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Standing Committee on Government Operations and Estimates

Tuesday, October 8, 2024

● (1105)

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

Good morning, everyone. Happy Tuesday!

I call this meeting to order.

Welcome to meeting number 144 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Government Operations and Estimates,
widely known as the mighty OGGO, also widely known as, truly,
the only committee that matters.

As a reminder, everyone, please keep your headphones away
from your microphones at all times.

Also as a reminder, ladies, this committee has passed a motion
that any requested documents, emails, etc., are to be returned to the
committee within 21 days.

Colleagues, there will be three rounds, and then we will take a
break for the next witness.

At the very end, I will have a couple of really quick housekeep‐
ing items around budget and setting a date for witnesses.

We welcome back, Ms. Boudreau, from the comptroller general's
office.

Do you have an opening statement for us? The floor is yours for
five minutes. Please go ahead.
[Translation]

Ms. Annie Boudreau (Comptroller General of Canada, Trea‐
sury Board Secretariat): Good morning, everyone. Thank you for
this opportunity to speak to the committee about the federal grants
and contributions process.

Today, I'm joined by Monia Lahaie, assistant comptroller gener‐
al, financial management sector, and Nicole Thomas, director gen‐
eral, costing, charging and transfer payments.

As Comptroller General, I am responsible for providing func‐
tional direction and assurance in financial management, internal au‐
dit, investment planning, procurement, project management, as well
as the management of real property, materiel and transfer payments
throughout the federal government.

Federal grants and contributions are governed by the Treasury
Board Policy on Transfer Payments, which outlines the roles, re‐
sponsibilities and obligations for the management of transfer pay‐
ments. Its objective is to ensure that transfer payment programs

meet government priorities, deliver results for Canadians and are
managed with integrity, transparency and accountability.

Control mechanisms are in place throughout the process, starting
with the requirement for departments to obtain authorization-in-
principle for government programs by tabling a memorandum to
cabinet.

[English]

Departments must then seek the approval of the Treasury Board
for new program terms and conditions through the Treasury Board
submission process.

The terms and conditions set out the parameters under which
transfer payments may be made for a given program, including ob‐
jectives; funding; results; eligibility criteria, such as eligible recipi‐
ents, activities or initiatives; and expenditures.

The role of the Treasury Board Secretariat is to ensure that the
terms and conditions align with cabinet direction and the policy and
directive on transfer payments as well as other applicable policies
or frameworks—the policy on results, gender-based analysis plus
and the policy on official languages.

The secretariat provides feedback to departments during the re‐
view process to ensure compliance with Treasury Board policy.

Once the Treasury Board approves the submission, deputy heads
play a key role in the delivery and management of transfer pay‐
ments. They are responsible for ensuring that grant and contribution
programs are accessible, usable and understandable for applicants
and recipients.

Deputy heads ensure that departmental practices and procedures
are in place and look for opportunities to standardize within the de‐
partment and support the administration of grants and contribu‐
tions, ensuring that requirements are proportionate to the risks in‐
volved.
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Deputy heads are responsible for monitoring compliance with the
policy and its supporting directives, including through periodic au‐
dits and other assessments, to ensure their effective implementa‐
tion. This includes ensuring that the administrative requirements on
recipients are proportionate to the risk level. Monitoring, reporting
and auditing should reflect the risks specific to the program, the
value of funding and the risk profile of the recipient.

Departmental audits and evaluations help identify best practices,
areas for improvement and whether the program is achieving its in‐
tended outcomes. The results are used to inform future program de‐
sign and policy adjustments.

Once the recipients of transfer payment programs enter into a
funding agreement with the federal government, this agreement
outlines the requirements for the funding, including reporting re‐
quirements, payment schedules and performance expectations. This
allows the government to monitor the use of funds and ensure that
the program is on track to achieve its objectives.
[Translation]

To improve transparency, departments are required by law and
policy to proactively publish grants and contributions over $25,000
that have been awarded. This means that information on who re‐
ceived funding, how much and for what purpose is made available
to the public, including on the Open Government website. In addi‐
tion, audit and evaluation reports on grant and contribution pro‐
grams are posted on departmental websites. These practices help
maintain public trust and ensure accountability in the management
of public funds.

As Comptroller General, I support all of these processes by en‐
suring that these policies and sound practices are in place, by over‐
seeing and monitoring government-wide compliance with the Trea‐
sury Board Policy on Transfer Payments, and by providing leader‐
ship in the development of the community of federal practitioners
involved in the design, delivery and management of transfer pay‐
ment programs.

I would be pleased to answer any questions committee members
may have.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll start with Mrs. Kusie for six minutes, please.
Mrs. Stephanie Kusie (Calgary Midnapore, CPC): Thank you

very much, Chair.

Thank you to our witnesses for being here today.

Out of the hundreds of millions spent in the environment depart‐
ment's grants and contributions program, how much has Treasury
Board approved, please?
● (1110)

Ms. Annie Boudreau: Every time there is a new program, the
department must come to Treasury Board for review and approval.
Every time there are new program terms and conditions, they have
to come. I would say it depends which fiscal year you're referring
to, but, again, that's the principle, and that's the process we are ap‐

plying every time, not only for ECCC but for all organizations
across the Government of Canada.

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: Okay, so Treasury Board would have ap‐
proved the funds for this program on a fiscal year-by-year basis. Is
that correct?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: It depends. If it is funding for an ongoing
program, it will have been approved once at Treasury Board. After
that—as you know, because this committee is quite involved with
the estimates—every time, they will have to come and present their
new funding via an estimate.

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: Has your department ever reviewed the
program to ensure that funds were going to recipients who had
clear plans to improve environmental protections?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: This responsibility, as I stated in my
opening remarks, belongs to the deputy heads. The deputy heads
will have the opportunity to request an internal audit to look into
that, and that's exactly what the deputy minister of ECCC request‐
ed. He had some concerns, so he wanted to have a third party re‐
view or an independent assessment from his internal audit function.

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: The report states that the top ADM com‐
mittee evaluates proposals deemed to be medium to high risk that
exceed $100,000. However, 94% of the reviewed files in this audit
did not have the right documentation to support the risk rating. Are
you concerned at all about departments not doing their due dili‐
gence to ensure that funds are spent appropriately?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: I am always concerned by a lack of docu‐
mentation. That's why, under my group, we have what we call a
centre of expertise, which Nicole leads. We always remind depart‐
ments that every time there is money going out the door—as per the
Financial Administration Act, sections 32, 33 and 34—due dili‐
gence should be done at all levels.

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: Since 2016, there have been 3,103 grants
and contributions awarded of over $100,000. How many of these
have been reviewed by the Treasury Board?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: Is your question specific to ECCC?

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: Yes, because it would be the 3,103
grants and contributions awarded over $100K within the program.
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Ms. Annie Boudreau: Okay. We do not review those programs.
As I was saying, deputy heads are responsible for their own pro‐
grams. If they feel there is a concern or they want to make sure ev‐
erything is effective, they will be asking the internal audit function
to look into this according to the risk of the grants and contributions
or the program itself.

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: The problems in the ECCC grants and
contributions have been ongoing since 2016, when the then minis‐
ter moved from small to large-scale program delivery. The central‐
ized structure and limited resources were strained, which has led to
potential legal and reputational damage. Has the Treasury Board
done any follow-up to ensure the funds provided to this program
were allocated correctly?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: We have not done any specific audit re‐
garding what you just mentioned. Again, it will be at the deputy
minister level to look at those instances.

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: Are you concerned about the lack of ac‐
countability and oversight in this program?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: We are all concerned. That's why an audit
was requested by the deputy minister to look into that.

As well, maybe I should have mentioned my role in terms of the
risk-based audit plan that all departments put together every year.
Those audit plans are shared with my office for review and to make
sure we are comfortable with the risks identified and the way for‐
ward in terms of auditing and evaluating.

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: Do you believe that the environment de‐
partment has ever wasted taxpayers' money?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: That's not a question I can answer.

● (1115)

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: Okay. Do you believe the environment
department has always delivered value for money to taxpayers?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: The policy on transfer payments is clear
in terms of value for money. As I said, I expect all deputy ministers
to play their role in terms of ensuring they are following the policy
as well as the directive and the guidelines.

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: In your opinion, should all departments
be auditing all grants and contributions?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: It would depend. It would depend on
which organization. It would depend on the value of the grants and
contributions.

It will depend also on other risks that departments may have. Ob‐
viously, we cannot audit everything, so again, it will be a question
of considering all the potential risks, the risk mitigation strategies
that departments have in place, and what's left that we feel should
be looked at.

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: Thank you very much.
The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Kusie.

Next is Mr. Jowhari, please.
Mr. Majid Jowhari (Richmond Hill, Lib.): Thank you, Mr.

Chair.

Once again, to the TBS and Ms. Boudreau, welcome. Thanks to
you and your colleagues for coming here, and thank you for your
opening remarks and testimony.

I'm going to take a bit of a step back. I'll be framing my question
around two themes. One is around transfer payments and the other
is around internal audit.

Starting with transfer payments, I understand that there are poli‐
cies around transfer payments and there are directives around trans‐
fer payments. For average Canadians like me, can you explain the
difference between policies around transfer payments and directives
around transfer payments? Who are they targeted at, who is respon‐
sible for them and why? Also, why is there a need for a difference
between a policy and a directive?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: Go ahead, Nicole.

Ms. Nicole Thomas (Executive Director, Costing, Charging
and Transfer Payments, Treasury Board Secretariat): Yes.

Thank you for that.

The policy is really focused on the roles and responsibilities of
the various players within that space and outlines—again, in the
context of transfer payments—what the roles and responsibilities
are in the design and implementation of transfer payments. In the
case of transfer payments, that is the role of the Treasury Board, the
Treasury Board Secretariat, ministers and deputy heads.

Then, when we move into the directive on transfer payments,
that then provides additional information on how to operationalize
your transfer payment programs and the considerations in that re‐
gard. That's really for departmental senior managers who are in‐
volved in the delivery of transfer payment programs, and in the de‐
sign as well, to talk about what the requirements are for program
terms and conditions and also what the requirements are for fund‐
ing agreements. While we don't specify what goes into the funding
agreements, we do give considerations for departments as to what
we would expect them to include in those agreements.

Mr. Majid Jowhari: Thank you.

If I understood what you said, the policy focuses on the “how”
and the directive focuses on the “what” and the different levels of
responsibility: minister, deputy minister and heads. The what is re‐
ally for the directors and below—is that correct?

Ms. Nicole Thomas: Yes. The directive provides more than—

Mr. Majid Jowhari: Is there a threshold? I looked at the
2022-23 fiscal grants and contributions breakdown in that depart‐
ment, and there were about nine items. They varied from $1.3 mil‐
lion to $318 million: $1.3 million for the public affairs and commu‐
nications branch and $318 million for Canada wildlife services, as
well as about $96 million for indigenous recipients.
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When we see this range, is there a threshold that TBS sets as a
level? In your response, Ms. Boudreau, you were saying, well, it
depends on the amount; it depends on the risk.... I'm trying to get a
better understanding of what that “depends” means.

Ms. Annie Boudreau: My answer about it depends on the risk
was related to the internal audit function.

Mr. Majid Jowhari: Okay.
Ms. Annie Boudreau: If we go back to the transfer payments, if

there is a new set of terms and conditions, a new program, that has
to come to the Treasury Board regardless of the amount involved.
That has to come to be authorized.

Once it is authorized, there are limits that are imposed. Those
limits for each department are included in what we call the matrix
of delegation of authorities. Those delegations of authorities are ac‐
cessible on the department's website, and you can see what the lev‐
els are for each program's terms and conditions.

● (1120)

Mr. Majid Jowhari: It's following the same standard process,
regardless of whether the grant is $100,000 or $10 million. The
process is the same. It's just the level of authorization that varies.

For example, in the case of the public affairs and communica‐
tions branch, the allocated amount was $1.3 million. Who would be
making decisions? Would it be the director level that is making de‐
cisions on the approval of these grants and contributions? Who
would be making that decision?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: Are you talking about the approval of the
amount or once it is allocated to recipients?

Mr. Majid Jowhari: Well, the amount that's allocated to the pro‐
gram is $1.3 million. That's the way I understand it. That's already
agreed on between TBS and the structure of the program.

For the projects that fall under the $1.3 million or fall under the
public affairs and communications branch, is there an amount that
will necessitate, let's say, that the minister get involved? Or is it an
amount that says, “below this threshold, the directors can approve
the grant”?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: I would say that it is specific program by
program and department by department, so for this specific ques‐
tion, we would need to verify and come back to the committee
within 21 days.

Mr. Majid Jowhari: Okay.

I probably have only about 20 seconds. On policies and internal
audit, have you looked at the report and made any conclusion
around whether the internal audit followed all the procedures? A
simple yes or no within three seconds will do.

Ms. Annie Boudreau: Yes, I'm convinced that all the procedures
were followed in terms of the policy on internal audits.

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

We'll go to Mrs. Vignola, please.

[Translation]
Mrs. Julie Vignola (Beauport—Limoilou, BQ): Thank you

very much, Mr. Chair.

Ms. Thomas, the results of the internal audit conducted at Envi‐
ronment and Climate Change Canada last June reveal serious short‐
comings in its grants and contribution allocation processes, even for
larger amounts that required ministerial approval.

I'd like to draw your attention to the project approval process for
the Strategic Innovation Fund's Net Zero Accelerator initiative,
which is described as particularly lengthy and complex. Page 8 of
the 2024 fourth report of the Commissioner of the Environment and
Sustainable Development states:

A project of more than $50 million also requires Treasury Board approval, con‐
currence letters from ministers of other concerned departments, and cabinet ap‐
proval, which can be fast-tracked with a letter to the Prime Minister.

This kind of wording leaves the door somewhat open to many in‐
terpretations. In a context where various Sustainable Development
Technology Canada programs are admittedly administered and
benchmarked in sometimes creative ways, how can we ensure that
decisions, even when the minister or Prime Minister are involved,
are made impartially, without the appearance of collusion, political
manoeuvring or favouritism? How do we ensure total impartiality
and neutrality in awarding these contributions and grants of
over $50 million?

Ms. Nicole Thomas: I can start by explaining the process de‐
scribed by the Comptroller General.

When programs and program terms and conditions are approved
by Treasury Board, whether it's a grant or a contribution, we're go‐
ing to have information about who can access the fund and for what
purposes, that is, what objectives they want to achieve with these
programs.

Subsequently, the process for awarding contracts or entering into
agreements with recipients is managed within the departments, with
the deputy ministers. Part of that is to have all the internal monitor‐
ing required to make sure that the business processes have all the
necessary controls and approvals, so that they're compliant and
consistent and everyone follows the same processes.

● (1125)

Mrs. Julie Vignola: You are telling me that this also applies for
projects that are over $50 million, where there has been an acceler‐
ated approval process authorized by the minister.

If all these processes confirm that due diligence does not show
with certainty that the chosen location is the best place to invest the
money, but the minister insists on investing $52 million, for exam‐
ple, in that location, what prevails: the weight of the minister's deci‐
sion, or all the control processes that have previously been conduct‐
ed by the deputy ministers and the department?

Ms. Nicole Thomas: Within departments, regardless of the path
that approvals take, the same level of review and diligence must be
ensured in deciding on these recommendations.

I don't know if Ms. Boudreau would like to add a comment.
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Mrs. Julie Vignola: Can the minister go against the recommen‐
dations made by his department?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: This is a difficult question to answer. I've
never been in a situation where the minister chose to go against a
recommendation I had to give. However, I can't say it will never
happen.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Thank you very much.

Ms. Boudreau, earlier you were saying that each department is
responsible for doing its own audits. You've also said that at other
meetings.

However, are there means in place to ensure that the audits are
done, that they're done well and that there's follow-up to ensure that
the department can quickly rectify the situation, if it hasn't done its
audits or hasn't done them well, to prevent these errors from being
repeated indefinitely?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: We are responsible for the internal audit
community. We provide them with tools, support and training to en‐
sure that they actually have everything they need to conduct an au‐
dit according to the standards they must follow, those of the Insti‐
tute of Internal Auditors.

Each internal audit within the department must be reviewed ev‐
ery five years by an external administrator to ensure that its func‐
tion is truly planned to give the most services possible and that it
conforms to the institute's standards.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: What happens at the end of the day if they
don't use the tools available to them and the errors are repeated year
after year, despite the checks that are made? Is there—
[English]

The Chair: I'm afraid we're past our time, but you can continue
in the next round.

We'll go to Mr. Bachrach, please.
Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Thank

you, Mr. Chair, and thanks to our witnesses for being with us this
morning.

It's a little tricky to know which questions are appropriate for the
Treasury Board versus ECCC, but I'll do my best.

Perhaps my first question is about whether you were surprised
when you read the audit findings. Are these findings surprising?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: I'm not sure if I would use the word “sur‐
prising” or “disappointing”. I will use the word “disappointing” for
the lack of documentation for me. I was an internal auditor for sev‐
eral years before being at Treasury Board, and I don't understand
why people would not be documenting their decisions and docu‐
menting to have an audit trail at the end of the day. For me, it's just
being professional and following values and ethics, so yes, I was
disappointed.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Maybe my next question will be along
those lines.

Lack of documentation is something we've seen in a number of
different audits. I asked a question of a previous witness—actually,
I think it was the Auditor General—who indicated that it's a very
frequent audit finding that documentation is not at par.

If this is something we're seeing across government departments
every time an audit is done—people within the public service not
documenting things properly—does it not deserve some attention
itself, as a priority of government, in order to improve documenta‐
tion, so we don't see audits coming out again and again that show
people aren't writing things down?

● (1130)

Ms. Annie Boudreau: Yes, it does. That's why, last year, we up‐
dated our procurement guide in order to make sure managers are
following a minimum requirement. Documentation is obviously
one of the elements.

I would like to go back.

As you said, it's difficult, sometimes, to make a distinction
among this audit and others. In this particular case, as it was stated,
the program is decentralized at ECCC. Being decentralized means
you will find different processes across the regions. That's one of
the findings the Prime Minister said we'll be looking at. By doing
more standard processes, I would hope that, at the end of the day,
the documentation is better.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Some witness testimony in a previous
meeting indicated that the lack of documentation around procure‐
ment stemmed from a lack of understanding of the actual rules. The
rules and processes are so complex that public servants don't under‐
stand what the requirements are in the first place.

Is that your understanding of the problem, as well?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: It is part of it. That's why we're working
very closely with the Canada School of Public Service to put train‐
ing together for every level of person involved in procurement,
such as the business owner or the practitioner.

Yes, it is an issue. Sometimes it's good to have a refresher on
what we're supposed to do.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: I'll move to the topic of centralization.

One of the recommendations is around centralizing and standard‐
izing approaches across the department and, I think, even more
broadly than that, across government. It seems there would also be
some drawbacks to centralization, though.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: What would those drawbacks be? It's a
balance between the advantages of standardization and centraliza‐
tion and the ability of departments to have flexibility based on the
unique conditions they face.

How do you strike the right balance in that regard?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: That's a very good question.

The drawback I see right away is this: If it's too centralized, we
might have a bit less flexibility for recipients. This could be an is‐
sue. There is also less time to put money out the door for people
who need the money.
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Mr. Taylor Bachrach: One of the findings had to do specifically
with indigenous recipients of grants and contributions. The internal
audit found that indigenous recipients were more likely to be as‐
signed a higher risk rating, and that those higher risk ratings came
with increased responsibilities around things like documentation
and other processes for accountability.

Is the Treasury Board alive to the issues this creates for indige‐
nous communities, which often have limited capacity? How do we
ensure they are put in a position to effectively manage these grants
and contributions, given there are often challenges around capaci‐
ty?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: That's a good question.

When the deputy minister was here from ECCC, he talked about
additional flexibility that the Treasury Board Secretariat put togeth‐
er for indigenous communities. In fact, it is appendix K, which out‐
lines flexibility for indigenous recipients.

Maybe I'll turn it over to Nicole.

Do you want to provide the three elements we added?
Ms. Nicole Thomas: Certainly.

We've given additional instruments and methods for making
those funding agreements: fixed funding, flexible funding and
block funding. These are specifically outlined for indigenous recip‐
ients and their context, in order to allow them to manage...within
their specific circumstances.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Thank you.
The Chair: Thanks very much.

We will now go to our five-minute rounds.

Mrs. Kusie, please go ahead.
Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: Would you say that the Treasury Board

president has been able to give this audit her full attention?
Ms. Annie Boudreau: I am responsible for the internal audit

function within the Government of Canada.
● (1135)

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: Would you say that the Treasury Board
president has been available and present to give this audit her full
attention?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: Usually, internal audits are the responsi‐
bility of the deputy minister, so—

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: Certainly, the deputy minister interacts
with the President of the Treasury Board regarding important is‐
sues, such as the spending of taxpayer dollars.

Would you say that the Treasury Board president has been less
available? Have you had less access to her lately?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: No, I would not say she is less available.

I am responsible, again, for those kinds of reports and the inter‐
nal audit function. This is up to me. It is my role.

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: It's the Treasury Board president who is
ultimately responsible.

As I'm sure you're aware, she's taken on another ministry. It's
very concerning to me that she's being spread too thin. She's not
able to give this audit or the oversight of taxpayer dollars her full
attention. We have a part-time President of the Treasury Board right
now, given that she's managing these two files. I was shadow min‐
ister for transport during the pandemic. I can tell you that this is a
very taxing file, overseeing all the airlines and train travel, especial‐
ly now, with the shortcomings we've seen in our critical supply
chains. I'm very concerned that the evidence we are receiving,
through this report, indicates that we have a President of the Trea‐
sury Board who is unable to give her entire attention to the over‐
sight of taxpayer dollars.

What would you say to that?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: I am not concerned.

I meet with the president every week because, as you mentioned,
she's the President of the Treasury Board. We meet every Thursday
morning. Before every meeting, we have a briefing with her and
have her full attention. We have great discussions about the files
that will be presented on Thursday morning.

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: It would be impossible to have her full
attention, because she's giving half of her attention, currently, to the
transport file.

Now, I know that, in 2019, the Treasury Board issued further
guidelines, yet we're still getting the lapses we're seeing here
through the ECCC audit. A couple of months ago, we received
feedback that Global Affairs Canada, through its audit, was also
having some problem with the oversight of the distribution of
funds.

I have to take it back again to the President of the Treasury
Board. I'm asking whether you believe she's giving her full atten‐
tion to the oversight of these grants and contributions and whether
she's been as accessible to you. I believe it would be very difficult
for her to achieve this, given, frankly, how thin she's being spread
across departments. As I said, we really seem to have a part-time
president right now, given the additional duties she's been given.

Given that we have these lapses at ECCC and Global Affairs
Canada despite your issuing of the guidelines in 2019, I'll ask you
this one more time: Do you really believe Canadian taxpayers are
getting value for money?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: From my perspective, I have access to the
president when I need to, and she is extremely accessible on all the
files I am in charge of.

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: Again, it's unfortunate, because the re‐
sults we are seeing through—thank goodness—these audits are in‐
dicating that the oversight is simply not there at this time.
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As I mentioned, she is the President of the Treasury Board. Now
she is taking on the ministry of transport, which is a very intense
file. Then, of course, given the difficult situation of the Prime Min‐
ister and the Liberal Party at this time, I'm concerned her efforts are
even further diluted by the possibility of her posing a leadership
campaign as well. This is the President of the Treasury Board. She
is supposed to have oversight of all the funds of our nation. Her en‐
ergy is divided, and not one way. She is running one department
that I imagine is completely consuming, but she is also responsible
for the department of transport while, at the same time, possibly
making a leadership bid.

It's quite concerning, Mr. Chair.

Thank you.
● (1140)

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Next is Mr. Sousa, please, for five minutes.
Mr. Charles Sousa (Mississauga—Lakeshore, Lib.): Thank

you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you for being here today.

I was listening to the line of questioning that just happened in re‐
gard to the President of the Treasury Board, an individual of great
calibre: a lawyer, a professor, a strong advocate for consumer
rights, someone who was quite active in the securities commission,
someone who I worked with prior when I was in the role of finance
minister and was relying on the exceptional abilities of this individ‐
ual, who is extremely accessible and very engaged and active in the
issues, as well as being President of the Treasury Board at the time.
She's quite the champion in the role that she plays in Treasury
Board, and we really do rely on some of that oversight she pro‐
vides.

However, regarding the question about this particular issue of
these internal audits, I mean, they're standard. This is something
that's prescribed. This is something that's mandated to be done, re‐
gardless of who the ministers may be at any given time.

She herself was a previous minister of procurement and opera‐
tions for government, and she did an exceptional job during
COVID in regard to some of the negotiations that had to be done.
I've always found her to be extremely attentive, if not even more
meticulous, in trying to push forward on the matters at hand, be‐
cause she does review things tremendously. When I see and talk to
her, she's well informed.

Given that this is a mandate that's required, for reviews is it not
prudent, then, to do them and to provide recommendations to im‐
prove upon the issues? I mean, this is not a static issue. This is an
ongoing relationship that's required in order to improve the opera‐
tions of government. Is that not true?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: Indeed, I always welcome internal audit
reports. There is always a lot to be learned and also a lot to share
with other departments. The other departments will have seen the
report from ECCC, and I'm sure they're going to look at that and
compare it within their own organization if they need to make im‐
provements, so it's more, in fact, than only ECCC. It is across the
board.

Again, to come back to audits, the minister herself announced in
March of this year that Treasury Board, TBS, will be doing a hori‐
zontal audit on procurement. This is my team doing a horizontal au‐
dit on procurement, again, to look at processes that we have in
place, the governance that we have and the internal controls, and
we'll be able to communicate the result of that audit in the new cal‐
endar year.

Mr. Charles Sousa: That's right, and then, of course, there are
the policy directives. That's the responsibility of the deputies and
the senior officials. I think I heard you correctly that then there are
directives by which those managers and functional specialists are
obliged to do the action. There's a division here, and there's a pro‐
tection measure. This is a buffer, right?

On the allegations or the notion that somehow there's interfer‐
ence or there are preferences made by certain individuals of gov‐
ernment, be it the ministers or deputy ministers, are you satisfied
that there is no interference? Are you satisfied with the way the
process is being done to protect taxpayers from any issues of collu‐
sion, let's call it?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: In the process that I've highlighted in my
opening remarks, there are a lot of checks and balances at different
levels of the government, inside departments and also from a TBS
perspective. Based on all the processes that we have, I am comfort‐
able with what I'm saying.

A lack of documentation, like I said, is disappointing, but that's
something that could be fixed and could be fixed in a timely man‐
ner.

Mr. Charles Sousa: I think one of the issues that I was most dis‐
appointed with was the issue of standardization and not having
some of those across-the-board issues, which are being resolved,
hence the reason we do these internal audits: so that we can have
continuous improvement.

My last question is, do you see the president or any minister pro‐
viding interference or obstructions in these processes?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: I've never seen any of those things.
Mr. Charles Sousa: Have they been accessible to you? Has the

President of the Treasury Board been available to you when neces‐
sary?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: Yes, she has been available to me.
Mr. Charles Sousa: Do I have any more time?
The Chair: You have 32 seconds.
Mr. Charles Sousa: Do you have anything to add, Ms. Lahaie?

Voices: Oh, oh!
Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Nice try. Try some more substantive

questions than that, Charles.
Mr. Charles Sousa: I appreciate it.

I do have another round of questions. I'll come back to you.
The Chair: Thanks.

We will now go over to Mrs. Vignola for two and a half minutes
of questions.
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● (1145)

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

Ms. Boudreau, as I understand it, in terms of grants, you deter‐
mine who can receive them based on certain criteria, but as regards
contributions, there is some form of accountability.

When grants or contributions are awarded to a company, for ex‐
ample for the development of green technologies, we have an ob‐
jective in mind. Canada becomes an investor. In fact, I should say
that citizens, through their taxes, become investors. It may be that
the investment will go awry if we don't reach the goal we've set. It's
also possible that this objective will be achieved.

If it is achieved, if the technology succeeds, are there any clauses
in the contract with the company whereby Canada can get a return
on this investment, for example an investor's right of, say, 2% for
Canadian taxpayers? Is there such a clause, or is money being in‐
vested with no direct return? There's going to be some through tax‐
es and jobs created, but what do we get in the way of direct return?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: Thank you for the question.

Before I answer it, I'd like to come back to the word “grant”. As
we said earlier, there are eligibility criteria, and these must be veri‐
fied each time a new grant is given.

I'll now come back to your question. There are always terms and
conditions. There are terms and conditions attached to every grant
or contribution, and they're probably going to relate to what you've
just listed. That said, I can't think of any specific examples. These
terms and conditions make it possible to determine the commit‐
ments and responsibilities of each of the parties.

Maybe Ms. Thomas has more information on this subject.
Ms. Nicole Thomas: I would just add that, according to our di‐

rective, the terms and conditions of contribution agreements re‐
quire, among other things, that the agreement provide for the recov‐
ery of an overpayment, funds that are not spent or expenses that are
not in accordance with the agreement. This is one of the general
clauses found in agreements.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Thank you.

I'll continue later, Mr. Chair.
[English]

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

One of the findings of the audit was that resources at ECCC were
strained, and some of the lack of documentation and some of the
other audit findings probably stem from a lack of internal resources
to manage the process. It seems like a pretty logical finding that, if
you increase grants and contributions astronomically in a short pe‐
riod of time and don't invest resources in the processes to manage
that, they're not going to be managed appropriately.

Does Treasury Board have guidelines around internal resourcing,
given different levels of grants and contributions? If you're giving
out $2 billion, should you allocate 5% for internal capacity to actu‐
ally document, to write things down and do those kinds of things?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: Every time there is a new program
brought to Treasury Board for approval, it is accompanied by what
we call a CFO attestation. The CFO will be looking at the new pro‐
grams that the departments will need to run, and based on the new
program and the complexity of that program, the CFO will be re‐
quiring additional internal services or additional full-time equiva‐
lents in order to be able to run that program.

Before it goes to Treasury Board, several discussions will happen
between the department and us to make sure we have the proper
level of additional internal services required and to make sure that,
effectively, the department will be able to deliver.

Coming back to that audit, if I may, the fact that it is decentral‐
ized means I don't think that they can.... There is room to gain more
efficiency and maybe to be able to run those programs in a more
timely manner.

● (1150)

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: There's a process in place. If the process
works as it's supposed to, the resources shouldn't be strained, since
they should be augmented appropriately based on this conversation
with the CFO. In this case, obviously, it didn't work, because one of
the audit findings is that resources were strained.

How are we going to ensure it works in the future?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: Again, that will be a discussion, like I
said, between organizations and TBS. They will also look at their
internal processes to make sure they are effective and efficient. We
always recommend that departments look inside to make sure there
is some way to reallocate money internally, because we're talking
about taxpayers' money.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Okay.

Is that it?

The Chair: That's it.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Thanks, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: Mr. Mazier, welcome to OGGO. Go ahead for five
minutes.

Mr. Dan Mazier (Dauphin—Swan River—Neepawa, CPC):
Thank you, Chair.

An internal audit of the grants and contributions program re‐
vealed that the environment department was not monitoring 10% of
the projects and not reviewing a further 27%.

Why weren't these projects being monitored?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: That is based on the risk of those pro‐
grams. We cannot monitor all programs, as we cannot audit every
element. I would say that is probably a question for the department.
They can provide more information about why those specific ele‐
ments were not entirely looked at—the entire grants and contribu‐
tions funding.
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Mr. Dan Mazier: Personally, I find it quite unacceptable. Here
you have an environment minister not monitoring how many emis‐
sions are being reduced with taxpayers' dollars. You don't have a
reason for it.

It's ultimately up to the minister to send that signal back to you
guys to check for that.

Ms. Annie Boudreau: It is up to the deputy minister—
Mr. Dan Mazier: The deputy minister.
Ms. Annie Boudreau: —to make sure that they have the right

controls in place, that their programs are effective and that they
have fulfilled their obligation regarding the terms and conditions of
the contribution funding or grant.

Mr. Dan Mazier: Thank you.

Can you provide a list of projects to the committee that were not
being reviewed and monitored?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: We'll follow up with the department and
provide that information to the committee.

Mr. Dan Mazier: You can provide that. Thank you.

The government launched an $8-billion taxpayer-funded pro‐
gram called the net-zero accelerator. The government claimed it
could reduce emissions by giving away $8 billion to megacorpora‐
tions through this program. According to the environment commis‐
sioner, “A project of more than $50 million also requires Treasury
Board approval, concurrence letters from ministers of other con‐
cerned departments, and Cabinet approval”. The commissioner also
stated that net-zero accelerator projects “can be fast-tracked with a
letter to the Prime Minister.”

How many net-zero accelerator projects were fast-tracked with a
letter to the Prime Minister?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: I don't have that information for you. We
can go back to the department. My understanding is that the com‐
missioner will be appearing just after us, so this could be a question
for him.

Mr. Dan Mazier: In that list of people that goes to the Treasury
Board.... Do you have any recollection of letters, or anything like
that? That would never go past your desk—a letter of approval.

Ms. Annie Boudreau: No, I don't have any recollection.
Mr. Dan Mazier: Okay. Thank you.

Are you aware of any other emissions reduction projects that can
be fast-tracked with a letter to the Prime Minister?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: I'm not aware of any, no.
Mr. Dan Mazier: Treasury Board is required to approve net-zero

accelerator projects that receive more than $50 million.

How many emissions have been reduced to date through the ap‐
proved projects?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: A good reference point is the departmen‐
tal plan and departmental results report, where the information is
provided for each of those programs.

Mr. Dan Mazier: You do an audit on these programs. The whole
idea of releasing the funds is to get outcomes. The Treasury Board

is watching over that. That's what you gave us before, in your testi‐
mony.

Why don't you know the answer to that?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: I'm not responsible for the outcomes for
all of those departments. The deputy heads administering such pro‐
grams for those departments are in a better position to provide the
answers to your questions.

Mr. Dan Mazier: Would the deputy minister of environment
know about the net-zero accelerator fund for that?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: Yes. This program is part of his depart‐
ment. That's correct.

● (1155)

Mr. Dan Mazier: It's interesting, because he said he didn't know
anything about it. I guess we'll have to get him back here in front of
the committee.

Is the environment department fully monitoring the results of its
grants and contribution spending?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: They're doing audits, like I said.

I would also like to add that, as per the Financial Administration
Act, every program greater than $5 million needs to be evaluated
every five years. That is a requirement in the law. Every department
needs to do that.

Mr. Dan Mazier: I'll ask the question again, just so we're clear.

Is the environment department fully monitoring the results of its
grants and contributions spending? Is it law, then?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: Like I said, every program above $5 mil‐
lion, as per the Financial Administration Act, needs to be reviewed
every five years. All those evaluations will be accessible on the de‐
partment's website.

Mr. Dan Mazier: Okay.

Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll finish up with Mr. Bains.

Please go ahead, sir.

Mr. Parm Bains (Steveston—Richmond East, Lib.): Thank
you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to our Treasury Board Secretariat officials for joining
us today.
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I want to talk a bit about the oversight to the transfer payments.
You mentioned that you're looking for efficiencies and for the ef‐
fectiveness of how these things are done. What's the process there?
How do you measure the effectiveness and the efficiencies?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: As I was just saying, there is a require‐
ment to do evaluations as well as a requirement to do internal audits
in each department.

Having said that, my group is responsible for doing internal au‐
dits for what we call “small” departments. Within the Government
of Canada, we have roughly 44 departments for which we are in
charge of doing the audit on their behalf because they don't have
the tools and the manpower necessary to do it. As well, we have
some agreements with regional development agencies in order to
do some audits for them. Again, they don't have the—

Mr. Parm Bains: You said you can't do all of them, though, so
then, there are mechanisms in place to measure things that are be‐
ing processed appropriately. What are those?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: This is a risk-based approach, so we look
at the nature of—

Mr. Parm Bains: What are the risk indicators?
Ms. Annie Boudreau: We look at the risk indicators. We look at

the amount of funding. We look at the programs. Is it a new pro‐
gram? Is it a program that has been there for several years? We look
at the initiatives in place. We look also at other elements. We look
to make sure that there is continuous monitoring.

Mr. Parm Bains: Can I stop at the programs that are there for
several years?

We've seen processes that have not changed for over 20 years,
and we've seen that run into problems. We've studied other funding
pieces within this committee as well.

The fear is.... If there are programs that have been there for sev‐
eral years, is there less oversight on those? That's my question.

Ms. Annie Boudreau: It's not less oversight.

The risk-based audit plan is a three-year audit plan that needs to
be refreshed every year. Those plans come to my group, and we
look at them to make sure that, at the end of the day, we have good
audit coverage on all programs.

Again, if there are some challenges, or if a deputy minister be‐
lieves that they would like to have more information about a partic‐
ular program, then the deputy minister, in their role, can decide to
ask for a specific audit from their internal audit shop.

Mr. Parm Bains: Can I direct my question to Ms. Thomas?

Considering you're the executive director of costing, charging
and transfer payments, can you talk a little about your role in all of
this and your oversight?

Ms. Nicole Thomas: I can build upon what the comptroller gen‐
eral spoke to you about, which was internal audit.

You'll notice that some of the thematics that come out of those
reviews are strengthening processes and strengthening capacity
within the department to deliver those programs. We play a role
with that community of practitioners. We provide guidance. We
provide advice.

We work with the Canada School of Public Service to provide
training so that we can help address some of those issues that come
out and proactively target themes. We also have governance com‐
mittees with departments, where they can raise common concerns
and considerations in their implementation.

● (1200)

Mr. Parm Bains: You're a little more hands-on and more active‐
ly involved in these applications.

How many people are part of the overall broad group looking at
this and doing this work together?

Ms. Nicole Thomas: We're not involved in the actual implemen‐
tation of the programs. That's all within departments.

What we do is provide that policy centre of expertise support to
departments. We have a relatively small team within our organiza‐
tion. We work across departments to facilitate the sharing of best
practices and provide concrete advice when they're doing their de‐
sign.

The Chair: That's our time.

Thanks, as always, for being with us.

Before you go, I have a couple of quick questions myself, if you
don't mind.

How many of the departments have chief audit executives?

I ask that because that is who did this one. We've had several oth‐
er less than stellar audits—one about Global Affairs on their horrif‐
ic non-practice of following the rules on procurement, this one....

How many other departments have chief audit executives, and
what direction are they taking to do these audits and uncover mess‐
es similar to the ones we have with Global Affairs and elsewhere?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: I will provide you with the specific num‐
ber right after the meeting.

The Chair: Who's giving that direction, though, to the auditors?
Is it the deputy minister in each department?

Ms. Annie Boudreau: The deputy minister gives directions.
Each big organization also has what we call a “DAC”—a depart‐
mental audit committee. Those are external representatives who
give feedback and recommendations.

As I was saying, we also review all the risk-based audit plans—
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The Chair: What I'm getting at is this: We've seen these two au‐
dits done. I assume they're directed by the department itself. How
many more should be done, considering the millions of grants be‐
ing done? Heritage Canada has 40,000 or 50,000 grants a year.

Who is directing these audits to be performed?
Ms. Annie Boudreau: I can also direct audits to be performed,

as—
The Chair: Okay. Are you, then?
Ms. Annie Boudreau: Excuse me.
The Chair: Are you, then? Shouldn't you be directing every sin‐

gle department to be doing these audits? Every audit done seems to
show a very disturbing lack of oversight, governance and rule fol‐
lowing. That's what I'm getting at.

Ms. Annie Boudreau: Last year, my predecessor recommended
that each chief audit executive put a procurement audit in their
plan.

Yes, we do. We do it every time we feel there is a need to do
something specific. I can give the instruction to departments to put
something specific in their risk audit plan. It was done last year
with my predecessor for procurement.

The Chair: Thank you again for your time.
Ms. Annie Boudreau: Thank you.
The Chair: We'll suspend for five minutes to bring in the new

witness.

Thank you very much.
● (1200)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1210)

The Chair: I call the meeting back to order.

Good afternoon, everyone. We are back.

We welcome Mr. DeMarco and Mr. Blouin. Welcome to OGGO.

You have an opening statement, sir. You have five minutes. Go
ahead, please.

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco (Commissioner of the Environment
and Sustainable Development, Office of the Auditor General):
Thank you, Mr. Chair, for inviting me to appear before your com‐
mittee today.

I would like to acknowledge that this hearing is taking place on
the traditional unceded territory of the Algonquin Anishinabe peo‐
ple.

I am accompanied today by Nicolas Blouin, a director in our of‐
fice.

I understand that the committee has recently heard from Environ‐
ment and Climate Change Canada officials on the grants and contri‐
butions process at that department. While I'm happy to answer
questions and provide any insights I can in support of the commit‐
tee's work, I want to be clear that the grants and contributions pro‐
grams of Environment and Climate Change Canada have not been
the focus of any recent audits.

As this is my first appearance before this committee, I would like
to take this opportunity to provide an overview of the commission‐
er's role and mandate. On behalf of the Auditor General of Canada,
the commissioner conducts performance audits of matters that re‐
late to the environment and sustainable development, and reports to
Parliament, typically, twice a year. These reports are referred to the
Standing Committee on Environment and Sustainable Development
but are often studied by a wide range of committees in the House of
Commons and the Senate.

Like the Auditor General, the commissioner does not audit the
policy decisions of Parliament and government. Our work exam‐
ines whether government departments and agencies implement pol‐
icy decisions with due regard to economy, efficiency, effectiveness
and the environment.

I would like to note that the environment and sustainable devel‐
opment are a priority across the Office of the Auditor General of
Canada.

● (1215)

[Translation]

Audits carried out by the Auditor General and the commissioner
include, where appropriate, environmental and sustainable develop‐
ment issues. This includes taking into account the United Nations
Sustainable Development Goals when selecting, designing and con‐
ducting all of our performance audits.

The commissioner also reviews and comments on the draft Fed‐
eral Sustainable Development Strategy. Once the strategy has been
implemented, we monitor and report on how federal departments
and agencies are contributing to achieving the objectives set out in
the federal strategy. We also assess and report on their progress in
achieving the objectives of their own departmental strategies. We
also review the accuracy of information in progress reports on the
implementation of the overall federal strategy.

In addition, the commissioner manages the environmental peti‐
tions process on behalf of the Auditor General. This process en‐
ables Canadians to put questions directly to federal ministers on en‐
vironmental and sustainable development issues under federal juris‐
diction, and ensures that petitioners receive a response from the
ministers concerned.

Finally, the Canadian Net-Zero Emissions Accountability Act re‐
quires that the commissioner review the implementation of mea‐
sures taken by the Government of Canada to mitigate climate
change, including those aimed at achieving the most recent green‐
house gas emissions target. He must also report on these measures
and make recommendations. Our first report was tabled in 2023, a
year earlier than required, and the second will be presented for
tabling in November.

Mr. Chair, I would be happy to answer any questions the com‐
mittee may have about my recent work. Thank you.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. DeMarco.
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We'll start with Mr. Mazier for five minutes, please.
Mr. Dan Mazier: Thank you, Chair.

Thank you, Commissioner. It's nice to see you again.

Commissioner, an internal audit of grants and contributions pro‐
grams revealed that Minister Guilbeault's department was not mon‐
itoring 10% of the projects and not reviewing a further 27%. In
fact, Minister Guilbeault's management of taxpayer dollars was so
bad that, according to the report, it represented “potential legal and
reputational damage”.

Throughout all your audits, have you ever noticed similar find‐
ings when the current government has failed to monitor taxpayer-
funded programs?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: As I mentioned in my opening state‐
ment, we haven't had a deep dive into any of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change Canada's grants and contributions programs in the last
couple of years, but we have looked at several other departments'
programs. One example from last year would be the net-zero accel‐
erator fund from ISED. We did have concerns regarding that fund.
In 2021, we had the emissions reduction fund from NRCan, and we
had concerns there as well. These are some of the examples of large
grants and contributions programs that we have audited and had
concerns with.

Mr. Dan Mazier: Do you recall how many dollars that in‐
volved?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: The net-zero accelerator fund was $8
billion. For the emissions reduction fund—the onshore program
that we audited—it was between $600 million and $700 million.

Mr. Dan Mazier: That's a lot of money; that's a lot of taxpayers'
dollars that are not accounted for; that's for sure.

Commissioner, have you ever conducted an audit that revealed
the current government was not publicly measuring the value for
money of taxpayer-funded programs?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Yes. Value for money is an important
aspect. In fact, sometimes one calls a performance audit a value-
for-money audit. That surfaced quite clearly in our most recent re‐
port from 2024, the “Strategic Innovation Fund's Net Zero Acceler‐
ator Initiative”. We have concerns about the failure to properly
track value for money. We touch on it in other reports as well.

It's something that we're also looking at in our next audit, regard‐
ing the Canadian Net-Zero Emissions Accountability Act, as op‐
posed to the net-zero accelerator initiative. It is something that
we're quite concerned about. We have some calculations in here
about value for money in the net-zero accelerator initiative, and I
could get into that in more detail if you wish.
● (1220)

Mr. Dan Mazier: Commissioner, have you ever found any evi‐
dence to suggest that the current government is inflating or inaccu‐
rately reporting the emissions it claims to be reducing?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Is that regarding the emissions that have
been reduced to date or the claims regarding future emissions re‐
duction?

Mr. Dan Mazier: It's regarding claims.

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: We have a range of audits where we
find that the expected reductions have been overestimated or that
they have been the subject of overly optimistic assumptions. If you
call those “claims” or “projections”, then we do have examples of
that in a wide variety of reports.

It's actually disappointing. That's something that's come up in re‐
ports for many years, and we've had to say somewhat the same
thing in different reports over the years, in terms of overly opti‐
mistic assumptions. Probably the two that come to mind most re‐
cently would be the hydrogen audit, as well as the emissions reduc‐
tion fund. In both of those cases, we found that the expected reduc‐
tions were overly optimistic. Then, in our first Canadian Net-Zero
Emissions Accountability Act report from last year, we also report‐
ed on some examples, for example, in the area of public transit.

Mr. Dan Mazier: What are the implications of this? You're re‐
porting this. You're telling the government that it's double counting,
that it's inflating the numbers and that it's basically not telling the
truth to Canadians about how these programs are functioning. What
are the implications of that? What are the results? What happens?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: As indicated in our 2021 report on
lessons learned in climate change, for the failure to execute plans
because of double counting, as you mentioned, because of overly
optimistic assumptions or because of policy decisions that may un‐
dermine initiatives—a whole range of things—the net effect of that
has been a series of failures to meet targets over the last three
decades. It's not just an academic question about a program not
meeting its objective or an overly optimistic objective. All of that
has added up over the years to a net failure to meet any of these tar‐
gets to mitigate climate change through emissions reductions.

The Chair: Thank you, gentlemen.

Mr. Kusmierczyk, welcome back. I'm glad you're feeling better.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk (Windsor—Tecumseh, Lib.): Thank
you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. DeMarco, you've been described as “a leading Canadian ex‐
pert...in the field of environmental policy and law”. You have close
to 30 years' experience in those fields. You also have a bachelor's
degree from the University of Windsor. Is that correct?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: That's an easy question.

Yes.



October 8, 2024 OGGO-144 13

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: That is the source of your superpower,
sir, so I'm glad to hear you say this.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: These are tough questions. It's not fair.
Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: You did a report on ISED's net-zero ac‐

celerator and found that it took applicants 407 hours to complete an
application. Oftentimes, it took 20 months from the time they ap‐
plied to the time they signed a contribution agreement.

I want to ask you this: In your view, what are the consequences
of such a long process?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: This is set out in our report, starting at
paragraph 4.21. “Long and difficult application review process” is
the heading.

In this instance, one of the consequences of the cumbersome and
lengthy process has been a failure to attract large emitters. Not
many of those classified as large emitters in Canada—in terms of
number of megatonnes of emissions per year—were attracted to the
fund. Whether that was entirely due to the cumbersome process, I
can't say exactly, but that is one of the potential concerns. If the ap‐
plication process is not user-friendly, and the fund has the objective
of significant reductions in emissions.... If you're not attracting the
large emitters, you're not going to get those large reductions.
● (1225)

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: It serves as a barrier to some of the ap‐
plicants.

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Yes. It's probably a perceived barrier.
Anyone can go through it if they have the will, but it might be a
disincentive to those who want to put their time elsewhere.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: Back in 2006, the previous administra‐
tion called for a blue-ribbon panel on grants and contributions. One
of the panel's recommendations was to “Dramatically simplify the
reporting and accountability regime”.

Can you help us understand how we square wanting to reduce
red tape on the application and reporting sites to simplify the pro‐
cess with, at the same time, strengthening accountability measures?
What's the sweet spot, and how are the two related?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: You're right to characterize the potential
competing objectives of timeliness and efficiency on one side and
thoroughness and due diligence on the other.

However, I'm of the view that those objectives aren't mutually
exclusive. They don't necessarily run counter to one another. You
can have an efficient and effective process that doesn't necessarily
equate with years of review, so long as the criteria being used are
transparent, defensible and in line with best practices. I would not
say that a more effective and efficient review process—which is
what we recommend in recommendation 4.29—necessarily corre‐
lates completely with time. We can be strategic about how we go
through the review to ensure it is covering all the bases from a due
diligence point of view but isn't cumbersome and lengthy for other
reasons that are not contributing to the effectiveness of the review
process.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: Well, I appreciate that. Sometimes sim‐
plifying the process might make it easier for auditors and officials

to make sure it is accountable. If it's simplified, as opposed to being
convoluted....

We heard something similar in the conversation when the
comptroller general was here. She made a remark that documenta‐
tion is so rudimentary and basic, yet we've heard time and again
from the Auditor General's office and other reporters about a pat‐
tern of lack of documentation.

Do we have a documentation problem? Can you explain why that
might be the case? Why are we seeing, over and over again, docu‐
mentation that's simply not up to snuff?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: The process of documentation is an im‐
portant part of any review of the effectiveness of a program such as
a grants and contributions program.

I would say that the emphasis of this report from our office,
though, is more on outcomes than process. We found that the main
gaps, in this case, had to do with value for money, as we discussed
earlier today, as well as the total amount of reductions expected
from the large sum of money being expended. In this particular in‐
stance, the main problems we uncovered related to value for money
and the lack of a horizontal industrial strategy to guide the use of
that money.

Other than the efficiency of the current, cumbersome process, we
didn't find a lot of other issues with respect to documentation in this
particular audit.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: This audit that was done was an internal
audit by ECCC. I want to ask you whether you feel that this is the
right mechanism or venue to review internal processes at ECCC, or
would your office be the one best positioned to do an audit? Are
you satisfied with the work that was done internally by ECCC? Are
they the right mechanism in this instance?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: To clarify, when I said this audit, I was
talking about the net-zero accelerator report from our office.

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: Pardon me, I wanted to shift back to—
Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Yes, you're shifting back to the internal

audit that's been carried out by ECCC. I understand that you had
the deputy minister speak to that last week.
● (1230)

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: Yes.
Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: I haven't had a chance to review the

transcript of that hearing yet. I'm not sure if it's been posted on the
committee's website yet.

I'm not intimately familiar with all of the findings of that internal
audit by ECCC regarding their grants and contributions.

In the ecosystem of auditing, both the internal audit, such as that
example, and parliamentary officers, such as an Auditor General's
office, including the Commissioner of the Environment and Sus‐
tainable Development, both have a role to play.

I would have to look carefully at the scope of their audit to deter‐
mine whether it's something that was covered well or not, but I
haven't audited their audit, if that's what your question is.
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Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk: And whether there's a value-added....
Okay, gotcha.

Thank you.
The Chair: Thanks very much

Mrs. Vignola, go ahead, please, for six.
[Translation]

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

Mr. DeMarco and Mr. Blouin, thank you for joining us.

Mr. DeMarco, in your speech, you said that Environment and
Climate Change Canada's grants and contributions programs had
not been audited recently. Why is that? Is there a sequence that
means it will soon be their turn?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: There are a lot of grant and contribution
programs across departments. We chose the ones that were aimed at
big reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, and those were pro‐
grams from other departments. We didn't ignore the Department of
the Environment and Climate Change, since we do several audits
within that department, but they are on programs other than its
grants and contributions programs.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Thank you very much.

In your statement, you also said that you are reviewing the draft
Federal Sustainable Development Strategy and making comments
on it. Are these suggestions being implemented or taken into con‐
sideration?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: In terms of our final comments on the
new strategy, some of our recommendations have been implement‐
ed by the department, while others have not. So, they weren't all re‐
tained, but they weren't all rejected either. We're somewhere in be‐
tween.

The problem that persists, even after our recommendations, is
that this strategy continues to focus on the environment without
taking into account the other two aspects of sustainable develop‐
ment, the economic and the social. I'd like to see a sustainable de‐
velopment strategy that integrates the three aspects of sustainable
development more equally, rather than focusing on the environment
and ignoring most of the economic and social aspects.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Thank you. Your answer allows me to move
to my next question.

When you're planning something, in my opinion, it involves
looking beyond the end of your nose and considering all the ele‐
ments that will be affected, or as many factors as possible. In short,
it's about having a global vision. Unfortunately, that's not what
we're seeing, and that is what you're saying, to a degree. It's as if
everything is done on an ad hoc basis, to look as good as possible
and get the best flowers thrown at you. Perhaps my question will be
more specific.

What are the consequences of the lack of coordination between
programs and of working in a vacuum, without an overall picture of
the situation? In my opinion, this means that we can give subsidies
or tax credits to the oil industry, for example, while saying we're
going to plant 2 billion trees, but without seeing how these two

ideas can come together, move away from each other, or even inter‐
fere with each other.

What are the consequences of not having a program overview?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: That's a big question.

There's a saying about not being able to see the forest for the
trees. That's why, in 2021, we published a report entitled “Lessons
Learned from Canada's Climate Change Performance”. We had
sought to understand, in a comprehensive way, the problem of re‐
peated failure to meet greenhouse gas emission reduction targets.

Our first lesson was the need for better leadership and coordina‐
tion. So I agree with you that we need to look at the whole package.
There are over 100 measures dealing with climate change, as well
as others dealing with biodiversity and sustainable development.
We need to see the interaction between these measures. In the con‐
text of sustainable development, we also need to see the interaction
between measures relating to the environment and measures relat‐
ing to economic and social aspects, as I said.

So I agree. This system where departments work in silos is an
obstacle that prevents the government from having a global vision.

● (1235)

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Thank you very much.

In your audit report, you talk about the process—

[English]

The Chair: That's your time.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: She can have 20 of my seconds.

The Chair: Okay, I was just testing.

[Translation]

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

Mr. DeMarco, in your audit report, you say that the contribution
application process takes an average of 407 hours, which corre‐
sponds to more than 10 weeks full-time. Small and medium-sized
companies, no matter how creative, can't pay a full-time person for
10 weeks to fill out an application.

Are these programs made primarily for big companies with very
strong backs, yes or no?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Maybe. I can't answer yes or no, but I
can tell you that there are also a lot of big companies, big emitters
of greenhouse gases, that haven't applied to the program. So there
are problems there too.

Mrs. Julie Vignola: All right.

[English]

The Chair: Thanks very much.

Mr. Bachrach.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
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Thank you, Mr. DeMarco, for, I was going to say “being back”,
but I'm not sure you've been to OGGO for a while. At least I
haven't seen you here in my time.

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: This is my first appearance at OGGO.
Mr. Taylor Bachrach: It's your first appearance—there you

go—but of course, I think we've all had the pleasure of hearing
your reports at other committees.

This issue of grants and contributions is an interesting one. I'm
trying to think of questions that relate specifically to your area of
responsibility.

You have a broad view of the government's emissions reduction
plans, and you've reported on that in the past. It seems to me, unless
I'm missing something, that they kind of fall into two buckets.
There's the regulatory piece, the rules and regulations and laws that
constrain different sectors from emitting. Then there's the carrots
piece, which is the grants and contributions the government's giv‐
ing out as incentives to reduce emissions.

I'm wondering if it's too much to ask you to broadly comment on
these sticks and carrots buckets. Which of them has proven the
most effective or made the biggest contribution to emissions reduc‐
tions over the years that you've been in your role?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: In exhibit 4.1 of the net-zero accelerator
report from last year, we try to simplify that as well. We are able to
simplify it only into four categories. You've managed to put it into
two, but we have carbon pricing regulations; financial support in‐
cluding grants and contributions, which we're talking about today;
and others, such as education and government procurement, and the
greening of government strategy. We've used that taxonomy, but at
one trophic level higher, you could call them just carrots and sticks,
if you'd like. There's nothing wrong with that.

We haven't audited the contributions of each one of those buckets
to say for sure how much is expected to result in the 36% reduction
in greenhouse gas emissions that Environment and Climate Change
Canada is currently on track for, according to its own calculations.
At other committee hearings, which some of you have been present
for, the government itself has said it expects to get about a third, I
believe, from carbon pricing. The other big chunk is regulations.
Financial support and other, such as procurement, would be the re‐
mainder. Certainly, carbon pricing and regulations are the two big-
ticket items.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Okay.

It seems to me that one of the risks involved with grants and con‐
tributions is this sort of shoehorning effect, whereby the govern‐
ment allocates an envelope of money for certain kinds of contribu‐
tions, and then all of these instances pop up where they have poten‐
tial recipients that they want to get money to somehow and they go
looking around for envelopes of money that could be applied in that
way. For example, the net-zero accelerator fund has a number of
different criteria, not just emissions reductions.

Is there a risk of government using these kinds of funds as a bit
of a catch-all for projects that don't necessarily emphasize emis‐
sions reductions but might hit on some of the other criteria, such
that the net effect at the end of the day is that projects get funded,

but the primary objective of reducing emissions actually gets de-
emphasized in the outcomes you're seeing?

● (1240)

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: That is definitely a risk.

In this instance, most of the fund actually has been committed to
already in terms of the $8 billion, yet in terms of bankable reduc‐
tions, it's nowhere near the 19 megatonnes to 20 megatonnes that
Environment Canada was hoping to see out of this program by
ISED. Whether the relatively modest amount of reduction, which I
believe in this case was from five of the 17 projects, is from shoe‐
horning or from other causes, I can't say for sure, but the main mes‐
sage is that this is a large sum of money without a lot of bankable
emissions reductions associated with it.

Also, in terms of value for money, there is a lack of demonstra‐
tion by the department that this fund is going to truly accelerate to‐
wards net zero—which is the name of the fund—in a significant
way. That's the main problem with this fund.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: I didn't do the calculation, but it would
be interesting to know the cost per tonne of those emissions, those
modest emissions, from the net-zero accelerator fund. Maybe I can
do the math between rounds.

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: No, we've done the math.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Oh, you have done it? Okay.

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: It's in the report.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Okay. It's exhibit 1.4 at pages 4 and 5.
Thank you for the data.

The Chair: Thanks.

We will now go to the final round.

Next is Mr. Mazier for five minutes, please.

Mr. Dan Mazier: Thank you, Chair.

Commissioner, the government launched an $8-billion taxpayer-
funded program called the “net zero accelerator”. The government
claimed that they could reduce emissions by giving away $8 billion
to megacorporations through this program.

According to your report on the net-zero accelerator project—I
have to double-check this because I can't believe what I'm actually
going to say here—these funds “can be fast-tracked with a letter to
the Prime Minister.” That's at the bottom of page 8 of your report
and, like I say, I hesitated, because I wanted to make sure I had that
quote correct.
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I find this quite alarming and scandalous, to say the least. Does
this not concern you? When you reported this and when you saw
this, did it not concern you that the world's largest companies can
write a letter to the Prime Minister and say, “Here, we need some
funding to reduce...we might reduce some emissions?”

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: I'll start by saying that this exhibit 4.2,
if I recall correctly, describes the process that is available. I do not
believe that we found in any of the 17 files a letter such as that.

This describes the process that can be followed, but I don't recall
there being anywhere a letter to fast-track. That's an option that's
available, but you would have to confirm for sure from the depart‐
ment whether they've actually used that. I don't recall. I haven't
seen it being used—

Mr. Dan Mazier: Why was it there?
Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Pardon me?
Mr. Dan Mazier: Why was it there, then? If you don't recall, I

guess that's just the standard.
Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: This is just describing the approval pro‐

cess. That is one of the steps that's available in the approval pro‐
cess. It doesn't mean that in each of the 17 they went through all of
these steps.

Mr. Dan Mazier: Have you ever seen anything like that?
Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Well, ultimately, it's ministerial ac‐

countability to the decisions being made under this, so we can do
an audit, but ultimately the accountability is with the minister in
terms of demonstrating the value to taxpayers of these funds.

We do have concerns, not so much about that letter, because we
didn't see it being used, but we did find examples—I think it was
three of the 17—where they were fast-tracked without due dili‐
gence. We do have a recommendation about that:

To ensure that [ISED's] reporting of greenhouse gas reduction commitments is
accurate, the department should follow due diligence and complete the assess‐
ment for all projects before agreements are signed.

That would be our view in terms of putting into place a better
due diligence process before these big-ticket agreements are signed.
● (1245)

Mr. Dan Mazier: Why would you send a special letter to the
Prime Minister versus someone else, like a department head in a
regular process? This is pretty extraordinary. With an $8-billion ac‐
cess fund, there's a direct pipeline to the Prime Minister.

Why send a letter to the Prime Minister? Was that ever explained
to you in your audit, or did anybody ever ask that question?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: We're auditing their execution of the
program, and we have concerns about that in terms of the value for
money and the total amount of greenhouse gas emission reductions.
It's up to the government to decide the process, and it approved
that.

I think that question would be better addressed to the deputy
minister of ISED, if he is to appear.

Mr. Dan Mazier: Is the deputy minister of ISED the one who
would issue this letter? This is an environment program, so would it
not be the deputy minister of environment who would issue it?

Who would write that letter to the Prime Minister?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: We haven't seen an example of such a
letter, but my understanding is that.... Maybe I should explain this a
bit better.

The net-zero accelerator fund is part of Environment and Climate
Change Canada's emissions reduction plan, but it's administered by
ISED, so it's an ISED grants and contribution program.

Mr. Dan Mazier: These major corporations can still access bil‐
lions of dollars through a letter to the Prime Minister, though. Is
that correct?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: That's what's set out in the process pro‐
vided to us in exhibit 4.2, but we didn't see any examples of that
letter being sent.

Mr. Dan Mazier: Do you think it's really appropriate that mega‐
corporations can get free taxpayers' money through the net-zero ac‐
celerator fund through the Prime Minister?

Do you think there's a better process?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Our views on this are wrapped up in
recommendation 4.63. Whatever process and approval agents they
want to have in their flow chart, that due diligence should happen
before the approval of these agreements. That's our view.

It's up to the government to decide who does what in the ap‐
proval chain, but we would like to see due diligence prior to the
commitments.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We will now go to Mr. Bains, please.

Go ahead, sir.

Mr. Parm Bains: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to the Office of the Auditor General for joining us
here today.

Your recent audit of the net-zero accelerator initiative found that
the initiative “was not part of any coherent and comprehensive hor‐
izontal industrial policy on decarbonization”. Similarly, Environ‐
ment and Climate Change Canada's internal audit of its grants and
contributions programs found them to be uncoordinated.

Can you elaborate a bit on the significance of these findings?



October 8, 2024 OGGO-144 17

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: I'll pick up on a theme we touched on
with the questions from Madame Vignola. Looking at things in an
integrated way, let's start at the highest level with the three pillars
of sustainable development, looking at the environment, economy
and social dimensions all together. That will lead to more effective
decisions than looking at them in silos.

Looking across the federal government, it's been set up, obvious‐
ly, for decades and centuries, in departmental silos. However, the
world is facing a number of challenges that do not fit very well now
within each of those silos. The government has tried to adapt by
putting in some horizontal initiatives to overcome the vertical silos,
but it's far from doing that in an effective way. We're still seeing
siloed decision-making, and the proof is in the outcomes. We've
now had 30 years since Canada's commitments to stabilize and then
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and during that time emissions
have gone up.

Obviously, it would be unwise to keep doing the same thing and
expect different results. We need to have a better system for tack‐
ling these horizontal issues that are whole-of-society, not just
whole-of-government. One way to do that would be to rethink the
departmental silos that have ruled the day so far.

As we mentioned in our climate change lessons learned report,
there may be a need for a more centralized and coordinated ap‐
proach.
● (1250)

Mr. Parm Bains: Is that the only measure that can be taken as a
recommendation? What, specifically, can be done? Is it just central‐
izing? How would that work?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: We've surfaced the issue. Obviously, it's
a policy decision of the government to decide how to address the
problem that we've uncovered. We've pointed to examples in other
countries where there is a more centralized approach to climate
change mitigation. Does that mean it will work for sure? No. You
could have a central agency that also fails to produce results.

We know that the lack of accountability and the lack of coordina‐
tion in Canada have been present now for 30 years, and we are the
worst performing of the G7 countries in reducing greenhouse gas
emissions. Something has to change, but it will be up to the govern‐
ment to recognize that problem and make the policy decisions nec‐
essary to rectify it.

Mr. Parm Bains: There was some mention of chief executives
who audit every different.... Maybe those are the silos you're talk‐
ing about.

Would it be important to ensure they coordinate in some capacity
and establish some type of mechanism to centralize this? Do you
establish something like a task team to do this?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Are you referring to the chief audit ex‐
ecutives in each department?

Mr. Parm Bains: Yes.
Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: There are chief audit executives respon‐

sible within their departmental silos. Would they be the ones able to
cut across these silos and effectively implement horizontality? It
would be a challenge at that level, I think, to do so. It has to be

something that comes from the centre of government—Treasury
Board, Finance or one of the other central agencies. They can put
into effect something like that.

I don't know whether each individual chief audit executive could
be expected to overcome those silos, given that the scope of their
work is defined by their department.

Mr. Parm Bains: How much time do I have left?

The Chair: You have 20 seconds.

Mr. Parm Bains: Thank you, Mr. DeMarco.

The Chair: Thanks, Mr. Bains.

You have two and a half minutes, Mrs. Vignola.

[Translation]

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

Gentlemen, thank you for being with us and taking the time to
answer our questions. I have many more, but I have a debate to fin‐
ish right now with my colleagues.

Members of Parliament, I'd like to bring back to the table the de‐
bate on the report to the House on the Governor General's expenses
for her French courses. I'll read my motion again, since some of
you weren't here last time.

The media reported on Wednesday, September 25, 2024, that the
Governor General of Canada, Mary Simon, was still unable to con‐
verse in French during a visit to a community organization in Lévis,
Quebec, and that she had to forego certain activities planned during
her stay in Quebec for this reason. In addition, the Governor Gener‐
al had made a firm commitment to learn French by 2021, when she
was appointed, and again told Radio-Canada in an interview in
2023 that she wanted to be able to speak to francophones by the
end of 2024. Moreover, tens of thousands of dollars in public funds
have been spent on French courses for little result since 2021.

Therefore, the motion proposes that the committee express con‐
cern that the Governor General cannot adequately address Quebec
francophones and francophones from francophone communities in
other provinces in their mother tongue. The motion also asks the
committee to express its deep disappointment that after three years
since her appointment, the Governor General of Canada cannot sus‐
tain a basic level of conversation in French in the exercise—

[English]

The Chair: Madame?

[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Yes.

[English]

The Chair: I have to interrupt you.
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Are you looking to reintroduce your motion that was adjourned?
[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola: The debate was adjourned and there was no
vote on the motion.
[English]

The Chair: We have to get—
[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola: I want us to start the debate on this motion.
[English]

The Chair: We will go to a dilatory vote on it. You can't speak
to it. You have to move to reintroduce it.
[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola: All right.
[English]

The Chair: That causes a dilatory vote on whether we will re‐
sume the debate. You can't speak to it first.
[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola: I can't speak—
[English]

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Shouldn't we vote to put it back on the
table?

The Chair: Yes, we have to put it back on the table first, before
we actually continue the debate.
● (1255)

[Translation]
Mrs. Julie Vignola: I see.

[English]
The Chair: We can consider that you're moving it in order to

have a vote on whether we will resume the debate on it, but we
need to have the vote first.
[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola: If that's the procedure, let's go with the pro‐
cedure. We have no choice, it seems.
[English]

The Chair: Yes, that's what I'm trying to get at.

I'll have the clerk do a vote on a dilatory motion to resume the
debate on Mrs. Vignola's motion.

Go ahead, sir.

(Motion negatived: nays 8; yeas 2 [See Minutes of Proceedings])

The Chair: We will not be resuming that debate right now.

We will now turn to Mr. Bachrach for his final two and a half
minutes.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Thanks, Mr. Chair.

Mr. DeMarco, the leader of the Conservative Party has said that
if his party were to form government, he would not pull Canada out
of the Paris Agreement, which comes with certain emissions reduc‐

tion commitments that have already been made and can't be wa‐
tered down, as I understand it. However, we know very little about
his actual climate plans. There are many policies that he has op‐
posed but few he has supported. The main one we hear about re‐
peatedly is this idea of meeting our emissions reduction target by
exporting fossil fuels to other parts of the world.

Could you comment on the efficacy of that approach, whether it's
consistent with the Paris Agreement, and whether other countries
are meeting their emissions reduction targets using that approach?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: The choice of measures is a decision to
be made by government, and Parliament itself, to the extent any of
those measures are reflected in legislation. What I have said before
in previous committee hearings and with other committees is that if
we remove any big-ticket items from the current suite of mea‐
sures—and we have in our net-zero act report a list of 80 measures
that are ongoing and another 37 that are proposed—another re‐
placement measure needs to be put in place to compensate for that,
so that it still adds up.

Having said that, even if you look at all the measures now, they
still don't add up to 40%-45%. If we're to meet the Paris Agreement
target that Canada has set for itself in its NDC, a 40%-45% reduc‐
tion from 2005 levels by 2030, we're actually still in need of more
measures or ratcheted-up existing measures.

We're not even at the point where we're meeting the target or on
track to meet the target, so I'm hesitant to have a view on a specific
measure and how one could be replaced. We're looking at the glob‐
al 40%-45%, and we don't even have an emissions reduction plan
yet that has bankable measures that will get to the lowest part of
that range of 40%-45%.

We still have work to be done. What the government chooses to
do in terms of the measures is up to the government.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Are you seeing any other countries em‐
ploying the policy approach that he suggested?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: I don't think I've done a deep dive into
that particular issue in any of the audits so far.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Thank you.

The Chair: Thanks.

Next, we have Mrs. Block, please.

Mrs. Kelly Block (Carlton Trail—Eagle Creek, CPC): Thank
you very much, Mr. Chair.

I'm going to follow up on a line of questioning by my colleague,
Mr. Mazier.

I want to go back and ask, who would have written the program‐
ming rules stating that one could fast-track approvals to the Prime
Minister? Who would be responsible for that rule?
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Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Are you looking at exhibit 4.2, again, in
terms of the process?

Mrs. Kelly Block: Yes.
● (1300)

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: That process is managed by ISED. The
witnesses earlier today would have been involved in approving the
creation of this fund at Treasury Board. Who actually made the de‐
cision for that off-ramp, where things can be fast-tracked, I don't
know.

I'll ask Mr. Blouin, were we given that information, as to who ap‐
proved the process set out in exhibit 4.2?

Mr. Nicolas Blouin (Director, Office of the Auditor General):
We were not given that information.

Mrs. Kelly Block: I'm not looking for a name, but perhaps a po‐
sition. Who would have the authority to write that sort of rule in
place in a process?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: The process, generally, was managed by
ISED. It would have required some level of Treasury Board ap‐
proval. The program itself would have required some level of Trea‐
sury Board approval. I would suggest you speak to the deputy min‐
ister at ISED to find out, specifically, what position was involved in
approving that aspect of the flow chart. I do not have a certain an‐
swer for you, unfortunately.

Mrs. Kelly Block: I'm not sure if you answered this earlier. Is
this a standard rule for departments to have in place when seeking
approvals for certain grants and contributions?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Again, that's probably a question better
directed to the deputy ministers, and, at a global level, the
comptroller general, who was here earlier. I haven't seen that partic‐
ular example of fast-tracking with a letter to the Prime Minister in
other grants and contributions audits we've done recently. We've
only looked at a few, and there are dozens and dozens of these pro‐
grams. It's better to ask someone who has more of a global view of
this process, and that would be Treasury Board.

Mrs. Kelly Block: Okay, thank you.

In many audits your office has completed over the last few years,
one of the primary issues that has been highlighted in those reports
has been the lack of documentation and perhaps even mismanage‐
ment. When you see continued mismanagement called out over
several years with no improvements, would you agree that a full
forensic audit would help to give a full picture of the mismanage‐
ment?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: One could scope an audit to look at it in
a global sense, or one can look for the trends across our audits. I
would say that in both the audits I've spoken about earlier today as
well as some of the other ones that come to mind, we have looked
at the issue of open and transparent process and documentation, as
you just talked about. We've had concerns about eligibility. We've
had concerns about whether the expected outcomes are being
achieved, for example, in the net-zero accelerator.

We've also had concerns about whether grants and contributions
programs are properly being measured, monitored and verified. I
can speak to those at a general level by connecting the dots
amongst many reports. Whether we would need to do another re‐

port to do that, I'm not sure, but those are themes that have come up
across several reports.

Mrs. Kelly Block: A fuller audit could be in order. Is that right?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: An audit of that level would need to be
approved by the Auditor General in terms of looking at such a
large.... It would be up to her to decide, looking at the opportunity
cost against other audits. I can tell you that these themes have al‐
ready come up in several audits, and we can connect the dots at
least for those.

Mrs. Kelly Block: Thank you very much. I appreciate that.

I'm going to turn over the last few seconds of my time to Ms.
Kusie.

Mrs. Stephanie Kusie: Thank you, Ms. Block.

Given the larger context of today, Chair, we have the 2019 Trea‐
sury Board guidelines, which clearly have not been adhered to. We
saw the bad audit out of Global Affairs Canada. We now have a
part-time minister. I believe, Mr. Chair, that this necessitates greater
oversight, as has been brought to the attention of the committee by
my colleague. As such, I'm putting on verbal notice the following
motion:

Given that,

grants and contributions by Environment and Climate Change Canada have in‐
creased by $625 million since 2016;

only 5.5% of all grants and contributions from ECCC were reviewed in a depart‐
mental audit;

the audit stated that there was a potential for abuse and mismanagement that
may lead to “reputational and legal damage”; and

this review was only an internal review and not independent;

the committee call on the Auditor General to complete a value for money and
performance audit on the grants and contributions program at Environment and
Climate Change Canada and report the findings to the House.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

● (1305)

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll now turn to Mr. Sousa to finish off for five minutes, please.

Mr. Charles Sousa: Thank you.

Canada uses 2005 as its baseline in terms of the emissions reduc‐
tions commitments. Is that right? How much has been reduced
since 2005?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Based on the latest official figures from
Environment and Climate Change Canada, which are the 2022
emissions, it would be between 7% and 8% from 2005 levels to
2022. The target is 40% to 45%.

Mr. Charles Sousa: In the absence of those measures, how
much higher would emissions be by 2030? Some of these are esti‐
mates. Is that right?
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Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Environment Canada does a projection,
which people may call a “business as usual” or an “extrapolation”,
as to what would have happened in this alternate world where none
of these measures were in place. However, there are so many as‐
sumptions in that sort of modelling that I can't tell you a number
that I'm comfortable with as to what the emissions would be today
without any measures. They would obviously be significantly high‐
er than today, but I'm not going to put a number on it.

Mr. Charles Sousa: I believe the Canadian institute of environ‐
ment estimates that it would be about 41% higher. Is that correct?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: You would have to ask them.
Mr. Charles Sousa: Is that what you've read, on their part?
Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: I don't recall reading that specific num‐

ber, but if that's their number, that's.... It would have assumptions
associated with it, though.

Mr. Charles Sousa: I guess my point is that we recognize.... I
agree we need a sustainable effort to go forward. I want to look at
the environmental benefit, but I also want to look at the economic
benefit, the green economy and other things we're trying to put in
force to enable us to improve economic circumstances, environ‐
mental circumstances and social benefit. There is a benefit when all
of this comes to be.

We can look backwards. We can go back to the days of coal
plants in Ontario, for example. When we decarbonized our system,
we got part of the cap and trade initiative. We became part of the
western climate initiative, alongside Quebec, and we were taking
advantage of a great benefit to reduce emissions and climate im‐
pacts on society and local communities. That's what Canada is try‐
ing to do in part of the overall Paris Agreement. Those are the ef‐
forts we're trying to proceed with. Measures are being taken and
enacted. There are things we can do to improve upon this. That's
why we have internal audits. That's why we make these efforts.
That's why we rely on people like you, the experts in this area, to
guide us and provide some direction on how to proceed in a better
way.

The question is this: Is it not appropriate, then, to take measures,
audits and reviews to sustain and support the program? Others be‐
lieve there should be no program. Others are assuming there is no
climate change. Others are saying we should just go back to the
glory days of coal plants, emissions and manufacturing without
looking at alternatives.

Mr. DeMarco, can you give us your impressions on what we
should do, going forward? Is it not appropriate to do what we're do‐
ing?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Let me answer that at a high level.

There are measures, especially regulatory ones like carbon pric‐
ing, that have the ability to achieve significant reductions. We don't
even have enough measures now to add up to our target of 40% to
45%. As I answered in a question earlier, we're in a position where
we need more measures to do so.

Regarding the fact that we have some measures providing added
value, does that mean we can rest on those laurels? No, we are far
from achieving our target. On a comparative basis, we're the worst
among the G7. One cannot say that we're doing something that's

good enough just because it's better than nothing. Compared with
our neighbours, and looking towards our own target, we're not do‐
ing enough.

Mr. Charles Sousa: However, we're attempting to do more.
That's the point. That's the whole crux of the matter. We have taken
these initiatives. We realize we can do better. We're taking those
matters in control.

I want to highlight some allegations being proposed.

Do you see the Prime Minister making these decisions unilateral‐
ly with submissions being put before him? Is there any interference
by government officials or elected officials to obstruct the reduction
of emissions? Is it not the policy to try to foster greater reductions
overall?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: The stated intent of a range of govern‐
ments over the past 30 years has been to achieve an emissions re‐
duction target. We failed on all of them. Does that mean the mea‐
sures aren't working individually? Some of them are working well
and some of them aren't, but they're not adding up to enough. That's
my main point. If we look at the last few years of emissions, they're
hovering around the same amount. Since COVID, they've been
hovering around the same amount. This means that, for over 30%
of that 40% to 45% target for 2030, there are now only six years
left to get all of that 30%-plus in reductions.

The point I'm trying to make is this: To date, the results achieved
from all these measures have not added up to enough. More effec‐
tive measures and probably just more measures will be needed to
achieve the goal of 40% to 45% by 2030 and net zero by 2050. We
need to redouble our efforts to fight climate change.

● (1310)

Mr. Charles Sousa: Has the government initiated a receptivity
to doing so?

The Chair: I'm sorry, Mr. Sousa. That is past our time.

Mr. Charles Sousa: It is a yes-or-no answer.

The Chair: We're quite a bit past our time.

Mr. DeMarco and Mr. Blouin, thanks for being with us. You've
shown why you're two of my favourite witnesses on the other side,
in public accounts. Thank you very much. I appreciate it.

Very quickly, colleagues, we have a couple of budgets to ap‐
prove. You received copies of them the other day. I see thumbs-up
all around. There are two budgets—one for grants and contribu‐
tions, and one for Canada Post.

Thank you very much.

By this Friday at noon, please have witnesses for indigenous pro‐
curement. I haven't received anything since the motion was passed.
It's Friday at noon, please.
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Then there's Canada Post. We're doing that on Thursday. We re‐
ceived 20 recommendations. Our wonderful analysts have grouped
a bunch together. I'm asking you to please take a look at the recom‐
mendations put forward by the analysts, who bunched them togeth‐
er. Be prepared. Hopefully, after chatting among yourselves, we can
reduce those so we can get through the report on Thursday.

I appreciate everyone's patience.

With that, we are adjourned.
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