways—my concern still is the
travelling across the country. I come from Vancouver Island and
right now we've just had our airports open up again. We were hav‐
ing to take a ferry to get to Vancouver to fly. Often the flights are
taking anywhere from a day to two days, which means that we have
members not only leaving their communities but stopping along the
way.

In your assessment was there any work done to look at the risks
of having members travelling from across the country? The second
part of that question is how long, with any of these methods, would
it take to sanitize the space? If we have people queueing in the
space and if we have people coming into the House of Commons to
vote in different ways, do we have any understanding of just how
long it would take to make those spaces safe again?

Hon. Anthony Rota: Those are both very good questions. The
health concern is probably the biggest one, when you have mem‐
bers travelling from one part of the country to the other. When we
look at Canada, we would probably, under circumstances in Europe
or other places, have about 50 countries within that same space. We
have different regions, and different regions are taking care of
things differently, based on their realities. We have provinces, and
we have different areas of provinces that are opening up at different
rates, and that is one of the realities.

When we start moving people from one place to another, yes,
that's certainly a concern that has crossed our minds We will have
to rely on the health officials to make that decision, and hopefully
that will be considered when the committee brings out its report.

On the other issue, when we talk about sanitizing between sit‐
tings, I talked about the block shifting, whereby a certain group
would be safe in the House and it would take about three hours to
go through one vote as opposed to different options otherwise. One
of the main reasons it takes so long is that you bring in only so
many; they vote; they leave, and then you have to sanitize every‐
thing in the chamber so that the next group coming in will have a
clean and sanitized area to come through.

So there is a certain amount of time involved in making sure that
everything is suitable for the incoming members.

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Thank you.

My other question, Mr. Speaker, is around the virtual voting
practice. At this point, we have 15- to 30-minute bells, depending
on the vote. Based on some of the information you've given us—I
believe in one of the reports, although there have been several, so I
apologize for not saying which one—you identified that there were
two members you were still working with in terms of connectivity
for them. Speaking for myself, if I drove 20 minutes out of town

here I would have no cell reception at all. In a sudden vote, I
wouldn't be able to get that information. Hopefully, we have better
planning around voting so that I don't do that. I understand that if I
stay within this area I'm okay, but I don't know if all members have
the same connectivity. I'm just wondering if that is a concern.

Of course, in our last report we did have a recommendation that
if a member did not have access to appropriate connectivity to be
able to vote or to participate in the House, we would identify where
they had to go to get that connectivity and make sure that it was
something the House of Commons supported them in doing. I'm
wondering whether there has been any work done around assessing
that and whether there are any members we should be concerned
about. I don't expect you to tell us who those members are, but
what is the strategy around making sure they have access to not on‐
ly the House but also the capacity to virtually vote?
● (1140)

Hon. Anthony Rota: That is a very good point. It is a member's
privilege to vote, and we don't want the member to lose that privi‐
lege or not be able to access it. Overall, things have been very good
as far as access is concerned. As we said last time, we had a couple
of members who were having issues. Whether they go from home
or from office, there is a point where they can have access.

Maybe I'll pass this over to Monsieur Aubé. He can probably
give us a lot more detail on what steps have been taken so that all
members can have access to the vote and all members can have ac‐
cess to the Internet.

Monsieur Aubé.
Mr. Stéphan Aubé: Madam Blaney, over the last few weeks we

have reassessed every constituency office to ensure that there is ap‐
propriate connectivity. As I commented at a previous meeting, it
was true that we had two specific members in northern areas of
Canada for whom this was posing a problem, but we do have solu‐
tions for them. We do have the ability to provide facilities or pro‐
vide connectivity to them, if this committee so chooses. We are
constantly reassessing the connectivity that exists in your con‐
stituency offices. As I said, over the last few weeks we've re‐
assessed them and made sure that the appropriate level of connec‐
tivity is there in order to participate, if the committee so chooses,
electronically for voting.

Having said that, the challenges previously were more related to
the homes of the members. As you know, we provide connectivity
to the constituency offices. With the constituency offices, it was a
little easier for us to assess the connectivity in these areas. With the
homes, we do have some good statistics for every individual mem‐
ber, and we certainly would have a plan to make sure it was avail‐
able for them. It would be in their constituency offices most prefer‐
ably, but if ever there would be a need for them to stay home, we
would find a way to make this happen for them.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Aubé.

We will carry on our five-minute round with Mr. Brassard.
Mr. John Brassard (Barrie—Innisfil, CPC): Thank you,

Madam Chair.

Mr. Speaker and everyone, thank you for being here.
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Let me prelude my comments by saying that the House of Com‐
mons staff has done an extraordinary and great job at keeping all of
us safe and keeping the physical aspects of the building safe. I've
been quite comfortable every time I've come to West Block and
other areas, including to my office in the Confederation building. I
want to say congratulations to the staff. If you could relay that on
our behalf, I would appreciate that.

I'm not sure who these questions can go to. I'd like to start by
asking whether it's correct that there have been nine sittings of the
House of Commons since March 13.

Hon. Anthony Rota: Yes, that's correct.
Mr. John Brassard: Since March 13 the Special Committee on

the COVID-19 Pandemic met 18 times in the House chamber. Is
that correct?

Hon. Anthony Rota: Yes.
Mr. John Brassard: Since March 13 there have been four in-

person meetings of standing committees. Is that correct?
Hon. Anthony Rota: Let me check on that one. That one is....
Mr. John Brassard: I would ask, Madam Chair, that, while the

Speaker is checking, we—
Hon. Anthony Rota: Stop the clock.
Mr. John Brassard: Yes, if you don't mind.
The Chair: Sure.
Hon. Anthony Rota: We were just checking. We believe there

were four, and there is another one meeting tomorrow.

Many of these have taken place virtually and worked out that
way, so a number of committee meetings have taken place even if
they weren't in person.

Mr. John Brassard: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

For all virtual committee meetings, there are procedural clerks,
interpreters, technicians and other staff who are required to be on
the Hill for every minute of every virtual committee meeting. Is
that correct?
● (1145)

Hon. Anthony Rota: Yes.

Oh, wait a minute. There are cases in which they are not required
here, so that—

Mr. John Brassard: There's Mr. Aubé this morning, I see.

Okay. Thank you.

Since March 13, there have been 156 virtual committee meet‐
ings, lasting some 390 hours and 20 minutes. Would that be rough‐
ly correct?

Hon. Anthony Rota: I don't have the stats with me. I'll have to
believe you on that. I trust you've done your homework very effi‐
ciently, and I'll have to go along with you, although I can't confirm
it.

Mr. John Brassard: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Now, by my calculations, there have been, since March 13, a to‐
tal of 187 meetings and sittings. Are you aware of any actual
COVID-19 cases associated with any of these 187 gatherings?

Hon. Anthony Rota: I'm not aware of any, no.
Mr. John Brassard: Are you aware of any suspected cases of

COVID-19 associated with any of these 187 gatherings?
Hon. Anthony Rota: I am not.
Mr. John Brassard: Are you aware of anyone who has required

quarantine as a precaution because of their attendance at any of
these 187 gatherings?

Hon. Anthony Rota: I'm not.
Mr. John Brassard: Are you aware of any contact-tracing effort

touching upon any of these 187 gatherings?
Hon. Anthony Rota: There is none that I know of.
Mr. John Brassard: Okay.

Now, Mr. Speaker, you have very helpfully laid out several de‐
tailed options for in-person voting. Can you confirm that every sin‐
gle one of your proposals would comply with public health guide‐
lines?

Hon. Anthony Rota: They were done with that in mind, and we
would have to check once we started implementing to make sure,
but we have done our best.

As you mentioned earlier, we have very competent staff who
have done their work and made sure that everything is in place, so I
feel comfortable saying yes, but as we get closer and as things
change, as things are shifting with the COVID-19 situation, we
would have to examine as they were implemented, if that's what the
committee and parliamentarians decided.

Mr. John Brassard: Did you seek public health guidance in im‐
plementing these or in actually coming up with these proposals?

Hon. Anthony Rota: We did.
Mr. John Brassard: Okay. How much lead time would you

need to implement these in-person voting options? I heard Mr.
Aubé say that the app for virtual voting could be ready by Septem‐
ber. Would it be possible to put them into effect immediately if they
were agreed upon?

Hon. Anthony Rota: I would feel more comfortable telling you
that September 21 would be the best time to implement them, if
needed. To implement them right now while we're not sitting—we
have three more sessions left at which they might be put in place. I
would feel comfortable with telling you that the September return
would be the best time.

That would give us sufficient time.
Mr. John Brassard: Okay. Thank you.

How much more time do I have, Madam Chair?
The Clerk of the Committee (Mr. Justin Vaive): Madam

Chair, Mr. Brassard has approximately 20 seconds left.
Mr. John Brassard: Okay.

Mr. Speaker, one of the issues that come up regularly as we dis‐
cuss this is the issue of air travel. Public health has not advised of
any restrictions on air travel. Do you see that being a problem with
MPs coming to Ottawa to vote in person?

Hon. Anthony Rota: We would have to look at what the health
officials are saying, but air travel seems to be safe.
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The thing we have to take into consideration is where the MPs
have been. Have they met with groups? Have they picked some‐
thing up? Are they inadvertent carriers?

That's something that has to be taken into account and something
I hope this committee looks at very closely.

The Chair: Thank you.

Next up we have Mr. Gerretsen.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Thank

you, Madam Chair.

Mr. Speaker, I haven't had a cavity in seven years. Do you think
that I should stop brushing my teeth?

Hon. Anthony Rota: No. Congratulations.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Congratulations to you and the incredible

work that the House of Commons staff has been doing in order to
produce the result of having no cases.

Would you consider that a success?
Hon. Anthony Rota: Very much so. The staff has taken this

very seriously, as members of Parliament have taken it very seri‐
ously. A lot of the co-operation amongst the parties, amongst the
members and with staff has really made us to be an example for the
world to follow.
● (1150)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Thank you for that.

Mr. Aubé, would you say that your main concern, when it comes
to the security of virtual voting, is to police members of Parliament
to make sure that they're doing what they're supposed to be doing,
or is your main concern to prevent the infiltration of third parties
from trying to disrupt the democratic process?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: I would say my main concern is to ensure
that no one is interfering with the voting process.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Would that include a member of Parlia‐
ment, or are you referring to people coming in from the outside?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: I am always of the premise that the mem‐
bers are honourable and will follow the regulations.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: That's a very good point.

To that end, Mr. Speaker, we have had a number of cases within
the House of Commons, from time to time, where it wasn't clear if
somebody was in their seat or what the rule is or if they heard the
question.

It seems to me in the limited experience that I've had during the
past five years that what it really comes down to is the member do‐
ing what is the honourable thing. If the member says they were in a
certain position at a certain time, the rulings from the Speakers
have usually been to trust the member in that regard. Is that right?

Hon. Anthony Rota: It would be very difficult for the Speaker
to have his eyes on every member, where he is, where she is, at that
time. We do call them honourable members and we are all hon‐
ourable members. I rely on their being honest.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: The reason I bring this up is that there ap‐
pear to be two different themes when we talk about security. Some

members of this committee talk about security from the perspective
of the infiltration of third parties to disrupt our democratic process,
but other members of the committee seem to be more concerned
about whether a member would give their device to another person
or another individual who would then utilize that device to vote on
their behalf.

From a security perspective, from the Speaker's perspective,
which of those two are you more concerned about? Are you con‐
cerned about individuals coming from the outside to disrupt our
democratic process, or are you more concerned about questioning
that honour that you mentioned of the members?

Hon. Anthony Rota: The main concern that we have when
putting a system together and making sure that it works is infiltra‐
tion from the outside. If someone comes in from the outside and
disrupts how things are going or skews votes or arguments a certain
way, then it really does interfere with the process.

Concerning the voting itself, there's enough in place where a
member will have passwords or will have a certain number of safe‐
ty measures that will avoid someone breaking in and taking his or
her vote away or his or her debate time away. To me, it is up to the
member to protect that.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: On the topic of virtual voting, during the
discussions of virtual voting we seem to be going down two paths.
Do we do this through an app-based application or do we do it
through some kind of visual process, like on Zoom?

I want to understand. The way we do it in the House of Com‐
mons when we have a standing vote, which takes eight minutes, is
that we go down rows. The Speaker and the Clerk's staff can see
ahead of time who's coming up next, who might be absent, who
might not.

Have you even thought of how you would practically implement
that system on a platform like Zoom where you have 17 or 18
pages of thumbnail pictures and you wouldn't necessarily have ev‐
erybody lined up the way that it has to go? Has that been a consid‐
eration? Have you thought about that much, Mr. Aubé or Mr.
Speaker?

Hon. Anthony Rota: It's certainly been a discussion at the table
when we are talking about different options and how we will han‐
dle that. I think we're capable of it but it would certainly take a little
bit longer.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: What would be your preference, Mr.
Speaker? Would it be to have an app-based vote or would it be to
have people standing? And I don't mean your personal preference.
Based on the discussions you've had on administering the vote,
what is the simplest way for the Speaker and the clerks to handle
that?

The Chair: That's all the time we have. We don't have time for
the answer to that, but maybe we'll get that on the next round.

Mr. Duncan, please.
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● (1155)

Mr. Eric Duncan (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry,
CPC): Thank you very much, Madam Chair. I'm in my constituen‐
cy office and I've cut out four or five times, so I apologize if we
have to suspend.

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker and the House administration
team, for your leadership in this evolving situation. I think every
job in Canada, including ours as members, has been evolving these
days.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to make a note about the various in-per‐
son, app and electronic options we're looking at. Would it be fair to
say that these options aren't mutually exclusive? You've talked
about different options for different circumstances and times.
Would you suggest that in-person voting in September be the natu‐
ral preference and that we go into remote voting if need be? Can
you talk about the exclusivity of these options and the ability to
change?

Hon. Anthony Rota: The ability to change is really up to the
House and the individual members. Can you blend them? Yes. It
would probably cause a little bit of confusion, but overall whatever
this committee and the members of Parliament decide to go with,
that's what our staff is ready to go with.

Is it better to meet in person or virtually come September?
COVID has been changing so drastically along the way, it's very
difficult to predict what will happen in a month and a half or two
months from now.

Mr. Eric Duncan: Sure.

For the options for in-person voting, one of the things I made a
note of was about voting outside the chamber. Is there any consid‐
eration of having a camera installed to perhaps capture the voting
process? I don't know if that was noted in there at all.

Hon. Anthony Rota: I'm sorry, you'll have to clarify that ques‐
tion on the camera. Where and how exactly do you mean?

Mr. Eric Duncan: For example, for the queue voting, we talked
about the option presented that it could be in the Sir John A. Mac‐
donald Building. Has there been talk of having a camera in the
queue, for example, for the public to see that process?

Hon. Anthony Rota: It's not in the proposal. It's something that
could be considered as an extra precaution, but that's something
you may want to bring forward, Mr. Duncan, when the report
comes forward. It's not something that has been discussed.

Mr. Eric Duncan: I appreciate that.

I'll switch to electronic voting for the roll call voting. You've
mentioned the extended on-camera presence that would be required
for voting that way. That's the way to identify the MPs' identities,
correct? Would having that physical presence on Zoom be the way
of validating that?

Hon. Anthony Rota: That would be one of the ways of validat‐
ing, yes.

Mr. Eric Duncan: By comparison, on the remote app it would
be the sign-in and not the member's physical presence. I do respect
that we all are honourable members. I have no reason to suggest
otherwise, of course. It would be based on the trust or honour of the

members that we wouldn't see or necessarily be able to see. That
would be the disadvantage of the app, so having that in-person
camera would make the validation much easier to do, correct?

Hon. Anthony Rota: That is correct. There is a confirmation
process when someone signs into an app or through electronic vot‐
ing. Again, we're back to the integrity of the individual members
and the honour of the members, which I trust wholeheartedly.

Mr. Eric Duncan: Yes.

Then again, with in-person votes or with the use of the facing
camera, we wouldn't have to deal with that or really question that at
all.

I'll just switch to committees. You may wish to defer to some of
your colleagues about the virtual capacity for committee meetings.
One of the comments I had written down was about the capacity of
the technical aspect—and I give kudos to interpretation and all the
technical teams doing this stuff.

What's the plan in the fall when we come back? Whatever we
choose in terms of the technical capacities.... I think of all of our
standing committees, the House and those types of things. Are we
adding staff? Are we adding capacity for the short term? What's the
status update on both the IT and the staffing aspects?

Hon. Anthony Rota: I'll defer this one to Mr. Aubé. I'm sure
he'll be able to answer that with much more detail than I will.

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: We are currently in the buying process, to
ensure that when we return in September, we can offer a capacity
similar to our pre-COVID capacity, unless the environment changes
from now to then for the worst. Our goal is to put in place the prop‐
er resourcing model to support you with the appropriate capacity
for supporting all committees as we did previous to COVID.

Mr. Eric Duncan: Sorry, you just said that includes both the
physical IT and the staffing requirements to administer that. Is that
correct?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: We're looking at that.

Mr. Eric Duncan: And you hope to have that by September 21.

Is that the capacity of the full-day or half-day virtual hybrid sit‐
tings and all the committees running? You're saying that you're try‐
ing to get that all lined up so we could be at full capacity with ev‐
erything on September 21?

● (1200)

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: It is our goal to provide an approach to the
Speaker to ensure that this happens.

Mr. Eric Duncan: Thank you.

The Chair: Unfortunately, that's all the time we have.

Next up is Dr. Duncan for five minutes, please.

Hon. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Thank you,
Madam Chair.
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I'd like to thank all our witnesses today. I, too, would like to rec‐
ognize the extraordinary job the House leadership has done in al‐
lowing a virtual hybrid Parliament.

I will talk briefly about health. Today, there are 11.5 million cas‐
es worldwide and the U.S. is at 2.9 million cases. We are not fin‐
ished the first wave and I, too, would argue that the most important
thing is the health and safety of everyone involved.

I would first ask our Speaker, if I may. I'm looking, Mr. Speaker,
for yes-or-no answers here. Was the hybrid Parliament secure?

Hon. Anthony Rota: Yes.
Hon. Kirsty Duncan: Thank you.

Was it tested?
Hon. Anthony Rota: Yes.
Hon. Kirsty Duncan: Was it accessible?
Hon. Anthony Rota: Yes.
Hon. Kirsty Duncan: Did it provide simultaneous English and

French interpretation?
Hon. Anthony Rota: Yes.
Hon. Kirsty Duncan: Did it respect social distancing?
Hon. Anthony Rota: Yes.
Hon. Kirsty Duncan: Did it allow all members of Parliament to

take part and represent their constituents?
Hon. Anthony Rota: Yes.
Hon. Kirsty Duncan: Did it allow for full participation by the

media?
Hon. Anthony Rota: Yes.
Hon. Kirsty Duncan: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

I'd now like to go to the Clerk.

Based on your experience, please answer the same questions.

Was the system secure?
Mr. Charles Robert (Clerk of the House of Commons): That's

my understanding, yes.
Hon. Kirsty Duncan: Was it tested?
Mr. Charles Robert: Certainly.
Hon. Kirsty Duncan: Was it accessible?
Mr. Charles Robert: Yes.
Hon. Kirsty Duncan: Did it allow simultaneous English and

French interpretation?
Mr. Charles Robert: With a few hiccups, yes.
Hon. Kirsty Duncan: Did it respect social distancing?
Mr. Charles Robert: Of course.
Hon. Kirsty Duncan: Did it allow all members of Parliament to

take part and represent their constituents?
Mr. Charles Robert: Yes, indeed.
Hon. Kirsty Duncan: Did it allow for full participation by the

media?
Mr. Charles Robert: Yes.

Hon. Kirsty Duncan: Thank you so much.

Mr. Speaker, as we come to the fall, I don't think any of us know
what to expect. It is a novel virus. It is a new virus. There is con‐
cern about a second wave, a second wave with influenza. How are
you thinking about the health and safety aspects?

Hon. Anthony Rota: Health and safety is number one with ev‐
erything we do. We want to make sure that anyone coming to the
Hill is not bringing contamination to the Hill or leaving with con‐
tamination, making sure that everyone is safe. This has been the
case right from day one and we want to continue to make sure that
we do it to the best of our ability, based on what is decided by the
House.

Hon. Kirsty Duncan: Thank you so much, Mr. Speaker.

Monsieur Aubé, I'm wondering if you could take us through
what an ideal virtual voting system would look like from your per‐
spective. In terms of all the security, what would your recommen‐
dations in your ideal system look like, please?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: The first criteria that we've all been dis‐
cussing is the security aspect. We want to make sure that, if we go
forward with an electronic voting system, it is a secure system and
we can validate that the results that are coming out of the system
are the results based on the votes of the members of Parliament. For
us, that is the first thing: it needs to be secure.

The second thing is that it needs to be easy to use for the mem‐
bers. We'd want to make sure that, with anything that we build, we
would be able to engage the members to ensure that they can do
this in an efficient way.

Hon. Kirsty Duncan: Monsieur Aubé, may I interrupt briefly
for a second?

I'd like to know very specifically what security steps you would
recommend from the initial notification right through to the end of
the vote, please.

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: More specifically, Ms. Duncan, we want to
make sure that all these steps are logged, so when we notify some‐
one, we'd log that someone did receive the message. Then when the
person reads the message, the notification of votes, we would be
aware that he received the notification.

We also want to make sure that we know when someone is log‐
ging into the system. We want to make sure that we know who's on
it and whether it is the right person logging in.

We want to make sure that all transactions are encrypted, and en‐
crypted in a way that ensures that no one can modify the results or
influence the results through that encryption.

After that, we want to make sure it's signed. Through multiple
factors of identification, we want the member to be able to sign the
transaction to ensure that it is the member who made that transac‐
tion. We want to make sure that he used a House device with a
House certificate, that he used his password, that he wasn't travel‐
ling from Toronto to Vancouver in the last 15 minutes, and that he
did receive a confirmation. We want to ensure that the member,
once he votes, will actually get a real-time confirmation of what he
just did. He will also get a confirmation of his vote encrypted
through different channels.
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This is the way we want to ensure that it was the member who
voted and to confirm that he voted. The last part of this is that we
want to monitor all these activities while the votes are happening.
● (1205)

Hon. Kirsty Duncan: Thank you, Mr. Aubé.
The Chair: Thank you. That was very helpful, actually, and very

clear.

Next we have Madame Normandin, please, for two and a half
minutes.
[Translation]

Ms. Christine Normandin: Thank you very much.

Since Mr. Brassard touched on it, I'd also like to come back to
the issue of standing committees. I attended a meeting of the Stand‐
ing Committee on Citizenship and Immigration two weeks ago.
Could someone confirm for me that the members of those commit‐
tees had the option to attend remotely when the notice of meeting
was sent out?
[English]

The Chair: Who's answering this question?
[Translation]

Hon. Anthony Rota: I'm sorry. It's a good question, and we
need to discuss what happened.

No, they didn't have that option. They had to attend in person.
Ms. Christine Normandin: Perfect.

This may not have been brought to your attention, and I was
wondering if you were aware that, given the physical distancing
measures, there couldn't be more than a certain number of people
there, which meant that the number of assistants was limited and
that the witnesses—in this case, it was four senior officials and the
Minister of Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship—could not be
physically present in the room.

Hon. Anthony Rota: Absolutely.

This needs to be considered when there are committees, and it's
very important to have the option of being there virtually.

Ms. Christine Normandin: Right.

I want to mention the case of my colleague Ms. Jenny Kwan, a
member from British Columbia who is on the Standing Committee
on Citizenship and Immigration. While in the case of the Special
Committee on the COVID-19 Pandemic, she could attend meetings
virtually, she had to travel to attend a meeting of the Standing Com‐
mittee on Citizenship and Immigration that lasted two hours.

Is that statement accurate?
Hon. Anthony Rota: I believe so, yes.
Ms. Christine Normandin: Okay.

If we can, for instance, attend the Special Committee on the
COVID-19 Pandemic virtually to ask questions in question period
under some of our parliamentary privileges, but we have to vote or
attend standing committees in person, doesn't that create some kind
of hierarchy between the different parliamentary privileges?

Hon. Anthony Rota: Not really.

It's the decision that must be made by parliamentarians and by
this committee, based on what it finds possible to do in person and
what it decides to do virtually. I don't think it's about hierarchy. It's
a simple decision that needs to be made, and it's a decision for you
as a committee and as members of Parliament.

Ms. Christine Normandin: If we decide that, on the one hand,
members of standing committees must sit in person but, on the oth‐
er hand, it is possible to vote remotely, is it correct to say that cer‐
tain privileges will be more difficult to exercise than others, be‐
cause it will be possible for parliamentarians to exercise them in a
hybrid or virtual manner?

Hon. Anthony Rota: Yes, it would certainly be reasonable to
say that.

However, some elected members live a long way from Ottawa
whereas others live here. We cannot say that those from far away
have fewer privileges than those who are closer. It is up to each
member to go to the designated place or to do what they have to do
in order to exercise their rights.
● (1210)

[English]
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Ms. Blaney.
Ms. Rachel Blaney: Just to follow up on my last line of ques‐

tioning, does the Speaker feel that the amount of time for bells is
sufficient for voting in a virtual sitting?

Hon. Anthony Rota: It's really up to the House. What was sug‐
gested was 30 minutes, and it's during that 30 minutes that the
member has to vote. It's not like in the House, where you have 30
minutes of warning, and then you're in the House and you vote.

You are told there's going to be a vote, and the bells ring for 30
minutes. Once that 30 minutes is up, your voting time is up. Yes,
that's something that was suggested. I feel comfortable with it. If
the committee should feel that we need more than 30 minutes, or
less than 30 minutes, really, it's not a time that is carved in stone.
It's a suggested time that seems reasonable. Reasonable means dif‐
ferent things to different people. I would rely on the committee's
and Parliament's advice on how we would determine the amount of
time.

Ms. Rachel Blaney: I'm going to follow up as well on the issue
of committees. Right now, there's a particular list of committees
that can meet virtually, and the rest, if they want to meet, have to
meet in person. There are ongoing negotiations among the parties,
as everyone knows. Can I get any information to understand if we
will have the capacity for all the committees to be able to meet?

I understand that part of the challenge, historically, has just been
the capacity, and also the time constraints, because we have a big
country with multiple time zones, so we are trying to pick times
when members like myself who are in British Columbia are not sit‐
ting in front of a computer at 5:30 in the morning. We're trying to
honour that.

Will the capacity be there in September for all the committees to
be able to sit?
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Hon. Anthony Rota: That is one of the things that have been re‐
stricting the number of committees that can sit.

On capacity, if you don't mind, I will pass it over to Mr. Aubé,
who would have a better handle on what it would take. Or would
Mr. Gagnon be better? Which one of you would be best to answer
this question?

Mr. André Gagnon (Deputy Clerk, Procedure, House of
Commons): Maybe I can begin and Stéphan can follow up.

The special order that was adopted by the House on May 26,
which was essentially a reorder of the order as previously adopted,
mentioned that some committees, about nine, would be able to meet
virtually. That special order ends on September 21. Your question,
from that perspective, would relate directly to what happens on
September 21, in terms of what committees would be meeting.
From that perspective, with the information we have right now, that
means the committees would have the possibility to meet only in
person.

Maybe Stéphan can add to that, but as you are aware, the number
of rooms that would meet the health guidelines is fairly limited on
Parliament Hill.

The Chair: Thank you. That's all the time we have.

Next up we have Mr. Tochor for six minutes, please.
Mr. Corey Tochor (Saskatoon—University, CPC): Thank you

very much, Madam Chair, and thank you to our guests.

I have a question for the Speaker, and it has to do with travel. I
know you've been an MP for a while, and you don't have a medical
background, I believe, but would you agree that if we're concerned
about the safety of members, we shouldn't be heading back to our
ridings on weekends and in between our sitting dates?

Hon. Anthony Rota: That's an option that has been discussed by
many people, whether they stay here on the weekend or go home.
The less exposure you have, the better it is. That's up to each indi‐
vidual member to decide, unfortunately.

Mr. Corey Tochor: Even before the pandemic, we would take
steps. If we know we're going to be in a room with or close to peo‐
ple who are sick, we take precautions. That's what we should be do‐
ing in our personal lives and business representing our constituen‐
cies in Ottawa.

I have some questions about the app, Mr. Aubé. With the app
you're developing right now, could you tell if a member was on a
beach in Mexico when they were voting?
● (1215)

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: We could, sir.
Mr. Corey Tochor: Could you tell where they were in the coun‐

try? Would we restrict if a member was across the street from Par‐
liament in a licensed establishment having a beverage? Could you
tell where that individual was?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: I wouldn't say that we'd go to that level of
detail, but I would certainly say that we have a requirement to mon‐
itor where the House of Commons devices are used. We monitor
from a regional perspective. I wouldn't say that we get down to that
level of granularity.

Mr. Corey Tochor: It's actually interesting that you bring up de‐
vices. I have the iPhone that was issued from the Government of
Canada. Could you track right now where I was?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: We don't track, sir, where you were. We can
just track the location of where you are as per the device. We don't
archive all the locations of where you are. We track to make sure
that the devices that are participating in these events are within the
guidelines that we've set for these meetings. As I said earlier in a
previous meeting of this committee, we do geofencing, which
means we ensure that the people who are participating in these
meetings are within the areas that are allowed.

Mr. Corey Tochor: Then the technology is there, on the hard‐
ware, to track where members are. As much as you say you ge‐
ofence and take precautionary measures against abuse, you could
track, on my iPhone, that I am right now sitting in my riding office.
Is that correct?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: We could identify where you are. I wouldn't
commit to saying that you are in that particular office, because we
don't do that as per our security practices, but we certainly ensure
that you are in a specific area or region.

Mr. Corey Tochor: Okay.

I'll change gears a little bit. Right now, obviously, as a committee
we don't have consensus. However, from reading the body language
and testimony and questions for the last few months, I believe that
a proxy voting system would possibly have consensus across all
parties.

To the Speaker, on September 21—without spending another
dollar of taxpayers' money, because I know we're spending a lot
right now—if we just implemented proxy voting handled by the
whips, are there any thoughts as to whether that would be ready to
go sooner than September 21?

Hon. Anthony Rota: A very simple, straightforward method....
What we would need is a decision, and then it would be implement‐
ed. It's fairly straightforward and simple. The question is, do indi‐
vidual members feel that having one person vote for them is accept‐
able? That would be the main question that I would bring up or
think about.

Mr. Corey Tochor: You're saying it would be acceptable if all
members felt comfortable doing that. It would not involve any tax‐
payer dollars spent on it, and we could run it next week with mini‐
mal changes to the Standing Orders.

I still have questions as to why we're spending taxpayers' dollars
on an app that may never be used, hopefully. If it is used, a consen‐
sus over changing the Standing Orders would have to be found, and
I don't think we're going to find that.

Hon. Anthony Rota: I'd have to defer to someone on the cost of
a proxy vote. I'm not sure what would be involved costwise. We've
looked at different options. As staff and the Speaker's office, we are
looking at what members want, and what we're able to do.
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Maybe I could defer to Mr. Gagnon or Mr. Robert for the costs
on a proxy vote.

Mr. Charles Robert: It's really just a decision of the House as to
how they want to manage a voting system. Proxy or block voting is
just basically a decision. You're quite right to point it out that way.

Mr. Corey Tochor: So that would be the most affordable one,
and we're going with the most expensive option out there, which is
developing an electronic voting system. Is that accurate, Mr. Speak‐
er?

Hon. Anthony Rota: When we're given direction, we want to
make sure we have the best system available.

The Chair: At this point, we're at the five-minute mark, and I
was just informed by the clerk a little while ago.... I just want to get
permission from the committee members to start right off the top of
the rounds again, because that's what I had in my mind. Generally,
when we have extra time after our first round, we go back from the
five-minute mark, which is the middle, after the first set where each
party goes, but I think it would give each party a little more time if
we go right back to the beginning, and we do have enough time to
do that this time.

How do the members feel about whether we start back at the six-
minute round or just from the five-minute mark?

My second point is that Ms. May apparently has another meeting
to attend, and she was wondering if she could have a few minutes
of time.

Okay, so we're starting off from the top. Mr. Tochor just had his
six minutes, and next we'll hear from Ms. May.

Ms. May has one question, I understand, and then we'll carry on
with our regular order.

Thank you, Ms. May. Go ahead with your one question.
● (1220)

Ms. Elizabeth May: First of all, I wanted to underscore the
points that others have made, especially Rachel Blaney. We're both
on Vancouver Island, and I have to say that the Minister of Health
for B.C. has asked the federal government for evidence that it's safe
to pack the airplanes. I haven't seen that evidence. I don't think it's
safe, so I'd ask my dear friends in the Conservative Party not to
hope that I have to get sick to prove that I was right to be very con‐
cerned, so concerned that I've paid personally for the seat next to
me that I'll be taking today to get to Ottawa in hopes that I might
get some physical distancing.

My question is this: Has the Speaker been in touch with the
British Columbia legislature, which is currently using Zoom for
voting? I'm wondering if there has been a confirmation. As far as I
know, that's the first provincial legislature in Canada that is using
distance voting so that people are not physically congregating in
Victoria.

Hon. Anthony Rota: We haven't been in contact as of yet. There
has been some contact back and forth with many provinces. B.C. is
one that is on our radar for the next week or so, and we plan on ask‐
ing how it has gone and how it's worked. It's definitely something
that we've discussed with other jurisdictions, but we want to make
sure that we get all the input that we can beforehand.

The Chair: Thank you so much, Ms. May.

Mr. Tochor, would you like another minute? We had just gone
over the five-minute mark there, but you hadn't had your complete
six minutes. If you want another minute, you can go ahead with an‐
other question.

Mr. Corey Tochor: My other question would be along the lines
of the different options on cost. I'm sorry to be a stickler and a
Scrooge here on rating the costs associated with the decisions this
committee will make.

The most affordable one is a proxy vote, which seemingly all
parties can agree on and which doesn't cost the taxpayer a dime, or
some parties have put forward developing an electronic solution. Is
there a middle ground? Maybe that's the pairing or the queuing of
people.

Mr. Speaker, could you comment? Is there a middle-costed one
that would cost in between the proxy and the luxury of an electron‐
ic voting app that allows you to vote from anywhere in the world?
What would be the middle option on this?

Hon. Anthony Rota: That's a good question. I'll be honest with
you. We haven't really looked at it from a cost perspective. It's more
from an efficiency perspective, basically following the directions
given by this committee and by the government and opposition
House leaders in their letters. That's where we look at all the op‐
tions that way.

Once we have all the options defined and we know what's being
offered, then we can decide. Then we can cost them out and find
out exactly for a final decision, but at this point, I don't have details
on it.

It sounds like what you're saying makes sense. One is less expen‐
sive than the other. That would be the logical assumption, but what
I've found with assumptions sometimes is that I'm not always right
when I assume one thing and then find out that we didn't take ev‐
erything into consideration. A lot of work has been done in the
background for both of those cases to make sure that they are im‐
plementable.

● (1225)

Mr. Corey Tochor: Along those lines—

The Chair: That's all the time we have.

Next up is Mr. Turnbull, please.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: Thanks, Madam Chair.

Mr. Aubé, I have a couple more questions for you.

For starters, I think the Canadian Centre for Cyber Security re‐
cently certified in camera video conferencing. Is that correct?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: Yes, they did.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: Great.
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How would you compare the level of security needed for a pub‐
lic electronic vote in comparison to an in camera video conference
meeting? Would you say that the in camera meeting requires a
higher level of security than a public vote?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: I wouldn't want to compare them, Mr. Turn‐
bull. What I would say is that both require the level of security for
the task at hand, sir.

We have been engaging also with the Communications Security
Establishment on electronic voting. We've been meeting with them.
They've worked with us to validate our tool box, validate the tool
kit that we want to use, if ever we want to move forward with an
application.

We certainly feel that the proper security measures and security
controls could be put in place to make this happen, recognizing
what we own here at the House of Commons.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: What level of security certification would
we seek for an electronic voting system, if we developed one?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: I would say that having the Canadian Centre
for Cyber Security act as an auditor for the infrastructure that we're
putting in place would certainly be the appropriate level of security
for such an app, sir.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: Okay, great.

I know Mr. Jones testified that the House of Commons would
rank as one of the top organizations in the country in terms of IT
security. Would you agree with that?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: I think we pride ourselves on our security,
sir.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: Great.

Just to go back to this, the voting we're talking about is legisla‐
tive voting. It's a public vote. We've heard that there are solutions
out there. The U.K. obviously developed one that wasn't used but
now is being used by the House of Lords. It is great to hear that that
effort has not gone to waste. Members can log in. They can vote.
They can confirm their vote. They can even view the public disclo‐
sure on the website of how they voted, to double-check it.

What kind of real interference could we have here? Mr. Aubé,
can you tell me? I mean, the results are the results. If they're dou‐
ble-verified, how can someone interfere with our democratic pro‐
cess?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: Mr. Turnbull, I believe that's the aim we're
shooting for, sir. Excuse the expression, but that's the aim of the ar‐
chitecture. That way, there are multiple validations.

The only place where we feel there still could be a potential risk
is someone trying to prevent someone else from voting, but we feel
secure that the results will be the appropriate results. I would just
say that if someone, such as a state-sponsored actor, tried to prevent
someone from participating in the voting process...but this is a very
minimal risk, we believe, sir, in the discussions we've had at this
stage.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: Could we not have a phone line system so
that if someone were prevented from using the web-based tool, they
could phone in and log their vote that way, in those very extreme
and improbable circumstances that you mentioned?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: You could, sir.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: Okay, great.

I know that the House administration and your department pride
themselves on reacting quickly and having really robust monitoring
of all activity. I know we've had other members ask about that to‐
day. I know that you've highlighted in the past how a quick reaction
time is key.

Can you speak to how quickly you think we could be reacting to
any kind of threats or interruptions that may occur?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: The plan, sir, if we decide to move forward
with this, is that we would have people looking at real-time moni‐
toring during these voting processes, sir, so that we could actually
oversee and ensure that everything is properly happening during the
voting process, both from a support perspective and also from a se‐
curity perspective—hence the time frames that we've asked for to
initiate the votes, so that we can turn our eyes to the voting process
from a security perspective, Mr. Turnbull.

● (1230)

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: Thank you.

The last question is for the Speaker, and maybe Mr. Dufresne,
Mr. Robert or anybody else who wants to respond. What are the
repercussions of a member of Parliament falsifying their identity?
Let's say they wanted to give their PIN and contact information to
somebody else. What would actually be the repercussions of doing
something like that? I would think they would be pretty high. Can
anyone speak to that?

Hon. Anthony Rota: It's a question of privilege. Basically, it
would be contempt of the House. It would be very severe, and ac‐
tions would have to be taken accordingly.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: Based on that, do you think that most mem‐
bers...? I think you said they are quite honourable and that you don't
question their integrity.

What do you think the chances are that members are going to put
themselves, our democratic process and their integrity at risk by not
wanting to log in and getting their kid, their wife or somebody else
to log in and vote for them? Do you think that's really likely?

Hon. Anthony Rota: I can't say anything about the likelihood.
All I can tell you is that I trust the members and their honour and
integrity, and I would have to go with that.

Just as with anything else, when laws are put in place, they're not
put in for the majority; they're put in for the exceptions, those who
are going to break those laws. Overall, I have a lot of trust in mem‐
bers of Parliament, regardless of what party they're from or what
their beliefs are. It is something that I believe is tantamount to be‐
ing a member of Parliament.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Thank you, Mr. Turnbull.
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Madame Normandin.
[Translation]

Ms. Christine Normandin: Thank you very much.

I would like to begin by asking what are the chances, in the very
short term, that all 338 members will be back in the House for regu‐
lar business, for question period, and to express their opinions.

Is it likely that it will happen in the very short term? Is it foresee‐
able at the moment?

Hon. Anthony Rota: Sadly, predicting the future is not exactly
my forte. It is very difficult to say because of COVID-19. It is im‐
possible to predict.

What is foreseen at the moment is a resumption on Septem‐
ber 21, depending on what the committee and the House decides.
So I have no answer for you.

Ms. Christine Normandin: But it is possible that, come the fall,
the 338 members may still not be able to sit in the House for regu‐
lar business.

Hon. Anthony Rota: That is a possibility, yes.
Ms. Christine Normandin: Okay.

Currently, we are operating in a hybrid manner, which allows
members who do not want to get on a plane because they are afraid
or because they are older, for example, to exercise their parliamen‐
tary privileges in spite of everything. The formula in place at very
least allows parliamentary privileges to be exercised for a part of
regular business.

Is that correct?
Hon. Anthony Rota: Yes.
Ms. Christine Normandin: Right.

If other standing committees required sitting in person, or if we
had to establish a voting system that would not allow electronic
voting, some of the parliamentary privileges, the regular business,
could be exercised virtually. However, if we want to exercise our
right to vote, or our ability to sit on a standing committee, we
would then have to travel.

Am I right?
Hon. Anthony Rota: Once again, that decision has to be made

by the committee and the House. Everything is possible and de‐
pends on what we want as members, as a House. It is a decision
that we have to make.

At the moment, members can choose whether to attend or not.
The committee's decision will determine whether they can partici‐
pate in the business of the House as such, or can do so from any‐
where in the country or around the world.
● (1235)

Ms. Christine Normandin: Let me come back to the matter of
cost.

A good part of our work can be done virtually and we continue
to participate in the House virtually. But if we insist that members
of standing committees sit in person, it will incur costs, because
people will have to fly here, right?

Hon. Anthony Rota: There are costs, yes.

As I told Mr. Tochor earlier, logic tells us yes, but we have to
compare the two ways of proceeding.

Ms. Christine Normandin: For example, if the committee rec‐
ommended that a designated mechanism be triggered in the event
of a pandemic, or in other exceptional circumstances, for regular
business that did not include electronic voting, would it not create a
disparity between the members who are consistently able to exer‐
cise their privilege in the House, because they want to be able to do
so virtually, and those who are not able to travel because they are
afraid that their health may be affected or that they are avoiding the
risk of infection?

Hon. Anthony Rota: That is a plausible interpretation, a possi‐
bility.

If we open that door, I believe that we will have to open it for
everyone, so that it is the same for all. When we start doing things
for one group only, Parliamentary privilege is breached. It could be
a concern for an independent member, for example.

Ms. Christine Normandin: I would like to ask one final ques‐
tion. I am still hammering on the same topic.

If we opt for a system of rules that allows members to participate
in the House debates virtually, it would be logical to apply that vir‐
tual system to all parliamentary privileges, including sitting on
standing committees and voting. If all 338 members are able to be
present in the House in the fall, it would be a surprise.

Hon. Anthony Rota: I am looking forward to the committee's
direction in that regard. Logically, it is up to members of the com‐
mittee and to members of Parliament to decide. Your recommenda‐
tion will have a major influence on what is done in the House.

Ms. Christine Normandin: Thank you very much.
Hon. Anthony Rota: Thank you.

[English]
The Chair: Thank you.

Madame Blaney, please.
Ms. Rachel Blaney: Thank you.

I'll go back to the issue of committees. If the House decided that
all committees were to be able to meet virtually around September
21, how long would it take for us to get the capacity to do that?

Hon. Anthony Rota: I'll refer that question to Monsieur Aubé,
who will probably be able to answer better than I will.

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Today, I can't answer that. Our goal is to make this assessment
over the next weeks to ensure we're ready for that, but we have not
finalized that assessment yet, Madam Blaney.

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Thank you. That's helpful.

Ms. May mentioned earlier the provincial British Columbia gov‐
ernment and the work they're doing and how much collabora‐
tion...that was very clear from the testimony we had.
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One of the areas I found most compelling was the issue of testing
and the ability of members from all parties to participate in the test‐
ing process so that questions could be asked and any concerns
could be brought forward. Especially when we look at the diversity
of our MPs from across Canada, I think that testing should be done
and of course everyone should be able to participate and give feed‐
back.

As we move forward, I'm wondering what kind of plans have
been thought about in terms of potentially looking at the app pro‐
cess and testing that, and any other form of voting or work in the
House. What are the plans for that? Do you have any direction on
where we're going in that area?

Hon. Anthony Rota: I'll defer to Monsieur Aubé on this one,
because it's more on the technical...on the app.

What we've done so far is looking at the different possibilities,
based on what has been asked of us, and coming up with different
possibilities. You'll see in the report quite a number of different
ones, whether it's in person, virtual, or a hybrid.

I'll pass it on to Mr. Aubé to answer the question on the app and
where it's at.

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Madam Blaney, I support the direction you're going in with your
question.

As the Speaker said, what we have right now is a tool box. These
are elements to deal with identification, notification and reporting.
What we need to do now is make it a product that is usable by the
members, and to do that there will definitely need to be some con‐
sultations with a subset of members to finalize the requirements.
There will also need to be some end-user testing to make sure it is
usable and efficient while we're using the app. Then, finally, we al‐
so need to make sure it works in the different regions with the lim‐
ited bandwidth that exists in some areas.

This type of testing and finalizing of the requirements will be
happening in the next few weeks, if we are asked to move forward
with such an initiative. At this stage, all we want to do is ensure
readiness. If ever they decide to go with it, we can start running
with the members at the same time in order to be ready for the fall.
● (1240)

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Earlier, you spoke about being ready for
September 21, so it sounds like testing for the process is also part of
the timeline you've outlined.

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: Absolutely, it would be. It would need to be.
Ms. Rachel Blaney: Okay, that helps a lot.

I'm just wondering if there has been any thought put into.... Once
this is implemented, will there be a continuous review process? Be‐
cause things change, I'm curious if, in your plan, you've looked at
how we will review. I think this is important because of the reality
that there is so much we don't know. Probably one of the most frus‐
trating parts of living through COVID-19 is that things are chang‐
ing continuously. I think all of us wish it would go back to what we
were used to in the past, but it's just not there yet.

As we go through this process, I'm wondering if we will have a
process where we can review it. Would that go through the whip's
office, for example? Do you have any thoughts on that?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: If the committee asked the House to build a
product for voting.... This is a standard practice that must exist in
the life cycle of a product, such as a voting product. Since you
would be the main users of this product, there would definitely be a
need for continuously improving the product based on members'
feedback.

The usual approach that we've taken in the past.... When we need
to engage members, we usually do this through the whip's office.
We basically seek, through the whip's office, identification of mem‐
bers with the proper representation from all the parties, and then we
work with this group of members. We've done that in the past for
the constituency offices, for example the standards that we estab‐
lished for the constituency offices. We worked with the whip's of‐
fice to identify members and do some testing. We've done that also
with the new Office 365 for the new members. We asked the whips
to identify key members to work with.

This is standard practice, Madam Blaney. We would certainly
like to see as a recommendation from the committee, if you decide
to move forward, that we engage the members, because this is the
only way we can make the experience successful.

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Thank you.

I see my time is almost up, but I want to say that during COVID
my office moved to a new location, and the House was amazing in
helping us get everything set up during that time. I just want to say
thank you to all of you, because you're doing tremendous work and
I think all of us are incredibly grateful.

Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Blaney. You're absolutely correct.

Next up, from the Conservatives, will be Mr. Richards.

Mr. Blake Richards: Thank you.

I had some very similar questions to Ms. Blaney's, in regard to
the committees, and you did have a chance to answer most of what
I wanted answered. Obviously, it would be a real concern that com‐
mittees wouldn't all be able to meet in September if things move
ahead in a virtual way at that time.

The one thing that you didn't really cover, on that point, on the
capacity issues that we've had with committees and all of that.... I
guess there are a couple of things I wanted to ask, in addition to
what you've already had a chance to respond to.
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First, you already indicated that you couldn't really tells us
whether we would be in a position to have all the committees meet
in September. That would be a real concern, I think, but if there are
to be full-day virtual or hybrid sittings, what kind of impact would
that have on the committee capacity? Is there a potential that we
could even see a reduced committee capacity over what we have
now?

Second, I know that one of the issues with capacity has been
around scheduling the caucus meetings. If we were to have a sort of
regular sitting week schedule, whether it be virtual or hybrid, would
there be the ability to support all four caucus meetings simultane‐
ously on Wednesday mornings, or would there have to be adjust‐
ments made there?

● (1245)

Hon. Anthony Rota: The caucus meetings themselves, if they're
all happening at the same time and there are no committee meet‐
ings, obviously there's no problem in getting them service. That
would not be much of an issue. That would work fairly well.

As for the resources and having to reduce the number of commit‐
tees, again, I think Monsieur Aubé would probably best answer
this, but overall what I've noticed with staff here is that it's amaz‐
ing. Every time there's a challenge or a wall put up, they do hurdles
over it. I mean, they just jump right over it and go on to the next
step, almost as if it wasn't there. I have a lot of faith and hope in the
ability of our staff.

Maybe I'll let Monsieur Aubé comment on that a little bit more.
My answer is based on past experience. I'll let him answer with the
actual resources that he has to work with.

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

The goal, Mr. Richards.... As you know, from a scheduling per‐
spective, for committees, the approach was that we could schedule
up to six committees in parallel, pre-COVID. Currently, as you
know, we have windows that are smaller than that, basically due to
the number of people who were available to us at the beginning.

The tight time frames also.... In order to implement this infras‐
tructure, because it was a little bit new, in the facility we had to re‐
configure some of the infrastructure within the committees to make
this happen. We also had a skill set issue. Having said that, over the
last weeks we've been building on that and adapting in order to in‐
crease our capacity.

That's what we're looking at for the fall. We're basically seeing
where the pain points are that we have right now in order to plan, if
possible, recognizing that all of this is going to be based on what
happens from here to September, from an environment perspective.
If everything is okay, we're looking at making the decisions in order
to bring back the number of committees that we can bring back, sir.

Mr. Blake Richards: Okay. I understand that you're not able to
tell us that we could absolutely have a full committee complement.
Is there a chance that if there were full-day sittings, a regular week‐
ly schedule but done virtually or in a hybrid way, we might see a
reduced capacity for committees at this point, or do you see no con‐
cern there?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: If the COVID environment remains the
same, I don't see a reduction of committees, at least from my team
and my team's ability to support you in the committees, from that
perspective. If the COVID environment doesn't change, I wouldn't
see a reduction. That wouldn't impact our capability in a way that it
would reduce our ability to support you in the number of commit‐
tees, sir.

Mr. Blake Richards: Okay. So, at the end of the day, the bottom
line is that we shouldn't see a reduction in the number of commit‐
tees if there are to be full-day sittings, but we're not certain we'd be
able to increase it to the level that would be ordinarily expected.

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: We're striving for that, sir. We're striving to
bring it back to where it was previously.

The Chair: Thank you.

Next up we have Mr. Gerretsen.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

I just have a couple of questions, so I might not take the whole
time.

Mr. Speaker, I'll just build on Mr. Tochor's questions. Mr. Tochor
raised a good point about people perhaps being in different loca‐
tions, maybe on a beach in Florida. In the time that we've been do‐
ing the COVID-19 meetings, the hybrid meetings, are we aware of
any member of Parliament who has been outside of the country
while doing that?

Hon. Anthony Rota: I'm aware of only one.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: And who would that be?

Hon. Anthony Rota: Ms. Rempel was down in Oklahoma, I be‐
lieve.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Oh wow, I didn't know that.

Hon. Anthony Rota: She's been participating in all the virtual
meetings quite actively, so it's been working out well. Where
they're located, really, unless the House wants to get into that, I'm
not sure that's something pertinent, as long as they—

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: You know, Mr. Tochor raised a concern
over it. Perhaps it is something that we should consider in our rec‐
ommendations—that you have to be at least within the country of
Canada to be participating in our democratic process.

Also, Mr. Tochor said, perhaps anecdotally, what if somebody
was at a pub down the street? How do we know they're not voting
from there?

Are you able to say with some degree of certainty, Mr. Speaker,
that no member of Parliament has ever cast a vote while under the
influence of alcohol?

● (1250)

Hon. Anthony Rota: I don't know. I can't say for sure one way
or the other.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Okay.
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One last thing he said was about perhaps spending money on an
app that we never end up using. My thought on that is.... Would you
agree that there are a lot of things we spend money on that perhaps
we hope we never have to use? We hope we never have to use the
Parliamentary Protective Service, but we still need to have it there
in case we need to use it. We hope that we never have an incident
that requires its usage, but we accept the fact that there is a risk and
therefore we should be investing in mitigating that risk.

Hon. Anthony Rota: That's certainly a point of view.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen: The last thing I'll ask is just to jump back

to the previous round of questioning. I asked you.... I'm not trying
to interject you into the political decision-making on this, but Mr.
Aubé did touch on this with another set of questions. Is there a pre‐
ferred method that's been discussed within the clerk's office, in the
discussions about voting, in terms of the ease of voting? What
would be the easiest way of doing it, whether it would be through
Zoom or an app or anything like that? Has there been any discus‐
sion that's led to that?

Hon. Anthony Rota: There's been much discussion on it. I
would hope that the direction would come from the committee,
based on what we've given as far as facts go, rather than us dictat‐
ing to the committee or suggesting to the committee what would be
best. I think you should read through the literature and take a look
at what we've put forward so far. I would hope that the committee
would be able to make that decision.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

I don't have any other questions, Madam Chair, if there's another
member who would like to use the time.

The Chair: I believe Ms. Petitpas Taylor is raising her hand.

Go ahead. You have about one and a half minutes.
Hon. Ginette Petitpas Taylor (Moncton—Riverview—

Dieppe, Lib.): Thank you very much, Madam Chair. I'll just ask a
few questions since we have a bit of extra time.

I think, first and foremost, we would all recognize or agree that
Canadians have taken the public health warnings very seriously
when it comes to dealing with COVID-19. We certainly have seen a
huge economic impact as a result of COVID-19 and the loss of life
has been substantive in this country, but when we look at the over‐
all measures that Canada has taken, we have a lot to be proud of.

I'm hearing a lot of talk about the investments that we could pos‐
sibly be making with respect to developing an app. If we look at all
businesses within the country right now, I think we are all looking
at making sure that we have a continuity plan in the event that we
have a second wave.

My first question would be for Monsieur Aubé.

On the cost of developing an app, would you be able to provide
us with a bit of an estimate? No one is asking that direct question,
but I'm wondering what the costs would be for developing an app
that we could use for the continuity of Parliament.

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: As I said earlier in my comments, Madam
Petitpas Taylor, right now we're leveraging the existing resources
that are currently funded by the House for other activities. We've
reprioritized some other activities in order to focus on this, because

we want to ensure that we're ready if we're asked to be ready. I con‐
sider that to be a sunk cost, as it relates to the resources that are be‐
ing used right now.

The Chair: Unfortunately, that's all the time we have, but there
is another opportunity coming up after the Conservatives go.

Mr. Brassard, you have five minutes.

Mr. John Brassard: Thank you, Madam Chair. I have just a
couple of questions.

I appreciate the fact that Mr. Gerretsen hasn't had a cavity in sev‐
en years. I haven't had a headache in the last week and a half, but I
have one today and it usually appears when I'm around arrogance
and condescension.

My next question is for the Speaker.

One of the issues that came up during the course of this study....
There has been a lot of talk about honourable members but, Mr.
Speaker, I'm sure you can understand that the issue of voting elec‐
tronically could be abused. It could be abused in the sense that per‐
haps a member in a close riding, for example during an election,
wouldn't want to come to Ottawa because they are battling a close
election, or there could be another circumstance where an MP who
is charged with a serious criminal offence perhaps wouldn't want to
be in Ottawa because then they would have to face the parliamen‐
tary press gallery and in some cases perhaps the opposition.

I'm wondering if there have been any circumstances considered
at all where there would be consequences to those situations where
it could be implied, or otherwise, that a member of Parliament is
just avoiding their responsibility of being in the seat of Parliament
in Ottawa for their own electoral purposes or to avoid the parlia‐
mentary press gallery in the event that they're charged with a seri‐
ous criminal offence.

● (1255)

Hon. Anthony Rota: I believe that what we're looking at here is
COVID-19. This is not an ongoing thing where people would be
able to chime in and vote whenever. Once COVID-19 is over—or
the safety period, the period of concern, is over—then we would re‐
turn to normal proceedings.

I've seen other jurisdictions where they've used it for maternity
leave or other areas. That's something, again, that would have to be
taken into consideration, not only by the committee but by the
members of Parliament themselves. However, at this point what
we're looking at is how we deal with COVID-19 or any future pan‐
demic and what will trigger that mechanism to work.

Mr. John Brassard: Part of the concern is that this could extend
beyond COVID-19. In fact, Mr. Speaker, I don't like asking you a
political question, but you were a Liberal candidate in the last elec‐
tion, and page 54 of the Liberal Party platform said, “with Parlia‐
ment to introduce new technology or other institutional changes”.
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As someone who was a Liberal candidate running on that plat‐
form, what was your understanding of what that commitment could
look like? Would it be your understanding that the issues we're
dealing with here today could satisfy the Liberal Party platform?

Hon. Anthony Rota: As a progressive member of Parliament, I
always want to see things work better and I want to see how we can
improve on what we have. I think that's the way we all look at it,
and I believe that's the same for all MPs. When we're looking at the
system or the legislation that we're looking at, we want to make
sure it's working better than what we have today. That's basically
how I read it and how I see it. It's basically how we get things
working better than they are today and serve Canadians better.

Mr. John Brassard: Thank you.

I have one last question, for Mr. Aubé. On June 11, the commit‐
tee voted to order the production of the House agreement with
Zoom and related documents. Can you confirm whether any of
those documents have been provided to our clerk, Mr. Aubé?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: They have been provided, sir.
Mr. John Brassard: They have been?
Mr. Stéphan Aubé: Yes.
Mr. John Brassard: Thank you so much.

That's it, Madam Chair. Thank you.
The Chair: Mr. Brassard, they were provided by the deadline

and they were circulated to all committee members, so please check
back.

Ms. Petitpas Taylor.
Hon. Ginette Petitpas Taylor: How much time do I have,

Madam Chair?
The Chair: You have five minutes.
Hon. Ginette Petitpas Taylor: Thank you so much. I may not

be using all of my time, so if other committee members want to get
ready, that would be fine.

I also want to take a moment to thank once again the witnesses
for appearing today. You always shed a lot of light on the many
questions we have, so thanks to each and every one of you for be‐
ing here today.

I want to follow up on my questions to Monsieur Aubé. During
my question, when talking about the issue of cost, you indicated
that it's a “sunk cost”. What did you mean by that?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: What I meant by that, Madam Petitpas Tay‐
lor, is that we're already paying the salaries of these employees
right now, so, for preparedness, we reprioritized their activities in
order to work on this. Recognizing that we're already paying their
salaries, whether they're working on this or not, I consider that to
be, by definition, a sunk cost, meaning that it's not an additional
cost to the House of Commons, as it's recognized that they're al‐
ready paid by the House of Commons.

Hon. Ginette Petitpas Taylor: That's great. I just wanted to con‐
firm that there's no additional cost being incurred as a result of
working on the development of an app.

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: That was the intent.

Hon. Ginette Petitpas Taylor: That's great.

I think we can all recognize as well, with respect to businesses
across the country as I've indicated, that many of them are working
to make sure they are prepared to deal with a second wave of
COVID-19. All Canadians would expect that we, as parliamentari‐
ans, will do all we can to ensure that we can continue to do the im‐
portant work that Canadians have sent us to do. I think it's very re‐
sponsible on our part to ensure that we have the tools that we need
to use if necessary and that we all stress that we want to be back in
Ottawa as soon as possible to be that strong voice for our con‐
stituents.

I have another question for Monsieur Aubé. I feel as though I'm
picking on you, so my apologies about that. During one of the lines
of questioning, perhaps by Madame Blaney but I'm not sure, we
talked about the issue of a hybrid system and the possibility that
people would vote in person but also electronically, and how we
would ensure that that would not take place. Maybe it was Madame
Normandin.

You indicated at one point that there would have to be some
types of controls put in place in order to ensure that that did not
happen. Have you thought about those types of controls? If so,
what would they look like?
● (1300)

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: There has been a lot of discussion on that
subject. The first premise was to eliminate the possibility of this
happening, so one of the recommendations made by Mr. Gagnon's
group and my group was to all use the same system. That way elec‐
tronically we could validate in real time whether people were vot‐
ing once or twice because we could evaluate who was voting on the
system.

That being said, right now if the committee asked whether in a
hybrid voting system people could vote in the House using their in-
person vote instead of using the system, that would be something
that we, together with the people in Mr. Gagnon's shop, would need
to look at to establish the controls and the processes. That being
said, electronically we can actually ensure that the vote of one
member is not tallied twice. We can actually control that. There's
the ability for someone to enter a vote in person instead of using the
electronic system, and we can ensure that it's not entered twice for
the same person. That's fairly easy to do. It's just more a time issue
and an efficiency issue when people are in the chamber.

If we're being asked to make sure that the people in the House
are not also voting electronically, we will require some time at the
end of a vote to ensure this doesn't happen.

Hon. Ginette Petitpas Taylor: That's great.

I wonder if Mr. Gagnon has anything to add to that, because we
often see him around the table making sure that we are voting ap‐
propriately.

[Translation]
Mr. André Gagnon: Actually, in the past, members frequently

have voted twice. As you know, some members vote yes, then they
get up and vote no. It's not uncommon.
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[English]

That said, and to repeat what Stéphan just mentioned, it would be
very important not to mix those two types of voting. If the House
were to decide to vote in an electronic way, it would need to do so,
even for members who would be in the House in a hybrid sitting
model. If the House were to choose to go with in-person voting, it
would be important for the House to do so, if it wanted to do so, to
relate to that and go all the way on it.

That said, as the Speaker mentioned a bit earlier today, it's possi‐
ble that in some specific cases members would be allowed to vote
remotely, and I think the Speaker mentioned members who were on
maternity leave or sick leave.

Mr. John Brassard: Point of order, Madam Chair.
The Chair: Mr. Brassard.
Mr. John Brassard: Thank you.

I'm trying to confirm with Mr. Aubé, because one of the things
we asked for, in all the related documents with Zoom, was the actu‐
al contract with Zoom. I can tell you that I haven't seen that, and if I
haven't, then it's my mistake. I just want a confirmation that the
contract with Zoom was circulated to members of the committee. I
know from talking to some of my colleagues that they haven't seen
the Zoom contract either. Is it there?

The Chair: Mr. Clerk, do you want to speak to that?
The Clerk: Yes. On June 15, the House of Commons adminis‐

tration did provide the committee, as per its order for the docu‐
ments, with multiple documents of a contractual nature between the
House of Commons and Zoom. There was an email sent out to
members of the committee—I have it right here—at 11:48 p.m. on
June 15. That was received by me approximately 20 minutes before
I sent it to members of the committee.

Mr. John Brassard: Thank you, Madam Chair. I'll go back and
look for it. Maybe I missed it in the volume of documents.
● (1305)

The Chair: No problem. We were all surprised, because we re‐
ceived it in the nick of time, so that's why it really stood out.

We are carrying on with two and a half minutes each.

Madame Normandin.
[Translation]

Ms. Christine Normandin: Thank you very much.

I would like to hear what Mr. Aubé has to say about the subse‐
quent approach that we are going to adopt, to establish an electronic
voting system, for example.

Do you have an idea of what the timeline would look like? We
actually have to submit our report around July 21. If we are going
to implement electronic voting, we would like it to be ready for
mid-September.

Is that a wide enough window for you to be able to establish the
system and test it in advance?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: We think so, Ms. Normandin. Given the
work that was already done in the last six weeks, we believe that

we are able to meet that timeline. However, your schedules may
well be affected, because we will have to get people involved. It is
easy to develop it internally, without consultation, but we will have
to take the time to hold the meetings we need in order to consult
members who wish to be part of the process.

Ms. Christine Normandin: Okay, but the tests with various
members can be done on an individual basis, can they not? It does
not need to be done in a group, as I understand it

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: It could certainly be done on an individual
basis. When I say a group, I am thinking about all the members we
will have to work with.

Ms. Christine Normandin: Right.

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: The consultation would be done individual‐
ly, and we could provide the team with feedback from various
members.

Ms. Christine Normandin: So part of it will still need members'
collaboration in order for it to be implemented.

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: Yes, it would be useful to be able to do a
small-scale simulation. Then, perhaps we could do a large simula‐
tion with the entire House before we use it officially.

Ms. Christine Normandin: Right. I have another question for
you.

Ideally, we would like everyone to still be able to vote in the
House in person. That is Plan A. At the moment, we are working on
a Plan B, which involves a system, an application, that would allow
us to vote using the House's various electronic devices.

However, have you worked on a Plan C, just in case Plan B does
not work, so that we have a backup solution if we run into prob‐
lems?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: Today, the Speaker introduced a plan when
he was discussing the request by the Opposition House Leader.
That is one of the plans that have been proposed.

Plan C, actually, is a plan like the one we discussed with
Mr. Turnbull previously. This is to support members individually
when they run into difficulties and to give them another way to
communicate with us. Those are the things we are considering.
However, we have made no decisions along those lines, because it
has to be validated or recommended by your committee.

Ms. Christine Normandin: So it would be helpful for us to
make a recommendation about the need for a Plan C.

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: That would be good.

The premise would be that people will not be able to vote if they
run into difficulties. Does the committee accept that, or does it
wants us to come up with another way of voting on an individual
basis for members who run into difficulties? That should be a com‐
mittee decision.
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Ms. Christine Normandin: Okay. Thank you very much.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you.

Ms. Blaney.
Ms. Rachel Blaney: Of course, with our traditional format of

voting in the House, we all stand in the House to be recognized,
voting either yes or no. I'm curious about our capacity to use Zoom
to do something similar. What's the difference between having peo‐
ple stand on Zoom so that we are able to see them stand up and
vote and using an app? Is connectivity the challenge? For either is‐
sue, what is the plan for addressing connectivity?

What happens to me sometimes, although more when I'm at
home than when I'm in the office, is that I have a day when the con‐
nectivity is not very good and I keep getting bounced out. It sounds
as if a few of our members have had that experience in their con‐
stituency offices as well.

Those are my two questions.
Mr. Stéphan Aubé: Go ahead, sir.

● (1310)

Hon. Anthony Rota: I was going to talk about how important it
is to verify the individual who's voting, one of the key things that
we have to work on, and then pass it over to Monsieur Aubé if
there's anything else. I know there have been some security con‐
cerns about who is actually voting.

As for the vote in the House, you could do it visually or have
electronic voting in the House, as was mentioned earlier, where a
member's name is displayed once the vote is taken. Members can
see how they voted, and everyone can see it. You see it instanta‐
neously, confirming what you've done. Within a 30-minute period,
again depending on the direction we get, you could change your
vote or leave it as is, depending on what you thought. It has hap‐
pened in the House that members have stood and voted the wrong
way. I can honestly say that I've done that before while I was in the
benches, and it will happen again before long.

I'll let Monsieur Aubé continue before I get myself deeper into
trouble here.

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

The Speaker answered the first part of the question.

The question of the difference between using Zoom and using an
app is really about enabling more mobility for the member. That's
one part.

The second part is efficiencies. We believe that through a voting
app, you could generate more efficiencies to accelerate the mem‐
bers' votes. When they are doing votes, if there are multiple mo‐
tions members are voting on, during the bells the app could acceler‐
ate that for them and make it easier than having to stand in the
meeting and say yea or nay on each of the motions. It's flexibility
that you can give yourself, if you choose to do so.

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you. That completes two rounds of questions.

I want to know whether members have any more questions. If so,
we could start off at the top of the five-minute round. If not, we
could briefly, for a couple of minutes, discuss a few things I want to
put on notice for tomorrow's meeting. It's really up to you. Is there
a desire to continue with questions?

Mr. Tochor, do you have one question?

Mr. Corey Tochor: It's a rant and a small question, if that's ac‐
ceptable.

The Chair: Do we want to go back to the five-minute round or
just allow Mr. Tochor to have his question?

Go ahead, Mr. Tochor.

Mr. Corey Tochor: Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

The comments I'd like to put on the record are around cost again.
It's no surprise that I am allergic to spending taxpayers' dollars
when we don't need to. The idea that Ottawa is working or improv‐
ing things in Canada is, I don't think, held widely in my province or
across Canada. I think there is ample waste going on with our fed‐
eral government that we don't need to find new creative ways to
waste taxpayers' dollars on an app.

Don't mind the partisanship of this, but right now we have really
serious questions with the Ethics Commissioner about sole-source
contracts and runaway boondoggles. This is going to be another ex‐
ample of government thinking that they can do things better than
previous governments.

I think this is another example where, in generations to come, my
kids will be paying for this debt, and it irritates the people I repre‐
sent that we are talking about plans A, B and C with no hard cost.
We're going with seemingly the most expensive and the most elabo‐
rate solution to a simple project that could be done with proxy vot‐
ing tomorrow.

When my kids ask me 20 years from now what I did when I was
an MP to stop the trillion-plus dollars in debt that is being racked
up, I hope to tell them that it was only a couple million bucks, but
nickels and dimes make dollars, and we were able to stop excessive
spending in Ottawa a little bit. I hope that I could tell them in 20
years' time that my role in this was that maybe their income tax
rate, instead of being 54%, will be 53%, but it's going in the right
direction.

I am very frustrated that we are going with the most expensive
option out there, while off-the-shelf—not even off-the-shelf—we
have the ability to do proxy voting today.

That's my only comment. I hope that we can find a solution with
consensus across all parties that doesn't cost another dime of the
taxpayers' money. I'm kind of frustrated that we're not considering
that road, not as plan C but as plan A.

● (1315)

The Chair: Mr. Gerretsen.
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Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Aubé, I just want to go back to the
answer that you gave to Ms. Petitpas Taylor. I heard you say that
this system would be built by House of Commons employees. Is
that correct?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: It is the case, sir.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen: So, if an app-based voting system was

done, it would be built by House of Commons employees, and you
said that you would just be reprioritizing what those employees do,
so they're the same employees who were going to be paid the same
amount of money, no matter what. Is that correct?

Mr. Stéphan Aubé: It is the case right now, sir.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Thank you.
The Chair: Mr. Duncan.
Mr. Eric Duncan: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I have a question on another note regarding testing, if I could, to
Mr. Aubé and even to the Speaker.

As we look at recommendations, I think we've asked several wit‐
nesses about testing, and I know Madam Normandin just asked
some other questions on it. You mentioned having a small group of
MPs test the system before going to a larger group. Would that be
PROC? How would you pick members? Would PROC be a natural
spot?

I was thinking of maybe getting that on the record perhaps for
some of our recommendations, trying to make ourselves as useful
as possible here in our committee. Would it be a natural selection
for our PROC committee members to be the guinea pigs, for lack of
better words?

Hon. Anthony Rota: I can start off, and I'll let Mr. Aubé finish.

Based on experience, what we did, even with the hybrid system
that we have for the COVID-19 committee, was that it started off as
a concept, then it became implemented.

We got a bunch of staff—some of them in the chamber, some of
them outside the chamber, some of them from their homes—who
all came on board and tested it. Then we got a number of MPs to
test it out to see if it would work across the country.

I'll pass it on to Mr. Aubé, who will give you more of a technical
background on it. There is testing that happens, and it's amazing
how quickly it all came about.

Again, I'm very proud of the staff and all the MPs who partici‐
pated. It really was something that the world looked at with admira‐
tion and something that we can all be proud of.

Monsieur Aubé.
Mr. Stéphan Aubé: Mr. Speaker just described the exact ap‐

proach that we would like to take, if we're being asked. I am certain
Mr. Duncan wouldn't want to remove that decision from the whips.
As you know, this is part of their responsibilities, so I would leave
that to them, but it would certainly be a great recommendation for
the people who have participated and listened to all these witnesses.
Participating in the development and testing would be a great asset
to us at the House of Commons.

Hon. Anthony Rota: If I could just add one more thing on that,
Mr. Duncan, the PROC committee is very useful and helpful. I ad‐
mire and appreciate all the work that it is doing right now. Whatev‐
er it decides to do, I'm sure it will be an even better process.

The Chair: Great save, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Eric Duncan: There's no pressure on our part now.

The Chair: Before adjourning, we need a time frame to get all
the submissions in for our recommendations. We had this discus‐
sion in the past, but we were unable to set a deadline, because we
were waiting for this meeting to occur, as well as the response from
the Speaker to the opposition House leader's letter. Now that all of
this has happened, could we hear from the analyst in terms of when
we would need all the recommendations finalized, so that the inter‐
preters and the production teams have enough time to meet our
deadline?

Mr. Barnes, can you help us with a fixed date or some guidance?

● (1320)

Mr. Andre Barnes (Committee Researcher): Unfortunately, I
won't be able to give a very helpful answer. I'm at the committee's
disposal. I'm not entirely sure when members are going to feel
comfortable about making recommendations. I'll do whatever I can,
once the recommendations come in, to add them to the report.

The Chair: We have some committee business scheduled for to‐
morrow's meeting, and the majority of the meeting will be dealing
with the consideration of the draft report. Last time, we got through
the draft report. The version we will be using tomorrow is the most
recent version sent out on July 3. That version has a track-changes
copy and a clean copy attached. Is there any preference as to which
copy you would like to work from tomorrow? I know that was
brought up last time.

Mr. Richards.

Mr. Blake Richards: Madam Chair, on that note, I have a
thought, and you'll see what other members think. I was thinking a
bit about tomorrow's meeting. Obviously, there may be some
changes required to the report, I would assume, based on quite a bit
of information and many questions that were answered today,
which will be helpful.

Through you, Madam Chair, could our analyst give us some
sense as to how many changes would potentially be required to the
report? I have some thoughts, but I want to hear what our analyst's
take would be on how many changes would be required to the re‐
port based on today.

The Chair: That's a great question. We do have two meetings re‐
maining this week, and we have three for next week.

Mr. Barnes, in terms of additions from today's meeting, would
you have anything to add?
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Mr. Andre Barnes: If Mr. Richards is wondering about the vol‐
ume, it might be about an extra page that would be added from to‐
day's meeting.

The Chair: What about the time frame?
Mr. Blake Richards: I'd like to have a sense of not only addi‐

tions but whether there might be some changes to what our existing
text is as well. What do you think the scope of that would be?

Mr. Andre Barnes: At first glance, my approach, as of right
now, would be to add as opposed to alter what's currently there.
That would be done by end of day tomorrow, at the latest, and
ready for translation.

Mr. Blake Richards: That may change my thoughts, then. I was
thinking that potentially it might be more beneficial for us, rather
than to carry forward with the meeting tomorrow, to kind of go for‐
ward on Thursday and have a final clean report, but if it's a matter
of adding rather than changing anything in the existing report, that
may not be necessary.

The Chair: Also, in terms of what I was saying before, I think
we did get through quite a large chunk of the report last time. We
last left off at the discussion portion. I don't think we went through
the provincial sections, but we had at the previous meetings, so
there wasn't much to change in the provincial sections. We could go
through that quickly, and then we'd very much be on the discussion.
That's the section that hosts all of the recommendations.

So I think we'll probably be diving into some of the discussion
on that, at least. That's not to say that there won't be changes.
Madam Normandin has also circulated some recommendations that
she's wanting to put forward. She's prefaced that by saying that they
may be altered a little bit, but those are her initial thoughts. That
was very helpful. If anyone else wants to circulate that to the rest of
the committee, or just bring it tomorrow or to the next meeting, I
think that would be helpful.

I'm thinking that by Thursday, if we could have a good sense of
all of our recommendations and have them in, that would give us
enough time to really be able to discuss them and then appropriate‐
ly decide on them. What does everyone think?

I know that Andre didn't really give us any kind of hard and fast
deadline, but I think a chunk is already in. From what I'm hearing,
some of the parties have been talking about what they want in the
report. We'll probably be seeing some of that in tomorrow's meet‐
ing.

I want to give you enough time and not say “tomorrow”, because
we have heard so much today. Perhaps Thursday's meeting would
be the more appropriate meeting to have all of that finalized and in
for. Does that sound good?

Justin, do you have any feedback on whether or not that's possi‐
ble?
● (1325)

The Clerk: Madam Chair, if the suggestion was that draft rec‐
ommendations from all parties would be available to the committee
for this coming Thursday meeting, there might be timeline issues
involved in terms of the translation and providing enough time for
Andre to incorporate them into a draft report, all for Thursday. That

might suggest a fairly tight deadline for draft recommendations to
be submitted by everybody.

The Chair: Perhaps I was being too flexible.

The Clerk: We make best efforts to have it ready, but there
might be some time pressure in terms of getting all of that material
translated for the coming Thursday meeting.

The Chair: What would you say, then; perhaps Wednesday?

The Clerk: If you were to provide a deadline of end of day
Wednesday, for example, the idea would be to have that material
turned around and incorporated into the draft report for perhaps the
meeting next Monday. That would provide the opportunity to have
everything translated and incorporated into a new draft.

The Chair: Okay.

Mr. Richards.

Mr. Blake Richards: I thought it would be helpful to have that
knowledge. Essentially, it sounds like we would need two full busi‐
ness days following the submission of recommendations by all par‐
ties in order for them to be ready for whatever meeting—Wednes‐
day for Monday, for instance, or Thursday for Tuesday. Obviously,
expecting them sooner than end of day Wednesday is probably a
stretch, I assume. That leaves parties two and a half days, which is
fairly reasonable. Even doing it a day sooner still wouldn't allow us
to have them in time for Thursday's meeting, to my understanding.

I'd like to get a little more clarity from you, Madam Chair, on the
expectations for the meetings tomorrow and Thursday. Obviously,
the intention would be to try to go through the discussion portion of
the report and try to conclude that, saving the part that maybe won't
be completed yet, based on today's meeting. Then you mentioned
something about the discussion portion of the report that would
have recommendations in it. How would you see that looking? Lo‐
gistically, I don't see how that would work.

I'm also struggling to understand what we'll do at Thursday's
meeting if we don't have the materials prepared. It may be that we'll
have to look at the following week and add a meeting there, if
needed, or just try to conclude it all with the days we do have the
following week.

I guess I'm trying to understand what we would actually—

The Chair: From what I'm hearing I think most of—

Mr. Blake Richards: We're still working on the discussion sec‐
tion, but I hope that won't be the case.

I'm just trying to get some clarity as to what your plan is.

The Chair: Yes. I think you're correct that we'd start on the dis‐
cussion section. That's the part that has all of the recommendations.
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The way the analyst has laid out the report, the recommendations
fall into the discussion section. I believe most of the parties have
their recommendations fairly well prepared and will want to discuss
them tomorrow, but I want to give you leeway as well. I want to
make sure that you're ready. I sensed that you would perhaps not be
ready, given the testimony today and the new additions.

That's all, but I do think that most of the parties... and other
members can speak up, if they are ready to bring their recommen‐
dations to tomorrow's meeting. Then we can start discussing some
of them, but the report would still not get finalized until everyone's
recommendations are in.

I'm at your mercy, however you want to do it.
● (1330)

Mr. Blake Richards: Madam Chair, on that, I feel like I'm hear‐
ing two different things. I am a little confused.

I think that, in order to be discussing recommendations, we
should have all parties' recommendations. That's not to say
that...you know if the other parties are ready and perhaps my par‐
ty.... We'll have to just have a quick powwow on that, but maybe we
could be ready as well.

I'm hearing, I think, two different things here. I'm hearing that
our clerk is indicating that we would need to have everything trans‐
lated and all that done in order to be able to have those discussions.
Then I'm hearing you say, well, we can have some of those discus‐
sions with partial...with having some of the recommendations, but
we wouldn't have the translations and things like that.

I'm looking for some clarity on what we can and can't do. I don't
think it's reasonable, frankly, to have a discussion about recommen‐
dations when we have some of them and not all of them. If we're
being told that we can go ahead and have discussions without the
translations and things like that, that does change.... Maybe we
could try to push ourselves to have things ready, but if that's not the
case, if we can't actually do that, then I'd rather take the time to get
things—

The Chair: I'd love it if you could have them ready for tomor‐
row.

Mr. Blake Richards: Yes, but I'm trying to get clarity, though. I
feel like what I'm hearing from our clerk is different from I'm hear‐
ing from you.

I'm trying to getting a sense as to what the process is here, be‐
cause I'm hearing from our clerk that we have to have—

The Chair: I guess what I'm saying is that it shouldn't preclude
discussion. I'm not saying we have to vote on anything tomorrow at
all.

Maybe we'll refrain from voting on anything and finalizing
things, but because Madam Normandin had already circulated her
recommendations and I'm sure other people will be mentioning
what they're looking to recommend tomorrow, we could start dis‐
cussing where they would be best inserted.

Tomorrow we will go through the draft report. I think it's going
to come up because there are already some recommendations on the
table, but we don't have to vote on them. That's what I'm trying to

say. We could maybe have an official deadline of Wednesday, end
of day, where they're completely translated and then incorporated
into the report. At that point only would we move forward on vot‐
ing on some of them.

Mr. Blake Richards: I have two points on that, Madam Chair.

If I'm the only one feeling this way, even if some of my col‐
leagues in my own party feel this way and all the other parties dis‐
agree, I guess we're going to do it the other way.

First of all, I don't think it's fair or reasonable to have discus‐
sions, whether there's voting or not, about recommendations when
only some of them are there. And this is not to try to stall. Obvious‐
ly based on today, we want to do a little work. Tomorrow we
wouldn't able to be ready, but we might be able to be on Thursday,
depending on whether we're allowed to do it officially without the
translation and whatnot being done by the committee workers. And
if that's the case, then great.

If that's not the case, my second point would be that I'm not one
who believes in having a meeting for the sake of having a meeting,
so if it's discussing some things but not making any decisions and
we'll have to come back and do it all over again when we have.... I
don't see the point. That seems to me like digging a hole and filling
it in. I'm not a big fan of that.

Maybe I'm the only one feeling this way, but I would much
rather have us...we've got everything in, in a proper format and
we're prepared so we do it and work to complete it as quickly as we
can, rather than just filling time.

I'm trying to get at the idea...if we're prepared but there aren't go‐
ing to be changes to any of the existing parts of the report, the actu‐
al background stuff we've been working on, fine, we finish that. But
I don't know that we would then want to start a discussion about
recommendations until we're prepared to deal with them appropri‐
ately. I don't think we're there for tomorrow for sure, and there's
some question in my mind whether that's the case for Thursday or
if we can go ahead without all these official translations and all the
rest. If I'm hearing that we can't do that, then perhaps we're better
off to focus on when we're in the right spot to do it.

I hope I'm clear in what I'm suggesting. I don't know how others
feel about it; maybe I'm the only one feeling that way.

● (1335)

The Chair: I'm not sure what you're suggesting, but I was trying
to be flexible. We could discuss the discussion portion. I don't care
if we don't discuss recommendations because everyone doesn't feel
comfortable. We can do them on Thursday. That's totally fine. I was
saying it seems it will come up naturally, but if it doesn't, that's fine
with me. Justin, is Wednesday good then?
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Ideally I would like the date to be tomorrow, but I was trying to
be flexible and give everyone enough time. I feel I've walked into
something I think we've cleared up now, that you definitely would
not be ready for recommendations tomorrow. It seems the team
needs recommendations at least by Wednesday so they can translate
them and have all that work done for us. Does that sound good?
Then we could just go through the discussion portion and whatever
is left of the draft report tomorrow, have the recommendations offi‐
cially in for Wednesday, and then carry on with Thursday's meet‐
ing.

Mr. Blake Richards: Sure. From my perspective, Madam Chair,
it sounds just fine, but I thought I heard from our clerk that he
didn't feel we could have them in Wednesday and be ready for
Thursday. If we can be ready for Thursday on Wednesday, that's
great. I was hearing that wasn't the case and that was the only issue.
I was wondering if Thursday was going to be possible. If it is,
great.

The Clerk: Wednesday potentially could work depending on
when all the recommendations could be provided to me. For exam‐
ple, if it's around noon, that would buy some additional time for
translation. One of the issues for translation is it depends on the to‐
tal volume of material that needs to be translated, and then some
time is needed by the analyst to incorporate that into a new draft
and have that turned around.

I defer in some respects to Andre about this as well in what may
be feasible if we're talking about a timeline for draft recommenda‐
tions to be sent in on Wednesday with the view of having some new
version of the report that may include draft recommendations for
the Thursday meeting. That is one of the issues.

In terms of time constraints, it might also be possible to have the
draft recommendations in a separate document, and members can
go through them along with a draft of the report, which would cut
down on some of the time.

Obviously one of the factors here is the time required for transla‐
tion. If the documents weren't to be translated, for example, it
would obviously cut out a lot of time. However, one of the routine
motions of the committee, as we all know, is that the material gets
distributed in both official languages unless there is unanimous
consent of the committee to do otherwise.

The Chair: Is there any discussion in response to that? Would
you like to have that if it is easier?

I guess Andre could tell us.

Are you going to insert it? If we do have recommendations to
you at some point, for Wednesday, would you find it easier to have
them just in a separate document or inserted right into the report?

Mr. Andre Barnes: It's difficult to comment on this because
there are too many unknowns. It depends on how many recommen‐
dations there are and how lengthy they are. If there are a lot and
they are very lengthy, it will take a while for translation to be able
to turn that around. The more recommendations there are, the more
work it will be for me to insert them.

Is there overlap among the recommendations? There are too
many unknowns unfortunately for me to speak about it intelligently.

● (1340)

[Translation]

Ms. Christine Normandin: Unless I am mistaken, last time, we
were supposed to provide our recommendations already translated.
Is that still the case? I want to be sure that I fully understood.

In addition, I would like to emphasize that my recommendations
are not final. In fact, if you intend to come up with something simi‐
lar, we should be able to discuss it and draft a joint recommenda‐
tion, that would jump over those preliminary steps.

[English]

The Chair: Yes, I also recall thinking the parties needed to
translate because we were under the wire. We didn't have a lot of
time so we had the parties translate and submit. That's precisely
what you just brought up, and precisely what I was trying to say for
tomorrow's meeting.

Now that there are some recommendations that the Bloc has put
forward, there might be other recommendations that people have
that you'll want to combine, rather than how it was last time when
we had to put like recommendations together and then we had to
discuss which recommendation overlapped which portion, and then
remove one. That's all I was really saying, that we could probably
have some of that discussion tomorrow, if it naturally occurs and
the parties feel ready to have some of that discussion. If it doesn't
occur, then that's fine as well, because then we can do it after all of
the recommendations are viewed and all of them are finalized by
the parties.

In terms of translation, Justin, is that something we could consid‐
er this time, to have the parties translate?

The Clerk: If the parties were to commit to providing their draft
recommendations in both official languages, meaning that it would
fall to them to have the material translated before they submit it to
me, it would buy a good amount of time in terms of the work that
would need to be done to have the material prepared for Thursday.

However, what we end up doing is just moving the burden relat‐
ed to the timeline. We're just shifting it from what the committee
staff needs to do to the shoulders of the members' offices in terms
of getting their translation work done before they're in a position to
submit their draft recommendations in both official languages.

From our perspective, from the committee staff—and again, I
would defer to Andre—it would make things easier for us if by
Wednesday what we received from all the members of the commit‐
tee were English and French versions of their draft recommenda‐
tions.

Ms. Rachel Blaney: I'm happy to do that. I think that, as we go
forward tomorrow, we're going to have a better sense of what we
need to do on Thursday. I don't know if we're ready to have that
conversation, but it may be something that we have to have. We
will have our recommendations in. Of course we have to review our
recommendations within the context of what we heard today, but
I'm happy to make sure that they are received on Wednesday, trans‐
lated.



26 PROC-27 July 6, 2020

I also just wanted to clarify with Mr. Richards. He said that there
was going to be a “powwow” and I'm wondering what that looks
like, or did you mean a “meeting”?

The Chair: I think he meant, maybe, with other Conservative
members? I think he meant he was going to have a powwow—

Mr. Blake Richards: I have no idea what she's talking about ac‐
tually. To be honest with you, I don't recall—

The Chair: I think you said something like “we have to discuss”
but I think you were referring to—

Ms. Rachel Blaney: You said you were going to have a “pow‐
wow” with your members, so I was just asking for clarification. I
think you meant a meeting.

Mr. Blake Richards: I don't recall the comment. Sorry I can't
help you. I don't even know what I was referring to.

The Chair: Okay.

It sounds like we've come to a consensus, so could all parties
have their recommendations in by Wednesday at noon?

The Clerk: Do you want them in both languages, Madam Chair?
Is that the suggestion?

The Chair: It seems like Ms. Blaney is able to do that, and most
are. That would be very helpful.

Mr. Richards.
● (1345)

Mr. Blake Richards: We'll certainly do our best. I hope that we
can.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Richards.

Sorry that I didn't catch the issue that you brought up, Ms.
Blaney, or recall it in the same way. I should have.

Ms. Rachel Blaney: Oh, don't worry. It will be in the notes and
Mr. Richards can review it.

The Chair: I'm sorry about that.

One other thing that we're going to have to discuss in tomorrow's
meeting is Mr. Aubé's testimony that was provided in camera. The
notes were circulated, and they found that a portion still had sensi‐
tive material so they just struck that out. We can discuss that when
we're in camera in tomorrow's meeting. Mr. Aubé is willing to
make himself available for it if there are any questions for him as to
why portions are redacted and why they're considered sensitive.

Justin, do you think we could deal with that at the top of the
meeting?

The Clerk: Yes, if that's what the committee wants to do. It
would also probably make it easier for organizing Mr. Aubé's avail‐
ability if this issue is dealt with right away at 11 a.m., when the
meeting starts.

The Chair: Yes, and there might not be many questions for him,
so he might not have to be here for very long, but if there are some,
at least he will be here to field them. Then we can move on to con‐
sidering the draft report.

All right, thank you.

Have a good day, everyone. See you tomorrow.

The meeting is adjourned.
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