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● (1100)

[English]
The Chair (Mr. Kelly McCauley (Edmonton West, CPC)): I

call this meeting to order.

Good morning. Welcome, everybody, to meeting 105 of the
House of Commons Standing Committee on Government Opera‐
tions and Estimates, fondly known of course as the mighty OGGO.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted by the
committee on Monday, October 17, 2022, the committee is meeting
to consider matters related to the ArriveCAN application.

As a reminder to everyone, please do not put earpieces next to
the microphones as it causes feedback and potential injury to our
valued interpreters.

Welcome back, Mr. MacDonald and Mr. Utano.

I understand we'll be starting with an opening statement from
you, Mr. MacDonald. Please go ahead, sir.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald (Assistant Deputy Minister, Health
Canada, COVID and Pandemic Response Secretariat, As an In‐
dividual): Members of the committee, Canadians have every right
to know about ArriveCAN, its costs and its value.

[Translation]

We testified for the first time in November, and we're doing so
again today. On November 7, we testified before you, and we told
the truth. We didn't give “our” version; we told the truth.

[English]

We provided fulsome answers when asked questions by mem‐
bers. Our testimony and evidence contradicted several previous
witnesses. We testified that current and former CBSA senior execu‐
tives had misled Parliament. Just 10 days after our testimony, the
CBSA initiated an investigation of Mr. Utano and me based on a
complaint that had been filed a year before, in 2022. The CBSA
then expanded hastily to look for anything throughout our entire
tenure at the CBSA that could demonstrate a hint of misconduct.

In December 2023, without interviewing us or a single witness,
the CBSA prepared a report called the preliminary statement of
facts. The reality is, this document is nothing more than a collection
of baseless accusations, unsupported by any corroborating evi‐
dence, with accusations of wrongdoing supported by cherry-picked
emails and calendar entries. It should be called the preliminary
statement of falsehoods.

This was not given to us until MPs received it. We were always
willing to participate in the CBSA's investigation. However, we
didn't even know what we were accused of. We requested disclo‐
sure of the Botler complaint; the CBSA refused. In any event, no
one was interviewed, and the CBSA told us that we had to give
them an answer by January 5.

This is a red herring. The CBSA had already crafted the docu‐
ment by December 18 and 19 and had sent it to our employers.

It is very troubling to me that the CBSA states that Botler, the
author of the complaint, demanded a contract in exchange for creat‐
ing these allegations. Even more, to participate in the investigation,
the CBSA says that Botler demanded another contract.

I note the CBSA acknowledged that the Botler complaint was
mostly about a breakdown in their own business relationships and
was a result of a misunderstanding of procurement practices. This
has nothing to do with ArriveCAN.

The entire preliminary statement of falsehoods is designed to
paint us in the worst possible light. Every single allegation was
false, wrong and taken out of context—every single one. They can
all be addressed with supporting evidence. You see, unlike others,
we never deleted anything because we didn't have anything to hide.
However, the extent to which the emails and calendar entries were
manipulated is incredible.

One example that shows how ridiculous the preliminary state‐
ment of falsehoods is is based on a single calendar entry for a fami‐
ly dinner. The CBSA concluded that I had a close, personal rela‐
tionship with a consultant because the contractor shared the same
name as my own mother.

Now, only based on the preliminary statement of falsehoods de‐
signed to torpedo my career, my credibility, by false claims, my
employer has suspended me without pay, without even first at‐
tempting to have a discussion with me. I'm named in the press re‐
peatedly, often with the suggestion that I did something wrong. Just
two days ago, the Prime Minister himself stood in front of the na‐
tional media and said that it was clear civil servants committed mis‐
conduct and that there are investigations and there will be conse‐
quences.

This comes after I simply told the truth and informed this com‐
mittee that I did not make the selection of GC Strategies. In fact,
they were not my recommended choice. I've already provided evi‐
dence through my testimony previously.
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The Auditor General has said there was a glaring disregard for
management principles. I have always adhered to core principles,
processes and procedures, including closely tracking and managing
the costs of ArriveCAN. In fact, I delivered a detailed costing
of $6.3 million to my colleague DGs and my supervisor, Minh
Doan, just prior to my departure.

I'll just point out to this committee that the Auditor General's re‐
port reflected exactly $6.3 million.

I'm concerned that the complaints come from people who tried to
extort contracts from the Government of Canada. I'm very con‐
cerned that colleagues of mine have been coerced to take part in
this investigation against their will. I'm very concerned that thou‐
sands of emails have been deleted to hide the truth. The CBSA is
delaying access to information requests that I need in order to de‐
fend myself, and now the Prime Minister has pronounced guilt to
the entire country.
● (1105)

[Translation]

I'm prepared to answer all the committee's questions, and I'll up‐
hold the principles of truth and transparency.
[English]

However, it is worrying to me that parliamentary privilege has
not protected us as we are now facing reprisals.

For the record, I have served in the civil service for 23 years and
until now my career stood unblemished. However, I am suspended
without pay based on untested, unproven and false allegations.

We have had to turn to the court to ensure fairness. We testify
here looking for the same. The journey ahead may be challenging,
but I'm committed to facing it with unwavering honesty and integri‐
ty.

Thank you for your time and attention.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. MacDonald.

Mr. Utano, the floor is yours.
Mr. Antonio Utano (Director General, Information Technolo‐

gy Branch, Canada Revenue Agency, As an Individual): Thank
you.

Good morning, Mr. Chair and members of this committee.

We appeared before you on November 7, 2023, and told the
truth. We have co-operated and will continue to co-operate with
Parliament and speak truthfully.

I echo everything Mr. MacDonald said in his opening statement
but will add the following.

I was the executive director who became the acting director gen‐
eral of the border technologies innovation directorate in May 2021
after Mr. MacDonald left for Health Canada.

We were responsible for the execution and technical delivery of
the ArriveCAN application. What we were not responsible for is
signing contracts, as we did not have contracting authority. We
were not responsible for approving budgets for ArriveCAN. We

were not responsible for selecting GC Strategies to work on Arrive‐
CAN. This was Minh Doan's and the president's decision. We were
not responsible for, nor did we have the mandate for, many of the
flaws the OAG had enumerated in their report.

I have worked in public safety my entire career, for over 20
years, with an unblemished record. I started at the RCMP working
on highly sensitive files with top secret security clearance. Anyone
who knows me knows I'm a straight shooter. I take offence to what
the CBSA has done to us after all we did was speak the truth.

There have been absurd suggestions of bribery. Have a look at
this knapsack. Is this bribery? Does this committee really think I
can be bribed for a $17 knapsack? Every single person who worked
on ArriveCAN was offered this souvenir. This bag was disclosed to
the values and ethics office of the CBSA, as well as our vice-presi‐
dent's office.

CBSA is punishing us because we told the truth, because we told
this committee they have been misled by senior officials from the
CBSA. I question and highlight why the CBSA, Health Canada and
the Canada Revenue Agency are working in concert to punish us.
To note, both Health Canada and the CRA did not want to partici‐
pate in the CBSA investigation, yet they supported suspending us
anyway.

I'm now questioning even more why the Prime Minister has pub‐
licly pronounced guilt and has said there will be consequences,
when after more than a year, the RCMP has not investigated. I'm
questioning the investigation, as there is clear evidence of bias and
the report is tainted and flawed.

The very starting point is problematic. The person who conduct‐
ed this investigation and crafted the report was himself involved in
the original vetting process of Botler AI in late 2020. Who is Botler
AI? They're the ones who wrote to the CBSA back in October 2022
saying that if you're concerned about misconduct, look no further;
Botler has an answer. Botler prepared a report. They specifically
said they would only share it in exchange for a contract.

Furthermore, I find it interesting that in October 2023, they told
this same committee that the CBSA was at risk of extortion. A
month later, as the CBSA has indicated, Botler AI would partici‐
pate in an interview only if they were given a contract for their ser‐
vices. Is that extortion, really?

I am left to question what is really happening here. There are
people charged with criminal offences who are suspended with pay.
We were suspended without pay based on unsubstantiated allega‐
tions and while on medical leave. In the employment world, this is
just shy of capital punishment.
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All we did was expose the fact that parliamentarians have been
misled. We didn't just say so; we provided evidence. On that note,
just like the bag, we have evidence that every one of the allegations
raised in the report is false, misleading or taken out of context. Had
the CBSA conducted the investigation leading to the creation of
these reports professionally and honestly, they would have insisted
on interviewing witnesses, especially us, and looking at the evi‐
dence. Instead, they crafted a document that was designed to show
us in the worst possible light, and they were successful. As a result
of these reports, our security clearances have been pulled and we
are suspended without pay.

I understand that some members are concerned that we spoke to
members of this committee when we were contacted. However, un‐
derstand that we were trying to defend ourselves against this CBSA
and our home departments, all three of which have the resources of
the federal government targeting us.
● (1110)

We are not even drawing a salary. Of course, we spoke to a com‐
mittee member when they reached out, as we would have to any
committee member who had shown an interest. We've also had to
turn to the court because the CBSA will not co-operate and disclose
key information required to defend ourselves.

The CBSA acted unfairly, continues to act in bad faith and creat‐
ed a fabrication to distance itself from any accountability.

I am happy to take any of your questions.

In closing, isn't it ironic that the people who are pointing fingers
are the ones with the dirtiest hands?

The Chair: Thank you, sir.

We'll start with Mr. Barrett for six minutes.
Mr. Michael Barrett (Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands

and Rideau Lakes, CPC): In the Auditor General's report, she
said, “We found situations where agency employees who were in‐
volved in the ArriveCAN project were invited by vendors to din‐
ners and other activities.”

Mr. MacDonald, were you invited to dinners, meals or other ac‐
tivities by any ArriveCAN vendors, yes or no?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: If I was invited to any dinners or ac‐
tivities with vendors, I disclosed it to my supervisor—

Mr. Michael Barrett: That's not the question, sir. The question
was—and I'll repeat it for you—were you invited?
● (1115)

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I'm telling you the truth. I had been
invited, but—

Mr. Michael Barrett: Okay, so that's a yes.

Mr. Utano, were you invited to dinners, meals or other activities
by ArriveCAN vendors?

Mr. Antonio Utano: Do you mean at the time, during Arrive‐
CAN? No, and if any—

Mr. Michael Barrett: Were you, at any time before or after the
ArriveCAN project, at an event, meal or activity with any of the

vendors who were contracted by the Government of Canada to
work on the ArriveCAN project?

Mr. Antonio Utano: The short answer is I was at one dinner,
and that was disclosed to my boss, who was Minh Doan at the time.
In fact, my boss was present. Any activities or suggestions of gifts
or hospitalities were openly and transparency disclosed.

Mr. Michael Barrett: You waved a bag around when you were
making your opening statement. Did you bring bottles from any
whisky tastings you were a part of?

Mr. Antonio Utano: There are no bottles from whisky tastings.
That—

Mr. Michael Barrett: Did you participate in any whisky tastings
that were sponsored or paid for by vendors who were paid by the
Government of Canada for the ArriveCAN scandal?

Mr. Antonio Utano: This is a perfect example of things being
taken out of context. If I could, I'd like to address the—

Mr. Michael Barrett: I have a series of questions. If you can an‐
swer the questions, I'm sure you'll have the time to get to those par‐
ticular details.

Did you accept free alcohol from vendors who worked on Ar‐
riveCAN, yes or no?

Mr. Antonio Utano: In the plural, no. There was one Zoom call
event—

Mr. Michael Barrett: Thank you.

Mr. MacDonald, same question....

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I had a package arrive at my house.

Mr. Michael Barrett: What was in the package?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: There were little vials of whisky.

Mr. Michael Barrett: There were vials of whisky.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Yes. These were after contracts
were in place.

Mr. Michael Barrett: Would these be the size that you'd get at a
hotel or on an airplane?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: They're smaller.

Mr. Michael Barrett: Okay, and how many bottles were there?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: There were four or five.

Mr. Michael Barrett: Like the bag, these were disclosed.

What was the name of the professional standards office that you
referenced, Mr. Utano?

Mr. Antonio Utano: That was the values and ethics office of the
CBSA.
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Mr. Michael Barrett: Did you disclose to the values and ethics
office your participation in the consumption of these products pro‐
vided to you by a vendor who had been paid $20 million for work
on this project?

Mr. Antonio Utano: The disclosure happened to our VP on mul‐
tiple occasions, as per the policy.

Mr. Michael Barrett: Why did the bag get disclosed but not the
free drinks?

Mr. Antonio Utano: The bags were asked about in advance, and
we were asked if it was acceptable. We took the steps and proce‐
dures ahead of time because we were aware of it ahead of time.

The allegations and the development of this report insinuate that
we didn't follow procedures. We did, sir.

Mr. Michael Barrett: Did you eat meals or snacks or consume
beverages at any time that were paid for by these vendors, and if so,
which vendors?

Mr. Antonio Utano: Are you asking me?
Mr. Michael Barrett: Yes.
Mr. Antonio Utano: We did consume a shared platter. I had a

few nachos, a couple of chicken wings and half of a beer.
Mr. Michael Barrett: Do you know the date?
Mr. Antonio Utano: I don't have the exact date in my mind.
Mr. Michael Barrett: Could you undertake to provide the date

to the committee?
Mr. Antonio Utano: It would have been after we were allowed

to—
Mr. Michael Barrett: Sir, I'll let you check your records, nail

that down and provide it to the committee, along with the names of
anyone else who was in attendance.

Mr. MacDonald, it's the same question to you, please.
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I think I had three zucchini sticks

and half of a beer—
Mr. Michael Barrett: Was that at the same event?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: It was at the same event.
Mr. Michael Barrett: Is that the only time you shared a meal

that was paid for by these vendors?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: It was paid for by vendors.

I just want to make sure the committee is aware that, number
one, in the preliminary statement of falsehoods, there are allega‐
tions that there were dinners. Those dinners were not necessarily
vendor-oriented dinners or paid for by the vendors. That's why I'm
answering the question honestly. I paid for my own meals.

Mr. Michael Barrett: I haven't asked a question about that, but
you did attend dinners with them. That's what you're saying.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I have attended dinners with differ‐
ent vendors over the last three years, which were disclosed, per the
policy, to my supervisor.

Mr. Michael Barrett: It's interesting to me that the bag was dis‐
closed to a professional standards office but the free drinks and
food were not.

Mr. MacDonald, are you being investigated by the Royal Canadi‐
an Mounted Police?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I don't believe I am. I haven't been
contacted by the RCMP. I think even the statement of facts shows
that the CBSA says themselves that I didn't do anything.

Mr. Michael Barrett: It's the same question to Mr. Utano,
please.

Mr. Antonio Utano: It's the same. I have not been contacted,
and I'm not aware of being under any investigation.

Mr. Michael Barrett: The Auditor General says the RCMP is
investigating certain individuals pertaining to ethics and conflicts of
interest. The Auditor General said so herself. Do you have any idea
who is being investigated?
● (1120)

Mr. Antonio Utano: I'm not aware of who is being investigated.
Mr. Michael Barrett: Mr. MacDonald, I'll ask you the same

question.
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I'm not aware of anybody who's be‐

ing investigated.
Mr. Michael Barrett: There are millions of dollars being passed

around. A vendor was allowed to write their own contract for the
CBSA. It doesn't make sense that some whisky or meals or zucchi‐
ni sticks would be sufficient in terms of influence.

Do you know of any other individuals who work for the Govern‐
ment of Canada who received any material benefit from vendors
that you can share with us today?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I'm not aware of any. Certainly,
when I was at the CBSA, as I testified last time, I did not see any
wrongdoing.

Mr. Michael Barrett: I'll ask you the same question, Mr. Utano.
Mr. Antonio Utano: It's exactly the same. I'm not aware of any‐

body who has received any sort of gift or hospitality that influenced
them or influenced their actions.

Mr. Michael Barrett: Thank you.
The Chair: Thanks, Mr. Barrett.

Mrs. Atwin, you have six minutes.
Mrs. Jenica Atwin (Fredericton, Lib.): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to our witnesses for joining us again today.

Mr. MacDonald, I'll start with you. You mentioned in your open‐
ing statement that you believe a 2022 complaint initiated the review
process. Can you provide any insight on the subject matter of that
complaint?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I wish I could explain it to this com‐
mittee. We've asked the CBSA a number of times to provide the in‐
formation from the Botler complaint. It's been completely withheld.
I really wish we could understand. I know that Botler has gone on
TV and online a lot and talked about it. I believe it was sent to Ms.
O'Gorman and a bunch of other people, but they're holding on to it
pretty tight and won't allow us to see it.
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Mrs. Jenica Atwin: You also mentioned that some of your col‐
leagues are being coerced to participate in the investigation. Can
you further explain that or clarify it for us?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Sure. The document itself says that
six people were invited to participate as witnesses. One of those
people initially, as I understand it, rejected the offer to participate,
which was her right, and certain steps were taken to pressure her in‐
to participating. I have some information around it, but not a lot.
Due to the fact that anybody who participates needs to sign a non-
disclosure, they won't even talk to us anymore.

Mrs. Jenica Atwin: A lot of what we're seeing out of the Audi‐
tor General's report is with regard to missing information or time
sheets and invoices that would have been approved and that didn't
have supporting documentation or, again, the required information.

You were not the one to authorize those tasks or to sign off on
these time sheets or invoices that were incomplete.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: That's a great question. I hope I can
enlighten the committee a bit.

We never had the authority to put in contracts. We never had the
authority to put the TAs in place. We had what was called a “techni‐
cal” authority. We could sign off on the scope of the task.

I also want to mention that we are not the finance group, so we
don't have responsibility for invoicing, reconciliation, the overall fi‐
nancial system or the system of record. That would all be within the
CFO group within the procurement team and within the finance
branch. We were responsible for the technical delivery and execu‐
tion.

We did have managers who oversaw the consultants who worked
on ArriveCAN. They would have been responsible for signing off
on the time sheets of the consultants. I believe they were all done in
order. What would happen after that is the time sheets would go to
the vendor. The vendor would reconcile them and submit an in‐
voice. Once all the paperwork was submitted and it was in the
proper format, I was asked to sign. Then it would go to finance to
sign off. They would do the last verification to make sure that all of
the tasks and all of the procedures were followed in order to sign
off.

Mrs. Jenica Atwin: Thank you.

One of the biggest pieces of this, or I guess one of the biggest
frustrations, especially for Canadians who have been following
along, is the ballooning of costs.

Can you enlighten us on that? Was there an original budget? Was
there a number or a target you were aware of at an early stage?

It's just to help us understand how it got so far and how it got to
that almost $60-million price tag.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Thanks for the question.

Minh Doan once said, at the early onset of the pandemic, that a
rising tide floats all boats. At the onset of the pandemic, we were
asked to digitize a form. The budget for that was about $50,000.
When it went to building a mobile app and releasing it, the initial
budget, from a prototype perspective, was about $400,000, as we've
testified to previously and showed evidence of.

However, there was continuous change and everybody started in‐
jecting their requirements. Not only were we dealing with the Pub‐
lic Health Agency, but we were dealing with the rest of the IT
branch, with the travellers branch and the commercial branch.

From my vantage point, there was never a budget allocated.
However, I will point out that there's been talk about an ATIP, and
there are 780 pages in it. I've gone through it. That was known to
the CFOs of PHAC, of IRCC and of CBSA. They were able to re‐
cover $12.5 million from IRCC and PHAC the second year after I
was gone. They actually put in a budget request for $25 million the
third year.

That's not far off from the $60 million, when you add $6.3 mil‐
lion plus $25 million plus $25 million. The residual, I would sug‐
gest, is probably just other people putting their hands in the purse.

● (1125)

Mrs. Jenica Atwin: Who might those other people be? Could
you enlighten us?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Sure, no problem.

As an example—it was after my time—Service Canada asked for
about $8 million for a call centre. I didn't validate those costs, but I
would imagine they already have a call centre, since they're Service
Canada.

The IT operations team was asking for new resources, but they
didn't take on the operation. There were project managers, I'm sure,
working against ArriveCAN and being costed against it. Obviously,
the Auditor General found a glaring hole with project management.

Overall, the only thing I can say is that these two guys weren't
responsible for the $60-million budget or the oversight of it. I'm
kind of incensed at the fact that the rest of the CBSA has tried to
insulate themselves from their own accountabilities.

Mrs. Jenica Atwin: Thank you for that.

Mr. Utano, I have about 10 seconds ticking down now.

Is there anything you want to add to Mr. Barrett's line of ques‐
tioning? I know he was short on time as well and cut you off a bit
about the timing of those whisky tastings or dinners.

Mr. Antonio Utano: The calendar items and emails have been
cherry-picked across five years. They were selected to try to do
maximum damage with the compression of our calendar items,
which most times were not even attended.

I just want to reiterate that we followed the policy. We did dis‐
close to our boss and, for those bags specifically, to the values and
ethics office. We did follow the policy and code of conduct.

The Chair: Thanks, Mrs. Atwin.
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Mrs. Vignola, go ahead, please.
[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola (Beauport—Limoilou, BQ): Thank you
very much, Mr. Chair.

Mr. MacDonald, in a letter addressed to the committee in Jan‐
uary, you wrote that, during your appearance before us on Novem‐
ber 7, 2023, you advised us that we'd been misled by the current
and former executives at Canada Border Services Agency, or CB‐
SA, regarding who made the decision to award the ArriveCAN
contract to GC Strategies.

Who misled us?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I'll try to respond in French,

Mrs. Vignola.

As I told you in November, the decision to award the contract to
GC Strategies was made by my supervisor, Minh Doan. I read the
letters written for the CBSA president. They indicated that it was
Minh Doan and the then CBSA president, Mr. Ossowski.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Thank you.
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I wasn't aware of that.

There's a third factor, which is that the office of the chief infor‐
mation officer asked that his notes be sent to the current president,
Ms. O'Gorman.

I don't know why none of the three public servants were able to
provide an answer when asked that question. It's unbelievable.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: In your opinion, who were those individuals
trying to protect?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: That's a good question.

I felt that they were trying to scapegoat us and say that we were
the ones who made that decision. As you saw during Minh Doan's
testimony, when he came before the committee the first time, he
said that he had no part in it, that it was his team's doing. Then, he
said that he did decide on a certain direction.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: You believe that they're attempting to pro‐
tect themselves. Is that correct?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Of course. If there's another reason,
I don't know what it is.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Understood.

In your opinion, why would those individuals try to protect
themselves?
● (1130)

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Honestly, the facts and information
you've been presented with lead me to believe that decisions were
made by the former president, Mr. Ossowski. I think that many peo‐
ple opposed it. Minh Doan and Kelly Belanger were promoted
without a competition. Minh Doan received a bonus as Canada's
chief technology officer. Erin O'Gorman says repeatedly that she
doesn't know, she wasn't there, that she's made a lot of changes, but
we can't see them.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Thank you.

If I understand correctly, people are just trying to protect the job
they have now.

In that same letter, you advised us of the aggressive tactics al‐
legedly used against Mr. Utano.

Why are you the one telling us about those aggressive tactics, not
Mr. Utano?

Mr. MacDonald, I'd really like you to keep your earpiece in when
I'm talking, since it can get technical at times. It's a matter of re‐
spect. Thank you.

Why were you the one to advise us or who decided to tip us off
about the aggressive tactics being used against Mr. Utano?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Thank you, Mrs. Vignola.

I wrote a letter to the committee because I'd run out of options. I
knew that Mr. Utano had been suspended without pay. I thought it
would happen to me too, and the next day, I got a letter advising me
that I'd been suspended too.

I'm someone who fights for their rights, and I've tried very hard
to provide evidence and be honest with the committee. It's extreme‐
ly important to me.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Ultimately, by informing us of the situation,
you were raising the red flag about something that would likely af‐
fect you too, while protecting Mr. Utano and trying to prevent both
of you from being suspended without pay.

Have I got that right?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: No. That's not necessarily the case.

Following our appearance, we received a letter advising us that
there would be an investigation. We knew nothing, at that time,
about the preliminary statement of facts and what CBSA had actu‐
ally done. We didn't see that document before it was provided to
you. When I wrote the letter—

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Pardon me. My time is running out.

You're saying that you didn't get the preliminary statement of
facts before we did. However, a member of this committee obtained
the document before any other member, and he said that you were
the ones who gave it to him.

How can we reconcile both those versions?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: That's a good question.

In order for CBSA to send it to the committee clerk, it first had
to send it to us.

A few days later, Mr. Brock asked to speak with us. He spoke
with our lawyer. The investigation report had not yet been sent to
the committee member. That was at the beginning. Only a few ex‐
cerpts were shared to show clearly that the document hadn't been
done professionally.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Those few excerpts were still several dozen
pages long.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Our lawyer dealt with the member
of Parliament. It wasn't us.
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I think that some 300 pages were shared. That is as clearly as I
can state it. That said, it wasn't the full document.
[English]

The Chair: Thanks. We have to move on.

We'll have Mr. Bachrach, please, for six minutes.
Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Thank

you, Mr. Chair.

I'd like to start, Mr. MacDonald, with the claim that you were not
interviewed as part of the CBSA investigation. I believe, if I under‐
stand correctly, you stated that you were invited to be interviewed,
but only after the preliminary statement of fact had been sent to
other people in the organization.

Is that an accurate characterization of what you told the commit‐
tee?
● (1135)

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: To set the record straight, we had a
few exchanges between the time I was notified of the investigation
being opened after my testimony and January 5, which was the last
one. Those exchanges happened with my counsel. We were asking
for information and disclosure.

The CBSA refused to disclose any information at all. On January
5 we got the final warning, where they said if we didn't do it, they
were going to close the investigation. Part of the reason we went to
the courts was to make sure that the CBSA couldn't close the inves‐
tigation.

As we found out through the disclosure of the document—which
only happened because there was a production order from this com‐
mittee—the CBSA had to share it with us. Otherwise, they weren't
planning to share it with us at all. We had one page that had six line
items on it, and it said specifically that the allegations were from
Botler from 2002, but they opened up the investigation, I believe,
10 days to the day after I testified here at OGGO.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Did you receive a request to participate
in the investigation? We had the CBSA investigator before commit‐
tee, and our understanding is that you were invited several times to
participate in an interview as part of the investigation and you de‐
clined those requests or did not respond to them. Is that correct?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Actually, that's not correct.

I'm on sick leave. The first time they emailed me, they emailed
my work address. The second time, they emailed my home address
and we responded. We've responded, I think, four times in total say‐
ing that we would participate in the investigation.

We have asked a number of times for them to disclose informa‐
tion so that we can prepare for the investigation and prepare for the
interview. We're happy to do that; we just want to have information
so we can prepare to come in and defend ourselves.

Mr. Antonio Utano: Can I please add to that, Mr. Chair?
The Chair: It's Mr. Bachrach's time, so it's up to Mr. Bachrach.
Mr. Taylor Bachrach: I'm sorry. It just seems a bit like a mis‐

representation that you said you weren't interviewed, but you were
clearly invited to be interviewed as part of the process, and you de‐

manded to have certain documents, which they didn't provide, and
as a result you didn't participate in the investigation. It seems like
the opportunity was open to you.

I'm going to move on to a different claim.

Mr. MacDonald, you claimed that you didn't sign contracts for
ArriveCAN.

Mr. Utano, I didn't hear you make the same claim.

Did you sign contracts for any ArriveCAN vendors?

Mr. Antonio Utano: I just want to confirm that we were never
the contracting authorities on any of those contracts. We were the
technical authorities.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: In the Auditor General's report, she clear‐
ly highlights the fact that you were responsible for choosing GC
Strategies as the vendor for the contract. Is that accurate?

Mr. Antonio Utano: It's not accurate.

First, we never had the authority to make the decision. We pre‐
sented options. If we had had the authority to make the decision,
why would we have presented options in the first place?

Second, we presented evidence to this committee and to the Au‐
ditor General on who made the decision.

Third, what she was referring to, I believe, was a requisition. A
requisition is step one of six in contracting, but that starts only after
a decision is rendered.

I'm going to repeat this. Once the decision was made by the VP,
Minh Doan, and the president to move forward with GC Strategies,
we were then told to execute and move forward.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: It's all a bit unbelievable, based on the
facts that have been disclosed so far, but I'm going to move on to
the RCMP investigation.

Mr. MacDonald indicated that he has not been invited to partici‐
pate or be interviewed as part of that investigation. Have you, Mr.
Utano?

Mr. Antonio Utano: As I said earlier, no, I have not been con‐
tacted, nor am I aware if I am part of the investigation.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Do either of you expect to be contacted
by the RCMP as part of this investigation?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I don't expect to be contacted, but if
I am, I'm happy to comply.
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If I could just answer you, Mr. Bachrach, I don't know what
we've said that you find unbelievable. We provided evidence both
to this committee and to the Auditor General that it was not us who
selected GC Strategies. It's unfortunate the Auditor General didn't
have the time to incorporate that into her report. We did speak with
the Auditor General very late in the process, but it's very clear that
we did not.

These came from CBSA's own notes, notes which were shared
with the president, President O'Gorman. I don't take offence to your
statement that it's not believable. I just don't understand what isn't
believable. We don't have the authority to put contracts in place,
and we clearly didn't make this decision. Those are the facts as they
are.

● (1140)

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: The thing that's unbelievable is that if
you read the public reporting on this matter—the articles that have
appeared in The Globe and Mail—if you read the preliminary state‐
ment of fact and if you read the report by Botler, it very clearly in‐
dicates that you had an intimate role in the ArriveCAN contract and
GC Strategies.

Mr. Firth described you as someone who's been a friend for as
long as you've been working for the government. Is that an accurate
statement?

The Chair: We're out of time, but if you could, just give a quick
response.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: It's not an accurate statement, and
it's already been testified to that it was an inaccurate statement. If
the member wants to watch testimony from previous witnesses, in‐
cluding me and others, the member will know that this is not accu‐
rate whatsoever.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Bachrach.
Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Mrs. Block, go ahead, please, for five minutes.
Mrs. Kelly Block (Carlton Trail—Eagle Creek, CPC): Thank

you very much, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to both of you for joining us today to provide further
testimony on the issue of ArriveCAN.

My first question is in response to Mr. Utano's answer for my
colleague Mr. Bachrach.

Did I hear you say that you were the individual who signed off
on the contract requisition to PSPC for the first ArriveCAN con‐
tract awarded to GC Strategies?

Mr. Antonio Utano: To be clear, the requisition was the begin‐
ning of the process to put a contract in place. It wasn't the actual
contract. That was only done after the decision was rendered on
which direction and vendor to go with to work on the ArriveCAN
application. That decision came down from our VP and president at
the time.

Mrs. Kelly Block: But you were the individual who signed off
on that requisition.

Mr. Antonio Utano: I haven't seen the document the OAG was
referring to, but it sounds in and around that same time frame and
area.

Mrs. Kelly Block: Thank you.

I guess my next question does refer to the Auditor General's re‐
port.

Why did you not pursue the alternatives given to you by PSPC to
make this contract competitive? In other words, the Auditor Gener‐
al mentioned a suggestion that would have allowed a shorter bid‐
ding period of just 10 days, which would have worked with neces‐
sary timelines. Why did you not pursue that?

Mr. Antonio Utano: That's a good question.

I'll start off, and if he wants, he can jump in after.

I have a couple of things, just to put some more context to it.

Ten days is the timeline that would be put on the street, if you
will, for vendors to participate. However, leading up to that, there's
the development time to curate a proposal. That takes weeks if not
months to do.

Second, when we worked with PSPC, we worked in conjunction
with them and our internal controllership, with a targeted goal to
move forward with an RFP as quickly as possible.

The third thing is that we were given direction from our superi‐
ors that we would not be able to stop. We didn't have the luxury of
pausing during the pandemic, so we followed that direction and we
were working with the experts in procurement and contracting. We
did the best we could with the tools we had, but we never had the
authority to just make unilateral contracting decisions. I just want
to reiterate that.

Mrs. Kelly Block: Thank you.
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: If I could, I'll add just a couple of

things. The first contract that happened with GC Strategies was, I
believe, for about $1.4 million. We were told at the time that it was
exceptional circumstances. The borders had closed. We had no idea
where ArriveCAN was going. We had no idea what it would turn
into, and we were told, “Go get this done. We need to get some‐
thing out there."

I have to admit, the CBSA—and I say it as an agency, not Mr.
Utano or me—did push back at PSPC. Oftentimes, people say that
something can take 10 days, but it can also take 10 weeks, so—

Mrs. Kelly Block: Thank you for that. I appreciate that explana‐
tion.

Mr. Utano, you just said something that piqued my interest.
When you talk about curating a proposal, who is responsible for cu‐
rating a proposal?

Mr. Antonio Utano: As far as roles and responsibilities go, I can
tell you that as the acting DG or DG, we don't have the responsibil‐
ity to write RFPs. We don't write RFPs. We don't do evaluations of
submissions, and we don't select—

Mrs. Kelly Block: Who does?
Mr. Antonio Utano: It's done in collaboration with the team.

There would be technical authorities and others involved in that.
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● (1145)

Mrs. Kelly Block: Can you tell me who was responsible for
signing off on the second contract awarded to GC Strategies for Ar‐
riveCAN?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Maybe I'll start with that.

GC Strategies met with the commercial branch and travellers
branch—I wasn't part of it—and they did what they call a “techni‐
cal bake-off”. There were two companies showcasing their technol‐
ogy. I believe the commercial branch chose GC Strategies and
wrote a justification for a national security exemption. That justifi‐
cation went to the CFO, Jonathan Moor, who then wrote a letter to
PSPC seeking approval for the national security exemption.

I provided this evidence to all committee members.

That letter actually states that they had a preferred vendor who
had done work with Transport Canada, hence the commercial ties.

We took that on because we were the IT team, but the genesis of
the second contract was additional scope to tie into ArriveCAN that
came from the business line.

Mrs. Kelly Block: Thank you.

Who was responsible for signing off on the third contract award‐
ed to GC Strategies? As a follow-up, who would be responsible for
documenting all of these contracts?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: To try to answer your question as
quickly as possible, the third contract was for accessibility. I be‐
lieve it was also done under the national security exemption banner,
which provided PSPC and the CBSA with availability to do a sole
source.

The reason GC Strategies was chosen for the third contract was
kind of like if you were adding scope to a kitchen renovation:
You're not going to hire a net new contractor to come in, but you
have to have a new contract for it. That's what PSPC said. The orig‐
inal two didn't have that in scope, so we needed a third contact.

I hope that answers your question.
Mrs. Kelly Block: Thank you.

How much time do I have?
The Chair: You have minus 20 seconds.
Mrs. Kelly Block: Thanks.
The Chair: Mr. Bains, it's over to you.
Mr. Parm Bains (Steveston—Richmond East, Lib.): Thank

you, Mr. Chair.

Again, thank you to both Mr. Utano and Mr. MacDonald for join‐
ing us here today.

Regarding the preliminary statement of fact, did you authorize
your counsel to share the preliminary statement with any MPs prior
to Mr. Lafleur's appearance?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Not in full—no, sorry. Is that prior
to Monsieur Lafleur's appearance the first time or the second time,
sir?

Mr. Parm Bains: I mean his last appearance.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I don't remember the date I received
a copy of the preliminary statement of facts, to juxtapose it against
Mr. Lafleur. Once I received the preliminary statement of facts, I
made sure my counsel had it. In and around that time, I believe a
committee member asked for information surrounding it. I know
that both Mr. Utano and I said that it was acceptable, and we agreed
that certain elements could be shared.

Mr. Parm Bains: Certain elements, but not in full....

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: No.

Mr. Parm Bains: When you appeared last, you told the commit‐
tee that this started off as a replacement for pieces of paper that cost
about three dollars each. When we think about the $40 million in
transactions on ArriveCAN, I like to think of it as an overall cost
saving for the Government of Canada. Do you still stand by that
past statement?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I was surprised that the AG didn't
have an element of that in her report.

I think all factors regarding the value of the app need to be con‐
sidered. As I've said, GC Strategies brought in some really good
consultants, and they did a good job of building the app while I was
there.

The fact of the matter is, she did express that it was taking more
than the quarantine time to get provinces the information. There
was also a cost to doing that.

From my vantage point and having a background in understand‐
ing how to count, I would say there was definitely a cost avoidance.
I can't say there was a cost savings, but had they stayed on paper, it
certainly would have cost more than ArriveCAN did.

Mr. Parm Bains: From your testimony, you didn't have a model
to follow when you built ArriveCAN. As you know, this software
app is not what the government usually purchases, which is com‐
mercially off the shelf, readily available to industry. In those cases,
IP ownership is retained by the developer, but in this case the IP is
retained by the Government of Canada.

Does the rapid development and IP ownership represent value, in
your eyes?

● (1150)

Mr. Antonio Utano: President O'Gorman came in and testified
that they did not throw away non-recoverable engineering costs in
developing it. They're using it today. They're processing 300,00
passengers per month. That's what I believe the testimony was.

The intellectual property belongs to the Government of Canada,
and that was absolutely by design because we eventually want to
get to the point where we—and when we say “we”, it's our staff—
have the capabilities and ability to develop and work with this tech‐
nology moving forward.
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Mr. Parm Bains: Mr. MacDonald, I want to quickly go back just
one more time to the preliminary statement of fact. When you
found it acceptable to share it with members of the committee,
which member did you share it with? Who reached out to you or
your counsel? Was it our chair or...?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: No. Mr. Brock reached out a couple
of times and asked for information to have insight.

Maybe I'll just make sure the committee is aware that our door
was open to anybody and it remains open, so if anybody would like
to speak or know more about what's going on, I'm happy to and I
think Mr. Utano is. Some of that information is very personal—

Mr. Parm Bains: Can you please provide or share the timeline
of when you received the request and from whom you received the
request, from among members of this committee, and dates, if you
can recall? Maybe share that in writing, please.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: We can follow up after. There hasn't
been a lot of back-and-forth, but I will endeavour to do it as soon as
we can, yes.

Mr. Parm Bains: I'm going to continue on with another line of
questioning here.

The Chair: Be really brief, Mr. Bains.
Mr. Parm Bains: There is one thing I want to clarify. The oppo‐

sition keeps repeating that this was supposed to cost $80,000. Is it
possible that this app could cost $80,000?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: No, the app could have never
cost $80,000. The $80,000 was to build a digital prototype that
moved paper onto, basically, an online form that could be used on a
mobile phone. It was used to demonstrate that you could digitize
something, which is something the Government of Canada has been
very interested in doing. Through doing that it demonstrated there
was a doorway to building an app.

The Chair: Thanks, Mr. Bains.

We'll go to Mrs. Vignola for two and a half minutes, please.
[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

I'll give the witnesses time to put in their earpiece.

Mr. MacDonald, between 2007 and 2015, that is, before the cre‐
ation of ArriveCAN, where in government were you working?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I was at Public Services and Pro‐
curement Canada, in the real property sector. As director general, I
was responsible for a portfolio that included construction projects
worth several billions of dollars.

I got out of the IM/IT field, meaning information management
and information technologies, for approximately three years.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Please remind me how long you've known
Mr. Firth?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: The first time I met Mr. Firth was
around 2010, when I worked at Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada.
I didn't know him at all before then. We didn't meet often. We
weren't working together, and his company GC Strategies didn't ex‐
ist yet.

I changed jobs a few years later. I wasn't responsible for project
delivery. As I just mentioned, I then left IM/IT entirely. I had no
contact whatsoever with Mr. Firth for approximately eight years, I'd
say.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: In 2010, Mr. Firth was a shareholder or co-
owner of Coredal Systems Consulting. Is that right?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I have no idea. I'm sorry, but I don't
know.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: The majority of contracts were with Trans‐
port Canada, which you mentioned earlier.

The following question is for both witnesses.

According to the Auditor General's report, there was little to no
documentation relating to nearly half of the 25 most significant up‐
dates made to the ArriveCAN app. Consequently, the Auditor Gen‐
eral believed that, out of 177 updates, the result would be identical,
meaning little to no documentation.

How do you explain that?

● (1155)

[English]

The Chair: I'm going to ask for a very quick answer.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I'm sorry. The interpretation cut off
at the last word. I think she was asking about testing.

The Chair: Could you repeat the last bit, Mrs. Vignola, and we'll
try to get you an answer?

It's a translation issue.

[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola: What explains the lack of documentation or
the total absence of documentation justifying the updates made to
the app, particularly with regard to the 25 most significant updates?

[English]

The Chair: We're past our time.

Can you offer a brief answer, please?

Mr. Antonio Utano: I can jump in with a brief answer.

There are a whole host of documents, and I'm not sure if the
OAG was provided with them. OICs triggered every single techni‐
cal change. They reflected orders in council that were ordered and
then brought down.

Moreover—I don't know if it was presented to the OAG—from a
technical perspective, we used an online tool that would track all
the different changes. Also, we eventually had a project manager
put in who tracked every single version and the origins, if you will,
or the genesis of each version and the changes.

I apologize that I don't know what was presented to the Office of
the Auditor General, but I can assure you that there is documenta‐
tion there.
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The Chair: Thanks very much.

Mr. Bachrach, we'll go back to you, please, sir.
Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Mr. MacDonald, when you appeared be‐

fore the committee on November 7, you provided a significant
number of documents, including emails from your time at the CB‐
SA.

How did you obtain those documents?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I kept records of some of the docu‐

ments that I had when I was there.
Mr. Taylor Bachrach: At the time, you were no longer an em‐

ployee of CBSA, but you did retain emails from your time there.

Were those emails your property or were those the property of
the CBSA?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: You would have to ask CBSA. Giv‐
en the nature of what's happened, I'm pretty glad that I have them.
It seems like a lot of emails have been deleted. I would suggest it's
not just Minh Doan's, but other people's, too.

If CBSA thinks that I've done something wrong, they can add
that to the preliminary statement of falsehoods.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: If your opening statement on November
7 you said, “I received an unsolicited, jointly branded GCS and
Botler proposal”.

On January 18, Ms. O'Gorman, the president of CBSA, said, “I
don't agree that that was proper procurement. It was not an unso‐
licited proposal.”

Who are we to believe here?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Ms. O'Gorman also said that she

wasn't part of the investigation and was insulating herself. I don't
know how she has all this information with which to testify when
she says that she doesn't know anything and that she only got
briefed when the PSF, the preliminary statement of facts, was creat‐
ed.

I think Ms. O'Gorman has not told the truth a few times during
her testimony and had misled this committee, to be honest. Whether
you believe me or not is up to you.

I've come here, I've told the truth and I've provided evidence
time and time again. That's where things stand.

I think Ms. O'Gorman and I are at odds. Given the situation and
what's happened, I can only conclude that she's not telling the truth
when she appears.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: We have Ms. O'Gorman, we have the
Auditor General, and we have the Botler report. We have all of
these things, and you're essentially saying that all of these people
are not representing the truth and that the committee should believe
you.

I'm finding it a little difficult to follow how we're to understand
all of these contradictions that keep popping up in the testimony.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: That's fair. You read the preliminary
statement of facts, so you will have seen that Botler tried to get a

contract, not once but twice, in order to just proceed with work with
the CBSA.

You will have seen—
● (1200)

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: To stop you there, Mr. MacDonald, is
that contract—

The Chair: We're past your time. Do you have a very quick
question, Mr. Bachrach?

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: I'm wondering if he can provide evidence
that Botler is trying to seek a contract for compensation for the
work they did, because that's not my understanding.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: It says it clearly in the documents,
so I don't know how to understand it other than Botler sought a
contract to provide the misconduct report that they used as the alle‐
gations. In Mr. Utano's report, it says that they sought a contract in
order to present as a witness or participate in the investigation, so....

Mr. Antonio Utano: Can I just add to that really quickly?
The Chair: We're really out of time. Perhaps—
Mr. Antonio Utano: We're not saying that. CBSA said that.
The Chair: Thanks.

We have Mr. Brock, please, for five minutes.
Mr. Larry Brock (Brantford—Brant, CPC): Thank you,

Chair.

Good afternoon, gentlemen. Thank you for your attendance.

I want to use my opening round with both of you to put a fine
point on this issue.

This discussion has to end, and it needs to end today, as to who's
responsible for the selection of GC Strategies. Canadians want to
know. Canadians are rightly angry that this two-person firm work‐
ing out of their basement, doing no IT work, has collected al‐
most $20 million in taxpayer funds. I can understand why the Justin
Trudeau government wants to shield themselves from any responsi‐
bility.

I know the Auditor General was unable to precisely identify
which individuals. She made a suggestion, Mr. Utano, that perhaps
you should accept responsibility for it. Her words were that you
signed the requisition on behalf of the agency, which “amounts to
the exercise of delegated authority and carries with it responsibility
and accountability”, but prior to that particular statement, did you
not meet with the Auditor General's team?

Mr. Antonio Utano: We met with the Auditor General for ap‐
proximately 30 minutes once, I am told, the report was already
drafted. Essentially, I believe we were just a box to be ticked.

Mr. Larry Brock: Mr. MacDonald, did you meet with the AG
team?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: We met with AG team the same day
as Mr. Utano and—

Mr. Larry Brock: Did the issue as to who chose GC Strategies
come up?
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Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Yes. That was one of the first ques‐
tions that came up and—

Mr. Larry Brock: You provided documentation to support your
theory as to who chose GC Strategies.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Yes, I did, prior—
Mr. Larry Brock: Who was that person, again?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: It was Minh Doan and the president.
Mr. Larry Brock: You're saying it was Minh Doan.

Did you supply any information by way of an ATIP to the AG?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Yes. I supplied the same informa‐

tion that I put forward to OGGO to show the three components of
all of the selections of GC Strategies.

Mr. Larry Brock: Within that ATIP, there was a briefing
preparatory package that contained an item that I brought to the at‐
tention of departmental officials: “Whose decision was it to con‐
tract to GC?”  I'm going to read this out, and I want an explanation.
It says:

My office made the decision to pursue the contract with GC Strategies.
The two proposals for the work were presented to the CIO and President, and the
decision was made to proceed with GC Strategies as their proposal and approach
aligned with what the CBSA was looking for, particularly rapid staff augmenta‐
tion.
The Deloitte proposal was a managed service using their Cloud instance. This
would have involved additional risk, and did not align with our direction to build
Cloud/Mobile competencies within the Agency.

Who were they referring to?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: They were referring to Minh Doan

and John Ossowski. It was written like that because Minh Doan had
a fake heart attack and Kelly Belanger took over for him, so the
notes were updated so that Kelly Belanger could attend OGGO
with Erin O'Gorman, as she did—the record will reflect it—and
that's why it was written there.

However, the question you have to ask yourself is this: Who was
the CIO and who was the president when the decision was made?

Mr. Larry Brock: My next question is this: Who was the CIO at
that time?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Minh Doan.
Mr. Larry Brock: It was Minh Doan.

And the president?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: It was John Ossowski.
Mr. Larry Brock: You've identified individuals who have mis‐

led the committee. I'm not going to use the word “misled”: I want
to know who lied to committee, who lied to parliamentarians, who
lied to Canadians. Identify those players, please.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Frankly, if you look at that package
that I provided to the OAG, there are three components.

The first one shows clearly that Minh Doan and John Ossowski
were the ones who selected. The second—

Mr. Larry Brock: Did Minh Doan lie to Canadians?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Minh Doan has completely lied to

Canadians on multiple fronts.

Mr. Larry Brock: Did John Ossowski lie to Canadians when he
appeared at committee?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I can only assume that's what he
did, because this is what Erin O'Gorman's own documentation in
preparing for OGGO says. Even Erin O'Gorman pretended that she
didn't know who selected GC Strategies, yet she was briefed on it.

● (1205)

Mr. Larry Brock: Right.
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Specifically, the third component

says to please send this and the national security exemption request
from Jonathan Moor—which Minh Doan was copied on—to Erin
O'Gorman's own office. It just doesn't make any sense that nobody
knew.

Mr. Larry Brock: When Erin O'Gorman appeared at committee
last week, she was shocked that we were focusing so much atten‐
tion on her. Did she lie to committee? Did she lie to Canadians that
she had no responsibility or no knowledge as to who chose GC
Strategies?

Answer yes or no, sir.
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Yes.
Mr. Larry Brock: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Brock.

Mr. Jowhari, go ahead, please, sir.
Mr. Majid Jowhari (Richmond Hill, Lib.): Thank you, sir.

Good morning, gentlemen. Welcome back to our committee.

I'm going to pick up where my colleague MP Bains left off.

I felt that the answers that we got from both of you gentlemen
around the commitment to get us some timelines may have left the
door open.

I would like to specifically ask you both to provide to the com‐
mittee—within one week, as per our procedures in the past—the
timeline in which you received the initial statement of fact, the
timeline in which it was given to your legal people and the timeline
in which Mr. Brock reached out to you or to legal people, as well as
the scope of the document that was given to Mr. Brock.

We know that the clerk received the document on February 9,
and it was roughly about 10 days afterward that we were in a posi‐
tion to be able to receive that document.

Shortly after the appearance of the CBSA investigator and within
hours after that testimony, there was a letter from a legal represen‐
tative that said to ignore everything and to please not communicate
any contents to the public in a public way. It seems that today we
have completely disregarded all of those.

Can you commit, both of you—and I want a yes-or-no answer—
that you will provide all those timelines within one week to the
committee?

Mr. Antonio Utano: Yes.
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Mr. Majid Jowhari: Mr. MacDonald...?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Yes.
Mr. Majid Jowhari: Okay. Thank you very much for that.

Now, let's go back. Both of you kind of referred to the initial
statement of fact as initial statement of falsehood. Without getting
to the detail, which I committed to in the past, I will not direct my
question there.

Where do you believe the falsehood is? Around what parameters
is the falsehood there?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: First of all, I want to say thank you
for respecting that privacy. It's meaningful to both of us.

It appears to us that somebody who knew us basically just went
into our emails after consultations occurred and just started collect‐
ing things and putting things together with a narrative and a story‐
line that indicates wrongdoing.

Not only is the entire document couched in words that would
make you believe something was wrong, but there's also “could
have” or “might have”. These are not facts at all.

I just want to remind this committee that when Mr. Lafleur—
who is not the lead investigator, but the executive director of the
team—came here, he admitted that these were allegations. Even
Ms. O'Gorman referred to these being at a point in time, so the
question is that if this is a point-in-time document, why did they de‐
cide to release it at that time to our bosses and have us suspended
with pay? Why would Erin O'Gorman make a phone call to our
bosses? That's not a formal thing to do when you're dealing with
such a serious subject.

How come there's no writing? How come there's no email or
documentation that shows what she talked about with our bosses?

Mr. Majid Jowhari: That's fair enough. Thank you.

I just want to understand. The follow-up question will get into
the details, but I've made a commitment that I'm not going to talk
about it to ensure the integrity of this process.

What are your thoughts about the AG report?

I am asking because the AG is telling us that there are a lot of
documents missing. You specifically told us that in your role as a
technical person, you sign a lot of documents, such as technical
specs, time sheets and all of that. The AG seems to not be able to
find that, yet you seem to be in a position to be able to say that this
application could not have cost $80,000 and that it's $6.3 million. I
thank you for at least bringing into perspective a number we could
ground ourselves around in the development of this application.

With 15 seconds to go, can you explain to me what documents
you can or cannot sign and what you have and have not signed?
● (1210)

The Chair: Mr. Jowhari, we've been letting everyone run a bit
longer, so I'll allow a bit more time than 15 seconds to answer your
question.

Mr. Majid Jowhari: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Antonio Utano: Can I just quickly address a point from the
previous question, sir?

The reason we think there are a lot of falsehoods and that this
document is not at all accurate is not just that it has no evidence,
but it also doesn't take any context into consideration. There are
timelines in there when I wasn't even at work. I was dealing with a
personal medical issue for two months, but there were inferences
made, leading our being in a negative light.

I'll just pause that with respect to some points in the PSF—

The Chair: Thanks. Let's get to Mr. Jowhari's question.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: On behalf of Mr. Utano and me, I
will say that we both have a deep respect for the AG and we don't
want to undermine her report.

The fact of the matter is that we weren't interviewed until after
her report was written, and we have absolutely no idea what infor‐
mation was provided to her or what information was deleted so that
it couldn't be provided to her.

I won't speak to anything other than the fact that she's always
represented herself and her organization professionally. However, it
wasn't that hard for us to find information that Ms. O'Gorman
should have had about who picked GC Strategies; the AG wasn't
provided with it, but she was provided with the preliminary state‐
ment of facts, which had nothing to do with her audit.

It just goes to my point that there was obviously an attempt by
Ms. O'Gorman to try to slight us.

The Chair: Thanks, gentlemen.

Mr. Genuis, you have five minutes, please.

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. MacDonald and Mr. Utano, I want to drill down on the me‐
chanics of the internal investigation.

I assume that you're familiar with Mr. Lafleur's testimony here
on February 5. He's conducting the internal investigation.

He confirmed in his response to my questions that he is not an
independent investigator and that he's not able to act independently.
He's subject to the internal chain of command at the CBSA. I em‐
phasized at the time that I thought this was a deeply flawed process.
Determinations of accountability require a proper external investi‐
gation in which powerful people, CBSA leadership and politicians,
can be held accountable.
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The RCMP is investigating, but we also need to identify wrong‐
doing that falls short of criminal behaviour.

Why do you think the government is pursuing this internal inves‐
tigation instead of an independent investigation into who is respon‐
sible?

Mr. Antonio Utano: The really brief answer is that it's an at‐
tempt to scapegoat us and point fingers at us.

If the question is around why we think there's an issue with the
internal investigation, I can answer that further, but I want to let Mr.
MacDonald answer, as well, on why he thinks....

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: It's clear that this ArriveCAN issue
has drawn national attention. It's clear that Botler itself has tried to
influence the media and is a marketing machine. From the state‐
ments that it has made out loud, it's clear that it has also engaged
with people that it calls “leadership”, which is obviously a lot high‐
er than Erin O'Gorman, so I think Erin O'Gorman and the CBSA
are pretty much holding on to these allegations as hard as they can.

I don't know what the fabric is between those three things, but it
sure seems like Minh Doan, John Ossowski and Erin O'Gorman are
saying that nobody else at the CBSA, PHAC or PSPC knows any‐
thing, but these two guys here were the ones who were responsible
for contracting $60 million worth of work so loosely that nobody
can account for anything.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Okay.

There is a serious discrepancy in the testimony around the time‐
line of this investigation that I think is important. Mr. Lafleur said
that they initiated an investigation in November of 2022, but you
said that the investigation was initiated into your conduct after your
testimony in November of 2023.

Did the internal investigation specifically looking at allegations
against you two begin in November 2022 or November 2023? What
evidence can you provide to support your position on that point?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: The document is classified as “pro‐
tected B”, but I believe it's my personal information, so I'll verify
that I can share it.

I received a letter saying that the investigation for the Botler alle‐
gations from 2022 was initiated 10 days after I testified here at OG‐
GO on November 17, 2023, I believe. Mine said “initiated”, and
Mr. Utano's said “reinitiated”, which just doesn't make any sense to
us.
● (1215)

Mr. Antonio Utano: Can I add some more clarification?

I learned in November 2023 that something was opened and
closed. I believe Ms. Dutt from Botler confirmed that she got a call
from Pierre Lessard, the chief security officer, saying exactly the
same thing that we told them in 2021 and exactly the same thing
that PSPC told them in the summer of 2023, which was that this
was a matter between them and their business partners, not the
Government of Canada, and that it appeared to be a misunderstand‐
ing on how procurement contracting works in the Government of
Canada.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: You're saying that you have written docu‐
mentation—which you can share with the committee, I hope, as
soon as possible—to confirm that the government's telling you in
November 2023 that they were either initiating in one case or re‐
opening in another case an investigation.

Can you supply that to us? It explicitly contradicts the testimony
that we received from Mr. Lafleur. Answer quickly, because I want
to get to another question, but is that correct?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I can confirm it. If I'm able to pro‐
vide it, then I will.

Also, the document says they are entering the fact-finding stage,
which clearly goes into this.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: If what you said is accurate and if it's sup‐
ported by the document, it would very clearly contradict the testi‐
mony that we heard from the investigator.

You referenced the Prime Minister's words and suggested in your
opening comments that it wasn't just a matter of other people in
CBSA trying to put the whole blame for what happened onto you
two. You referenced the Prime Minister's comments. What do you
think is motivating the Prime Minister's words? Why is he invested
in the outcome of this investigation?

Mr. Antonio Utano: I can start.

It's a great question. The answer is that we don't know.

We've been trying to access information to defend our characters
and our ability to defend against what's happening with this investi‐
gation. Our ATIP requests have been delayed and blocked. Access
to the original allegations has been denied. We keep trying to ask
CBSA to clarify, but we've been denied. We don't know. That's the
issue.

There's been a cover-up and a doubling down, if you will, to try
to protect and withhold information from us. Information has been
deleted. We just saw an announcement from the Government of
Canada that the internal ATIP machine within CBSA has been
down for the last two weeks. Something is going on. This is what is
concerning to us.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I would just add that I'm not a
politician and I don't want to get into politics, but there's a lot of it
going on right now. When we see what's happening with the OAG
report and with this, it just seems as though there's been a lack of
accountability overall.
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I was kind of shocked when I saw the media reports on the news
that the Prime Minister had said what he said. You can't say there
won't be consequences when you're saying that there is an investi‐
gation, and in this case we haven't even been contacted by the
RCMP. It just doesn't make any sense to me.

The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Genuis.

Colleagues, we're going to take a short five-minute suspension to
use the facilities, etc. We'll be back in five minutes.
● (1215)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1225)

The Chair: We are back in session.

We're over to Mr. Sousa, please, for five minutes. Go ahead, sir.
Mr. Charles Sousa (Mississauga—Lakeshore, Lib.): Thank

you, Mr. Chair and witnesses.

I have a preamble here.

Based upon Mr. Utano's and Mr. MacDonald's opening state‐
ments, I don't believe that anyone's been charged here. I don't be‐
lieve that anything has been laid against anyone. Neither the Prime
Minister nor any other elected officials are stating that. What
they're stating is that if anyone is held accountable, they should
then be appropriately dealt with. I think all of us have recognized
that, and that's why we're going through this process.

I do appreciate Mr. Utano's recognizing that ArriveCAN would
have cost more had it been done another way, but there is value in
the intellectual property of the work that has been done. I think
that's also critical to reaffirm.

Mr. MacDonald, I appreciate your recognizing that you've
known Mr. Firth and first met him in Stephen Harper's days in
2010.

Now I'm trying to understand the confusion between this prelimi‐
nary statement of facts that has come out. It's not the final result;
it's just a preliminary indication of what you did as part of the in‐
vestigation.

As we go through the investigation, there is a next step. The next
step, of course, is to provide interviews and to reach out to you and
Mr. Utano. I think you've already responded via your lawyers as to
coming forward, having an interview and going forward in this.

Can you please confirm that you have actually held back on pro‐
viding interviews with the investigator?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Maybe I'll start.

When you say “held back”, I think what we've done is maybe
pushed back for our rights.

We have asked for disclosure. We know that Botler provided
some form of email to Erin O'Gorman and what they refer to as
“leadership”. There was also a request for a misconduct report, and
the CBSA received the misconduct report some weeks later. That's
what CBSA wrote in the document.

We've asked for that information in order to prepare for our par‐
ticipation. We will continue to do so.

Short of the fact that we received notification that said that they
initiated—

Mr. Charles Sousa: That's fair enough.

We have a situation in which an investigation is under review.
You have concerns about sharing your evidence to ensure that the
truth is made and that we get to the bottom of it, and we all agree
with that. I believe the investigation is also looking, for that matter,
and the RCMP is making its investigations. I don't know to what
extent that's happened, because that's part of the integrity of the in‐
vestigation.

Certainly when we're dealing with this now in public and indi‐
viduals are having conversations with you on the side and we're
here before this committee, we're prejudicing the possibility of a
proper outcome, in my opinion.

Notwithstanding, I don't want to discuss the actual details of the
preliminary statement of facts, because that's where we're trying to
protect you as well, in that circumstance.

You mentioned that one of the members.... Well, he's not a full-
time member of the committee; he's part time. He comes in and he's
reached out to you. When did that first happen? When were you
first approached by a committee member?

● (1230)

Mr. Antonio Utano: Thank you for the question, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Sousa, I think we've answered that question and I think
we've committed to providing those timelines. To be completely
honest, I don't have the exact dates and timelines in front of me. We
did work with our counsel, and communications did happen
through our counsel.

Mr. Charles Sousa: Did you give your counsel authorization to
share documents with other members of the committee?

Mr. Antonio Utano: We authorized our counsel to do what is in
the best interest of his clients, which would be us.

Mr. Charles Sousa: Were you aware that your counsel was pro‐
viding information?

Obviously, you're telling me that neither one of you actually
shared information with a member of the committee.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: What we have said is that initially
there were elements of the report that were shared. That's the truth.

Mr. Charles Sousa: Who shared them?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: It was shared through counsel.

Mr. Charles Sousa: You did not have a direct conversation with
members of the committee.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: We have had direct conversations
with that member of the committee, but we did not share ele‐
ments—
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Mr. Charles Sousa: You've been having conversations with a
member of this committee. The investigator appeared before this
committee without other members of the committee having infor‐
mation at hand or having seen those documents, and then there was
questioning of the issues within that document that we did not want
to be—

The Chair: You're going to have to wrap up, Mr. Sousa, with a
question.

Mr. Charles Sousa: To each witness, have you directly, or
through your legal counsel, confirmed that you will participate with
the CBSA director general's security and professional standards in‐
vestigation, yes or no?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: He's not a director general. He's an
executive director and he's not a lead investigator, but we have con‐
firmed in writing with him more than three times that we are will‐
ing to participate.

We're just looking for a fair shot.
Mr. Antonio Utano: We want to add, on the record, sir, that

we've asked for disclosure. We've asked for the original allegations.
We've asked for our ATIPs to be processed. We only got a copy of
this PSF because of a motion here at OGGO. That was not dis‐
closed to us during or before the request to come in for an inter‐
view.

We've always articulated that we are ready and willing to partici‐
pate, but let's have a fair and transparent interview, and let's have
that disclosure, as we've requested.

The Chair: Thank you, gentlemen.

Go ahead, Mrs. Vignola, please.
[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

Mr. MacDonald, do you know Caleb White?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: No, I don't believe I do.
Mrs. Julie Vignola: Thank you.

Do you know Heather Wallace?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Yes.
Mrs. Julie Vignola: Okay.

Had you felt any pressure from your superiors to select
GC Strategies?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: No, there was no pressure.

I'd proposed the firm Deloitte. Mr. Utano and his team proposed
GC Strategies. The two proposals, mine and his, were sent to
Mr. Doan. Apparently, the decision was made with the president,
but it was Mr. Doan who advised me of the decision to work with
GC Strategies.

Once the decision was made, it was our job to achieve the re‐
quired deliverables.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: There was no pressure as such from
Mr. Doan to select GC Strategies.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Minh Doan and I disagreed about
Deloitte. Actually, Mr. Doan said that the firm was in the penalty
box, but it wasn't a discussion subject to duress or harassment. At
that time, it was really—

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Thank you.

Who proposed the firm OnePlan?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: That's a good question. It was Kelly

Belanger and Carol Sabourin.

Kelly Belanger was director general of project management. She
was responsible for providing cloud computing and tools for the
project. The suggestion to use OnePlan came from them. They were
the ones who talked to Mr. Firth and the other consultants working
on the file. The scope—
● (1235)

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Who wrote—
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: We weren't the ones who wrote—

[English]
The Chair: That is our time, Ms. Vignola. We will get back to

you.
[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
[English]

The Chair: Go ahead, Mr. Bachrach, please.
Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Mr. MacDonald, do you acknowledge

that the emails you presented to the committee on November 7
were the property of CBSA?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I haven't been shown anything that
says that.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Were those emails ones that were ex‐
changed during your employment at CBSA, using their—

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: When everybody else exchanged
emails in their testimony, were those emails the property of the CB‐
SA as well?

When Mr. Doan testified after I called him a liar and proved it,
he came back and said that he had found emails that were deleted,
apparently, but he was able to find them.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: The question was a fairly straightforward
one, Mr. MacDonald. Were those emails were sent or received us‐
ing your CBSA email account?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Yes.
Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Okay.

Do you acknowledge that those emails, because they were sent
as part of your employment with CBSA, the property of CBSA?

Mr. Antonio Utano: May I answer that question, Mr. Chair?

When an ATIP is received, we are to divulge our emails. That
then becomes the property of the Government of Canada as a
whole, or even of the requester. They pay a $5 fee and they get ac‐
cess to all of our emails, so at that point, it's a good question. If an
ATIP is processed and emails are released, who owns the emails?
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Mr. Taylor Bachrach: The question was whether those emails
that you brought to committee on November 7 are the property of
CBSA. Because those emails were part of your employment there,
they weren't yours to disclose to the committee.

As my next question, were you then surprised that your security
clearance was revoked after that November 7 meeting? Was part of
the reason that your security clearance was revoked because you
were disclosing emails that were the property of CBSA?

Mr. Antonio Utano: Mr. Chair, I can answer that.

Our emails were released through ATIP requests, and we did not
process ATIP requests. We don't have that many. We don't work in
the ATIP office.

I think what we're saying, then, is, did the ATIP office release
documents that were the property of a certain agency? I don't think
so. The emails belong to the Government of Canada and Canadians.
That's why we have an ATIP process—

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Were the documents you brought to the
November 7 meeting all in the public domain?

Mr. Antonio Utano: They were ATIP—
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Every document that I provided.... I

provided no documents that were protected.

Furthermore, let's go back to the investigation. No part of the let‐
ter we received and the preliminary statement of facts suggests that
I provided secret information to jurisdictions that I shouldn't have.

I appreciate the line of questioning and I'm happy to answer your
questions. I will always tell the truth, but—

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: I was just seeking clarity on—
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: —my suspension wasn't due to the

fact that I testified at this committee and provided evidence, as is
being suggested.

The Chair: That is your time, Mr. Bachrach.

We will go to Mr. Brock and then to Mr. Kusmierczyk.
Mr. Larry Brock: Thank you, Chair.

Despite the unsuccessful efforts of my Liberal colleagues today
and throughout this week to try to spin the narrative that Canadians
received really good value for the $60 million wasted on this “Ar‐
riveScam”, and we often hear that it saved lives, there's really no
empirical evidence to suggest that one life was actually saved.
However, the Liberals continue with this narrative, and I think
Canadians would actually prefer the independent voice of the Audi‐
tor General on the issue of value, and not the voice of biased Liber‐
al members.

I'm going to put out a phrase to you from her report:
The Canada Border Services Agency's disregard for policies, controls, and trans‐
parency in the contracting process restricted opportunities for competition and
undermined value for money.

I emphasize “value for money”, so the focus that I have, for the
amount of time I have left, is to really drill down on the guess that
the Auditor General made with respect to what this fiasco cost
Canadians. It's almost $60 million, but that doesn't include the

probably millions of dollars that were paid to the federal public ser‐
vice.

Can you offer any suggestion as to how many millions of dollars,
on top of that $60 million, were actually paid to the professional
federal public service?

Mr. Antonio Utano: I'll start with that.

With respect to responsibilities on the oversight of what this
whole thing cost, that does not fall on the technical delivery teams,
so to give you an estimate on what it cost to pay public servants, I
don't have that answer, Mr. Brock.

● (1240)

Mr. Larry Brock: However, you can confirm that federal public
servants did work during the number of years that the 177 different
applications of this “ArriveScam” was being rolled out. We did
have federal public servants working: Is that correct?

Mr. Antonio Utano: That's correct—

Mr. Larry Brock: Okay, and there's a cost.

Mr. Antonio Utano: —and not just within the agency, the CB‐
SA; we also have to look at PHAC and the other agencies. We're
not responsible for providing that whole—

Mr. Larry Brock: Absolutely, okay, and we don't know what
that number is, but it's going to be more than the $60-million esti‐
mate.

We also have evidence from the Auditor General that millions of
dollars were paid out to contractors who did zero work on Arrive‐
CAN, but did unrelated work.

Do you have evidence, for the time you were at CBSA, of enti‐
ties coming forward in the knowledge that there was a pot of unlim‐
ited resources to take advantage of and seeking millions of dollars
or hundreds of thousands of dollars for projects unrelated to Arrive‐
CAN?

Go ahead, Mr. MacDonald.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I don't have any evidence of wrong‐
doing, just to be clear. What I will say is that there were divisions,
federal public servants, who wanted to associate with ArriveCAN
so that they could get the funding they needed to move their initia‐
tives forward.

Mr. Larry Brock: Could you give some examples, sir?
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Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Well, there were a few in the com‐
mercial branch. There were a few others in the travellers branch.
We had some corollary projects that we had already started—some
no-touch mobile, the e-declaration, some of these things that we
were trying to work on—and if you just put it under an ArriveCAN
tag line, it was easier to achieve the funding and get the budget you
wanted from the finance branch.

Oftentimes what people would do was if they had overall agen‐
das, they would associate it with what was going on in the pandem‐
ic and then ArriveCAN. They would get the budget for it, and then
they would move it closer to it.

Mr. Larry Brock: Essentially, they were lying to access taxpay‐
er money by using the tag line “ArriveCAN”. Is that fair to say?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I have to be honest with you: I
wouldn't call it a lie. I would call it perhaps an exaggeration.

They would align what they were hoping to achieve as their tar‐
get with what was happening with ArriveCAN to obtain their out‐
come. It was a stretch.

There's a very big difference between a stretch and a lie, in my
opinion, but I never saw anybody nefariously lie so that they could
get access to hundreds of thousands of dollars. Let's say they were
loosely coupled.

Mr. Larry Brock: Mr. MacDonald, I believe in black and white.
I don't believe in grey, okay?

If people were accessing taxpayer funds in a way that had abso‐
lutely nothing to do with the ArriveCAN application and develop‐
ment, they were misleading government officials to access taxpayer
funds. I call that misleading. I call that an absolute lie.

How many millions of dollars can you estimate were actually
spent on individuals or organizations that you've just described?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I left after the first year. I wouldn't
even be able to hazard a guess, but I would say the number would
be higher than a million if you totalled it from my vantage point.

Mr. Larry Brock: Okay.

Is that my time?
The Chair: That is your time.

Go ahead, Mr. Kusmierczyk.
Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk (Windsor—Tecumseh, Lib.): Thank

you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses for your testimony.

The challenge for our committee, of course, from the very begin‐
ning, has been to separate what is fact from what is fiction. My
grandma use to say, “Eat the fish, spit the bones.” We're trying to
separate what are the fish and what are the bones.

I wanted to ask you this. Our Conservative colleagues continue
to repeat that this was an $80,000 app that ballooned to $60 million.
Is this true?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: No, it's not true. As I've said before,
the prototype was about $80,000. To get an app was
about $400,000.

I really wish Canadians would understand what it costs to actual‐
ly convert paper into digital in the timelines that we had.

This was included on two different mobile platforms, not to men‐
tion the changes. We went all the way to making the app mandatory
and making it mandatory to submit it before you came into the
country, to collecting sensitive information on a protected cloud, to
making sure that it was protected in the first place.

There's no way that this app would have been done in a weekend,
as other people have tried to suggest—

● (1245)

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: Mr. MacDonald, how much did the app
cost, the app itself, as a ballpark figure?

Mr. Antonio Utano: We've left the agency since then, but as a
ballpark figure, I'm going to guess between $12 million to $14 mil‐
lion for the actual app itself.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: That's for the app itself.

Mr. Antonio Utano: Purely the app.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: Is it fair to say, Mr. MacDonald, that the
rest of the cost—above, let's say, the $10 million to $12 million—
was for the back-end supports, the data storage, the Service Canada
call centres, and all the things that make the system run? Is that cor‐
rect?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Yes, that's 100%.

In fact, in my prior testimony, when I told you that Minh put De‐
loitte in the penalty box, the data office was trying to go with De‐
loitte, and Minh told them the exact same thing, so half of those
costs moved over to our side, because it was all kind of orientated
around cloud and storage and whatnot. We bore a lot of those costs.

I mean, to think about the data pipelines, the security and the
ability to do the back-end infrastructure, what we had to do at one
point was validate that people had actually crossed the border. If
you submitted through ArriveCAN, the data was going to the
province and the province was checking on people, but if they nev‐
er got on the plane, they were wasting their time. We had to do ver‐
ification checks to make sure that everybody who said they were
coming across actually made it across, and then we would send that
data over.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: Let me ask you question.

Mr. Utano mentioned $12 million, but I heard you say $6 million
before. Can you clarify the cost of the app itself?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: The overall cost of the first year of
operation that I was tracking—I left right after that—was $6.3 mil‐
lion. That included security, hosting fees, validation, independent
reviews, the build of the app, etc.
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Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: The deputy leader of the Conservatives
stood in the House of Commons and said that the ArriveCAN did
no work, and I quote. Is this true? Is this fish or bones?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: It's definitely politics.

From our vantage point, I think we can show that there were over
40 million transactions done on the app using the web mobile plat‐
form. These were processed and were passed on to PHAC.

I do recall that in the early days there were many studies about
the speed at which people could transact, not to mention the cost.
I've talked about the cost. I mean, they used to take the piece of pa‐
per, put it into a biohazard bag and ship it in a truck to Ottawa so
that people could manually enter it into a spreadsheet, so efficien‐
cies, I think, were there. That was why the decision to proceed with
an app and make it mandatory was was made by the government.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: Okay. I appreciate that.

I have a question for you.

This week, did you speak with Mr. Brock ahead of your testimo‐
ny here today?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Who are you asking?
Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: I'm asking both of you.
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Yes, we had a discussion with Mr.

Brock.
Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: Mr. MacDonald, can you tell me what

you discussed with Mr. Brock this week, ahead of your testimony
here today?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Mr. Brock wanted to know a little
bit about what I provided to the OAG. He wanted to know what my
thoughts were, and he wanted clarification on the details around the
office and who the CIO was. He wanted to confirm his assertion
that Minh Doan was the CIO and that John Ossowski was the presi‐
dent at the time.

I don't remember what else we talked about—
Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: Mr. MacDonald, did he ever tell you

which questions he would be asking you ahead of time?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: No, he never told me what ques‐

tions.

He kind of indicated that he wasn't necessarily happy with some
of the testimony of other people and he really wanted to zero in on
certain things to get to the bottom of where he didn't understand the
connection point.

Some of it I wasn't able to answer because I wasn't there anyway,
not that it would be difficult for me—

The Chair: That should wrap up the answer.
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I'm sorry.
The Chair: I'm sorry, but we're past the time.

Ms. Vignola, please go ahead.
[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. MacDonald, who created the task authorization for OnePlan?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: It was a long time ago.

I do recall that there were meetings between Kelly Belanger's
team and her executive director.

I don't know whether other members of her team were present.
They discussed the scope of the work and tasks needing to be exe‐
cuted. I think that we signed the task authorizations for the required
deliverables.

However, Mr. Utano and I weren't part of the discussions about
the scope of the work.

● (1250)

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Understood.

You weren't responsible for creating the task authorization, then.
We were told that GC Strategies created everything and that it was
plugged into an already existing contract.

Can you confirm or refute that?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I'm going to try my best to answer
your question.

I believe that Kelly Belanger's team and her executive director
determined the needs. We used the contract. GC Strategies' third
contract was used. If I remember correctly, at the end of the discus‐
sion, given everything that was going on, it was determined that
perhaps it was an opportunity to use that contract, which focused on
accessibility. That contract was originally created because of pres‐
sure from the Privy Council Office and the Treasury Board Secre‐
tariat to ensure that the app was accessible to Canadians.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Thank you.

Are we to understand that the tens of thousands of pages provid‐
ed to the committee were “cleaned up”, like all the documents pro‐
vided to the Auditor General, so as to protect others by making you
the scapegoats?

We learned that a majority of the complaints laid before the In‐
formation Commissioner concerned CBSA, and we also know that,
in the past, whistle-blowers have been punished for speaking out
against mismanagement at CBSA.

Do you believe that CBSA, given its practices, particularly with
regard to contracting and passport management, should be placed
under third-party management?

[English]

The Chair: I asked for a quick answer. Could you get to the
question, please?

[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Should CBSA be placed under third-party
management?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I apologize, Mrs. Vignola, but the
sound cut out at the end of your question. I'm going to try to re‐
spond to the best of my ability.
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If I understood your question correctly, you're asking whether I
believe that CBSA should retain contracting authority?

Mrs. Julie Vignola: No, that's not what I asked you.
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I apologize, there was an issue with

the sound at the end of your question.
Mrs. Julie Vignola: Clearly, there are problems with—

[English]
The Chair: You're way past your time, I'm afraid, but there are

some more rounds after—
[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Nonetheless, it's not my fault if there's an
issue with interpretation.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Yes, that's true.
[English]

It's cutting off.
Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Mr. Chair, I'll give Ms. Vignola a couple

of seconds of my time if she wants to finish.
The Chair: We'll take a couple of seconds to check the interpre‐

tation for the gentleman, please.

Ms. Vignola, do you want to start again with the question? We
are past time, but we still have plenty of time left. Go ahead, please,
and then we'll get the answer from the gentleman.
[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Thank you.

I'm going to ask my question from start to finish to ensure that
you understand it properly, and I'll do it slowly.

Are we to understand that the tens of thousands of pages provid‐
ed to the committee, as well as to the Auditor General were
“cleaned up” so as to protect others by making you the scapegoats?

Through the Information Commissioner, we learned that the ma‐
jority of access to information complaints concerned CBSA. Fur‐
thermore, we know that whistle-blowers were subject to reprisals
after flagging passport mismanagement.

For all those reasons, do you believe that CBSA should be placed
under third-party management?
● (1255)

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Thank you for your question.
[English]

The Chair: If you're able to give a brief answer, go ahead. If not,
I'm sure we'll get back to you in the next round.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Okay.

The fact of the matter is that I couldn't tell you what documents
were provided to the OAG or for these investigations. I won't sug‐
gest that they were cleaned up or doctored. I wouldn't know. I was
surprised that the people they're accusing of doing all this work—
the inventors of ArriveCAN, if you will, as we've been tagged
through this investigation and everything—weren't even inter‐
viewed until the end.

My last comment would just be this: I think it's pretty clear that
tens of thousands of emails were deleted by Minh Doan, and if
that's the case, then I don't know that the information could be doc‐
tored; it just was never provided.

The Chair: Thank you very much, everyone, for your patience
with the translation.

I'm sorry about that, Mrs. Vignola.

Mr. Bachrach, please go ahead.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Utano, you indicated in your opening remarks that you were
previously employed with the RCMP. I believe I recall hearing you
say that in your remarks.

Do you trust the RCMP to complete a full and impartial investi‐
gation on this matter?

Mr. Antonio Utano: I do trust the RCMP, yes.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: I guess what I'm trying to [Technical dif‐
ficulty—Editor] repeated assertions by both of you that there's been
no misconduct and no wrongdoing in these matters around the pro‐
curement of the ArriveCAN app—

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: Mr. Chair, I apologize for interrupting
Mr. Bachrach, but I can't seem to hear. The sound is not coming
through.

The Chair: Thanks, Mr. Kusmierczyk.

We'll suspend for a couple of seconds while I get the clerk to
check with Mr. Bachrach.

Now everything seems to be working again.

Thank you, Mr. Kusmierczyk, for pointing that out. Go ahead,
Mr. Bachrach.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Thank you.

Picking up from where I left off, we've heard these repeated as‐
sertions that there's been no misconduct and no wrongdoing in the
procurement of the ArriveCAN app, and yet we have the RCMP
currently conducting an investigation. Are you suggesting that this
investigation is unnecessary?

Mr. Antonio Utano: We're not sure if we're even involved in the
RCMP investigation. We haven't been contacted by the RCMP in
their investigation. We did assert that we're concerned with the in‐
ternal administrative investigation. There are conflicts of interest
and there is bias and missing context in all the allegations presented
in the PSF. The RCMP did not create the PSF.

Moreover, we have evidence demonstrating that continuity of ev‐
idence was not even maintained. You've heard about the accusa‐
tions around the deletion of emails. Now you've heard also about
information that's being withheld, never mind that the original alle‐
gation is still outstanding, despite our asking for disclosure.
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This has nothing to do with the RCMP. This is all to do with the
internal administration that's being led by the CBSA—

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: I guess what I'm saying, Mr. Utano—
Mr. Antonio Utano: —so yes, I do have severe concerns with

the CBSA administrative investigation, for those reasons.
Mr. Taylor Bachrach: You have repeatedly expressed concern

about the Auditor General's findings. You've expressed a lack of
belief in the preliminary statement of facts from the internal investi‐
gation and you have trouble with the Botler report, yet the RCMP
seems to think, based on what they've been given, that there is a ba‐
sis for an investigation.

I'm trying to understand these two perspectives. One is that
there's nothing to see here, and the other is that there's lots to see
here and that it's very important and that we need to get to the bot‐
tom of this.

How should the public understand that discrepancy?
● (1300)

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I'll jump in.

Number one, I just want to clarify—
The Chair: Give a relatively short answer, please.
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Some of these are not easy to an‐

swer quickly, sir.

We're not questioning the AG's findings; we're questioning the
inputs. If the AG wasn't given the proper inputs, then she wouldn't
be able to have the proper outputs, and I think everybody under‐
stands that. We're not questioning her or her office at all. I want to
be very clear about that.

If the RCMP has something to investigate, both Mr. Utano and I
feel that they should be free to conduct their investigation.

What we feel very strongly about is that the CBSA is trying to
cover something up. They've doubled down and created this false
preliminary statement, just to basically destroy our credibility. They
shared it with our employers when it clearly wasn't ready. There are
clearly facts within it that are just so false and incorrect that it's un‐
believable. That's what we have a problem with. That's why we
went to the courts, Mr. Bachrach.

Just to be clear, we're not asking for the investigation to go away;
we're asking for an independent investigation because we don't be‐
lieve the CBSA is capable of doing one.

The Chair: Thanks very much.

We have Mr. Barrett and then Ms. Atwin. Go ahead, Mr. Barrett.
Mr. Michael Barrett: In a response to a previous question, you

said the app cost $6.3 million. Was that at the conclusion of your
time at CBSA, or are you saying that's the cost of the app?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Thank you for the question.

That wasn't the answer I was trying to give for the cost of the
app. The $6.3 million was the aggregate cost that I was tracking
over the first year, which is what the AG put in her report.

Mr. Michael Barrett: Then it increased tenfold in the following
year.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: It increased—

Mr. Michael Barrett: It increased to $54 million, and then to at
least $60 million by the Auditor General's accounting.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I think the Auditor General's ac‐
counting, from what I recall—I'm using rough numbers—was that
it went from $6.3 million to $25 million and $25 million. I say that
knowing that it doesn't add up to $60 million, but it adds up to pret‐
ty close to that, whether it was $27 million or $28 million.

Mr. Michael Barrett: So the app cost $60 million.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I would say that the program of Ar‐
riveCAN—

Mr. Michael Barrett: The question is, sir, whether you disagree
with the Auditor General's findings that ArriveCAN cost $60 mil‐
lion. Do you agree, yes or no?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I agree that the costs that she
tracked were—

Mr. Michael Barrett: It was $60 million.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: It was $60 million, yes.

Mr. Michael Barrett: Do you think taxpayers got good value for
money with this app? It's a pretty straightforward question.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I think that what we were looking at
while we were building it when I was there was how we could keep
having people move through airports, how we could get informa‐
tion to provinces and territories—

Mr. Michael Barrett: Do you think it's good value for money
for the at least 10,000 people who were wrongly quarantined for 14
days? They were placed under house arrest under threat of jail. Do
you think that they think it's good value for money?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Quarantine didn't even exist when I
left.

I guess I would say that with that question, you can see the com‐
plexity of what was created in the decisions that were made by
PHAC, CBSA and others.

Mr. Michael Barrett: It's a very expensive product that failed
Canadians in a terrible way.

In your opening statement, you said you believed that people
were being extorted for government contracts. Who was that? Just
give the name, please. Who was being extorted?

Mr. Antonio Utano: I can answer that.
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It's not what we said; it's what CBSA said. It was that sharing the
misconduct report was in exchange for a contract of services and
for participating in the interview—

Mr. Michael Barrett: I'm looking for the names, sir.
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Ritika Dutt and Amir Morv are the

owners of Botler. They are the ones who put in the allegations ini‐
tially. They sent them to Erin O'Gorman and “leadership”. Then
they asked for a contract to be able to give the misconduct report,
and another contract to participate—

Mr. Michael Barrett: What tech would GC Strategies have been
able to showcase in the technical bake-off that you mentioned?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Thank you for the question.

I wasn't there and I'm not 100% certain, but I believe there was a
company in Ottawa that they partnered with that was hugely into
data and analytics and had done some work at Transport Canada.
There were two companies, and I think they showcased what they
were capable of doing and what they had done before.

Mr. Michael Barrett: Wouldn't it have raised red flags that you
had a company there showing off another company?

GC Strategies was making 30% on a $20-million contract,
which, as I pointed out yesterday with some quick math, is enough
to hire 10 full-time public servants for 25 years. GC Strategies was
making 30% on a $20-million contract to make introductions. Then
the introduction was made.

These guys were using Google searches. Did no one see some‐
thing wrong with using a middleman that was cutting 30% off of
this? Did no one see that this was insane?
● (1305)

Mr. Antonio Utano: Maybe I can opine in here.

With respect to skill sets and costs, the public service and public
servants are not Lego pieces that can be interchangeably used in the
same way.

For example, we did reach out to CDS, which is the Canadian
Digital Service, looking to leverage that in a program whereby we
would bring in expertise. The annual cost would have
been $400,000 per person, plus the EBPs, the employee benefits.

These skill sets are not interchangeable or—
Mr. Michael Barrett: We're out of time here.

Who has deleted records related to ArriveCAN?
Mr. Antonio Utano: The reports that we have seen in the media

have pointed to Minh Doan.
Mr. Michael Barrett: Do you know of anyone? Can you assert?

If you can assert that anyone has deleted records, I just need the
name. I'm very short on time. I just need the name.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Minh Doan has deleted emails, and
we did not have our accounts locked down until after we testified.
We are very concerned that our emails have been deleted, because
they won't give us records of who's accessed our emails.

Mr. Michael Barrett: Would you say that this is a cover-up?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I believe there's the potential for it,
and all we've been trying to do is seek justice, fairness and trans‐
parency.

Mr. Michael Barrett: Why do you think that there's a cover-up?

Mr. Antonio Utano: It's a great question, and we want to know
as well. We've been asking for information and disclosure.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: If we have the time, I told you guys
about Minh Doan threatening me, and nobody did anything.

Kelly Belanger was nowhere to be found. The OAG keeps on
saying that there was a lack of project management. Her husband
was convicted of sexually assaulting young girls and he got con‐
victed and went to jail, and she wasn't around. I had been asked,
and Mr. Utano had been asked, to help her out while she was gone
for family problems.

Erin O'Gorman didn't do anything when she found out that I was
threatened. Mr. Doan had threatened somebody else and been
docked pay, so she knew there was a pattern of this behaviour.
When we talk about why there would be a reason or a separation, I
never had any problems when I was at the CBSA. I got asked to go
to Health Canada because of my record at the CBSA and my record
previous to it.

Therefore, I don't know. Neither does Mr. Utano, who had a spot‐
less record. We're just trying to get the right information. We're try‐
ing to have transparency and now, after everything that's happened,
we want independence from what the CBSA has done.

Mr. Michael Barrett: You don't trust the Trudeau government to
review their own scandal.

The Chair: That is our time, gentlemen. Thanks very much.

Ms. Atwin, please go ahead.

Mrs. Jenica Atwin: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

Just right off the top, for Mr. Utano and Mr. MacDonald, are you
able to table the communications between you and your lawyers
and CBSA regarding the claim you made that you would meet with
investigators?

Mr. Antonio Utano: Barring any disruption with respect to so‐
licitor-client privilege, we can take that back and take a look at it,
for sure.

Mrs. Jenica Atwin: Okay.

I have an article here. It's from The Globe and Mail.
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Our media friends have been following this very closely. This is
from an October 4 article entitled “RCMP probes alleged miscon‐
duct in outsourced CBSA contract”, and this is the quote from it:

Those recorded conversations show Mr. MacDonald directed Botler in February,
2020, to “please work with Kristian” and “let Kristian work his magic.” The
conversations also reveal that Mr. Firth described Mr. MacDonald in November,
2019, as a friend and said, “I've been with him his whole career in the govern‐
ment.”
Mr. Firth referred to various senior public servants as friends.
Mr. Firth also urged the two Botler entrepreneurs to single out Mr. MacDonald
for praise when meeting with other senior government officials.

Mr. MacDonald, do you have a response to that? How did you
feel reading that in the media and how would you characterize that?
Is it truthful?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I would characterize it not as truth‐
ful at all and as cherry-picked information from Botler, who were
apparently recording everything that everybody does and then de‐
cided to put in misconduct reports two years after their failed busi‐
ness dealings.

Number one, I don't think the member was here when I first testi‐
fied, but I did explain and I went through a whole critical path of
timelines. I held up a big piece of paper and I explained that when
Botler says that I tried to pressure them, there was no chance that
that could be the case because, one, I wasn't the client, and two, the
decision to go ahead with Botler didn't happen for almost another
year after that.

Number two, in terms of Mr. Firth knowing me for my entire ca‐
reer, it's false. He clarified that he knew me his entire career. I've
already explained the timelines and dates of when I knew Mr. Firth,
and we didn't have a close personal relationship whatsoever. I met
him three times out of an office, and half of that was during a pan‐
demic when you couldn't go into an office in the first place.

In terms of singling me out—because I'm trying to answer your
question very directly—I don't know why Mr. Firth would do that. I
certainly didn't ask him to do that. I wasn't part of that conversation
and I wasn't videotaped or recorded or whatever it is that Botler
does as part of that, and I won't speculate, but I never asked Mr.
Firth to do anything. It's unfortunate. I didn't like it at all and I think
the reporter's aware that I didn't appreciate the report, but it hap‐
pened and I'm dealing with it as best I can.
● (1310)

Mrs. Jenica Atwin: Thank you for that.

I started with that because that was what initiated so much in
these past few months in our committee testimony and hearings.

Was there misconduct in the procurement process, as far as you
know, under you, at CBSA during the time for the ArriveCAN de‐
velopment?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: If we start with the Botler allega‐
tions, I believe PSPC reviewed those. I believe they did a legal as‐
sessment and told Botler that this was a private sector matter. I be‐
lieve CBSA, through Botler's own testimony, told Botler the same
thing. I hope that clears up that point.

With respect to the Auditor General and the procurement om‐
bud's report, with respect to my time and tenure at the CBSA, I

don't think I was named as having done anything wrong. I don't
think any public servants were named as doing anything wrong by
the procurement ombud. I don't know of any wrongdoing. I certain‐
ly did not witness any and I wouldn't have stood for it had I seen it.

Frankly, maybe I'll pass it to Mr. Utano for the other two years
that ArriveCAN was there. From what I understand and the reviews
that were done, there were some questions between contract 1 and
contract 2. I've clearly stated that we were responsible for contract
1. The justification for contract 2 was written by the business and
was signed off by the CFO. It was sent over to PSPC and they
signed off on it, and they indicated that they already had a contrac‐
tor in mind for that work.

For contract 3, it would make no sense to go with a different ven‐
dor—as I explained, it doesn't make sense to hire a different
plumber to do more work in your bathroom than you originally en‐
gaged for—but PSPC did insist on a new contract.

I'll leave it at that. That was the only thing I was there for.

Mr. Utano, go ahead, please.

Mr. Antonio Utano: Thanks.

I did not witness any sort of misconduct.

I want to make a comment on the Botler issue.

As I said in my opening statement, what's concerning to me is
the request for contract services in exchange for a misconduct re‐
port and the request for a contract in exchange for participating in
an investigation. For me, that's what raises a lot of red flags.

As far as authorities go, I'll say again that we were not the con‐
tracting authority; we were responsible for the technical delivery
and technical authorities. We also put in place systems and checks
and balances.

I want to reiterate something, because I heard a comment about a
shadow procurement. Let me be very clear: There was no such
thing. There was no shadow procurement. It was impossible to even
trade that. You need six people to turn the key at the same time for
any sort of contract to be let. We had an internal team that was tak‐
ing in requests and we had CBSA procurement and PSPC was the
overall government authority. We also had.... I don't have evidence
for you, but if you.... This was omitted, and this is what's concern‐
ing to me—the omissions of data and papers. That is what I'm ques‐
tioning. You'll see that there were monthly and weekly meetings for
procurement—

The Chair: I'll have to get you to wrap up, Mr. Utano.
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Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Mr. Chair, please, if the member
would permit, there is a distinction that needs to be made between a
technical authority and a contracting authority. When we testified
the last time, because you brought up the media, I brought this up.

The Botler allegations kept calling us the contracting authorities.
We did not have that authority. We could not sign for contracts and
we could not implement things that added cost to the government.
We could, however, sign for scope. There's a very big difference,
and I think that shows the naïveté of the people who made the alle‐
gations in the first place and it was what caused the snowball to
roll.

Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you very much.

Colleagues, as you are aware, we've been letting everyone run a
bit long, and that's partly because we have a long meeting today
and I sense that there are a lot of important questions.

We're down to our final two rounds, so I have to keep everyone
down to their exact time in order to be done on time. I want every‐
one to please be aware of that.

Mr. Genuis is talking about how that will be after him, but no—
please be cognizant of your time, because we need to stick to it.

Mr. Genuis, go ahead, please.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: We've had multiple witnesses who have

been reluctant to appear and who have cited health issues. This has
been a serious and repeated problem for us as we have tried to get
to the bottom of this scandal.

Mr. MacDonald, you referenced in passing someone having a
fake heart attack, which is quite a serious allegation.

Would you be willing to flesh that out a little bit? Who did that,
when, and for what purpose?
● (1315)

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: The reason I say that is that after
Minh Doan threatened me, I reported his threat to my supervisor,
who called over to Ted Gallivan, the executive vice-president at the
CBSA. I don't know what their discussion entailed; I only know
that the feedback that I heard was that it seemed likely, because of
behaviours of Minh Doan, that Minh Doan would be going on sick
leave within a week and a half. This was prior to OGGO happen‐
ing.

Mr. Doan went on sick leave, and I got a text message from Kel‐
ly Belanger saying that Minh was in the hospital having his heart
checked and that he wanted to say thank you for the message I sent,
the one that got me in so much trouble with the reporter because I
had sent him notes on what he should say at OGGO.

Then, miraculously, he comes back to work, moves over to Trea‐
sury Board and gets promoted to be chief technology officer. That
certainly couldn't be a less stressful job than what he was in before
for someone who had heart problems.

Then we have OGGO coming up again, and I'm under the under‐
standing that Mr. Doan is now on medical leave again and can't par‐
ticipate.

I can tell you that I'm not going to disclose my medical issues,
but I have a doctor's note for seven months from my family doctor,
who's known me since I was eight months old, and I'm still coming
here because it's a matter of integrity and it's a matter of importance
for me, my children, my wife and my family to know that I'll stick
up for myself and that I'll tell the truth.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you.

We'll persist in challenging all aspects of your testimony, but we
do appreciate that you are here when others have chosen not to
come and we've had to go to great lengths to get them to come.

You allege that Botler received a contract in exchange for mak‐
ing certain allegations. Is that correct?

Mr. Antonio Utano: Just for clarity, we didn't say that; CBSA
said that.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Okay.

You've talked in the context of this situation about Ms. O'Gor‐
man, Mr. Ossowski and Mr. Doan, but you've also referenced
“leadership” in a somewhat oblique way. Is the implication that
there were higher-ups involved in these conversations with Botler,
people at the political level or people at PCO? Is it beyond those
three people?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Yes—well, I mean, our life has been
pretty much turned upside down, and we've been trying to figure
things out. There aren't a lot of people who are giving us informa‐
tion, but through our discovery, we can tell you that Botler was
very close with Minister Miller. They even knew his chief of staff
by name and waved to her in an interview. We know that they sat at
the top of Department of Justice Canada and that they were given a
seat at the table with the top of the Department of Justice Canada.
We know that Amir Morv was in videos with Justin Trudeau and
we know that he was part of a speaking engagement on AI where
Justin Trudeau was kind of the guest speaker.

From my vantage point, I don't know who my MP's chief of staff
is by name, but yes, when they say “leadership”, it means either the
Clerk of the Privy Council or politicians, in my view.

Mr. Antonio Utano: Can I add one more thing?

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Please.

Mr. Antonio Utano: I also want to highlight that through an
ATIP, we found an email directly from Ritika Dutt to the president,
John Ossowski, in March of—

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: It was March 8, after we started the
feasibility study.
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Mr. Antonio Utano: —2020. Unbeknownst to us, there were
some other dealings going on in partnering with some other project,
although we don't have the details. Mr. MacDonald and I were un‐
aware of this, but through ATIPs we discovered that there were di‐
rect conversations right to the top about working on other initia‐
tives.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: “Right to the top” being...?
Mr. Antonio Utano: I can confirm—
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: It basically says that the Minister of

Justice had already approved a scope for work that had nothing to
do with the feasibility study, so—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I just note, of course, that we heard recent‐
ly that if the Information Commissioner has concerns about infor‐
mation being not provided in a criminal way, she refers that to the
Attorney General, who is the same person, the justice minister who
apparently has these relationships.

Are you concerned, regarding the Prime Minister, that we have
an internal investigation subject to the existing chain of command
when the Prime Minister sits effectively at the top of that chain of
command? Are you concerned about the risk of political involve‐
ment?

The Chair: Give a yes-or-no answer, gentlemen; we're out of
time.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I'd rather not weigh in on that.
That's way too political for anything I'm involved with.

I'm concerned that we're not getting a fair fight and that informa‐
tion is being withheld that would allow us to defend ourselves from
these egregious allegations.
● (1320)

The Chair: Thank you, gentlemen. Thank you, Mr. Genuis.

Mr. Bains, please go ahead, sir.
Mr. Parm Bains: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Once again, I want to go back to Botler.

Did you ask Botler to develop a pilot or do any other IT work?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Thanks for the question.

This is the ironic part about Mr. Lafleur being the lead investiga‐
tor. Mr. Lafleur was actually part of the vetting process for Botler
when we decided on the scope.

The initial proposal was for them to do a feasibility study with
six milestones and do a small regional pilot. HR and security decid‐
ed against doing the pilot, which is why you'll see prior emails from
me to Ritika Dutt saying that we want to do all of this. It was after
their demo and the president's decision that HR came back and said
that they only wanted to do the feasibility study, so that was what
was contracted.

It was after the kickoff that Ritika Dutt wrote to John Ossowski
directly—she didn't include me or Mr. Utano—and said that Justice
Canada had approved this pilot and that they wanted CBSA to take
it on. This is where they would monetize their Botler for Citizens to
move into “Botler for workplace”. I think this is why they testified
that they were going to make $28 million a year across the govern‐

ment. It was because they were trying to position their tool to be
one for internal government workplaces and they would get paid on
licensing.

Mr. Parm Bains: Was that in the CBSA's HR department?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: She wrote directly to the president
of the CBSA, John Ossowski, even though he testified that he had
no contact with her after the initial presentation. The ATIP doesn't
lie.

Mr. Parm Bains: They didn't do any work on ArriveCAN or—

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: No.

Mr. Parm Bains: What actual work did they do?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: That's the funny part. If you look at
their complaints and at their reporting, they did a lot of work. They
were building things. They were building tools. They were doing
configuration. However, they were hired to build six documents as
part of a feasibility study, and that's it. We never hired them to do
anything more.

If they engaged then-president Ossowski and had approval from
the Department of Justice to do some type of public safety pilot or
some work in configuration, it had nothing to do with the contract‐
ing that we had, and we were not aware of it whatsoever. That is
why we've been so vehemently—

Mr. Parm Bains: We're under the impression that they didn't do
any work and they didn't get paid out. That was previous testimony.

Considering all the relationships that you indicated that they
have, they didn't end up with anything, did they?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Our understanding is that they got
paid for two of the six milestones.

Frankly, they testified here that they didn't know who Dalian and
Coradix are, but they used Dalian and Coradix to obtain a line of
credit so that they could build stuff. However, building something
wasn't part of the feasibility study.

This is where Antonio and I are completely confused as to where
Botler got direction and who they were working with. It certainly
wasn't us. The scope from us was a feasibility study.
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Mr. Antonio Utano: I don't have evidence, but I think there was
an assumption from Botler AI that Mr. MacDonald and I were
aware that this other initiative was going on, but we were not. It
was unbeknownst to us. We were not part of those email chains.

When human resources asked us to stop the feasibility study—
I'm calling it “project one”—they are the client, so we stopped it.
What happened, I think inadvertently, is that we caused issues with
this other project that we were not aware of. I think it explains why
Botler is so angry.

Mr. Parm Bains: You feel that they've misled the committee.
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I do, 100%.
Mr. Antonio Utano: Yes.
Mr. Parm Bains: You suggested that Mr. Doan was not permit‐

ted by his seniors to select Deloitte for ArriveCAN because it was
in a penalty box. I think you alluded to that again today.

You speculated that was due to a risk management project called
the CARM project. Mr. Doan stated that this decision was more
likely due to Deloitte's lack of cloud capability, while Mr. Ossowski
did not recall directing anyone to not work with Deloitte.

I asked Mr. Doan specifically who made the decision. I think
we've come to the point that he made the decision on ArriveCAN. I
think we've uncovered that. Perhaps you can shed some light on
that piece, sir. Can you give insight into why Deloitte was not se‐
lected for ArriveCAN?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I thank the member

I know that Mr. Jowhari is familiar with management consulting
and IT. I welcome any member here to look at the two options that
we have provided as evidence.

Nowhere in the Deloitte option does it talk about Deloitte's
cloud. Nowhere in the Deloitte option does it talk about a complete‐
ly outsourced option.

On the other option, where Minh Doan told this committee that
there were no logos or no anything, there was a logo. It was Distill
Mobile, which was subcontracted through GC Strategies.

I maintain that I was told—and so was the former chief data offi‐
cer—that Deloitte was out of bounds and that they were in the
penalty box because the CARM project was in the red. That's the
truth, and it's also verifiable. I've already given this committee the
names of the people who can verify it.
● (1325)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. MacDonald. I'm afraid that we have
to move forward.

Ms. Vignola, you have two and a half minutes, please.
[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola: I will repeat my question from earlier, to
which I did not get an answer.

Should the Canada Border Services Agency be put under third-
party management, under supervision, in order for things to be
cleaned up and what's wrong to be fixed?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: That's a very good question. I have
an opinion, but I'm not sure I'm in a position to answer yes or no to
your question. There are definitely some very serious issues that
need to be addressed.

Despite the testimony of the president and other people from the
agency, from my viewpoint with some hindsight, I don't see how
the issues are progressing toward a resolution. I don't understand
the targets, the steps or the ways in which the CBSA is addressing
these issues. So it is not up to me to answer yes or no to your ques‐
tion.

That's a very good question, though. I think it should be put to
someone who has more experience in this area than I do.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: If I understand correctly, the only thing that
prompted this questioning was Botler's artificial intelligence and
the so-called pilot project. There seems to be some confusion about
each player's role. I'm a bit gullible. I can understand certain things.

I get the impression that, currently, based on a defence strategy
that may be reasonable, an attempt is being made to create reason‐
able doubt regarding Botler's complaint.

Is that the case?

[English]

The Chair: Answer very, very briefly, gentlemen.

Mr. Antonio Utano: We doubt, with respect to what the CBSA
told them, the terms and conditions that they put on the table to par‐
ticipate in the investigation and share the report.

The other thing that's concerning, Madame, is that we have been
asking for disclosure of these original allegations and we still have
yet to receive them. We believe there are others in that letter that
we have not yet become aware of.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

I have to move on.

Go ahead, Mr. Bachrach.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'd like to return to the somewhat astounding statement that Mr.
Doan had suffered a “fake heart attack”. I don't think any of us
would want such statements being made about our personal health
in such a public forum.

I'm just wondering this, Mr. MacDonald: Do you have any medi‐
cal expertise that would allow you to make that statement before
committee?
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Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Perhaps I said something I shouldn't
have, although what I do have is a Reddit article from a public ser‐
vant who was with Mr. Doan a week before his testimony. They
said that he was drunk on his butt, telling jokes and talking about
ArriveCAN vulnerabilities. If somebody was that close to a heart
attack—I do have a little bit of medical knowledge—I don't think
that he should probably have been drinking to the point of being
drunk on his butt.

I made the statement. If it's disrespectful, I take it back, and I
apologize, in full and without reservation, to Mr. Doan for making
it.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: I don't think there's any dispute, Mr.
Chair, that it is disrespectful. The question was whether it is a fact.

You seem to have taken great umbrage, Mr. MacDonald, at other
people making statements that are not factual when they involve
you. However, you've made a statement concerning Mr. Doan that I
don't believe is supported by fact. What are we to make of this? Is
this appropriate, given the context of this fact-finding exercise that
we're participating in right now?
● (1330)

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Frankly, I just apologized, and I re‐
moved or tried to rescind my comment. I unreservedly apologize
for making it. I can't do anything more than that.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: That's fair enough.

Mr. Chair, do I have a few more seconds here for another ques‐
tion?

The Chair: You have 30 seconds, sir.
Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Okay.

I'm going to go back to the CBSA investigation and your reluc‐
tance to participate in it without the CBSA disclosing information
prior to your participation. Do you know if it's CBSA policy to dis‐
close information to interviewees prior to their interviews?

Mr. Antonio Utano: Maybe I can answer that.

We had not refused to participate. In fact, it was the absolute re‐
verse. Second, the investigator was aware we were on medical
leave when it was originally asked.

Third, what is against policy is not maintaining continuity of evi‐
dence and articulating that and sharing that information.

Fourth, I think disclosure is part of fairness and transparency, and
that is part of the policy under the Treasury Board Secretariat.

The Chair: Thank you very much. That is your time.

We're going to Mrs. Block and then Mr. Jowhari.
Mrs. Kelly Block: Thanks very much, Mr. Chair.

I want to circle back to what actually brought us to today's meet‐
ing and go back to the fact that the subject of our study is Arrive‐
CAN, notwithstanding your desire or your wish that Canadians
would understand the challenges and the great work that was done
on ArriveCAN.

I think that what is incredibly egregious to Canadians is the
awarding of a contract to a two-person firm working out of their

basement that had no IT experience and did no IT work. In fact,
both the Auditor General and the procurement ombudsman raised
serious concerns about this contract to GC Strategies. The procure‐
ment ombudsman stated that the requirements for that third contract
were overly restrictive, such that only GC Strategies could win the
contract, and the Auditor General in fact revealed that they were at
the table when the requirements were being created.

I know that in your testimony you've said that you're a technical
authority and not contracting authorities, and that what you do is
sign for scope. I need to understand that, because while you stated
on November 7 that you were never in a position to put contracts in
place and make contracting decisions, you did sign off on funding
and the scope.

My question to you is this: While you didn't have the ability to
execute, did you have the ability to influence the scope and the re‐
quest for proposals, in that you were defining what was needed?
Was either of you involved in the discussions for the development
of the requirements for this final contract with GC Strategies?

Mr. Antonio Utano: Maybe I'll take that one, because Mr. Mac‐
Donald was gone by that time.

What I can confirm is that I was not involved in the development
of that RFP, the request for proposal. I was not involved in the re‐
quirements. There was a separate team of people who were in‐
volved in developing that. I haven't....

I'm sorry?

Mrs. Kelly Block: That answered my question. You were not in‐
volved.

I have another follow-up question. Where was the CFO in all of
this? Again, in your testimony on November 7, Mr. MacDonald,
you stated that the CFO is the contracting authority and is “respon‐
sible for expediting contracts”. When all of this was taking place,
where was the CFO?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Initially, the CFO was at the table.
What we were not discussing was dollars and cents at every meet‐
ing, but every week we would be in front of deputies, in front of
PHAC, and showing them screens about what was to be delivered.
Most VPs were at the table with us.

When we needed funding to be able to put something in place,
the CFO's organization would be the one to approve it and endorse
it. Then it would be the CFO's procurement organization under, at
the time, a place called “comptrollership”, that would do the re‐
views of all of the contracting and see what was going on.
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At the EC table, which is the president and the VPs, there are, at
a minimum, quarterly reviews of expenditures, forecasts and every‐
thing that's going on. It would be more appropriate to ask the
CFO—and his team, frankly, since he has a large team that supports
him—what was going on and where they were.

Certainly they were aware that we were putting contracts in
place. He was the one who sent the NSC over to PSPC. Certainly,
as we were expending funds, we continued the financial cycle. I re‐
ported when I left. I knew it was $6.3 million, because I was track‐
ing all my expenditures. Those were all going to the CFO's organi‐
zation to be rolled up in aggregate as part of the agency's overall
financial position.
● (1335)

Mr. Antonio Utano: Can I add something to that?
Mrs. Kelly Block: Sure.
Mr. Antonio Utano: I don't want to leave the committee with

the sense that there were no discussions or governance; there were.
The reason we were working 12- to 16-hour days was that there
were ongoing meetings throughout every day, three, four or five
times a week, usually three to four times a day—everything from
low-level technical meetings to working with PHAC and their se‐
niors and our seniors. There was so much going on, and it was a
busy time. I just want to make it clear: Everybody was aware of
what was happening. Decisions were being made at the most senior
levels, and they were aware of the costs.

Mrs. Kelly Block: I understand that, and yet the Auditor General
found that there was glaring mismanagement, a waste of taxpayers'
dollars, and not enough evidence to be able to determine the cost of
ArriveCAN.

Thank you.
The Chair: Thanks very much.

Mr. Jowhari, please go ahead, sir.
Mr. Majid Jowhari: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. MacDonald, am I right in understanding that in one of your
responses you talked about the Prime Minister in his response in an
interview implicating you and Mr. Utano, and passing a judgment
in an ongoing investigation? Did I understand that correctly?

Mr. Antonio Utano: We can go back to the opening comments,
but with the Prime Minister opining in on this, it felt like it was,
yes, directed at us.

Mr. Majid Jowhari: Okay.

Let me read what I have been able to secure in the last hour. I
quote: “Prime Minister Justin Trudeau said Tuesday it's "obvious"
contracting rules weren't followed during the development of the
controversial ArriveCan app.” The Prime Minister called the appli‐
cation controversial and said the rules were not followed. That is
something directly out of the AG's report, and in no way does it im‐
plicate you or Mr. Utano.

“Trudeau said that while the app was developed at the beginning
of the COVID-19 pandemic, such projects still need to follow rules
even in difficult times.” This is exactly following what the AG re‐

port also highlighted and in no way implicates you or Mr. MacDon‐
ald.

The article continued, “He said investigations are ongoing and
there will be consequences in cases of public servants failing to
abide by the rules.”

He did not specifically talk about any investigation. We all know
and are aware of one that has to do with the CBSA, and the other
one we have heard about is from the RCMP. He is saying any pub‐
lic servant failing to abide by that rule will be punished. Nowhere
does it mention you.

What led you to believe that any of those three statements, which
are basically available on media, implicates you or Mr. MacDonald
in any way?

Mr. Antonio Utano: The PSFs were shared with OAG. The PS‐
Fs were based on allegations unfounded, untested, without context,
and even saying no evidence.

What's leading me to say that is the—

Mr. Majid Jowhari: The Prime Minister never referred to any
of those. Why would you feel that it was done?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: The reason, sir, is that if you watch
the video, you see that the question was based upon two public ser‐
vants being suspended. I'm not aware of any other public servants
being targeted by the CBSA. I'm not aware of the CBSA or the
OAG, or any other member of PSPC....

Actually, I think PSPC answered at the public accounts commit‐
tee this week that nobody has gotten into any trouble for anything
that's happened. I don't think it's a stretch to think that the Prime
Minister was referring to us when the question and the genesis of it
came down to the fact that there were two public servants who had
been suspended from their job.

Mr. Majid Jowhari: First of all, the Prime Minister never re‐
ferred to two public servants; you talked about public servants, and
there are many public servants. I think that is a little bit of a stretch.

Let's go back to the evaluation.

Thank you very much for tracking the cost for the year that you
were there. At least we have a base to start with. The Auditor Gen‐
eral also said that this application could have cost us as much as
about $60 million. We also heard that the processing of paper appli‐
cations or paper processing would have cost around $3. At 40 mil‐
lion transactions at $3 apiece, it's about $120 million.

If it's a $60-million application, that's $180 million just in cost
avoidance, not valuation. Even if this application was topped at $60
million, we'd avoid potentially twice or three times the cost that the
government would have incurred. If you look at it from a cost
avoidance point of view, there was some value.
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However, I'll ask you a question as a technical person. If there
was an e-commerce application that had 18 million users and had
anywhere from 40 to 60 million transactions within two years and
helped facilitate transaction of goods in the billions of dollars, if we
wanted to raise funds for that application and market it, what would
it be valued at?
● (1340)

The Chair: Give a brief answer, please.
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: It sounds like the member is actual‐

ly questioning the OAG's report more than we are.

Frankly, we were looking forward to a section in the OAG's re‐
port about cost avoidance, if not cost savings, with respect to paper.
It wasn't there. I don't question the OAG or her decisions; I just re‐
spect the fact that there was a cost to paper, and the app removed
that. I agree with the member.

Mr. Majid Jowhari: How much would it cost? Would it be val‐
ued at $100 million, $200 million, $300 million...?

The Chair: We're past our time, Mr. Jowhari.

Do you have a two-second answer?
Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I'm not an valuation specialist. It

would be worth more than $60 million.
The Chair: Thanks very much.

We'll now go to our final round.

Mr. Brock, go ahead, please, for five minutes.
Mr. Larry Brock: Thanks, Chair.

In her report, the Auditor General states that the CBSA's “docu‐
mentation, financial records, and controls were so poor that we
were unable to determine the precise cost of the ArriveCAN appli‐
cation.”

She further stated and opined that in her multiple decades of ser‐
vice to this country in the role of the AG, as well as in her audit
work, she has never seen worse record-keeping in her life. That was
attributable to the CBSA.

Were the two of you responsible for poor record-keeping, yes or
no?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: We did not have information man‐
agement responsibilities, especially with respect to project manage‐
ment and invoices—

Mr. Larry Brock: Thank you.

Mr. Utano, would you comment?
Mr. Antonio Utano: No, we were not responsible for overall fi‐

nancial—
Mr. Larry Brock: Thank you.

We all know that Mr. Minh Doan, the vice-president, is alleged
to miraculously have had four years of relevant emails disappear,
either by corruption or by intentional deletion. There has been some
suggestion that this represents roughly 1,700 emails.

Is that figure accurate, or is it much higher?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: The figure would be much higher. It
would be in the tens of thousands.

Mr. Larry Brock: Thank you.

Do you believe, sir, that there's an effort by political officials and
senior management at CBSA and other departments to destroy in‐
criminatory and problematic documents related to ArriveCAN, yes
or no?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: I would have no knowledge of any‐
thing political, but based on the state of affairs and observations by
the AG, I can only assume that there's no way public servants
would behave in such a reckless manner. It's just impossible.

Mr. Larry Brock: Thank you.

Mr. Utano, what are your views?
Mr. Antonio Utano: I just want point out that there was a con‐

certed effort to hold back information. That's what's concerning.

Whether it's through ATIPs, through access on the internal inves‐
tigation or what's alleged about us, it's all being held back, and
that's what's concerning.

Mr. Larry Brock: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'm ceding my time to Mr. Genuis.
The Chair: You have three minutes, Mr. Genuis.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you very much, Chair.

I want to thank the witnesses for their testimony.

All of the different things that we're hearing are very concerning.
I'm particularly concerned about the problems with all of the differ‐
ent allegations as part of this issue. I think we need to ensure there's
a proper and thorough investigation.

With that in mind, Chair, I would like to move a motion in rela‐
tion to a proper investigation.

I move:
That the committee report to the House its ask that the Public Sector Integrity
Commissioner of Canada investigate all the allegations of wrongdoing related to
ArriveCAN, and report to the House by October 1, 2024.

Chair, this would allow for the important independent investiga‐
tion we need to have from the Public Sector Integrity Commission‐
er of Canada to get to the bottom of some of these allegations.

This would be an investigation by an officer of Parliament that is
not at risk of interference and is not subject to the internal chain of
command. I hope that there would be the support of this committee
for this very simple proposal to ask the Public Sector Integrity
Commissioner of Canada to investigate these allegations.

Thank you.
● (1345)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Genuis.

I understand that the clerk has it and is sending it out to everyone
right now. I will start a speaking list.
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Go ahead, Mr. Jowhari.
Mr. Majid Jowhari: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Perhaps I can ask, while we wait to receive this motion—it's at
least a much shorter one that we can really keep a focus on—if I am
right in understanding that we are now asking a fourth independent
group to launch an investigation.

The AG has completed her investigation. It seems there was a
motion for us to go back and expand or launch another investiga‐
tion much broader than that; I don't know where that's gone. We
know that there's an internal CBSA investigation going on.
Through media and through others [Technical difficulty—Editor]
led to believe that [Technical difficulty—Editor] and who the partic‐
ipants are. Now we are asking for a fourth investigation to be
launched.

Wouldn't it be more logical for us to wait for the outcome of the
two investigations—at least the one that we know of and the other
one that we've heard is going on—and get the result of them to be
able to assess whether a fourth investigation is required? I don't
know what the basis of such a request would be without the out‐
come of at least one known investigation and another one that's al‐
leged to be going on.

Are we going to now task another group with getting to the bot‐
tom of this, which we do welcome, and then extend the number of
meetings we'll have for ArriveCAN from unknown to extremely
unknown, and from somewhat planned, we believe, to completely
unplanned going forward? Why do we need another investigation
when the outcome is not out yet from the ones that are ongoing or
are believed to be ongoing?

At this point, without that, I'm not supporting this motion.
The Chair: Thank you, sir.

We have Mr. Genuis, Mr. Brock and then Ms. Vignola.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Chair.

I'm sorry to see that this may not be as simple as I thought it
would be.

Let me state what I think all members know: There are different
officers of Parliament and different organizations with very differ‐
ent mandates. Obviously, we have the RCMP looking into allega‐
tions of criminal activity. I suspect we will hear from them at some
point. There's the Auditor General's report. The Auditor General is
acting as an auditor, with specific scope to look at a set of things
related to money and value for money, processes, etc. We have the
procurement ombudsman's report, which has a distinct mandate re‐
lated to procurement.

The role of the Public Sector Integrity Commissioner, as an offi‐
cer of Parliament, is to investigate wrongdoing and to investigate
clearly allegations of problems in integrity in relation to people in
government. We have allegations of reprisals against public ser‐
vants following their committee testimony of the destruction of
documents and of extortion. There are many serious allegations fly‐
ing back and forth, with senior public servants accusing each other
of lying to parliamentary committees. These are very distinct issues
related to integrity within government. I think that the Public Sector

Integrity Commissioner has the right mandate to investigate those
specific issues and, crucially, has the advantage of independence.

We oppose efforts by some to bury this matter or to limit the
scope of the investigations. There was a clear agenda, I think, on
the part of the government to want to have this limited to an inter‐
nal investigation that ultimately they can control. When we have an
officer of Parliament responsible for making investigations into
public sector integrity issues, I think that is a clear and appropriate
way of getting to the bottom of this situation.

Look, if we wait until other reports are complete before this pro‐
cess starting itself at all, then we are just continually pushing off
actually getting to the truth. I think it is right and responsible for
this committee to ask for the support of the Public Sector Integrity
Commissioner as an independent actor, as someone with credibility
and as someone who will look at issues distinctly different from
those in the other reports.

Again, I hope this motion will have the support of colleagues. It's
a simple, straightforward motion. There's no extraneous commen‐
tary in the motion at all. I think it's something that all members
should be able to support to allow proper investigations to take
place.

● (1350)

The Chair: Now we have Mr. Brock, followed by Ms. Vignola.
Then we'll go back to Mr. Jowhari.

Mr. Larry Brock: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Further to my colleague's comments—and I agree absolutely
with his content—I'm rather disappointed in Mr. Jowhari for con‐
flating a number of investigations when we're trying to establish
some independence with respect to those investigations.

We've heard about the internal investigation launched by the CB‐
SA. We've heard evidence directly from the investigator that he is
in no way truly independent. We've heard commentary from Mr.
Utano and Mr. MacDonald that they have rephrased the PSF to a
“preliminary statement of falsehood” and not facts.

All committee members should remember my opening line of
questions to Mr. Lafleur. I challenged him on the basis that he is es‐
tablishing conclusions on a preliminary basis. Perhaps he should
have rebranded the report as allegations and not facts. There's a big
difference between a proven fact and an allegation. He's clearly es‐
tablished that he reports to his supervisor, who ultimately reports to
the deputy minister, so there's absolutely no independence.



February 22, 2024 OGGO-105 31

What's more troubling is that the former clerk of the Privy Coun‐
cil, Michael Wernick, with his decades of public service experi‐
ence, said that he has never in his lifetime ever heard of mistreat‐
ment like that given to these two public servants, who were on a
medical leave for some real, legitimate issues related to threats and
stress. We heard from Mr. MacDonald back in November about
how he was threatened by complete strangers and was essentially
ostracized by Justin Trudeau's government and its officials, which
is appalling on many levels.

We need to have someone who is truly independent report to the
House, taking a look at all the circumstances as to why the govern‐
ment and the senior officials at the CBSA have centred out these
two individuals to suspend them without pay while on medical
leave. According to Michael Wernick, there's no precedent for that
type of administrative manoeuvre. With the evidence that we have
heard at this committee, it's abundantly clear that they are being
scapegoated, that there are a number of people—senior members of
the CBSA, and now with potential ties to ministers.... We heard ear‐
lier this week that all the DMs were reporting to their minister
throughout the implementation of the ArriveCAN app and also to
the Clerk of the Privy Council, which is the ministry of the Prime
Minister. Indeed, there is political interference and manipulation in
this process that needs to be fully vetted.

If my colleague Mr. Jowhari truly lived up to the mantra that
Justin Trudeau pronounced during the 2015 election—that this
would be an open government, a transparent government and an ac‐
countable government—and truly believed in those values, he
would seek a completely independent investigation.

I will definitely be supporting this motion.

Thank you.

● (1355)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Brock.

Ms. Vignola is next.

[Translation]
Mrs. Julie Vignola: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

I understand my colleague Mr. Jowhari's questions about the
number of investigations that are currently under way.

That said, this investigation, however, is not about the Arrive‐
CAN app. Its goal is to find out whether reprisals were taken
against public servants in the course of their work, following their
appearance before this committee. If so, we want to know what
reprisals were taken.

That's pretty reasonable. It's normal. We have just passed a piece
of legislation that protects whistle-blowers, so we need to walk the
talk. If you are dealing with whistle-blowers, you have to protect
them.

In my humble opinion, this investigation is very necessary to en‐
sure that the people who need to be protected are protected and that
they do not get threatened in any way, shape or form, like
Mr. Sabourin did.

He did ask for help in a number of places, including from his
member of Parliament. The only people who responded were Jean-
Denis Garon and Julie Vignola.

So I invite you to think about that to avoid being on the wrong
side of history.

We want to get to the truth and get a full picture of that truth.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Vignola.

Go ahead, Mr. Jowhari.

Mr. Majid Jowhari: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Had we had the preamble and reasoning for launching another
investigation, explaining how the scope of this investigation varies
from the others and how it complements them, and had it come
without the typical soapbox-style blaming of the government
around transparency and all of those partisan things, it would have
been a much better start. Once again, had we had this motion pre‐
pared and sent to us, and had we had an opportunity to be able to
talk about it a little bit better....

Given that the scope of this investigation now seems clearly dif‐
ferent, worthy and complementary to the others, I'd like to say that
we fully support the idea of the Public Sector Integrity Commis‐
sioner investigating this matter. Probably it would be a good idea
for the committee, through the chair, to send a letter to the PSIC
asking whether they're investigating, and if they are, if there is a
timeline on that.

I will not dignify the comments that my other colleague Mr.
Brock has made about our government not being transparent or ac‐
countable, dating back to the platform in 2015 when the Prime
Minister talked about an open government. What Mr. Brock forgot
is that we also said that we will hold a high level of integrity. This
is where we are trying to find that balance between integrity and
openness, etc. I strongly suggest that we come off the soapbox, start
focusing on getting to the bottom of this and stop the rhetoric.

Thank you, sir.

● (1400)

The Chair: Thanks.

We have Mr. Kusmierczyk, Mr. Sousa and then Mr. Genuis.

Keep in mind our resources.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: Yes, I will make this very quick.

I too support the motion to ask the Public Sector Integrity Com‐
missioner if they are conducting an investigation. If they are al‐
ready doing so, then I support their getting involved for some of the
reasons that were already spelled out. There absolutely seems to be
a conflict, with counter-accusations being made between public
sector employees. This almost feels like a street fight between pub‐
lic servants.
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We also heard testimony from one of them that they felt that they
didn't receive some of the protections that they believe they re‐
quired for sharing their information and testimony. I do feel that it
is right to bring an investigation by the Public Sector Integrity
Commissioner into this discussion.

I do, however, agree with what my colleague said on two things.
One is that I think there is a preliminary step to ask whether an in‐
vestigation is already being conducted. The reason I want to ask
that is that we have to be careful. Those are independent bodies.
They are independent actors, the commissioners. They're indepen‐
dent of any political pressure. I want to make sure that we're careful
of that and not be seen as influencing them in any way. I think it
would be proper to ask whether they are already conducting an in‐
vestigation. They may have information to bring to light that's im‐
portant.

The other thing I wanted to emphasize—I've been saying this for
the last number of weeks—is that I'd really appreciate it if the
members around the table would cool the rhetoric with the political
mudslinging and basically preening for the cameras just to get
clips. Let us just stick to the facts. This issue is too important. The
integrity of the procurement process and confidence in our public
service and our public sector are important. I would just ask my
colleagues around the table to cool it with the rhetoric and the mud‐
slinging.

Thank you very much.
The Chair: Thank you.

We have Mr. Sousa, Mr. Genuis and then Mr. Bachrach.
Mr. Charles Sousa: Thank you, Chair.

I want to reiterate that the Public Sector Integrity Commissioner,
even by name, is all about maintaining integrity, and certainly it's
not up to public officials to direct these independent bodies to do
their job. They've already identified that they have the indepen‐
dence to do so in order to maintain integrity. I mean, we've heard
from the Auditor General, the ombudsman and the Information
Commissioner, all of whom have a duty and a responsibility, and
they take great pride in ensuring that they're not interfered with in
regard to the work they do. Let's maintain that integrity, as we
should be maintaining integrity throughout these committee hear‐
ings.

Even today's overall discussions have an impact on this very is‐
sue in maintaining integrity in the investigation by sharing informa‐
tion that was confidential in the first place. I want to reiterate that I
think our first step is to ask the Public Sector Integrity Commis‐
sioner if in fact they may already be investigating. If that's the case,
let's find out before we proceed to make a motion to direct them.

The Chair: Thanks, Mr. Sousa.

I go to Mr. Genuis and then Mr. Taylor.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Just briefly, it seems that members of the government would pre‐
fer if the official opposition took a more tender approach in the dis‐
charge of our functions. That's something we'll discuss among our‐
selves, and we'll report back regarding our conclusions, but unless I

misunderstood, it seems that there's agreement on the proposal I put
forward, so we're ready to proceed in due course.

The Chair: Go ahead, Mr. Bachrach, sir.
Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I also agree that an independent investigation by the Public Sec‐
tor Integrity Commissioner is well warranted, based on what the
committee has heard to date. I don't believe it's necessary for the
committee to first ask the commissioner if an investigation is al‐
ready under way or that passing this motion would in any way com‐
promise the independence of an investigation or interfere with an
investigation that may have already begun.

An investigation by the commissioner, I believe, would be sub‐
stantively different from the inquiries that have already taken place.
The Auditor General focused on the economy, efficiency and effec‐
tiveness of the procurement around ArriveCAN; the RCMP is look‐
ing into the potential for criminality; and, of course, the CBSA's re‐
view is an internal review, and as has been established already be‐
fore our committee, is not entirely independent. I think, given the
severity of the allegations and the fact that there are disputes over
what has taken place, having the Public Sector Integrity Commis‐
sioner conduct a full and independent investigation is certainly an
appropriate step at this point.

I agree with my colleague that it seems we have a direction as a
committee, and I hope that we can now move to a vote.

● (1405)

The Chair: Thanks, Mr. Bachrach.

I was just going to suggest that. We do seem to have the support
of the Bloc, the NDP and the Conservatives, and general agreement
from the government side. Are we able to agree to move forward
with this?

Mr. Sousa, do you have your hand up?
Mr. Charles Sousa: I do.
The Chair: Are you in agreement with everyone else or the only

one not...? Do you intend to speak to this, Mr. Sousa? I'm sorry. I
know it's tough because it's virtual.

Mr. Charles Sousa: Yes, I do. I want to provide one more op‐
portunity to provide a written submission to the Integrity Commis‐
sioner to ask whether the matter is being investigated and is within
our jurisdiction, and whether such an investigation could be under‐
taken without compromising the ongoing investigation by the CB‐
SA and the RCMP. I know what we're saying. I know the concerns.
We want it, but at the same time I want to make certain that we pro‐
tect the ongoing investigations that are under way.

I think we should hear from the Integrity Commissioner to reaf‐
firm that and put it in the motion. Yes, okay, let's ask because we
want to see it, but let's make certain that we protect the integrity of
all of these investigations. I would like to put that into the motion if
it's possible, and then agree to it. I don't think it hampers the mo‐
tion. All it does is reaffirm that in the opinion of the Public Sector
Integrity Commissioner, this will not compromise the integrity of
the ongoing investigations.
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The Chair: Thanks, Mr. Sousa.

Can we move to a vote, colleagues?

An hon. member: Yes.

The Chair: Go ahead, Mr. Kusmierczyk.
Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: I think we're almost ready to vote, and I

definitely call for a recorded vote on this. I think that's important.

Mr. Sousa brings an interesting point forward, which is to actual‐
ly bring the Public Sector Integrity Commissioner here to commit‐
tee so that we can have a conversation about this potential investi‐
gation, if this falls within her purview, and maybe ask questions
about her work and the process. I don't think that's a bad idea. I
think we can do both of those things at once.

We would like a recorded vote on this, but I'd love to hear what
other committee members feel about the testimony and bringing her
as a witness.

The Chair: I think we'd be happy to call her as a witness. We
can call the vote and then we can prioritize. We have a couple of

open days coming up, but we could certainly invite her. It would be
wonderful to have her in, period, if that's the will of the committee.

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Perfect. I'll take that to mean that I will find time to
invite her.

Can we go to a recorded vote?

(Motion agreed to: yeas 10; nays 0)

The Chair: Thank you, colleagues, very much.

Mr. Kusmierczyk, thank you for that suggestion.

Mr. Utano and Mr. MacDonald, thank you for joining us again.
We appreciate all your testimony.

Colleagues, thank you for your patience and allowing everyone
to go over a bit. For lots of the questions asked, I think it was very
important that we got proper answers.

With that, unless there's anything else, we are adjourned.
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