








A citizen filed his 2005 income tax return in April 2006 as required. In September of that 
same year, he noticed an error in his original return and submitted an amended return, 
to which he attached a cheque. 

In December, he had received neither acknowledgement of receipt nor a call, so he proceeded 
to contact the department to inquire as to the processing of his amended income tax return. 
He was told that this return had not been received. Given that the cheque he had enclosed 
with his return had been cashed, the citizen questioned the department’s assertion.



While the Québec Ombudsman’s intervention in March 2007 did not result in the amended 
September income tax return being found, it did speed up the processing of the new return. 
The citizen received his notice of assessment two weeks later. 

A citizen received a revised notice of assessment subsequent to a review of his file. 
Displeased with the new assessment, the citizen contacted the officer on several occasions 
to discuss the grounds under which a requested income tax credit had been denied. In the 
interim, the file was forwarded to the Centre de perception fiscale without the citizen being 
advised. Meanwhile, the citizen wrote a letter to the department notifying the officer that he 
would shortly be contesting the refusal. 

Subsequent to having sent this correspondence, the citizen had no news from the Ministère 
du Revenu until he was contacted by a tax collection officer requesting that he pay his 
debt. While a note in the citizen’s file indicated that the letter sent by the citizen had been 
received, the department was unable to trace it. 

A citizen submitted a direct deposit request with regard to the home-support services for 
seniors. After six weeks, she had still not received the tax credits to which she was entitled.

Following a conversation with the citizen, the Québec Ombudsman asked that the 
processing of the file be accelerated. Revenu Québec, however, was unable to explain why 
the file had remained inactive for nearly eight weeks. The citizen thus had to wait 11 weeks 
before beginning to receive the monthly credit payments as well the late payments for the 
previous months. 



A citizen obtained a $ 1,000 bank loan to pay his tax debt. In compliance with the Centre de 
perception fiscale’s final notice granting him until April 25 to pay the outstanding amount, 
he submitted a cheque dated in October. Despite being received at the Centre on April 18, 
this payment was only entered into the system on April 26, at which date the officer respon-
sible for the file observed that the timeframe was not adhered to. He also noted that as of 
April 26, the cheque had been dated more than six months previously and was thus outda-
ted. Instead of contacting the citizen, he returned the cheque... to the wrong bank. 

In the interim, the citizen contacted the call centre to ensure that his cheque had been 
received, at which point the officer advised him that his cheque had been returned to the 
bank. The citizen undertook to have his financial institution issue a replacement cheque 
immediately. On June 26, the Centre de perception fiscale received both cheques, namely 
the outdated one ( return to the Centre by the first bank ) and the second cheque issued in 
replacement of the first. 

Confused as a result of the notes in the file, the officer believed that these two cheques 
were one and the same, returned twice by the citizen’s banks, and immediately proceeded 
to a seizure of all of the taxpayer’s bank accounts. At this point, collection fees were added 
to the debt. Apprised of the seizure, the citizen immediately notified the call centre that his 
only sources of income were family allowance payments. Although these amounts cannot 
be seized, the seizure was upheld. 



The citizen, exasperated, contacted the Québec Ombudsman, which noted the measure’s 
illegality. Subsequent to the Québec Ombudsman’s intervention, the Centre de perception 
fiscale lifted the seizure and refunded the collection fees charged to the citizen.

During an update of the Centre de perception fiscale’s computer system in July, it was 
confirmed that the replacement cheque had in fact been received by the Ministère du 
Revenu at the end of June, as per the terms of the agreement entered into by the citizen. 
At the Québec Ombudsman’s request, the department sent the citizen an apology letter for 
his financial institutions.

In an attempt to pay off her 2006 income tax debt of $ 4,800 – her first income tax debt 
ever - a citizen sent a series of monthly cheques in the amount of $ 100 to the Centre de 
perception fiscale. In January 2008, her file was transferred to the team responsible for 
the accelerated collection process. The officer to whom her file was assigned proposed 
monthly payments of $ 600, neglecting to take the citizen’s ability to pay into consideration. 
The citizen, a mother of three children who earned $ 21,000 a year and whose spouse was 
out of work, was unable to pay this higher amount. The Centre immediately proceeded to 
seize her bank accounts, notifying her that the only way of lifting the seizure involved an 
attachment on salary.

The citizen at this point contacted the Québec Ombudsman. Together, they concluded 
that as a result of the Centre de perception fiscale’s refusal to take her ability to pay into 
account, an attachment on salary, representing monthly payments of around $ 400, would 
be the best alternative in the present situation. This being said, the amount of $ 400 is still 
too high for this citizen, who may well find herself in an even more precarious position.



A self-employed citizen contacted the Québec Ombudsman to complain about the delay in 
receiving his tax refunds. Because he had already filed a proposal, his tax returns had first 
to be manually processed by the Centre de perception fiscale before being transferred to 
the administrative and technical support staff responsible for issuing cheques.

In its Declaration of Services to the Public, Revenu Québec has committed to processing 
tax returns within 30 days of their being received. In this citizen’s case, despite having filed 
his return three months prior to his contacting the Québec Ombudsman, the department 
remained unable to confirm when the refund might be issued.

At the time of its intervention, the Québec Ombudsman noted that the average delay for 
processing refund requests submitted to each of the regional administrative and technical 
support offices was between six and eight weeks, compared to 2-4 weeks in the spring 
of 2006. 

The Québec Ombudsman proceeded to discuss with the department manager of the region 
involved its concerns regarding the fact that some persons had to wait such long periods of 
time to receive refunds to which they were entitled, adding that it would be following up on 
this issue to ensure delays did not continue increasing. Two months later, after having filed 
a new tax return, the citizen notified us that according to Revenu Québec, he would now 
have to wait four months before obtaining his refund.

Upon contacting the department manager, we were told that requests for refunds were 
henceforth sorted and processed first, with the delay for such requests at around four 
weeks. However, citizens whose files must be amended or corrected by the Direction du 
soutien administratif et technique are still subject to a 16-week delay. 



After renouncing the estate of his brother, deceased in March 2006, a citizen asked the 
Direction principale des biens non réclamés for an authorization enabling him to purchase 
his brother’s vehicle, still on the latter’s property. When one year later the file had not yet 
been assigned to an officer, the citizen contacted the Québec Ombudsman. The vehicle, 
meanwhile, was still on his brother’s property and would require repairs to avoid being 
taken to the pound. 

Following the Québec Ombudsman’s intervention, the file was quickly settled and the 
citizen was able to purchase the vehicle. 

Upon the death of their father in February 2004, three brothers renounced to his estate, 
believing it to be in deficit.. In addition to the $ 2,500 received from the Régie des rentes du 
Québec, the brothers had to spend $ 4,600 of their own money to cover funeral expenses. 

They submitted an initial claim for this amount to the Direction principale des biens non 
réclamés in August 2004. With the matter not yet resolved by February 2007, the brothers 
contacted the Québec Ombudsman. 



The Québec Ombudsman was able to learn that the Direction principale had nearly com-
pleted processing the file. Only the father’s last income tax returns were left to produce, 
but this would only be done once Revenu Québec’s notices of assessment were received, 
the next fall. The Direction principale des biens non réclamés explained that it had been 
unable to settle the estate any quicker because of the great number of pending files, 
somewhere around 5 000. 

A citizen had for quite some time been receiving telephone calls and visits from Revenu 
Québec collection officers for a person who did not live in her home and whom she did 
not know. 

The citizen managed to learn that her address was listed in the Registraire des enterprises 
du Québec’s under the name of  of the administrator being sought out by the collection 
officers, despite the fact that she had never registered any type of an enterprise with the 
Registraire des enterprises du Québec. She then proceeded to contact Services Québec to 
find out how she could have this registration deleted and was then informed that she had 
to send an explanatory letter and a cheque in the amount of $ 80. Failing to understand why 
she should have to pay this amount, given that she had never submitted an application for 
inclusion in the register, the citizen contacted us to inquire about the merits of the instruc-
tions she had been given. 



Seeing as the Québec Ombudsman had already asked the Registraire des enterprises du 
Québec to establish a directive for handing similar situations, with no prejudice to citizens, 
we contacted the person in charge, who quickly addressed the matter. The citizen’s 
address was thus struck off from the contact details of the administrator registered with 
the Registraire ( whom she did not know ), at no cost to the citizen and after the 60-day time 
period provided for by law. 

In the summer of 2007, Revenu Québec reviewed the 2004 income tax returns of three 
citizens and issued new assessments calling for them to repay the tax credit for new 
graduates working in designated regions which had originally been granted to them. 
These revised assessments included interest amounts.

The citizens contacted the Québec Ombudsman to decry the repercussions ensuing from 
erroneous information transmitted by Revenu Québec, explaining that while training at the 
École nationale de police du Québec, they had contacted Revenu Québec to inquire as to the 
eligibility conditions for the tax credit in question. Despite the fact that three citizens had 
contacted Revenu Québec at different moments, and all three had been told by customer 
service officers that the training provided by the École nationale de police du Québec was 
eligible for the tax credit.

In its revised notice of assessment, the Revenu Québec audit department concluded that the 
designation received did not constitute completion of a post-secondary training program, 
thereby rendering the citizens ineligible for the tax credit and justifying the request for 
reimbursement. 

Upon verifying with Revenu Québec customer service, the Québec Ombudsman realized 
that officers did not draw a distinction between the various training programs offered by 
the École nationale de police du Québec when responding to citizens’ inquiries regarding 
their eligibility to the tax credit for new graduates working in designated regions. 



Subsequent to the Québec Ombudsman’s intervention, Revenu Québec agreed to cancel 
the interest added to the amounts being claimed. Customer service officers also received 
additional information so that they could henceforth advise citizens that not all of the 
training programs offered by the École nationale de police entitle them to the tax credit for 
new graduates working in designated regions.

 A citizen received a letter from Revenu Québec at the end of July 2007 notifying her that she 
would be subjected to a net worth tax audit for the years 2003, 2004 and 2005. At the end of 
September 2007, she sent the documents requested by the auditor to the address given on 
Revenu Québec’s letter.

In early October 2007, Canada Post returned the mailed documents to the citizen, citing 
a mistake in the receiver’s address. Unable to understand why the documents had been 
returned to her, she immediately contacted the auditor, who acknowledged that she had 
noted the wrong area number on the letter sent to the citizen in July 2007. When the citizen 
asked the auditor to assume responsibility for her actions and refund her the $ 10.24 she 
had spent to mail the documents, the auditor answered that she was not authorized to 
make such a decision. She would speak to her team leader, who would submit a request to 
the manager for a reimbursement.

The citizen, meanwhile, proceeded to make the necessary corrections to the address and 
resent the documents to the auditor, again at a cost of $ 10.24. She was subsequently told 
by the auditor that her manager had refused the request for a reimbursement of the initial 
mailing expense. The citizen, who felt that the auditor was the one who had made a mistake 
by giving out the incorrect area number in her July 2007 correspondence, contacted the 
Québec Ombudsman, indicating that Revenu Québec should be responsible for the error 
made by its officer and reimburse her the amount in question.

In the days that followed, the Québec Ombudsman contacted the manager, who justified 
the refusal by stating that the citizen had failed to write the department’s name on the 
envelope. The Québec Ombudsman retorted that this was an unfounded argument, for the 
name of Revenu Québec on an envelope is not critical information for ensuring proper mail 
delivery by Canada Post. 

The manager eventually concurred that the auditor would have received the documents 
had the right area number been included and agreed to refund the amount of $ 10.24 to 
the citizen.









In one particular case, Revenu Québec had to draft an explanatory letter to enable a citizen 
to understand the corrections brought to his statement subsequent to the non-application 
of a decision rendered in 2006 which cancelled the arrears that the debtor was being asked 
to pay.

Another actual situation : The Québec Ombudsman had to spend numerous hours and 
take various measures to ensure that arrears of $ 1,225 claimed from a debtor by Revenu 
Québec were indeed due. The case concerned a new claim, retroactive to 2004. To arrive 
at its conclusion, the Québec Ombudsman had to analyze a type of statement that is not 
generally available to citizens. 



A citizen did not receive adequate explanations from her agent to enable her to understand 
the problems with her support payments, particularly since according to the debtor ( ex-
spouse ), there was a garnishment on each paycheque for support.

The Québec Ombudsman’s investigation illustrated that the department did not make 
support payments through advances. The agent, in fact, felt that since the debtor was both 
an employee and shareholder of the company, the administrative guideline prohibited 
him from making advances. However, the agent should, as also decreed by the guideline, 
allowed advances for the payment of support to the creditor, since the file history indicated 
regular debtor payments for more than 60 days. In fact, Revenu Québec had notably been 
receiving the applicable payments for five months. 

Revenu Québec immediately paid out the amount that the creditor should have received 
through advances fifteen days previously, in addition to allowing all future support payments 
to be made in this fashion. 



A citizen contacted the Québec Ombudsman after Revenu Québec dallied in paying him the 
amount of $ 1,500 it had received in cash from the debtor. Here again, the same directive 
included an exception, which was not applied. The amount was rapidly remitted to the 
citizen through a direct deposit following the Québec Ombudsman’s intervention.

In following up on a new decision ordering the payment of support, Revenu Québec called 
for a debtor to pay arrears of $ 22,000 under a first decision dating back to 1998. The claim 
was upheld, despite the citizen’s repeated explanations, over a four-month period, that he 
had resumed living with the creditor from 1999 to 2002, as well as the conclusive evidence 
submitted in this regard. And yet, one phone call to the Direction des affaires juridiques by 
the Québec Ombudsman, repeating the argument that the citizen had been providing his 
agent, resulted in the claim being cancelled. A second intervention was also necessary for 
this same citizen, as Revenu Québec, despite the fact that the debt had been struck off, 
upheld the collection fees already billed.

A citizen contacted the Québec Ombudsman for help after the astonishing application of a 
decision with a retroactive impact. The citizen was asked to pay arrears of $ 2,300 for unpaid 
past support to his ex-spouse, despite the fact that the latter owed him $ 3,300 in new 
support payments established by this recent decision. Despite the citizen’s insistence, the 
agent refused to reconcile the two debts. In addition to resolving this particular situation, 
the Québec Ombudsman ensured that personnel received additional training to ensure that 
such a situation would not be repeated.

Revenu Québec’s lack of action in terminating a citizen’s salary attachment subsequent to 
a Superior Court decision ending the need for such garnishment is abysmal. Despite the 
citizen’s repeated entreaties to his agent, the Québec Ombudsman had to intervene before 
Revenu Québec notified the employer to terminate the attachment.




