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COMMISSIONER’S MESSAGE

This year I marked my 35th year in public service, and having 
decided not to seek a renewal of my appointment as Integrity 
Commissioner, I spent some time reflecting on accountability and 
transparency in government. I have seen many changes over the 
course of my career with the Office of the Integrity Commissioner  
of Ontario, entrusted with key mandates to strengthen public trust 
in government. With the first mandate under the Members’ Conflict 
of Interest Act, 1988 (now known as the Members’ Integrity Act, 1994), 
we provided conflict of interest advice to MPPs from a small office 
with one desk, one chair, one telephone and a garbage can. Today 

the Office employs 13 people, providing services under six mandates and five pieces of legislation. 
Significant legislative amendments passed this year will substantively change and increase our 
responsibilities again, yet the core principles remain the same as in those early days: providing  
ethical leadership and advice to Ontario’s elected officials and staff. 

Integrity and respect for all who work in government are at the heart of everything I do. It is what 
my Office stands for. We strive to meet the highest ethical standards to help strengthen the public 
trust in government and its officials. 

Heightened public scrutiny about conflict of interest and ethical matters helps persuade elected 
officials of the value of the services this Office provides. And in this I have always believed in two 
things. First, I try to make decisions and offer advice that makes good common sense. Second, I 
firmly believe that education and training make a difference. We can’t legislate ethics or integrity, 
but we can all make it a part of who we are. Leading the discussion on conflict of interest and 
ethical choices helps encourage elected officials, political staff and public servants to put the needs 
of the public trust first as they fulfill their responsibilities at work. The Office of the Integrity 
Commissioner does make a difference.

The advice offered by the Office has adapted to this changing environment. I have worked very hard 
to publicly explain the principles of accountability and transparency that form the foundation for the 
advice I provide. I have made education and training the focus of my term as Commissioner. I may 
not have been able to speak about case details beyond the anonymized summaries that appear in the 
annual reports, but I have seized every opportunity to speak publicly about what constitutes ethical 
behaviour and how this translates into public service in the current day.

I am pleased to note, also, that through the years the Office has proactively highlighted the need 
for legislative change in many of the Office’s mandates. As a matter of course we regularly review 
the laws under which we work, and we have succeeded in bringing about important amendments 
to the Members’ Integrity Act, 1994, and most recently, the Lobbyists Registration Act, 1998, and the 
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The need for integrity  

and ethical guidance  

is as important as ever

Public Sector Expenses Review Act, 2009. Many of these amendments are 
the result of my Office’s persistent efforts to persuade government of the 
need to improve legislation and change with the times. I have not been as 
successful in my work to update the disclosure of wrongdoing provisions 
of the Public Service of Ontario Act, 2006, but am confident that the 
Office will continue this effort.

My time in the Office will soon end; however, the need for integrity 
and ethical guidance is as important as ever. The public has always had 
the expectation that those in public service will act ethically and with 
integrity. What has changed over the years is the sense of what constitutes 
ethical behaviour and integrity — where once it was sufficient to comply 
with the rules, for example, now an official might be criticized because 
the perception is that the rules themselves are not strict enough. There  
is an expectation that the elected official and public servant should be 
going beyond the rules, doing more to ensure that their behaviour  
meets a higher, often unwritten, standard.

With this in mind, I am dismayed when I see how elected officials behave 
during Question Period. It does not meet the standards expected of the 
Ontario public and is a public embarrassment. Indeed, the Preamble 
to the Members’ Integrity Act states: “Members are expected to perform 
their duties of office and arrange their private affairs in a manner that 
promotes public confidence in the integrity of each member, maintains 
the Assembly’s dignity and justifies the respect in which society holds  
the Assembly and its members.” 

The dignity and respect have been lost, and public cynicism is  
increasing. Former Integrity Commissioners have called Question 
Period “a manifestation of unenlightened juvenile behaviour” and 
“an unattractive partisan theatrical performance which denigrates the 
institution of the Assembly.” I have a duty to honour this office, and 
I would not be fulfilling that duty if I did not speak up. I join my 
predecessors in expressing concern, and once again, I encourage  
members to take a step forward and make some changes.

Legislative Updates

In December, the government passed the Public Sector and MPP 
Accountability and Transparency Act, 2014. The Act amended three  
pieces of legislation affecting two mandates for my Office: lobbyists 
registration and expenses review.
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Lobbyists Registration Act, 1998

I welcome the amendments to the Lobbyists Registration Act, 1998, as I 
have been calling for a review for a number of years. A summary of the 
changes to the Act is included later in this report, but one significant 
change bears mentioning here. This amendment provides the Integrity 
Commissioner, as Lobbyists Registrar, with the power to investigate 
complaints under the Act and to issue penalties. These changes are long 
overdue, and they give the Registrar the necessary tools to ensure that 
lobbyists are in compliance with the Act.

However, the amendments did not go far enough with regard to the 
registration requirements for in-house lobbyists. These are the people 
employed by for-profit and not-for-profit entities.

Previously, an in-house lobbyist was required to register their activity only 
if it constituted a “significant part of duties” — this translated into 96 
hours of lobbying within a three-month period and became known as “the 
20% rule.” I renamed this “the 20% loophole” because it set such a high 
threshold for submitting a registration and it did not reflect the purpose of 
the Act, which is to provide the public with full and accurate information 
about who is lobbying whom about what. It was not transparent.

I advocated for a lower threshold of five hours a year, arguing that if 
anyone spent that much time lobbying a public office holder, then that 
activity would be sufficiently important for them to be required to 
register. Registration is free, online and simple to complete. 

As a result of the amendments, this threshold has been reduced to 50 
hours annually, and while it is an improvement, it is not enough — the 
bar is still set too high. It remains my view that any person who lobbies 
five hours a year should be bound by accountability and transparency to 
the fullest extent.

Expenses Review 

Since 2010, the Office has reviewed the expenses of 21 of Ontario’s 
largest agencies, and I have been pleased with the high degree of 
compliance. I believe it is important to recognize those agencies that  
have achieved a consistent record of compliance and to now turn our 
attention to other entities that could benefit from my Office’s review. 
With changes to the Office’s expense mandate, I will determine which  

The amendments did  

not go far enough…
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The Act clearly places  

the responsibility for 

outreach and education  

on Ethics Executives

of the approximately 180 provincial agencies, boards and commissions 
will have their travel, meal and hospitality expense claims reviewed by  
my Office, and when.

In keeping with these changes, I continue to urge the government to 
improve the system for all involved by implementing a per diem system 
for those public servants who travel on business. This would provide 
clarity for travellers and reduce expense claim paperwork while still 
keeping a maximum cap on spending.

Disclosure of Wrongdoing

In 2012, my Office conducted a thorough review of the disclosure of 
wrongdoing provisions in the Public Service of Ontario Act, 2006, as  
part of the mandated five-year legislated review. The government did  
not act on my recommendations for amendments, but did undertake  
to strengthen communications with current and former members of  
the Ontario Public Service so that all employees would be aware of  
the frameworks in place for disclosures of wrongdoing.

Very few public servants have disclosed potential wrongdoing internally  
to the government under the disclosure of wrongdoing framework  
since the Act came into force. Although the government has taken  
steps to educate and train members of the OPS about the disclosure  
of wrongdoing provisions, the low number of public servants who have 
come forward suggests that more needs to be done. The Act clearly places 
the responsibility for outreach and education on Ethics Executives — the 
deputy ministers and heads of Ontario’s public bodies. The government 
must provide them with the necessary tools and procedures to ensure that 
disclosures are meaningfully received and investigated.

To give meaning to the disclosure of wrongdoing provisions, it is also 
incumbent on the government to foster an environment in which public 
servants are encouraged to come forward when they become aware of 
potential wrongdoing. It is my view that this can be achieved only by 
ensuring that there is a continuing dialogue about the importance of 
ethics in the public sector.

Ministers’ Staff Consultation

In April, I became concerned when I read stories in the media about the 
actions of ministers’ staff. As Ethics Executive for this group, I wanted 
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to learn more about their roles at Queen’s Park to assist me in providing 
the best possible advice and to determine if the Public Service of Ontario 
Act, 2006, accurately reflects the realities of political life. Through the 
summer and fall I spoke with more than 50 current and former MPPs, 
premiers, public servants and ministers’ staff. These conversations were 
not only enjoyable but also very thoughtful, provocative and informative. 
I am grateful for the time spent, and the candour, as we discussed the 
issues of training, ethical leadership and how all MPP staff at Queen’s 
Park might benefit from the resources of my Office.

My report made five recommendations that are set out in detail later in 
this report in the “Ministers’ Staff ” section under “Consultation on the 
Role of Ministers’ Staff.” The recommendations are not made lightly and 
are as follows: that conflict of interest rules should be extended to include 
all staff in MPP offices across party lines; that the government should 
implement a professional human resource framework that includes job 
descriptions and performance appraisals; that steps should be taken to 
provide clarity to the rules on political activity; that all political staff should 
receive mandatory training with respect to ethical obligations; and that all 
political masters should take a leadership role with their staff.

These are practices that can be found in any well-run, ethical business, 
and I am offering the services of our Office to assist wherever we can. As 
of the writing of this report, we have received very favourable comments; 
however, I will be following up with all parties to encourage the acceptance 
and implementation of the recommendations.

Outreach and Training

The Office website was relaunched in May, introducing a clean and  
fresh design that is also adaptable for viewing on mobile devices. We 
updated and added new content, and continue to add resources to help 
our stakeholders understand our mandates. Search engine optimization 
now also means our content appears with greater regularity when people 
are searching online for resources and information.

The Office also launched on Twitter: @ON_Integrity. This has provided 
us with a valuable real-time tool to share information about the  
Office’s activities. 

We also took major steps to expand our outreach. In January we held a 
one-day training open house at Queen’s Park, inviting all MPPs and their 

These conversations  

were not only enjoyable  

but also very thoughtful, 

provocative and  

informative
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staff — not just those who are covered by Office mandates. We ran training sessions in the morning 
and afternoon, and were also available throughout the day to answer questions and discuss our work. 
We created seven new brochures for distribution, and have made these available on the website.

This was all in addition to training sessions that I conducted with new MPPs, political staff working in 
ministers’ offices, constituency staff from all parties, public administration students looking for careers 
as political staffers or lobbyists, visiting foreign delegations, Queen’s Park interns and more. I enjoy this 
work, as I believe that education and training are at the heart of all effective ethics programs.

In Conclusion

Through the years, I have benefited immensely from the wise counsel and assistance of my colleagues in 
other jurisdictions, notably the commissioners and staff who make up the Canadian Conflict of Interest 
Network and the Canadian Lobbyist Registrars and Commissioners Network. These professionals have 
been ever helpful in responding to questions and requests for information, and I thank them for their 
generosity and friendship.

In December, I was deeply honoured to receive the 2014 COGEL Award at the annual conference  
of the Council on Governmental Ethics Laws in Pittsburgh, PA. The award is bestowed annually on  
“an individual who has, over a significant period of time, made a meaningful and positive contribution 
to the fields of campaign finance, elections, ethics, freedom of information or lobbying.” I was humbled 
to accept the award, and in doing so, I noted that the need for ethical leadership is greater than ever. The 
public demands accountability and transparency, and it is the responsibility of offices such as the Office of  
the Integrity Commissioner — and similar offices in other jurisdictions, as well as other Officers of the 
Legislative Assembly of Ontario — to help our elected leaders meet these high expectations.

And finally, I would like to express my heartfelt thanks to the staff of the Office, whose professionalism, 
dedication and good humour have made this such a rewarding place to work. Having been with the 
Office since day one, it has been my pleasure to see it grow in size and importance. This is in no small 
measure due to the commitment and passion my staff have about accountability, transparency and 
ethical leadership. Integrity truly does matter, and does make a difference. I am confident they will 
continue to hold the ethical torch high.



MEMBERS’ INTEGRITY

ADVISING MPPS ON  

CONFLICT OF INTEREST � 

AND ETHICAL BEHAVIOUR
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MEMBERS’ INTEGRITY

MEMBERS’ INTEGRITY

The Office created a new 
gifts and benefits brochure 
for MPPs.

Mandate

Under the Members’ Integrity Act, 1994, the Integrity Commissioner  
is responsible for:

1.	 receiving inquiries and offering advice on ethical issues raised  
by MPPs;

2.	 overseeing each MPP’s annual private and public disclosure 
statements; and

3.	 conducting inquiries into alleged violations of the Act when  
raised by one MPP about another. 

Overview

The Commissioner provides members of provincial parliament  
with confidential opinions regarding integrity issues that arise in the 
performance of an MPP’s duties of office at the constituency office, at 
Queen’s Park, or at ministry offices. The Office received 351 inquiries 
this year. Many of the inquiries were related to serving constituents, but 
MPPs also asked about accepting gifts, fundraising, providing letters of 
support, municipal elections and their ethical obligations during the writ 
period. The Office strives to answer all inquiries within 24 hours; however, 
the complexity of an issue may demand that more time be taken. 

After the general election in June, all MPPs were required to submit 
a private financial disclosure statement to the Office and to review 
their holdings with the Commissioner in a one-on-one meeting. The 
Commissioner welcomed 19 new MPPs and had the opportunity to 
familiarize them with the work of the Office. Topics discussed at these 
meetings included the guidelines for meeting with lobbyists, the rules of 
receiving gifts and benefits, the use of social media, and the appearance of 
partisan materials on constituency websites. Public disclosure statements 
for all MPPs were filed with the Clerk of the Legislative Assembly in 
December and are available on the Office’s website. 
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This past year also saw the Commissioner reach out to MPPs and their staff, including a training open 
house at Queen’s Park. The Office also conducted 14 training sessions with constituency offices and 
Queen’s Park staff. Training is a priority for the Commissioner, with a goal to assist MPPs and their 
staff in recognizing ethical issues before they arise.

Complaint under Section 30

The Commissioner received a complaint from MPP Yvan Baker (Etobicoke Centre) about MPP Jagmeet 
Singh (Bramalea-Gore-Malton). The Commissioner was asked to investigate whether Mr. Singh breached 
the Act in relation to the use of his constituency office and his website. The matter was under review at 
fiscal year-end, and a report will be available on the Office’s website.

Inquiries

The following are samples of inquiries received by the Commissioner this year. These summaries are 
published to help MPPs and their staffs identify circumstances that could give rise to issues under the 
Act. The inquiries and the opinions are abbreviated and anonymized and are provided in order to raise 
awareness. It is important to remember that each opinion is based on its own set of disclosed facts and 
should not be considered a substitute for calling or writing the Office.

Gifts and Benefits 

Under the Members’ Integrity Act, MPPs may accept only those gifts that are connected to their 
responsibilities of office and that are given on account of custom, protocol or social obligation. MPPs 
may also accept a gift if the Integrity Commissioner deems that it is not likely that the gift or benefit 
was given in an attempt to influence the MPP. The Commissioner encourages all MPPs to seek 
guidance each time they are offered a gift or benefit.

INQUIRY

A government relations firm gives out an annual staff recognition award to constituency offices. Is it 
appropriate for an MPP to nominate his staff?

OPINION

The Commissioner advised that the MPP not participate in the awards, as it could be considered an 
inappropriate gift from a lobbyist. Gifts and benefits can take many forms. Intangible benefits can also have 
the effect of appearing to influence MPPs and their staffs, especially when they are not part of an MPP’s 
normal responsibilities of office. 
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INQUIRY

An MPP has been invited to speak at a community event as a government representative. The MPP has 
been offered two tickets to the same event for the day of the speech. Can the MPP accept the tickets?

OPINION

The Commissioner deemed that this was an appropriate gift because the MPP was performing an official 
function at the event. It is customary for anyone, especially dignitaries, to accept tickets to an event at which 
they are also performing official duties in the normal course of the MPP’s responsibilities of office.

INQUIRY

Staff from a business in an MPP’s riding are in Toronto for the day and would like to buy the local 
MPP lunch to discuss a new initiative. Is this appropriate?

OPINION

The Commissioner advised that this was inappropriate, given that the intent was to lobby the MPP. Gifts of 
meals from lobbyists are not considered to be on account of custom, protocol or social obligation and are thus 
inappropriate for MPPs to accept. 

INQUIRY

An MPP hosts an annual community barbecue. A local grocery store has offered to make an  
“in-kind” donation of food for the event. Can the MPP accept the donated food?

OPINION

The Commissioner advised against accepting the donation because it could be considered a gift or benefit 
under the Act. The donation was not offered on account of the custom, protocol or social obligations  
that normally accompany an MPP’s responsibilities of office, because the MPP was not required to  
have a barbecue. 

Letters of Support

MPPs are routinely asked to provide letters of reference. As a general guideline, the Commissioner 
recommends that a letter be provided only under the following conditions:

1.	 The MPP knows the individual involved.

2.	 The MPP maintains as much control over the letter as possible. Never prepare a letter addressed 
“To Whom it May Concern.” The MPP should also ensure that the letter is mailed directly to 
the intended recipient and may wish not to provide a copy to the person or organization that is 
the subject of the letter.
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3.	 The MPP uses appropriate letterhead.

4.	 The MPP’s letter should not be generic, but rather as specific as possible to the matter at hand.  
It should directly discuss the individual, organization or cause and should address the reason(s) 
for which the letter is being proffered.

INQUIRY

A local non-profit group is applying for funding and has asked their MPP to provide a letter of 
support to be included in the group’s application. Is it appropriate for an MPP to do this?

OPINION

The Commissioner advised that MPPs should not make direct requests for funding on behalf of constituents, 
whether in person or in writing. The Commissioner recommended that the MPP write a letter discussing the 
group’s work and the MPP’s familiarity with that work.

INQUIRY

An MPP has been asked to provide a letter of support for a volunteer who assisted with the MPP’s 
election campaign. Can the MPP provide the letter, and if so, what letterhead should be used?

OPINION

The MPP may provide the letter of support on MPP letterhead. All MPPs campaign for election, and it is 
expected that members of the community volunteer to assist. MPP letterhead reflects the capacity in which  
the MPP knows the volunteer.

INQUIRY

A minister would like to write a letter of support on behalf of an individual applying for an award. 
The award is being given by an organization registered to lobby the minister’s ministry. Can the 
minister send the letter of support?

OPINION

The Commissioner advised that it would be inappropriate to recommend a particular individual for an award 
with the organization, as it could lead to the actual or perceived inappropriate use of the minister’s influence. 
The decision to grant the award could be inadvertently influenced by the organization’s lobbying efforts. 
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Lobbying

INQUIRY

A lobbyist has asked to meet with a minister. The lobbyist has registered to lobby “All Ontario 
MPPs.” Can the minister meet with the lobbyist? The lobbyist’s registration does not indicate  
an intention to lobby the office of the minister.

OPINION

The minister may meet with the lobbyist, but the meeting should address only those issues related to the 
minister’s role as MPP. The meeting should be held in the MPP’s constituency office. If the lobbyist tries  
to lobby about ministerial business, the minister can remind the lobbyist that the lobbyist is not registered  
for that activity. 

Representing Constituents

INQUIRY

An MPP has been asked to contact a private company on behalf of a constituent in order to cancel 
an agreement the constituent had with that company. 

OPINION

The Commissioner advised that it is a violation of the Act to improperly further someone’s private interest, 
regardless of whether the MPP is actually, or appearing to, influence a public or private organization.  
The MPP was advised not to get involved in the matter.

INQUIRY

A constituent came to an MPP’s constituency office with a union representative to ask that the  
MPP intervene in the constituent’s matter in order to have it expedited at a tribunal. Can the  
MPP intervene?

OPINION

The Commissioner advised that it is inappropriate to intervene in any matter when a constituent already 
has representation regarding that issue. It would be inappropriate for the MPP to interfere because there are 
already established procedures that the constituent’s representative will follow. The MPP’s involvement in 
those established procedures would be inappropriate. 
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INQUIRY

What obligation does a constituency office employee have to report a suspected fraud to a 
government ministry if she discovered the suspected fraud through her constituency work?

OPINION

The Commissioner advised that the disclosure of fraud is a legal issue, and recommended that the 
constituency office contact the party caucus for legal advice. 

INQUIRY

An MPP would like to publish a list of charities in the constituency office newsletter, outlining 
where constituents can make donations. Is this permitted?

OPINION

The Commissioner advised that this was permissible providing that the MPP did not directly ask for 
donations. The Commissioner also cautioned that constituents may think the MPP is showing favouritism 
towards particular charities, so the MPP must be prepared to explain why only certain charities were chosen 
for the newsletter.

Constituency Office Resources

INQUIRY

An MPP would like to post a link to a single charitable organization on the constituency office 
website. Is this permitted?

OPINION

The Commissioner advised the MPP not to post the link because doing so is akin to using legislative resources 
to promote one charitable organization over another. The Commissioner explained that posting a single link 
could be seen as improperly promoting a private interest, whereas posting multiple links more closely resembles 
representing the interests of constituents broadly, which is part of the MPP’s duties of office. 

INQUIRY

A private company has sent an MPP a safety brochure to be displayed in the constituency office.  
The company’s logo appears on the brochure. Should the MPP display the brochure?
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OPINION

It is not an MPP’s responsibility to promote private businesses through the constituency office. This office 
serves all constituents using legislative resources, so it would be inappropriate to allow a private enterprise  
to promote its business through a constituency office.

INQUIRY

Constituents frequently come to an MPP’s constituency office looking for legal advice. Is it appropriate 
for an MPP to provide the name of a lawyer to constituents?

OPINION

The Commissioner advised that the MPP should not promote private entities in the constituency office 
or show favouritism. Rather, the Commissioner recommended that the MPP keep available the contact 
information for industry groups or a lawyer referral service to provide to constituents seeking legal advice. 

INQUIRY

An MPP would like to publish a regular newsletter through the constituency office. The newsletter 
would detail all the activities and initiatives the MPP undertakes on a daily basis. The MPP is also  
a minister. What can the MPP write about?

OPINION

The Commissioner advised that the newsletter could detail only constituency office activities. The constituency 
office budget is provided by the Legislative Assembly, and should not be used to write about activities the 
MPP undertakes as minister. 

Miscellaneous

INQUIRY

An MPP has been asked to endorse a candidate in a municipal election. Is this permitted under  
the Act?

OPINION

The Act does not prohibit political endorsements. The Commissioner advised the MPP to check with  
the party caucus on whether such an endorsement would be appropriate.
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The Office created new 
brochures on political activity 
and post-employment rules.

MINISTERS’ STAFF

MINISTERS’ STAFF

Mandate

As Ethics Executive for ministers’ staff, the Integrity Commissioner 
makes determinations about conflict of interest, political activity and 
post-service employment issues.

The standards applicable to ministers’ staff are found in the Public Service 
of Ontario Act, 2006, sections 66-69 and 94-98, and in the Conflict of 
Interest Rules for Public Servants (Ministers’ Offices) and Former Public 
Servants (Ministers’ Offices).

Overview

The office received 134 inquiries from ministers’ staff this year, of which 
65 were about post-employment and 69 about conflict of interest issues 
on the job. Many of the conflict of interest inquiries were from staff 
recently hired to work in ministers’ offices. Generally, these inquiries were 
about outside activities, financial investments and previous employment. 
The increase in the number of these questions can be attributed to staff 
turnover that followed the spring election.

During the fall the Commissioner appeared before all ministers’ staff 
to speak about their ethical obligations under the PSOA. In January 
the Office held a training open house at Queen’s Park and invited all 
employees of MPP offices to attend — not just those employed as 
ministers’ staff. The featured topics included rules for ministers’ staff, 
guidance for assisting MPPs, meeting with lobbyists and filing expenses. 
The Office also created new resource materials to help staff readily find 
information to assist them on the job.

The Office also worked with ministers’ staff to complete financial 
declarations required under the Act. This applies to ministers’ staff 
who routinely work on a matter that may involve the private sector and 
who have access to confidential information about the matter. They are 
required to declare certain financial interests to the Commissioner, who 
provides appropriate direction to deal with any conflicts of interest. 
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The Office created new 
brochures on the conflict of 
interest rules and guidelines 
for meeting with lobbyists.

Consultation on the Role of Ministers’ Staff

In the wake of news reports about actions by ministers’ staff at Queen’s 
Park, the Commissioner undertook a months-long consultation with 
more than 50 current and former MPPs, ministers’ staff and public 
servants. In the interviews, people talked candidly about the unique 
status and key roles played by ministers’ staff, as well as the inherent 
tensions of working with stakeholders, the public service and opposition 
MPPs. The report, released in March, considers the challenges faced by 
ministers’ staff and discusses what could change to help them fulfill  
their duties ethically and with integrity. The report features the  
following recommendations:

•	 that all of the staff employed in MPP offices at Queen’s Park 
be subject to the in-service rules under the Act (i.e., not just 
ministers’ staff ); 

•	 that all ministers’ staff have written job descriptions and receive 
regular performance appraisals;

•	 that all ministers’ staff receive mandatory training on their 
obligations under the PSOA; 

•	 that the political activity rules be clarified; and

•	 that the premier, ministers and MPPs take leadership roles in 
ensuring their staffs fully understand, and follow, the Conflict  
of Interest Rules.

The PSOA clearly establishes ministers as the ethical leaders in their 
offices. The report concludes that as part of fulfilling this responsibility, 
ministers must provide staff with professional expectations of what is to 
be accomplished on the job and with training and regular assessments to 
help them achieve their goals. In the Commissioner’s view, this is not a 
“one-and-done” task conducted only when a new employee is hired. This 
is an ongoing obligation to recognize and support the important role of 
ministers’ staff in the public service.

The report was well received, and the Commissioner has undertaken to 
meet with members of all parties to discuss her recommendations and 
next steps for implementation.
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Inquiries

The following are samples of the inquiries received by the Commissioner and are intended to help 
ministers’ staff identify conflict of interest issues. The inquiries are abbreviated and anonymized and  
are provided in order to raise awareness.

It is important to remember that each answer is based on its own set of disclosed facts and should  
not be considered a substitute for calling or writing the Office.

Pre-employment

INQUIRY

A new policy advisor in a minister’s office had previously worked for a stakeholder of the ministry, 
and had been registered to lobby the provincial government on behalf of that stakeholder. The 
stakeholder has a continuing interest in files that are now the responsibility of the policy advisor. 
Can the policy advisor work on the files?

DETERMINATION

The Commissioner directed that a screen be imposed to separate the policy advisor from any files and/or 
discussions relating to his former employer. The screen was put in place for 12 months. Public servants have 
the obligation not to give preferential treatment to any person or entity, and they have the further obligation 
to avoid creating the appearance that preferential treatment is being given. The screen ensured that the policy 
advisor had no involvement or discussions with representatives of his former employer and that he did not 
participate in government discussions relating to issues specific to the stakeholder. The policy advisor could 
participate in policy discussions that were of general application. The minister and deputy minister were 
advised of the details of the screen put in place.

Financial Investments

INQUIRY

An employee in a minister’s office owns shares in a particular company, and became aware through 
her work that the ministry was considering a decision that could have a material effect on the 
company. The ministers’ staffer has no role in the decision regarding the company. What should  
she do about her investment?

DETERMINATION

The Commissioner directed that the public servant could hold the shares, but could not sell them or purchase 
any additional stock of the company until the government’s decision was made public.
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Outside Activities

INQUIRY

An employee in a minister’s office has an online business. The business is unrelated to his ministry, 
and the work is conducted on personal time. Can he continue operating the business?

DETERMINATION

The Commissioner determined that it is acceptable for the minister’s staff employee to continue to own and 
operate the business under the following conditions:

1.	 the minister approves of the public servant’s business activities;

2.	 should any issues arise at the ministry that affect the business, the public servant is to recuse himself 
and contact the Commissioner for further advice; and

3.	 he is to continue to refrain from using any government resources, including time, for the business activities.

INQUIRY

An employee in a minister’s office has been asked by a ministry stakeholder to sit on an organizing 
committee for an event. The stakeholder has received a funding commitment from the government 
for the event. There will be provincial and municipal government representation on the committee 
to facilitate issues that intersect with government. Can the public servant participate on the committee?

DETERMINATION

The Commissioner determined that the public servant’s participation on the committee would be an 
extension of her duties with the Crown, and imposed the following conditions on accepting the role:

1.	 the public servant recuse herself at the committee and at the ministry regarding any discussions  
about government funding;

2.	 the public servant not become involved in other issues specific to the stakeholder at the ministry (outside 
of the committee); and 

3.	 the public servant follow established procedures when coordinating issues with the provincial 
government on behalf of the stakeholder.

Post-employment

INQUIRY

A former employee of a minister’s office is within the 12-month “cooling-off period” after leaving 
the government. His former minister has new responsibilities after a cabinet shuffle. Can the former 
employee lobby his former minister at the new ministry?



21Office of the Integrity Commissioner of Ontario | Annual Report 2014–2015

DETERMINATION

The lobbying restriction applies only to the former public servant’s ministry, and not to the minister’s 
new ministry. However, he has an obligation not to seek preferential treatment. As a result, the  
Commissioner recommended that he not lobby the minister during the cooling-off period, given  
their prior working relationship. 

INQUIRY

A former employee of a minister’s office is employed by a stakeholder of her former ministry.  
A ministry official has arranged a meeting with the stakeholder and has asked that she attend.  
The meeting is for the purpose of sharing information. Given that the former public servant is 
restricted from lobbying her former ministry, should she attend the meeting?

DETERMINATION

Since the government initiated the meeting, the Commissioner determined that the former public servant 
would not be violating her lobbying restriction by attending. However, the Commissioner recommended  
that a declaration be made at the meeting indicating that the ministry invited the former public servant  
to attend. The former public servant was also advised that she should take care to discuss only those issues 
that pertain to the purpose of the meeting. 

INQUIRY

A former employee of a minister’s office has been asked by his new employer to attend a meeting 
with government officials from his former ministry. The purpose of the meeting is to gather 
information. Can he attend the meeting, given the lobbying restriction? 

DETERMINATION

Lobbying is communicating with a public office holder in an attempt to influence. Although there may not 
be an intention to lobby, it may be difficult for the former public servant to control the content or direction of 
the meeting. In addition, by virtue of his attending the meeting, it may be perceived that lobbying took place. 
To ensure compliance with the restriction and adhere to the former public servant’s preferential treatment 
obligation, the Commissioner directed that he not attend the meeting. 

INQUIRY

A former employee of a minister’s office, during the 12-month “cooling-off period,” wishes to attend 
a fundraiser for her former minister. Can she attend the event?
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DETERMINATION

The Commissioner determined that it was acceptable to attend the fundraiser; however, the former  
public servant was reminded of her lobbying restriction and obligation not to seek preferential treatment.  
The Commissioner cautioned that it may not be possible to avoid a perceived conflict of interest and that  
care should be taken when interacting with the minister.

EXPENSES REVIEW



ENCOURAGING PRUDENCE  

AND ACCOUNTABILITY

EXPENSES REVIEW
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The Office created new 
brochures on things to 
consider before travel, and 
submitting an expense claim.

EXPENSES REVIEW

Mandate

The Office of the Integrity Commissioner reviews the travel, meal 
and hospitality expenses for two groups of public servants:

• cabinet ministers, parliamentary assistants, leaders of the
Opposition and their staff; and

• seniorexecutives,appointeesandthetopfiveemployee 
expense claimants at 21 of Ontario’s largest agencies, boards 
and commissions.

The responsibilities are found in two pieces of legislation:

• Cabinet Ministers’ and Opposition Leaders’ Expenses Review
and Accountability Act, 2002; and

• Public Sector Expenses Review Act, 2009.

The reviews are conducted using the Rules Governing the Expenses of 
Cabinet Ministers, Opposition Leaders and Other Persons, the Ontario 
Travel, Meal and Hospitality Expenses Directive, and guidelines issued 
by the Integrity Commissioner.

Overview

The Public Sector and MPP Accountability Act, 2014, received royal assent 
on December 11, 2014. This Act amended the Public Sector Expenses 
Review Act, 2009, by increasing the number of agencies, boards and 
commissions available for review from 21 entities to approximately 180. 

The Office welcomed these changes, as they provide an opportunity 
to further the goal of educating a larger number of public bodies and 
working with them to ensure compliance with the expense rules. 

Going forward, agency expense claims will be reviewed on a rotational 
basis. It is expected that agencies that show a clear understanding and 
compliance with the rules would “graduate” from the review process.  
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They would be removed from the working review list, and the Commissioner would select a different 
entity for review. There would always be the possibility that an agency could be selected for review 
again in the future.

The Office believes these measures are a positive step in supporting culture change within the 
organizations. The increased responsibilities do present administrative challenges; however, experience 
has shown that the benefits are substantial, as some bodies report reduced travel, meal and hospitality 
expenditures as a result of following the rules.

The Public Sector and MPP Accountability and Transparency Act, 2014, also amended the Cabinet 
Ministers’ and Opposition Leaders’ Expenses Review and Accountability Act, 2002. It will be renamed the 
Politicians’ Expenses Review Act, 2002. The Act is further amended to require that all of these claims 
must be posted online within 90 days of the notice from the Commissioner that the review is complete.

These amendments will take effect upon the proclamation of the Act.

Having made recommendations for changes to the Travel, Meal and Hospitality Expenses Directive 
recently, the Commissioner deemed that it was also time to review the Rules Governing the Expenses 
of Cabinet Ministers, Opposition Leaders and Other Persons. The Office prepared recommendations to 
standardize the rules and bring them into line with those rules that apply to other public servants,  
and has provided this to the government.

Cabinet Ministers’ and Opposition Leaders’ Expenses Review

The Office reviewed 826 claims for ministers, parliamentary assistants, opposition leaders and their 
respective staff.

The Commissioner is required to provide the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly with a written  
report on the review conducted under the Act. The Commissioner can name in the report any  
person who does not comply with an order to repay or a recommendation for other action; however, 
the Commissioner cannot name a third party and cannot fault anyone for relying on her advice.

All expense claims examined were deemed to be in compliance with the rules and passed review.

The Office has taken a proactive approach, promoting education and guidance and fostering a 
collaborative environment for all stakeholders. The result is a more efficient and effective expense 
review process with greater compliance. The expense review team participated in training sessions  
for ministers’ staff, working with individual staff members as well as appearing at the Queen’s Park  
staff training open house in January. New brochures were prepared to provide easy reference materials 
for staff, and feedback has been extremely positive.
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Public Sector Expenses Review

Staff reviewed 4,413 expense claims submitted for designated senior management employees, appointees 
and the top five employee spenders of the province’s 21 largest agencies, boards and commissions.

The Office has fostered a collaborative environment with agency stakeholders, and the Commissioner’s 
proactive stance on education and guidance has resulted in increased compliance with the rules. 
However, the Commissioner notes that compliance is a continuous process and will be working 
through the coming year to help all entities understand and follow the rules.

DISCLOSURE OF WRONGDOING



ENSURING A MEANINGFUL  
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OF WRONGDOING

DISCLOSURE OF WRONGDOING
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The Office received 

more inquiries from 

public servants in the 

fourth quarter than it 

has ever received in any 

other single quarter

DISCLOSURE OF WRONGDOING

Mandate

Ontario public servants who witness serious misconduct at work can 
take action by making a disclosure of wrongdoing. A public servant has 
a choice: disclose the information internally to their Ethics Executive 
or to the Integrity Commissioner, an independent third party. The 
Commissioner’s authority to receive and deal with allegations of 
wrongdoing is set out in the Public Service of Ontario Act, 2006.

Overview

In the first three quarters of this year, the Office received fewer inquiries 
from public servants than it has in the past. This caused some concern, 
as it was viewed as a continuation of a downward trend observed in 
the previous year. In light of this trend, the Commissioner continued 
to emphasize to the public service the importance of raising awareness 
about the disclosure of wrongdoing framework. The Commissioner is 
pleased that the Secretary of the Cabinet initiated quarterly meetings 
with the Office to discuss issues related to this mandate, including 
education and outreach. The Commissioner looks forward to continuing 
these discussions to improve the visibility and overall effectiveness of the 
disclosure of wrongdoing process within the Ontario Public Service.

Despite the slow start to the year, the Office then saw a sharp increase  
in the number of inquiries from public servants in the fourth quarter.  
In fact, it received more inquiries from public servants in the fourth 
quarter than it has ever received in any other single quarter. The cause  
of this sudden rise is not known, but the Office will monitor the cause 
and types of inquiries received. 

As a result of the higher number of inquiries received late in the fourth 
quarter, the number of cases that remained under review at year-end was 
higher than it has typically been in previous years. 

In case work, the Commissioner concluded a complex and lengthy 
investigation relating to a procurement process (Case 1). The investigation 
did not result in a finding of wrongdoing; however, this was an important 
case, as it identified a potential issue with the procurement practices of 
the public service. 
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The Commissioner concluded one other case, a referral, which was closed without making any 
recommendations after finding that she was satisfied with the investigation that the public service  
had conducted (Case 2). 	

The Commissioner did not initiate any new investigations this year.

Activity

2013–2014 2014–2015

Total contacts from public servants 16 29 

Request for information 8 18 

Intention to file a disclosure of wrongdoing 8 11 

2013–2014 2014–2015

Disposition of matters where a public servant sought to make a 
disclosure of wrongdoing (including matters carried over from the 
prior fiscal year)

91 11

Referred to appropriate senior official for investigation or under 
investigation by the IC

3 3 

Not received as a disclosure of potential wrongdoing because the 
allegations could not possibly reveal a “wrongdoing” as that term  
is defined in the Act 

1 2 

Received as a disclosure of potential wrongdoing, but the circumstances 
were outside the Office’s jurisdiction

0 1 

File closed for miscellaneous reasons (e.g., discloser decided not to 
proceed, insufficient information to determine jurisdiction)

52 0 

Remaining under review at fiscal year-end 0 5 

1 �Includes eight inquiries in which the public servant expressed an intention to file a disclosure of wrongdoing, plus one inquiry remaining under review  
at year-end 2013.

2 In four of these cases, the Commissioner provided the information to an appropriate Ontario Public Service official for review.
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CASE SUMMARIES

Please note: Section 112 of the Public Service of Ontario Act, 2006, requires the Commissioner to 
protect the identities of those involved in investigations. To assist with adhering to the obligations  
in section 112, the generic masculine has been used to protect the identity of those involved.

CASE 1

Allegations of conflict of interest and gross mismanagement related to procurement 

and other Conflict of Interest Rules (Integrity Commissioner Investigation)

Introduction

It was alleged that public servants were responsible for gross mismanagement and/or conflicts of 
interest in relation to hiring and procurement decisions. The Commissioner was satisfied that the 
internal investigation that had previously been conducted by the organization addressed some of these 
allegations, but there were several questions that the Commissioner determined could be resolved only 
through a direct investigation by the Office. 

Following the investigation, the Commissioner concluded that there was no gross mismanagement, or 
any other type of wrongdoing, by any public servant. However, the investigation uncovered broader 
issues about the procurement practices of the Ontario Public Service, which the Commissioner has 
recommended the Secretary of the Cabinet address. 

The Allegations and Context

The Commissioner’s investigation related to the following two categories of allegations:

1. conflict of interest allegations arising from a public servant’s participation in recruitment and 
procurement processes involving individuals with whom he had a prior relationship; and 

2. gross mismanagement allegations arising from the involvement of a particular vendor in a  
multi-stage procurement process. 

The allegations in the second category (gross mismanagement) arose in the context of a project that 
required implementation in multiple phases. The purpose of the first phase, which was completed by a 
vendor selected through a procurement process, was to obtain recommendations on how to implement 
the remaining phases of the project. The allegations relate to the appropriateness of then allowing that 
vendor to bid on the subsequent phases and of awarding it this work. The main concern was that, as 
a result of its involvement in the first phase, the vendor had an unfair advantage over other bidders 
because it had access to information that other bidders did not have.
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Findings

The Commissioner found that there was no evidence to support the conflict of interest allegations 
described under the first category. 

In regards to the second category, the Commissioner found that although more could have been done to 
level the playing field for all bidders, the issues with the procurement process did not constitute gross 
mismanagement in the work of the public service by a public servant. The Commissioner found that 
any issues with the procurement process arose because of deficiencies with overall procurement practices, 
rather than because of the actions of a particular public servant. The Commissioner found that some of 
these issues were subsequently addressed as a result of the internal disclosure of wrongdoing investigation.

In order for the conduct to be “wrongdoing” within the meaning of the Public Service of Ontario  
Act, 2006, the circumstances must reveal that individual public servant(s) engaged in wrongdoing.  
The Commissioner found that this was not the case. 

Conclusion and Recommendation

Although the Commissioner concluded that there was no wrongdoing, this matter raised some 
important issues about the procurement practices of the OPS. More specifically, it raised the question of 
whether, and under what circumstances, it is appropriate for a vendor to be allowed to bid on subsequent 
phases of a project. In the absence of any finding of wrongdoing, however, these policy questions are 
more appropriately dealt with by the OPS as a whole. Accordingly, the Commissioner recommended to 
the Secretary of the Cabinet that these issues be examined to determine whether steps need to be taken 
to provide better guidance on the issue of what is known as “downstream” conflict of interest. 

CASE 2

Allegations relating to the interference of a licensing decision (Referral)

It was alleged that public servants had impermissibly interfered with a licensing decision that resulted 
in a grave danger to the life, health and safety of persons. Before making the disclosure to this Office, 
the matter had been investigated internally, but the discloser was not satisfied with the investigation 
and the finding of no wrongdoing. The discloser alleged that the public servant responsible for that 
investigation purposefully disregarded evidence. 

The Commissioner referred the matter, requesting the investigation report and additional information 
about the prior investigation, which was then provided to the Office. The Commissioner was satisfied 
with the internal investigation, and also concluded from the information provided that the allegation 
that the public servant had disregarded evidence could not be substantiated. The Commissioner closed 
the file on this matter without making any recommendations. 
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LOBBYISTS REGISTRATION

LOBBYISTS REGISTRATION

Mandate

The Office maintains an online public record of paid lobbyists.  
The searchable database provides each lobbyist’s name, company, client  
or employer, the lobbying activity and the targeted ministry or agency.  
The Integrity Commissioner is the province’s Lobbyists Registrar.

This responsibility is found in the Lobbyists Registration Act, 1998.

Overview

In December the government passed the Public Sector and MPP 
Accountability and Transparency Act, 2014, which brings substantive 
amendments to Ontario’s Lobbyists Registration Act and the lobbyists 
registration system. Among the changes:

•	 The Commissioner is granted the power to investigate complaints 
under the Act, with the authority to impose non-monetary 
sanctions, including the authority to suspend a lobbyist for  
up to two years.

•	 The threshold for the amount of time an in-house lobbyist can 
lobby before being required to register is lowered. This time had 
been 96 hours every three months (the 20% rule), and after the 
amendments, this is reduced to 50 hours a year.

•	 The two in-house lobbyist categories will follow the same 
registration rules. This change is most notable for in-house 
lobbyists at Persons and/or Partnerships. Previously, all P&P 
lobbyists were required to individually submit a registration. 
Going forward, a P&P registration will be under the name of  
the senior officer, and will then list the names of all in-house 
lobbyists within one registration.

•	 All lobbyists will be required to declare whether they are a  
former MPP or ministers’ staff employee or held other 
government positions in a prescribed list in the Act. 

•	 All lobbyists will be required to specify which MPPs  
and ministers (by office) they are targeting. 

The Office successfully  

launched a redesigned 

lobbyists registration 

system
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•	 All lobbyists are required to clearly state the goal of their lobbying activity.

•	 Contingency fees for consultant lobbyists will be prohibited.

The Commissioner welcomed the amendments, noting that the Office has been calling for updates 
to the legislation for many years. A firm believer in accountability and transparency in the system, the 
Commissioner has worked hard to establish a registry that provides the public with easy access to learn 
who is lobbying whom in government, and about what. 

Operations

In May 2014, the Office successfully launched a redesigned lobbyists registration system. This was the 
culmination of a project to update and modernize the Office’s IT system. Staff spent months preparing 
for the migration of all registry data for active and inactive registrations, writing the questions, preparing 
explanatory resources and designing the new forms. The website was updated with new materials to 
address some of the more common questions the Office receives about the registry. 

The new registration format presents lobbyists with a page-style registration form. Questions are 
accompanied by handy explanatory tips to assist lobbyists in providing the required information.  
The launch was supported by numerous training sessions held in the Office to help lobbyists and  
their representatives learn how to complete the forms and use the system.

The Commissioner is ensuring that each registration clearly lists the goal of a lobbying activity. With the 
changes to the Act forthcoming, this will no longer be a request; it will be law. 

The purpose of the registry is to promote transparency and accountability by informing the public about 
who is lobbying the Ontario government and about what. This is why it is so important to clearly identify 
a lobbyist’s goal or intended outcome and ensure that the entry is accurate and up to date. In addition, 
lobbyists are required to update their registration within 30 days if these goals change.

In some cases, lobbyists are either too vague about their lobbying goal or too broad, listing any and all 
legislation and policies/programs to cover any and all situations that may arise. In both cases, this defeats 
the purpose of a transparent registry. 

The Commissioner is asking lobbyists to take a careful look at their lobbying activity entries before 
submitting an initial registration, a change to their registration or a registration renewal to ensure the 
lobbying goal is clearly listed and the activity itself makes sense. 
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The Commissioner is encouraged by the cooperation received by lobbyists when requests for more 
information about their lobbying goals have been made. 

The registry will be upgraded again in the coming year, as a result of the amendments to the Act. 
New questions will be added to all registration forms, and the system for Persons and/or Partnerships 
will be revised to reflect the consolidation of individual registrations for each in-house lobbyist into 
one for each entity. In addition, policies and procedures will be developed for the Commissioner’s 
new investigative powers. Compliance and education are at the foundation of all outreach conducted 
by the Commissioner over the years, and this year was no different. The Office has used an informal 
approach to handling complaints, working wherever possible to explain the requirements of the registry 
and ensure that all lobbyists understand their obligations. Educating stakeholders about the workings 
of the registry continued to be a key topic for outreach, as well as the Commissioner’s advocacy for 
the legislative changes and explaining how the principles of a robust registration system enhance 
transparency for the public. 

Registration Activity

As of March 31, 2015, there were 1,774 active registrations on the registry and 789 lobbyists.

March 31, 2014 March 31, 2015

Total Registrations 1,863 1,774

REGISTRATIONS BY TYPE

Consultant 1,449 1,340

In-House, Organizations 227 232

In-House, Persons & Partnerships 187 202
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Lobbyist Activity by Ministry

* �The Ministry of Economic Development, Trade and Employment, and the Ministry of Infrastructure, were combined to form the Ministry of Economic 
Development, Employment and Infrastructure in June, 2014.

* �The Ministry of Agriculture and Food and the Ministry of Rural Affairs were combined to form the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs in 
June, 2014.

* �The Ministry of Consumer Services and the Ministry of Government Services were combined to form the Ministry of Government and Consumer 
Services in June, 2014.
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FINANCIAL STATEMENT

FINANCIAL STATEMENT

Salaries and Benefits $	 1,201,284

Transportation and Communication $	 63,826

Services $	 608,887

Supplies and Equipment $	 20,673

Total $	1,894,670

The Office of the Integrity Commissioner’s fiscal year runs from April 1 to March 31.

Financial transactions are subject to audit by the Office of the Auditor General through the accounts  
of the Assembly.

Information about the Public Sector Salary Disclosure Act, 1996, can be found at www.fin.gov.on.ca.

Proactive Disclosure

Expense claims for travel, meals and hospitality for the Office’s senior management, and employees  
with claims exceeding $5,000, can be found at www.oico.on.ca.
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