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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Monday, May 3, 2021

The House met at 11 a.m.

 

Prayer

PRIVATE MEMBERS' BUSINESS
● (1100)

[English]

NATIONAL FRAMEWORK FOR DIABETES ACT
The House proceeded to the consideration of Bill C-237, An Act

to establish a national framework for diabetes, as reported (with
amendment) from the committee.

The Speaker: There being no motions at report stage, the House
will now proceed, without debate, to the putting of the question on
the motion to concur in the bill at report stage.

Ms. Sonia Sidhu (Brampton South, Lib.) moved that the bill
be concurred in.

The Speaker: If a member of a recognized party present in the
House wishes to request a recorded division or that the motion be
adopted on division, I would invite them to rise and indicate it to
the chair.

Ms. Anita Vandenbeld: Mr. Speaker, I request that the motion
be agreed to on division.

The Speaker: I declare the motion carried on division. When
shall the bill be read a third time? By leave, now?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Ms. Sonia Sidhu moved that the bill be read the third time and

passed.

She said: Mr. Speaker, it is an honour to speak on my private
member's bill, Bill C-237, an act to establish a national framework
for diabetes in Canada.

I want to begin by thanking the member for Marc-Aurèle-Fortin,
who generously traded his slot so we could begin third reading on
this bill today. I would also like to thank all my colleagues in the
Standing Committee on Health who unanimously supported this
bill in March.

As members of this House know, 2021 is the year we are cele‐
brating the 100th anniversary of the discovery of insulin by Sir
Frederick Banting and his colleagues at the University of Toronto.

This is still recognized as one of the greatest achievements of
medicine in the 20th century and made them the first Canadians to
win a Nobel Prize. It has been inspiring to see how the world has
recognized this monumental achievement.

On April 14, the University of Toronto hosted 100 years of in‐
sulin symposium, which drew more than 6,000 attendees from
around the world. This was also the occasion where Canada Post
chose to unveil a new stamp that features a quote from Banting's
unpublished journal, in his own handwriting, as well as the original
insulin bottle with a red cap. I was proud to advocate for the cre‐
ation of a stamp like this, as it serves both as a celebration of the
achievement and as a reminder that the search for a cure continues.

On the same day, the Minister of Health opened the World
Health Organization's summit to launch a Global Diabetes Com‐
pact, which seeks to improve the diagnosis rate and care for people
living with diabetes. She highlighted this bill and said:

Canada has a proud history of diabetes research and innovation. From the dis‐
covery of insulin in 1921 to one hundred years later, we continue working to sup‐
port people living with diabetes. But we cannot take on diabetes alone. We must
each share knowledge and foster international collaboration to help people with dia‐
betes live longer, healthier lives — in Canada and around the world.

The director general of the WHO said:

The number of people with diabetes has quadrupled in the last 40 years. It is the
only major noncommunicable disease for which the risk of dying early is going up,
rather than down. ...The Global Diabetes Compact will help to catalyze political
commitment for action to increase the accessibility and affordability of life-saving
medicines for diabetes and also for its prevention and diagnosis.

This is why now is the time for all levels of government in
Canada to work with stakeholders and create our own strategy to
fight and ultimately end this disease, one that coordinates funding
for awareness, prevention, education, data collection, treatment and
research that will improve health outcomes for all Canadians and
one day lead to a cure.

Diabetes rates are three times to four times higher among first
nations than among the general Canadian population. Furthermore,
indigenous individuals are diagnosed with type 2 diabetes at a
younger age than other individuals.
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In my own community of Brampton, every sixth resident has dia‐

betes or prediabetes. The COVID-19 pandemic has increased the
challenges faced by people living with diabetes, who are at an in‐
creased risk of developing severe symptoms and dying from this in‐
fectious disease. Furthermore, the economic insecurity, lack of
physical activity and mental health struggles associated with the
pandemic all have a negative impact on those living with diabetes.

A national framework for diabetes would provide a common di‐
rection for all stakeholders to address diabetes and other chronic
diseases with the same common risk factors. It would enhance co‐
ordinated efforts across federal, provincial and territorial jurisdic‐
tions and provide a mechanism for tracking and reporting on
progress.

The government needs to conduct its own consultation and stake‐
holder engagement. However, one proposed strategy that could be
taken into consideration for the national framework, and which has
been considered by the health committee, is diabetes 360°. This
was developed in collaboration with more than 120 stakeholders
and has strong support not only from the entire diabetes community
but also from other key health stakeholders.
● (1105)

I would like to thank all the individuals and organizations that
have supported this bill and helped it come together. That support
means a lot to me and I know it will make a difference in the lives
of 11 million Canadians living with diabetes or prediabetes.

Back in the spring of 2019, I was proud to bring forward the
unanimously supported motion to declare November as Diabetes
Awareness Month in Canada, but now it is time for more than
awareness. It is time for action. Canada, 100 years ago, made the
biggest leap in the treatment of diabetes.

Let us pass Bill C-237 today and send it to the Senate. I am very
hopeful that passing this bill will help millions of Canadians who
are fighting this disease. Canada gave insulin to the world. Why
can we not lead the way?

Ms. Marilyn Gladu (Sarnia—Lambton, CPC): Madam Speak‐
er, I would like to thank the member for Brampton South for all of
her advocacy on diabetes all these years and for a great speech to‐
day.

Beyond the national framework that is definitely needed, there
are other things the government could do. The member mentioned a
360° Canada plan. Diabetes Canada has been asking for $150 mil‐
lion of funding from the federal government for a number of years
and it has not been funded. Also, the pharmacare the Liberals have
been talking about has not been brought forward and there are
many people who cannot afford to buy their diabetes medications.

Can the member say whether the Liberal government will sup‐
port those two things?
● (1110)

Ms. Sonia Sidhu: Madam Speaker, I would like to thank the
member, who I serve with on the health committee, for her leader‐
ship. The government, of course, needs to conduct its own consul‐
tation and engage stakeholders. Diabetes Canada has done great
work in putting together its 360° strategy. I hope the minister will

take this work into consideration when crafting an official frame‐
work, as well as the other testimony and recommendations found in
our HESA report. She was in the committee when we did the
HESA report. It was a great report.

[Translation]

Ms. Louise Chabot (Thérèse-De Blainville, BQ): Madam
Speaker, we have to applaud our colleague's hard work and dedica‐
tion with respect to this important disease.

Each of our provinces has an association, and Diabetes Québec is
doing great work in Quebec.

What does my colleague think of the purpose and scope of this
national strategy given that this is a provincial responsibility?

[English]

Ms. Sonia Sidhu: Madam Speaker, I would like to thank the Di‐
abetes Québec association. While I recognize my colleague's inter‐
est in creating health transfers to the provinces, during the pandem‐
ic the federal government has been there to support that. This in‐
cludes over $19 billion in the safe restart agreement. It was an‐
nounced that an additional $4 billion would be given to the
provinces through the Canada health transfer and another $1 billion
to help with the vaccine rollout. We have stepped up to help all
provinces, including Quebec. We will work Diabetes Québec and
all provinces. As I said in my bill, we will work with the Diabetes
Québec association, provinces and territories—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member for North Island—Powell River.

Ms. Rachel Blaney (North Island—Powell River, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I want to thank the member for bringing forward
this private member's bill on this really important issue. Not too
long ago, before COVID, I had two young people come and speak
to me about juvenile diabetes. One of the biggest challenges was
that in one province, all of the things they required were free and
part of the program, but in another province they were not. We had
outcomes of health that were completely different simply because
of the province people were born in.

Does the member agree that diabetes-related medications, sup‐
plies and equipment should be included as part of a universal, com‐
prehensive and public pharmacare program?
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Ms. Sonia Sidhu: Madam Speaker, I would like to thank the

member for sharing her story and for her advocacy. I agree that no
Canadian should have to choose between paying for prescription
medication and necessities, like rent or putting food on the table. I
would like to remind the member that since taking office, this gov‐
ernment has taken historic action to lower drug prices, including by
introducing new rules for patent drugs so Canadians can buy their
medicine easily. We need to do a lot more. I thank the member for
sharing her story and for her advocacy for her constituents. We will
work together to pass this bill—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): We
will go to a very short question from the hon. Parliamentary Secre‐
tary to the Minister of Finance.

Mr. Sean Fraser (Parliamentary Secretary to the Deputy
Prime Minister and Minister of Finance and to the Minister of
Middle Class Prosperity and Associate Minister of Finance,
Lib.): Madam Speaker, I want to start by thanking my colleague for
championing the issue of support for families and individuals with
diabetes since I have known her, when we were both elected in
2015.

The families I speak with talk often about the serious burden that
exists to manage diabetes for themselves or their children, but we
do not often hear about the importance from an economic point of
view, given the immense cost of diabetes across the health care sys‐
tems in Canada. I wonder if the hon. member can offer comment
not only on the importance of doing this because it is the right thing
to do to support people and families, but also the fact that it is the
smart thing to do to alleviate the immense burden that lack of prop‐
er diabetes care puts on our health care systems.
● (1115)

Ms. Sonia Sidhu: Madam Speaker, I would like to congratulate
the member on the great work in the budget regarding diabetes. I
am so thankful. I know this is very important because it is a big
burden on the health care system, as we know through the Diabetes
Canada website, with $40 billion until 2026. This budget is a recov‐
ery plan for job growth and resilience, to finish the fight against
COVID-19 to ensure that we—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Re‐
suming debate, the hon. member for Sarnia—Lambton.

Ms. Marilyn Gladu (Sarnia—Lambton, CPC): Madam Speak‐
er, it is a pleasure to rise and speak to Bill C-237, the national
framework for diabetes act.

I would like to thank the member for Brampton South for bring‐
ing it forward and for all her advocacy. From the time we were both
elected in 2015, I have participated alongside her. We were both on
the health committee when it came up with recommendations to the
government on what it should do about diabetes. It is a serious is‐
sue for 11 million Canadians who have diabetes or prediabetes.
That report was important.

The hon. member has also done numerous other things to raise
awareness of diabetes on the Hill. I can remember an event for all
the MPs to get tested, to understand how they could see the risk
factors for diabetes and find out whether or not they actually had
prediabetes or diabetes. That was great. There was another time
when we brought in a mobile unit that had the ability to test and

treat. These mobile units are very important here in Canada, espe‐
cially in rural and remote places where, in many cases, it is very
difficult to get access to a physician and the medical care that is so
important to people who are living with diabetes.

For that, I congratulate the member. I am happy to see this bill
being supported unanimously at committee, along with the support
for the amendment that the Conservatives brought forward.

For those who are not aware of the different types of diabetes, 11
million Canadians have diabetes or prediabetes. Type 1 diabetics
are people who cannot produce insulin, and there are 1.1 million of
them. In order to get the insulin they need, they need to either inject
it or use insulin pumps, a new technology that has really upgraded
the quality of life for individuals. However, those pumps are $7,000
or $8,000, so affordability is a key issue there.

The most common type of diabetes is type 2. These individuals
cannot use the insulin they are producing, or they are not producing
enough insulin, and there are 9.9 million Canadians in this catego‐
ry. There are things that can lessen the risk of developing type 2 di‐
abetes, including healthy eating and regular exercise. However,
once people have this condition, they are going to require insulin
therapy, medications and sometimes glucose monitoring. There
have been good advances in the technology of glucose monitoring
that have really improved the quality of life. Again, there is an af‐
fordability issue for some.

Canada began this 100 years ago, with Banting and Best and in‐
sulin, and we have continued to excel in technology in this area.

The bill itself is a national framework, and as part of that it is go‐
ing to bring prevention and treatment. There will be training and an
emphasis on educational needs, which I think is important. The
more people know about diabetes, the risks and how they can pre‐
vent or minimize the impact, the better. There is also an important
part on research and data collection. The government, over decades,
has done excellent work to support diabetes research in Canada,
and that needs to continue, along with the data collection.
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The other part of the bill is information and knowledge sharing,

related to preventing and treating diabetes. This will be important
because this is a disease that can develop into other complicated
conditions. Kidney disease is a common outcome for those who are
at risk and who cannot control their insulin levels. Many have foot
and leg problems that can result in amputation. There are eye dis‐
eases, and increase in heart attack and stroke. All of these issues are
not just tragic for the individual, but also a cost to the health care
system.

The parliamentary secretary previously made a comment that
bringing in this national framework is not just the right thing to do,
but it is also a cost-benefit. We know that if diabetes is not ade‐
quately controlled in an individual, an emergency room call
is $1,500 and an amputation is $90,000. All of these things are in‐
credibly costly to the health care system.
● (1120)

Although some concerns have been raised about whether or not
the bill will be a problem with provincial jurisdiction, I would say
that the provinces absolutely are open to receiving more federal
funding to cover things and to do the right thing to prevent more
expensive conditions from developing.

In fact, my own national framework on palliative care is a great
example of how the federal government can work alongside the
provinces to provide the supplemental things that do not exist at the
provincial level and to have the provinces use their funding to ac‐
celerate the plan. With the palliative care framework, many things
related to education, research and data collection, as in this bill,
were put in place, but then the provinces also came alongside with
money for hospice and for training paramedics and extending all
kinds of things that have resulted in more people having access. My
hope is that we will see the same thing with this bill. It is important.

The amendment that the Conservatives brought had to do with
the disability tax credit. Members may remember that a few years
ago there was a change made by CRA and 80% of people who pre‐
viously were approved for the disability tax credit, which helps
people pay for the medications and supplies they need as people
living with diabetes, now became 80% rejected, and it was a long
period of time of outcry from the opposition parties before the gov‐
ernment set that right.

To be fair, the intent of the government was that if people were
not eligible for the tax credit, they also were not eligible for the dis‐
ability pension plan. That plan had been in effect for 10 years, and
each individual who qualified had about $150,000 in the account,
so there was a bit of a nefarious attempt to try to take that money
away, which fortunately we were able to correct and get that in
place.

Our amendment was to make sure that the CRA is administering
the disability tax credit fairly and that the disability tax credit is de‐
signed to help as many persons with diabetes as possible and is
achieving its objectives. This will provide a bit of oversight to en‐
sure that this kind of thing does not happen again, and that will be
very important.

What the bill does not do is provide some of the other funding
that will be needed, and some of it has been talked about already.

Diabetes Canada does an amazing job of making people aware,
helping people living with diabetes, and providing tools and train‐
ing, but it has a 360° initiative, calling on the federal government
for quite a number of years, from the time I was the shadow health
minister, and it has not been funded at any point. We need to see the
government seriously consider, with 11 million Canadians living
with this condition, that we have to be preventive in nature.

There are a lot of initiatives that also could be supported, like
Participaction, getting people more fit. If we can get children more
fit and eating more nutritiously, this is a key factor in preventing
people from having type 2 diabetes, so that is an action that the
government could take.

When it comes to pharmacare, the Liberals have been talking
about this since 1992. Many provinces have plans already in place,
and there is a very small number of Canadians who do not have
coverage, but in particular there are people with diabetes who are
not able to afford their medications. It is a larger cost to the system
overall and something that should be addressed and could be quick‐
ly addressed through organizations like Diabetes Canada.

In terms of this framework, obviously I am a passionate advocate
as well for eliminating diabetes and doing everything we can to
help those individuals. I, as well as the Conservative Party, will be
supporting this private member's bill. The member is to be com‐
mended for her continued advocacy and for her persistence in
bringing more and more good ideas to the table. We can see from
the reaction of the various parties that everyone wants to work to‐
gether, alongside the provinces and territories and our indigenous
organizations, to make sure that all people living with diabetes re‐
ceive the help they need.

● (1125)

[Translation]

Ms. Monique Pauzé (Repentigny, BQ): Madam Speaker, some
diseases quietly besiege their victims and can eventually compro‐
mise their health and threaten their very survival.

Diabetes is one such disease. More and more people are aware of
diabetes because a growing number of Canadians and Quebeckers
are being diagnosed with it. Personally, the disease has not affected
me or any of my family members or friends.
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However, in my work as the member of Parliament for Re‐

pentigny, I met Juliette Benoît for the first time in October 2018.
Juliette was 13, and she came to Parliament Hill to raise parliamen‐
tarians' awareness of a disease that tends to be poorly understood
by the general public, type 1 diabetes. This disease generally ap‐
pears in young people under 20 and is characterized by the total ab‐
sence of insulin production. People with this type of diabetes must
have daily insulin injections or be fitted with an insulin pump to
survive. Like Juliette, approximately 10% of people with diabetes
have type 1 diabetes.

This young girl captured my attention the moment I met her. A
few words that come to mind when I think of her are eloquent, pre‐
cise, determined and brave. She wants to help advance the research
on a potentially life-threatening disease that she has had since she
was 11 years old. That is why she got involved in the Juvenile Dia‐
betes Research Foundation, which could not ask for a better ambas‐
sador.

I have to say that it is because of Juliette Benoît that I am cur‐
rently a member of the all-party juvenile diabetes caucus. Juliette
took a personal problem and used it as an opportunity to shine the
light on a disease that affects nearly 300,000 people in Canada. She
convinced me to get more involved in this cause and she used her
disease to become a force for change. That is wonderful to see.

I thank the member for Brampton South for introducing
Bill C-237, which seeks to establish a national framework for dia‐
betes. Section 2 of the bill explains that the national framework
must include measures to:

(a) explain what diabetes and prediabetes are;
(b) identify the training, education and guidance needs of health care and other
professionals related to the prevention and treatment of diabetes, including clini‐
cal practice guidelines;
(c) promote research and improve data collection on diabetes prevention and
treatment;
(d) promote information and knowledge sharing in relation to diabetes preven‐
tion and treatment;
(e) take into consideration any existing diabetes prevention and treatment frame‐
works, strategies and best practices, including those that focus on addressing
health inequalities; and
(f) ensure that the Canada Revenue Agency is administering the disability tax
credit fairly and that the credit, in order to achieve its purposes, is designed to
help as many persons with diabetes as possible.

Bill C-237 gives the government one year to develop the strate‐
gic framework and five years to report on its effectiveness. The bill
provides for the strategy to be designed in consultation with the
provincial governments and Quebec. If the bill moves forward, the
Bloc Québécois must ensure that the national framework reflects
the demands of Quebec and respects its jurisdiction, because that
matters to us. Certain aspects of clause 2 fall under the jurisdiction
of Quebec and the provinces.

I already mentioned Juliette, who is living with type 1 diabetes,
and now I would like to talk briefly about the two other kinds of
diabetes, type 2 and gestational diabetes.

In Canada in 2020, of the more than 3.7 million diagnosed cases
of type 1 and type 2 diabetes combined, 90% were type 2. This type
of diabetes usually appears in adulthood, in individuals 40 years of
age and older. Because of rising obesity rates, diabetes is starting to

appear in increasingly younger populations, sometimes as early as
childhood in certain risk groups. People with type 2 diabetes cannot
properly use the insulin made by their bodies, and they eventually
produce less and less of this essential hormone.

Between 3% and 20% of pregnant women experience an increase
in blood glucose levels beginning in the second or third trimester of
pregnancy. In most cases, this gestational diabetes disappears after
the birth, but the mother is at risk of developing type 2 diabetes in
the years that follow.

● (1130)

It goes without saying that women should be monitored properly
in the months and years after they give birth. That being said, we
can all agree that this bill provides a framework that proposes ob‐
jectives, actions and ambitions that have already been broadly dis‐
cussed in several specialized forums, including the annual meetings
of doctors who specialize in endocrinology and pediatric en‐
docrinology. Seminars, symposiums and research institutes also in‐
vestigate this sometimes misunderstood and long-stigmatized dis‐
ease, which may affect more than 13.5 million Canadian citizens in
2030.

Canada is the birthplace of the discovery of insulin. This year
marks the 100th anniversary of that discovery, and it is to Canada's
credit that it is allocating resources to the advancement of research
into diabetes, among other things. This is precisely where the gov‐
ernment should be providing support, in addition to increasing
transfers, of course.

Research into diabetes and medical treatment for it are advancing
quickly. Note that the fact that there are five different types of dia‐
betes has eluded researchers until very recently. In 2019, the
renowned scientific journal The Lancet Diabetes & Endocrinology
published this finding, made by a team of Scandinavian re‐
searchers. Having looked at cases characterized as atypical, these
researchers are better prepared to prevent the onset of the disease
and better treat people who develop it.

Also in 2019, American scientists in California grew insulin-pro‐
ducing cells in a laboratory. They describe their work as a major
breakthrough that could lead to a cure for type 1 diabetes. I invite
interested colleagues to read the journal Nature Cell Biology to
learn about the science that could lead to a cure for insulin-depen‐
dent diabetes within a few years.

The prevalence of this disease is alarming, especially with chil‐
dren developing type 2 diabetes, which used to affect only adults,
so the need for research will grow. Every aggravating factor leading
to the development of diabetes should be meticulously studied, be‐
cause not only will the health and social costs be enormous, but the
direct costs to the health care system could reach almost $5 billion
Canadian by 2030. This was a question asked earlier by the Parlia‐
mentary Secretary to the Minister of Finance. We may not have the
same figures, as the member for Brampton South had a different
figure, but it is important to remember that a great deal of money
could be directed to other issues if we could find a cure for dia‐
betes.
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I spoke about Juliette at the beginning of my speech. What is she

doing now, three years after our first meeting? She continues her
advocacy with the Juvenile Diabetes Research Foundation. Last
November, she participated in Kids for a Cure Lobby Day and
shared her personal story with some MPs. She was surprised to see
just how young some MPs are. Several are in their thirties, and
some are even in their twenties. I believe that she is considering
getting into politics. She is ambitious, disciplined and has every‐
thing it takes to make the world a better place. I thank her for talk‐
ing to me about her hopes of making a difference for people with
diabetes.
● (1135)

[English]
Ms. Rachel Blaney (North Island—Powell River, NDP):

Madam Speaker, I am incredibly pleased to be here today to speak
on Bill C-237, an act to establish a national framework for diabetes.

This is an incredibly important private member's bill, because it
addresses something that really concerns me: The reality that peo‐
ple with diabetes across Canada are being treated very differently
depending on what province or territory they live in. I thank the
member for bringing this bill forward and for her passion on this
very important issue. I am very happy to be here to discuss why it
is important.

A couple of years ago, Juvenile Diabetes spokespersons came to
have a conversation with me. I met with two teenagers, one from
Alberta and one from British Columbia. As members in the House,
we all have moments where we hear stories and think, “This is
wrong,” and that we have do something to make it better. That day,
I learned that people living with diabetes could have something in‐
serted in their arms that would allow them to scan their blood sugar
levels very quickly with their phones. There was no more need for
pricking fingers or carrying around those tools: They could quickly
scan to see how things were going and address them as needed. The
problem is that in one teen's province, there is a monthly fee for
this service, and in the other teen's province, there is no fee at all.

It really broke my heart when I heard from the mother of the teen
who was in the province where a monthly fee was required. She
and her husband had been doing really well paying that monthly
fee, until her husband got hurt on the job and was off work. Their
income went down significantly. The mother told me that one of the
hardest choices they had to make was to acknowledge that they
could no longer afford the monthly fee, which meant that their
daughter had to have the pump removed and move forward.

No parent ever wants to do that. It completely broke my heart. I
do not think any parent in the country would be happy if they had
to make a decision between the health and well-being of their child
and feeding them. I recognize that across Canada, many parents
have children who have health issues. They really struggle to af‐
ford, or cannot afford, the basic medication they need to make sure
that their children are well cared for, and this is one example. We
need a better strategy. It is important to point out that a national
pharmacare program would address this issue and ensure that par‐
ents would not be making choices, such as these parents had to, be‐
tween their children's health and well-being and feeding them and
keeping a roof over their heads.

The facts are very clear. Individuals with diabetes cannot regu‐
late their blood sugar properly. Diabetes causes many physical
health issues, and is a cause of debt for more than 7,000 Canadians
every year. Diabetes also impacts the mental health of people who
have diabetes, as well as their families. It is time for Canada to take
this seriously, and the bill before us is one step towards doing so.

This bill asks the government to bring together all provinces, ter‐
ritories, indigenous leaders and stakeholder groups to create a plan
to support those living with diabetes more holistically. Diabetes is a
chronic disease, and it is so important that the federal government
do more to support Canadians living with diabetes, particularly
those who incur significant out-of-pocket costs because of it. Too
many Canadians living with diabetes are unable to afford the medi‐
cations, devices and supplies they need. When medication and sup‐
plies are unaffordable it leads to bigger health issues, which can
lead to an early death. That is just not acceptable in a country as
wealthy as ours. Families and loved ones feel this reality, and it is
really scary for them to always worry about what they will do if
they cannot afford what those people need.

Not too long ago, I received a message from a constituent who
had just been diagnosed with diabetes, and she was really scared.
She was not sure how she would afford the medication. When deal‐
ing with a chronic illness, the last thing the body needs is the stress
of wondering, “Can I afford the most basic supplies and medication
that I need?” We know that this is true. A recent report from the
Canadian Federation of Nurses Unions found that 57% of Canadi‐
ans with diabetes reported failing to adhere to their prescribed ther‐
apies due to affordability issues related to their medications, de‐
vices and supplies.

● (1140)

Fifty-seven per cent is more than half of Canadians who have
this chronic disease. This is important because research indicates
that when a chronic illness is managed, the expense is lower and
the health of the individual increases. Preventative supports matter.
They allow people to care of themselves and prevent repetitive vis‐
its to the emergency room caused by a lack of access to medica‐
tions, devices and supplies.

Again, we have to think about what this means in Canada. It is
one of the wealthiest countries in the world and these realities exist
because people cannot afford their medication.

This is why Canada's New Democrats recognize that there is an
urgent need to for universal, comprehensive and public pharmacare,
a plan to ensure that all Canadians have access to the medications
they need when they need them, that we do not have people like my
constituents staying up half the night wondering how they will af‐
ford this new expense in their lives. This must include coverage for
diabetes devices and supplies, such as test strips, syringes, insulin
pumps and continuous glucose monitors.
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Sadly, we have seen the reality that the Liberals and the Conser‐

vative governments, one after another, continue to deny this mea‐
sure that would create a more affordable and a fair system to care
for the well-being of people across Canada. It would save signifi‐
cant money by lessening emergency health care costs, which are
extremely high and terrible for the health of people who cannot af‐
ford their medication. Universal health care would also support
businesses that have multiple challenges when they have a team
member or a loved one who has health issues. In some cases, even
with health insurance people cannot afford the cost of their medica‐
tion.

Just weeks ago we heard the government make promises, but
when it actually had an opportunity to support pharmacare, it said
no. How many times do Canadians have to wait and ask again for
this human rights-based approach?

I will be supporting this bill. It is a step that will at least support
people living with diabetes. I hope the government will support it
as well. The concerning reality is that so many families that apply
for the disability tax credit when they have children who are born
with diabetes lose it when those children come into adulthood. The
Government of Canada has rejected these applicants in the past.
When is in place, I hope it stops denying this small tax credit. Most
important, ensuring that people have access to the RRSPs they in‐
vested in for many years is absolutely key for me.

There is a lot of injustice for people living with chronic illness. I
hope the bill will at least help one portion of the community. How‐
ever, I want to remind everyone in the House that only pharmacare
will make it a more fair system for everyone in the country.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Presi‐
dent of the Queen’s Privy Council for Canada and Minister of
Intergovernmental Affairs and to the Leader of the Govern‐
ment in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam Speaker, it is a
pleasure to speak to Bill C-237, an act to establish a national frame‐
work for diabetes. Once again, I applaud my colleague and friend
from Brampton South who has been a staunch advocate for such an
important issue that affects millions of Canadians.

Having a national framework for diabetes is long overdue. I want
to take the time, first and foremost, to recognize the need. It is im‐
portant to note the impact diabetes has on the health of over three
million people in Canada. Including Canadians who are prediabetic,
that number is closer to 10 million-plus, keeping in mind our popu‐
lation of 37.5 million people today.

As a government, we continue working with our partners, includ‐
ing provinces and territories, indigenous organizations, stakehold‐
ers and organizations such as Diabetes Canada, to strengthen the ef‐
forts that support diabetes prevention and care for all Canadians.
For me, it is about prevention and treatment, and there is so much
we can do.

I have had the opportunity to speak on this before. I want to em‐
phasize Diabetes Canada and the fantastic work it does. In fact,
people can get all the relevant information they need from it, not to
mention all the things they can do to improve the quality of their
lives or, in some cases, minimize the negative impacts diabetes has
on people through healthy living and so forth. If they go to dia‐
betes.ca, there is ample information.

From my perspective, Diabetes Canada clearly shows leadership.
As a national organization, it can assist regional organizations. My
colleague has hit this right on, that there is a need for a national
perspective, a national framework designed to support and improve
Canadians' access to information on diabetes prevention and treat‐
ment. This bill is all about that. It is about working with provinces
and territories, indigenous leaders, communities, different stake‐
holders, bringing them together and making a real difference. I am
hopeful that we can pass the bill.

There are two types of diabetes, and I got this information from
the diabetes.ca website, which contains quality of information.
Type 1 diabetes is an autoimmune disease and is also known as an
insulin-dependent diabetes. People with type 1 diabetes are not able
to produce their own insulin and cannot regulate their blood sugar
because their body is attacking the pancreas. The website states:

Roughly 10 per cent of people living with diabetes have type 1, insulin-depen‐
dent diabetes. Type 1 diabetes generally develops in childhood or adolescence, but
can also develop in adulthood. People with type 1 need to inject insulin or use an
insulin pump to ensure their bodies have the right amount of insulin.

There is so much we can be doing from a national perspective by
encouraging, promoting and supporting, in whatever ways we can,
a national strategy.

I commend my colleague from Brampton and those individuals
who were there to support her initiative to bring the bill to the floor
of the House of Commons. I trust and hope that my colleagues on
all sides of the House will see fit to pass this bill as soon as possi‐
ble, maybe even today.

● (1145)

Mr. Len Webber (Calgary Confederation, CPC): Madam
Speaker, it is my pleasure to speak today to Bill C-237, which pro‐
poses a national framework for diabetes.

The bill has been brought forward by our colleague, the member
for Brampton South, and I would like to take a moment to comment
on her dedication to seeing this bill passed and her overall concern
for the health of Canadians.

The member, who I served with for many years on the health
committee, has always been one of the most non-partisan and colle‐
gial members of the committee. Her sincere desire to improve
health outcomes for Canadians has always been her underlying mo‐
tivation, and it has been an absolute pleasure to work with her on
that committee.
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The situation with diabetes in Canada is truly shocking. About

three million Canadians live with diabetes. One in three children
and one in 10 adults live with the disease. People with diabetes are
over three times more likely to be hospitalized with cardiovascular
disease, 12 times more likely to be hospitalized with end-stage re‐
nal disease and almost 20 times more likely to be hospitalized for
non-traumatic lower limb amputation compared to the general pop‐
ulation. Diabetes contributes to 30% of strokes, 40% of heart at‐
tacks, 50% of kidney failure requiring dialysis, 70% of all non-trau‐
matic leg and foot amputations and is leading the cause of blind‐
ness in Canada.

The direct cost to our health care system just last year was $3.8
billion. It is estimated to rise to about $5 billion by 2030. That is a
huge weight on our health care system.

There is no doubt that diabetes is a serious chronic disease and it
is on the rise. It is a disease that occurs when the body is either un‐
able to sufficiently produce or properly use insulin. Over time, left
untreated, it can damage blood vessels, nerves and organs such kid‐
neys, eyes and heart, resulting in the serious complications that I
mentioned, and ultimately death. It poses a challenge not only to
those living with the disease, but also to their families, communities
and the health care system. Therefore, any investment in reducing
the rate of diabetes in our country should translate into long-term
savings to our health care system. It just makes senses that we deal
with this issue head on and deal with it now.

Also, each year close to 200,000 Canadians are newly diagnosed
and many more diagnosed as prediabetic. Not all individuals with
prediabetes will develop diabetes, but the chances increase if steps
are not taken to manage it. Fortunately, recent studies have shown
that changes in lifestyle, primarily diet, physical activity and weight
management, can delay or even halt the progression. However,
there is no question that we need to look at diabetes as a national
problem and come up with a national framework, which Bill C-237
proposes.

The aging of the Canadian population, largely a result of baby
boom cohort, has been one of the major factors contributing to the
increase in the number of Canadians living with diagnosed dia‐
betes. The increasing incidence is shocking. If any other health is‐
sue like cancer had increased in comparison, we would declare a
national emergency and pull every fire alarm. Why do we not do it
in this case? I believe it is because of the ongoing and unfair stigma
that those with diabetes are simply lazy, unhealthy and authors of
their own problems, which is simply not the case.

Diabetes is complex and the people affected by it are not always
in full control of their health conditions. We need to stop thinking
that this is entirely a lack of personal health. At the same time, we
should also not underestimate the importance of maintaining a
healthy weight and lifestyle.

As part of any national framework on addressing diabetes, it is
critically important that we look at the issue of organ donation. I
know the member for Brampton South is also very supportive of
organ donation and improving our system in Canada.

● (1150)

Diabetes, at its root, is a malfunctioning pancreas that fails to
make the necessary amounts of insulin at the right time. For type 1
diabetes, there is some hope people could receive a pancreas and/or
a kidney transplant. A transplant can cure this problem and elimi‐
nate the need for insulin shots, but we need more people to donate
these life-saving organs.

For those who undergo a pancreas transplant, the survival rate
exceeds 95% after one year and more than 88% after the five-year
mark. It is possible to be a living donor and donate a pancreas, but
this is rare and most donations come from deceased donors. Typi‐
cally, these transplants last 10 to 12 years, so unfortunately multiple
transplants and multiple donors are required over time.

When it comes to kidney donations, the situation in Canada is
quite dire, with more than 3,300 people on the waiting list. The de‐
mand is high because kidney transplants are in need for more than
just diabetics. The wait time can range from months to years. Many
never get their second chance at life.

The good news is that people can be living kidney donors. They
can donate one of their kidneys to save another. I admire the mem‐
ber for Edmonton Manning, who did so for his son. Of course, live
donations are a complex process and are required because we do
not have enough deceased donors.

The point is this: Canadians can dramatically improve the life
and health of type 1 diabetics by becoming organ donors, so I
strongly encourage all Canadians to register on their provincial or‐
gan donation registries and let their loved ones know of their deci‐
sion.

Sadly, a pancreas transplant is not really an option for those with
type 2 diabetes because that type of diabetes occurs when the body
generates a resistance to insulin or is unable to utilize it properly.
Type 1 diabetics make up about 10% of those with diabetes. Their
bodies just do not make insulin, which is a situation where a pan‐
creatic transplant would be required.

A constituent of mine, Brooklyn Rhead, a grade 12 student at St.
Francis High School, was diagnosed with type 1 diabetes in Febru‐
ary of last year. She suffered severe symptoms for about a year be‐
fore her diagnosis. Her symptoms included extreme thirst, hair loss,
fatigue, inability to concentrate and weight loss.
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As part of Brooklyn's efforts, she has set out to increase aware‐

ness of type 1 diabetes and to raise $5,000 for diabetes research at
her high school. So far, she has raised $3,900. I am confident that
she will reach her goal, so I applaud her. More than 300,000 Cana‐
dians have type 1 diabetes, and Brooklyn's efforts are creating
awareness. It is an important contribution to finding the answers.

Many are desperately longing for a cure. We know there is a
need for a cure. We know there is political will. We know the need
is urgent. We know the need is growing. As Parliamentarians, we
need to move this bill along as quickly as possible to make that dif‐
ference.

From my own personal experience, I have seen excellent pieces
of legislation die when an election is called, so I hope we can get
this to the Senate and get it passed as soon as possible before a writ
is possibly dropped. Brooklyn and three million other Canadians
are watching. They are counting on us to get the job done, so let us
get it done.
● (1155)

Mr. Tony Baldinelli (Niagara Falls, CPC): Madam Speaker, it
is my pleasure to rise today to speak to this bill. Bill C-237, the na‐
tional framework for diabetes act, would direct the Minister of
Health to develop a national framework to support diabetes preven‐
tion and treatment in consultation with relevant stakeholders. That
is a key aspect of what this bill talks about. It would require the
Minister of Health to hold at least one conference with relevant
stakeholders to develop the described framework.

As we talk about stakeholders, it is my pleasure to stand in my
place today to share with the House the advocacy efforts and work
of one of my own constituents, Maya Webster. Maya is 10 years
old, and she will continue advocating for type 1 diabetes research
until a cure is discovered.

This past November, Maya took part in a lobby effort with more
than 30 other delegates as part of the Juvenile Diabetes Research
Foundation's Kids for a Cure Lobby Day 2020. JDRF is a global
charitable organization with the goal of ending type 1 diabetes
through research funding and advocacy. Kids for a Cure 2020 was a
week-long virtual event that connected youth delegates with
Canada's decision-makers and politicians. They were able to illus‐
trate the daily challenges faced by people living with type 1 dia‐
betes and to ask for more direct support from the government.

The foundation had three main asks during that lobby effort.
They asked for the federal government to renew a partnership with
JDRF and the Canadian Institutes of Health and Research, and for
the federal government to create a national diabetes strategy, which
is why we are here today. They also asked for more people to be
able to access the disability tax credit. As Maya explains, “What
I'm doing this year, and what I did in 2018 with this, is trying to
find the cure because as much as I have insulin it still isn't a cure”.

As part of their consultation, delegates created virtual slide
shows to give personal overviews of what living—
● (1200)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member will have eight minutes to continue his speech
when we next return to the reading of this bill.

The time provided for consideration of Private Members' Busi‐
ness has now expired. The order is dropped to the bottom of the or‐
der of precedence on the Order Paper.

* * *

PRIVILEGE

ALLEGED MISLEADING COMMENTS BY THE PRIME MINISTER

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez (Leader of the Government in the
House of Commons, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I rise to respond to
the question of privilege raised on April 28, concerning statements
the Prime Minister made in this House respecting the allegations of
misconduct against the former chief of the defence staff. The mem‐
ber for Portage—Lisgar asserted that the Prime Minister, in deny‐
ing he was aware of the nature of the allegations against General
Vance in 2018, deliberately misled the House.

This response will be quite long, but it is necessary, as this is an
extremely serious and important issue, and it is important the gov‐
ernment fully responds to the intervention from the member.

I want to begin by repeating what the Prime Minister said on
March 11. He said:

...supporting the women and men who choose to serve in the armed forces is a
priority for this government, as it has been for all governments. We have moved
forward in significantly strengthening measures to support survivors of sexual
assault and to create more processes so that armed forces members do not have
to face sexual assault in their workplace or in their service.

I will address the points made by the member for Portage—Lis‐
gar, and I will offer a point-by-point rebuttal that will demonstrate
her conclusions can only be reached by a scrambling of the
chronology of events and by presenting evidence out of context. In
addition to that, the member also provides false information to the
House about the date of a statement from the Prime Minister's Of‐
fice and uses this misleading and incorrect chronology to try to
make her case, in what can only be seen as an attempt to mislead
the House.

The member is entitled to her own opinions, but she is not enti‐
tled to her own facts. Her misleading statements to the House are
very serious. From the outset, I would like to state that the Prime
Minister never misled the House, deliberately or otherwise. The
Prime Minister has been consistent at all times in the information
he has provided to the House on this issue. There are some key
points I would like to make before I address the specifics raised by
the members.
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First, the member for Portage—Lisgar is absolutely incorrect in

her assertion that the Prime Minister knew in 2018 that the allega‐
tions against General Vance were a matter of a #MeToo complaint.
We know this from a statement he made in the House on February
24, 2021, when he stated, “Mr. Speaker, every person deserves a
safe work environment. I first learned of allegations against Gener‐
al Vance in Global News reporting.”

[Translation]

Secondly, the member states that the Prime Minister's Office was
aware of the nature or the details of the allegations against General
Vance in 2018. Statements in the House and evidence at committee
will show this to be false.

Thirdly, the member states that the Privy Council Office, a sepa‐
rate body, independent from the Prime Minister's Office, was aware
of the nature or the details of the allegations against General Vance
in 2018. Statements in the House and evidence at committee will
show this to be false.

Fourthly, the member states that the Minister of National De‐
fence and his office were aware of the nature or the details of the
allegations against General Vance. Statements in the House and evi‐
dence at committee will show this to be false.

Fifthly, the member states that the Clerk of the Privy Council
was aware of the nature or the details of the allegations against
General Vance. Statements in the House and evidence at committee
will show this to be false.

The member for Portage—Lisgar is trying to show that her argu‐
ment passes the three-point test to determine if there is a prima fa‐
cie question of privilege. The evidence will show that the first of
the three criteria has not been met, which makes the second and
third ones impossible to meet.
● (1205)

[English]

The evidence will demonstrate that only by scrambling the
chronology and providing information out of context could the
member for Portage—Lisgar come to the conclusion that the Prime
Minister misled the House. The evidence provided before the
House in committees will clearly demonstrate that the Prime Minis‐
ter did not mislead the House in any way.

I would now like to address the points made by the member,
point by point. The member points to responses that the Prime Min‐
ister gave to questions from the Leader of the Opposition on April
27. The Leader of the Opposition asked the Prime Minister the fol‐
lowing questions in the House:

Mr. Speaker, the Minister of National Defence was aware of allegations of sexu‐
al misconduct against General Vance in 2018. The Clerk of the Privy Council knew.
The Prime Minister's senior advisor knew. The Prime Minister's chief of staff knew.
Did the Prime Minister know?

Another question:
Mr. Speaker, the Minister of National Defence was aware of sexual misconduct

allegations against General Vance in 2018. The Clerk of the Privy Council was
aware. The senior adviser, Mr. Marques, to the Prime Minister was aware. The chief
of staff to the Prime Minister was aware in 2018. Was the Prime Minister aware of
sexual misconduct allegations in 2018?

Let us take a look at both the questions and the answers. First,
the assertions in the questions are false. This is backed up by testi‐
mony before a standing committee of the House. Let us start with
the Minister of National Defence. The minister states very clearly,
at the Standing Committee on National Defence on March 12, that
he was not aware of the nature or specific allegations against Gen‐
eral Vance in 2018:

At the very end of this private conversation, Mr. Walbourne brought up concerns
of misconduct involving the former chief of the defence staff. He did not give me
any details. I did not allow him to give me any details. I very purposely respected
the investigative process to ensure that it remained independent.

The minister also makes clear, at an earlier appearance before the
national defence committee on February 19, that he only learned of
the nature and specifics of the allegations against General Vance in
early 2021, stating:

I was as shocked as everyone else at the allegations that were made public two
weeks ago.

The former clerk of the Privy Council, Michael Wernick, in testi‐
mony before the national defence committee on April 6, stated the
following:

I learned of the specific allegations earlier this year in the media reports....I was
not aware of the specifics of the allegation. I became aware of them this year.

Mr. Wernick also states:
There had not been an investigation. The only person who knew about the seri‐

ousness of the allegations at the time was Mr. Walbourne.

On the issue of the former senior adviser to the Prime Minister,
Elder Marques, who was tasked with following up on allegations
against General Vance, here is what he said before the national de‐
fence committee on April 19:

I believe I was told that the issue was an issue of personal misconduct. ...I think
my presumption was certainly that it could be of a sexual nature, but I don't think I
was actually given that information specifically.

On the issue of what the Prime Minister knew, Mr. Marques said
the following:

I did not brief the Prime Minister on this issue, and I'm not aware of any briefin‐
gs of the Prime Minister on this issue.

On why he took the information to the Privy Council Office, Mr.
Marques said:

The reason for going to the Clerk of the Privy Council is that the Clerk of the
Privy Council is responsible for the apparatus that now needs to do its best with the
resources that it has to respond. At this stage, there is not anything that the Prime
Minister is supposed to do in relation to this information, and I would suggest in
fact it would have been problematic had the Prime Minister or other members of
cabinet or other political staff tried to insert themselves at that point.

At that point, PCO is fully engaged. They have advisers who are engaged. No
one was not appreciating the seriousness of the issue. I think any involvement at
that stage could risk being counterproductive, even if it's in good faith and just try‐
ing to ensure things are moving along.

● (1210)

My reason for going to the clerk is that the clerk now had responsibility and he
had work to do to make sure that everything that can be done in, frankly, quite un‐
usual circumstances is done and that we hopefully get to a point where there is a
proper investigation where we can find out what occurred. That then may lead to
the involvement of others who may need to make decisions as a result of that.

We're not anywhere near that.
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Mr. Marques was clear he was not aware of the nature or the

specifics of the complaint. Mr. Marques brought this information to
the independent officials at the Privy Council Office. The govern‐
ment followed the proper process. This is, might I add, the same
process the previous government followed.

It is useful for context here to point out the current leader of the
official opposition was made aware of misconduct rumours in
2015. It was serious enough that he asked his staff to notify the
Prime Minister's chief of staff, who then took it to the Privy Coun‐
cil Office for review. In other words, they took the same steps the
government followed. I have a hard time taking the Leader of the
Opposition seriously when he criticizes the exact process he and his
government followed.

Regarding the Prime Minister's chief of staff, the Prime Minister
was clear in the House on March 10 that his office knew of unspec‐
ified allegations against General Vance in 2018 but was unaware of
the nature of specifics of the allegations. He said:

Mr. Speaker, my office was aware of the minister's direction to the ombudsman
to follow up with appropriate authorities, but my office and I learned of the details
of the allegations over the past months only.

[Translation]

The Prime Minister told the House that he was not aware of the
allegations against General Vance.

Testimony at a House standing committee demonstrated that the
Minister of National Defence was not aware of the nature or
specifics of the allegations against General Vance in 2018.

Testimony at a House standing committee demonstrated that the
Prime Minister's senior adviser was not aware of the nature or
specifics of the allegations against General Vance in 2018.

The Prime Minister has told the House that his office, including
the chief of staff, was aware of unspecified allegations in 2018 but
was not aware of the nature or specifics of these allegations.

Furthermore, testimony at a House standing committee demon‐
strated that the Clerk of the Privy Council was not aware of the na‐
ture or specifics of the allegations.
[English]

Let us take a look at the replies the Prime Minister gave to the
questions from the Leader of the Opposition. This is how the Prime
Minister replied to the first question:

Mr. Speaker, as I have been saying for some time now, yes, there was a com‐
plaint against General Vance. Nobody in my office or in the Minister of National
Defence's office knew the nature of the complaint.

We clearly have to improve the process. We have to make sure we create an en‐
vironment in which people who want to bring forward allegations feel supported.
That is the kind of situation and the kind of system we are creating.

Here is how the Prime Minister replied to the second question:
Mr. Speaker, what the Leader of the Opposition is putting forward is simply un‐

true. While there was awareness that there was a complaint against General Vance,
there was no awareness that it was in fact a #MeToo complaint of a sexual nature.
These are issues that we have continued to work on seriously as a government.

I need to highlight that the leader of the official opposition had heard a rumour
of misconduct back in 2015. He told his staff, who then told PMO, which told the
Privy Council Office. It is the exact same process that played out in 2015 under the
previous Conservative government as played out in our government, but we have
taken far more actions to change the culture for the better of our military.

● (1215)

Context is important here. The Prime Minister was answering
questions about what his office and the office of the Minister of Na‐
tional Defence knew in 2018.

[Translation]

The Prime Minister told the House that he was not even aware
that there were allegations in 2018 and did not learn about these al‐
legations or the nature of these allegations before the beginning of
2021. The Prime Minister has consistently told the House that his
office was aware of unspecified allegations but not of their
specifics. The Minister of National Defence told the committee that
he and his office were aware of unspecified allegations but not of
the nature of these allegations.

All of this evidence demonstrates that the Prime Minister has
been consistent in all of his statements in the House regarding what
and when he knew, what and when his office knew, and what and
when the Minister of National Defence and his office knew.

[English]

I want to address the issue that the member for Portage—Lisgar
raises around emails from Janine Sherman, the deputy secretary to
the cabinet responsible for Governor in Council appointments. Ms.
Sherman sent a draft email that the Minister of National Defence
could use to respond to Mr. Walbourne. While she does include the
words “allegations of sexual harassment”, I can only speculate that
she was making an assumption. This can be the only explanation
due to her testimony before the national defence committee.

Ms. Sherman testified at the committee on March 26, where she
stated, “I met with Mr. Walbourne on March 16. In my email ex‐
changes and in my meeting with Mr. Walbourne, I did not receive
information upon which to take further action.”

Ms. Sherman further testified that, “...based on my conversation
with the former ombudsman, I did not have information about the
nature of the complaint or specifics that would have enabled further
action.”

Other emails also demonstrate that Ms. Sherman did not have
any details about the nature of the unspecified allegation. An email
to Mr. Walbourne, using the text provided by Ms. Sherman states,
“Although the substance and details of the allegations were not dis‐
cussed the Minister we want to ensure they are properly investigat‐
ed.”

In a further email to Mr. Walbourne from Ms. Sherman, she
states, “I understand that you have information concerning the con‐
duct of a GIC appointee that the Minister has asked that you share
with me.”
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In Mr. Walbourne's testimony before the national defence com‐

mittee on March 3, he states:
...I told her [Ms. Sherman] that I was surprised she knew about that. I had asked
the minister to keep it in confidence, and I told her the same thing I said to this
committee, that I wasn't going to give her the name of the complainant or the
details of the allegation because the complainant had asked me to respect that
confidentiality, and that's exactly what I did.

The information was never shared with Ms. Sherman by Mr.
Walbourne. The term “sexual” appeared only once in an early draft
email that Ms. Sherman prepared. Contrast this with her testimony
before the committee where she was categorical that she did not
know the nature of the unspecified allegation and it becomes clear
that her early reference in the draft email was speculation. This is
backed up by the fact that when this draft email was written, Ms.
Sherman had only spoken to Mr. Marques about this issue and he
has clearly testified that he was not aware that the allegations
against General Vance were sexual in nature.
● (1220)

The member for Portage—Lisgar also points to Ms. Sherman's
testimony at the national defence committee, portraying it in a fash‐
ion that deliberately attempts to muddy the waters, to try to demon‐
strate that the Prime Minister and his office knew the nature of the
allegations against General Vance. Nothing could be further from
the truth. The member points to earlier emails and conflates them as
if they were the basis for later discussions with PMO staff. In fact,
those discussions were subsequent to Ms. Sherman speaking to Mr.
Walbourne.

Further, Ms. Sherman never stated in her testimony before the
committee that she discussed the nature of the complaint with the
PMO. The opposite is true. She testified that she was not aware of
the nature or specifics of the allegations. If Ms. Sherman was not
aware of the nature or specifics of the allegations, how can the
member assert that the Prime Minister was aware of the nature or
specifics of the allegations? How can the member assert that the
PMO staff, or the Minister of National Defence and his staff, knew
the nature or specifics of the allegations? It just does not make any
sense.
[Translation]

All of that shows the following: The Prime Minister was not
aware of any allegations, nor of the nature or specifics of any alle‐
gations in 2018. The Prime Minister's Office was aware of allega‐
tions but not of the nature or specifics of those allegations in 2018.
The Minister of National Defence and his office were aware of alle‐
gations but not of the nature or specifics of those allegations in
2018.

All of that is completely consistent with what the Prime Minister
said in the House.
[English]

I now want to move on to the statement from the Prime Minister
on March 10, which the member for Portage—Lisgar referred to.
This was in reference to a question from the member for Aurora—
Oak Ridges—Richmond Hill who asked:

Is it the Prime Minister's position that no one made him aware of the allegations
of misconduct against General Vance three years ago?

The Prime Minister replied, stating:

Mr. Speaker, my office was aware of the minister's direction to the ombudsman
to follow up with appropriate authorities, but my office and I learned of the details
of the allegations over the past months only.

Again, that statement is entirely consistent with the facts. The
member for Portage—Lisgar referred to an exchange in question
period from March 24, in which the Prime Minister stated:

Mr. Speaker, allegations of sexual misconduct or inappropriate behaviour need
to be followed up by the appropriate authorities, and that is exactly what happened
in this case. The ombudsperson was directed toward the right people in terms of fol‐
lowing up on an investigation. The ombudsperson was not able to share further in‐
formation with the investigators and, therefore, the investigation did not move for‐
ward.

We will continue to take very seriously any allegations that come forward, as we
always have. We will continue to work to ensure that there is a change in the culture
and better systems in place.

The member for Portage—Lisgar offered up this quote as an ex‐
ample that the Prime Minister, his staff, the Minister of National
Defence and his staff had specific information about the nature of
the allegations against General Vance in 2018. She stated that,
“...the Prime Minister [was] speaking on March 24. I am going to
repeat that. He even said, 'allegations of sexual misconduct'”. That
is simply not the case. That is yet another example of the member
playing fast and loose with the chronology of events and trying to
use information out of context. In this instance, the Prime Minister
commented in March 2021 about a situation from 2018 with added
context about the nature of the allegation he informed the House
about on February 24, 2021, which he learned from media reports
in early 2021.

● (1225)

The member for Portage—Lisgar completely misrepresented the
Prime Minister's answer in the House on March 24.

As I stated earlier, the Prime Minister has been clear about when
he first learned about the allegations against General Vance. He
stated in the House on February 24 that, “Mr. Speaker, every person
deserves a safe work environment. I first learned of allegations
against General Vance in Global News reporting.” The member for
Portage—Lisgar brings up the testimony of former national defence
ombudsman Gary Walbourne as further proof that the Minister of
National Defence knew the nature or specifics of the allegations
against General Vance.

When asked about Mr. Walbourne's testimony in the House on
March 8, the minister stated, “I disagree with the testimony that Mr.
Walbourne provided to the committee, and look forward to setting
the record straight when the opportunity comes to speak at the com‐
mittee.” As I stated earlier, when the minister appeared before the
national defence committee on March 12, he reinforced the point
that he did not receive details about the nature or specifics of the
unspecified allegations.
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The Conservative House leader, the member for Louis-Saint-

Laurent, acknowledged this very fact in the House on March 8,
when he stated, “The minister even refused to look at the evidence
presented.”

In his appearance before the national defence committee on
March 3, Mr. Walbourne confirmed that the minister was not aware.
Mr. Walbourne was asked by the member for Selkirk—Interlake—
Eastman, “Who else is aware of the information that you have and
that you tried to present to [the Minister of National Defence]?” Mr.
Walbourne replied, “As far as I know, the person who...made the al‐
legation and I are the only two people who have seen that evidence.
As I said, the minister didn't want to see the evidence.”

[Translation]

The minister did the right thing. He did not get involved in the
investigation and he asked his office to transfer the non-specific
complaint to the independent officials at the Privy Council Office.
He followed the same process that was followed by the previous
government.

The member for Portage—Lisgar is wrong. She is trying to prove
that Mr. Walbourne's testimony undermines the statements made by
the Prime Minister in the House on March 10 and 11. That is abso‐
lutely not the case. The Prime Minister continued to give consistent
answers with regard to what he and his office knew and when.

The evidence showed that the Minister of National Defence told
the House and the committee that he did not agree with Mr. Wal‐
bourne's testimony to the effect that Mr. Walbourne had shared the
nature and specifics of the complaints against General Vance with
him. The evidence also shows that Mr. Walbourne testified that on‐
ly he and the complainant were aware of the evidence. Nothing
about Mr. Walbourne's testimony changes the fact that the Prime
Minister has been consistent in the information he has provided to
the House since day one.

In response to the member for Portage—Lisgar's claims about
Mr. Wernick, the former clerk of the Privy Council, the evidence
provided earlier indicates that he testified before the Standing Com‐
mittee on National Defence and that it was not until earlier this year
that he learned the nature and specifics of the allegations through
the media. The member quoted Mr. Wernick's testimony in commit‐
tee where, in trying to answer a question, he speculated on the con‐
tent of emails from three years earlier, emails that he was not
copied on and that he did not have access to during his appearance
at committee.

● (1230)

This does not prove that the Prime Minister knew about the un‐
specified allegations against General Vance or the nature and
specifics of those allegations in 2018.

This does not prove that his employees or the Minister of Nation‐
al Defence and his employees knew.

On the contrary, Mr. Wernick himself said that he was not aware
of the nature or specifics of the allegations until earlier this year.

[English]

I want to turn to a very important issue that has been completely
misrepresented by the member for Portage—Lisgar. The member
tried to portray that the Prime Minister's statements about what his
office knew extend to the Privy Council's Office, as if they were
one and the same. This is simply not the case.

Janine Sherman, in her testimony before the national defence
committee on March 26, made the point about the independence of
the Privy Council Office when she stated:

...our role is to be a non-partisan, professional public service. We are able to pro‐
vide advice impartially and based on principles of good governance to the gov‐
ernment of the day.

The member of Parliament for Mississauga—Lakeshore asked
Ms. Sherman the following question:

...why is it so important in Canadian public administrative thought and practice
that a minister or other elected officials do [not] drive, do not taint and are in no
way involved in investigations of the kind we're discussing today?

Ms. Sherman replied:
That is an important principle of Westminster government. The elected represen‐

tatives do not carry out investigations, and manage the details of those kinds of
things, because they are elected. The separation of their role from the independent
and non-partisan public service is important in ensuring independence and fairness.
All of those principles are necessary in terms of ensuring fair outcomes, and proce‐
dural fairness for individuals through processes, such as investigations.

Ray Novak, former chief of staff to Prime Minister Stephen
Harper, made the same point when he appeared before the commit‐
tee on March 22, stating:

The member knows that the Prime Minister's Office is not an investigative body.
Senior officials in the Privy Council Office are the ones responsible for interacting
with the Department of National Defence and the Canadian Armed Forces with re‐
spect to this matter.

The Minister of National Defence, in his appearance before the
national defence committee on March 12, stated, “Investigations in‐
to complaints like this should start with proper investigative author‐
ity, not with an elected official. To provide Mr. Walbourne with ad‐
ditional support, senior officials in the Privy Council Office were
informed of the complaint regarding the former chief of the defence
staff.” The minister further stated:

As I stated, me, the Prime Minister or any politician should not get involved in
an investigation. What we needed to do—and we did—was to make sure the infor‐
mation got to the Privy Council Office, who are responsible for governor in council
appointments...

In addition to these statements before the committee, the Prime
Minister addressed this issue before the House on March 10, when
he stated:

We take all allegations seriously and ensure they are followed up on by the ap‐
propriate independent authorities. That is exactly what happened in this situation.

After the defence ombudsman received a complaint, the minister directed him to
independent officials who could investigate. My office was aware of the minister's
direction to the ombudsman. Those officials never received further information, so
were unable to move forward with an investigation.

● (1235)

On April 27, the Prime Minister said this in the House:
Mr. Speaker, as a government, we have consistently stood up for survivors. We

have stood up against harassment and intimidation in federal workplaces across the
country, and indeed in the Canadian Armed Forces. We have made significant in‐
vestments in improving systems and accountability, and we will continue to do that.
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In 2018, when a complaint came forward, we forwarded it to the Privy Council

Office so it could do the follow-up necessary, but unfortunately the ombudsman
was not able to reveal the full extent because he did not have permission. We need
to create a system in which people feel supported to come forward.

It is clear that when the Prime Minister was talking about his of‐
fice, this was his ministerial office and not the Privy Council Of‐
fice. The Prime Minister, when speaking of the Privy Council Of‐
fice, has referred to it by name or as an independent official and not
as “my office”. The fact that any investigation of Governor in
Council appointments happens independently of politicians through
the independent official Privy Council Office is a clear demonstra‐
tion of this separation.
[Translation]

The facts speak for themselves. The Prime Minister himself was
not aware that there was an unspecified allegation in 2018, much
less the nature of that allegation. He has clearly and repeatedly told
the House that he was not aware of the nature of the allegations
against General Vance, and that he only learned of it after Global
News reported it in early 2021.

The testimony from the Minister of National Defence, Ms. Sher‐
man, Mr. Marques and Mr. Wernick confirms that the specifics of
the allegations were unknown until Global News reported that in‐
formation.

The member for Portage—Lisgar claims that the Prime Minis‐
ter's statements in the House and in the media kept changing. The
evidence simply does not support that claim. On the contrary, the
Prime Minister's statements have been consistent all along.

Was the Prime Minister personally aware of unspecified allega‐
tions against General Vance in 2018?

The answer is no.

Was the Prime Minister aware of the nature of the allegations
against General Vance?

The Prime Minister has clearly and consistently told the House
and the media that he first learned of the nature and specifics of the
allegations against General Vance in early 2021, when Global News
reported on them. Nothing that the Prime Minister has said, nothing
that the witnesses said, and nothing mentioned in any document
contradicts the Prime Minister on this point.

Was the Prime Minister aware of any allegations against General
Vance in 2018?

The Prime Minister has clearly and consistently told the House
and the media that his office was aware of certain unspecified alle‐
gations, but was not aware of the nature or specifics of those allega‐
tions. Once again, nothing that the Prime Minister has said, nothing
that the witnesses said, and nothing mentioned in any document
contradicts the Prime Minister on this point.
● (1240)

[English]

On the issue of the statement released by the Prime Minister's
Office, again the member for Portage—Lisgar is misrepresenting
the chronology. She stated that the statement was issued to the me‐
dia on February 23, and it states, “The Prime Minister confirmed on

March 10, in the House of Commons, that his office was aware of
the concern raised by the defence ombudsman in 2018.”

The member then goes on to state that this means that the Prime
Minister issued a public statement prior to his statement in the
House that his office was aware of concerns regarding General
Vance. Here is what the member Portage—Lisgar said:

That means the Prime Minister has issued a public statement prior to his state‐
ment in the House that his office was aware, as the defence minister has stated, that
he raised concerns of a sexual nature regarding the chief of the defence staff.

There are two problems with the member's statement. One, it did
not happen before the Prime Minister's statement in the House on
March 10. The date of the statement from the Prime Minister's Of‐
fice was April 23 and not February 23. If anyone is misleading the
House, it is the member for Portage—Lisgar. The second problem
with the member's statement is that it completely mischaracterizes
the facts.

The member states that the Prime Minister's Office was aware
that the Minister of National Defence raised concerns of sexual
misconduct regarding the chief of defence staff. The Minister of
National Defence has been consistent that he was not aware of the
nature of the specifics of the allegations against General Vance until
Global News reported on it earlier this year. The Prime Minister has
also been consistent about this.

The member for Portage—Lisgar tries to portray that there is a
contradiction between the statement issued by his office on April
23 and the statement he made in the House of Commons on April
27. This is completely false. There is no contradiction. They are en‐
tirely consistent with what has been said all along.

As I indicated at the beginning of my intervention, the Prime
Minister was answering questions about what he knew in 2018, and
as I have outlined, what he knew in 2018 about the specific allega‐
tion against General Vance was nothing. His office knew that there
were unspecified allegations against General Vance, but did not
know the nature of the allegations.

The member for Portage—Lisgar tries to make the case that her
arguments demonstrate that this issue meets the test for a prima fa‐
cie question of privilege.

Test one is, did the Prime Minister provide information that was
misleading the House? I have provided evidence to the House that
demonstrates that the Prime Minister did not provide misleading in‐
formation to the House. The record is clear, and the record shows
that the Prime Minister has been consistent in the information that
he provided to the House on this issue at all times.

Test two is, did the Prime Minister know that the information he
provided was false? The evidence, as presented, demonstrates that
the first test has not even been met, as the Prime Minister did not
provide misleading to the House. Given that the first test has not
been met, it is impossible for the second test to have been met. The
evidence clearly demonstrates that the Prime Minister did not pro‐
vide misleading information to the House and he could, therefore,
not have knowingly done so.
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Test three is, was the Prime Minister intending to mislead the

House? The evidence I have put forward to the House demonstrates
that the Prime Minister was consistent at all times in the informa‐
tion that he provided to the House, and so he did not mislead the
House. He could therefore not have knowingly or deliberately done
so. Therefore, it is impossible that the third test could have been
met.

It is only by scrambling the chronology and providing informa‐
tion out of context that the member for Portage—Lisgar could
come to the conclusion that her arguments demonstrate that the
three-point test for finding a prima facie case of privilege could
have been met.
● (1245)

The member for Portage—Lisgar closes her arguments by stating
her opinion, an opinion not backed up by testimony and facts, that
it is not believable that the Prime Minister was unaware the allega‐
tions against General Vance were of a #MeToo sexual complaint
nature. I respectfully submit to you, Madam Speaker, that if one se‐
lectively presents evidence deliberately out of context, and out of
chronological context, perhaps the member for Portage—Lisgar
could come to that preconceived conclusion. As I have stated, this
can only be seen as an attempt to mislead the House.

However, if one follows the facts and contexts, understands the
chronology, listens to the evidence and testimony at committees
and the statements made by the Prime Minister in the House, it is
clear that none of the three tests necessary to make a finding of pri‐
ma facie privilege exists and that the Prime Minister has not misled
the House in any way on this important issue.
[Translation]

There are three other points that I believe are relevant to the
present question.

The first is that the House, through the Standing Committee on
National Defence, is conducting a study entitled “Addressing Sexu‐
al Misconduct Issues in the Canadian Armed Forces, Including the
Allegations Against Former Chief of the Defence Staff Jonathan
Vance”. The committee is currently hearing witnesses and will
eventually prepare a report and present it to the House.
[English]

The second point is that the member for Portage—Lisgar has
completely contradicted herself. On Friday, April 30, she gave no‐
tice of an opposition day motion for the week after, stating the fol‐
lowing:

That, given that:
(a) women and all members of the Canadian Armed Forces placed their trust in
this government to act on claims of sexual misconduct;
(b) the Prime Minister's Chief of Staff was informed about a specific sexual ha‐
rassment allegation against General Jonathan Vance three years ago;
(c) the Prime Minister asserts that this sexual harassment allegation was never
brought to his attention; and
(d) the Prime Minister said that those in a position of authority have a duty to act
upon allegations,
the House call upon the Prime Minister to dismiss his Chief of Staff for failing
to notify him about a serious sexual harassment allegation at the highest ranks of
the Canadian Armed Forces and for being complicit in hiding the truth from
Canadians.

By virtue of her giving notice of this motion, she is confirming
what the Prime Minister has said all along: that he was not aware of
allegations against General Vance until early 2021.

We also have the member for Aurora—Oak Ridges—Richmond
Hill who asked the following question in question period on April
28, 2021:

Mr. Speaker, the Prime Minister stated that his office, like him, takes sexual ha‐
rassment extraordinarily seriously, but Katie Telford did not take the misconduct al‐
legations against General Vance seriously. If she had, she would have informed the
Prime Minister. Only he can replace a chief of the defence staff, not unelected
members of his office. His staff made him complicit in the misconduct, denying
him the opportunity to act.

If the PM's staff had not kept him in the dark about the allegations against Gen‐
eral Vance, would he have removed him?

[Translation]

In asking this question, the Conservative member recognizes that
the Prime Minister was not aware of the allegations made in 2018
against General Vance, nor of their nature.

Lastly, as I already mentioned, the Standing Committee on Na‐
tional Defence is currently studying this issue, namely what the
Prime Minister knew and when. If the Conservatives are so sure of
their argument, why are they continuing with this study?

The third point is that it is not easy to establish that a matter is a
prima facie question of privilege. The bar is high regardless of the
situation.

● (1250)

All three conditions must be met. The member for Portage—Lis‐
gar states that the simple presence of doubt should suffice to estab‐
lish a prima facie question of privilege. I maintain that the bar is
much higher than mere doubt. I also maintain that, in this particular
case, the evidence demonstrates that there is no doubt at all.

The Prime Minister has been consistent in all of his statements to
the House, and combined with the long tradition of accepting mem‐
bers at their word, it is evident that there is no basis for finding a
prima facie question of privilege. The only way the member could
attempt to prove that there is doubt was by scrambling the chronol‐
ogy of events and presenting statements out of context.

[English]

As the Prime Minister himself has said, every person deserves a
safe work environment, and we will continue to do everything we
can as a government to protect those who serve our country in uni‐
form.
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GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[English]

CANADIAN NET-ZERO EMISSIONS ACCOUNTABILITY
ACT

The House resumed from April 27 consideration of the motion
that Bill C-12, An Act respecting transparency and accountability
in Canada's efforts to achieve net-zero greenhouse gas emissions by
the year 2050, be read the second time and referred to a committee,
and of the amendment.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member for Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan has four
minutes left in his speech.

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Madam Speaker, I am sure the government House leader
will come back with further comments to the House in the future.

The issue we are debating is the government's failing response to
the climate challenges that Canada and the world face. Canada, un‐
der the Liberal government, does not have an effective response
plan, and Conservatives have offered an effective alternative that
recognizes the truly international dimensions of this crisis.

What we have not heard from the government is a plan that takes
into consideration the international dimensions by having appropri‐
ate adjustments at borders. Instead, what we have is the government
punishing domestic industry in a way that pushes development out‐
side the country but does not actually address the problem.

The government's approach imposes regulation as well as taxa‐
tion on Canadian industry, but if the same investors move that in‐
dustrial activity outside the country and then sell back into Canada,
they are not subject to any such mechanisms. The system the gov‐
ernment has put in place simply creates incentive to push economic
activity out of the country rather than respond to these challenges.

We have a government that is very happy to import foreign oil,
for example, while making the development of a domestic energy
sector very difficult. For the first time, Conservatives are proposing
a plan for Canada that takes into consideration this inequality. It
says that the same standards would have to apply to products im‐
ported into Canada as are being applied in the case of production
taking place in Canada.

I know this responds to what my constituents are saying and to
what is frankly a source of significant frustration for my con‐
stituents. They ask the question of why our oil and gas sector is
subject to further and further taxation and inconsistent regulatory
burdens, and why, in cases where projects have been approved, the
government allows lawless acts of protest to disrupt projects that
have already been approved from moving forward. Why is that
happening?

On the other hand, we do not hear the same criticisms about the
environmental crimes, in many cases, in other parts of the world, as
well as violations of human rights taking place in the production of
things that then come to Canada. This is where we need to be re‐
thinking our approach and where we have proposed a rethinking of
the approach that emphasizes the global nature of the challenge we
face.

As we look at Bill C-12, the government's request for a reporting
framework, again there is no clear plan on actually responding to
the environmental challenges we face. We are also very frustrated
that despite the Liberals coming into Parliament and saying that
they are going to look at these issues in good faith and consult with
other parties, they have already presumed to declare who will be on
the advisory board that is supposed to be set up by this legislation.

We have to look at this bill in a context where the government
seems to have already preprogrammed certain decisions that it has
not been forthright in communicating to the House at all. On that
basis, Conservatives have put forward a reasonable amendment to
challenge aspects of this framework, to challenge the failure to take
into consideration the international dimension of the challenge and
the unfortunate decision of the government to announce in advance
who is going to be on the panel without consulting.

● (1255)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I thank the hon. member for his intervention. I think I was
here to hear the first half of it.

As we talk about our accountability toward getting to net-zero
and how we are going to measure that, the government has put a
policy in place here, a framework for exactly how that will happen.
I know the member is critical of that. However, in all fairness, the
Conservatives do not really have a great reputation, as it stands, for
being able to properly gauge the direction of environmental legisla‐
tion of the day. It was not that long ago that the member spoke very
adamantly against a carbon tax, and now his party has decided that
it is the best way to go.

I am just worried. If we take this member's advice, will he not
realize, a couple of years from now, once the public opinion is fully
there, that, again, the Conservatives had it wrong?

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Madam Speaker, the government's propos‐
al is to impose taxation on Canadians as a proposed solution to en‐
vironmental challenges, for the government to take that money and
redistribute it according to its own choices, including to include
various public works programs in that spending.

Conservatives have been consistent in opposing that Liberal ap‐
proach. We have proposals that take into consideration the global
dimension of the challenges, as well as leaving resources in the
pockets of Canadians in order to support their response to environ‐
mental challenges. I would submit that this is very different. It is al‐
so lowering the price overall. Without taking the same punitive ap‐
proach, the taxation-oriented approach the Liberals have, we have
independent agencies showing that we will achieve environmental
targets.

[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Madam
Speaker, I thank my colleague for his speech.
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I did hear some rather positive points as I was listening to his

speech. For example, he said that the same standards would have to
apply to products imported as are being applied in the case of pro‐
duction taking place in Canada. I think that the reciprocity of stan‐
dards is very important. However, today we are talking about Bill
C-12 on reducing greenhouse gases.

Does the member not think that clear standards should be set in
Bill C-12? Is he open to adopting amendments to set such standards
and allow for an independent oversight authority other than just the
minister?

Does the member not think that there is a way to support his con‐
stituents by maintaining investments in his region without insisting
that these investments be made in the oil sands?

This is not a judgment, but is now not the time to invest in the
transition and in other energy sources? The Bloc Québécois will
support the people in his region, but we also think that starting the
transition is imperative.

What are the member's thoughts on this?
[English]

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Madam Speaker, I will focus on the last
point first.

The way we can respond effectively to the environmental chal‐
lenges we face, recognizing the increasing global need for energy,
is to leverage the technology that is being generated through the de‐
velopment of our energy sector, technology that is constantly, ag‐
gressively improving the performance of the sector, and work to
make that technology available as part of development around the
world.

We are not going to address the challenges we face by expecting
Canadians and people around the world to stop using energy. If we
stopped using energy tomorrow, the rest of the world would still be
increasing its use of energy. It is the technology we generate. It is
the use of cutting-edge techniques, like carbon capture and storage
projects in my riding. It is the—
● (1300)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): We
have to give an opportunity for more questions. The hon. member
for North Island—Powell River.

Ms. Rachel Blaney (North Island—Powell River, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I thank the member for his interesting speech.

I hear the Conservatives criticizing the Liberals for introducing a
bill when we are not even on track to meet our 2030 targets, targets
that herald back to the good old Conservative days. We just contin‐
ue to move in a direction that promised that the environmental cri‐
sis we are in is going to continue.

Would the member admit that the Conservatives lack total credi‐
bility around having an active climate plan that is actually going to
get us where we need to get to save the planet?

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Madam Speaker, the member will not be
surprised to find that I do not agree with her characterization of
things. We can debate some aspects of the policies, but at the end of
the day, it should be remembered that the last Conservative govern‐

ment was the first government in Canadian history that actually re‐
duced Canada's greenhouse gas emissions output.

Members of the NDP may say it was not enough, but it was the
first government in history, unlike the Liberals, who signed the Ky‐
oto Protocol and did absolutely nothing and saw emissions in‐
crease. Conservatives have been ahead of the Liberals in terms of
actually delivering the goods when it comes to these issues. We
continue to see all hat and no cattle from the Liberals when it
comes to really achieving results—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Re‐
suming debate, the hon. member for Lac-Saint-Louis.

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, the climate change challenge has often been compared to
the moon shot of the 1960s. The moon shot involved a redoubling
of resolve after a difficult and halting start to the space race in the
United States. The moon shot was very much about targeting a
seemingly out-of-reach objective on a seemingly impossible time‐
line: namely, reaching the moon before the end of the decade of the
1960s.

By all accounts, the scientists and engineers who came together
to achieve this astounding historic feat that was the moon landing
came up against tremendous technological challenges, brick walls
that no doubt appeared insurmountable, especially on a tight time‐
line. NASA scientists were up against a target for which they were
held to account by a president who created a public expectation of
success with American national security and American pride on the
line.

The key words here are “public expectation of success”. That is
what the net-zero emissions accountability act is all about: a public
expectation of success backed by a legal mechanism aimed at hold‐
ing successive federal governments to account for fulfilling that ex‐
pectation.

In the same way NASA scientists followed a critical path in‐
formed by experts for reaching their target, Bill C-12 will require
the government to set greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets
informed by experts, plans for achieving those targets informed by
experts, regular reporting by the government on its progress in
achieving its targets, regular assessments by the government on the
effectiveness of its measures for achieving its targets, and regular
independent analysis by the commissioner of the environment and
sustainable development of the government's measures aimed at
mitigating climate change, including those undertaken to achieve
its most recent greenhouse gas emissions target as identified in the
relevant assessment report.

More specifically, the government's progress report must provide
an update on the progress it has made toward achieving its relevant
milestone GHG target and an update on the implementation of its
climate plan: that is, the federal measures, sectoral strategies and
federal government operations strategies aimed at reaching the rele‐
vant milestone target. These progress reports must be prepared no
later than two years before the beginning of the relevant milestone
year so that adjustments can be made to these measures and strate‐
gies.
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For its part, the assessment report must contain a summary of

Canada's GHG emissions inventory, a statement on whether Canada
has achieved its national GHG target for the milestone year and an
assessment of how federal measures, sectoral strategies and federal
government operations strategies described in the relevant emis‐
sions reduction plan contributed to Canada's efforts to achieve the
national GHG target for that year.

The strength of this framework is that it does not rely solely on
the government's own assessment of its progress and the effective‐
ness of its climate action plan. It allows for multiple expert voices
to weigh in, in a sense to write the government's report card on cli‐
mate change. In other words, the government will not be grading it‐
self.

Incidentally, the space race achieved more than a target. It
achieved a government-driven acceleration of technological
progress and economic growth. Similarly, Bill C-12 is not only
about meeting a life-saving target for the planet. It is ultimately
about driving technological innovation and economic growth asso‐
ciated with the proliferation of the green products and services the
world increasingly wants and needs.

There is, however, one difference that I see between the moon
shot and the present task at hand. In a sense, the moon shot was a
closed system involving a singular locus of scientific activity and a
well-defined technological focus, all within the purview of a dedi‐
cated government program that obviously involved numerous part‐
nerships.

The quest to meet targets around greenhouse gas emissions re‐
ductions in Canada is, in a sense, organizationally more complex,
with more moving parts. Achieving net-zero emissions involves
technological progress in many areas and simultaneous co-opera‐
tive actions by many orders of government, where the degree of
commitment to the goal of fighting climate change is not always
shared equally across jurisdictions.
● (1305)

Added to this is the fact that the federal government lacks exclu‐
sive jurisdiction and power in the matter. We are a federation, not a
unitary state. Nonetheless, our government has been able to exer‐
cise meaningful leadership on climate change.

We have been a government of firsts. Our government was the
first federal government to put a national price on carbon and fight
for the constitutional right to do so all the way to the Supreme
Court. Our government was the first to develop a clean fuel stan‐
dard.

Our government was the first to have the courage to attempt to
negotiate a pan-Canadian framework on climate change with the
provinces and territories, and we were successful, thanks to the
Prime Minister's political will and capital and the can-do determi‐
nation of the member for Ottawa Centre, who was the Minister of
Environment and Climate Change at the time, but, governments
change and can renege, and we have seen this happen.

Our government was the first to provide financial incentives for
the purchase of a zero-emission vehicle. Our government was also
the first to require environmental assessments of large energy

projects to factor in their GHG emissions. Our government was the
first to set a net-zero emissions target, and our government is now
the first to create a legal accountability framework for setting and
achieving interim GHG targets on the way to net-zero emissions.

[Translation]

Mr. Denis Trudel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, BQ): Mr. Speak‐
er, I thank my colleague for his speech.

I have two quick questions. Do we have a new environment min‐
ister in Canada? On Earth Day here in Quebec and in the media it
was the hon. member for Laurier—Sainte-Marie, who is also the
Minister of Canadian Heritage, who came to sell us on Canada's
new measures. I was wondering about that.

Also, the possible new environment minister mentioned some‐
thing rather surprising on Radio-Canada. In the past year, Canada's
greenhouse gas emissions have increased, as they have in previous
years, and the new environment minister said that was good news.
He saw good news in that. That is newspeak to me.

What does my colleague think of that?

● (1310)

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: Madam Speaker, I am not aware of
the exact quote the member is referring to.

As far as the Minister of Canadian Heritage is concerned, when
there are important announcements such as the budget or major
steps when it comes to the environment, the entire Liberal caucus
looks after delivering the message. There is nothing extraordinary
about that.

As members know, many members of cabinet have expertise in
the environment. In fact, the Liberal caucus is very concerned about
the issue.

[English]

Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Madam Speaker, I ap‐
preciate the opportunity to ask a quick question of my colleague
with regard to some of the issues we have with climate change and
the opportunity for electric vehicles. One of the things I have been
raising recently is a national auto strategy. The United States has
moved ahead quite successfully with a lot of investment, and
Canada is lagging even on a battery plan.

Why not create a national auto policy that sets targets and goals
to achieve low emissions and produce electric vehicles, especially
right now, given the fact we need to compete against not only the
United States, but also Mexico and the rest of the world?
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it is a very good development that we have a government in the
United States that is committed to environmental action. Obviously,
it makes things much easier to be working with a like-minded gov‐
ernment on a continental basis.

In terms of zero-emission vehicles, the member may know, as I
know the industry is very important to him and his riding, that the
environment committee of the House of Commons just completed a
study on zero-emission vehicles and made a number of recommen‐
dations. I believe one of them was very much in line with what the
member just mentioned. We will see, going forward, how we can
work with auto makers and battery makers to make Canada a leader
in the area of zero-emission vehicles.

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam
Speaker, at this point, around the world there are 11 countries that
have passed climate accountability legislation. Canada's will hold
the distinction of being the weakest. If we are looking for a moon
shot, and if we are shooting for a moon, this is the equivalent of a
stepladder.

Does my hon. colleague not think it would have been wise for
the federal government to consult, particularly with the gold stan‐
dard? The country with the climate accountability that has worked
for the longest and the best is the U.K. The legislation before us to‐
day differs in substantial ways from theirs, particularly by not hav‐
ing an independent expert group that monitors government progress
and reports to the nation, as opposed to a multi-stakeholder adviso‐
ry group for the minister. Would the member not agree it would be
better to try to base our bill on what has worked elsewhere?

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: Madam Speaker, the hon. member's
views and insight carry a lot of weight in this chamber. As the
member knows, the bill will hopefully be passed at second reading
and make its way to the environment committee, where amend‐
ments will no doubt be tabled and we can have discussion about the
points the member has raised.

However, it is important to acknowledge that there is much room
for expert advice in this bill, and this is key. It is important that we
do rely on expert advice and indeed that any consultative body be
not just a diverse group of individuals who represent the country
the way this House does. We need also some expertise to move for‐
ward, so I appreciate the member's point.

Mr. Tako Van Popta (Langley—Aldergrove, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I am pleased today to speak to the draft legislation of Bill
C-12, with regard to net-zero emissions. I am also very pleased to
highlight some of our party's positions, which are set out in our po‐
sition paper, entitled “Secure the Environment”. With a Conserva‐
tive government, Canada will meet its Paris Agreement targets, im‐
portantly, without killing jobs or taxing an already over-taxed popu‐
lation. Our plan will help the environment while also helping Cana‐
dians succeed in every region of the country and in all sectors.

The Liberal plan is based on an ever-increasing taxation plan
that, while being presented as being revenue neutral to the govern‐
ment, is certainly not revenue neutral to the taxpayer. At best it is a
tax scheme that redistributes wealth away from those living in parts
of the country where greater energy consumption is a fact of life.
Why are they being punished for that?

The Conservative plan, on the other hand, is much fairer in that it
sets aside some of the money that each consumer will pay for ener‐
gy consumption into a personal savings account that the consumer
can spend or invest as they see best for their own purposes on green
options.

The big distinction between the Liberal carbon tax and the Con‐
servatives' plan to secure the environment is that Conservatives
trust Canadians to do the right thing, spend their money wisely, be
incentivized to think green, act responsibly with regard to the envi‐
ronment and do their part. We all want to do that. The Liberals, on
the other hand, think that government knows best. We think educat‐
ed Canadians know best.

Bill C-12, while being promoted as a significant step forward in
the fight against climate change, is really more symbolic than sub‐
stantive. It might give the casual political observer the impression
that something significant is happening, but keep in mind that Bill
C-12 follows up from Canada's dismal record of setting, and then
missing, its emissions reductions targets.

What does Bill C-12 do? I think this is important and should be
read into the record, so let us take a look at section 16. This is un‐
der the heading “Failure to achieve target”, and it states:

If the Minister concludes that Canada has not achieved its national greenhouse
gas emissions target for a milestone year or for 2050, as the case may be, the Minis‐
ter must, after consulting with the ministers referred to in section 12, include the
following in the assessment report:

(a) the reasons why Canada failed to meet the target;

(b) a description of actions the Government of Canada is taking or will take to
address the failure to achieve the target; and

(c) any other information that the Minister considers appropriate.

What happens if we miss the target? Not much, we just set an‐
other target. We create more reports, and the conversation just con‐
tinues as though nothing happened. If anything, this would help
Canada's pulp and paper industry as more and more reports are be‐
ing printed.

Canada is a federal country, as has been noted by some of the
previous speakers, with parliamentary sovereignty shared among
two levels of government. Much of what is needed to be accom‐
plished in protecting the environment falls within the exclusive ju‐
risdiction of the provinces under section 92(13) of the Constitution
Act, 1867, property and civil rights within the province.

The federal government cannot do it on its own. It must work
with the provinces. Sadly, the Liberal government's record is one of
being sued by the provinces. The federal government won the last
round, so I guess congratulations are in order, but Canadians are
wondering why intergovernmental affairs on something as impor‐
tant as the environment needs to resort to the courts in the first
place.



6516 COMMONS DEBATES May 3, 2021

Government Orders
Why does the federal government not work with the provinces

and come to a consensus on how to move forward? Conservatives
understand the significance of that, and we will work with the
provinces. Conservatives also recognize that the fight against glob‐
al climate change is, in fact, global.

Canada cannot do it on its own. If it is global, after all, solutions
also must be global. Canada is a large expanse of land. It is in the
northern hemisphere. It is cold, and people must travel a lot and
heat their homes and offices. That is just a fact of life in Canada.

● (1315)

Canada produces only a small fraction of the total world's green‐
house gas emissions, something often overlooked. Canadians want
to do their part. We are inventive, we have great universities, we are
leaders in technological advances and with strategic partnerships,
we can develop and export green technology around the globe, not
only for our own use domestically but internationally. We are a
trading nation, but that trade must be fair. We have to be on an even
playing field and if we are to impose tough environmental stan‐
dards on ourselves, and I agree that we must, then it is only fair that
others who trade with us should be held to the same or comparable
standards.

Producers in countries with emission reductions targets and
mechanisms compatible with our own would be exempt. Countries
that do not and have high-emission reductions standards would
have to pay. That way, the Conservative plan would secure both the
environment and Canadian industry and jobs and would urge our
American trading partner, our biggest trading partner, to adopt the
same approach.

I want to talk about the oil and gas sector. Canada is a big pro‐
ducer, but also a responsible producer. We have the best minds in
the world working on cleaner energy production, and that applies
not only to renewable energy but also the more traditional oil and
gas extraction, production, processing and delivery. We are a leader
in all of that. To say that this sector needs to be phased out misses
the reality of an ever-improving industry and the very obvious fact
that the world needs Canada's oil and gas.

The International Energy Agency has projected that demand for
oil will remain high for decades, and this is particularly true with
the downturn in U.S. shale production. The world needs our oil and
we need to produce it responsibly. We do not need to be talking
about phasing it out.

The government's stated goal in phasing out oil and gas also
overlooks the fact that since 1998, investment and production of
Canada's oil sands is one of driving forces behind Canada's eco‐
nomic growth, and that must be true as we look to a pandemic re‐
covery plan as well.

I also want to talk about LNG. The province of British Columbia
is a big producer of natural gas and it can be a big tool in Canada
helping the world become cleaner. Natural gas burns much cleaner
than other fossil fuels and should be used at home and abroad to re‐
place other more polluting energy sources. Using LNG instead of
coal cuts emissions in half and countries across Asia are eager to do
business with us.

Red tape imposed by the Liberal government means massive
projects like Kitimat LNG being in danger of cancellation. This
would not only hurt Canadians and Canadian jobs, but the planet.
What Canada needs is a government that sends a message to the
world that we are proud of our natural resources and that we will
develop them in a responsible way. We will attract investment, not
scare it off.

When we talk about investment, the Conservatives recognize that
industry leaders are already changing their world view and invest‐
ment strategies to be looked at through an ESG lens, an environ‐
mental, social and governance lens. Our plan recognizes that in‐
creasingly there is an expectation in global capital markets that
ESG is an important factor. Our ESG leadership would help
demonstrate the leadership of our oil and gas sector with respect to
emissions-intensity reduction.

I want to mention indigenous peoples. We need to acknowledge
the historic fact that they have not been treated respectfully. Canada
needs to show leadership here as well. The current government has
often said that no relationship is more important to it than with our
indigenous peoples, but let us look at how that has worked out re‐
cently.

Coastal GasLink investors thought they had an understanding
with the Wet’suwet’en people, the people whose traditional lands
the pipeline will be built across, and who should be benefiting from
that investment and structure. However, so far, it is not built and the
protects continue—

● (1320)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): We
have to go to questions and comments.

The hon. member for Kingston and the Islands.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, the member has said that the only difference between the
Conservatives' new price on pollution and the existing one this gov‐
ernment has is that Conservatives appear to apparently trust Cana‐
dians in how to spend their money. Nothing could be further from
the truth.

On this side of the House, the government plan was put in place
where the money that was collected through the price on pollution
would go back equally and be evenly distributed within the
province. People get to decide how to spend their money. At least
that is the case in Ontario since the federal government stepped in.
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puts it into a special bank account and then people have to go to the
Conservative Party boutique to decide what green product they will
buy. It clearly demonstrates that the Conservatives are trying to
control what people can spend their own money on.

Could the member please add some clarity to the fact that he has
suggested that the Conservative plan gives people more decision-
making power on their?

● (1325)

Mr. Tako Van Popta: Madam Speaker, the Conservatives trust
Canadians to do the right things, but we have heard from members
of the Liberal side of the House that under a Conservative plan,
Canadians would actually be incentivized to drive more, burn more
to earn more. That is so cynical. That is not the way Conservatives
think of our fellow citizens. We are confident that given the right
incentives, Canadians will do the right thing. Clearly, government
does not always know best. Let individuals make their own deci‐
sions.

As to the Liberals' carbon tax plan, it is a redistribution of
wealth; it is not—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member for North Island—Powell River.

Ms. Rachel Blaney (North Island—Powell River, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I hear again and again from the Conservatives that
we cannot turn the taps off tomorrow when it comes to the oil and
gas industry. I would recommend that we end subsidies to the oil
and gas industry immediately, because that money is needed. It is
needed to be invested in the transition that must happen and it is
imperative. We need to look at where we are going, not just where
we are today. It is important for our future on all measures, includ‐
ing the economy and the environment.

Does the member agree that Canada needs to take action now
and that the bill needs to have firmer targets that will put us in line
with the international commitment that Canada has made?

Mr. Tako Van Popta: Madam Speaker, the premise of the mem‐
ber's question ignores the fact that a lot of money is being invested
in the oil and gas sector by oil and gas companies into cleaner, bet‐
ter and more responsible ways to produce oil and gas. There have
been drastic improvements and we should be encouraging that in‐
dustry to keep on doing that, to keep on becoming cleaner and
greener. We should not be talking about phasing them out. There
are a lot of jobs, a lot of investment and this is what drives Canada's
economy. That is being ignored, sadly.

Mr. Derek Sloan (Hastings—Lennox and Addington, Ind.):
Madam Speaker, I want to draw some attention to the enormity of
the targets we are talking about here. Since 2005, we have only de‐
creased our emissions by about 1% when we look at 2019. The
Prime Minister has recently agreed to reduce them by an additional
45%. We have had carbon taxes in Ontario, where there is the
Green Energy Act that increased the cost of electricity by $37 bil‐
lion for Ontario citizens.

Some experts have said that COVID has likely only reduced our
emissions by about 7%. I do not know how we are going to meet

45% and I surely do not know how we are going to get to net zero
without destroying our economy.

Mr. Tako Van Popta: Madam Speaker, I would reiterate that
Bill C-12 purports to set targets and to be aggressive, but it is not
really that at all. It misses the target in many ways. The account‐
ability section is almost meaningless; it is without teeth.

A Conservative government would take meeting our targets very
seriously and we would do so without killing jobs and without
phasing out of our energy resource industries. We recognize that it
is an important part of our economy and—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Re‐
suming debate, the hon. member for Richmond Hill.

Mr. Majid Jowhari (Richmond Hill, Lib.): Madam Speaker, it
is an honour to rise virtually in the House today to speak on Bill
C-12, the Canadian net-zero emissions accountability act.

Bill C-12 emphasizes the action needed to meet our goals toward
fighting climate change and reducing our carbon footprint.

For years, our youth have been calling for action. Advocates
alike have been demanding targets and concrete change. We have
had rallies for decades, and scientists and experts alike have warned
of the damage to come should we not act.

The bill is comprised of five themes: accountability, transparen‐
cy, target measures, monitoring and holding all governments, cur‐
rent and future, accountable. Specifically, the proposed bill will re‐
quire tabling and publicizing targets, plans, progress reports and as‐
sessment reports. We need robust parliamentary accountability
mechanisms to fulfill our commitment to be transparent to the pub‐
lic, to set and achieve target measures, monitor progress and, last,
ensure that this government and future governments alike remain
accountable to every principle in the bill.

On that note, in December 2015, Canada joined 194 parties in
signing the Paris agreement, a historic agreement that would be the
start of the commitment to address climate change. That agreement
aimed to limit the global temperature increase to well below 2°C
above the pre-industrial level and to pursue efforts to limit our tem‐
perature increase to 1.5°C. Since 2015, our government has been
working hard to achieve this goal, listening to the advice of scien‐
tists and experts. This momentum of remaining accountable must
continue. Bill C-12 would require a target and establish an emis‐
sions reduction plan to be put in place, both to be tabled in Parlia‐
ment within six months of the coming into force of this act.
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federal government to set climate targets and bring forward an am‐
bitious climate plan every five years between 2030 and 2050. This
would mean that a 2030 progress report must be tabled before the
end of 2027, and a 2030 assessment report to be tabled within 30
days of the 2030 national inventory report data.

In addition, an annual report detailing how the federal govern‐
ment is managing the financial risk of climate change and the op‐
portunities must be conducted and tabled in Parliament.

Finally, a review by the Commissioner of the Environment and
Sustainable Development within five years of coming into force of
this act must be conducted.

The dates are aligned with the very structure of the Paris agree‐
ment based on 2030, as are plans in provinces like B.C. and Quebec
and those around the world.

To promote transparency as well as accountability in relation to
meeting those targets, the enactment also requires that the several
reports mentioned above to be tabled and published to the public.
Canadians deserve to know the targets being set, our plan to meet
these targets and our progress along the way. Importantly, having a
Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Development
providing an analysis of the government's plan at least once every
five years adds additional scrutiny and transparency. This is yet an‐
other example of how we plan to be transparent to Canadians.

Our government believes in science and evidence-based re‐
search, and we will continue to include science and research in ev‐
ery step. That is why an advisory body composed of up to 15 ex‐
perts will be established to provide the Minister of Environment
and Climate Change advice with respect to achieving net-zero
emissions by 2050.

This advisory body will engage with experts, stakeholders, in‐
digenous people and the public to ensure that its advice is grounded
in the priorities and ideas of all Canadians. The advisory body will
submit an annual report to the minister of the environment with re‐
spect to its advice and activities. The creation of an advisory board
is consistent with other actions taken by our peer countries, includ‐
ing the United Kingdom, Germany, New Zealand and France.

● (1330)

This bill aims to hold the federal government to its commitment
to achieve net-zero emissions by 2050 and to exceed our 2030 Paris
target.

On Earth Day, the Prime Minister announced at the Earth Sum‐
mit a commitment to cut emissions by 40 to 45% by 2030. It is an
ambitious goal that I am sure we can achieve, if done right with co-
operation on all fronts. This is why Bill C-12 is so important.

Let me reiterate that prior to 2030, the target measures entail the
following: Within six months of the act coming into force, the 2030
milestone target and tabling the 2030 milestone plan would be set;
before the end of 2027, a 2030 progress report would be completed
and tabled; and within 30 days of all 2030 national inventory report
data, there would be a 2030 assessment report.

Post-2030, the target measures would entail the following: At
least five years before each milestone year of 2035, 2040 and 2045,
the milestone must be set; two years prior to each milestone year,
preparations for a progress report for the milestone year would
commence; and within 30 days of national inventory report data for
each milestone year, preparation of an assessment report for the
milestone would be under way. Last but not least, there would also
be targets associated with the Environment Commissioner, and the
Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Development
must, at least once every five years, examine and report on the
Government of Canada's implementation of the measures aimed at
mitigating climate change, including those undertaken to achieve
its most recent greenhouse gas emissions target as identified in the
relevant assessment report.

Everything that I have outlined is necessary to monitoring our
progress and reaching the benchmarks that will be set for each tar‐
get milestone. It is crucial that we set up mechanisms to fully moni‐
tor our progress, and that is why this advisory board is crucial.

Again, it is crucial that we act. Countries around the world are
accelerating their transition to a net-zero economy and Canada can‐
not fall behind. It is crucial that we set targets and make every ef‐
fort to meet them. Net zero is not just a plan for a healthier environ‐
ment: It is a plan to build a cleaner, more competitive economy. I
encourage my colleagues from all parties to support this bill. We
must work together to ensure that we collectively reduce our emis‐
sions. We need to act to ensure that the momentum of this progress
continues well after this Parliament. This is exactly what this bill
intends, and this is exactly what we plan to do.

As the representative of the beautiful riding of Richmond Hill, I
am proud to support this bill that members of my environmental
community council have been strong advocates of. This bill is an
opportunity to move toward a greener and cleaner environment and
economy. This is why there are several key initiatives, 43 different
measures, in budget 2021 that will not only help us achieve this tar‐
get but move Canadians to innovation in clean and green technolo‐
gy.

In closing, Bill C-12 is a bill for Canada and a bill for Canadians.
Once again it is a promise made and a promise kept for a greener
and cleaner economy and environment.

● (1335)

[Translation]

Ms. Louise Chabot (Thérèse-De Blainville, BQ): Madam
Speaker, we need a climate change bill, and a promise is a promise.
However, there is a flaw in this bill that has to be fixed. The bill
may tell us that certain actions must be taken, but it does not tell us
what targets must be achieved by 2025 or 2030. Regardless, we al‐
ready know Canada will not hit its targets.
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that this bill contains not only targets, but also measures that will
enable us to meet those targets?
[English]

Mr. Majid Jowhari: Madam Speaker, the concrete actions we
are taking are the 43 measures that have been highlighted in budget
2021. I strongly suggest that the member look through bud‐
get.gc.ca, as I am sure she has, to look at those measures.

I would also like to say that the Liberal government has already
invested over $60 billion to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and
help Canadians adapt to the changing climate. Those are all con‐
crete actions, from putting a price on pollution to planning to plant
two billion trees, making investments in electric vehicles, making
investments in retrofits, making investments in clean energy—
● (1340)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member for Aurora—Oak Ridges—Richmond Hill.

Ms. Leona Alleslev (Aurora—Oak Ridges—Richmond Hill,
CPC): Madam Speaker, I would like to follow up on my Bloc col‐
league's question. It is great to talk about what one is going to do
and great to talk about the investments, yet with the problem we are
trying to solve and the actions the Liberal government has taken,
there does not seem to be any connection between achieving results
and what it has done.

Could the member please give us an idea of how the measures
the Liberal government has put in place are actually achieving real
targets?

Mr. Majid Jowhari: Madam Speaker, the achievement is quite
clear. We have put measures in and have introduced a price on pol‐
lution, especially a price on carbon. That policy has been rolled out
and is already resulting in many Canadians having the opportunity
to use the money being transferred to them as part of the reimburse‐
ment to invest in green retrofits for their homes. Actually, I used
that retrofit to change some of my light bulbs to LED light bulbs
and to change my thermostat, which helps with the greening of my
house and also helps improve the efficiency of my house.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor (Cowichan—Malahat—Langford,
NDP): Madam Speaker, Bill C-12 illustrates quite clearly why the
committee stage is such an important part of the legislative process.
Bill C-12 is a good start, but like any first draft, it does need some
revisions.

Would the member agree that when this bill gets to committee,
there should be some strengthening in the language around putting
in a real target for the year 2025 but also making sure the proposed
advisory committee has a very specific role in setting targets and
reviewing the kinds of assessments we are putting in place for all of
this? Would he agree those two specific areas need strengthening in
this bill at committee stage?

Mr. Majid Jowhari: Madam Speaker, that is why we have the
process we do for the review of bills. Bills go to committee so we
are able to hear from various witnesses. As I said in my speech, our
government is committed to making sure the decisions we are mak‐
ing are evidence-based and based on research, science and fact. I
look forward to receiving those facts, as well as receiving input

from other members in the House and in the committee to make
sure the bill we are putting forward is strong.

Mr. Damien Kurek (Battle River—Crowfoot, CPC): Madam
Speaker, it is once again an honour to rise in this place to debate
another piece of legislation.

We are debating Bill C-12, which is one of the bills I have heard
a significant amount of feedback on from constituents. Over the
course of the next 10 minutes or so, I hope to be able to outline
some of the specifics of what this bill is and is not, and to dispel
some of the myths that the members opposite, especially, like to
propagate, both about their so-called environmental plan and how
they attempt to label Conservatives.

I plan to talk with great pride about some of the work being done
within my constituency and the industries that I am proud to repre‐
sent, and how some of my constituents are leading the way on en‐
suring that we have a strong environment for today and in the fu‐
ture.

First, I want to dispel some myths. I find it interesting that the
members opposite will talk at length about how Conservatives
somehow hate the environment, about how Conservatives refuse to
take action, about Conservatives this and Conservatives that, yet as
with so many aspects of what the government talks about, the talk‐
ing points do not reflect reality.

If I had more time, I would highlight some of the significant
achievements of past Conservative governments, but also the ways
that Conservatives stand up for the environment. I can certainly
speak to the fact that Alberta is a place that over the last half a cen‐
tury, except for four unfortunate years of Socialist intervention, has
had largely Conservative governments and has led the way in en‐
suring both emissions reductions and environmental plans that have
really created a framework for ensuring a strong environment for
today and for future generations.

Quite often the Liberals will take a piece of a policy, yet forget
the big picture. They will criticize the Conservatives for something,
simply saying, “Oh, well, it is because Harper was so evil, and
therefore Conservatives must hate everything to do with the envi‐
ronment and all of that.” It could not be further from the truth. One
of the most telling aspects of the Liberals' narrative of trying to la‐
bel Conservatives as somehow anti-environment is that, when they
took over government, most of the targets and mandates were kept
the same as the previous government had negotiated.

Somehow the Liberals think they own the narrative on the envi‐
ronment, when the reality could not be further from the truth. I am
proud to represent 53,000 square kilometres of beautiful east cen‐
tral Alberta, where environmental stewardship has defined much of
that region's legacy, and will continue to into the future.
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the land in what is called Alberta's Special Areas. It is a testament
to the stewardship of Albertans. “Special Areas” is a unique name
in terms of a municipality, but let me give a quick history lesson.
Back in the drought years of the 1930s, the government basically
deemed that area unfit for habitation and was buying back land. My
family was one of the few in the area to stick around. I would like
to think that is where my family gets some of its tough nature from.

Over the last close to a century, we have seen the Special Areas
go from being deemed almost unfit to becoming incredibly produc‐
tive through successive generations of good agricultural practices
and advancements in technology. The list goes on and on about the
incredible advancements that ensured this region, which was large‐
ly misunderstood a century ago because of the challenges it faced
during the drought, would have the strength it now does in terms of
the environment. It leads as an example of good soil management,
land management and agriculture.

We are truly the heart of the energy industry in Canada. I say this
because in Hardisty, Alberta, billions of dollars of Canadian energy
flow through the region. It is at the heart of the energy industry.
Some incredible advancements in the environment have come
about as a result of Canada's world-class oil and gas industry.

● (1345)

I note my time is quickly escaping. That happens when I talk
with such pride about my constituency.

The hypocrisy of the Liberal agenda is highlighted so clearly in
Bill C-12. Let me get into some of the specifics of that.

In laymen's terms, Bill C-12 is simply to bring forward a plan
that will report on its plan and make changes if the plan does not go
according to plan. I say that a bit facetiously, but that really is what
Bill C-12 is about.

Further, there is a 15-member panel the minister plans to bring
forward. It is interesting because all members of this House I think,
certainly from the Conservative side, support a strong environment
for our future, but we also believe that needs to go hand in hand
with the economy, yet this panel has been pre-chosen by the minis‐
ter opposite.

I would note some of the activism that defines the past, specifi‐
cally I think of the minister of heritage who literally went to prison
for breaking the law regarding environmental activism. That is the
sort of agenda that in some cases is defining members who have
been preselected, before Parliament has even passed this bill, to be
on this 15-member panel that will present a plan to the plan that
will evaluate the plan, and so on. It is rich that the government has
said that somehow this will solve all the woes of the world, that it
will accomplish its failures, when I know that, and this may sur‐
prise members opposite, the reality is this. Donald Trump had a bet‐
ter record for reducing emissions than the Prime Minister opposite.
That may be surprising to some, but the numbers speak otherwise.
The member opposite, specifically the Prime Minister, likes to con‐
trast himself with the former president of the United States. That
certainly is a contrast point, but I am not sure it is one the Prime
Minister would be proud of, when Donald Trump has beaten his

record on the environment and done so by a fairly substantial mar‐
gin.

That highlights a few of the challenges I see with Bill C-12, the
inconsistencies in the Liberal agenda and how the Liberals some‐
how think that, once again, punting something a bit further down
the road releases them from accountability on this issue. I would
suggest they have defined much of the conversation around it, but
failed when it comes to actual action on the environment.

Let me get into a few examples of why I am proud to represent a
region of the country that is really leading the world. I have talked a
bit about energy. A few miles outside of the boundaries of Battle
River—Crowfoot, in one of my neighbouring colleague's ridings, is
an oil basin that a particular energy company works in and is able
to produce net-zero oil. According to some of the most conserva‐
tive estimates, energy demand is going to increase over the next
couple of decades. Some estimates show it further than that. We are
seeing a resurgence of demand, notably the price of oil has in‐
creased to much beyond pre-pandemic levels, and we are seeing de‐
mand for the actual volume of oil likely to surpass pre-pandemic
levels at some point this year. Imagine net-zero oil. There should
not be one member of this House who is opposed to the energy in‐
dustry when we have demonstrated that we can, in the most envi‐
ronmental and ethical way, I would note, possible to ensure we
have energy that can secure not only our country's future but the
world's future.

We can look at biomass. I have a couple of biomass companies
that are pioneering the way. We can secure carbon permanently
from agricultural practices and building supplies, agricultural ad‐
vancements that are absolutely incredible, such as carbon seques‐
tration in the soil, and the list goes on.

There is a wide divide between what the Conservatives and the
members opposite say on the environment, but I will say one thing.
Canadians can count on the Conservatives to stand up for taking ac‐
tion on the environment, not just talk like the members opposite.

● (1350)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, the member started off his speech today by talking about
Conservatives not having the narrative on climate action and how
somehow Conservatives are seen as those who do not take climate
action seriously. I can tell the member that I have heard members of
the Conservative party, who are sitting in this House right now, talk
about climate change as though it is not something that is human-
caused. Of the membership of this member's party, 54% have said
they do not believe in climate action.

Does he agree with the 54% that climate change is not made by
humans?

Mr. Damien Kurek: Madam Speaker, once again it is spin that
is misleading at best and unparliamentary language at worst. I find
it interesting. I would ask the member—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member for Kingston and the Islands is rising on a point
of order.
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Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, if a member is going to

suggest I am using unparliamentary language, I would at least like
to know what he is referring to, so I could address it and apologize
for it, if that is the case.
● (1355)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member has a point. We do not use that lightly, so I would
invite the member for Battle River—Crowfoot to explain to us what
he meant.

Mr. Damien Kurek: Madam Speaker, in response to the point of
order, I find it interesting the member actually is bringing forward a
point that has been litigated at length in the House regarding a mo‐
tion that was brought forward regarding the—

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: What did I say that was unparliamentary?
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):

The hon. members will not start to debate, please. That is exactly
the question that has to be answered.

What was unparliamentary in the member's question?
Mr. Damien Kurek: Madam Speaker, the member opposite ref‐

erenced very specifically a motion that was brought forward at the
Conservative Party convention. It was three paragraphs. He refer‐
enced six words of the beginning of that, and he knows full well, at
least I hope he does, if he has actually read the motion that was
brought forward—

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Question of privilege.
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):

The hon. member is not necessarily explaining what unparliamen‐
tary language was used by the member for Kingston and the Is‐
lands.

The hon member for Kingston and the Islands is rising on a ques‐
tion of privilege.

* * *

PRIVILEGE
ALLEGED UNPARLIAMENTARY LANGUAGE

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, as with any member of this Parliament, it is assumed that
we hold honour here and that our integrity means something. If a
member is going to come into this House and start to throw around
that I am using unparliamentary language, that member owes me an
explanation as to what it was I said that was unparliamentary, or re‐
tract that comment.

Mr. Damien Kurek (Battle River—Crowfoot, CPC): Madam
Speaker, with respect to the hon. member, I would not use “unpar‐
liamentary language” to describe comments the previous member
made, and endeavoured to explain how the point he was making
was not actually an accurate representation of what is being dis‐
cussed.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
am not going to go back to the Hansard right now to ensure the
words were used or not. We will look into it.

Questions and comments, the hon. member for La Pointe-de-l'Île.

[Translation]

CANADIAN NET-ZERO EMISSIONS ACCOUNTABILITY
ACT

The House resumed consideration of the motion that C-12, An
Act respecting transparency and accountability in Canada's efforts
to achieve net-zero greenhouse gas emissions by the year 2050, be
read the second time and referred to a committee, and of the
amendment.

Mr. Mario Beaulieu (La Pointe-de-l'Île, BQ): Madam Speaker,
my question for my colleague is very simple. Does he believe cli‐
mate change is a real threat?

It is true that we cannot eliminate oil completely, but does he not
think it would be wise to reduce our reliance on oil and start
switching to renewable energy sources?

[English]

Mr. Damien Kurek (Battle River—Crowfoot, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I appreciate the question, because I think here lies a signif‐
icant question that all Canadians need to ask, whether from Quebec,
Alberta, the Maritimes, the west coast or whatever the case may be,
and that is where we get our oil while this transition takes place. Do
we get it from jurisdictions that have very poor environmental stan‐
dards, jurisdictions that have few or no ethical standards, or from a
choice supplier that could be Alberta?

I think many Canadians would agree they would rather have oil
and energy produced by a jurisdiction like Alberta versus foreign
jurisdictions that do not have those same standards. I hope the
member from the Bloc would support that sort of initiative, which
is truly good for not just Albertans or Quebeckers, but all Canadi‐
ans.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Madam
Speaker, I listened intently to the hon. member's remarks. At one
point he suggested that parties other than his claim to own the nar‐
rative around climate change, and I would argue the Conservatives
have certainly owned a narrative around the issue, it is simply not
the narrative that resonates with most Canadians.

The vote at second reading on Bill C-12 is a vote on the principle
of holding the government to account on its climate targets. If the
Conservative party votes against the bill at second reading, how is
anyone to understand that as anything other than a vote against the
principle of climate accountability?

Mr. Damien Kurek: Madam Speaker, I find it interesting that
the members opposite would be suggesting things that I am not sure
are entirely within the scope of what is being debated here.

I look at Bill C-12 and I see many concerns. I have highlighted
some of them and there are others that some of my colleagues have
also done a great job at highlighting. There is a lot of work that
needs to be done. Certainly, if this bill passes, a lot of questions will
need to be asked and answered, hopefully along with changes made
at committee.
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Our job here in this House, the job of each and every member, is

to represent our constituents. That is something that I will do each
and every day to ensure that their voices are heard in this place.

STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS
● (1400)

[English]

MENTAL HEALTH WEEK
Mr. Majid Jowhari (Richmond Hill, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I

am pleased to rise virtually to #GetReal about mental health. This
week is the CMHA's annual mental health awareness week. It is
crucial that we come together to address mental illness in Canada.

This past month I had the opportunity to speak with Dr. Saman‐
tha Wells from CMHA, who has reported findings on the mental
health of Canadians during this pandemic, and Glenn Brimacombe
from the Canadian Psychological Association, whose team is study‐
ing mental health parity in Canada. Both have highlighted the im‐
portance of evidence-based research and the direct impact of
COVID-19 on Canadians' mental health.

As well, my friend from the other chamber, Dr. Kutcher, reminds
us of the five principles that we need to stay well: exercise, sleep,
support system, healthy practising and helping others.

I want to thank these organizations in my riding, which are doing
great work on the ground: Home on the Hill, Krasman Centre,
CMHA York Simcoe, 360 Kids, and Ample Labs.

Let us keep—
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):

The member for Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan.

* * *

STRATHCONA COUNTY FIRE
Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,

CPC): Madam Speaker, right before the pandemic hit, I attended
the grand opening of a Little Caesars restaurant in my riding,
owned by a local entrepreneur, Ravi Prakash Singh. Tragically, in
the early morning hours of Saturday, April 24, this business, along
with five others, burned to the ground. The other businesses are K-
Lee Boutique, KFC, Chopped Leaf, Dr. Bernstein Clinic and Great
Clips.

My heart goes out to all who were affected. This terrible event
comes on top of all the strain and pain that local business owners
and their employees have been experiencing. Literally or metaphor‐
ically, many have seen decades of hard work go up in flames.

I want to recognize the Strathcona fire department, which
worked through the night of the fire to contain the damage. As al‐
ways, our community comes together in the face of tragedy, with
GoFundMe pages launched and random gifts delivered to the lawns
of business owners. I took my kids to an ice cream store owned by
the proprietor of the same Little Caesars that was destroyed. Eating
ice cream is a form of solidarity that my children would like to see
us practise more often.

I am so honoured to represent Strathcona County and Fort
Saskatchewan. A strong community and social solidarity will con‐
tinue to get us through and keep us moving forward.

* * *

230TH ANNIVERSARY OF POLISH CONSTITUTION

Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk (Windsor—Tecumseh, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, today Polish Canadians across Canada and abroad will
celebrate the 230th anniversary of the adoption by Poland of the
constitution of May 3, the first written constitution in modern Eu‐
rope and the second constitution in the world, after that of the Unit‐
ed States. The constitution of May 3 introduced bold and progres‐
sive democratic reforms that included a constitutional monarchy
and the separation of powers between branches of government.

Here in Canada, Polish Canadians traditionally celebrate Consti‐
tution Day by gathering in Polish halls and church basements to
sing hymns, enact plays, recite poems and reflect on Poland's lega‐
cy of fighting for freedom. This year, though we will celebrate a lit‐
tle differently, I join all Polish Canadians in commemorating this
important holiday, one that reminds us that we must always stand
on guard for democracy and our rights and freedoms.

I join all Polish Canadians in reciting these beautiful words:
“Witaj maj, trzeci maj, dla Polaków błogi raj.”

* * *
[Translation]

MENTAL HEALTH WEEK

Mr. Luc Thériault (Montcalm, BQ): Madam Speaker, it is the
beginning of the 70th annual Mental Health Week. This year's
theme is “Get Real”, because the first step toward mental health is
to name the emotions we are feeling. I encourage everyone to “get
real” by conquering their fears and realizing that asking for help is
not only okay, it is healthy.

As for politicians, they also have a second responsibility. They
need to “get real” and take real action. In the middle of a pandemic
that is having a huge impact on our mental health, the federal bud‐
get is investing money to create national mental health standards.
We do not need standards. Quebec's professionals are doing an out‐
standing job. We need money, workers, professionals to treat peo‐
ple. By refusing to increase health transfers, the federal government
is not doing its job.

Let us talk about mental health, but those whose responsibility it
is to act must do so.
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THE ECONOMY IN MADAWASKA—RESTIGOUCHE

Mr. René Arseneault (Madawaska—Restigouche, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I would like to acknowledge the resilience of the people of
Madawaska—Restigouche. First of all, after being in zone 4 and
enduring two lockdowns since January 2021, we returned to the or‐
ange level as of a week ago. On top of that, all of the regional
economies neighbouring my riding have been hit hard, as all cross-
border traffic from our immediate neighbours, Quebec and Maine,
was halted because of the health measures put in place. Businesses
in the Campbellton, Edmundston and Upper Madawaska regions
have major challenges to overcome since losing most of their cus‐
tomers from neighbouring regions. As we wait for things to return
to normal, there is only one way to contribute to the economic re‐
covery of our beautiful regions and to preserve our jobs, and that is
to shop local.

I would like to thank the people of our community for supporting
our businesses, following public health guidelines and getting vac‐
cinated in large numbers. We are all contributing in our own way so
we can get back to business as usual.

* * *
● (1405)

ADDING A SPLASH OF COLOUR TO SPRING
Mr. Joël Godin (Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier, CPC): During

this time of COVID-19, we need to adapt.

Let us add a splash of colour to spring. That was the theme of the
invitation I extended to the people of Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier in
February when I asked them to submit colourful drawings to create
a mural or poster to brighten our seniors' spring. We got a nice sur‐
prise. We received over 350 drawings from across the riding to help
create this collective piece of artwork.

The posters will be sent to 33 seniors' residences in the riding. I
believe this wave of colour will bring them a little bit of comfort in
the circumstances that we are all facing. This is a good way to re‐
mind our precious seniors that we are thinking of them and that we
need to keep going and not give up.

Once again, I am very proud of the people of Portneuf—Jacques-
Cartier. Congratulations to Léa Roy from Saint-Gabriel-de-Valcarti‐
er and Victoria Cantin from Neuville who are the lucky winners of
the two gift bags. Their names were chosen at random from among
all those who submitted a drawing. I thank all participants, both
young and not-so-young, and I wish them all a happy spring.

* * *
[English]

400TH ANNIVERSARY OF GURU TEGH BAHADUR
Mr. Sukh Dhaliwal (Surrey—Newton, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, on

May 1, Sikhs across Canada and throughout the world celebrated
the 400th birth anniversary of Guru Tegh Bahadur Sahib, the ninth
of 10 gurus who founded the Sikh religion. He is honoured and re‐
membered as a pioneer who championed human rights and reli‐
gious freedoms for all, and he was martyred for raising his voice
against injustice and oppression. Particularly in the times we are
living in, the teachings of Guru Tegh Bahadur Sahib are very rele‐
vant and, if followed, can bring peace and justice in our society.

I want to wish everyone a very happy 400th birth anniversary of
the great Guru Ji.

* * *
[Translation]

YOUTH AND MENTAL HEALTH

Ms. Emmanuella Lambropoulos (Saint-Laurent, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, Canadians across the country have been feeling the impact
of COVID-19 for the past year in many ways. The pandemic has
indiscriminately affected a lot of Canadians' mental health, and this
is especially true for young people.

[English]

The psychosocial effects of COVID-19 disproportionately affect
youth. Social isolation and almost a complete loss of all activities,
including school, work and extracurricular activities, have led to
high levels of anxiety and depression among youth. Children worry
about whether they will see their friends and relatives, go to school
and get sick. Young adults are worried about graduating and not
finding work in their field, as there are long-lasting effects on in‐
come and health beyond the period of economic recession, as well
as risks of future insecure employment.

[Translation]

I encourage parents to be vigilant and ask for help if they have
concerns about their children's mental health. Early intervention
can prevent long-term consequences.

I invite all young Canadians aged 12 to 25 and their parents to a
discussion on mental health on May 10 in French and May 11 in
English. They will be able to talk to experts and get advice on cop‐
ing mechanisms. I invite parents to join the discussion if they think
it could benefit their child.

* * *

LOCAL AGRICULTURE

Mr. Jacques Gourde (Lévis—Lotbinière, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
during these difficult times we are living in, and as the new season
approaches, food sovereignty is all the more important for the well-
being of Canadians.

I encourage everyone, big or small, to try their hand at the good
old-fashioned pastime of gardening and discover the pleasure of
growing their own produce.

It is essential nowadays to buy local in order to support those
whose unstinting efforts produce the basic food we need to survive,
not to mention culinary delights and unique, refined products to
please our palates.

If every one of us spent a bit more money at the local level every
week, we would see an entirely new eco-friendly economy that
would stimulate and encourage our next generation of farmers and
business owners.
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In closing, I wish everyone a good planting season. Every effort

is sure to pay off because we always reap what we sow.

* * *
● (1410)

[English]

BUSINESSES IN FLEETWOOD—PORT KELLS
Mr. Ken Hardie (Fleetwood—Port Kells, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,

throughout the pandemic, our government has been there with sup‐
ports for Canadian businesses and we have had amazing partners.
At home, the Fleetwood Business Improvement Association and
executive director Dean Barber have guided our Fraser Highway
business community through these difficult times, helping it adapt
to pandemic realities, making it fun and rewarding for people to
shop close to home. I can report that we have 12 more small busi‐
nesses with open doors now than we did before the pandemic.

As Surrey grows into the industrial heart of metro Vancouver, an‐
other shout-out must go to the Surrey Board of Trade's executive
director Anita Huberman, who always tirelessly advocates for busi‐
nesses large and small and, I must add, very effectively for the sup‐
ports our government has provided.

Today, it is a parliamentary salute to Anita, Dean and every local
BIA, board of trade and chamber of commerce, great partners for
business and great partners for government, too.

* * *

BILL C-10
Ms. Marilyn Gladu (Sarnia—Lambton, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

like all of the Liberals' policies, Bill C-10 is a poorly thought-out
piece of legislation that will have a tidal wave of consequences for
everyday Canadians, first and foremost curtailing their freedom of
speech online. This is unacceptable.

The Liberals have removed the clause that confirmed the charter
right to freedom of speech would be upheld. Looking deeper, Cana‐
dians can see the Liberals' effort to give the CRTC policing powers
to oversee user-generated content, giving it the power to order take‐
downs on online content it deems objectionable.

By what right can the Liberals or the CRTC judge whether some‐
one's content is objectionable? Do we not have freedom of expres‐
sion in this country? Who made the heritage minister the arbiter of
acceptable content? A former CRTC commissioner says this is “a
full-blown assault upon...the foundations of democracy”.

Conservatives will not stand for it. Bill C-10 must be withdrawn
or amended to protect freedom of speech in Canada.

* * *

MENTAL HEALTH WEEK
Mr. Todd Doherty (Cariboo—Prince George, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, for 70 years now the Canadian Mental Health Association
has recognized Mental Health Week, and today marks the begin‐
ning of yet another. Thankfully, the conversation around mental
health, mental illness and mental injury has evolved over the last 70
years. The stigma associated with mental illness has been reduced,

but this is not good enough. Ultimately, the stigma must be elimi‐
nated.

One in five Canadians experiences a mental health issue in any
given year, but all have mental health. Sadly, the last year of lock‐
downs, isolation, job losses and uncertainty has led to more anxiety,
depression and suicidal thoughts and feelings.

As we begin Mental Health Week this year, my message to Cana‐
dians is this: It is okay not to be okay. These are not normal times,
but we will get back to normal. There is a light at the end of the
tunnel. They are loved and the world is a better place because they
are in it. We must check on family, friends, neighbours and col‐
leagues, talk to them, but more importantly, listen and be kind.

Let us continue the conversation and let us end the stigma. There
is no health without mental health.

* * *

TRIBUTE TO FAMILY MEMBER

Ms. Leah Gazan (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, today
I wish to honour one of my heroes, my niece Hannah Turner. Han‐
nah is a leader, courageous, kind, loving, wise, and at only 18 years
of age, she has continued to rise in spite of uncontrollable life cir‐
cumstances, losing her father at age 11, and supporting her mother,
my courageous sister Sarah Gazan, through two bouts of breast
cancer.

She is a basketball star, an A-plus student, a mentor, a friend and
a leader who walks on the earth in non-judgment. Hannah is so fun‐
ny, a brilliant writer and such a dear friend to me. Hannah gives me
hope that we will achieve a better world for all. Hannah has vision
and walks through life with dignity. Hannah is graduating this year
at the top of her class.

I love Hannah. She makes auntie so proud. She is my hero.

* * *
[Translation]

MARCEL CHAREST

Mr. Luc Desilets (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I
rise today as a former vice-principal of Polyvalente Deux-Mon‐
tagnes because I want to highlight the retirement of a pillar of this
school, Marcel Charest.
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Marcel has been a full-time volunteer for two decades and has al‐

so held the honourable position of president of the Fondation de la
Polyvalente Deux-Montagnes, which Antonio Lavigne and I found‐
ed in 1997.

My dear Marcel, you have walked the halls of this venerable in‐
stitution for decades. You know this school like the back of your
hand, because you explored it, enhanced it and made it a magnifi‐
cent place.

Everyone knows and loves Marcel. He is a discreet, efficient,
generous and passionate man who has given the the best of himself
to the cause of education, and we all are grateful for his efforts.

Marcel, your quiet presence will always be felt in the hallways of
our school. You have our gratitude and our respect.

* * *
● (1415)

[English]

BILL C-10
Mr. John Barlow (Foothills, CPC): Mr. Speaker, dangerous,

draconian, the worst thing to happen to free speech in our history:
One would think I am describing legislation proposed in a commu‐
nist regime or a dictatorship, but unbelievably, in fact, this is how
experts are describing legislation proposed right here in Canada
with the Liberals' Bill C-10. However, maybe we should not be sur‐
prised. We all remember how the Prime Minister professes admira‐
tion for China's basic dictatorship.

Unlike the heritage minister, I will be clear. Bill C-10 opens the
door for state regulation and control of the Internet. The former
commissioner of the CRTC said this is “a full-blown assault” on
free expression and “the foundations of [our] democracy”. The Lib‐
erals want to control what we see on YouTube, Netflix and Twitter,
or if it is content that they do not agree with or that does not align
with Liberal virtue, the Prime Minister is giving himself the author‐
ity to have it removed.

Clearly, this is a move to silence Canadians' free speech and free‐
dom of expression. Conservatives will not support this. We want all
Canadians to be the voice of defending our free speech.

* * *
[Translation]

GEORGES-PHILIPPE GADOURY-SANSFAÇON
Mrs. Lyne Bessette (Brome—Missisquoi, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,

students are the future leaders of our communities, and I think it is
important to encourage them and recognize their contributions.

That is why I want to recognize Georges-Philippe Gadoury-Sans‐
façon, a mathematics and applied psychology student at Bishop's
University. This year, this young man from Bedford was awarded
the 3M National Student Fellowship, which recognizes 10 Canadi‐
an students who have demonstrated leadership and involvement on
campus and in their communities.

Georges-Philippe helped design a service to assist professors in
finding innovative solutions to pandemic-related challenges. His

work modernized classrooms and helped hundreds of students with
their virtual learning during a turbulent school year.

This award is one of many honours he has received during his
academic career. He was also selected to participate in a forum for
the world's 100 most promising young researchers.

I congratulate Georges-Philippe for all of his accomplishments,
and I hope he keeps up the excellent work.

ORAL QUESTIONS
[English]

NATIONAL DEFENCE
Hon. Candice Bergen (Portage—Lisgar, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

the cover-up of the cover-up of sexual misconduct allegations
against the former chief of the defence staff by the government is
getting uglier and uglier by the day.

The Prime Minister said that he did not know, but changes his
story often. Just hours ago, the Liberal chair, for no reason, can‐
celled the committee meeting shedding light on this very issue. The
Liberals are clearly trying to run and hide.

Last week in the House, the Prime Minister was asked nine times
that if he had known the allegations were sexual in nature, would
he have dismissed General Vance. The Prime Minister would not
answer. Why is that?

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan (Minister of National Defence, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, I have always respected the work done by my col‐
leagues at the committee. For this study, I have appeared at the
committee for six hours along with senior defence officials. The
committee has already heard from Ray Novak, who laid out the
process that was followed when rumours were brought forward in
2015.

In fact, many questions remain unanswered from the leader of
the official opposition on what he knew in 2015 when he brought
forward those rumours, yet still appointed General Vance while he
was under active investigation by the CFNIS.

Hon. Candice Bergen (Portage—Lisgar, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
when the Conservatives heard rumours, we acted. When the Liber‐
als saw evidence, they ran and hid.

It would appear the Prime Minister knew in 2018 that he was
facing much more serious evidence of inappropriate sexual harass‐
ment, which begs the valid question about the Prime Minister's own
state of mind at that time. If the Prime Minister had held General
Vance to a standard of zero tolerance for #MeToo allegations, he
would have to have held himself to the same standard. He was not
prepared to do that and so he looked the other way.

Is it not true that the Prime Minister decided to sacrifice women
who were being sexually victimized in the military in order to pro‐
tect himself?
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● (1420)

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan (Minister of National Defence, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, we will always take strong actions when it comes to
protecting women in the Canadian Armed Forces, but last week we
learned some very troubling news. Former Prime Minister Harper
appointed General Vance in July 2015 even though he was under
active investigation by the CFNIS. Just days after the Conservatives
appointed him, the investigation was suddenly dropped. According
to an ATIP, the commanding officer said that he was under pres‐
sure. By who?

The Leader of the Opposition says that he passed along sexual
misconduct allegations by General Vance in July of 2015, claiming
that they were being looked into. How is it possible General Vance
was appointed at that time even though there was an investigation
currently going on?

Hon. Candice Bergen (Portage—Lisgar, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
here is what we know happened since 2018 when the Prime Minis‐
ter's Office knew about these allegations. The Prime Minister pub‐
licly praised General Vance for his leadership of Operation Honour.
He signed off on making him the longest-serving chief of the de‐
fence staff. He even signed off on a $50,000 raise, all the while ap‐
parently his chief of staff knew there was sexual misconduct allega‐
tions against the general.

Are we to believe that Katie Telford kept the Prime Minister in
the dark about sexual misconduct allegations while she watched
him reward, praise and even promote General Vance?

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan (Minister of National Defence, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, as I said at committee, no, I did not know the nature
of the specific details. I repeat that Mr. Walbourne brought up con‐
cerns of misconduct involving the former chief of the defence staff.
He did not give me any details.

However, who did have the details? The leader of the official op‐
position knew of rumours in 2015 regarding General Vance that he
felt were serious enough for the prime minister's chief of staff to
know about. Perhaps we should learn what details the Leader of the
Opposition knew at that time.
[Translation]

Mr. Gérard Deltell (Louis-Saint-Laurent, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
in the sorry saga of General Vance and sexual harassment of wom‐
en in uniform, the Liberals are continuing their cover-up in an abso‐
lutely repugnant way.

The Standing Committee on National Defence was to meet this
morning to discuss the case. What did the Liberal government do,
through its Liberal committee chair? It cancelled the meeting. That
is completely unacceptable.

Why are the Liberals continuing their cover-up in this sad saga of
sexual harassment of women in the armed forces?
[English]

Mrs. Karen McCrimmon (Kanata—Carleton, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I respect the work of all my colleagues on all committees,
and I take my responsibilities as chair of the national defence com‐
mittee very seriously. I have worked hard to serve the members of
the committee in an unbiased way. This should be about improving

the lives of the women and men of CAF. It should be about respect‐
ing and supporting survivors and those impacted by this abom‐
inable behaviour. It should be about preventing more abuse and
trauma. The committee is developing recommendations for the
government to this end, and the committee will be meeting later
this week.

Mr. Gérard Deltell (Louis-Saint-Laurent, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
I am not quite sure that the best way to go deep into the reality is to
shut down the committee, as the hon. member did this morning.

[Translation]

If the member is willing to answer questions, could she explain
to us why the chief of staff received an email on March 2, 2018,
that specifically used the words sexual harassment, even though the
Prime Minister continues to claim that, for three years, no one in
his cabinet was aware that the allegation was about sexual harass‐
ment?

Who does the chair of the Standing Committee on National De‐
fence think is telling the truth?

[English]

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan (Minister of National Defence, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, as I said at committee, I did not know the nature of the
specifics of the details. However, and I want to repeat, Mr. Wal‐
bourne brought up concerns of misconduct involving the former
chief of defence staff. He did not give any details, but we know
who had the details. The leader of the official opposition knew of
rumours back in 2015 regarding General Vance that he felt were se‐
rious enough that they had to inform the prime minister's chief of
staff. Perhaps we should learn more about these details from the
leader of the official opposition.

[Translation]

Mr. Alain Therrien (La Prairie, BQ): Mr. Speaker, the culture
of silence in the military is alarming.

Yesterday, former ombudsman Gary Walbourne again reiterated
that he made it clear to the Minister of National Defence that he
had received a complaint of “inappropriate sexual behaviour”
against the former chief of the defence staff. He reiterated that the
minister refused to review the complaint. The minister said that the
nature of the complaint did not matter, and he just said he did not
know what it was. I am not making this up.

Does the minister, himself a former member of the military, real‐
ize that he contributed to that culture of silence?

● (1425)

[English]

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan (Minister of National Defence, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, we are absolutely committed to rooting out any type
of misconduct in the Canadian Armed Forces.
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the specifics of the case that Mr. Walbourne brought up concerning
misconduct involving the former chief of defence staff. Immediate‐
ly, we took action, and that action was followed up the following
day by PCO officials to contact Mr. Walbourne so further action
could be taken.

[Translation]
Mr. Alain Therrien (La Prairie, BQ): Mr. Speaker, there are

none so deaf as those who will not hear.

The minister has appointed Louise Arbour to tackle the culture of
silence that he himself embodies. He deliberately turned a blind eye
to the subject of the sexual misconduct complaint against the for‐
mer chief of the defence staff. The allegations were presented to
him, but he refused to look at them.

How does he think Ms. Arbour will judge those who acted as he
did, who upheld that culture of silence in cabinet?

Does he really think Ms. Arbour will see him as part of the solu‐
tion?

[English]
Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan (Minister of National Defence, Lib.):

Mr. Speaker, I want to be very clear that I disagree with the asser‐
tion the member is making. Any misconduct is taken extremely se‐
rious, and that is exactly what we did: take immediate action. How‐
ever, no politician should ever be involved in any type of investiga‐
tion for any type of interference. That information was followed up
immediately and the very next day, the Privy Council followed up.
Any allegation that was ever brought to my attention was immedi‐
ately and always acted upon.

Ms. Rachel Blaney (North Island—Powell River, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, the issue of sexual misconduct and the Canadian Forces is
fundamentally about equality. While there is a culture that tolerates
sexual misconduct, women cannot serve equally.

In the House, the Liberals and the Conservatives are arguing
about who failed the most on this file. Servicewomen, all women,
deserve better. This requires action. With the utmost respect to Jus‐
tice Arbour, servicewomen do not need another report.

Why have the minister and the Prime Minister ignored the sur‐
vivors in favour of protecting General Vance?

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan (Minister of National Defence, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, the Canadian Armed Forces members make enormous
sacrifices to protect Canadians, regardless of rank or gender, and
have an undeniable right to serve with safety.

It is clear that we have not lived up to our responsibility to pro‐
tect our members from misconduct, and we will do better. That is
why we have announced that Madame Louise Arbour will lead an
independent, external, comprehensive review into harassment and
sexual misconduct in the Canadian Armed Forces and DND. We
have also name Lieutenant-General Jennie Carignan as the chief,
Professional Conduct and Culture.

These are just the first few steps that we are taking. We have
more work to do, and we will get it done.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, last week, the Liberals offered up their solution to the tox‐
ic sexual culture against women in the armed forces: another report.
Maybe they forgot that we already have a report. Actually, we have
several, but the Deschamps report has been collecting dust for six
years, while women continue to experience unfair treatment while
doing their best to serve our country.

Women in Canada's Armed Forces deserve a government that
will protect them, not one that is only willing to protect its own im‐
age. Will the Prime Minister commit to finally implementing the
recommendations in the Deschamps report, like the Liberals
promised years ago?

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan (Minister of National Defence, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, we are absolutely committed to making sure that we
have an inclusive environment for all, especially women, in the
Canadian Armed Forces. We have absolutely no tolerance for mis‐
conduct.

Institutional culture changes are complex, but the time for pa‐
tience is over. It is time to get this done. That is why I have an‐
nounced that we are also creating a new internal organization,
which will be led by Lieutenant-General Jennie Carignan as chief
of professional conduct and culture. She will be tasked with unify‐
ing, integrating and coordinating all policies, programs and activi‐
ties that currently address systemic misconduct and supporting cul‐
ture change across all of national defence and the Canadian Armed
Forces.

* * *

CANADIAN HERITAGE

Ms. Rachael Harder (Lethbridge, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Lib‐
erals recently changed their own legislation, Bill C-10.

They removed the one section that safeguarded individuals from
online government censorship. Why?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Canadian Heritage,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would like to quote the Conservative member
for Saskatoon—Grasswood. On November 19, he said, “The legis‐
lation does nothing to address social media companies, such as
Facebook and Google, and their various properties, such as
YouTube, to pay its fair share.”

On March 26, in committee, he even added, “To the Professional
Music Publishers' Association, you're right on about YouTube. It is
not regulated in Bill C-10, and everybody is using YouTube. We are
going to have an issue. As you pointed out, correctly, this should be
regulated and it's not.”

I agree with the Conservative member for Saskatoon—Grass‐
wood. I am only saddened by the fact that his own party does not.
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Ms. Rachael Harder (Lethbridge, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is sad
that the minister still does not have an answer to this question. It
has been asked for days now, and still, he continues to point to big
organizations, such as Google and Facebook, rather than talking
about the protection of individual rights and freedoms, which is the
question at hand.

Bills like Bill C-10 are put through a sniff test, which means that
the justice department goes through them and decides whether or
not they adhere to the Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

At committee last week, I put forward a motion asking that there
be another review done to this bill because it has substantially un‐
dergone change. Experts have stated that we need a new evaluation
from the justice minister to determine if Bill C-10 respects the char‐
ter.

Does the minister agree?
Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Canadian Heritage,

Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I find it incredibly hypocritical that the member
for Lethbridge, who, given the opportunity, would not hesitate one
minute to remove a woman's right to choose, a right protected un‐
der the Charter of Rights and Freedoms, would like us, and Canadi‐
ans, to believe that all of a sudden she cares deeply about said char‐
ter.

I have rarely seen such hypocrisy before in my life.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
The Speaker: Order, order. We have a point of order, which are

not usually carried during question period unless it is for a technical
issue. Perhaps the hon. member would like to bring it up afterward?
I have a good feeling of where the hon. member wants to go with
this.

The proceedings, in order to continue, take a certain amount of
respect amongst individuals. When someone speaks with a micro‐
phone—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Speaker: Let us try this again. I believe the technician had
to resort to muting everyone, including the Speaker, which is not a
good way to run the chamber. I am sure you will all agree. We have
to have some respect for each other. Heckling online in a virtual
setting really breaks everything up. Respect does go both ways.

The hon. member for Lethbridge.
Ms. Rachael Harder (Lethbridge, CPC): Mr. Speaker, because

the minister lacks answers to the real questions that Canadians
have, he resorts to attacking me on a very personal level. It is in‐
credibly inappropriate, and I look forward to his apology at the end
of the day.

Nevertheless, at committee last week, Conservatives put forward
a motion that would ensure this newly modified bill is still compli‐
ant with the charter and protects the fundamental rights and free‐
doms of Canadians. As legislators, this is our utmost responsibility.
It is always the right thing to contend for Canadians' charter rights.

Nevertheless, the Liberals shut down debate on our important
motion last week. Why?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Canadian Heritage,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would like to quote the Coalition for the Di‐
versity of Cultural Expressions, which said, “Bill C-10 on broad‐
casting has come under unprecedented attack in recent days from
the Conservative Party.... Conservatives sacrifice culture on the al‐
tar of partisanship.”

[Translation]
Mr. Alain Rayes (Richmond—Arthabaska, CPC): Mr. Speak‐

er, we have lost count of the number of experts who have spoken
out categorically against the new version of the Liberals' Bill C-10.

A former CRTC commissioner, former CRTC national directors,
lawyers, university professors and experts in freedom of expression
all said that the bill went much too far and that it stepped over an
unacceptable line.

Why are the minister and the Liberal government refusing to lis‐
ten to all these experts?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Canadian Heritage,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would like to quote what the executive direc‐
tor of the Professional Music Publishers' Association said to the
member from Richmond—Arthabaska. He said, “[I]t is very disap‐
pointing that you and the Conservative Party of Canada chose parti‐
sanship over our Quebec and Canadian culture. The study of Bill
C-10 is not even completed. Freedom of expression is not threat‐
ened in Canada by any party but yours.”

It is pure politics. The system has a decades-long proven track
record—the Conservative Party of Canada has chosen web giants
over our culture.
● (1435)

Mr. Alain Rayes (Richmond—Arthabaska, CPC): Mr. Speak‐
er, whether the minister likes it or not, the list of critics is getting
longer by the day, and the minister knows it. He also knows that his
new version of Bill C-10 does nothing to protect freedom of ex‐
pression. Even worse, it is a direct attack on it and an affront to our
democracy.

Michael Geist, professor emeritus in the faculty of law at the
University of Ottawa, has said that this is “the most anti-Internet
government in Canadian history”. It is not the Conservative Party
saying that, but rather a professor emeritus of law.

Why do this minister and his Liberal government refuse to listen
to the experts, plain and simple?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Canadian Heritage,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this time I would like to quote the president of
the Fédération nationale des communications et de la culture.
Speaking directly to the member for Richmond—Arthabaska, she
said:

With all due respect, we have had enough conversations in which you agreed
with Bill C-10. You wanted to help us improve the legislation. You know that the
legislation does not target social media users and does not limit freedom of expres‐
sion. The cultural community is counting on you to explain this to your Conserva‐
tive Party colleagues and stop the grandstanding. Our cultural future and the French
language are at stake, as well as our production capacity. Do not let us down.
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and Quebec and Canadian culture.
Mr. Alain Rayes (Richmond—Arthabaska, CPC): Mr. Speak‐

er, that is incredible and I feel like laughing when I listen to the her‐
itage minister.

He is rejecting the advice of all the experts in the country who
have spoken out since the start of the week. He is attempting to de‐
fend the indefensible. Let us be clear, Bill C-10 does not regulate
copyright, nor does it ensure that web giants pay their due and it
does not revisit the role of CBC/Radio-Canada.

With the surprise amendments he made to Bill C-10 last week
without warning, he is giving the CRTC more power by allowing it
to censor everyday social media users. That is the reality.

Why is the minister bent on heading in this direction and why is
he not listening to the experts once and for all?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Canadian Heritage,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would like to quote the chair of the Coalition
for the Diversity of Cultural Expressions who, in responding to the
member, reminded him that for 50 years the CRTC has never regu‐
lated content on radio or television and has never restricted freedom
of expression in broadcasting.

The law does not allow the CRTC to do that and yet the Conser‐
vative Party of Canada is the only entity to continue to spread this
false news, misinformation and political rhetoric. It is appalling.

* * *

CANADA REVENUE AGENCY
Mr. Luc Desilets (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, BQ): Mr. Speaker, the

tax filing deadline has passed, and victims of CERB fraud are wor‐
ried. They should not have to pay taxes on money that they did not
apply for and did not receive. That seems obvious to me.

However, the Canada Revenue Agency is telling people to pay
now and that an investigation will be done. If they were indeed the
victim of fraud, they will be reimbursed.

Instead, could the minister tell victims that it is not their fault,
that they do not have to pay anything before the investigations are
completed, and that they will not be penalized in any way?

Hon. Diane Lebouthillier (Minister of National Revenue,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I want to assure my hon. colleague that the
number of returns filed so far is comparable to pre-pandemic years.

I remind Canadians that although personal income tax season is
over, they should file their returns as soon as possible so that they
do not experience any disruption in their benefits.

Mr. Luc Desilets (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I
guess that was an answer.

This time, the minister needs to give the victims a straight an‐
swer.

She could have extended the tax deadline to allow for an investi‐
gation. That is obvious, but she refused to do it.

She could have been clear and told people to wait before paying
taxes on fraudulent payments, but she refused to be clear with the
victims.

People saw what a disaster the Phoenix pay system was. They do
not really want to send a cheque to Ottawa based on a promise of
reimbursement, because they fear it could take years to get their
money back.

Why does the minister refuse to take the victims' side?

Hon. Diane Lebouthillier (Minister of National Revenue,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I remind my colleague that the Canada Rev‐
enue Agency has said that people who were victims of fraud will
not have to reimburse the government.

In addition, there will be no interest or penalties until April 2022
for people who file their tax returns.

I encourage people to file their returns so that they can get the
credits and benefits they are entitled to.

● (1440)

Mr. Luc Desilets (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, BQ): Mr. Speaker,
last year, Revenu Québec collected more money from tax havens
thanks to information in the Panama papers than the Canada Rev‐
enue Agency collected in all of Canada.

I have a suggestion for the minister. Rather than harassing vic‐
tims of CERB fraud, as she is doing now, perhaps she could leave
them alone until the investigations are complete and focus her ener‐
gy on tax havens, instead of ruining the lives of honest people.

Hon. Diane Lebouthillier (Minister of National Revenue,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am extremely disappointed to hear the Bloc
Québécois asking people not to file their tax returns and depriving
the most vulnerable of the credits to which they would be entitled.

Speaking of the Panama papers, I also want to inform my col‐
league that 900 Canadians have been identified, 160 audits are un‐
der way and over 200 audits have been completed. We are on the
right track.

* * *
[English]

HEALTH

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner (Calgary Nose Hill, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, in a press conference given moments ago, NACI recom‐
mended mRNA vaccines over the AstraZeneca and Johnson &
Johnson vaccines, saying that, given reports of blood clotting, indi‐
viduals should be able to make an informed choice on whether they
should wait to take an mRNA vaccine. A representative from NACI
actually said they do not know how common the incidents of blood
clotting are with those two vaccines, suggesting that the incidents
might be as high as one in 100,000.
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than what we have been hearing. Does Health Canada advise taking
the first vaccine offered or to wait, if one can, for an mRNA vac‐
cine?

Hon. Patty Hajdu (Minister of Health, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, first
of all, I would like to thank NACI for its ongoing work in helping
provinces and territories determine how to deliver the vaccines that
are approved for use in Canada.

As the member opposite might realize from listening to witness
testimonies at the health committee, Health Canada is responsible
for approving vaccines for use in Canada and has given specific use
requirements. NACI then takes the evidence and provides advice on
how best to administer it. If any Canadian is questioning whether a
vaccine is right for them, the best place to get information is from
their health care professional.

Hon. Michelle Rempel Garner (Calgary Nose Hill, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, that is going to leave a lot of Canadians even more con‐
fused than the press conference that just happened, so I will ask
again because the minister is responsible for Health Canada.

NACI is saying that individuals should be able to make an in‐
formed choice on whether they should take AstraZeneca or Johnson
& Johnson or wait for an mRNA vaccine, but the minister has been
saying to take the first vaccine that is offered. Therefore, what is
the advice from Health Canada? Is it for Canadians to take the first
vaccine that is offered, no matter what it is, or is it to, if they can
because they work from home or for whatever reason, wait for an
mRNA vaccine? What is it?

Hon. Patty Hajdu (Minister of Health, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is
somewhat disconcerting to see the member opposite trying to instill
a fear of our health care institutions, which of course guide patients
toward the best medication for them. These vaccines are being de‐
livered by health care professionals who know how to screen, ask
the correct questions and determine which vaccine is indeed the
best for that particular patient.

For the member to imply that patients would not get that expert
advice from their medical professionals shows a lack of confidence
in all of our provincial and territorial partners, who are doing so
much work to ensure that Canadians get the right vaccine for them.

* * *
[Translation]

NATIONAL DEFENCE
Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,

CPC): Mr. Speaker, today we found out that the chair of the de‐
fence committee cancelled today's meeting on the instructions of
her Prime Minister.

Her disregard for the parliamentary process is clear, because she
did not even provide committee members a reason for the cancella‐
tion. This is another shameful attempt by the Liberals to cover up
the Prime Minister's inaction on sexual misconduct at the Canadian
Armed Forces.

From one lieutenant-colonel to another, will the chair of the de‐
fence committee allow Katie Telford to come testify before the
committee?

[English]

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan (Minister of National Defence, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, I have all the respect for the work done—

● (1445)

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Ah, fuck, did you send it to Sajjan?

Some hon. members: Oh, Oh!

The Speaker: Order, please.

I am not sure exactly where that language came from, but I be‐
lieve we as parliamentarians deserve an apology.

Order, please.

I believe the government House leader has something to bring
up.

[Translation]

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: Mr. Speaker, as my colleagues men‐
tioned, I am the one who used unacceptable language. I apologize.

[English]

The Speaker: I want to remind all hon. members if they are not
answering or asking a question to please put their microphones on
mute.

After consulting with the table officers, the question was not di‐
rectly asked to the Chair of the committee, but if she wants to an‐
swer I will leave it up to her to decide.

Mrs. Karen McCrimmon (Kanata—Carleton, Lib.): Yes,
please, Mr. Speaker.

I would like to assure my colleague that the defence committee
will be meeting at its normal time this coming Friday at one
o'clock.

* * *

INDIGENOUS AFFAIRS

Ms. Leah Gazan (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, a na‐
tional action plan to implement the calls to justice in response to the
National Inquiry into Missing and Murdered Indigenous Women
and Girls is almost two years late, and every time I try to get an up‐
date from the minister she tells me she is working on it.

Another woman goes missing or murdered: “I'm working on it.”

A girl goes missing, leaving her family searching for their loved
one: “We're making progress.”

A 2SLGBTQQIA individual is beaten: “I'm working on it.”
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release a national action plan to address this ongoing genocide?
Hon. Carolyn Bennett (Minister of Crown-Indigenous Rela‐

tions, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for her concern, and
our hearts are with all the families and survivors in this ongoing
tragedy. There is no question the 100 indigenous women and two-
spirited and LGBTQQIA+ people working on this plan were very,
very pleased to see $2.2 billion put in last week's budget to put in
place the concrete actions that will stop this tragedy.

Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill—Keewatinook Aski, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, last week at committee bureaucrats said the government
would not have long-term solutions to clean drinking water on re‐
serves before 2026, five years after they were promised. This is an
unacceptable failure by the Prime Minister and his government.
The minister at least acknowledged this, saying, “It's unacceptable
in a country that is financially one of the most wealthy in the
world”.

We are agreed, minister: it is. Can the minister outline what
lessons he has learned during the last five years of failure that will
allow him to deliver on a promise to end the inhumane conditions
in 2021 by 2026?

Ms. Pam Damoff (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Indigenous Services, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, let me be clear. Our gov‐
ernment is not abandoning, and will not abandon, our commitment
to ensuring first nations on reserve have access to safe and clean
drinking water. The plan is working, and together we have lifted
106 long-term advisories and have prevented 180 short-term advi‐
sories from becoming long-term.

I want to assure Canadians and first nations that in every com‐
munity with a long-term drinking water advisory there is a project
team and action plan in place to resolve it. Our government stands
with first nations to ensure another generation does not have to
grow up without clean drinking water.

* * *

PUBLIC SAFETY
Ms. Jean Yip (Scarborough—Agincourt, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,

May is Asian Heritage Month in Canada. It is a time to commemo‐
rate all the achievements and contributions Asian-Canadians have
made to this country. However, spurred on by pandemic fears, anti-
Asian racism continues to rise in Canada, including in Scarbor‐
ough, where earlier this month a man was sent to the hospital after
being assaulted at a restaurant, and graffiti was found outside the
Chinese Cultural Centre of Greater Toronto. That is why today I am
asking the Minister of Diversity and Inclusion and Youth what our
government is doing to combat anti-Asian racism.
● (1450)

Hon. Bardish Chagger (Minister of Diversity and Inclusion
and Youth, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the work by the member for Scar‐
borough—Agincourt to combat anti-Asian racism remains neces‐
sary and is noticed.

This year marks the 20th anniversary of May as Asian Heritage
Month, yet Canadians of Asian descent continue to face violence
fuelled by ignorance. Our government implemented Canada's anti-
racism strategy, including the anti-racism secretariat, and launched

the Digital Citizen Initiative to counter anti-Asian racism. Through
budget 2021, the Canadian Race Relations Foundation will estab‐
lish a national coalition of Asian-Canadian communities and create
a fund for racialized communities impacted by the increased acts of
racism during the pandemic.

This Asian Heritage Month, I urge all to stand together against
anti-Asian racism.

* * *

NATURAL RESOURCES

Mr. Greg McLean (Calgary Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the
government claims it is working to ensure that Enbridge Line 5 is
not shut down on May 12. We have been calling for the Prime Min‐
ister to get involved in this file for six months. Last week, the Na‐
tional Post reported that officials were frustrated by how much time
they were spending on the matter. Canadians are frustrated by the
lack of results from the government. May 12 is a mere nine days
away, and so far the Prime Minister has not been engaged with the
President.

With 25,000 jobs at risk, when will the Prime Minister recognize
the urgency of solving this issue?

Mr. Marc Serré (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Natural Resources, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Line 5 is non-negotiable.
People will not be left out in the cold.

I would like to thank the members of the Canada-U.S. special
committee for their hard work on studying Line 5. We have re‐
ceived the report and are reviewing it.

It is clear there is no daylight between the parties and Canadians
on this issue. Line 5 is essential for Canada's energy security. Line
5 is not just vital for Canada and the United States, but also for
North America. We will stop at nothing to make sure it is not shut
down.

Mr. Greg McLean (Calgary Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, those
are nice-sounding words. The minister, and now the parliamentary
secretary, keep stating that keeping Line 5 open is “non-nego‐
tiable”, yet we are still in limbo. The environmental impact of shut‐
ting down Line 5 would be devastating. It would require 15,000
trucks and 800 rail cars per day to replace the supply shortage. For
a government that claims to be addressing climate change, it is sim‐
ply sitting under a tree waiting for others to do its job.

Can the Prime Minister tell us what the plan is to keep this vital
infrastructure open?
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Mr. Marc Serré (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of

Natural Resources, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I want to assure the House
that we are looking at all the options. We will leave no stone un‐
turned in defending Canada's energy security. We are working at
the political level, the diplomatic level and the legal level. We are
ready to intervene at precisely the right moment.

Line 5 is non-negotiable. We are standing up for energy workers
and for Canada's energy security. People will not be left out in the
cold.

* * *

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,

CPC): Mr. Speaker, last week at committee the Minister of Interna‐
tional Development claimed that hateful content in UNRWA-pro‐
duced materials was not produced by UNRWA and was removed
last year, but a February impact report demonstrates the continuing
presence of hateful content in UNRWA-produced study materials,
which denounce Arab states over the Abraham Accords and call for
the banishment of Jews from Israel.

Could the minister confirm that she is now aware that hateful
content persists in UNRWA-produced materials and tell the House
what she intends to do about it?

Hon. Karina Gould (Minister of International Development,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as I have said numerous times, this government
stands against anti-Semitism, and we have been very clear about
that.

As soon as I learned about this material I was deeply concerned
and contacted my officials, as well as UNRWA itself, to get to the
bottom of this. I have been in touch with counterparts around the
world, and we are working with UNRWA to ensure that the materi‐
als it teaches, which are provided by the jurisdiction in which it op‐
erates, meet UN values and uphold the principles of neutrality.

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the minister says she takes anti-Semitism seri‐
ously, but her government is funding it in UNRWA-produced study
materials. Again, these are UNRWA-produced study materials. The
European Parliament has denounced UNRWA for hateful com‐
ments in study materials that it produces and continues to use, but
the minister is still badly mis-characterizing the situation by refer‐
ring to Palestinian authority textbooks. She had promised an inves‐
tigation. She is failing to follow up and Canadian taxpayer dollars
are still funding anti-Semitic hate.

When will the minister recognize what is happening and actually
take action in response?

● (1455)

Hon. Karina Gould (Minister of International Development,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as I have communicated to the House on sever‐
al occasions, we take this issue with the utmost seriousness and be‐
came engaged as soon as we learned of it. I continue to engage with
UNRWA on this, but let me remind the hon. member that UNRWA
provides education to 500,000 Palestinian students. Without UNR‐
WA, they would not have access to education.

We remain absolutely committed to upholding UN values and the
principle of neutrality. We will continue to work with UNRWA to
ensure that these objectives are met, but we also know that they
provide a valuable service to 500,000 Palestinian children.

* * *
[Translation]

IMMIGRATION, REFUGEES AND CITIZENSHIP

Ms. Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ): Mr. Speaker, the
pandemic cannot be used as an excuse for everything when it
comes to immigration.

New refugees have been separated from their children for
months, even up to two years, or more, because of delays at the fed‐
eral level. Canada is abandoning children in countries where condi‐
tions are often unsafe, while their parents await a decision from Ot‐
tawa to finally bring the children here. In addition to the trauma of
separation, these children are often being mistreated and abused.

I know that the minister does not condone this violation of the
Convention on the Rights of the Child, but what is he doing to
quickly reunite families and protect these vulnerable children?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Immigration, Refugees
and Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am very proud of our
refugee system. We have made a lot of investments in it.

Over the past three years, Canada has done more than any other
country to bring parents and children together again. Canada will
continue to be a leader around the world.

Ms. Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ): Mr. Speaker,
those most vulnerable are the ones who are the victims of the feder‐
al government's immigration problems.

Delays are jeopardizing an official request that the Prime Minis‐
ter made to the Minister of Immigration in his mandate letter. The
Prime Minister asked the minister to introduce a fast-track system
for 250 humanitarian workers, human rights advocates and journal‐
ists who are at risk from oppressive regimes.

A year and a half later, this specific program still does not exist
and will be threatened if an early election is called. What is the
minister doing to ensure that the people in question will not be vic‐
tims of his party's election agenda?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Immigration, Refugees
and Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as I already said, Canada is a
leader in promoting human rights.

Over the past three years, Canada has done more work for
refugees than any other country. We will continue to provide all of
the necessary investments and resources to respond to needs and
protect all refugees. That is the work that I am doing in partnership
with my Quebec counterpart.
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[English]

NATIONAL DEFENCE

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I was already disappointed watching the Liberal filibuster
at defence committee last Friday that is preventing key testimony
from the Prime Minister's chief of staff. I was shocked to see this
morning the chair cancel the committee meetings for today. When I
have former female Canadian Armed Forces officers reaching out
to me in reaction to this lack of accountability and failure of leader‐
ship, and stating that “this is a nightmare that never ends”, this cov‐
er-up needs to stop.

From one former officer to another, will the defence chair stop
the cover-up and tell Parliament why she cancelled the defence
committee meeting this morning and why she will not allow a vote
on calling Katie Telford to testify?

Mrs. Karen McCrimmon (Kanata—Carleton, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I want to assure the hon. member that I respect all the
work being done by all colleagues in all committees. Really, this
should be about improving the lives of the women and men in the
Canadian Forces. It should be about supporting the survivors and
those impacted by this abominable behaviour, and it should be
about preventing further abuse. The committee will continue its
work in coming up with recommendations for the government, and
the committee will meet on Friday at its regular time.

* * *
● (1500)

CORRECTIONAL SERVICE OF CANADA

Mr. Damien Kurek (Battle River—Crowfoot, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the correctional service is in crisis. Local guards in my
constituency are reaching out to me, describing the situation at the
Drumheller Institution as a powder keg. There has been a lack of
direction related to COVID-19, inconsistent and changing rules for
employees and inmates, PPE being turned into weapons and reduc‐
tions to needed staff services. This has left many CSC employees
working in an impossible environment where they have even been
told to eat in the bathroom to stay safe.

Will the minister take action today to fix these challenges?

Hon. Bill Blair (Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank the member opposite for
his concern for our corrections workers and our inmates. We share
that concern.

I am very pleased to tell him that Correctional Service of Canada
has done extraordinary work throughout the entire course of the
pandemic to ensure that people working in our corrections facilities
were provided with personal protection equipment. We did safety
audits at each of our facilities. In fact, they have now all been prior‐
itized by our government for vaccinations. We are moving ahead
very quickly to ensure inmates and our corrections workers are all
vaccinated. We will take every step to protect the people working in
our corrections services.

PUBLIC SAFETY

Mr. Colin Carrie (Oshawa, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Durham region
was shaken by two shootings in Ajax last week, which appear to be
gang related. According to Statistics Canada, the number of gang-
related murders since the Liberals first took office has been higher
ever single year than any year under the previous Conservative
government. The Liberal government's soft-on-crime approach
through bills like Bill C-22 and Bill C-75 has made Canada a safe
haven for gang activity.

When will caring about gang violence, the true source of gun
crime in Canada, become a priority for the Liberal government?

Hon. Bill Blair (Minister of Public Safety and Emergency
Preparedness, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to hear the
member for Oshawa's concern. He may recall that we introduced a
budget that provided $327 million to law enforcement in the coun‐
try, the federal police, and provincial and municipal police services,
to do gun and gang investigations. Unfortunately the member for
Oshawa voted against it.

We have also brought forward a new measure to provide $250
million for community organizations working in the community to
reduce gun and gang violence. I am hopeful that this time he may
find it in his heart to provide that support.

The police and our community organizations are doing extraordi‐
nary work and we will support them.

* * *
[Translation]

STATISTICS CANADA

Mr. Francis Drouin (Glengarry—Prescott—Russell, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, in 2016, Canadians from coast to coast to coast, in‐
cluding those in my riding of Glengarry—Prescott—Russell, were
so excited about the return of the long-form census that the re‐
sponse rate was the highest ever.

The COVID-19 pandemic has shown us that accurate, high-qual‐
ity data is vital to helping governments, businesses, non-profits and
researchers make informed decisions.

Unlike the Harper Conservatives, who, for no good reason,
scrapped the long-form census and cut Statistics Canada's funding,
our government understands the crucial importance of science and
data.

Would the Minister of Innovation, Science and Industry please
tell the House—

The Speaker: Order. The hon. Minister of Innovation, Science
and Industry.

Hon. François-Philippe Champagne (Minister of Innovation,
Science and Industry, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. col‐
league for that excellent question.



6534 COMMONS DEBATES May 3, 2021

Oral Questions
I am pleased to announce that the 2021 census is officially under

way as of today. Our government has invested in modernizing
Statistics Canada to ensure it can continue to deliver relevant,
world-class data. Statistics Canada employees have worked tireless‐
ly to adapt to the COVID-19 situation.

I encourage all Canadians to visit census.gc.ca to learn more and
help us plan the future together.

* * *
[English]

CANADIAN HERITAGE
Mrs. Shannon Stubbs (Lakeland, CPC): Mr. Speaker, last

week, the heritage minister quoted me asking to stop child sexual
abuse material on Pornhub to justify his free speech attack in Bill
C-10. The Criminal Code defines that child pornography websites
break the law with such vile videos and images, but rather than go
after companies profiting from child exploitation and non-consen‐
sual videos, the Liberals have decided they will go after Canadians'
Facebook posts instead.

How can the Liberals use the failure to charge, prosecute and
convict on child sexual abuse material as an excuse for their assault
on Canadian rights and freedoms?
● (1505)

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Canadian Heritage,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the member opposite will be happy to learn that
I will be tabling legislation on online harms in the coming week.

On the issue of cultural reproduction and the fact that web giants
should be paying their fair share, as I mentioned earlier, her col‐
league, the member for Saskatoon—Grasswood, stated he wanted
us to do that, and we are doing exactly that.

However, what is happening is that the Conservative Party got
cold feet. Google and YouTube are very powerful companies and
when the going got tough, those members ran for the hills. We are
standing up for Canadian artists, for Canadian music and for Cana‐
dian culture.

Mr. Kyle Seeback (Dufferin—Caledon, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
they say that imitation is the finest form of flattery and, if so,
George Orwell must be blushing with the Liberals' Orwellian at‐
tempt through Bill C-10 to control Internet content and social me‐
dia.

A few days ago, the minister embarrassingly and incoherently at‐
tempted to justify the inclusion of user content in the bill. Canadi‐
ans are rightfully outraged.

Will the minister dump this bill, or re-protect user content, or in‐
sult me like he insulted the member for Lethbridge or will he again
try to explain this unexplainable infringement on Canadian free‐
doms?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Canadian Heritage,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, what I would do is quote the member's col‐
league, the Conservative MP for Saskatoon—Grasswood. I will say
it again. I think this needs to sink in. He said, “the legislation does
nothing to address social media companies, such as Facebook and
Google, and their various properties, such as YouTube, to pay its

fair share.” Then the member added at a later date, “To the Profes‐
sional Music Publishers' Association, you're right on about
YouTube. It is not regulated in Bill C-10, and everybody is using
YouTube. We are going to have an issue. As you pointed out, cor‐
rectly, this should be regulated.”

That is what the Conservative member for Saskatoon—Grass‐
wood has said. I agree with him, not with the most radical elements
of the Conservative Party of Canada.

[Translation]

Mr. Bernard Généreux (Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouras‐
ka—Rivière-du-Loup, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the government is
pushing ahead with using the Broadcasting Act to give itself the
power to regulate content on social media even though social media
platforms do not use public airwaves.

The Internet was supposed to give people the freedom to express
themselves, and even Canadian Heritage saw the value of exempt‐
ing YouTube and Facebook from the new CRTC rules. Why did the
Liberals end up pushing for these companies to be censored?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Canadian Heritage,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this is another example of the disinformation
campaign the Conservative Party of Canada is waging against the
Canadian public.

An impressive number of stakeholders came to committee to tes‐
tify on Bill C-10, and they told us how necessary this legislation is.
It has nothing to do with moderating content and everything to do
with getting web giants to pay their fair share for Quebec and Cana‐
dian culture.

The Conservatives have chosen to side with Google and
YouTube, some of the richest companies on the planet, over our
artists and our culture in Quebec and Canada. It is disappointing,
and the Conservatives should—

The Speaker: Order. The hon. member for West Vancouver—
Sunshine Coast—Sea to Sky Country.

* * *
[English]

TOURISM INDUSTRY

Mr. Patrick Weiler (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea
to Sky Country, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, while all Canadians have been
hard hit by the pandemic, Canada's tourism sector has been perhaps
the hardest hit. Not only were the people and businesses in this sec‐
tor among the first to be impacted by COVID-19, when economies
reopen, the tourism sector will still take some time to recover.

Could the minister responsible for tourism tell the House how
budget 2021 will help our tourism sector rebound from the pandem‐
ic and come back stronger?
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Hon. Mélanie Joly (Minister of Economic Development and

Official Languages, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we know that people
working in the tourism sector have been extremely hard hit by the
pandemic and economic crisis. That is why we heard their call for
more help. That is exactly why we have announced in the budget
that we will be providing $1 billion more in support for the tourism
sector, including a tourism relief fund to help our local tourism
businesses.

We cannot wait to welcome back Canadians and the world to our
cities and regions when it is safe to do so, but meanwhile, people in
the tourism industry should know that our government has their
backs.

* * *

AIRLINE INDUSTRY
Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Mr.

Speaker, the big airlines continue to sit on billions of dollars of
Canadians' hard-earned money for cancelled flights. For months we
called on the minister to help, but instead of siding with Canadians,
he sided with the airlines, saying there was nothing he could do to
force refunds. Now we have emails showing that the government
knew early on about gaps in the rules that allowed companies to
keep Canadians' money, yet it waited half a year before even start‐
ing to make changes.

Will the government explain to Canadians why it took so long to
get them their money back?
● (1510)

Hon. Omar Alghabra (Minister of Transport, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, our government continues to be committed to making sure
Canadians get their refunds. We know that the airline sector has
been hit very hard because of the pandemic, so we have been work‐
ing with the Canadian Transportation Agency, with the aviation
sector and with airlines on making sure passengers receive their re‐
funds.

Yes, the hon. member is referring to a letter written by my prede‐
cessor last December, but there was a lot of work done prior to that
letter. He only referred to that letter and did not talk about the
months and weeks of work that the previous minister and—

* * *

HEALTH
Mr. Derek Sloan (Hastings—Lennox and Addington, Ind.):

Mr. Speaker, a grocery worker in a western province contacted me
because his employer told him he could not come to work if he did
not get the COVID vaccine. In the U.S.A., the COVID vaccines are
authorized under an emergency use authorization and when a treat‐
ment is authorized in this way, it is illegal to force employees to
take it.

In Canada, we use a similar interim authorization for the vac‐
cines. In the opinion of the minister, should this grocery clerk be
fired if he chooses not to take the vaccine?

Hon. Patty Hajdu (Minister of Health, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
will decline to comment on the specifics of the individual situation
since I would like to understand more about his concerns. However,

there is no federal statute that compels people to get vaccinated.
Different workplaces and different settings will require vaccination
for a variety of illnesses.

For example, many school boards require common childhood
immunizations prior to a child being enrolled. These are not un‐
precedented decisions that employers in some settings have taken,
and, of course, none of them are federally decided upon.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order that
arises from question period.

In light of the exchange that took place regarding UNRWA, I am
hopeful you will find unanimous consent for me to table the Febru‐
ary report of the Institute for Monitoring Peace and Cultural Toler‐
ance in School Education, which details contemporary examples of
anti-Semitic hate in UNRWA-produced study materials. This report
demonstrates that, contrary to claims by the minister, hateful con‐
tent appeared in UNRWA-produced materials.

I would be happy to table that report, if there is unanimous con‐
sent.

The Speaker: All those opposed to the hon. member moving the
motion will please say nay.

Some hon. members: Nay.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
● (1515)

[Translation]

BUSINESS OF SUPPLY

OPPOSITION MOTION—ACCESS TO COVID-19 VACCINES

The House resumed from April 29 consideration of the motion.

The Speaker: It being 3:13 p.m., pursuant to order made on
Monday, January 25, the House will now proceed to the taking of
the deferred recorded division on the motion of the Leader of the
Opposition relating to the business of supply.

[English]

Call in the members.

● (1525)

[Translation]

(The House divided on the motion, which was negatived on the
following division:)

(Division No. 104)

YEAS
Members

Aboultaif Aitchison
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Albas Alleslev
Allison Arnold
Baldinelli Barlow
Barrett Benzen
Bergen Berthold
Bezan Block
Bragdon Brassard
Calkins Carrie
Chiu Chong
Cooper Cumming
Dalton Dancho
Davidson Deltell
d'Entremont Diotte
Doherty Dowdall
Dreeshen Duncan (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry)
Epp Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster)
Falk (Provencher) Fast
Findlay (South Surrey—White Rock) Finley (Haldimand—Norfolk)
Gallant Généreux
Genuis Gladu
Godin Gourde
Gray Hallan
Harder Hoback
Jansen Jeneroux
Kelly Kent
Kitchen Kmiec
Kram Kurek
Kusie Lake
Lawrence Lehoux
Lewis (Essex) Liepert
Lloyd Lobb
Lukiwski MacKenzie
Maguire Martel
Mazier McCauley (Edmonton West)
McColeman McLean
McLeod (Kamloops—Thompson—Cariboo) Melillo
Moore Morantz
Morrison Motz
Nater O'Toole
Patzer Paul-Hus
Poilievre Rayes
Redekopp Reid
Rempel Garner Richards
Rood Ruff
Sahota (Calgary Skyview) Saroya
Scheer Schmale
Seeback Shields
Shin Shipley
Soroka Stanton
Steinley Strahl
Stubbs Sweet
Tochor Uppal
Van Popta Vecchio
Vidal Viersen
Vis Wagantall
Warkentin Waugh
Webber Williamson
Wong Yurdiga
Zimmer– — 119

NAYS
Members

Alghabra Amos
Anand Anandasangaree
Angus Arseneault
Arya Ashton
Bachrach Badawey
Bagnell Bains
Baker Barsalou-Duval
Battiste Beaulieu
Beech Bendayan
Bennett Bergeron

Bérubé Bessette
Bibeau Bittle
Blaikie Blair
Blanchet Blanchette-Joncas
Blaney (North Island—Powell River) Blois
Boudrias Boulerice
Bratina Brière
Brunelle-Duceppe Cannings
Carr Casey
Chabot Chagger
Champagne Champoux
Charbonneau Chen
Cormier Dabrusin
Damoff Davies
DeBellefeuille Desbiens
Desilets Dhaliwal
Dhillon Dong
Drouin Dubourg
Duclos Duguid
Duncan (Etobicoke North) Duvall
Dzerowicz Easter
Ehsassi El-Khoury
Ellis Erskine-Smith
Fergus Fillmore
Finnigan Fisher
Fonseca Fortier
Fortin Fragiskatos
Fraser Freeland
Fry Garrison
Gaudreau Gazan
Gerretsen Gill
Gould Green
Guilbeault Hajdu
Hardie Harris
Holland Housefather
Hughes Hussen
Hutchings Iacono
Ien Jaczek
Johns Joly
Jones Jordan
Jowhari Julian
Kelloway Khalid
Khera Koutrakis
Kusmierczyk Kwan
Lalonde Lambropoulos
Lametti Lamoureux
Larouche Lattanzio
Lauzon LeBlanc
Lebouthillier Lefebvre
Lemire Lightbound
Long Longfield
Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga) MacAulay (Cardigan)
MacGregor MacKinnon (Gatineau)
Maloney Manly
Marcil Martinez Ferrada
Masse Mathyssen
May (Cambridge) May (Saanich—Gulf Islands)
McCrimmon McDonald
McGuinty McKay
McKenna McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam)
McLeod (Northwest Territories) McPherson
Mendès Mendicino
Michaud Miller
Monsef Morrissey
Murray Ng
Normandin O'Connell
Oliphant Pauzé
Perron Petitpas Taylor
Plamondon Qualtrough
Ratansi Regan
Robillard Rodriguez
Rogers Romanado
Sahota (Brampton North) Saini
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Sajjan Saks

Samson Sarai

Savard-Tremblay Scarpaleggia

Schiefke Schulte

Serré Sgro

Shanahan Sheehan

Sidhu (Brampton East) Sidhu (Brampton South)

Simard Simms

Singh Sloan

Sorbara Spengemann

Ste-Marie Tabbara

Tassi Thériault

Therrien Trudeau

Trudel Turnbull

Van Bynen van Koeverden

Vandal Vandenbeld

Vaughan Vignola

Virani Weiler

Wilkinson Wilson-Raybould

Yip Young

Zahid Zann– — 208

PAIRED
Nil

The Speaker: I declare the motion lost.

[English]

We have a point of order. The hon. member for Windsor West.
Mr. Brian Masse: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I

would ask you to review the tapes. Prior to the vote, a member in
this chamber proceeded to get out of his seat and deliberately walk
out this chamber without a mask. I ask you to remind the members
of the policy here, because I witnessed that member walk by pages
and other people in here. As you know, we can speak without a
mask in our designated seats, but we are not supposed to move
without that mask, without the proper PPE.

I would ask you to review the tapes to see whether that member
has done this before and to ensure that our clerks, our other staff
who are here, especially on the Hill where we do not have some of
the same benefits for health and safety as other places, are protect‐
ed. It is not just about members like myself who are distanced in
this case, but it is also about the people they come into contact with
as they move through this chamber, who do not get the same bene‐
fits for health and safety that I enjoy. I would ask you to review the
tapes and come back and remind the House of the penalties and
consequences for disobeying and directly not following the safety
guidelines as recommended by health experts.

The Speaker: I want to thank the hon. member for Windsor
West for his point of order. I do want to remind all members in the
House that there are standards that we have to follow in the House.
They were agreed to by everyone in the House, including the mem‐
bers and all the staff. If you are walking around at all and you are
not at your seat, you do have to wear a mask. It is not only for your
own safety, but the safety of others. This is about mutual respect for
each other, which is something that we talk about often and we
should practise.

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS
● (1530)

[English]

COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE

HEALTH

Mr. Ron McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I have the honour to present, in both official languages,
the 12th report of the Standing Committee of Health in relation to
its study of the Main Estimates, 2021-22, for the fiscal year ending
March 31, 2022. The committee has considered the estimates re‐
ferred by the House and reports the same.

* * *

CANADIAN ARMED FORCES MEMBERS DAY ACT

Mr. Alistair MacGregor (Cowichan—Malahat—Langford,
NDP) moved for leave to introduce Bill C-292, An Act to establish
Canadian Armed Forces Members Day.

He said: Mr. Speaker, I am honoured to introduce my private
member's bill, the Canadian Armed Forces members day act. I
would like to acknowledge and thank the member for North Is‐
land—Powell River for seconding the bill as our party's critic for
Veterans Affairs.

I have always had incredible admiration and respect for the men
and women who serve and have served our country in the Canadian
Armed Forces. In addition to Remembrance Day, October 22 has
taken on significant importance for the veterans community in my
riding, particularly those who are members of Malahat Legion
Branch 134. October 22 is forever seared into our country's memo‐
ry. It was the day when a gunman shot and killed Corporal Nathan
Cirillo while he was on guard at our National War Memorial before
the storming of Parliament Centre Block.

This day is recognized every year in my riding in honour of
Canadian Armed Forces members who have lost their lives on
Canadian soil during peacetime. The bill I am introducing today
will formally recognize October 22 as Canadian Armed Forces
members day in their memory. In closing, I want to recognize Bob
Collins as the driving force behind this bill and thank him, James
Baird, Keenan Hayes, Brianna Wilson and Rachel Wilson for stand‐
ing guard at the cenotaph in Cobble Hill in remembrance and for
their service.

(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed)

* * *

PETITIONS

FORESTRY INDUSTRY

Mr. Paul Manly (Nanaimo—Ladysmith, GP): Mr. Speaker, it
is an honour to table this petition initiated by constituents in
Nanaimo—Ladysmith and signed by 12,920 Canadians.
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The petitioners are deeply concerned about protecting British

Columbia's endangered old-growth forests from logging. They note
that old-growth ecosystems provide immeasurable benefits, includ‐
ing carbon sequestration, biodiversity, and cultural, recreational and
educational value.

The petitioners call upon the Government of Canada to work
with the provinces and first nations to immediately halt logging of
endangered old-growth ecosystems, fund the long-term protection
of old-growth ecosystems as a priority for Canada's climate action
plan and reconciliation with indigenous peoples, support value-
added forestry initiatives in partnership with first nations to ensure
Canada's forestry industry is sustainable and based on the harvest‐
ing of second- and third-growth forests, ban the export of raw logs
and maximize resource uses for local jobs, and ban the use of
whole trees for wood pellet biofuel production.

● (1535)

HUMAN ORGAN TRAFFICKING

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to be presenting three petitions to
the House this afternoon.

The first petition highlights the issue of forced organ harvesting
and trafficking and calls on the House to quickly support the pas‐
sage of Bill S-204, a bill that would make it a criminal offence for a
person to go abroad and receive an organ that was taken without
consent. The bill would also create a mechanism by which a person
could be deemed inadmissible to Canada if they had been involved
in forced organ harvesting and trafficking.

The bill is currently before the Senate at third reading. The peti‐
tioners are calling on the House to support the rapid adoption of
this bill.

HUMAN RIGHTS

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the second petition highlights the ongoing
genocide of Uighurs and other Turkic Muslims in China. It calls
upon the Government of Canada to finally take the step of recog‐
nizing this genocide and also impose Magnitsky sanctions on those
who have been responsible. To date, the government has still failed
to take a position on the issue of genocide recognition.

ETHIOPIA

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the third and final petition highlights the hu‐
man rights and humanitarian situation in the Tigray region of
Ethiopia. I have met with many Canadians recently highlighting hu‐
man rights concerns in Ethiopia and Tigray as well as in other parts
of the country.

The petitioners want to see increased Canadian engagement with
the human rights situation in Ethiopia, including engagement in the
form of short-, medium- and long-term election monitoring. There
is a great deal of concern about the situation throughout the coun‐
try, and I would encourage members to reflect on and engage with
those concerns that commend all of these petitions to the considera‐
tion of my colleagues.

HUMANE TREATMENT OF WILDLIFE

Mr. Len Webber (Calgary Confederation, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to present a petition from Canadians across this great
country who call upon the Government of Canada to take immedi‐
ate measures to end the use of strychnine, Compound 1080 and
sodium cyanide for killing wolves, bears, coyotes and other large
vertebrate. The petitioners note that this is a very inhumane method
of killing due to the intensity and prolonged duration of the dying
process. Professional organizations in Canada and around the world
agree. The use of chemicals also kills non-target animals, including
wild and endangered species, pet and farm animals. It is also a
threat to human health.

Again, the petitioners are calling upon the government to imme‐
diately end the use of strychnine, Compound 1080 and sodium
cyanide.

* * *

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER

Ms. Anita Vandenbeld (Parliamentary Secretary to the Min‐
ister of National Defence, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would ask that all
questions be allowed to stand.

The Deputy Speaker: Is it agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

[Translation]

The Speaker: The Chair has received notice of a question of
privilege.

The hon. member for Rivière-du-Nord.

* * *

PRIVILEGE

ALLEGED MISLEADING COMMENTS BY THE PRIME MINISTER

Mr. Rhéal Fortin (Rivière-du-Nord, BQ): Mr. Speaker, today, I
would like to speak briefly about the question of privilege that was
raised by the member for Portage—Lisgar on Wednesday, April 28
about the Prime Minister's comments in the House concerning facts
arising from the complaints process against General Vance, more
specifically former chief of the defence staff Jonathan Vance.

The comments that the Prime Minister made in the House on
April 27 differ from the testimony and documents submitted to the
Standing Committee on National Defence and from what the Prime
Minister himself said during question period on March 10 and 11.

In the testimony given in committee, it came to light that not on‐
ly was the Minister of National Defence aware of the nature of the
actions in question, but so were the Clerk of the Privy Council; the
Prime Minister's senior adviser, Mr. Marques; and the Prime Minis‐
ter's chief of staff, Katie Telford.
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Clearly, the Prime Minister's Office and the Prime Minister him‐

self are providing two different versions.

On the one hand, testimony pertaining to the facts and the docu‐
mentary evidence show that the Minister of National Defence and
several people in the PCO and the PMO were aware of the nature
of the allegations against General Vance. On the other hand, the
Prime Minister said that nobody was aware of the exact nature of
the allegations while the complaint was being dealt with. State‐
ments made by the Prime Minister on March 10 and 11 and on
April 27 differ with respect to whether the nature of the complaint
was known or not.

This morning, the Leader of the Government in the House of
Commons tried to clear up the confusion about the dates on which
the Prime Minister made his statements, about whether the nature
of the complaint was known or not, and about the specifics of the
allegations and the unspecified allegations, among other things.

Mr. Speaker, I invite you and all my colleagues to familiarize
themselves with the evidence and the testimony given before the
defence committee, which appear to contradict the Prime Minister's
statements.

We know that questions of privilege concerning misleading state‐
ments are not easy to resolve, but we must get to the truth of this
matter. It is important to democracy, and it is important to the par‐
liamentary process.

To dispel any doubts, I refer you to the ruling of February 1,
2002, at pages 8581 and 8582 of the Debates, in which your prede‐
cessor Speaker Milliken found that the three criteria had not been
met to find a prima facie contempt of the House.

The criteria in question are the fact that the Prime Minister made
a misleading statement to the House, that the Prime Minister knew
that the statement he was making was false at the moment he made
his speech, and finally that the Prime Minister acted with the intent
to mislead the House.

In that case, Speaker Milliken stated, “On the basis of the argu‐
ments presented by hon. members and in view of the gravity of the
matter, I have concluded that the situation before us where the
House is left with two versions of events is one that merits further
consideration by an appropriate committee, if only to clear the air.”

In the circumstances, since the House also received two contra‐
dictory versions of the same events, whether or not this is a prima
facie case of contempt, we ask that the case be referred to the
Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs for a detailed
study of the matter, to allow the House to get some clarification on
the Prime Minister's statement.

● (1540)

The Deputy Speaker: I thank the hon. member for Rivière-du-
Nord for his additional comments. The Chair will certainly return
to the House on this matter within the next few days.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[English]

CANADIAN NET-ZERO EMISSIONS ACCOUNTABILITY
ACT

The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-12,
An Act respecting transparency and accountability in Canada's ef‐
forts to achieve net-zero greenhouse gas emissions by the year
2050, be read the second time and referred to a committee, and of
the amendment.

The Deputy Speaker: Before we resume debate, I wish to in‐
form the House that, because of the deferred recorded division,
Government Orders will be extended by 13 minutes.

Resuming debate, the hon. member for Repentigny has the floor.

[Translation]

Ms. Monique Pauzé (Repentigny, BQ): Mr. Speaker, a federal
bill that paves the way for real government accountability in the
fight against climate change is very urgently needed.

I would be shocked if there were still elected members in this
43rd Parliament who would deny that the climate crisis will affect
the entire planet in this century if governments do not legislate ap‐
propriately.

We are already feeling the effects of climate change, as evi‐
denced by the increase in such extreme weather events as floods,
forest fires, heat waves and so on.

Bill C-12 must not be taken lightly, and the provisions that must
be included in it will require painstaking work in order to secure the
future of the next generations.

We are being asked to lay the foundation for the common good.
Our work must be done in a spirit of collaboration and willingness
to listen. Legislating climate accountability is probably the most
important challenge of the 21st century.

After Bill C-12 was introduced, we were able to identify the
problems with it and rightfully raise red flags. We also had the time
to compare this bill to other countries' legislation, gather informa‐
tion, share research, consult experts and reflect on what amend‐
ments would be required for such a bill to emerge and, above all,
what it would need to come to fruition.

First, Bill C-12 does not include mandatory reduction targets. In‐
stead, it requires the minister to set the targets. Therefore it is false
to say that Bill C-12 would force the government to take action that
would meet greenhouse gas reduction targets. It is a bit difficult to
follow. The member for Laurier—Sainte-Marie stated that his gov‐
ernment was ready to set targets and the Minister of Environment
and Climate Change stated that he could perhaps include them in
the bill. This is a reason for studying the bill in committee. Howev‐
er, at present, there is nothing in the bill to that effect and it is cru‐
cial.
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Furthermore, the bill does not require the minister to fulfill his

commitments. It requires him to prepare a progress report. If
Canada does not meet its target, which, again, is not identified in
the current version of the bill, then the minister is asked to include
in his report the reasons Canada did not meet its target. That is it.
Federal government officials confirmed that the bill does not pro‐
vide for any binding measures or penalties for failing to meet tar‐
gets.

The Prime Minister of Canada's defence against this criticism is
that it is up to the voters to penalize the government if it fails. He
said:

We live in a democracy, and ultimately it is up to Canadians to continue to
choose governments that are serious about fighting climate change and that will be
accountable to the public every five years.

Even though it is true that voters ultimately have the power to
punish politicians, this statement primarily shows that the Prime
Minister is opposed to making the greenhouse gas reduction targets
binding. This means that he is opposed to requiring that Canada ful‐
fill its international commitments, even though he just increased his
targets in front of the many countries attending the U.S. President's
summit.

The government cannot say that Bill C-12 contains restrictive
measures while at the same time saying that the only real restriction
is the election result. I remind the government that the climate cri‐
sis, the global risks associated with this crisis and its immeasurable
consequences have nothing to do with election strategies. The gov‐
ernment has a role and a responsibility as a legislator, and in my
opinion, it is irresponsible and unconscionable for it to cheapen this
legislation by shifting them to future governments.

In this version of Bill C-12, the action plan, the minister's reports
and the method of calculating emissions are not subject to review
by an independent authority. An essential component of this type of
legislation depends on the diligent efforts of what Bill C-12 refers
to as an advisory body. I mention this because Canada cannot
achieve its ambitions or optimal progress on climate change until
the government clarifies certain details about this body.

We will have to be vigilant with respect to the key aspects of this
proposed advisory body. Its duties must be spelled out in the legis‐
lation, it must be composed of experts in relevant fields who have
no conflicts of interest, and it must be completely independent. In
our view, the people on this advisory body should not represent
Canadians. There are 338 MPs in this place to do that. What we
need are scientists.

Let us look at other countries with this type of body. In the Unit‐
ed Kingdom, scientists represent 67% of the members; in France,
85%; in New Zealand, 33%; in Quebec, 75%; and in Canada, 7%.
● (1545)

Expert Corinne Le Quéré, who Quebec can be proud to count
among those trained in its universities, has an incredible amount of
experience preparing legislation combatting climate change.

She has spoken extensively about the absolute need to include
specific targets in the act. There is no doubt that she has knowledge
and advice to share regarding good governance because she con‐

tributed to the success of the U.K. climate change committee and
she chairs France's high council on climate.

Corinne Le Quéré, the scientific community and environmental
groups agree on the following essential elements: The committee's
mandate and powers must be set out in the act; the act must specify
that the committee must have access to all of the climate-related
scientific knowledge, including indigenous knowledge; the com‐
mittee must be properly funded; the committee must be able to pro‐
vide its expertise in an independent manner, whether of its own ini‐
tiative or at the request of parliamentarians; and the committee
must be officially involved in establishing greenhouse gas reduc‐
tion targets, monitoring progress and preparing related reports.

The hon. Minister of Environment and Climate Change has re‐
peatedly stated that he is open to working with opposition parties to
improve Bill C-12. As we know, people are becoming more and
more aware of how the decisions we are making now will affect the
future of the planet.

The Bloc Québécois has taken a firm stance on environmental is‐
sues in Canada, and we want to collaborate on this bill because, as
we all know, this is a whole-of-government issue that transcends
borders.

The only way we can achieve any progress is by viewing the cli‐
mate crisis through that lens. Still, there are undeniable facts we
must face. The first is that the clock is ticking. We have to get to net
zero as fast as we can, before 2050 if possible. If we acknowledge
that premise, this climate change act has to include all the right
tools to ensure we get there as fast as possible.

We are calling on the government to be ambitious and coura‐
geous enough to put an end to the cycle that has resulted in Canada
consistently missing its targets and failing to achieve its goals in re‐
cent decades.

The international community expects better. Lord Deben, chair‐
man of the UK Committee on Climate Change, explained to the
parliamentarians present at the preparatory meeting for COP 26,
which I attended, that Canada must fully grasp how its behaviour
and climate inaction affect other countries around the world and re‐
alize that every country counts. He concluded with some words of
wisdom: Humankind has not learned to live with respect for biodi‐
versity, the environment and the health of our oceans. Humanity's
very existence is weakened by what could happen in the future, and
that is why we must fully grasp what is happening and avoid re‐
peating the mistakes that brought us to where we are now.

We must protect biodiversity and preserve natural habitats for fu‐
ture generations. The areas that are supposedly protected by federal
legislation must be truly protected. They must not be compromised,
as when the government authorizes drilling off the coast of New‐
foundland to cater to the oil industry.
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I do not want the shores of the St. Lawrence River to erode or

Quebec's native wildlife to disappear. I do not want to hear that
thousands of people are dying because of pollution. Health Canada
estimates that 15,300 premature deaths per year in Canada can be
linked to pollution. I no longer want to witness the despair of peo‐
ple around the globe who are overwhelmed by the effects of our in‐
action. If their habitats are destroyed, they are forced to leave their
islands and their homes, becoming climate refugees, while the sums
promised by rich countries to help them adapt fall short of what is
needed to address the real climate catastrophes.

Now is the time to get our priorities straight. Together we can
still change the trajectory. Never before have we been in a situation
where the earth is warming so fast, with the global temperature ex‐
pected to rise by two degrees centigrade by 2043, which is not far
off. We are running out of time, and small steps are no longer good
enough. We need to take a giant leap forward.
● (1550)

Ms. Marilyn Gladu (Sarnia—Lambton, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
thank the member for her speech.

Bill C-12 would do nothing more than create a committee and
make recommendations to the government for coming up with a
plan. In other words, the Liberals currently do not have a plan.
What does the member think about that?

Ms. Monique Pauzé: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for the
question.

In my opinion, the government has a plan, but it lacks long-term
vision. It presented 45 or 48 recommendations shortly before
Christmas. However, there was nothing binding. We are at the point
where we need binding measures if we want to meet our climate
targets.

The problem is not the belugas in the St. Lawrence or the polar
bears. The problem has to do with our children since they are the
ones who will pay for all of our negligence of the past few decades
and for our current negligence.
● (1555)

[English]
Mr. Alistair MacGregor (Cowichan—Malahat—Langford,

NDP): Mr. Speaker, like the member, I also hold out great hope for
the work the environment committee has to do on this bill. There
are some significant improvements that need to be made to the
wording.

I want to ask the member about the importance of following up
these words with action. We have a Liberal government that invest‐
ed billions of our public dollars into purchasing a pipeline and is
right now trying to increase its exporting capacity. I would like to
hear the member's comments about where that money could have
gone, and about the importance of starting a just transition for ener‐
gy workers in provinces such as Alberta and Saskatchewan to those
transferable skills we need for the renewable energy economy of
the future.
[Translation]

Ms. Monique Pauzé: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for his
question.

I will make a comparison. The budget includes a $17.6-billion
investment for the transition to a green economy, but there was also
a $17.1-billion investment in a pipeline, with more to come. This
means that the amount allocated to the green economic recovery for
all of Canada is only slightly higher than the cost of the pipeline.

My leader, the member for Beloeil—Chambly, has already said
that he was willing for the pipeline money to be invested in Alberta
so that workers could receive training or switch careers.

We already know about different energy sources that are within
reach. Whether it is solar, wind or geothermal energy, they are all
ready to go. We do not even have to do any research, we just have
to get on board.

When my leader, the member for Beloeil—Chambly, made his
remarks, he was standing in solidarity with the people of Alberta
and Saskatchewan.

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
I thank my colleague.

We have worked together at some conferences of the parties, in‐
cluding the one on the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change.

She raised some really good points about other countries, their
legislation and their advisory bodies. However, she did not mention
the United Kingdom, which has an advisory body entirely made up
of experts and scientists.

Why does she think the government introduced such a weak bill
like Bill C-12 when we have such strong examples?

Ms. Monique Pauzé: Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for
Saanich—Gulf Islands, with whom I have worked many times.

Bill C-12 was very weak. It was not what we expected, given the
climate crisis we are currently experiencing. The Minister of Envi‐
ronment and Climate Change is open to amendments. The Bloc
Québécois is prepared to propose a number of amendments to make
the bill binding and ensure that we can meet our targets.

As I said in my speech, this is not about belugas and polar bears.
This is about our children and grandchildren.

[English]

Mr. Terry Duguid (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Economic Development and Official Languages (Western
Economic Diversification Canada) and to the Minister of Envi‐
ronment and Climate Change (Canada Water Agency), Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, today I rise to speak to Bill C-12, the Canadian net-
zero emissions accountability act. This bill fulfills an important
commitment made by the government to put in place legally bind‐
ing requirements for this government, and future governments, to
set climate targets and publish plans to meet those targets in consul‐
tation with the public and interested stakeholders.
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It includes important transparency and accountability mecha‐

nisms, including the requirement to publish milestone plans to
achieve the targets we set, progress reports to assess whether we are
on track to meet our targets, and assessment reports to determine
whether targets have been met. If a target is not met, the minister
must outline the reasons Canada failed to meet its target and give a
description of actions the government will take to meet the target,
as well as any other information the minister deems appropriate.

Bill C-12 also includes a role for the Commissioner of the Envi‐
ronment and Sustainable Development, requiring the commissioner
to examine and report on the government’s implementation of mea‐
sures to mitigate climate change every five years.

Our government recognizes that we are faced with a climate
emergency and we must act now. The overwhelming evidence be‐
hind climate change compels us to take action. That is why in De‐
cember we released our strengthened climate plan, which contains
over 64 measures and $15 billion in investments. Recently, budget
2021 included additional measures that will enable us to go even
further, reflecting the government’s ambition and the seriousness of
the challenge before us.

Science is the foundation of the Government of Canada’s action
on climate change. We ended the war on science when a Liberal
government was elected in 2015. Our government relies on evi‐
dence-based policy-making and depends on our scientists to pro‐
vide information that helps us protect the environment. Canada has
a strong science and knowledge base to draw on. This scientific
foundation not only enables targeted action, but also allows us to
evaluate the effectiveness of our actions and to adjust as needed.

Climate change is a global issue, and we cannot tackle it alone.
That is why governments around the world rely on the Intergovern‐
mental Panel on Climate Change, a valuable, credible and indepen‐
dent source of scientific information, to inform their actions on cli‐
mate change.

The IPCC “Special Report on Global Warming of 1.5°C”, re‐
leased in fall 2018, tells us that limiting future warming to 1.5°C
instead of 2°C would reduce the negative impacts of climate
change and allow most terrestrial and marine species to keep up
with the pace of climate change, preserve coral reefs, increase the
chance of keeping sea level rise below one metre this century, allow
some Arctic sea ice to remain in the summer and allow more scope
for adaptation, particularly in the agricultural sector.

The objective of the ECCC-led “Canada’s Changing Climate Re‐
port”, released in 2019, was to understand how and why Canada’s
climate is changing and will continue to change in the future. This
report is a comprehensive science assessment to help Canadians
and policy-makers understand Canada’s changing climate so we
can strengthen our resilience to climate change through adaptation
and mitigation actions. The assessment confirms Canada’s climate
has warmed mainly in response to global emissions of carbon diox‐
ide from human activity. The effects of widespread warming are al‐
ready evident in many parts of Canada and are projected to intensi‐
fy in the near future.

The following conclusions, based on the report’s headline state‐
ments, tell a story about Canada’s changing climate. Canada’s cli‐

mate has warmed and will warm further in the future, driven by hu‐
man activity, and this warming is effectively irreversible. Both past
and future warming in Canada is, on average, about double the
magnitude of global average temperature increases. Changing tem‐
perature and precipitation, and changes in snow and ice, have im‐
portant implications for freshwater supply, and the seasonal avail‐
ability of fresh water is changing with an increased risk of water
supply shortages in summer. A warmer climate will intensify
weather extremes in the future: extreme hot temperatures will be‐
come more frequent and more intense, which will increase the
severity of heat waves; there will be increased drought and wildfire
risks, since projected increases in precipitation are not sufficient to
offset the effects of projected warming; and the projected increase
in heavy precipitation, a main cause of urban and rural floods, will
increase future flood risks that are now costing us billions. We have
seen those kinds of floods up close and personal in my home
province of Manitoba.

● (1600)

Achieving a future with limited warming requires Canada and
the rest of the world to reduce emissions to net zero around mid-
century. This is why we are embarking on a pathway of rapid emis‐
sion reductions. We recently announced an ambitious target of 40%
to 45% reductions by 2030, putting us on a path to net zero by
2050.

The science is clear that urgent action to reduce greenhouse gas‐
es is needed if this future, which is consistent with achieving the
long-term temperature goals of the Paris agreement, is to be
achieved. The evolving science continues to support an increased
need for urgent action to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Climate
action must continue in parallel with research efforts, drawing on
existing knowledge and incorporating new insights as they become
available.

The cycle of setting targets, establishing reduction plans and re‐
porting on progress set out in the Canadian net-zero emissions ac‐
countability act provides key opportunities for state-of-the-science
information to be integrated into the government’s efforts to
achieve net zero by 2050.

I hope all members in the House will join the government in rec‐
ognizing the urgency of climate change and support sending this
important legislation to committee. The government has expressed
its willingness to consider constructive amendments and hopes to
work with all parties to strengthen and pass the legislation.
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● (1605)

[Translation]

Mr. Martin Champoux (Drummond, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I al‐
ways find it fascinating to hear the Liberals talk about their com‐
mitments and their environmental convictions.

In 2017, this Liberal government established new manufacturing
standards for insulation boards that contained a highly polluting
foaming agent. Companies that manufacture these boards, includ‐
ing Soprema, near Drummondville, in my riding, had four years, or
until January 1, 2021, to comply with the new regulations.

However, for so-called economic reasons, this same government
decided to grant exemptions to multinational companies, even
though they already possessed the required technology, as the gov‐
ernment knew full well. Could the member tell me how anyone can
believe this government and trust it on environmental matters,
when it does not even honour its own commitments or enforce its
own industry standards?

[English]

Mr. Terry Duguid: Mr. Speaker, we did make commitments in
the 2015 election platform that we would put a price on pollution
and proceed down this path to getting a handle on our emissions.
Indeed, we saw in the budget $17.6 billion to help create a more
clean and sustainable future, including major investments in
retrofits and other housing needs. Therefore, we are addressing the
housing issue from coast to coast to coast.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor (Cowichan—Malahat—Langford,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, the parliamentary secretary said that the Liber‐
als were open to considering some amendments at committee. Op‐
position members would like to see just what kind of considerations
the Liberals are concerned about here. We have already been public
about the need for a 2025 milestone target, about clearer and
stronger accountability on progress reporting, the assessment re‐
porting, emissions reduction planning. We would also like to see
the environment commissioner strengthened and made an indepen‐
dent officer.

Could the parliamentary secretary give us some feedback on
those specific proposals and whether the Liberals will support those
amendments at committee?

Mr. Terry Duguid: Mr. Speaker, although I wish I could, I am
not a member of the environment committee, but I know there are
people of good will and of intelligence on the committee. They pro‐
duced the CEPA report unanimously in the last Parliament. I am
sure they will come to a consensus on some of the issues the hon.
member has mentioned. I do detect the hon. member supports the
spirit of the bill, and we look forward to a good discussion at the
environment committee.

Ms. Marilyn Gladu (Sarnia—Lambton, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
do not see anything in Bill C-12 that is concrete action to advance
us toward the targets. I know the Liberals are not on track to meet
even the 2030 targets. Could the member tell me what in the bill is
evidence of a plan that would actually meet net zero by 2050?

● (1610)

Mr. Terry Duguid: Mr. Speaker, I served with the hon. member
on the status of women committee and enjoyed her able chairwom‐
anship.

The reality is that we have not had hard targets previously. We
have not had accountability legislation. That is entirely new. We in‐
tend to be very accountable. Unfortunately we never saw that from
the Stephen Harper government. It cancelled Kyoto, conducted a
very active war on science and, as we know, there are doubts in the
Conservative party about the reality of climate change.

Ms. Marilyn Gladu (Sarnia—Lambton, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it
is a pleasure to speak to Bill C-12. We have had quite a lively de‐
bate today.

If we talk about this net zero by 2050 target and we look at the
bill to see what it would actually do, we see it is a typical smoke-
and-mirrors Liberal bill that does not have any substance to it. It es‐
sentially would put together a committee of liberal-leaning anti-oil
and gas folks, who, by the way, have already been selected before
Parliament even has had a chance to debate this legislation and
amend it. That shows a real disrespect for the parliamentary pro‐
cess, and it is not a surprise because we see that continually from
the Liberals. However, we have to wait until we have thorough de‐
bate here before moving on.

We are looking at a committee that will advise the government
on a plan to get to net zero by 2050. Does this not imply that the
Liberals do not have a plan right now? This is what that says. They
have a whole department of climate change scientists and they have
not achieved the 2030 targets. They have not made progress toward
that. Emissions were at 730 megatonnes. They are still at 730
megatonnes now, and that is from 2005 to now.

Therefore, I do not see anything in the bill that really has the
teeth to reach the goal of net zero, and not surprisingly. The Liber‐
als did not meet the 2030 targets, as I mentioned. It is ridiculous
that the Prime Minister has proposed even more stringent 2030 tar‐
gets when he will not even meet the already committed to targets
by Stephen Harper.

If I look at the plans that the Liberals have already outlined, they
have not really made a lot of progress. The government was going
to plant two billion trees. How is that going? Have any been plant‐
ed? If the government cannot even plant trees, how can it get the
rest of this done?

With my time, I will talk a bit about what ought to be done. It is
not just my role as the opposition to criticize; it is my opposition
duty to say what would be better.
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First, when it comes to net zero, there is a lot of rhetoric in the

House that the Liberals are science based. If they were science
based, then the definition of net zero should be that which is emit‐
ted minus that which is absorbed. I already alluded to the amount
that is emitted, which is 730 megatonnes for Canada. Then if we
look at the things that are absorbed, we would look at the different
ways carbon dioxide, for example, is absorbed. Land mass is one
way that carbon dioxide is absorbed. Canada has a huge land mass.
Water is another way that carbon dioxide is absorbed, and we have
a huge water mass in Canada. Forest and agricultural plants are all
taking carbon dioxide out of the air, so they should be counted as
well. However, on the government website, these things are not
counted.

When looking at forests, they are counting all the emissions that
come from forest fires and all the emissions that come from pro‐
cessing trees into furniture and downstream things, but they give no
credit for all the carbon dioxide that is being sucked out of the air,
so that is a problem. It is the same on the agriculture side. We are
talking about a substantial amount of absorption.

A 2014 report of the global carbon project stated that 37% of
emissions were absorbed by land, the combination of soil, forest
and agriculture, and 27% were absorbed by water. If we apply that
to our 730 megatonnes of emissions, that would leave 263 mega‐
tonnes that we need to find a plan to reduce to actually achieve net
zero from a science point of view.

How can we do that? A number of technologies are out there, in‐
cluding carbon sequestration and carbon sinks, for example, and we
know projects are on the books to help address that. Those would
take care of, arguably, 20 to 30 megatonnes, so that will not take it
the whole way. The Conservatives have come up with a plan that
actually would meet our 2030 targets and would put us in a very
good path to meet net zero by 2050.
● (1615)

If we look at what has been successful in the world, and I know
people did not like the last administration to the south, but sadly, it
was one of the few countries that actually met the targets that were
agreed upon. How was it done? It was not done with committees
and rhetoric. The targets were met by incentivizing emissions re‐
duction technology to be put in place in the major industrial emit‐
ters. That is an area that Canada should focus on. There is a sub‐
stantial amount of that 263 megatonnes we need to find that we
could find if we incentivized our major industrial emitters.

We also know that transportation emissions are a substantial por‐
tion. Our plan outlines how we would get those reduced. There is a
number of good ideas there. In terms of building emissions, we
know that is another source. The greening of buildings and the im‐
plementation of clean technology is key. However, we have more.

We can think about some of the great technologies, such as nu‐
clear. There are these portable 30 and 50 megawatt nuclear stations
that could replace diesel in the north and even beyond that. They
could be leveraged to those places in the world that are on coal and
other things. This is a great Canadian technology, which we should
be putting in place to help here at home and then further away. Of
course, going to lower carbon intensity fuels is another great idea.

Our Conservative plan has been verified by a reputable third par‐
ty organization to actually meet the targets. That is important be‐
cause targets without plans are dreams. That is what the Liberal
government has right now. It has dreams and a lot of rhetoric, but it
is not actually making tracks and making progress towards even
achieving the 2030 targets, let alone the net-zero targets that have
been suggested.

Our plan has been very well received by all of the experts out
there. I am going to read some of the quotes. The principal
economist for the Canadian Institute for Climate Choices said, “The
Conservative plan is credible.”

Nic Rivers, associate professor for the University of Ottawa and
the Canada research chair in climate and energy policy, wrote,
“Overall, I'm impressed. I don't like everything in this plan, but it's
a serious plan (with some details missing), and I'm really happy to
see competition for stronger environmental policy, rather than
weaker. Modeling shows approach meets target.”

Dale Beugin, VP of research and analysis at the Canadian Insti‐
tute for Climate Choices, said, “First, credit where credit is due for
a serious plan. They've used modelling to ensure no magical think‐
ing. They're relying on policies that will drive real emissions reduc‐
tions. They are taking climate policy seriously.”

It is clear, from all of the people who have shown their support
for the Conservative plan, that we are on the right track. That is not
to say there is not more to be done. I am not opposed to planting
trees. Trees are a carbon sink, but they have to be planted. One can‐
not just plan to plant them.

When we look at Bill C-12, I do not really see anything in here
other than reporting mechanisms. There are targets but, again, they
do not come with any teeth or any idea about how we would meet
those targets.

I would encourage, when this bill goes to committee, the com‐
mittee members take a look at exactly what needs to be put into this
bill so that the tactics are clear for how we are going to get to net-
zero emissions, and that they would actually amend the definition
so that it would make sense. The way it is today, the Liberals are
not counting everything that is absorbed and that will be important
to the formula.

I think it is clear that I will not be supporting Bill C-12 in its cur‐
rent state. I would like to see some actual teeth to this. I am also
very upset that in selecting the members for the committee, the
government has selected a lot of anti-oil and gas people. I think that
is stacking the deck in a direction that is not helpful. We will have
oil and gas in Canada for a period of time, as we transition to a
greener economy. There is a huge amount of emissions reduction
that could be done in that area. Those people have already ex‐
pressed that they have net-zero 2050 plans and are willing to partic‐
ipate.
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come with a real plan to get to net zero by 2050.
● (1620)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, this will be a comment. The member indicated that there
were a number of credible economists who are touting the new
Conservative plan as a great plan and that putting a price on pollu‐
tion is the right way to go. We have been trying to say that for four
or five years. We have been quoting various economists from
throughout the country who have been saying that we have to put a
price mechanism on pollution if we want to do something about it.

I find it remarkable that the Conservatives are now coming in
here and literally using the exact same phrases we have been using
for the last four or five years to justify what we did.

Ms. Marilyn Gladu: Mr. Speaker, we have been clear that the
punishing Liberal carbon tax does zero to reduce emissions in the
atmosphere. It just puts money in the government coffers. Our plan
is going to put the money back in the pockets of Canadians, so all
together, we can participate in helping our country reduce its over‐
all footprint. That is a good thing.

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
I am going to say it out loud because I have not yet had the chance
to. It is good to see this conversation about how we can reduce
emissions and an attempt to get to a real plan.

It would be great to see Conservatives in this country join the
Conservative leadership over decades, going back to Margaret
Thatcher, in understanding that climate science requires a response.
The concern I have is that the hon. member has suggested that car‐
bon sequestration should be offset in the addition of our mega‐
tonnes of pollution.

We already know from our scientists that Canada's boreal forests
are a net source of carbon because of insects, diseases and fires. We
already know that our permafrost is thawing, creating its role as a
net source of carbon.

Going back to Bill C-12, I do have a question for my hon. col‐
league. While I agree that it is egregious that the minister skipped
the parliamentary committee process in appointing a committee in
advance of amendments, would she agree it would be far better to
have the committee based entirely on experts who could actually
hold the government as a whole to account, not merely advise the
minister?

Ms. Marilyn Gladu: Mr. Speaker, my colleague is always pas‐
sionate about this file.

It is very sad that the government, with a whole department of
climate experts, does not have a plan. It has had six years in gov‐
ernment, running on an agenda to do something to address climate
change, and it has failed. What is important is to come up with a
plan that all parties could agree to, so regardless of who is in the
driver's seat, it will happen.

The member for Saanich—Gulf Islands pointed out the boreal
forest and the fact it is a net emitter. That is what it is. That is a fact.
Gaming the system to try to not count things because we do not like
what they say is not science. Net-zero is net emissions minus net

absorptions, regardless of where they are. I know that makes find‐
ing solutions and reducing more complicated, but we cannot just
play a game with this. It is real.

● (1625)

Mr. Richard Cannings (South Okanagan—West Kootenay,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the member for Sarnia—
Lambton for her speech. I will pick up where she and the member
for Saanich—Gulf Islands left off talking about the forests and their
contributions.

The member said it was gaming the system to not count the con‐
tributions of the forest. What I would say is those forests have been
sequestering carbon, or not, for millennia. They are neither our
emissions nor our sequestrations.

Where we can make a difference is by reducing our emissions.
We can change that in the forest by how we manage the forest, but
we cannot count all those carbon sequestration figures the forests
are doing as our sequestration or as cutting down our emissions.

The member is a scientist. Perhaps she could comment on that.

Ms. Marilyn Gladu: Mr. Speaker, I would say, as a scientist,
that net-zero is exactly that. It is net emissions. Regardless of the
source, there are emissions that are man-made and emissions that
are not man-made. That is all the emissions. Then, in the same
light, there are absorptions. Net-zero really has to look at all of that.
If it does not, then it is not really looking at the whole picture and
people are picking and choosing what ought to be there.

I agree very much with the member that when it comes to
forests, managing the wildfires and all these things we have seen,
there are things we could do better. There are solutions the member
pointed to. These are the conversations that we need to have, not
the conversation in Bill C-12, which would do nothing to come up
with any of those plans.

Mr. Randeep Sarai (Surrey Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, with
the introduction of the Canadian net-zero emissions accountability
act, our government is introducing legislation that will help address
the extreme risks of climate change. The science is clear: Human
activities are causing unprecedented changes to the earth's climate.
Climate change also poses significant risks to human health and
safety; the environment, including biodiversity; and economic
growth.
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world's and three times as fast in our northern regions. The effect of
this warming is evident in many parts of Canada and will intensify
in the future. The consequences of these changes are multiple. For
example, the average participation is projected to increase for most
of Canada. Also, the availability of fresh water is changing toward
an increased risk of summer water shortages, and a warmer climate
will intensify certain extreme weather conditions in the future, such
as heat waves and floods. Canadians are already feeling the impacts
of climate change and extreme weather events, including the chang‐
ing intensity and frequency of floods, storms and fires; coastal ero‐
sion; extreme heat events; melting permafrost; and rising sea levels.
These impacts pose a significant risk to the safety, health and well-
being of all Canadians; to our communities; to the economy; and to
the natural environment.

It is important to ensure that Canadians are protected from these
climate change risks. Achieving carbon neutrality by 2050 is criti‐
cal to mitigating the risks of climate change, not only for Canada,
but on a global scale. Indeed, the Intergovernmental Panel on Cli‐
mate Change has concluded that meeting this target is necessary to
limit global temperature rise to 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels
and reduce the risks of climate change. Limiting the temperature
rise to 1.5°C is especially important because it would make a
marked difference in the impacts of climate change on all fronts. It
would also give us more options for adapting to the effects of cli‐
mate change, as opposed to a global temperature rise of 2°C.

When Canada ratified the Paris Agreement in 2016, it committed
to setting and communicating ambitious national targets and taking
ambitious domestic climate change mitigation actions to achieve
them. Recall that the Paris Agreement aims to strengthen the efforts
to limit the increase in the global average temperature to well be‐
low 2°C and, if possible, to limit this increase to 1.5°C. Currently,
the target included in Canada's nationally determined contribution,
communicated in accordance with the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change, is for Canada to reduce its green‐
house gas emissions to 30% below 2005 levels by 2030. The gov‐
ernment is committed to meeting and exceeding this target.

Our government is also committed to developing a plan for a
prosperous carbon-neutral future for Canada by 2050, supported by
public participation, provincial and territorial governments and ex‐
pert advice. Canadians know that climate change threatens their
health, their way of life and their planet. They want climate action
now, and that is what this government will continue to do by imme‐
diately putting in place the plan to exceed Canada's 2030 climate
targets and by legislating a carbon-neutral goal by 2050.

Achieving carbon neutrality by the government requires engag‐
ing in a process that takes into account the considerations of those
most affected by climate change. Canada's aboriginal peoples and
northern communities, while demonstrating exceptional resilience,
are particularly vulnerable because of factors such as remoteness,
inaccessibility, cold climate, aging and inefficient infrastructure,
and reliance on diesel fuel systems to generate electricity and heat
homes. That is why the government has committed to advancing
the right spaced approach reflective in section 35 of the Constitu‐
tion Act of 1982 and the United Nations Declaration on the Rights
of Indigenous Peoples.

The government is also committed to strengthening its collabora‐
tion with Canada's aboriginal peoples on climate change mitigation
measures. This commitment builds on initiatives already in place.
For example, the government is funding and collaborating with first
nations, Métis and Inuit on projects to monitor climate change and
indigenous communities, build resilient infrastructure, prepare and
implement strategic climate change adaption plans and develop
green energy options that reduce reliance on diesel.

● (1630)

The plan to achieve carbon neutrality by 2050 should also make
the Canadian economy more resilient, inclusive and competitive.
With the goal of creating a stronger, more resilient Canada in the
wake of the current pandemic, climate action will be a cornerstone
of our plan to sustain and create one million jobs across the coun‐
try.

Despite the global issue of the COVID-19 pandemic, climate
change continues to progress. It remains important to recognize that
climate change is a global issue that requires immediate action by
all governments in Canada, as well as by industry, non-governmen‐
tal organizations and individual Canadians. However, the govern‐
ment recognizes the important collective and individual actions that
have already been taken and wants to sustain the momentum to mit‐
igate climate change.

For example, the federal government and Alberta have launched
a Canadian Emissions Reduction Innovation Network to support in‐
novation that would enable the oil and gas industry to meet emis‐
sions regulations in a cost-effective manner by funding technology
testing infrastructure at key facilities in Alberta and across the
country to accelerate the commercialization of these technologies.
This type of action demonstrates that it is possible to collectively
contribute to climate change mitigation while respecting provincial
autonomy, as the act intended to do.

In addition, last year the Minister of Innovation, Science and In‐
dustry, the Minister of Natural Resources and the Minister of Envi‐
ronment and Climate Change jointly announced a $100-million in‐
vestment in Clean Resource Innovation Network to support re‐
search and development projects that promote environmental and
economic performance in the oil and gas sector.
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critical, which is why the Canadian net-zero emissions accountabil‐
ity act provides for consultations with federal ministers who have
responsibilities for action that can be taken to achieve our green‐
house gas emissions targets.

The Canadian net-zero emissions accountability act will con‐
tribute to further action on climate change mitigation by requiring
the establishment of national greenhouse gas emission reduction
targets based on the best available science and by promoting trans‐
parency and accountability in meeting those targets. In doing so,
the bill will support Canada's achievement of carbon neutrality by
2015 and Canada's international commitments to mitigate climate
change.

Mrs. Tamara Jansen (Cloverdale—Langley City, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, considering how poorly the Liberal government has man‐
aged the pandemic for Canadians, I am wondering why they should
have any confidence that the government can manage the environ‐
ment, something that is so much more complicated.

Mr. Randeep Sarai: Mr. Speaker, I will strongly disagree with
my neighbour and colleague, the member of Parliament for
Cloverdale—Langley City. Our handling of the pandemic has been
noted by magazines, newspapers and media around the world.
Canadians have had the most vaccinations procured for them, as
compared with any other country in the world. This week we have
20 million vaccinations.

I got calls today from our provincial folks, our Minister of Health
and others on how to roll out even more vaccines and get them into
the arms of Canadians. Over 33% of Canadians have already been
vaccinated with one shot. We are number three in the G20. We are
doing very well. We have one of the highest success rates in con‐
trolling COVID-19 and are keeping the death toll and serious ill‐
ness rates to a very low minimum. That is being done in combina‐
tion with Canadians, who have put grit and commitment toward
controlling COVID-19, which has been active. At the same time,
we are helping Canadians get—
● (1635)

The Deputy Speaker: Questions and comments, the hon. mem‐
ber for Laurentides—Labelle.
[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau (Laurentides—Labelle, BQ):
Mr. Speaker, we have so many concerns.

I do not know whether my colleague listened to the speech given
by my esteemed colleague from Repentigny. It is actually hard for
me to explain to the people of Laurentides—Labelle how this trans‐
lates into accountability. The first thing they are going to ask me is
what is going on with Bill C-12. I will reply that we have to look at
the purpose of the bill.

It says that the purpose of the bill is not to set targets, but rather
require that targets be set. It is 2021. Now is the time to do that. It
also says that we need to support international commitments. That
will help Canada meet its obligations. People are afraid.

During the pandemic, we have been relying on science. Why can
we not do the same for the environment, as people have been call‐
ing for, loud and clear, for decades?

I would like my colleague to comment on that.

[English]

Mr. Randeep Sarai: Mr. Speaker, I live in a province that has
accepted the science, and folks on the other side of the aisle are
now thinking carbon pricing is a great idea. Imitation is the best
form of flattery, so I thank them for that.

In my province of British Columbia, climate pricing has been in
place for over a decade now, and we have been seeing the results of
it. Almost one out of every 10 vehicles sold is electric, and oil and
gas consumption at the petrol pumps has been down significantly.
B.C. has been cleaning its environment in that respect, and nation‐
ally we have physical attributes, such as planting two billion trees.
There are industry standards, even in the oil and gas sector, that are
helping to reduce carbon emissions. There are even comments from
some CEOs, like the head of Shell Canada, who think that Bill
C-10 is the right direction.

Whether we look at industry, the average Canadian or stakehold‐
ers—

The Deputy Speaker: We will try to get one more question in.

The hon. member for South Okanagan—West Kootenay.

Mr. Richard Cannings (South Okanagan—West Kootenay,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would simply ask the member why this bill is
so timid and so late. Jack Layton tabled a similar bill 15 years ago
and it was killed by the Conservatives. The Liberals have been in
power for six years and this is what we get.

Why have we not seen more urgency and more action from the
government?

Mr. Randeep Sarai: Mr. Speaker, we have been working hard
on this since forming government in 2015. We committed to the
Paris accord, and there now is a government south of the border
that has reinstated itself in it. We have even committed to increas‐
ing the targets of the Paris accord.

The Liberal government has been committed ever since it has
been in government. Challenges have happened in the past, and as
the member opposite said, the Conservatives killed a bill previous‐
ly. Every member of the Conservative Party has fought tooth and
nail not to have any environmental policies put in place. However,
our government, the Liberal government, hopefully along with oth‐
er parties in the House, will continue to commit to a direction to re‐
duce greenhouse gas emissions, clean the environment and have
one of the best climate action plans on this planet.



6548 COMMONS DEBATES May 3, 2021

Government Orders
● (1640)

[Translation]
The Deputy Speaker: It is my duty pursuant to Standing Order

38 to inform the House that the questions to be raised tonight at the
time of adjournment are as follows: the hon. member for Regina—
Lewvan, Public Services and Procurement; the hon. member for
Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands and Rideau Lakes, Ethics;
the hon. member for Dufferin—Caledon, Health.
[English]

Mr. Alistair MacGregor (Cowichan—Malahat—Langford,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, environment and climate change are issues that
consistently rank as top concerns for the constituents of my riding
in Cowichan—Malahat—Langford. That is why I am pleased to
have this short opportunity to intervene and give some of my
thoughts on the bill that is before us, Bill C-12.

The reason this issue ranks so highly in concern among my con‐
stituents is that we have had consecutive Liberal and Conservative
governments that have failed to meet a single climate target. I think
Canadians are quite tired at this point, it being 2021, of govern‐
ments committing to targets and then missing them again and again
and again. We are running out of time to turn things around.

I often wonder where we would be today if, all the way back in
2010, the Senate had not killed Jack Layton's climate change ac‐
countability act, which was passed by the democratically elected
House of Commons. We would have had 11 years of legislated tar‐
gets in place, and I think Canada would be well on its way to
achieving what we need to as a country.

Climate scientists have most definitely reached a strong consen‐
sus that, in the absence of any measures to reduce our greenhouse
gas emissions significantly, changes in our climate will be substan‐
tial and will have long-lasting effects on many of earth's physical
and biological systems. The evidence is very clear. It is no longer in
dispute. We have observable data. We can compare it with the fossil
record and with what we see in earth's geographic record. It is there
for all to see.

We know these changes are going to bring about more frequent
and more severe winter storms and summer hurricanes. Many parts
of the world are going to see deadly heat waves that will result in
mass casualties. We are going to see desertification spread and pro‐
longed droughts. Many populations that are already suffering ex‐
treme water shortages are going to see those problems exacerbated.

Here in Canada, we are already becoming familiar with the wild‐
fire season, which is beginning earlier, lasting longer and is much
more intense, especially in provinces such as Alberta and British
Columbia. Of course, because Canada has the longest coastline in
the world, and much of the world's population lives on the coast‐
line, we are going to be impacted by the sea level rise. The levels
the oceans will rise by may not look like all that much, but when
these are combined with shifting tides and storms, many cities are
going to face some extreme flooding dangers, and many in the
world have already seen this.

We have seen a rise in ocean acidification, which has an impact
on our fisheries because of the bleaching of corals and combines
with all sorts of problems in our oceans. Of course, all of these

problems are going to contribute to the migration of millions of cli‐
mate refugees. Although Canada, by virtue of its geography, is sep‐
arated from much of the world by the Atlantic and the Pacific
Oceans, we live in an increasingly globalized world, and for us to
say we will be immune to all of these problems is a venture into
fantasy.

We know we will be impacted by negative supply shocks. We
know many of these climate-related weather phenomena are going
to have a physical impact on Canadian infrastructure. We know our
financial system is going to be negatively impacted, and we can see
that in some of the data that already exists. According to some re‐
ports, climate-related disasters cost the world approximately $650
billion from 2016-2018. We know that a warming world is going to
depress growth in agricultural yields by upwards of 30% by the
year 2050. That is going to impact many small-scale farmers
around the world.

The UN Environment Programme estimates the global cost of
adapting to climate impacts to grow to anywhere from $140 billion
to $300 billion per year in just nine short years: by the year 2030.
This could increase to almost $500 billion per year by 2050. When
I hear members in the House of Commons wonder aloud about the
costs of the transition, I do not think we fully appreciate the costs of
doing nothing or of not doing enough.

● (1645)

I have a very real concern about the biological effects of climate
change and what it is going to do to our ecosystems, but for those
who are more aligned to the monetary matters of our country, we
have to be prepared to ask ourselves how much, as a country, we
are prepared to spend in future years' tax revenues. How much are
we prepared to spend to adapt to a changing climate and to fix the
disasters? These are going to range in the billions of dollars just for
Canada. The smart economics are for us to start making changes
now and address this problem before the costs start spiralling out of
control. This is why we, as a country, must have legislated targets
in order to reduce our emissions.

I understand that Canada has fossil fuels. We have been develop‐
ing them and exporting them, and we have many people whose
livelihoods depend on the sector. The changes coming our way are
not going to be easy, but they are going to be necessary. This is
why, if we are going to do justice to the energy workers currently
employed in the oil and gas sector, we absolutely must have a just
transition strategy in place. We can already see the writing on the
wall. Increasingly, investment is drying up and we are going to see
more and more investment firms and banks start listing fossil fuel
reserves as stranded assets. We need to identify the fact that many
energy workers have transferable skills that are going to be needed
in the renewable energy economy in the future. In addition, in Bill
C-12 we need to start employing that just transition strategy so that
we can take advantage of their skill sets and really position our‐
selves where we need to be.
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there is a nucleus of an idea there that we can work with. However,
I believe that it needs substantial revisions. The legislation as it is
currently written would allow targets to be set by the minister of the
environment for the years 2030, 2035, 2040 and 2045. The bill also
requires that we have an emissions reduction plan, a progress report
and assessment report for each target. It would establish an arm's-
length advisory body to provide the minister of the environment
with advice on how to achieve net zero emissions. It would require
the minister of finance to prepare an annual report detailing how we
are managing financial risks and so on. While there are some good
things in place, and it is a step in the right direction, I believe that,
given we are arguably in the most critical decade for addressing cli‐
mate change, waiting until 2030 is a bridge too far. When the bill
gets to committee, I would like to see committee members work
constructively together to make some significant amendments to
the bill.

I think that we absolutely must have a 2025 milestone target that
would require a progress report by 2023 and an assessment in 2027.
I also believe that we need far clearer and stronger accountability
measures put in place on progress reporting, assessment reporting,
emissions reduction planning and target setting. Again, this is a mo‐
ment in time, and given what we know about climate change, we
need to be upfront and very transparent with the Canadian people
about what we as a country need to do. Also, the environment com‐
missioner needs to be made an independent officer, similar to other
independent officers of Parliament. As well, the legislation before
us should not be by itself but should come along with those signifi‐
cant investments in that just and sustainable recovery plan that is
going to support our workers, families and communities with train‐
ing and good jobs.

To conclude, I implore my colleagues, even those who have
doubts about the bill, to not throw the baby out with the bathwater.
Let us recognize that Bill C-12 has its flaws and that there is a lot to
be desired within the bill, but let us at least vote in principle to sup‐
port the idea behind the bill, get it to committee and allow impor‐
tant witness testimony to inform the amendments that it needs in
order to make it a much better bill and one that Canada needs.
● (1650)

Mrs. Tamara Jansen (Cloverdale—Langley City, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, Nature Energy just put out a study from the University of
California that states roughly 20% of electric vehicle owners in
California replaced their cars with gas ones, with the main reason
being the length of time to charge.

Does the member recognize the serious problem of discontinu‐
ance due to the technological challenges we still face at this time?

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: Mr. Speaker, like any early stage of a
technology that is being adopted, we still have more advances that
can be done. The technology with respect to zero-emission vehicles
is growing rapidly. A lot of car companies are now starting to throw
considerable financial weight into this, and I think we are going to
see in short order a huge improvement not only in battery life but
also in battery charge capacity.

I own a zero-emission vehicle. It depends on the kind of charger
one gets, but it allows me to meet my needs quite ably and it is very

satisfying knowing I am going around town not having any emis‐
sions. In a recent Angus Reid poll, only 34% of Conservative Party
supporters said they believed climate change was human-caused.
The Conservatives have a real problem, and the Conservative Party
has to own up to that and really have a frank conversation with its
membership on the seriousness of this problem.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, it is so incredibly short-sighted when Conservative mem‐
bers try to use the early place in the evolution of a particular prod‐
uct as an excuse for why we need to abandon it completely. The
first electric car I had was not fully electric. It was a Chevy Volt
and only had 40 kilometres' worth of electricity on a charge. The
electric car I have now, the Hyundai Kona, can get me to Ottawa on
a charge and then I charge it here before going back home.

Did the member feel like banging his head against the wall the
way I did when he listened to the previous question he heard?

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: Mr. Speaker, I need to save my fore‐
head from that kind of pain, but in all seriousness, to the member's
point, it is important to underline that with any early adaptation of a
technology there will always be growing pains. We saw it at the
turn of the last century when people were transitioning from horses
and buggies to the first petrol-powered cars. It will take time for the
infrastructure to spread and for electric cars to really get to where
people need them to be, but it is happening. Many vehicles out
there now have a 400-kilometre or 500-kilometre range on a single
charge, which is a huge improvement over just five years of the
technology being out there.

[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague for his speech. In terms of banging
heads against the wall, I cannot say the Liberals are helping much. I
also think that there are many things giving them a headache at the
end of the day.

Bill C-215, introduced by my colleague from Avignon—La Mi‐
tis—Matane—Matapédia, was a climate bill with teeth that re‐
quired the government to meet its targets by 2050. The bill we are
currently studying is very timid, although we support it in principle.
I would like to know whether my colleague sees the many paradox‐
es in the Liberals' actions in the fight against climate change.

● (1655)

[English]

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: Mr. Speaker, I live in a province
where the Liberals spent billions of our dollars to buy a bitumen-
exporting pipeline and are spending billions more to increase its ex‐
porting capacity, so I very much understand his concerns.
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want to recognize the member for Winnipeg Centre in our own par‐
ty, who has also brought up similar legislation. There are a lot of
efforts from all parties, and we all need to collectively come togeth‐
er to treat this issue with the seriousness it deserves and make sure
our actions meet our words in the House of Commons.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, it is an honour to rise today to speak to Bill C-12, such an
important bill. I do not think there is anything more important than
what this bill seeks to set in motion.

We have made it very clear that we must reach net-zero by 2050
and that we must exceed the Paris climate targets by 2030. What
this bill would do is set the framework to establish and measure
those targets, but more importantly, afterwards, figure out if some‐
thing needs to be adjusted and hold accountability back to Parlia‐
ment for whatever governments come and go between now and
2050, so that Canadians have an ability to assess how we are doing.

I say that nothing is more important than this, because I cannot
think of any particular piece of legislation that could trump this in
terms of the impact it would have for generations to come.

I think of my children, who are 17, four and two, and the world
they will live in 50 years from now. I worry about what it will look
like from an environmental perspective and from an ecosystem per‐
spective, not just here in Canada, as there is no doubt, in my opin‐
ion, that we are probably one of the better-off countries in terms of
the effects of climate change, but what climate change will mean to
things like world order. What impact will climate refugees, those
seeking refugee status as a result of climate change, have in our
world? Nothing matters more, in my opinion, than what this legisla‐
tion attempts to hold governments to account on as we move into
the future.

I think of some of the discussions that have been had today, and I
think of what it is going to take to get to this. A lot of people talk
about how this is going to be very challenging, how there is a lot of
work that needs to be done, how electric vehicles are not where
they need to be and what the real impact on reducing those emis‐
sions will be, and it is daunting to think about it. I think we really
have to change a lot of what we do.

However, if we stop there and only consider the daunting per‐
spective of what needs to be done, we will completely miss the op‐
portunity that comes along with it. In my opinion, there is a great
opportunity here to be leaders in the technology. Who does not
want to develop those new technologies that the world will adopt?
Who does not want to be an exporter of great technology? We need
to be at the leading edge of this so that we are exporting our tech‐
nologies around the world, as other nations that are developing are
looking for ways to do things differently and to be more environ‐
mentally sensitive so that the impact is more environmentally cor‐
rect, but also on a more localized level.

I will never forget one of the climate strike rallies in Kingston on
a Friday afternoon a couple of years ago. One of the organizers of
the event, Gavin Hutchison, whom I know very well as he helped
me in my 2015 campaign, came up to me and said, “Think of the
potential for job creation in doing what we need to do.” Kingston is
renowned for its old buildings, and of course old buildings do not

lend themselves well to being extremely efficient until they have
been retrofitted. Gavin pointed over to Kingston city hall and said,
“Think of the work that has to be done to change those windows to
triple-pane windows and relook at the way we do our heating sys‐
tems by using geothermal and other ways of doing things.” All of
this will employ thousands of people in the short, medium and long
term in order to get to where we need to be.

● (1700)

When we have a debate like this, I think of somebody like Gavin.
For somebody who is so incredibly passionate and who understands
the dire circumstances we are in, he still has the ability to be opti‐
mistic. He still looks at the glass as half-full, rather than saying,
“Oh well, I can only drive 300 kilometres with my electric car, so I
may as well go back to the F-150”, which, by the way, is going
electric in the next couple of years. People like Gavin do not think
like that. The vast majority of Canadians do not think like that.
They look at things from an optimistic perspective. Our economy
and markets look at things optimistically: Where will the leading-
edge technology be? Capital for anything with the term “green” at‐
tached to it is readily available because the markets know that this
is where the future is.

We are about to unlock incredible potential with the way our
commitment to our environmental responsibilities is changing. I
think of some of the opposition to this bill that I have heard today
and I cannot seem to wrap my head around it. Conservative mem‐
bers seem to suggest that they are against this bill and I cannot un‐
derstand why. When we think about it, this bill basically says that
we establish benchmarks and then measure ourselves against them.
What more would an opposition party want than that? We are liter‐
ally putting this into legislation. We are saying, this is what we are
going to accomplish and, by the way, we are going to follow up to
see if we actually did it. With the ammunition it would give to the
Conservative Party in attacking and holding a government to ac‐
count, I cannot understand why anybody would be against this.
Even if someone was against doing anything with respect to climate
change, there is still the opportunity to hold the government to ac‐
count.

That brings me to my next point. Are the Conservatives really
against this bill, or are they against the evolution and modernizing
of our economy so that we can get to where we are being more en‐
vironmentally responsible? It is so funny that the member for Battle
River—Crowfoot, who was speaking earlier, was talking about Lib‐
erals being hypocrites. This is coming from a party that, by the
way, now supports pricing pollution and clean fuel standards. For
years, they fought us on this. They repeatedly said that the Liberals
were trying to pass a carbon tax, that they cannot and will not have
it, and now it is suddenly what they are going to do.
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As if that was not the best part, I want to read something the

member for Battle River—Crowfoot said in this House today.
Members might find this interesting. The member said, “all mem‐
bers of this House...certainly from the Conservative side, support a
strong environment for our future, but we also believe that needs to
go hand in hand with the economy”. A Conservative member in
this House today said the environment needs to go hand in hand
with the economy. I feel for the previous minister of environment,
the member for Ottawa Centre, who for years sat in the House say‐
ing the exact same thing and she was heckled repeatedly for it.
What is next? Are the Conservatives going to come in here and say
“the middle class and those working hard to join it”? Is that the
next line that is going to start coming from the Conservatives?

I will end with where I started. Nothing is more important than
this bill. Nothing is more important than defining what our future
will look like and, even more importantly, holding any government
to account to make sure it delivers, and if it does not, understanding
exactly what it is going to do differently so that it does. Without
this, nothing else really matters. This is the most important thing
that we can do for future generations.

● (1705)

Ms. Leona Alleslev (Aurora—Oak Ridges—Richmond Hill,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, actions speak louder than words. My hon. col‐
league has said what the government is going to do, but the govern‐
ment has been in power for almost six years and emissions have not
gone down. The government has filibustered at committee, obfus‐
cated and done everything it can to avoid making sure that informa‐
tion is provided to this House, to Parliament and to Canadians.

Can my hon. colleague tell us exactly how this legislation will
hold the government to account?

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, I do remember very well
when this member helped get this government into power in 2015.

The legislation is very clear. It talks about establishing the frame‐
work. It has the years in it for which accountability will come back
once the benchmarks are established. The opposition can then fol‐
low along in the timeline to see if the government has reached the
targets. If it has not, then it might be time for another energetic
question period. That is basically how they will be able to follow
along and make sure that the government is held accountable.

[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, when I listen to my colleague, I cannot help but think of
the novel 1984 by George Orwell.

I am not thinking of the party in power in the Orwell's novel, but
rather of his concept of doublethink. Doublethink is the ability to
hold two completely different opinions and to believe them both
while forgetting that they are completely contradictory.

In its budget, the Liberal Party has allocated $21.6 billion for a
green recovery. However, it spent $17 billion on a pipeline and
gave the go-ahead to offshore drilling without an environmental as‐
sessment. At present, it is introducing Bill C-12, which contains
nothing that is binding on the government.

Can my hon. colleague tell me why the government voted
against Bill C-215 and is now proposing a much more timid bill?

[English]

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, there is no doublethink here.
I am on the record as having said that I did not think it was a good
idea to purchase a pipeline. I am on the record as having said that. I
am saying what I think. I am standing here as an individual member
of Parliament to deliver that.

This bill is at the stage where we would like to get it to commit‐
tee, so that if a member is interested in advocating for why targets
need to be in this bill, as opposed to it just being a framework, then
I think it would be a great opportunity for the member and others to
do that at committee. I have heard others say that, and I am not
even completely against it. I would love to hear what the committee
has to say about that.

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, the member said that we have to change a lot of what we
do, and yet we have seen the Liberal government continuing and in‐
creasing the massive oil and gas subsidies that are given, but it has
given very little to clean energy.

What I really want to talk about is the Trans Mountain pipeline.
The latest estimate from the Parliamentary Budget Officer, and also
by the company, is $18.5 billion, to build the pipeline and ram it
through. It will result in the mutilation and destruction of the Bur‐
nett Creek watershed, which is just a few kilometres from here. It
will substantially increase greenhouse gas emissions. It is a massive
mega project that essentially means Canada will never be able to
meet its commitments under Paris.

My question is very simple. The government is ramming this
pipeline through, which means 50 years of increased oil and gas ex‐
ports, raw bitumen. Why is the government not actually walking
the talk?

● (1710)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, one might think the member
did not hear the answer to the previous question. I just finished say‐
ing that I am on the record as having said that I am not in favour of
the purchase of that pipeline. I do respect the fact that there are
competing challenges when we do these things. I realize that the
government would have had to weigh a whole host of different
variables into making that decision, and I respect that.

On oil and gas subsidies, I could not agree with the member
more. Again, that is another thing I am on the record for, as saying
that I do not think we should be subsidizing oil and gas in Canada.

I would encourage the member to listen to my speech and then
ask me a question. If he is going to go off topic onto something that
is completely different, like the two issues he brought up, he should
at least find out what my position is on them, so that we can have a
meaningful discussion about it when he does ask me a question.
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Mr. Michael Cooper (St. Albert—Edmonton, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, it is an honour to speak to Bill C-12, an act respecting
transparency and accountability in Canada's efforts to achieve net-
zero greenhouse gas emissions by the year 2050.

The legislation before the House is nothing more than more
virtue-signalling from a virtue-signalling government led by a
virtue-signalling Prime Minister. The Liberals talk the talk when it
comes to reducing GHGs, but when it comes to walking the walk
and actually delivering, the government, without more, gets a big
fat F.

Accountability is in the title of the bill. Accountability is men‐
tioned eight more times in the body of the bill. However, make no
mistake that when the Liberals talk about accountability and when
they incorporate the word “accountability” into their own legisla‐
tion, they mean not accountability for the Liberals. After all, the
first targets provided for in the bill are in the year 2030, which is
nearly a decade from now, likely long after the government has left
office and almost certainly long after the Prime Minister has left of‐
fice.

When the Liberals talk about accountability therefore, they are
talking about accountability for future governments, but not for
themselves. So much for the Liberals talking about accountability.
It is no wonder that the Liberals want to impose accountability on
future government, while exempting themselves from the same ac‐
countability. This is not the first time the government has set targets
for reducing GHG emissions and then completely failing to meet
them. When the Prime Minister took office in 2015, he committed
to the Paris climate accord and with it the Paris targets of a 30%
reduction of GHG emissions from 2005 levels by the year 2030.

How is the government fairing with respect to meeting that tar‐
get? According to the national inventory report published by the
Department of Environment and Climate Change, the government
is projected to miss its 2030 targets by a full 15%. It is important to
emphasize that the national inventory report is a government report.
That is the government's own projection. It is missing the mark by
15%. In response to that, this projection is likely wildly optimistic
given the fact that over the last six years under the government's
watch GHG emissions have gone up, not down.

It is important to note that not only is the government way off
from meeting its 2030 Paris commitments, it failed to meet the pre‐
vious 2020 commitment of reducing GHGs 17% below 2005 levels.
The government missed that target by a whopping 123 million
tonnes. To put that into context, that is the equivalent of Canada's
entire agricultural sector and a good part of Canada's electricity
sector.

It should be noted that while the government completely failed to
meet its 2020 targets of a 17% reduction, our neighbour to the
south, the United States, actually did achieve those targets set by
the previous Obama administration in 2009. The U.S. reduced its
GHG levels by 21% under the Trump administration.

● (1715)

I know the Prime Minister likes to compare himself to President
Trump, but I certainly think he would be rather embarrassed to to

learn that under the Trump administration the U.S. achieved its
2020 targets, while he completely missed the mark.

What does the Prime Minister say after completely blowing the
2020 targets and being completely off track with regard to 2030?
The Prime Minister's answer, being the virtue-signalling Prime
Minister he is, is to simply pull a new number out of a hat and
come up with a new and more ambitious target, forgetting the fact
he cannot even meet his Paris target.

When the government tabled its budget, the government said that
we should forget 30% and that it would up the ante to a 36% reduc‐
tion. Then, three days later when the Prime Minister appeared at the
Biden climate summit, the Prime Minister said that 36% was noth‐
ing, that it was a pittance, how about 45%? That is a 9% increase
with respect to a commitment to reduce Canada's GHGs within the
span of three days.

At the U.S. Biden climate summit, President Biden committed to
a 50% to 52% reduction. How much longer will it be before the
Prime Minister suddenly announces that it will not be 45% but that
will be 50% to 52%? Surely the Prime Minister, being a virtue sig‐
naller, will want to outpace President Biden. Why not 55%, 60% or
maybe even 80%? What a sham this is.

If the policies implemented by the government to justify its tar‐
gets did not have such a devastating effect on entire sectors of the
Canadian economy, the Prime Minister changing targets seemingly
every day on a napkin would constitute a national joke. While the
Prime Minister seemingly could not outbid himself fast enough be‐
fore President Biden, lapping it up with other world leaders, there
was a world leader also at the summit, who leads a country that
produces the most GHG emissions in the world, that being Presi‐
dent Xi of China.

What was President Xi's commitment at the summit? He said
that China would “strive to peak carbon dioxide emissions before
2030”. Let us let that sink in. In other words, President Xi commit‐
ted to increasing GHG emissions over the next 10 years. This is
from a country that contributes to 28% of global emissions, and is
rising every day, compared to Canada's 1.5%. What was the Prime
Minister's response to President Xi's total lack of a commitment?
He said nothing. He is apparently fine with China increasing GHG
emissions. He is apparently fine with China building hundreds of
coal-fired power plants as we speak.

Simply put, the best that can be said for the Prime Minister's ap‐
proach when it comes to reducing GHGs is that it is a wholly unse‐
rious one from a wholly unserious Prime Minister.

● (1720)

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau (Laurentides—Labelle, BQ):
Mr. Speaker, I listened to my colleague's speech.
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Honestly, for the sake of future generations, I have a hard time

swallowing what the government on the other side of the House
and the former government have to say. I was around in 2009. This
issue was top of mind for me when the Copenhagen meeting was
being held. What happened then? His own government threw in the
towel.

It is therefore hard for me to participate in these debates and see
what kind of resolve there is. Earlier I spoke about targets and ob‐
jectives, and I wondered if the government was going to walk the
talk. All I can say is that I am ashamed.

[English]

Mr. Michael Cooper: Mr. Speaker, I would remind my col‐
league from Laurentides—Labelle that under the leadership of
Prime Minister Harper, Canada actually saw a real reduction in
GHGs. The Chrétien government signed the Kyoto accord and did
precisely nothing. The current government signed on to the Paris
agreement and we have gone backward, not forward.

With respect to the Conservative Party, we have put forward a
comprehensive plan that recognizes this is a global issue that re‐
quires working with our allies and that we have to deal with coun‐
tries that are the biggest emitters, including China.

Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
the climate crisis is the foundational political issue of our times.
There are rarely issues in politics that are existential, but this is one
of them. Our planet is at stake. Ecosystems may be permanently de‐
stroyed, species may go extinct and human existence will be ir‐
reparably altered.

Over the last 25 years, we have seen numerous targets and
pledges made by successive Liberal governments to meet carbon
reduction targets and the Liberals have missed every single one of
them. The definition of insanity is doing the same thing over and
over again and expecting a different result.

Given that the Liberals have a 100% record at failing to hit their
targets as well as their contradictory behaviour in expanding fossil
fuel infrastructure, could the member tell me how Canadians could
possibly trust the Liberal government to hit these targets without
annual mandatory reductions or a 2025 target?

Mr. Michael Cooper: Mr. Speaker, the member for Vancouver
Kingsway is absolutely right. The current government has missed
the mark time and time again.

As I noted at the beginning of my speech, one of the problems
with this bill is that the first target is set in 2030, nearly 10 years
from now, roughly three elections or four elections away. Very sim‐
ply put, the government is not serious when it comes to transparen‐
cy or accountability.

Mrs. Tamara Jansen (Cloverdale—Langley City, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, as a farmer, I have been in the business of carbon seques‐
tration all my life and it is pretty exciting to see what kind of things
we can do. If we take a look at the greenhouse, we pump CO2 in
there. We go from 400 parts per million to 1,000 parts per million
and we get a 21% to 61% increase in crop yield. It is amazing.

I wonder if my colleague could talk about the Conservatives'
plan to support and encourage individual Canadian innovators in
finding new technologies that improve our environment.

● (1725)

Mr. Michael Cooper: Mr. Speaker, my friend from
Cloverdale—Langley City is absolutely right that carbon sequestra‐
tion is key to reducing Canada's GHG emissions. I know my
province of Alberta had called on the federal government to step up
to the plate and provide real leadership. We saw a mere pittance in
the budget toward supporting carbon capture and storage.

By contrast, the Conservative Party has a real plan, including
a $5-billion commitment to build carbon capture capacity and inno‐
vation. It is absolutely key. The Conservatives are committed to do‐
ing it, and working with the provinces toward reducing GHGs.

Mr. Paul Manly (Nanaimo—Ladysmith, GP): Mr. Speaker, it
is an honour and privilege to rise today to speak to Bill C-12 from
the territory of the Snuneymuxw First Nation, and to serve the com‐
munities in Nanaimo—Ladysmith and the unceded territory of
Snaw-naw-as, Stz'uminus, Snuneymuxw and Lyackson first na‐
tions.

Climate concerns rank very high in my riding. On November 21,
I had the pleasure of taking part in the inaugural meeting of the
Community Climate Hub here in Nanaimo. There were some great
presentations and sharing of ideas about what we can do as a com‐
munity to combat climate change. The ideas included creating ac‐
tive, transportation-friendly streets; improving our local food sys‐
tem and lowering the carbon footprint of our food; energy retrofits
for homes, businesses and institutions; and transitioning from fos‐
sil-fuel heating, oil and fracked gas to electricity and heat pumps.
There were suggestions for better public transit and for protecting
the local natural environment with green spaces to ensure a vibrant
biodiversity both within the city and in the surrounding area. It was
an energizing meeting. Climate action at the personal and commu‐
nity level is important and necessary, but all of the actions that
Canadians take individually and locally can be wiped out with the
approval of a single diluted bitumen pipeline or a liquefied fracked
gas terminal.

Just days before this community meeting, the federal government
tabled Bill C-12, the Canadian net-zero emissions accountability
act. Unfortunately, this piece of legislation will not hold this gov‐
ernment to account for emissions reductions or the next govern‐
ment or the government after that. The accountability does not start
until 2030, and that accountability is weak at best. We need climate
action and accountability now.
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In 2015, this government went to the Paris summit with the

Harper government's target to reduce emissions by 30% over 2005
levels by 2030. The government left Paris with that pathetic target
in place and tried to pretend that it was the Paris target. In the Paris
climate accord decision document, Canada agreed to set new emis‐
sions reduction targets in 2020 and every five years after that. It did
not happen. It was not until Earth Day this year under pressure
from the Biden administration that the government increased the
target to between 40% to 45% by 2030. That target is still com‐
pletely inadequate and fails to address the urgency of the climate
crisis. We still do not have a 2025 target that we committed to un‐
der the Paris accord.

The last IPCC report states that we have just 10 years to bring
emissions down substantially or we cannot keep global warming to
under 1.5°. The prospect of a livable future for our children and
grandchildren is in peril.

I have heard the argument too many times that what Canada does
in terms of climate action will make no difference, but, in fact, we
are the ninth highest emitter of greenhouse gases on the planet and
the eleventh highest emitter of greenhouse gases per capita. When
we compare greenhouse gas emissions reductions, we have the
worst record of the G8. Canada is a climate laggard.

The U.K. has a carbon budget law that binds governments to
emissions targets and holds them accountable. In other words, it
eliminates politics from climate action. In 1990, the U.K. produced
25% more emissions than Canada. It has reduced its emissions by
42% and made a commitment at Paris to reduce emissions by 68%
by 2030. Collectively, the 27 countries of the European Union have
reduced their emissions by 25% since 1990.

Canada's current emission levels are 21% higher than they were
in 1990. That is not climate leadership, it is shameful. Successive
Liberal and Conservative governments have signed on to nine inter‐
national climate accords and have failed on every account. None of
the governments that signed those agreements created a plan, and
Canada has not met a single one of the commitments it has made.

Canada's last target, to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 17%
below 2005 levels by 2020, was set by the Harper Conservative
government in 2009. Eight provinces and three territories represent‐
ing 85% of Canada's population were on track to meet that target,
but two provinces, Alberta and Saskatchewan, increased green‐
house gas emissions so much that they completely wiped out the
sacrifices, investments and advancements to climate action made
by the rest of the country.
● (1730)

These emissions increases can be attributed almost exclusively to
the oil and gas industry. Where is the accountability? How is it that
the federal government cannot ensure that the provinces work to‐
gether to meet our international commitments?

Now British Columbia is joining the rogue provinces ignoring
Canada's commitment to climate action and accountability. B.C. is
providing billions of dollars in fossil fuel subsidies for fracking and
the export of liquified fracked gas. LNG Canada is owned and con‐
trolled by five foreign multinationals. It will be the largest single
source of greenhouse gas emissions in British Columbia. The B.C.

government is practically giving the resource away by providing
fracking companies with billions of dollars in deep-well subsidies
while only collecting a fraction in royalties.

From the wellhead to the end consumer, fracked gas has the
equivalent greenhouse gas footprint as burning coal for electricity.
Extracting natural gas through hydraulic fracking releases methane
into the atmosphere. For the first 20 years after it is released,
methane is 80 times more potent than carbon dioxide as a green‐
house gas. Fracking uses and poisons huge amounts of water, poi‐
sons airsheds and has been linked to increased risks of asthma, can‐
cer and birth defects. Fracking causes earthquakes, and yet the B.C.
government allows it in the vicinity of huge hydroelectric dams.

Many jurisdictions around the world have either placed moratori‐
ums on hydraulic gas fracking or banned it outright. Some jurisdic‐
tions are also banning the installation of gas heating and gas appli‐
ances in new construction. Why? It is because they understand that
creating more demand for a product that releases climate-destroy‐
ing methane is irresponsible.

Fracking needs to be banned in Canada. It is incompatible with
lowering carbon emissions, combatting climate change, protecting
fresh water, maintaining a healthy environment, and respecting in‐
digenous sovereignty, rights and title.

As I speak, some of the last big-tree old-growth forests in B.C.
are either being logged or are under immediate threat of being
logged, trees that sequester massive amounts of carbon, far more
than an acre of seedlings. The B.C. government is allowing those
trees to be cut down. The B.C. government is also allowing whole
trees to be ground up into pellets and exported as biofuel. That is
not climate leadership.
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These are just some of the reasons that Canada needs a carbon

budget law. We need to take politics out of climate action, and fol‐
low the science. The priorities of the government demonstrate that
it is not serious enough about the existential threat of climate
change. The government is spending $17 billion on the Trans
Mountain pipeline expansion. Trans Mountain is not just a climate
loser, it is a money loser. According to the Parliamentary Budget
Office, the only way that TMX will not result in billions of dollars
in losses is if the government abandons action on climate change
and increases oil sands production.

We need a just transition for fossil fuel workers and an end to all
subsidies to the oil and gas industry. Research conducted by the
Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives, which breaks down new
and recycled spending promises, shows that the government is
proposing to allocate just 0.25% of Canada’s GDP toward climate
action. That is far less than the 2% of GDP that leading climate
economist Nicholas Stern says is needed to stop global warming
from surpassing two degrees.

Canada has committed $5.1 billion per year towards climate ac‐
tion, when we need to be committing $40 billion a year. That is not
climate leadership. The climate crisis is the defining struggle of our
generation, just as World War II was the struggle of our grandpar‐
ents' generation. Focusing on incentives for households and busi‐
nesses is not enough. The government must take charge, force the
provinces into line to meet our international commitments and bind
us to a whole-of-government approach that mandates action to win
this struggle.

The real obstacle is not the climate deniers, it is politicians who
recognize the science but lack the courage to remove politics from
climate action. We need a carbon budget law. Bill C-12 is not it,
and does not meet the challenge before us. It provides a false sense
of security, and pushes long overdue action and accountability
down the road for another decade.
● (1735)

Young people across this country are demanding better from us.
They, our children and our grandchildren deserve more than this
weak piece of legislation.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I want to go back to the part of the member's speech
where he was talking about the offsets between different provinces.
To be completely honest, it is not something I was entirely aware
of. He was suggesting that some provinces have done better and
that a couple of others have done worse, which is how the offset
was calculated. Can he expand on that?

Mr. Paul Manly: Madam Speaker, if we look at the analysis of
our 2020 target for the Copenhagen Accord, Ontario met the target.
Other provinces reduced their emissions and had a plan they fol‐
lowed through on. They reduced their emissions by almost 17%,
which was what the target was. Alberta and Saskatchewan in‐
creased their emissions so much that we basically flatlined between
2005 and 2020, so we did not meet those targets.

What is happening now in British Columbia means we are going
to see a massive expansion in fracking for LNG Canada. We know
that gas fracking is terrible for the climate. It is a climate killer.
When we put methane into the atmosphere, it is 80 times more po‐

tent as a greenhouse gas. It is going to create a serious problem for
us. We have a third province that has now hopped onto this band‐
wagon of being a climate rogue and the federal government needs
to step up, show leadership and make sure the provinces are held to
account for our international agreements.

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau (Laurentides—Labelle, BQ):
Madam Speaker, I really appreciated my colleague's detailed
speech. We will remember these failures for the rest of our lives.

I would like to hear his thoughts on the bill that unfortunately
never came to be, as well as on the need to act very quickly, with‐
out the usual partisanship we see always focused on protecting the
economy.

If we had invested in innovation and the environment in recent
decades, we would have already transitioned to green energies. I
would like to hear my colleague speak to that.

[English]

Mr. Paul Manly: Madam Speaker, we are so far behind in this
country that other countries are far ahead of us. There is technology
that is being developed in Canada that is being used in Europe.
Corvus Energy in Richmond designed the battery system that has
electrified the ferry fleets in Denmark, Sweden and Norway. We
have a company in Mississauga that is creating hydrogen trains, lo‐
comotives, for the European train system. Canadian technology is
being developed. We could be further ahead on that kind of tech‐
nology development if we were promoting it as a government and
not just sitting back and having our economy dependent on the ex‐
traction, rip and ship, of raw resources so that when a pipeline gets
cancelled we have to have an emergency debate.

Mr. Richard Cannings (South Okanagan—West Kootenay,
NDP): Madam Speaker, we have heard the term “walk the walk”
many times today. It reminds me of when I was at a G20 energy
meeting in Argentina three years ago where the U.K. minister got
up and said, “We have to walk the walk.” He was referring to cli‐
mate accountability legislation the U.K. brought in. We now have a
bill before us that kicks the can down the road another decade with
weak targets. I guess I am despairing about what we have to do
here to get that sense of urgency. I wonder if the member can com‐
ment on that.
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Mr. Paul Manly: Madam Speaker, I feel the member's urgency. I
am a grandfather now and I fear for the future of my children and
my grandchildren. This bill is not accountable at all. To do a review
in 2028 of our 2030 targets is not good enough. We are supposed to
be taking stock in 2023 of how our targets are being adhered to for
our 2025 target. The Paris accord does not even mention 2030. We
are climate laggards in this country. We need to get down to it and
be accountable. We need a carbon budget law like the U.K. has.
[Translation]

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Canadian Heritage,
Lib.): Madam Speaker, it is an honour for me to rise in the House
today to debate Bill C-12, which our government introduced in the
House.

This bill, which is entitled the Canadian Net-Zero Emissions Ac‐
countability Act, is the culmination of many years of advocacy,
work and national and international negotiations. It proposes a leg‐
islative framework to support our goal of reaching net-zero emis‐
sions by 2050. The need for this net-zero target is based on the best
scientific knowledge available, which was clearly set out in the
most recent special report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Cli‐
mate Change, or IPCC, in 2018.

The report clearly illustrates the devastating effects of global
warming of 1.5°C. It shows that human-induced warming has al‐
ready reached an average of approximately 1°C above pre-industri‐
al levels. I want to clarify, for the benefit of the House, that experts
agree that humans are responsible for this warming, unlike what
was said at the Conservative Party convention.

The science is clear: to hold the temperature increase to 1.5°C
and stave off the worst effects of climate warming, we must
achieve net-zero emissions by 2050. The Paris Agreement, to
which Canada is a signatory, echoes these findings. It calls on gov‐
ernments around the world to take urgent, ambitious climate change
action to maintain climate warming well below the bar of 2°C and
pursue efforts to limit it to below 1.5°C. This would prevent the
worst consequences of climate change, and it is urgent that we act
quickly so as not miss this positive opportunity that is slipping
through our fingers.

It is extremely important to not only act quickly, but effectively.
That is why the government established the net-zero advisory body,
an independent body that will help Canada achieve net-zero emis‐
sions by 2050. It will ensure that national greenhouse gas emission
targets are established using the best available data. This advisory
body will provide the Government of Canada with expert advice on
how to reduce our emissions, reach our objectives and ensure that
Canada excels in the net-zero economy of the 21st century. We ex‐
pect that the proposed measures will serve as a catalyst for long-
term growth that fosters low carbon emissions, sustainable jobs and
our collective health and safety.

Canada is not alone in aiming for net zero by 2050. Many other
countries, as well as provincial and state governments, cities and
businesses have rallied to the net zero by 2050 target. Some coun‐
tries have already legislated or signalled their intent to legislate
their commitment to achieve net zero by 2050. These include Nor‐
way, the United Kingdom, Germany, France, New Zealand and

Japan. Here in Canada, Quebec has committed, Nova Scotia has
legislated its commitment, and British Columbia's current govern‐
ment has also pledged to do so.

This push to achieve net zero by 2050 and the steps many gov‐
ernments have pledged to take to achieve that goal unite not just the
international community but all segments of society, including en‐
vironmental government agencies, unions, first nations, indigenous
peoples and the private sector. Furthermore, environmental organi‐
zations such as Ecojustice, the David Suzuki Foundation, Équiterre
and many others see the introduction of Bill C-12 as a major step
forward for Canada.

Combined with a strong plan to fight climate change, this legisla‐
tive framework will provide the necessary transparency and ac‐
countability, no matter which party is in power, throughout the en‐
tirety of the important and crucial challenge of achieving net-zero
emissions.

Many large Canadian companies have already committed to
reaching net-zero emissions by 2050. Furthermore, some Canadian
companies such as Maple Leaf Foods and the Canadian Automo‐
bile Association, or CAA, are already carbon neutral.

In light of these efforts on all fronts, it is now Canada's turn to
commit to reaching net-zero emissions by introducing the Canadian
net-zero emissions accountability act. This act will require national
greenhouse gas emissions targets to be set every five years starting
in 2030 in order to achieve net-zero emissions by 2050. This ap‐
proach will ensure transparency with regard to the measures and
progress necessary to reach this goal, earning Canadians' trust.

● (1745)

This legislation will create accountability to ensure we are meet‐
ing our targets. It also gives the Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change additional responsibilities, including the tabling of
several progress reports and plans before Parliament.

If the target is not met in any given year, Canada will have to dis‐
close why the target was not met. It will also be required to provide
a description of actions the government is taking or will take to ad‐
dress the failure to achieve the target.
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The legislation also requires the Minister of Finance to work

with the Minister of Environment and Climate Change to prepare
an annual report respecting key measures that the federal public ad‐
ministration has taken to manage its financial risks and opportuni‐
ties related to climate change.

We know that the cost of climate inaction can be very high. We
need only think of the financial implications of natural disasters,
not to mention the immense and immeasurable cost of lost biodi‐
versity. These reports, enshrined in law, will ensure this financial
transparency related to climate risks.

Finally, the legislation requires the commissioner of the environ‐
ment and sustainable development to examine and report on the
government's implementation of measures aimed at mitigating cli‐
mate change at least once every five years.

All of these measures in the Canadian net-zero emissions ac‐
countability act will ensure a clear and credible process for setting
our targets and will allow for transparency and accountability on
the progress made. This accountability is essential as Canada com‐
mits to net-zero emissions by 2050 and as we meet our new and
ambitious target for 2030.

I remind members that the government announced a more de‐
tailed plan to meet our Paris commitments last fall. This plan in‐
cluded new investments to support and encourage Canadian busi‐
nesses and help them expedite the transition to a successful, net-ze‐
ro and sustainable economy that is, most importantly, globally com‐
petitive.

As the Prime Minister said, “Our most important international
partners and competitors are positioning themselves to attract in‐
vestment in new clean technologies. Canada needs to do at least
that, if not more.”

Net zero offers the biggest economic opportunities of our age
and will ensure a viable future for us, our children and our chil‐
dren's children. A few months after releasing our detailed plan, we
responded to Canadians, who called on us to be even more ambi‐
tious and exceed our 2030 target under the Paris Agreement by al‐
most a third for a total greenhouse gas emissions reduction of 40%
to 45% by 2030.

Achieving our climate targets is ambitious, long-term work that
requires immediate action on the part of all governments in Canada,
industry, government organizations, indigenous peoples and the en‐
tire population. It is important to recognize the individual and col‐
lective actions already taken on this front. Provincial and territorial
actions are very important to ensuring Canada's success in the fight
against climate change. They will complement our actions and en‐
able us to exceed our targets. The provinces and territories continue
to announce ambitious new objectives and actions.

Just recently, the Government of Quebec launched the 2030 plan
for a green economy, a policy framework for the electrification of
transportation and to fight climate change. Although the bill before
us today does not impose any obligations on the provinces and ter‐
ritories, their opinions and contributions, along with those of in‐
digenous peoples, experts, non-governmental organizations and cit‐
izens, will be solicited with regard to the targets and plans prepared
under the Canadian net-zero emissions accountability act.

A single government cannot transform our economy for the fu‐
ture and ensure a prosperous net-zero emissions future by 2050 on
its own. I dream of the day that the Conservative Party of Canada,
like the Conservative Party of Great Britain, will recognize the im‐
portance of climate change and of having serious plans and targets
in place to address it.

I hope that the members of the opposition will support Bill C-12,
which will hold us all accountable for this net-zero emissions fu‐
ture. This bill is necessary not only for the transparency it will
bring, but also for the positive impact it will have on the health, op‐
portunities and well-being of our children and grandchildren. It is a
question of fairness.

● (1750)

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau (Laurentides—Labelle, BQ):
Madam Speaker, as I listened intently to the minister, I heard the
word “effectively”. However, with all due respect to him, I do have
one question.

Bill C-12 is indeed a step forward. Technically, no one in the
House, not even our Conservative colleagues, can deny the realities
of 2021.

There has been much talk of 2050. We would actually like to
know what will happen in 2030, since there seems to be no desire
to try and assess the targets.

Considering all the expertise he acquired in a previous life before
he entered politics, what does the minister think of our position on
this planet, which is dying because of greenhouse gases?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault: Madam Speaker, I thank my hon. col‐
league for her question.

I too find it alarming that one party in the House of Commons
does not share our unease and concern about climate change.

With respect to Canada's international performance in the fight
against climate change, I humbly confess that that is not only why I
got into politics, but also why I joined the Liberal Party of Canada.
For more than 25 years, I have been crusading for the environment
and specifically for action on climate change.

I have seen governments come and go, here and elsewhere. I was
impressed by what I saw from 2015 to 2019: carbon pricing,
record-setting investments in public transit, transportation electrifi‐
cation and record-setting investments in nature-based solutions.
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I would like to point out that, between 1992 and 2015, Canada

managed to protect barely 2% of its marine areas. By 2019, that fig‐
ure was around 19%. That all happened in four short years.

Nevertheless, we still have a lot to do. That is why we presented
an even more ambitious action plan in December. As my colleague
probably knows—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Order. I
apologize to the hon. minister, but I have to allow another member
to ask a question. The minister could possibly add what he wanted
to clarify.

The member for Windsor West.

[English]
Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Madam Speaker, the

Liberals talk about electrification, especially electric vehicles, and
green technologies. I would like to ask the minister about his party.
Back in 2015, the Prime Minister talked about how we had to tran‐
sition out of manufacturing. In many respects, the auto industry has
done that. How can the minister reconcile his party's plan?

Maybe he can tell us when was the last time Canada had a green‐
field site. Maybe he can tell us why Canada does not have a battery
plant. Could he tell us why Mexico and the United States are get‐
ting massive investments in new manufacturing, including Magna,
a Canadian company that is not expanding its operations in
Canada?

Perhaps the minister can explain why we are becoming depen‐
dent upon vehicle manufacturing of others instead of green, clean
technology domestically, just like we are dependent upon vaccines
from others right now? We are going to be completely dependent
upon new lower-emission vehicles. Perhaps the minister can ex‐
plain why the Liberal strategy is not producing any results and
when Canada last had a greenfield site.

Hon. Steven Guilbeault: Madam Speaker, I would beg to differ
with the hon. member's characterization of what is happening in
Canada.

Just a few months ago, there was an announcement by the Gov‐
ernment of Canada, in collaboration with the Province of Ontario
and Unifor, for the construction of North America's largest electric
vehicle plant. Since then, we have heard more good news on this
front. We are seeing a collaboration between the federal govern‐
ment and the Provinces of Quebec and Ontario, and many others,
on the development of battery-powered vehicles. I could talk about
the recent investment in Lion Electric, a Quebec company that pro‐
duces electric school buses and all kinds of different types of
trucks.

The member is right. He does have a point: It is an international
race and Canada must be at the forefront of that race. If we do not
do that, then we will become dependent. We are doing everything
we can to ensure that Canada is at the forefront of this race. There
is some very encouraging discussion with the new U.S. administra‐
tion with respect to Canada-U.S. collaboration on electrification
and on green technologies; conversations that unfortunately were
not possible until just a few months ago.

● (1755)

Mr. Eric Melillo (Kenora, CPC): Madam Speaker, it is an hon‐
our to join the discussion today on Bill C-12. This is an issue of
great importance for me as climate change is an urgent issue for me
and for many of my constituents across the Kenora riding and of
course, many Canadians from coast to coast to coast.

In northwestern Ontario, we have seen many environmental
changes and challenges in recent years. There have been shorter
and warmer winter seasons. There have been more sporadic weath‐
er patterns and changing behaviour of wildlife and these are all new
realities that we must face. That is why I believe it is incredibly im‐
portant that we work with Canadians and with industries to ensure
that we are doing our part to aid in the global effort to preserve and
protect our environment for future generations. I will speak to that
in more detail shortly.

First, I want to address the bill directly as I believe that the title
of the bill in itself is somewhat misleading to Canadians who may
be watching at home or see the speech online. I believe the bill does
very little to bring transparency and accountability to Canada's ef‐
forts of reaching net zero by 2050. I believe that the bill is a typical
Liberal bill. It places accountability on future governments, not its
own. Through nearly six years of the Liberal government, it spent
the majority of time either pointing fingers and criticizing past gov‐
ernments or making commitments such as this one for future gov‐
ernments. The one thing that the Liberals failed to do is hold them‐
selves accountable.

The bill proposes the goal of reaching net-zero emissions by
2050, but there are very few details on how the government is plan‐
ning to get there. The goal of net zero is something that our party
shares with the current government. We also know that many Cana‐
dian industries share that goal and they are already on a path to re‐
duce their emissions, diversify their operations and find innovative
solutions to help Canada reach these goals. Again, the bill does not
truly provide any support for those solutions. It is in many ways
simply stating the target that they were planning to get to.

The government is already failing to meet its current climate
commitment set for the year 2030. It is interesting that instead of
taking action to reach the government's current goal, Liberals are
now instead looking further down the road and committing to more
aspirational goals. Unfortunately, given their track record thus far, I
have very little faith in their ability to put Canada on track to meet‐
ing either the 2030 or 2050 targets.
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Truly this is a government that has been big on promises and

short on action on the environment. We know Liberals said they
would plant two billion trees, but they have no plan to reach that
target. They said they would put Canada on a path to reducing
emissions, yet emissions continue to rise. They also continue to ex‐
port non-recyclable Canadian waste abroad and in my riding they
failed to take meaningful action to protect Lake of the Woods.

What is worse, the Liberals claim that they would balance eco‐
nomic activity with environmental protections, but even as they
have been missing these environmental targets, they have done
nothing to allow Canadian industry, which is some of the cleanest
in the world, to thrive. We know that Canadian oil and gas holds
itself to very high environmental standards and many in the indus‐
try are already committed to net zero by 2050.

Last year, I had the opportunity to visit Fort McMurray, Alberta.
I was joined by the member for Parry Sound—Muskoka and others.
I toured Suncor and I learned about the great work it is doing to
supply clean and sustainable energy to the world and ensure that
the environmental impacts of this are as minimal as possible. Sun‐
cor alone has planted over eight million trees as part of its reclama‐
tion programs and we know that is many more trees than the Liber‐
als have been able to plant. That is in addition to the belated efforts
of other energy companies that have similar programs. I believe
overall that Canadian energy companies, often vilified by the Liber‐
als, are actually doing more for the environment than the govern‐
ment itself.

The cement industry as well is taking ambitious steps to lower its
emissions by transitioning to lower intensity, Portland Limestone
Cement is investing hundreds of millions in low-carbon fuels. This
is an industry that employs many in my riding and across the coun‐
try.
● (1800)

I would like to talk about the forestry industry as well. It is a big
employer in northwestern Ontario. It is taking a leadership role in
helping Canada reach its low-carbon goals. Weyerhaeuser, which
has an operation in Kenora, reduced its GHGs by 53% over the past
two decades. It is becoming greener and more efficient every year.
Resolute Forest Products, which has a mill in Ignace, has reduced
its emissions by 83% compared to 2000 levels. Since 2010, only a
decade ago, Domtar, which has an operation in Dryden, has seen its
emissions decrease by nearly 20%. These are figures that the gov‐
ernment could only dream of meeting itself.

If we look at the mining industry, which also employs many in
my riding and is a major employer of first nations, it is taking great
strides to reduce its environmental impact. Evolution, which has a
mine in Balmertown, has increased by 11% the amount of water it
is able to reuse. It is also continuing to take steps to reach its cli‐
mate risk mitigation targets. Lastly, we know that clean, Canadian
natural gas has the potential to lower global emissions by displac‐
ing less clean forms of energy and preventing carbon leakage
abroad.

Canada's Conservatives recognize that industry must be at the ta‐
ble when we are talking about reaching net zero. We can lean on its
expertise to help us reach our climate goals, while supplying the
world with sustainable, ethically harvested natural resources. That

is why it is so incredibly disappointing that the Liberals continue to
take their cues from activists who are determined to destroy our in‐
dustries instead of recognizing their environmental leadership.

The government has failed to address many environmental con‐
cerns and is on track to miss its targets. The government's only cli‐
mate plan is to implement a tax redistribution scheme that makes
life more difficult for hard-working, rural Canadians, and also lets
big emitters off the hook.

I would like to take some time to discuss some of the tangible ac‐
tions we must take to meet our targets. Primarily, we must incen‐
tivize and invest in innovative technologies to reduce emissions.
We must incentivize Canadians to make their homes and their busi‐
nesses more efficient and support industries as they make their op‐
erations cleaner and greener. We can do our part to reduce global
emissions by supporting the responsible production of clean, Cana‐
dian energy and get it to international markets, reducing the world's
reliance on coal and other high-intensity forms of energy.

We also need to continue to invest in conservation initiatives so
future generations can continue to enjoy cleaner air, cleaner water
and the beauty of our natural environment. We must not forget that
it was under a Conservative government with former prime minis‐
ter Brian Mulroney that we took decisive action on the acid rain cri‐
sis. I believe we now need a Conservative government with a simi‐
lar vision to address the environmental questions of our time. That
is exactly what we intend to do.

The Leader of the Opposition recently announced our climate
plan. It is ambitious, but it is practical, with real targets and con‐
crete steps to reach them. Under a Conservative government,
Canada would embrace innovation, making real investments in the
production of electric cars and trucks, as well as hydrogen vehicles.
We would also invest $1 billion to deploy small modular reactors, a
zero-emission source of electricity and heat across the country.
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We would work with our neighbours to the south to establish

North American standards for industry with border adjustments to
prevent big emitters from outsourcing their emissions and their jobs
to countries with lower environmental standards. We would place
carbon border tariffs on goods imported from big polluters, like
China, to ensure that we are holding all nations to the same stan‐
dards that we set for ourselves. Additionally, we would invest $5
billion in carbon capture, utilization and storage to help our energy
sector reduce emissions while continuing to provide high-paying
jobs for Canadians.

I could go on, but I see that I am limited in time. I would like to
say that Canada's Conservatives are going to move forward on this
plan and many other things I cannot get to right now, but this is the
plan that Canada needs as we seek to secure a greener future, not
more empty rhetoric from the Liberals. If we want to combat the ef‐
fects of climate change, Canada needs more than aspirational goals
and empty words, but unfortunately, empty words are all that the
Liberal bill provides.

Canadians deserve better and the world deserves better. For
years, the Liberals have been spinning their wheels in the fight
against climate change. Conservatives actually have a road map and
we are ready to get in the driver's seat to implement it.
● (1805)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I really like this member. He speaks clearly, and he comes
here and speaks what I believe to be his own mind, but I just cannot
get over it when Conservatives routinely hark back to Brian Mul‐
roney. That is like me taking credit for the formation of this coun‐
try, because I happen to come from the same riding as Sir John A.
Macdonald. The Conservative party of Brian Mulroney does not
exist anymore. They need to stop invoking his name.

When the member talks about the ability of people to invest in
their homes to make them more energy efficient, how does he think
the new plan that is presented by the Conservative party accom‐
plishes that? All it would do is put money into the bank accounts of
people who are wealthy, people who can afford to do those renova‐
tions anyway. How does he propose their plan would help those
who do not have the resources to retrofit their homes?

Mr. Eric Melillo: Madam Speaker, I always appreciate the mem‐
ber for Kingston and the Islands asking me questions and partici‐
pating in the debate. We know he has a lot of thoughts and a lot of
opinions he likes to share.

I would just say, with respect to the member, that we clearly dis‐
agree on the substance of the low-carbon savings account he was
talking about. We know this is a measure that would keep more
money in the pockets of Canadians. It would allow them to invest
in greener technologies for themselves. It would not be a big gov‐
ernment program that gives more revenue to the government and
redistributes it across the country to those who have not been pay‐
ing.

I stand by our plan. It is a credible and tangible plan that would
help Canada reach its climate goals, and at the same time it would
ensure we have more economic activity and more jobs than under
the Liberal plan.

[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Madam
Speaker, I listened to my colleague, whom I very much appreciate
and would like to acknowledge. He is a fine member, and I hear he
works hard for his constituents every day.

I just heard the last question from our Liberal friend, who said
that the Conservatives keep talking about Brian Mulroney. Well, the
Liberals keep talking about Pierre Elliott Trudeau, so they should
not be so quick to criticize.

Now that my colleague has been criticized for talking about Bri‐
an Mulroney, I would like to hear what my colleague thinks about
what the current Prime Minister of Canada has done for climate
change, now that he has been in office for six years.

[English]

Mr. Eric Melillo: Madam Speaker, I will answer in English, be‐
cause my colleague will probably actually understand me better
than if I tried my French.

It is important to note, as I have said in my speech, that the cur‐
rent Prime Minister talks a very good game on climate change, but
when it comes to delivering, he has really been absent. I do believe
the government needs to do more to work with our industries and to
work with those who are already doing great work to help Canada
reach environmental goals, instead of vilifying them and making
them out to be the enemy.

That is the approach I would like to see the government take, and
that is the approach we will take under the next Conservative gov‐
ernment.

● (1810)

Mr. Alistair MacGregor (Cowichan—Malahat—Langford,
NDP): Madam Speaker, I can see the good intentions in Bill C-12,
but like any first draft, I think it needs some revisions.

We have identified some ways in committee that we would like
to see some substantive amendments come forward: 2025 milestone
target, more powers for the advisory committee and maybe separat‐
ing some of the targets and the plans away from the minister's man‐
date.

Does the member have any suggestions to the House about some
of the improvements and amendments he would like to see to this
bill to make it substantially stronger than what we have right before
us?
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Mr. Eric Melillo: Madam Speaker, I believe there need to be

binding targets on the government. I am not looking at 2030 or
2050. We need to ensure that we are doing our job to hold the gov‐
ernment to account. Right now, I believe that is an important step,
and I would add as well that we need to make sure the advisory
body that is working with the government on this needs to have
representatives from our energy industries and from natural re‐
sources, so that we can ensure we are leaning on their expertise and
the innovation they have been working toward to help us reach our
goals.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Resum‐
ing debate.
[Translation]

Is the House ready for the question?

Some hon. members: Question.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): The
question is on the amendment.

If a member of a recognized party present in the House wishes to
request a recorded division, or that the amendment be adopted on
division, I would ask them to rise in their place and indicate it to
the Chair.

The hon. member for Kingston and the Islands.
[English]

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, I would ask for a
recorded division.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Pursuant
to order made on Monday, January 25, the division stands deferred
until Tuesday, May 4, at the expiry of the time provided for Oral
Questions.

The hon. member for Kingston and the Islands.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, I believe if you seek it,

you will find unanimous consent to see the clock at 6:43 p.m.
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Is it

agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

ORDERS OF THE DAY
[English]

COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE
FINANCE

The House resumed from April 19 consideration of the motion.
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Presi‐

dent of the Queen’s Privy Council for Canada and Minister of
Intergovernmental Affairs and to the Leader of the Govern‐
ment in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam Speaker, it is a
pleasure to speak yet again on this very important matter. I was
quite encouraged by a couple of things today. I understand that we
have delivered more than 14.5 million doses of vaccine to the
provinces and territories. I believe it is 14,700,000. While I was sit‐

ting at the convention centre in Winnipeg, I did a bit of research on
my cellphone and found out, from one particular site, that
12,696,698 people have been vaccinated with their first dose. As of
this afternoon, I am one of the individuals who have been vaccinat‐
ed, and I am very grateful.

Like others, I waited for my turn. Other people's turns will come
and they will become eligible too. It is therefore really imperative
that all members of Parliament and leaders within our communities
encourage constituents to get vaccinated. Somewhere in the neigh‐
bourhood of 34% of our population has been vaccinated, and the
rate is growing. That is really quite encouraging. Compared with
other G20 countries, we are a strong and healthy third in getting out
the first dose. I am really quite pleased and wanted to start off on
this very positive note.

Canadians from coast to coast to coast have heard so many
speeches, facts, numbers and statistics over the last number of
months, so I thought I would pick up on something a little different.
It is something we have talked a great deal about since last summer,
going into September.

The Prime Minister has often said that as we go through the pan‐
demic, there are things we can learn from, such as what was taking
place in personal care facilities in different regions of our country
and concerns related to the financial supports provided to Canadi‐
ans. The Prime Minister wanted us to listen, take action, lobby and
advocate not only for changes, but for ways we could build back
better. A number of members of Parliament will often use the
phrase “build back better”, and I really believe we can do that.

It is really quite encouraging to see how successful the Minister
of Finance, the Minister of Middle Class Prosperity and the parlia‐
mentary secretary were in canvassing our country and the many
stakeholders to ultimately present a budget. Others were involved
too, but I highlight those three people in particular.

The Deputy Prime Minister put forward an economic statement
in November of last year, and most recently, a couple of weeks ago,
we had the budget. If we read it and get an understanding of what
the Minister of Finance has put to the House of Commons, we will
see that it reflects what we have been hearing across the country. I
know this has been very important to the Prime Minister and the
Liberal caucus as a whole. We wanted to ensure that what was put
on the floor of the House of Commons reflected what is being
talked about in our communities. I will highlight a couple of exam‐
ples of that.

● (1815)

We all know, for example, what has taken place with our seniors.
They have had a very difficult time as a result of the pandemic, and
there are things we have learned from that. We take supporting our
seniors very seriously. We need to make life easier and more afford‐
able for them. We understand that, and it is something we all heard
about in a very clear and tangible way. We would often see in our
newscasts, media reports and consultations with a wide spectrum of
stakeholders that the need is there, it is real and it is tangible, and
the government has responded very positively.
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We are going to support Canada's seniors. This is absolutely es‐

sential, especially as many seniors continue to cope with isolation
not only from their loved ones in particular, but in general. They
are experiencing financial difficulties, not to mention the many dif‐
ferent health struggles that have resulted from the pandemic and the
outcomes that have followed. We are particularly concerned about
the long-term care facilities as well.

Budget 2021 highlights a plan of action that deals with
COVID-19 and the issues it has created, among many other things
affecting our seniors. It is why I am so glad we committed to a one-
time payment of $500 for old age security, which will be distributed
in August 2021 for seniors who are age 75 and over. We also pro‐
vided a permanent increase of 10% to the OAS pension, a signifi‐
cant increase, for those age 75 and over. It will take effect in July
2022. These commitments are going to strengthen the financial se‐
curity of over three million seniors, and it is estimated that they will
lift well over 60,000 seniors out of poverty. Also, when we look at
the numbers with a gender lens, 65% of that group is women. I am
very proud of that initiative.

At the same time, it fulfills a campaign election commitment the
government made in the last election, just over a year and a half
ago, when we said we would increase OAS for seniors over 75. To
a certain degree it is a little disappointing that other political parties
are being critical of us for giving that 10% to them, because it was
an election promise. However, it is exactly what has been filled out,
in addition to providing other support.

We also created, through budget 2021, the age well at home ini‐
tiative. It will assist seniors in being able stay in their homes longer
by funding supports for community-based organizations.

I was a fairly proactive member of the Manitoba legislature for
just under 20 years, and I can say that on many different occasions,
whether it was inside the Manitoba legislature or in talking to se‐
niors, we advocated for them. We can support our seniors best by
providing supports wherever we can to enable them to stay living in
their communities longer. Within this budget, we are seeing just
that. I see it as a very strong commitment to seniors.

● (1820)

We talk about supporting provinces and territories to ensure that
long-term care standards will be applied, so that seniors can feel
safe in their environments and have dignified conditions. This is
absolutely essential. We learned that while going through the pan‐
demic, and the Deputy Prime Minister listened.

This government is responding to that, yet unfortunately there
are still those who criticize the government for doing it, whether
members from the Conservatives or from the Bloc. We need to rec‐
ognize, as Canadians have, that the national government has a role
to play and we can look at best practices in jurisdictions across
Canada. We can provide some support financially to encourage that
standard. Those who would say that the federal government has no
jurisdiction need to listen to their constituents and to Canadians as a
whole. The expectation of Canadians is that the Government of
Canada will bring in, promote and encourage those national stan‐
dards.

We talk about building, repairing and supporting an additional
35,000 affordable housing units for vulnerable Canadians, includ‐
ing seniors. There are many ways in which we are supporting se‐
niors in Canada, directly or indirectly, through the last budget and
through many actions to date.

Another item I want to highlight is in regard to the child care
commitment. Members should all be saying that it is a great way to
build back better, and that it will make a difference. We often talk
about child care in the province of Quebec, and how Quebec has
been fairly successful at enabling both parents or a single parent to
get into the workforce because the desire is often there and some‐
times the economic need is there.

We see that the government has recognized that value by sup‐
porting a nationwide program. It is a tangible commitment. We are
going to be looking for leadership among the provinces, territories
and even other stakeholders to come to the table to recognize the
true value. Depending on whom we talk to, an economist or
whomever it might be, we will see that there is great value in ex‐
panding the workforce, not to mention benefits for the individuals
who will be recipients of child care. It is a generational change that
will have a profoundly positive impact on Canadians from coast to
coast to coast. Whether or not people have children, they will bene‐
fit because a nationwide child care program will contribute to over‐
all success and increase Canada's GDP, which will enable us to do
more as a nation.

● (1825)

A list of things comes to mind that I could comment on, such as
housing. I am going to be encouraging my constituents to look at
opportunities so they can take advantage of federal programs to as‐
sist them with interest-free loans, if possible, to improve some of
the structures within our communities: our homes. As our housing
stock continues to age, it provides opportunities for our constituents
not only to build or improve their homes, but also to be energy effi‐
cient. It will be better for our environment. Individuals can go to,
for example, high-efficiency furnaces and air conditioners and look
to the government for support to do that. It is a program that I be‐
lieve will make a huge difference.

Having said all of that, there are some other aspects that I want to
provide my thoughts on to members. I look at Canadian priorities.
From day one, this government has been there in a very real and
tangible way. It is one of the reasons why Liberal members of Par‐
liament regularly provided information to the Government of
Canada and the ministers, to ensure that we listened and brought in
the programs that were necessary.
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When I think of the pillars of Canada's COVID-19 economic re‐

sponse, I think of programs such as the emergency business ac‐
count and the Canada emergency commercial rent assistance pro‐
gram, not to mention the lockdown support program. My personal
favourites were the emergency response benefit, CERB, and the
Canada emergency wage subsidy. These put cash into the pockets
of Canadians when they needed it most. CERB was a hugely suc‐
cessful program, with close to nine million Canadians directly ben‐
efiting from it. The wage subsidy program literally saved tens of
thousands of jobs in different regions of our country, as opposed to
companies going bankrupt or having to permanently lay off work‐
ers. As a result of those types of investments, we are going to be
able to recover more quickly.

We continue on through the recovery sickness benefit, the care‐
giving benefit and the Canada recovery benefit. We have seen a
suite of programs to support Canadians. I made reference to our se‐
niors already and the one-time payment for seniors last summer. I
could talk about the disability payments or the many different sup‐
ports for students and young people, such as the enhancement of
the summer youth program. We are talking about significant num‐
bers.

While the Conservatives have been focused on the negative side
of politics, the Prime Minister, the government and the Liberal
members of the House of Commons have been focused on mini‐
mizing the damage caused by the coronavirus day in and day out,
24 hours a day and, I would suggest, seven days a week. We want
to be able to build back better and are committed to doing just that.
That is where this budget and all of this consultation leading up to
the budget has put us today.

● (1830)

[Translation]
Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Madam

Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague, the Parliamentary Secretary to
the Leader of the Government in the House of Commons. I enjoyed
his speech.

As usual, he obviously had no choice but to brag about his gov‐
ernment and his party. That is okay. I understand. However, I think
he is honest enough to say that it took the work of all of the opposi‐
tion parties and the government to make possible the emergency
programs, such as the Canada emergency response benefit and the
Canada emergency wage subsidy.

However, there is still a problem that affects our seniors. Today,
Solange called me and she was very upset. She is 75 years old and
will be receiving the $500 cheque this summer for the old age secu‐
rity pension. She will also be entitled to the 10% increase scheduled
for next year. However, her sister Lise, who is 72, will not get any
of that. Solange wants an answer from the government—not a
politician's answer, but an answer that will truly explain why her
sister Lise will not get the same benefits as her.

● (1835)

[English]
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, part of the answer, to

make it very clear to the member's constituents, is that in 2019

there was an election promise that we would do 10% for those 75
years old and above.

Having said that, the member is right. There was a very high
sense of co-operation within the chamber for the first few months,
and then the Conservatives kind of cut out and the Bloc would have
continued on. However, there have been some co-operative mo‐
ments that have helped to facilitate things.

I would not want to give a false impression. The Prime Minister
was clear at the very beginning that we wanted a team Canada ap‐
proach in combatting the coronavirus, and that meant getting every‐
one onside working together, whether opposition parties, provincial
governments, indigenous leaders, other stakeholders or so many
others.

Mr. Tom Kmiec (Calgary Shepard, CPC): Madam Speaker,
the member spoke about a little of everything, but the debate is on
concurring in the finance committee's report on the pre-budget sub‐
mission to the government.

Over the years, we have seen that the number of recommenda‐
tions being accepted by the Government of Canada keeps going
down. I think it is around 25% to 30%. However, I want to draw the
member's attention to recommendation 123, which is to withdraw
from the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank. An all-party com‐
mittee has recommended something that I have been requesting for
nearly four years now.

Why did the Government of Canada not withdraw from the
Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank following the series of hu‐
man and democratic rights violations we saw in Hong Kong, in
China seizing the South China Sea and also in the continued perse‐
cution of Muslim Uighurs in Xinjiang province?

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, the Conservatives
have a certain slant or spin that they like to take.

I am wondering if the member would provide his thoughts at a
future time as to some of the projects that have actually been ac‐
complished. I can recall one, for example, that assisted in flood-
proofing in the Philippines, which was needed.

It is easy to bash China, and lately the Conservatives have been
fairly good at it, but it should also be noted that it was Stephen
Harper who agreed to a secret trade agreement, which did not even
come to the House of Commons. It seems when he was prime min‐
ister, he was all gung ho: “Let's do everything with China.” Since
the new leadership, the Conservatives seem to have taken a 180°
turn.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor (Cowichan—Malahat—Langford,
NDP): Madam Speaker, too many Canadian families are suffering
from the high cost of prescription medication. The situation has
been made far worse by the pandemic, because many Canadians
have lost their jobs or seen their hours reduced and have seen their
coverage under workplace plans eliminated. This can have devas‐
tating and very negative consequences for family budgets.
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The Liberals first made a promise for a national pharmacare plan

back in 1997, which was 24 years ago, yet here in the most recent
budget, in 2021, we saw a half-page mention of it. I do not know
what happened. Did the Liberals cave to the pressure from big
pharma, or is this just another promise that they want to drag out
for another few election cycles? Working families cannot wait.
They need to have this kind of plan in place. It is the missing ele‐
ment for our health care system.

My question is this. How much longer are Canadians going to
have wait before the Liberals actually get serious about this plan?
When can we expect to see some substantive action on this file?

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, a few years ago I was
with my daughter, Cindy, on Keewatin Street pushing for a national
pharmacare plan, and the Winnipeg Sun had us on the front page of
the paper. We have put forward petitions, and I have spoken on
many occasions about it. I was really pleased to see it was in the
throne speech back in September 2020. I am an optimist, and be‐
lieve we are going to see a national pharmacare plan.

The NDP needs to realize that, in order to maximize the benefits
of a national pharmacare plan, we need to have provinces on board.
We cannot have a truly national plan that maximizes the benefits
without the provinces. If he reads the throne speech, he will see it
specifically references, I believe, needing to continue to look at
working with provinces on ways in which we can implement a na‐
tional pharmacare program. In the last four years, we have had
more discussions about pharmacare than I have seen in the previous
26 years of my parliamentary experience.

● (1840)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, with the NDP asking why pharmacare has not taken place,
and the Conservatives asking why we have not planted all these
trees, one would think they were oblivious to the fact that we are in
the middle of a global pandemic, which has capitalized a ton of the
resources of the various departments and ministers. This is where
their time has been focused.

At the same time, we are seeing promised legislation continue to
advance, but perhaps not at the speed we would have liked had
there not been a pandemic. Could the parliamentary secretary com‐
ment on how the government has responded to what is going on
right now while balancing that against some of these other, very
important initiatives, which have been brought forward?

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, I will answer in two
parts. First, I love our announcement about the two billion trees. It
is something tangible and Canadians can really relate to it. I look
forward to its ultimate realization, as we have actually seen tangible
movement.

Second, I have frustration with Bill C-14 and how the Conserva‐
tives decided to play politics more so than act in Canadians' best in‐
terests. It is an absolute and total shame that, when Canadians need‐
ed us most, when we needed to be there, the Conservatives squan‐
dered away opportunities to see Bill C-14 pass, which would have
enhanced things for Canadians, whether through the wage subsidy
or the Canada child benefit program.

I am very proud of the fact that the Prime Minister has never lost
sight of the first priority of this government, which is the pandemic.
We are combatting it and ultimately striving to build back better.

[Translation]

Mr. Martin Champoux (Drummond, BQ): Madam Speaker, I
would like to come back to the question raised by my colleague
from Lac-Saint-Jean a little earlier.

I too have had discussions with seniors about the controver‐
sial $500 payment and 10% increase in old age security. These
measures apply to people 75 and over and ignore seniors 65 to 75.

I spent half an hour on the phone with a Mrs. Guévin from my
riding, who was in tears at first. She was shocked, depressed and
discouraged because she needs that money but is under 75. She
wonders about the reason behind this decision to exclude seniors
under 75 and to focus only on seniors 75 and up, when those aged
65 to 75 have just as many needs as those 75 and up.

I would like to hear what the parliamentary secretary has to say
about that.

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, shortly after being
elected in 2015, one of the first things we did was increase the
guaranteed income supplement substantially. I think about $920
would have been the maximum. At the end of the day, it lifted hun‐
dreds of seniors out of poverty here in Winnipeg North alone and
tens of thousands, going well into hundreds of thousands, across
Canada. This included people aged 65 and over.

There are other things the government is doing to hopefully
make life a bit easier for all seniors. The age of 75 is something that
was an election promise, and I think Canadians recognize the value
of giving a 10% increase to the three million Canadians who are 75
and over.

[Translation]

Mr. Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay (Saint-Hyacinthe—
Bagot, BQ): Madam Speaker, I would like to say hello to all of the
members who are taking part in the debate on the report of the
Standing Committee on Finance. As we know, finance committee
reports mean budgetary policy.

At this stage, we are being asked to concur in the report of the
Standing Committee on Finance, but since the budget has already
been tabled, we might as well talk about that. For starters, it was
two years in the making and was introduced one year into an un‐
precedented, global health crisis.

In Canada, this budget is the result of a tendency to want to erode
the power of members, who are increasingly being asked to rubber-
stamp the government's propositions in favour of ministerial power.
Decision-making power is ever more concentrated within the Prime
Minister's inner circle. This new culture is reflected in extremely
lengthy omnibus bills that are tabled without the possibility of be‐
ing amended and that are being rammed through the parliamentary
process.
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The budget comes after a year-long health crisis, a year of the

government not being transparent with the public, parliamentarians,
the Parliamentary Budget Officer or the Auditor General's office, a
year of scandals and failures—which, in a particular case, led to the
resignation of the Minister of Finance, one might say out of an ex‐
cess of charity—a year in which Parliament was prorogued for six
weeks, paralyzing the democratic process.

It was never clear why the government was so afraid to table a
budget, especially in these troubled times. The budget was long
overdue, but not necessarily the one we were hoping for. Now that
we have seen it, this budget marks a new offensive in Ottawa's glut‐
tonous drive to centralize power. Indeed, this budget is in keeping
with Ottawa's deeply rooted tradition of wanting to build a govern‐
ment that is the only one to set the priorities, strategies and actions
that will ultimately be implemented.

On paper the so-called Canadian confederation is composed of
provinces that are free to follow their own destiny and only share
certain responsibilities, but this budget clearly says that that is just a
sham. This budget shows us that Canada is not a confederation at
all, that it can only have one legitimate state, Ottawa, and that the
provinces are mere administrators responsible for managing the
losses, begging for money and enforcing the decisions of the cen‐
tral state.

Canada—and this is its intrinsic logic—will be increasingly
called upon to become a unitary state. The approach is disconcert‐
ingly simple but undeniably effective: to further drain Quebec and
the provinces financially by deploying a maximum number of new
pan-Canadian structures, national strategies and centralized and
centralizing standards. That is how Canada will erode Quebec's
ability to act and then impose its choices, choices that Quebec
would probably not have made if it had made its own decisions
freely. According to this vision, Quebec will no longer be the home
of a nation, but a mere administrator for outsourcing.

I would like to make an aside. Last fall, when the Bloc
Québécois moved a motion calling for an official apology from Ot‐
tawa for enacting the War Measures Act in 1970, under which hun‐
dreds of people were arrested, one government member spent 10
minutes of his speaking time talking about everything other than
the motion. We asked him about this during questions and com‐
ments, and he told us that he was not interested in history and the
past.

I am bringing this up because the Bloc Québécois has no prob‐
lem looking back on, learning about or understanding the past. We
can learn a lot from history, and what history tells us about the bud‐
get and the financial situation we are talking about today is that En‐
glish Canada, whether you are talking about the British or Canadian
government, has always taken advantage of crises to hold Quebec
back. This was true in the 19th century after the patriots' rebellions,
it was true after the 1980 referendum, it was true after the 1995 ref‐
erendum, and it is true now in this health crisis.
● (1845)

After the failure of the Patriotes' rebellion in 1837-38, the gov‐
ernment took advantage of the new balance of power to pass the
1840 Act of Union to take away our power. After the failure of the
1980 Quebec referendum, the government took advantage of the

new balance of power to unilaterally patriate the Constitution, with‐
out Quebec's agreement, in essence excluding Quebec from the de‐
cision. To this day, Quebec is still not among the signatories.

After the failure of the 1995 Quebec referendum, the government
once more took advantage of the situation to put in place its plan B.
It is very similar to what we see happening today. The plan in‐
volved several parts. The spectre of the partition of Quebec was
raised. A law was passed, the Clarity Act, which denied Quebec
democracy. A mass propaganda campaign was waged, along with
an ideological invasion through the sponsorship program. Quebec's
efforts at diplomacy were sabotaged. I would remind members that
during the post-referendum years, the Premier of Quebec was unin‐
vited from international ceremonies at the behest of scheming
Canadian embassies.

Then came the financial destabilization, which has been known
for years as the fiscal imbalance. In this case, the plan was to uni‐
laterally reduce transfers and use that money to interfere in Que‐
bec's jurisdictions under the guise of providing assistance. Does
that remind my colleagues of anything?

Between 1993 and 1997, the government reduced the provincial
transfers in an effort to eliminate its deficit. These reductions were
equivalent to five times the cuts the government was making to
these programs. The government made more cuts, diverting money
from the employment insurance fund. Between 1993 and 2001, the
percentage of unemployed workers eligible for benefits dropped
from 65% to 49%.

To offset those cuts, the Government of Quebec had to take
on $845 million between 1990 and 1997 in expenditures normally
covered by Ottawa. This was also the case for the health transfers.
In 1997, when he was leader of the federal Progressive Conserva‐
tives, Jean Charest contradicted what he had repeated ad nauseam
during his years in Quebec. He said, “Forget Lucien Bouchard and
Jean Rochon. The person who is really responsible for hospital clo‐
sures and the deterioration of our health care system is Jean
Chrétien.”

Subsequent federal budgets contained numerous announcements
of federal investments in areas of shared jurisdiction or areas exclu‐
sively under provincial jurisdiction, particularly health and educa‐
tion. At the time, federal Liberal minister Marcel Massé was dis‐
concertingly candid when he said, “When Bouchard has to make
cuts, we in Ottawa will be able to show that we have the means to
preserve the future of our social programs”. He deserves credit for
being clear, albeit extremely cynical.
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Now, in 2021, nothing much has changed. As we know, the Gov‐

ernment of Canada's budget does not provide for any increases in
health transfers for the provinces. The COVID-19 crisis has shown
how important it is to have an optimal health care system that is
prepared to deal with the most challenging of situations. The effec‐
tiveness of the health care system is certainly not solely dependent
on funding, but funding is an essential component. The provincial
governments need to hire doctors, nurses and orderlies. Needs are
increasing exponentially, and Quebec is responsible for dealing
with them since health falls under the exclusive jurisdiction of the
provinces. However, the money remains tied up in Ottawa at a time
when the health care system is overburdened.

This is a long-standing problem, as I said. Since 1995, federal
transfers for health care have melted away like snow in the sun.
Even before the pandemic, population aging was already a real
challenge. In Quebec, the population segment aged 85 and over will
triple over the next 30 years. When the Medical Care Act was first
passed in 1968, Ottawa was to provide 50% of the funding for
health care. Today, federal support is closer to 23%. I would remind
the House that we were not even asking for 50%. We were asking
for 35%, but even that was too much to ask. The financial shock
has been enormous for Quebec. It has had to deal with mass retire‐
ments and chronic underfunding.

In Quebec, spending on health and social services represented
9% of GDP and 50% of the public budget last year. That is huge.
According to an organization called Force Jeunesse, by 2048, those
figures will increase to 15% of GDP and between 65% and 82% of
public spending. Think about that.
● (1850)

This poses very serious political problems for provincial govern‐
ments, which quite simply are losing their budgetary autonomy.
The shortfall will continue to grow, and the provinces will have one
obsession, which is to fund their health care system, ignoring ev‐
erything else.

In the past, now and in the future, the transfers must be adequate
and unconditional. I remind members that it would not be a gift
from Ottawa. We pay our taxes, it is our money, and it should be
spent on health care.

Liberal and Conservative federal governments alike have never
increased the transfers. Even worse, the current Prime Minister lec‐
tured Quebec about its management of the vaccination rollout, even
though it was his government that was unable to supply the
provinces as it should have.

Of course, that was not the only criticism from the Prime Minis‐
ter of Canada. He is also talking about imposing federal standards
on long-term care facilities. He might want to look after our seniors
the same way he looked after the borders during the pandemic, but
I am saying no thank you.

The Bloc Québécois made health transfers a central issue a long
time ago. As a matter of fact, in December 2019, I remember we
had just started to sit. It was our first week. My first speech ever in
the House, which at that point was not yet doing virtual sittings,
was about this subject. If I am not mistaken, it was during debate
on the throne speech. We will not back down.

Part of the reason we are pressing this issue is that we are think‐
ing of the working conditions of our amazing health care workers. I
commend them for their heroic efforts. Let us not mince words,
they are working in veritable war zones, taking huge risks, yet they
still manage to keep smiling. I sincerely commend them for their
devotion and their courage. They deserve the greatest recognition.

As I was saying, costs will go through the roof, putting Quebec
in an untenable position. It will no longer be able to concentrate on
anything other than its health care system. This is the only issue we
will hear about in the coming years and decades. Make no mistake,
the window opened by the Quiet Revolution fostered Quebec's
identity as a nation in its own right instead of a province among
many, but this could close that window a little more. We were even
at the stage where we were developing relations with other coun‐
tries in the world through a system of diplomatic representation. We
had developed our own programs, our own Crown corporations and
even our own diplomatic ties.

Today, that is no longer in our reach. We are being reduced to the
status of a local branch, a mere administrator, while Ottawa co-opts
and monopolizes all the flexibility to make decisions. We can read
in the pages of this budget that in conjunction with draining Quebec
and the provinces of their ability to act, the federal tentacles are
coming out, as they did after 1838, after 1980, after 1995. As it dis‐
mantles Quebec, Canada builds itself up. Ottawa is setting up the
infrastructure to be able to permanently interfere in the jurisdiction
of Quebec and the provinces.

Let us take a look at what is in the budget: long-term care cen‐
tres, a national child care program, possibly pharmacare, women's
health issues, a framework for mental health with Wellness Togeth‐
er Canada, reproductive health, a Canada water management agen‐
cy, critical mineral management, securities, a federal office for rec‐
ognizing foreign credentials, a federal framework for skills training
and other sectoral initiatives in employment, an initiative to help
seniors age well at home, a national advisory board on child care, a
new program to support skills for success, a new apprenticeship
program, a new data commissioner, and a natural infrastructure
fund.

It is safe to say that the 739-page budget document does not
skimp on intrusions of all kinds, in every way and in every facet
imaginable. Need I point out that there is no right to opt out with
compensation? No, because that goes without saying.

These multiple intrusions were even denounced in a letter from
André Pratte that was published in the Montreal Gazette. Remem‐
ber, André Pratte was a senator and editorial writer for La Presse,
and he is most definitely not a sovereignist.

I also want to quote the columnist Antoine Robitaille, who
wrote:

...as is often the case in Canada, when something seems necessary and desirable,
the federal big brother ignores the constitutional rules and takes the lead.

● (1855)

In his article, Antoine Robitaille quoted Justice Rowe, who was
himself quoting constitutional expert Peter Hogg:
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According to the latter, if in a federal nation paramount central power “com‐

pletely overlapped regional power”, then that nation stops being federal. In such a
system, the provinces can exercise their jurisdiction as they please—“as long as
they do so in a manner that the federal legislation authorizes”!

It is a declaration of war, war on independence, war on the mer‐
est hint of the people's desire to assert themselves as a nation or af‐
firm provincial autonomy.

Whenever we raise these issues, as we do on a regular basis, peo‐
ple always accuse us of trying to pick a fight. What are we sup‐
posed to do, though?

Should Quebec keep quiet, suck it up, accept these limitations,
settle for never being more than a province, never being more than
a minority? Every day that it exists within this system, Quebec los‐
es a little bit of itself. Are we supposed to tell ourselves that is not
so bad? No thanks.

Contrary to what the feds would have us believe, political power
and the ability to act is a real issue, especially in times of crisis.
This is not some wacky fixation on a fight over a flag. This is about
power, political power.

Naturally I am going to say that the only way to escape depen‐
dence is to gain independence. This will certainly not come as a
surprise to anyone, but independence requires that we have budget
autonomy in every respect and at any price.

Former separatist finance minister Bernard Landry spoke of
strangulation by the tentacles of big government. One of his succes‐
sors, the former federalist finance minister Yves Séguin, directly
compared Ottawa to a vampire. His metaphor was even stronger,
adding a bloody touch to the comparison.

This must stop at all costs. Ottawa must stop and re-examine its
boundaries. To be honest, I do not think it will happen. As I was
saying, I believe that the only way to escape dependence is to gain
independence.
● (1900)

Mr. Tom Kmiec (Calgary Shepard, CPC): Madam Speaker, I
liked that the member gave us a history of political debates in Que‐
bec over the past 30 years.

However, I would like to come back to a comment one of the
Bloc Québécois members made about old age security. In the bud‐
get, the federal government decided to give $500 to those 75 and
older.

Can my colleague tell me why, in his opinion, the government
decided to proceed in this way, when the best option would have
been to give that amount to seniors who receive the guaranteed in‐
come supplement, in other words those with an income of less
than $18,744?

I know that the Bloc is interested in this topic. We know that the
demographics of our country is changing and that our life expectan‐
cy is going up. I would like my colleague's opinion on this.

If the government really wanted to help seniors, why did it de‐
cide to give this money to a certain group of seniors, but not anoth‐
er, when it could have done more to help seniors who have a much
lower income than others in this country?

Mr. Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: Madam Speaker, I thank
the member for Calgary Shepard for his question.

He rightly mentioned that the population is aging, which would
require an increase to health transfers, even during the pandemic.
The pandemic has exacerbated the situation, but it did not create it.
Regardless, the government should have increased these transfers
because of the aging population and the increased costs associated
with that.

In response to his question about seniors, I would say that the so‐
lution we would advocate for, do advocate for and will advocate for
is a permanent increase to the GIS, as opposed to a single payment
in the lead-up to a potential election. We are talking about a real,
permanent increase.

Seniors are people over the age of 65, not 75. When I talk about
increasing old age security I am talking about all seniors, no matter
what age range they fit into.

[English]

Mr. Alistair MacGregor (Cowichan—Malahat—Langford,
NDP): Madam Speaker, right before we started the debate to con‐
cur in the report from the finance committee, we spent most of the
day today debating the government's bill, Bill C-12. I think there is
widespread agreement that the bill needs some strengthening at
committee.

I specifically notice recommendation 66 of this report to increase
serious investments in infrastructure for fighting climate change.
That is a very worthy initiative, and I do not think we will find any
disagreement on that. However, what does the member think when
we see a recommendation like that but then contrast it with the fact
that the Liberals spent billions of our taxpayer dollars on buying a
bitumen exporting pipeline? Of course, they are now spending bil‐
lions more trying to upgrade its capacity. We are all being warned
that this is the most serious decade for us to get real climate change
action coming from the government.

I wonder if my hon. colleague has any comments on the actual
infrastructure spending that is going on versus what is being recom‐
mended in the finance committee's report.

● (1905)

[Translation]

Mr. Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: Madam Speaker, I think
we need to invest more in the electrification of transportation rather
than in fossil fuels. That is the kind of simplistic solution we have
come to expect from the Liberals. For example, they bought a
pipeline by claiming that the revenue would be used to plant trees.
In the end, those trees were never planted. That is fairly typical of
the government.

As everyone knows, the Bloc Québécois also introduced its own
bill, which set out real, binding targets and a real accountability
mechanism. It is all well and good to say that there are targets, but
if the government does not make a real effort to meet them, then it
is never going to happen.
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The government needs to continue to decrease funding for fossil

fuels. Obviously, we are not asking the government to cut that
funding off overnight because we need to make a transition. Invest‐
ing that much money in fossil fuels is inconsistent with our envi‐
ronmental goals. That goes without saying.

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau (Laurentides—Labelle, BQ):
Madam Speaker, what fine words from my colleague.

I heard him say the words “dependence” and “independence”. I
would like him to explain to me what we came to understand dur‐
ing this health crisis, when we had to collaborate with the govern‐
ment and try to adjust certain programs.

At one point, the government went it alone. Now, we are hearing
over and over that the provinces need the necessary funding to see
to the things that fall within their jurisdiction.

Does my colleague think there is a movement afoot with regard
to the funding that has not been transferred and that would go a
long way to help each and every province, especially Quebec?

Mr. Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: Madam Speaker, I thank
my colleague from Laurentides-Labelle for her question, and I will
take this opportunity to acknowledge her excellent work.

I will say, however, that it must be easy to be a Liberal. It is a
pretty easy approach to say that the money will not be sent. When
opposition members challenge this, they are told, among other
things, that these are squabbles, abstract issues, or that it all belongs
in the past.

It must be very easy to hide behind that kind of reasoning, be‐
hind the all-powerful veil of federalism, while telling members that
the issue of sovereignty is an abstract one—although the govern‐
ment would never dare question Canadian sovereignty, for exam‐
ple. I will leave the Liberals to their contradictions.

There is definitely a movement, and it is clear to the unions, the
National Assembly of Quebec and health care workers. It goes
without saying that this government must give us what was once
called our due. We need it and we pay for it. They would not be
giving us a gift, because it is our money.

Mr. Martin Champoux (Drummond, BQ): Madam Speaker, I
want to recognize the excellent work of my colleague from Saint-
Hyacinthe—Bagot.

Honestly, I have to say that it is a joy and pleasure to talk to him
about international trade, the economy and all sorts of business-re‐
lated issues. He is a very interesting source of information, and his
speech was further proof of that. I commend him and invite all my
colleagues in the House to give him a call from time to time to talk
to him and get his opinion. It often helps one to see more clearly.

What does my colleague think about the current government's
habit or tendency to impose conditions on the money that it trans‐
fers to Quebec and the provinces? For example, health transfers al‐
ways come with certain conditions.
● (1910)

Mr. Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: Madam Speaker, I thank
my colleague from Drummond for his fine words.

I always find it strange to answer questions from my colleagues,
but unlike what we see every day in question period, I can assure
the House that we did not agree on the question in advance.

The government's centralizing tendency to always impose these
types of conditions is real. It confirms that Canada is not a confed‐
eration or a sharing of certain interests, but an increasingly unilater‐
al state. The evidence is that, any time the government sends the
provinces a bit of money, it has to be on its terms. It has to impose
standards and tell us which direction to take. I would like to remind
members of what the constitutional expert that I quoted earlier said,
and that is that the provinces are free as long as they follow the
rules imposed on them.

How is there any flexibility or independence in that? I am still
looking for the answer.

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP):
Madam Speaker, today I am speaking from the traditional unceded
territory of the Qayqayt first nation and the Salish peoples.

[English]

I want to start by sharing with all members of Parliament and all
Canadians our deep appreciation for the frontline workers, for the
first responders and for health care workers, who have been carry‐
ing us with such courage and bravery through this pandemic. We
know how costly this pandemic has been. The third wave has now
hit. We have lost over 24,000 Canadians over the course of the last
year and a bit.

It is with an appreciation for the courage of those frontline work‐
ers, those first responders, those health care workers that I speak to‐
day about what has been a traditional right of passage in Parlia‐
ment. I have been on the finance committee for a number of years,
so I have been through a number of different versions of this, where
the finance committee goes out and does pre-budget consultations
across the country.

This year, due to the pandemic, these consultations were con‐
ducted largely by email and on Zoom. In previous years, we have
seen, regardless of whether the administration was Conservative or
Liberal, members of the House of Commons finance committee go‐
ing out across the length and breadth of our country and having
hearings on what the shape and form of the budget should be.

The budget, after all, is really the seminal document for the
course of the year. The budget document is the most important doc‐
ument, and the budget implementation act is the most important
legislation that we see over the course of the year.

Every year we see Canadians, organizations and communities
step up to offer a very compelling vision of the future of this coun‐
try. We have seen municipalities across the length and breadth of
this country, and I would like to speak both to the City of Burnaby
and the City of New Westminster, which spoke over the course of
the last year to the finance committee.
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We see as well organizations, seniors, groups of students, work‐

ers and labour organizations all stepping forward and putting an
enormous amount of time into making sure that the submissions
they provide and the statements they make to the finance committee
fully communicate the importance of a shift in our budget orienta‐
tions and essentially a shift in our values. People with disabilities
step forward as well to talk about their vision of the country.

This has been happening for years. We have Canadians stepping
forward in good faith, providing remarkably detailed suggestions
and a vision for the future of our country. Every year, whether it is a
Conservative administration or a Liberal government, we see the fi‐
nance committee take all those great suggestions and documents
and leave 90% of them on the cutting room floor.

We see in the budget even less reflection of the importance of
what we need to do as a country moving forward. Often we will
hear Liberals and Conservatives say that we do not have the money
for this, and ask how we can get the money for these compelling
issues that people are bringing forward, compelling solutions that
would make a difference in Canadians' lives.

Permit me for a moment a detour around the issue of how we pay
for this compelling vision that the vast majority of Canadians share.
I have been in Parliament since the Conservatives and the outset of
the financial crisis in 2008-09. They did not think of small busi‐
nesses, did not think of people, workers or families. Their first
thought was to the big bankers and bank profits, so they waded in
with an unprecedented, at that time, $116 billion in liquidity sup‐
ports for Canada's big banks. The first priority of the Harper Con‐
servatives was making sure that the banking sector maintained high
levels of profit, so $116 billion was put forward for the banking
sector.
● (1915)

We now fast-forward to this pandemic, a crisis that we have not
seen certainly since the Second World War, arguably a crisis, a pan‐
demic of this nature that we have not seen in a century. The first
thought of the Liberal government was not families, small business‐
es or communities. The first thought was maintaining banking prof‐
its. Therefore, the first and most important decision financially that
the federal government took under the Liberals was, this time, $750
billion in liquidity supports. That is three-quarters of a trillion dol‐
lars showered on Canada's big banks to make sure that their profits
were maintained.

There is no doubt that when we raise those figures with Canadi‐
ans, they find it astounding that the same members of the parties
that are constantly asking “How do we pay for this?” are willing to
turn on a shower of money without precedents, both in the previous
financial crisis and now during this pandemic.

The words “How do we pay for these things?” ring hollow when
we compare the amount of money that both Liberals and Conserva‐
tives have been prepared to put forward to make sure that the bank‐
ing industry is going well, but we will talk about some of the other
items they have showered money on in a moment.

The point is that we have Canadians of good will coming for‐
ward each year and putting forward a compelling vision of this
country that ends up on the cutting room floor because Liberals and

Conservatives prefer to go to Bay Street and make sure that Bay
Street's vision of the country is maintained, rather than the Main
Street vision that so many Canadians share.

[Translation]

This is not just about liquidity supports for the banking system.
This is also about the $25 billion that flows to tax havens every
year. Over 10 years, that is a quarter of a trillion dollars, $250 bil‐
lion, that the Conservatives and Liberals have injected into the sys‐
tem to help this country's ultra-rich. That is the difference between
what the vast majority of Canadians see and what they get, whether
it is the Conservatives or the Liberals in power.

[English]

What is the compelling vision that Canadians brought forward?
We saw this from witness after witness in the hundreds of briefs
that we received from across this country: Canadians want to see
the ultrarich actually pay their fair share. The $25 billion per year
that goes to overseas tax havens is tax dollars, as the Parliamentary
Budget Officer has indicated so carefully. That is a quarter of a tril‐
lion dollars over the course of the last decade. If we couple that
with $750 billion for the banking sector, we see that a trillion dol‐
lars has been granted in a heartbeat to the ultrarich.

What Canadians want to see is an end to those practices, an end
to Canada being perceived as and very clearly indicating that it is a
home for those who want to take their money overseas and not ever
pay a cent of taxes.

Canadians want to see a wealth tax. They believe that as we have
gone through this pandemic, the ultrarich should actually pay their
fair share of taxes. The Parliamentary Budget Officer and the Cana‐
dian Centre for Policy Alternatives have indicated that this is a $10-
billion-a-year investment that Canadians could receive for things
like resolving the homelessness crisis, ensuring that we have in
place public universal pharmacare, ensuring that we actually ade‐
quately fund our health care system. We are looking to put in place
a national child care. It has been promised for 30 years and is still
being promised by the Liberals, but as yet they have not made any
concrete steps.

These things are all indicative of a broader vision that Canadians
have, a vision of building a country where nobody is left behind. As
we know, last week the Parliamentary Budget Officer also indicated
that a pandemic profits tax would bring another $8 billion. That is
enough to resolve the homelessness crisis in our country and ensure
that everyone has the right to housing and a roof over their head at
night.

Previous governments had a better vision and were more in tune
with where Canadians are. In the Second World War, we had an ex‐
cess profits tax. We ensured that everybody was in it together.

● (1920)

Those taxes, the wealth tax and profits tax, served to fuel our
fight against fascism and Nazism and to win it, and to ensure that
when women and men in the service came back home after the Sec‐
ond World War, we could make unparalleled investments in hous‐
ing, transportation, health care and education.
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That is not the vision the Liberals and Conservatives put forward

today. In the pre-budget consultations, we see a scant reference to
tax justice, except in the NDP dissenting report. We see a scant un‐
derstanding of the vision that so many organizations and Canadians
provided to the finance committee as a road map to follow, not
something to be rejected because Bay Street wanted to have a free
ride.

What are the other compelling components that were part of this
vision Canadians brought forward?
[Translation]

Here is what Canadians wanted or would have liked to see in the
budget that was just tabled: every person's right to affordable hous‐
ing, pharmacare and a social safety net that is not full of holes. Ev‐
ery one of those elements is extremely important, and that is the vi‐
sion Canadians share.
[English]

Over the course of the last year, we have seen the cuts in real
terms. I fault the Conservatives and Liberals equally on this. They
have, over time, simply not provided the needed funding for health
care. As a result of that, we see our health care system struggling
under the weight of this pandemic. That is a vision Canadians put
forward to the finance committee, to ensure we had adequate fund‐
ing for health care, to ensure that these cuts, which have been grad‐
ual but nonetheless very present, would get reversed.

Canadians had a compelling vision also that they shared with the
finance committee of applying home care. We know that in provid‐
ing supports for home care we save enormously in the health care
system. It is much better to have seniors provided with the support
in their homes rather than in a hospital bed at a much greater cost
and a much lower quality of life in one of the nation's health care
centres.

Ensuring home care, public universal pharmacare and dental care
are put into place are all part of a vision that Canadians share.
When Tommy Douglas brought forward and forced a former gov‐
ernment back in the 1960s to put in place universal health care, his
dream, and the dream of Canadians, always was to expand and en‐
sure we had, as the member for Burnaby South, the national leader
of the NDP, said so compellingly, “from the top of our head to the
soles of our feet” health care that would cover everything. That was
the vision Tommy Douglas brought forward, repeated now and am‐
plified by the member for Burnaby South. It is a vision the vast ma‐
jority of Canadians share.

A few years ago Canadians from all walks of life, all back‐
grounds and creeds were asked who their most famous Canadian in
history was, their favourite Canadian, the one who best typified
Canadian values. They overwhelmingly chose Tommy Douglas.
They share this vision of ensuring that we have a full public and
universal health care system that includes all the other elements,
pharmacare, dental care and home care as well.

At a time now, when 10 million Canadians have difficulty paying
for their medication and have no access to a drug plan during a pan‐
demic, any weakness in health care, like not being able to fully pay
for one's medication, can lead to inestimable tragedy. This means
those people are more vulnerable. At all those times, it strikes

again. I think the number of Canadians who massively support pub‐
lic universal pharmacare is at a rate of more than 80%.

● (1925)

For the Liberals and Conservatives to have said no, to have voted
down the Canada pharmacare act at the end of February is some‐
thing that strikes at how hypocritical it is when Liberal and Conser‐
vative MPs say that they will listen to this vision of tomorrow, but
will reject it and not provide any supports for it. However, for
bankers and billionaires who want to take their money overseas,
they will ensure everything is in their favour so they can accom‐
plish that.

When we look at the overall situation in our country, we know
that Canadians are struggling to make ends meet, that more than
50% of Canadians are $200 away from insolvency on any given
month. We know that people with disabilities struggle. Half of
those people have to go to food banks and half of them are home‐
less. A growing number of homeless across the length and breadth
of our country are people with disabilities, yet the Liberal govern‐
ment showed alacrity in providing $750 billion in liquidity supports
for banks within four days of the pandemic hitting.

We should contrast that with the fight that the NDP had to under‐
take for months to get a one-time $600 payment to people with dis‐
abilities. Even in that case, the Liberals refused to provide it to ev‐
erybody with a disability. Let us contrast that $750 billion for
Canada's big banks and that $600 for about a third of Canadians
with disabilities, who are struggling with the pandemic as they have
had to struggle in their everyday lives. Again, the statistic is some‐
thing that needs to be absorbed by all of us. Half of those who go to
food banks to make ends meet are Canadians with disabilities. Half
of them are homeless.

The tens of thousands of Canadians who are homeless across the
length and breadth of our land are people with disabilities, yet the
finance committee report does not reflect the urgent nature of
putting in place something like a guaranteed livable basic income
or provide income supports for people with disabilities. There is no
reflection of that. We have, instead, and the budget confirmed a
study that would take a number of years and would lead to nothing.

In the case of an urgent need for people with disabilities, not on‐
ly did the finance committee majority not step up but the Liberal
government, in its budget, did not step up at all. We are seeing an
increasing inequality that is profoundly disturbing.

[Translation]

Currently 1% of Canadians hold more than a quarter of all the
wealth in Canada. It is clear that 40% of Canadians are sharing al‐
most nothing because of the alarming growth in the rate of inequal‐
ity. For their part, Canadian billionaires saw their wealth grow
to $78 billion during the pandemic. This creates an enormous gap
between the needs of Canadians and what the governments,
whether Conservative or Liberal, provide to the public.
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[English]

What should the finance committee pre-budget consultation real‐
ly have included? It should have accurately reflected the views of
Canadian organizations from coast to coast to coast. It should have
set out that compelling vision of ensuring that we would build a
country where every single Canadian would matter, where nobody
would be left behind. It should have put in place public, universal
pharmacare, not promise it for 30 years, and universal child care. It
should have ensured there was a right to housing for all Canadians.
It should have put in place a guaranteed livable basic income. It
should have ensured the needs of Canadians, regardless of their
backgrounds, regardless of the region they live in, would be met.
That would have been a finance committee report that we could all
stand behind and that would have reflected where Canadians want
Canada to go.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, earlier in his intervention, the member talked about child
care and the important need for it. I could not help but wonder
about that. I believe he was elected in 2004 and was here when Paul
Martin brought in a budget in a minority government that had child
care in it. Then shortly thereafter, that member and his party sided
with the Conservatives, taking down the government. As a result,
Canadians did not get the child care that was in that budget.

We are in another minority Parliament here with a similar situa‐
tion. Will he see this budget through to the end, so that child care
can get to those Canadian families that have been waiting so long
for it?

Mr. Peter Julian: Madam Speaker, that is complete and utter
science fiction. Paul Martin brought forward a budget that was
massively padded with corporate tax cuts. Paul Martin represented
the corporate sector, and that is what he put forward. Members may
recall there were $5.4 billion in corporate tax cuts. Jack Layton and
the NDP caucus said that they would not support that budget and
wanted the massive corporate handouts to stop. They wanted mon‐
ey for post-secondary education, public transit, seniors and hous‐
ing. They forced the government to basically change its budget,
stop massive corporate tax breaks and invest in people.

There is social housing just a few kilometres away from my
home, where I am speaking from now, that is just one example of
how Jack Layton's vision made a difference in that budget.

I simply reject that science fiction. The member should speak
from facts.

[Translation]
Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau (Laurentides—Labelle, BQ):

Madam Speaker, I would like my colleague to comment on what
we have been hearing for the past 10 minutes or so, that the budget
does not reflect what the community needs, that there are inequali‐
ties, that there is greater support for decisions to protect the major
players and that the web giants, among others, need to be taxed.

I am hearing a lot of dissatisfaction with the budget. I know all
about it. My party and I voted against the budget. Why did we do
that? We did it for essentially two reasons: a $110 monthly increase

for our seniors 65 and over, and not 75 and over, and immediate
health transfers with no conditions.

After hearing all that, how is it that he and his party voted in
favour of the budget?

Mr. Peter Julian: Madam Speaker, as the member knows full
well, we have a document. There is also the budget implementation
bill, which will be passed in the next few weeks. At this time, we
will study the bill as a whole and propose amendments to those ele‐
ments I just mentioned.

All the reasons for dissatisfaction, as the member stated, will be
considered by the NDP. In my opinion, Canadians are generally dis‐
satisfied. From the beginning, the NDP has managed to change the
government's mind. We greatly improved the programs offered dur‐
ing the pandemic. The NDP is not just here to vote against mea‐
sures, it is here to improve and change things to help people. As the
member knows very well, the NDP managed to do this during the
pandemic, and it will continue to do so.

● (1935)

[English]

Mr. Damien Kurek (Battle River—Crowfoot, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I have a quick question for the member from the NDP.

The budget outlines an extension to the wage subsidy and the
rent subsidy. I have heard from quite a few constituents, especially
in the seasonal tourism sector, who have found this extension to be
not nearly enough. It leaves them at a disadvantage in terms of their
businesses being able to recover. I am curious if the member from
the NDP has any further thoughts or comments on that.

Mr. Peter Julian: Madam Speaker, this is a major problem, be‐
cause what we see with the budget is the Liberals basically doing a
victory lap. They are going around saying, “Hey, we beat COVID”,
so they can wrap up all of these programs that the NDP forced them
to put in place in the first place, because things are going great.

I need to caution this government on the victory-lap mentality it
seems to have with this budget. We are in the midst of a third wave
that is deadlier than the previous two. We are seeing variants com‐
ing from various parts of the world that are strongly worrisome, be‐
cause they seem to be outpacing the very slow acquisition of vac‐
cines.

We need to make sure that all of these programs continue for the
tourism sector, as the member pointed out, and for a wide variety of
other sectors that will be profoundly economically damaged if we
start to see the cutbacks that the Liberals are forecasting. In nine
weeks they are going to start slashing programs, and this is simply
not the time to be irresponsible. It is simply not the time to do a vic‐
tory lap. It is the time to take care of Canadians and make sure that
supports are in place.
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Mr. Alistair MacGregor (Cowichan—Malahat—Langford,

NDP): Madam Speaker, I have to shake my head at the most recent
intervention by the member for Kingston and the Islands complain‐
ing about the NDP when he conveniently forgets the fact that the
Liberals had majority governments in 1993, 1997 and 2000. Why
did they not use that time to get child care done?

The member for New Westminster—Burnaby has been in the
House for a while and has been witness to things that would give a
lot of people cynicism in politics. He saw Jack Layton's climate
change bill killed in the Senate. He saw his most recent bill, Bill
C-213, voted down by the Liberals who profess to have an interest
in pharmacare.

When it comes to things such as tackling climate change, health
care and poverty, our approach has always been that those invest‐
ments are really important at the front end. They might seem costly,
but they will have measurable impacts on people's lives at the back
end. Those investments and dollars can have real, tangible results
for people.

The member touched on some of those aspects in his speech, but
could he expand a little more on how these investments are so im‐
portant to addressing the very real and evident gaps that so many
people in all of our ridings are facing daily?

Mr. Peter Julian: Madam Speaker, I would like to thank my col‐
league for Cowichan—Malahat—Langford for his question. He is
extraordinarily hard working and one of the most learned members
in the House of Commons. His contributions to debates every day
are always at the highest possible level. He really does his con‐
stituents proud with his work in the House of Commons. I am very
honoured to work with him.

The member raised a couple of questions. First, the child care
myth that the Liberals put out is unbelievable. I guess the member
for Kingston and the Islands was given something by the Prime
Minister's Office that said, “Oh, remember Paul Martin's budget”.
This is not Trumpism, and we cannot make up our own facts. Any‐
one who can do fact checking, and who actually understands the
2005 budget that Paul Martin put out, knows that it was a disaster.
There was not a single mention of child care. There were just mas‐
sive corporate tax cuts. The Liberals either disingenuously are try‐
ing to change that reality from the past or they are simply ignorant
of how bad their government actually was. Massive corporate tax
cuts were their siren song.

We see the huge gaps. Canadian families are the most indebted
among those in all of the industrialized countries. More than half of
Canadians are $200 away from insolvency in any given month. We
see rampant inequality and hundreds of thousands of Canadians
who are homeless, and the Liberals say, “Hey, we got the job
done”. They have not, and I think it is time for them to move over
and allow a government that is actually going to take the interests
of people over the interests of the ultra-rich so that we can actually
get things done in this country.
● (1940)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, maybe the best place to start is where we left off with the
last speaker. Although I admired his quip about the PMO handing
me documents, I will assure the member that I have three extremely

capable, young, energetic staffers who do the vast majority of my
research. Since I am singling them out, I am going to name them:
Parth, Kaitlin and Kelly. They are absolutely incredible, and they
do amazing work for me. They are the ones who quite often bring
these very important pieces of information forward that I can use in
debate. I am extremely lucky to have those incredible young Cana‐
dians working for me.

To the member's point about fact checking, let us fact check. I
will admit I was younger at the time and not as engaged in politics
as I am now; however, my understanding is that Paul Martin and
Ken Dryden had worked out a deal with all the provinces. That is
kind of required in these constitutional things. I know the member
completely disregarded that with the pharmacare private member's
bill he brought in. Of course, he does not see the need to work with
our partners, especially the ones we are constitutionally required to
work with.

Nonetheless, Ken Dryden and Paul Martin worked with the
provinces and finally got the infrastructure or the programming
structure set up so that national child care could be brought into
Canada. This is where the budget part comes into it. This member,
with the Conservatives, teamed up against Paul Martin and Ken
Dryden and took down the government. That is why we do not
have national child care. That is the reality of the situation. He
should really go and do some fact checking on that, although I as‐
sume that he would have known, given that he was here at the time.
However, who am I? I was only 29 at the time, and perhaps not
paying as much attention as I should have been.

I really look forward to using the remaining 18 minutes of my
time to talk about this very important concurrence motion that was
introduced by the member for Carleton. He brought in the concur‐
rence motion on the report from the finance committee. It is a very
important report, with 145 recommendations in total, outlining the
budget consultation process and what the government should be fo‐
cusing on as it looks toward the budgeting process.

I know the previous speaker said he was very disappointed that
the budget seemed to miss the mark on a number of different initia‐
tives brought forward during the time of the consultation. He went
to great lengths to explain how the consultation is done.

I would like to highlight some of the recommendations within
the report that I thought were very good. Some made it into the
budget and will have a meaningful impact on, and beneficial
changes for, the lives of Canadians. There are a number of different
sections to the recommendations. I will start in the section on health
care.

One of the recommendations there, specifically with regard to
mental health, was extremely important. We are living in a day and
age when mental health is finally being recognized as the health
problem that it is. I find it very frustrating that we have always been
able to focus on the health issues that affect people's physical well
being, and are very quick and responsive to invest money there, but
we are not as good when it comes to mental health. I say that as a
society. Certainly, there is always more that could be done.
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A number of years ago the government brought in big stimulus

for research and for helping to give people with mental health is‐
sues the supports they need. There is always going to be so much
more work to be done, and I am glad to see that the committee
came to that conclusion, based on research and recommendations
given by various stakeholders throughout the process.
● (1945)

The other item in the health care section that I really liked see‐
ing, and is something that has been talked about a lot in this House
lately, was the request for long-term care national standards. What
we have realized during this pandemic is that we have failed Cana‐
dians. Again, I do not say this as one particular party or another; I
just mean society as a whole. We failed our seniors. We did not set
up the right systems in order to protect them at a time when they
would need it the most. The responsibility for this needs to be
shared by everybody, by society as a whole, and we need to do bet‐
ter. If there is anything we have learned from this pandemic, it is
that we have an opportunity to do better when it comes to long-term
care standards and we need to act on that.

I know there are some members of this House who are very con‐
cerned about national standards for long-term care, including my
colleagues from the Bloc Québécois. However, I really think that
this does not have to be a top-down approach, as they are suggest‐
ing it is. It can actually be an opportunity to share best practices, to
develop standards that can then be used throughout the country as
provinces see fit.

I have said this many times and I will say it again: I compare it to
something like our National Building Code. A lot of people proba‐
bly do not even realize that there is a National Building Code in
Canada because provincial jurisdictions use the building code. At
least people who live in Ontario or Quebec may not realize that the
National Building Code exists because Ontario and Quebec have
their own building codes. The rest of the country pretty much uses
those national standards. When we think of a building code, we
think of the best practices that are put in there. If we compare the
National Building Code to Ontario's Building Code, with which I
am more familiar than I am with the Quebec one, we will see that
the two are almost identical because Ontario is getting its best prac‐
tices from the national code and I am sure that the national code is
also influenced heavily by Ontario's Building Code and Quebec's
Construction Code.

Therefore, I look at this as an opportunity to do something very
similar as it relates to national long-term care standards. It is to de‐
velop some standards, not to impose them and force them upon
provinces but to set the standards so that they can be adopted as
best practices where provinces see fit.

One of the other sections that I enjoyed seeing in this report was
the section on children and families in particular, and talking about
a national child care system. Members heard me speak about this at
the beginning of my speech and in the questions I was asking for
the previous speaker. It is long overdue. I know there is a tendency
to say, “What about this? What about that?” The Liberals have been
promising it since the early 1990s when I was still in high school. I
do not know what the situation is and why this happened, other
than what I have been referencing around the Paul Martin time, but,

as a parent who has children who have gone through nursery school
and day care, I see so many parents out there, more often women,
who do not put their kids into day care or child care because it just
does not make economic sense. One of the parents, more often than
not the woman, ends up staying home and she does not have the op‐
portunity to realize her full potential in the marketplace.

When I talk about child care, it is not just about taking care of
children in day care and giving the parents a break; this is about un‐
leashing an economic opportunity here. Imagine what it would
mean to put so many more people into the workforce and what that
would mean for our economy. If one does not care about the social
impact of child care, one should at least consider the economic im‐
pact of it. It has the opportunity to unleash new people working in
our marketplace, which is only good for the growth of our econo‐
my.

I also note that there was a recommendation with respect to do‐
mestic abuse victim supports. I liked seeing that. There will never
be enough that we can do to support victims of domestic abuse.

● (1950)

When I was younger, in high school in the early nineties, as I al‐
luded to earlier, my mother worked at the Kingston Interval House,
which was a special house to support more often than not women
who were subject to domestic abuse and give them the support they
needed right then and there to help them. To know the committee
has heard from people in our country who are advocating for this is
important. As we move forward I hope we will see more supports
being put into this particular initiative of protecting and giving sup‐
ports to those who have been subject to domestic abuse.

Another section I found very interesting when I was reading
through the report was on employment and labour. There was a rec‐
ommendation to fund Statistics Canada to make sure it had the
funding it needed to do its job. My predecessor Ted Hsu introduced
a private member's bill on this particular topic about reinstating the
long-form census. Nothing is more important to government, agen‐
cies and businesses for that matter than good data. Getting that data
and making sure Statistics Canada can compile that data in order
for organizations, businesses and government to utilize is truly im‐
portant for our economy and the social fabric of our communities.

There were also, in the employment and labour section, recom‐
mendations on supporting and developing training for green jobs. I
talked about this earlier when we were discussing Bill C-12. The
opportunity here of Canada being at the forefront of those green
jobs and allowing Canadians to really expand their skills as these
new industries are created in our economy is truly important, but
we need to make sure people, and particular workers, have the
skills they need for these jobs.

Along those lines, I know in the education and training section of
the report there were also recommendations on investing in young
Canadians for skills training specifically. I do not know if anybody
has tried to hire a plumber or an electrician lately, but they are not
easy to get and can pretty much charge whatever they want.
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from Italy and Holland who came here very young. They saw the
struggles their parents went through, and the only thing their par‐
ents wanted was for their children to be lawyers, doctors and teach‐
ers, or “professionals”. That gets passed down to the next genera‐
tion, and unfortunately, in the process of doing that, we have some‐
how devalued the core skills of those really important jobs. We
made a giant mistake in doing that, as a society, when I say “we”.

To put resources into making sure that skills training can contin‐
ue and people can get trained for those skilled trades jobs in partic‐
ular truly is important in this day and age. If any of my three chil‐
dren come to me and say they want to get into a skilled trade, I will
be beside myself and excited by this because I know they will be
set for life and will be making money taking care of everybody
else's problems for years to come.

There was also a lot in the report about arts, culture and hospital‐
ity. I come from a riding that really needs a lot of supports right
now. About 11% or 12% of the economy in Kingston specifically is
in tourism. These industries are struggling right now. We have a
number of museums in Kingston, which make up the tour in
Kingston, that literally have been sitting empty for a year, and these
museums and cultural amenities that exist throughout the country
really need the supports to get through this particular time so we
can still have those cultural assets when we get through this pan‐
demic. I was really happy to see that recommendation in there.

● (1955)

Perhaps the part of the recommendations I liked the most were
the last five recommendations of the report, which focus on electric
vehicles. I think there is such a huge opportunity here, as we dis‐
cover that we will transition to electrified vehicles. There is no
stopping that. It is going to happen. I genuinely believe we have
passed the tipping point. It is really going to take off, and it will do
so at a much more increased pace than it is now.

I heard a member from British Columbia, I believe it was one of
the Green Party members, indicate that B.C. is now selling approxi‐
mately 10% of its vehicles as electric vehicles. This industry is real‐
ly going to take off, so putting investments and incentives into re‐
search and development, which is what one of the recommenda‐
tions calls for, makes me wonder about what that will lead to.

When NASA does research to build new things for space, quite
often we get a ton of spinoffs that end up becoming new products,
which become available for more residential and commercial uses.
Therefore, the spinoffs that will come from research and develop‐
ment in electrifying vehicles, for example, will be tremendous.

I also think there is a huge opportunity here. We are starting to
see electric vehicles get to the end of their lifespan, as some have
been around for a good 10 or 15 years now, and there is an opportu‐
nity to do a lot of research and development in what to do with an
electric vehicle when it gets to the end of its life. I think there is a
huge opportunity here, and I am really glad to see that was in one
of the recommendations of this concurrence report.

Of course, there was also another recommendation in that same
section on incentivizing the purchase of electric vehicles. I think it

is extremely important to do that, but I know there are a lot of peo‐
ple out there who criticize the incentivization of electric vehicles.

I will be the first to admit that I have taken advantage of those
incentives in Ontario on a number of occasions. We are on our
fourth electric vehicle. People who are overly critical of these in‐
centives are being very short-sighted on how much we actually help
the fossil fuel industry in Canada, in particular with the incentives
that are out there and the credits that are being applied to the fossil
fuel industry.

Of course, there was another recommendation to increase the
electrification of the federal government fleet dramatically. That is
something I am very encouraged to see. It is another great recom‐
mendation, which I think the government should act on. We need to
be leaders. If we are going to convince other people to buy an elec‐
tric vehicle, the government needs to introduce a lot of electric ve‐
hicles into its own fleet.

I made a comment earlier about electric vehicles being an indus‐
try that is evolving. I can tell members that our first electric vehicle
we had was a Chevy Volt. We could get 40 kilometres after plug‐
ging it in, and then we were using gas after that. We now have a
Chrysler Pacifica, which is a minivan. We get about 60km and then
use gas.

Then we have a Hyundai Kona, which I get about 400 kilometres
on and which I drive to and from Ottawa. To see the evolution, just
from my own limited experience of how these vehicles have
changed in such a short period of eight or nine years, is truly inspir‐
ing. I know it is only a matter of time before they are flooding the
market and everybody will be driving electric vehicles.

● (2000)

[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Madam
Speaker, I always love speeches from the member for Kingston and
the Islands because I appreciate his honesty and sincerity. In re‐
sponse to one of my questions earlier he told the House that he was
against buying the pipeline. It is amazing that he can say so even
though his party was the one that bought it.

He spoke about education, day care services, long-term care
homes and standards in these homes. I suggest that he go to
Queen's Park, since those are all provincial jurisdictions.

From the beginning of the debate I have been hearing that the
Liberals promised to increase old age security for seniors aged 75
and over, which is why seniors under the age of 75 do not get an
increase. However, the pandemic started after the last election.
Drug and food prices have gone up and seniors have been the hard‐
est hit.

I would like to hear the honest and sincere answer I know he is
capable of giving. Why are seniors 75 and under not eligible for
this increase?
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Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, to answer the question
as directly as I can, I think the member is confusing two issues.
Yes, we have a pandemic, on one side, but on the other side, we
have a commitment to seniors. To answer his question, we need to
divide the two issues and not bring them together like he is trying
to do.

On the one side, people are struggling in the pandemic and are
having difficulties, which have changed dramatically since the pan‐
demic began. We need to be there to help them and make sure they
get the supports they need. I would argue that the government has
been doing this.

On the other side, which relates to seniors, we know that seniors
are living longer now. As they get to an older age, over 75, seniors
need more supports by default because what they had when they re‐
tired is starting to deplete by that point. Is there an opportunity to
have more discussions on the age? I do not think the age as a num‐
ber matters as much as the data that shows when some people need
more support than others. The number is irrelevant; it is about what
the data says about when people need supports the most.

Mr. Tony Baldinelli (Niagara Falls, CPC): Madam Speaker,
part of the concurrence report, under recommendation 55, spoke to
the support for the cultural, tourism and hospitality sectors. It asked
about providing additional financial support to those sectors until
COVID-19-related restrictions can be safely lifted.

One thing in the budget was disappointing for the stakeholder
community, and there was almost unanimity in my conversations
with stakeholder groups and the tourism industry. They were look‐
ing for an extension to the CEWS and the CERS programs until at
least the end of the year. Some have even indicated that they may
need them into the new year as we transition along, because
tourism is not going to recover immediately. It is not like we are
going to snap our fingers and 14 million people, who traditionally
would come to Niagara Falls, are going to magically reappear. This
is going to take time, and it is going to take effort and support for
those sectors to get their feet back under them.

The member talks about tourism in his own community. Is he a
little disappointed in the early end of these programs?
● (2005)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, anything that is or is not
there for the tourism sector definitely impacts my riding and means
something to me. It is something I am watching very carefully.
However, the government has demonstrated through the work of
Parliament and in working with the other side of the House, quite
often through unanimous consent motions, that it will be there for
small businesses and will be there for the industry. It has been there
for over a year now.

Although the particular item the member is looking for might not
be in this budget, I have no doubt that the government will be there
for small businesses and these sectors until we get through the pan‐
demic and they can start to get on their feet again.

Ms. Ruby Sahota (Brampton North, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I
quite enjoyed the member's speech and I want to compliment him
on his delivery. It was quite passionate.

I want to know if he has looked further into the impacts of child
care. I have been reading about this. When we look at the Quebec
model, not only did it grow the economy, but it also took the female
workforce employment rate from being one of the lowest across
Canada to becoming one of the highest across Canada. When we
compare Ontario and Quebec now, Quebec stands at 81% female
workforce participation and Ontario only stands at 75%.

I definitely think that many improvements were made when Que‐
bec moved to this model. I want an opinion from the member as to
what he thinks about that and what he thinks about the wasting of
skills and intellect that we are currently seeing across the country
by not providing women and families with the support they need
with their children.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, I sit on the PROC com‐
mittee with the member for Brampton North. I have not been there
in a while and I miss it, quite frankly, so I am looking forward to
getting back on the committee.

The member is absolutely correct. This is why I said earlier that
if not for the social reasons of supporting child care because it will
help families, we should think of the economic impact alone. The
economic impact, as demonstrated in Quebec, is significant when
we can unleash the potential of people who want to work. As the
member indicated, as I said during my speech, more often than not
it is the woman who ends up staying at home. By making sure the
supports are there, women can then realize the full potential of what
they want to do.

It is a strategic decision that is being made by families. One par‐
ent may say he or she will stay at home because even if that parent
works, after income taxes and paying child care, the family will on‐
ly be ahead $50 a week, or whatever it might be. It just does not
make sense. If we can conquer that problem, the economic impact
of this and the growth of our economy will be incredible. Not only
that, but people get to realize their full potential and their dreams of
what they want to do, not to sound cliché.

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau (Laurentides—Labelle, BQ):
Madam Speaker, earlier I heard the question from my colleague
who wanted to know why seniors aged 65 to 74 are not entitled to
the $500 cheque or the proposed increase of $63.50 a month, as op‐
posed to $110 a month as the Bloc wants. I heard that it was not a
question of age but of statistics.

I do not know what to say to my constituents when I return to my
riding. There is obviously frustration. People feel left behind, and
there are two classes of seniors. I would like to see the figures be‐
cause I just do not believe it.
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Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, I do not think there is
any evidence to suggest that there are two classes. What I was say‐
ing in response to the previous Bloc question was that, to me, what
is important is that people are taken care of. There is evidence to
suggest that the older people get, the more their savings are deplet‐
ed along the way.

Five years ago people could not retire at age 65, it was 67, which
is a whole other issue. When people retire at 65, they have more
saved-up wealth that they can then use. As they get older, we are
seeing that people are finding it harder and harder to meet their ba‐
sic needs. When I say that the number does not matter, it is because
I do not think the number is arbitrary. I think the number has been
set because it properly reflects when people need increased sup‐
ports.
● (2010)

Mr. Damien Kurek (Battle River—Crowfoot, CPC): Madam
Speaker, it is an honour to enter into debate on this concurrence re‐
port and, more broadly, the budget in general.

I will be splitting my time with the member for Cariboo—Prince
George.

More than a year late, swimming in red ink and rife with risky
new economic strategies based on the Liberals' reimagined Canada,
the Liberals appear to be doubling down on failures. It is with great
disappointment that we look back at the budget presented a couple
of weeks ago and see how, in so many ways, it misses the mark on
what Canadians need.

I am going to try something a little bit different in this speech.
My communications assistant has livestreamed my speech as well. I
am going to try to get some comments on the record from con‐
stituents, some of whom have written to me about the budget in the
past and others who I am expecting will comment on Facebook.
This is the first time I have tried something like this, so we will go
from there.

Audrey from my constituency says clearly, “Instead of begging
other countries for vaccines, we need to ensure Canadian manufac‐
turing, like Providence Therapeutics that I would note just an‐
nounced that they may be moving out of Canada. Without vaccines
we won't be able to get back to work and a large percentage of
small businesses that employ women may no longer exist”.

Debra says, “There would be money for programs if the Prime
Minister's Liberals stop giving our money away to the Infrastruc‐
ture Bank, China and their friends.”

Fred says, “With budget debate starting today, could we possibly
get an answer as to why the OAS increase starts at 75 instead of 65
when OAS starts? Is that the Prime Minister's way to save money
since by 75 there are some who will already have passed on?”

Those are a few of the concerns that I have heard from con‐
stituents.

When we look at other aspects of the budget we see a child care
plan. I agree that a child care strategy is needed. In 2006, this was a
heavily litigated issue in the election. In fact, it was Conservatives

who ran on a universal child care plan. The Liberals like to take
credit for the Canada child care benefit, but really what they did
was take over a program that was introduced by the Conservatives
and was incredibly popular. It was first brought forward in 2006
during that election. The Liberals adjusted it a little bit. Instead of
paying taxes based on income, with a flat rate for every Canadian,
they made it income dependent. They then ran on it as their own
and claimed it as their own, but it was an idea brought forward by
Canada's Conservatives and it was incredibly popular. It ensured
that the playing field was level.

It is interesting because what is proposed in this budget actually
goes against what the Prime Minister wrote in the Minister of Fi‐
nance's mandate letter. He talked about her being careful not to in‐
troduce any more permanent spending. We have an Ottawa-knows-
best approach to child care.

I am a Conservative, so ideologically I would suggest that often
we can see that the government is not overly effective at delivering
these programs. If we look, for example, at many of the govern‐
ment-run agencies and institutions across the country, we can sim‐
ply see that they are not the best use of tax dollars. They are not
effective in terms of providing the best services for Canadians. I
have heard from some constituents and will admit there are some
who are happy about the possibility of more child care spaces, but
they are concerned that these will be focused on urban areas and
will leave rural Canada behind, as we often see in these big govern‐
ment programs. There are many others who have alternative child
care arrangements, such as when one parent chooses to stay home
because they have a small business or differing hours, or when a
grandparent, aunt, uncle or whomever provides child care. They
may use an unregistered day care, which is how many Canadians
get their child care. Those are all not part of the plan. It is an Ot‐
tawa-knows-best approach.

We see the $100 billion green infrastructure fund, which is a
slush fund with little accountability. Forgive me for not trusting the
government with that kind of money when we see 9,000 missing
projects with the Canada Infrastructure Bank, and now the govern‐
ment wants another $100 billion.

● (2015)

With the rent and wage subsidy, my hon. colleague from Niagara
Falls articulated very well some of the challenges. I have two com‐
munities in particular, and other small businesses across my con‐
stituency, that depend on seasonal tourism. To see it phased out at a
time when we will hopefully just be starting to see a recovery is
very problematic in terms of these businesses being able to survive.
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to read a few of the comments I am getting on Facebook. Jesse is
talking about the budget and feeling very sad for Canada. Shauna
talks about the reimagined economy and that risky economic idea.
It is troubling that, at a time when Canadians need leadership, we
are not seeing it.

I have a comment from Ken saying he is concerned about how
the Liberals seem to deflect the very valid questions Canadians are
asking. These are not my comments. These are comments from, in
this case, followers on Facebook. Canadians are asking some very
serious questions.

I find this interesting with this budget. I have spent a great deal
of time over the last number of months talking about the need for
democracy, an essential service, and the Liberals talk often about a
team Canada approach to the COVID response and otherwise. It is
interesting to see who is included in team Canada. We saw with
Parliament shut down there was so often a lack of collaboration.

I would add that I hope I have a new follower on Facebook in the
member for Kingston and the Islands. I am certain my constituents
will appreciate his comment.

This team Canada approach seems to leave many behind. It is
unfortunate because, at a time when Canadians need leadership,
they are left wanting. This may be because of the 750 pages in the
budget, which many pundits and political observers have suggested
is simply the precursor for an election platform.

The Prime Minister even let it slip over the Christmas holidays
about expecting an election. Canadians are not looking for an elec‐
tion. They are looking for leadership out of some incredibly chal‐
lenging times.

We see so clearly the need for leadership at a time when, as
many have rightly suggested, we face significant challenges,
whether as small businesses, families, women or young people who
do not have the opportunities that should be present.

It has been interesting to try Facebook Live while doing a speech
in the House of Commons. I am not sure that has been done before,
but I look forward to maybe incorporating this again in the future.

I am seeing questions asking where the money coming from. I
have a tremendous amount of research on swimming in red ink, as I
mentioned before. We saw a deficit in the last year where there was
no budgetary framework. It was approximately equivalent to the
previous year's entire federal budget. That is debt being accrued by
our country.

As I read through the budget, the debt repayment plan that has
been outlined by the Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Fi‐
nance has just been to make sure we refinance at a lower interest
rate. That is not a debt and fiscal plan that Canadians can trust will
not damage our future. That is money that will have to be paid
back. I know it is the sort of thinking that could cause significant
economic damage to our nation's future, the very future that the
Prime Minister and the government talk about, yet they are being
left behind by some of these risky strategies.

I look forward to taking some question from other members of
the House. I would note that the member for Kingston and the Is‐

lands did comment on my Facebook post. I am not sure if that
counts as his intervention or not.

● (2020)

Ms. Ruby Sahota (Brampton North, Lib.): Madam Speaker,
the member mentioned infrastructure, slush funds and money that
he thinks is not being well spent. This morning there was an an‐
nouncement in my city of Brampton for electric buses. We are fi‐
nally getting electric buses out on the road starting tomorrow.

Just a couple of weeks before that, we had an infrastructure an‐
nouncement for a third bus facility in my neighbouring riding, the
largest of its kind in that riding. This is really going to help set
Brampton up to be a great city. To me, it is a requirement. We have
a growing immigrant population and a lot of people really need
good, clean and safe transportation to get to work. These invest‐
ments can be life-changing.

What part of the budget would he like to see cut for Canadians?

Mr. Damien Kurek: Madam Speaker, I find it interesting that
the members opposite are always so quick to say that it is all about
what we would cut.

Conservatives look at things a little differently. The metric for
success for the Liberals seems to be the more money they can shov‐
el out the door, the more successful a program is. The reality is very
different. Conservatives are focused on ensuring that dollars actual‐
ly deliver for Canadians and that every dollar spent is respected, is
held accountable and has the biggest benefit possible. I would sug‐
gest that is a fundamental difference between Conservatives and
Liberals.

When it comes to this infrastructure project, $100 billion would
buy a lot of buses. Certainly, I hope that is not a precursor to some
of the conversations that we had when the previous minister of in‐
frastructure, when bragging about billions and billions spent, was
only able to talk about a few buses that were purchased. Canadians
expect a lot more than a few buses for $100 billion.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I did comment on the member's Facebook page, although
he did not read out my comment, which is fair. I will say that I ad‐
mire his desire to use technology for the purpose that he did. I
thought that was very creative, so kudos for that.

I do not think the member answered the question from the mem‐
ber for Brampton North. The question was about what he would ac‐
tually take out. It is fair, when he says he does not support this level
of spending, to ask him to tell us where he would start to remove
money.

Mr. Damien Kurek: Madam Speaker, I did answer the question.
The engagement on my Facebook page from the member opposite
will make waves in the constituency of Battle River—Crowfoot, I
have no doubt.
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about. Dollars spent are not a metric of success. We have spent a
tremendous amount during the COVID pandemic, and Conserva‐
tives have supported much of that spending because Canadians
needed it. Would we have done things differently? Absolutely. We
would have adjusted programs. In fact, we made a lot of sugges‐
tions and the Liberals did take some of our advice, but on other
fronts they did not.

We have seen what happens at different times throughout our
history when the finances of the country are not kept in mind, and
when there is not a strong fiscal framework, let alone there not be‐
ing a budget or a budgetary framework for an entire year. We have
had nothing more than a fiscal selfie, yet there is such extraordinary
spending. Now, we see increasing evidence that we are being set up
for an inflation rate that could drive more Canadians into poverty.

These are all very concerning things. The government simply
talks about the more dollars spent, the better. If we are going to
spend money, let us make sure that it actually serves Canadians,
that every dollar is respected and that there is accountability to en‐
sure that it is actually serving the best interests of the Canadians
who pay those taxes, which is why it can be spent in the first place.
● (2025)

Mr. Todd Doherty (Cariboo—Prince George, CPC): Madam
Speaker, it is a pleasure to rise this evening to speak to the concur‐
rence motion for the first report of the Standing Committee on Fi‐
nance, entitled “Investing in Tomorrow: Canadian Priorities for
Economic Growth and Recovery”. There is a lot in the 378-page re‐
port that I am sure the minister did not have a chance to look or did
not even look at.

For the sake of time, I would like to focus my speech this
evening on a few key priorities that affect my riding. However,
first, I want to speak to something our colleague, the member for
Kingston and the Islands spoke about, and that is mental health.

The House unanimously supported a motion I put forward 143
days ago to bring a simple three-digit national suicide prevention
hotline to our country. It has been 143 days. Let us put that in per‐
spective. We know by the statistics that 11 Canadians take their
own lives every 24 hours and another 275 attempt to take their lives
every 24 hours. To do the simple math, 143 days equates to 1,573
people who have lost their lives and another 39,325 who have at‐
tempted to take their lives. Let that sink in for a moment. While my
Liberal friends can sit there and talk about $1 billion, which is not a
small number, in supports that this budget included, we need to be
better and we need to do better. It is incumbent upon all 338 mem‐
bers of the House to do better for Canadians when it comes to men‐
tal health. There is no health without mental health. I will leave
members with that.

I would like to talk about recommendation 55, support for
tourism and culture; recommendation 63, support for municipal as‐
sets; recommendation 72, support for rural Canadian infrastructure;
and recommendation 74, support for high-speed Internet in rural
Canada.

Recommendation 55 talks about the chance to support local, cul‐
tural, tourism and hospitality sectors. I have stood in the House and

spoke about how COVID has impacted companies such as Central
Display and C+ Rodeos ranch in my riding. I have talked about
how areas in my community, such as Williams Lake, Quesnel, Van‐
derhoof and Prince George, depend so dearly on their events, like
the Williams Lake Stampede, the greatest show on dirt; Billy Bark‐
er Days; the BC Northern Exhibition; or the Vanderhoof Interna‐
tional Airshow. These communities are struggling. However, what
we have seen in this budget is really not a lot of support for these
companies.

I spoke about how Roy and Earl Call ran the C+ Rodeos ranch
for over 25 years. They are the tops in the rodeo business in terms
of rodeo stock. They are among the top 10 in Canada. When those
companies have to downsize, it means animals lose their lives. Re‐
gardless of whether a show is going on or not, those animals need
to be fed. If no dollars are coming in to support and feed those ani‐
mals, sadly, they have to be euthanized. We know that this has gone
on right across our country. That rodeo stock is bred specifically for
high performance; they are athletes. If no shows are going on, then
something needs to be done.

I talked about Central Display, a company that puts on conven‐
tions and conferences all across northern British Columbia. It has
been struggling to make ends meet. I talked about all types of orga‐
nizations, such as Barkerville, a historic site in our country. It is
struggling to makes ends meet.

This budget falls short with respect to our national post-pandem‐
ic needs in so many ways. If members do not believe me, let us talk
about all the premiers and mayors who have spoken out about it
from coast to coast to coast. It seems like our Liberal colleagues be‐
lieve that once COVID is done, it is just a flip of a switch and ev‐
erything will be all right. Sadly, we know we are going to face a
mental health crisis like never before.

● (2030)

We know that over 200,000 businesses have had to close their
doors. That is millions of Canadians who are out of work. We know
that as we sit today one in six businesses is considering closing its
doors.

I want to talk about support for municipal infrastructure: roads,
roads, roads. If members follow my Twitter feed, they will see that
over 200 roads in my riding are compromised by landslides and
washouts or are impassible altogether. I want to talk about the
Quesnel-Hydraulic Road, where in April 2020 a 400-metre section
was washed out. This forced the residents of that area to ride or
drive and travel on a mountain pass logging road, one that should
not be intended for passenger vehicles, for over a year. Emergency
crews will not go on it. Ambulance and fire support will not go on
it. School districts will not send their school buses on that road.
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road looks like and some of the other damage that is going on, they
can go to my Twitter feed. They will see that on my social media.
Those are real-time photos, and there is more coming. We have
been raising these issues with the infrastructure minister, as well as
the transportation minister, since 2017. We knew there were going
to be challenges with the 2017 wildfires and the root structures that
are missing.

Another thing I want to talk about is connectivity. This budget
announces a billion dollars toward getting Canadians connected.
Then there is $4 billion for getting businesses online. Is that not
backwards? Should we not be doing everything we can to get Cana‐
dians connected?

Madam Speaker, you of all people will know the challenges that
MPs from coast to coast to coast face with our connectivity issues
every day. We were just having a storm up here in Prince George
and I was worried that I would not be able to make my speech be‐
cause in a blink, just like that, we can get booted off because of our
connectivity issues. We have to do everything in our power so that
all Canadians, regardless of where they are, are connected and have
access to the Internet. That makes sense post-pandemic, that we
have telehealth, that Canadians can connect with their friends and
family better, that we are putting a concerted effort and getting
businesses and rural and remote communities connected.

There are lessons that we should have learned over COVID, but
sadly what we have seen in this budget is that the Liberals just want
to pay off their friends and create a further divide between urban
and rural. That is sad.

I believe it was one of our NDP colleagues who said that the
budget is always an important document and it is always an impor‐
tant week when the budget comes out because this really is our key‐
stone document as we move forward. We have just had two years of
no budget and we have gone through perhaps the worst year in our
country's history, and then we see a budget like this. There are a lot
of great recommendations in this report. Sadly, what we have seen
with this budget is that this is not a budget; rather, it is a pre-elec‐
tion platform. When the election is called, when the writ is
dropped, I suggest that the word “budget” will be taken out and the
word “platform” will be submitted.

● (2035)

Ms. Rachel Blaney (North Island—Powell River, NDP):
Madam Speaker, the member and I spend a lot of time together on
the veterans committee, and I really appreciate the work he does
there.

My question for the member goes back to veterans. What we
have seen in this last budget is another announcement for an inter‐
im program to help veterans who are on a huge wait-list, up to two
years, for their disability pensions, for the supports they desperately
need. Here we have another program. What we heard at committee
again and again is that what veterans and their families want is one
person who knows their story so they do not have to repeat it again
and again. I wonder if the member could speak to this and how we
are continuously seeing veterans failed in Canada.

Mr. Todd Doherty: Madam Speaker, I get fairly emotional when
we talk about our veterans and those who serve our country and our
community.

Our freedom is not free. It comes at a very real cost and a very
real sacrifice to those who serve our country and their families.
Sadly, what we have seen is that time and again they are forgotten.
They are told to go to the back of the line instead of being told,
“Thank you, your bill has been paid in full.”

We need to do more. We need to make sure that they have that
one-stop shop and that they do not have to continually relive the
stories. It re-traumatizes veterans and their families. We can do
more. We should do more. Sadly, this budget would not do more.

Mr. Gord Johns (Courtenay—Alberni, NDP): Madam Speak‐
er, my colleague talked about small businesses and some of the
challenges that owners are facing.

Dave Ball, who owns VanIsle Wine and Beer Makers, got a CE‐
BA loan. Five months ago, the government announced the increase
to the CEBA and he applied for it. Now, there is a technical issue
and he cannot get the increase. Here we are five months later, he
cannot get the increase and we hear that there are 60,000 business
owners in the same position. We have written to the minister, we
cannot get a reply. There is no hotline for Dave to call to get infor‐
mation about his application. In fact, we have been asking the gov‐
ernment to increase the CEBA loan from $60,000 to $80,000 be‐
cause we are in the third wave where many business owners are
struggling for their businesses to survive.

Could my colleague share whether he has constituents in the
same situation, who have applied for the CEBA loan extension but
cannot get an answer as to whether they are going to get it? Does he
think that we should increase the CEBA loan for those business
owners who need extra help, especially those in hospitality and
tourism and those being impacted most greatly by the pandemic?

Mr. Todd Doherty: Madam Speaker, my hon. B.C. colleague
from Courtenay—Alberni also reminded me of another thing.

Absolutely, I have heard the exact same thing. We are failing
small business owners and we need to do more for them.

The member reminded me of something I failed to mention in
my speech, and that is the opioid crisis in British Columbia. We are
facing dire times, not only here in our province but right across this
country, and this budget fails to do anything for that. We need to do
better for those who are struggling with mental health and addic‐
tion, and this budget falls short.



6580 COMMONS DEBATES May 3, 2021

Orders of the Day
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Presi‐

dent of the Queen’s Privy Council for Canada and Minister of
Intergovernmental Affairs and to the Leader of the Govern‐
ment in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I appre‐
ciate what the member has been talking about but I wanted to em‐
phasize that under programs such as the provincial restart program,
the federal government has invested tens of millions, going into
hundreds of millions, of dollars into health support with a special
focus on mental health. Other provinces have played an important
role by working with Ottawa to deal with this issue. I wonder if the
member could provide his thoughts in regard to the fact that we
have been investing more money in mental health than the previous
administration had.
● (2040)

Mr. Todd Doherty: Madam Speaker, our previous Conservative
government set up the Mental Health Commission. We need to do
more. We are failing Canadians when it comes to mental health.
There is no health without mental health, and until we actually view
mental health in parity with physical health we are failing Canadi‐
ans.

Mr. Tom Kmiec (Calgary Shepard, CPC): Madam Speaker, as
some members will know, I used to sit on the finance committee in
a previous Parliament. I do not get to do that now as chair for the
Conservative caucus, but I see this is a report that has 145 recom‐
mendations and is one of the biggest in the past five to six years.
Typically, what I have noticed is that the Liberal government has
been ignoring the finance committee's recommendations, and in
this concurrence report we have an opportunity to compare what is
in the recommendations from the pre-budget submission to the gov‐
ernment, created by the Standing Committee on Finance, with the
actual budget document. We can compare the two and what has
been proposed.

Some of these recommendations I actually agree with, but I
know the government has no intentions of following through. The
recommendations are either not in the budget document, or the Lib‐
erals have gone completely silent, so I want to highlight those is‐
sues I am most interested in.

Recommendation 12 is a good one: “Ensure that the Patented
Medicine Prices Review Board changes do not create barriers for
new medicines for Canadians.” It is Canadians with rare diseases
who would be impacted by these changes. January 1 was when
these new regulations were supposed to be coming in. I do not
think I have spoken to a single patient advocacy group or stake‐
holder group that has said these changes were terrific and that they
should go through, especially during a pandemic when we have in‐
terim health orders and special rules put in place by the federal
health minister to manage the pandemic. This is the wrong time to
be introducing changes such as this.

Now they have been delayed to July 1, so we have less than two
short months, and the federal government should be delaying it fur‐
ther. This is the wrong time to be introducing PMPRB changes that
would deeply impact new medications coming onto the market, in‐
cluding vaccinations that will be coming onto the market here in
Canada, because they provide so little direction to provincial gov‐
ernments, health insurers and benefit plans. It would create more
uncertainty.

In fact, it would create so much uncertainty that Alberta Health
Services, the operator of the Alberta health care system, sent a let‐
ter to the federal health minister saying that these rules did not
make sense. It could not inform the manufacturers or the people it
negotiated with to give them any type of certainty on what the fu‐
ture would look like. That is Alberta Health Services, the provincial
health insurer, telling the federal government it had gotten it wrong
and that even it was confused by the contents. That was repeated by
the Quebec government, and the British Columbia government said
the same thing.

One of the biggest worries I have is that the federal government
is taking its lead from an organization that, in its annual report to
Parliament, says that medication is going up in cost and is actually
one of the biggest drivers of health care costs in Canada, with 70%
of those costs coming from expensive drugs for rare diseases.
These are very expensive drugs, of which Kalydeco is a good ex‐
ample. The problem with what the PMPRB is doing is that, in that
70%, there are many rare disease medications that are given for ev‐
eryday conditions. The health care systems decide that a rare dis‐
ease medication works for a condition really well, and they allow it
to be prescribed off-label. The federal regulator, this organization
that is only supposed to look at excessive pricing of medication, is
saying it is going to include that as if it was given to someone with
a rare disease, and that is wrong. That is not the way it should be
done. I have called them out on it at the health committee. I contin‐
ue to do so in public advocacy, but recommendation 12 is very
good. I think the finance committee got it correct, and the federal
government is getting it wrong.

Recommendation 15 is about Diabetes Canada asking for Dia‐
betes 360° to be implemented in Canada. I think this is a very good
recommendation. I know there are many diabetics in my riding who
suffer from this condition or have children or family members who
suffer from it. This, to the government's credit, is in budget 2021.
Diabetes is a condition that is chronic, and its numbers are going
up. Every single year in Canada, more Canadians suffer from it.
This is one of these chronic conditions that will crush the different
medical systems in Canada, because there are so many associated
costs. I have a friend who lost half of his foot to diabetes. It is a
terrible condition, so I am pleased it is in both the pre-budget sub‐
mission and budget 2021.
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I will move on to recommendation 23, to “Uncouple the eligibili‐

ty for the disability tax credit...and a registered disability savings
plan”, so if someone loses access to the DTC, they would not also
lose the RDSP and have to refund the RDSP. Members will remem‐
ber that in the last Parliament the federal government, through the
CRA, went through an audit process in which it denied tens of
thousands of people with type 2 diabetes very unfairly. Many of
those then also lost access to the RDSP and were forced into this
massive refund.
● (2045)

There are many members on the Conservative side, in other par‐
ties, and on the Liberal benches as well, although not in the govern‐
ment unfortunately, who thought this was deeply unfair. Uncou‐
pling it would be the right way to go, but it would be much better if
the CRA simply ceased going after diabetics in this country and
treated them like people who have a very bad chronic medical con‐
dition.

Recommendation 24, asking to make the disability tax credit re‐
fundable, is a very good recommendation. I had a private member's
bill on this in the last Parliament, which I am hoping to reintroduce
with some tweaks in this Parliament.

The disability tax credit is for Canadians with disabilities that
never go away. Some people are unable to walk, like my daughter
who passed away in the last Parliament. People with a rare condi‐
tion like Patau syndrome, which she had, Edwards syndrome or
spinal muscular atrophy will never walk, and the disability tax
credit makes it possible for parents, when they still need support, to
pay for things like a wheelchair or assistance to get into a bed. It
pays for those costs. However, with the way it is set up right now,
lower-income Canadians do not get access to it because they are not
paying taxes. This is a good recommendation, and I really wish the
government had taken it up, because it would help lower-income
Canadians especially.

I am going to move on to recommendation 45, which asks us to
adopt Bill C-395, the opportunity for workers with disabilities act,
from the 42nd Parliament. It is also about disabilities. The member
for Carleton actually proposed this private member's bill. This is a
terrific idea for a person who chooses to work when they have a
disability, like a learning disability or a physical disability, that
makes them unable to work perhaps a full week or makes it chal‐
lenging for them to go to a workplace every day even though they
want to. They get innate dignity from working and a great sense of
self-worth just for showing up to work and doing a job with their
own two hands, and they should not be made worse off at the end
of the day. There are a lot of programs, such as PDD and AISH in
Alberta, that penalize people who go to work. They actually lose
more money than they get from them.

I am glad to see that the finance committee decided to put that
recommendation in. However, it is very sad that for budget 2021, it
was not added into the bill. It would bring a great amount of fair‐
ness to persons with disabilities.

I have looked at the content of the pre-budget report and budget
2021. There is a Yiddish proverb that says, “It doesn't cost anything
to look”, so I'm looking through the window at what's being done.

Recommendation 62 says, “Simplify access and implementation
of Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation funds for housing.” I
have been a huge critic of the CMHC and I make no apologies for it
whatsoever. However, I do welcome Romy Bowers, who is the new
chief executive officer, and look forward to filing many, many ac‐
cess to information requests with the CMHC.

I do not like this recommendation because the CMHC is there to
provide one service. I know it tried to rename itself “housing
Canada”, and I believe it misled a parliamentary committee when it
pretended that it was not using current funds to fund the rebranding.
This has been set aside during the pandemic as something to do in
the future, but hopefully CMHC will return to Parliament to ask for
more money to do the project.

It has a project called the first-time home buyer incentive, which
was introduced before the 2019 federal election. At the time I
called it an election gimmick. Officials were saying that this was
going to help 100,000 first-time homebuyers in Canada, but by my
count, as of January 31, 2021, there have been 9,108 approvals.
One hundred thousand people were supposed to be helped between
2019 and 2022. We are about at the midway point now, and we
have 9,108 approvals. Also, an approval does not mean that a first-
time homebuyer actually followed through and accepted the offer to
have the government share in the equity of their home in a pur‐
chase. I strongly believe that even if we simplified access and im‐
plementation, this program would still be a failure.

During the 2019 election, the governing party announced that it
was going to change the rules for the incentive to make it easier, to
broaden the reach and to expand the income levels so that people
could still apply for it. The city where the most people applied for it
and took the offer from the federal government through the CMHC
is Edmonton. Edmonton is perhaps an expensive city in the Alberta
context, but it is nothing compared with Vancouver or Toronto.
Very few people in those two large metropolitan areas took advan‐
tage of it.
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● (2050)

I do not like this recommendation because, frankly, the CMHC's
primary purpose for existing is to provide mortgage insurance for
chartered banks, credit unions and financial institutions. That is its
primary role and it should focus on that job. It acts as a backstop. It
does an immense service by providing and broadening the ability of
first-time homebuyers to become homeowners. That is the purpose
of its existence. I am happy to continue to criticize the previous
CEO now that he has joined Alberta Investment Management Cor‐
poration, but that is the purpose of CMHC. Home ownership is the
purpose of CMHC. That is what it was created for. I do not like this
recommendation because I do not like it getting more powers. I am
sure I will get a letter in the mail from someone at CMHC disagree‐
ing with me and I look forward to submitting an ATIP for the draft‐
ing of that letter as well.

Recommendation No. 90 says, “Require the companies receiving
the Large Employer Emergency Financing Facility”, which was the
LEEFF program, a program that some employers in Calgary did
take advantage of, “to prove that their business plans are in line
with the Paris Agreement target to limit temperature increase to 1.5
degrees.” This is interesting because the Paris Agreement does not
say 1.5°C. It has several models in it, too. The IPCC also talks
about several different models. A lot of that work is based on the
social cost of carbon by William Nordhaus, who is an award-win‐
ning Nobel laureate.

This is the stuff that really worries my constituents. This is the
stuff where they start accusing the government of trying to reimag‐
ine the economy and taking advantage of a crisis to force through
its ideas. The large employer emergency financing facility was to
help large employers during a pandemic. It should not be used to
then leverage them on the one side to do policy objectives of the
government and, on top of that, who is going to review these busi‐
ness plans? Who is going to sit down and kind of add up what is
leading to the Celsius degree reach?

For a trucking company I might be able to understand it, but
what about a really large employer like a post-secondary institu‐
tion? That is where it becomes really difficult. Who is going to re‐
view my business plan if I am trying to teach tens of thousands of
students every single year? What does that have to do with demon‐
strating my temperature increase? Do I need to lower the thermostat
in my buildings? Stuff like that seems kind of ridiculous, so I am
perplexed as to why it is in this finance pre-budget document.

The report goes on like that. There are some good ideas and
some bad ones. Recommendation No. 109 says, “Require airlines to
reimburse their customers whose flights are cancelled.” I agree with
that. I have a lot of constituents who are extremely angry at the air‐
lines. Calgary is home to WestJet, which used to be its biggest em‐
ployer after the downturn in the oil and gas economy. Now that the
pandemic has hit, oil has drastically rebounded and is very close
to $70 for West Texas Intermediate and Western Canadian Select is
just a few dollars behind it, so the price of a barrel of oil is very
strong right now.

A lot of my constituents still have not gotten their refunds. The
government has struck a deal with Air Canada and WestJet is still
waiting to hear from the federal government, but independent travel

advisers also cannot be hurt with any refund. I know the two major
airlines, and others have been doing it too, are leveraging indepen‐
dent travel advisers, trying to extract out of them their commissions
for services already rendered. I really wish this recommendation
had included independent travel advisers. I have probably met with
40 to 50 in my riding several times. They are suffering. They are
small business owners, typically they are single parents and it is a
really big deal.

Recommendation No. 123 says, “Withdraw from the Asian In‐
frastructure Investment Bank.” I have been on this train for four
years now trying to get the federal government to withdraw from
this bank. It was the member for Malpeque who put it best to the
government when he said that the federal government needed to
wake up and smell the roses. This is the only way we are going to
find leverage.

Canadians are being held against their will in the People's Re‐
public of China. It has cracked down on democracy activists in
Hong Kong and renegued on the basic agreement it signed with the
United Kingdom. It has intimidated Taiwan, which is an ally and
close friend of Canada. It has tried to annex the South China Sea. It
has persecuted over a million Muslim Uighurs, an ethnic minority
in Xinjiang province, that it has interned in concentration camps to
try to wipe them out culturally.

The least the federal government could do is get a stick and with‐
draw from the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank as a way to
apply political pressure, to have a G7 country back out of the AIIB,
a bank that is based in Beijing, has built pipelines in the suburbs of
Beijing, has built pipelines in other countries and financed projects.
In Recommendation No. 123, I really wish the federal government
had taken this on.

● (2055)

It is nice to see an all-party committee such as the Standing
Committee on Finance actually say to the federal government that it
is right, and no less than the chair of the committee tell the federal
government it is wrong on the matter of the Asian Infrastructure In‐
vestment Bank. We need to withdraw from it. It would send a sig‐
nal to Beijing that we will not be intimidated and that we will stand
up for the two Michaels, and other Canadians who could be, in the
future, held hostage by a regime that has taken advantage of the
federal government at every single opportunity.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): It
being 8:56 p.m., it is my duty to interrupt the proceedings and put
forthwith the question on the motion now before the House.

[Translation]

The question is on the motion.
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[English]

If a member of a recognized party present in the House wishes to
request a recorded division or that the motion be adopted on divi‐
sion, I would invite them to rise and indicate it to the Chair.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, I request that it carry on
division.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Is
that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
declare the motion agreed to on division.

ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS
A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed

to have been moved.
[English]

ETHICS

Mr. Michael Barrett (Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands
and Rideau Lakes, CPC): Madam Speaker, we find ourselves here
following from the questions I posed to the Prime Minister with re‐
spect to the ongoing cover-up we have seen the government under‐
take, which came out of the very early days of the pandemic.

Early on we saw all parties profess to want to take a team
Canada approach and to really want to make sure helping Canadi‐
ans was the first thing we did, but the first thing the government did
was propose legislation that would have given it the ability to tax
and spend without parliamentary oversight for almost two years, so
that definitely got the radar up of opposition parties and the parlia‐
mentary press gallery.

We learned of course that the Prime Minister had dealings with
the WE Charity. Later we would learn that this organization had
paid members of the Prime Minister's family about half a million
dollars in cash and other benefits. What we learned in the very ear‐
ly days of the pandemic, just over a year ago, is that the govern‐
ment was prepared to give a half-billion-dollar, sole-source contri‐
bution agreement to the same organization, which would have ben‐
efited that organization by more than $40 million.

Tough questions were asked last summer, and we saw unprece‐
dented interest during these committee hearings. We saw the Prime
Minister testify, and we had massive document requests of the gov‐
ernment. On the eve of those documents being delivered, and they
documents that would have given us information about speaking
fees paid to members of the Prime Minister's family, the Prime
Minister shut down Parliament.

We have this pattern, which has developed with the government
since it first came to office in 2015. As revealed in the Conflict of
Interest and Ethics Commissioner's report entitled “The Trudeau
Report”, with the ill-fated trip to billionaire island, and with the
SNC-Lavalin scandal in the Ethic Commissioner's report entitled
“Trudeau II Report”, we saw that the Prime Minister does not be‐

lieve the rules of this place, the laws parliamentarians are expected
to follow, apply to him and to his government.

Here we are again, with the Prime Minister under investigation
for a third time, awaiting a report from the Ethics Commissioner.
The House ordered, by a majority vote, that witnesses appear at the
Standing Committee on Access to Information, Privacy and Ethics
and at the Standing Committee on National Defence. What did
those witnesses do? They were instructed by their employer, by
ministers of the Crown, to defy an order of Canada's Parliament.

It is unbelievable, but that is the lengths the Liberals will go to in
order to hide the truth from Canadians. It is one set of rules for
them and one set of rules for everybody else. They want us to be‐
lieve they are following ministerial accountability, but what the
Liberals have subjected us to is anything but that.

My question tonight is this: Why is it that the government and
these Liberals think the rules do not apply to them?

● (2100)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Presi‐
dent of the Queen’s Privy Council for Canada and Minister of
Intergovernmental Affairs and to the Leader of the Govern‐
ment in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam Speaker, nothing
could be further from the truth. The Prime Minister is very commit‐
ted to accountability and transparency. He was committed to those
principles even before becoming the Prime Minister of Canada.

Since the 2015 federal election, the Conservatives have left no
stone unturned as they continue to look for any possible way to be
critical of the personalities within government. We have seen that
virtually from day one. One might think that during the pandemic
the Conservative Party might refocus and demonstrate more con‐
cern about Canadians.

At the beginning, it looked pretty encouraging. Thirteen or four‐
teen months ago, we saw a Conservative Party with a higher sense
of co-operation, wanting to be a part of that team Canada taking on
the pandemic. However, it did not take too long for the Conserva‐
tives to fall back into the ditch, with character assassination as their
primary focus.

No matter what the Conservative game is, I can assure Canadians
that the Government of Canada, and in particular the Prime Minis‐
ter, will continue to focus on them, first and foremost, with priority
one being minimizing the negatives of the pandemic, ensuring they
are getting the vaccine and that we are able to build back better.
One only needs to look at the most recent budget to get a better un‐
derstanding of the environment we are in today, in good part be‐
cause the Prime Minister, over a year ago, took that team Canada
approach, bringing together provinces, territories, indigenous lead‐
ers and many different stakeholders, and challenging members of
Parliament on all political sides to come together and be there in a
real and tangible way for Canadians.
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The Minister of Health, the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minis‐

ter of Health, the Minister of Public Services and Procurement and
the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public Services and
Procurement work day, day out to ensure that Canada and Canadi‐
ans are well served by ministers and parliamentary secretaries, who
are prepared to put in the sacrifice, working with other stakehold‐
ers, in particular other jurisdictions.

I would invite the Conservatives to get on board once again, to
get out of the ditches and the gutters, and support what Canadians
want us to be talking about, and that is the pandemic.

I always appreciate the opportunity to share a few words and
thoughts in hopes that my friend will see the benefits. When he
talks about the thousands of questions during summer, it is too bad
some of those questions were not on the vaccines. We would proba‐
bly be a little better off if the Conservatives would have put more
priority on the pandemic and less on character assassination. That is
the bottom line.

I have no problem comparing performance of the current Prime
Minister to any prime minister in the last 30 to 40 years. He has
been there for Canadians in a very real and tangible way, whether it
was putting money in the pockets of Canadians through CERB, or
protecting jobs through the wage subsidy program or the whole
suite of programs that the government introduced with the support
of Canadians and working with civil servants.
● (2105)

Mr. Michael Barrett: Madam Speaker, I appreciate the spirited
response from the parliamentary secretary. It was creative, and I am
sure it would be a good bedtime story for some.

I also wish more time was spent on vaccines in the summer by
the government, instead of partnering with the Communist China-
owned CanSino. Instead, it could have developed domestic vaccine
production capacity, like our friends in the UK.

What we have seen with the government is that it first looks to
help its friends instead of helping Canadians. That is what is disap‐
pointing. The Prime Minister is the first one found guilty of break‐
ing the Conflict of Interest Act, the first Prime Minister in Canadian
history. He would say that there has only been two. One or two, he
is the only one who has that distinction.

We expect better. We expect answers from the Liberals. Canadi‐
ans expect better from their government. When are they going to
get it?

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, every day good gov‐
ernment, transparency and accountability are practised by this
Prime Minister, his ministers and indeed all Liberal members of
Parliament, and I suspect a good number of members of Parliament,
no matter what their political stripe is. It is a relatively smaller
number of the official opposition who seem to be so focused on the
negatives and the character assassinations.

The member talked about how we should have been producing
vaccines domestically, but it was the Conservative government that
destroyed our capacity. The member talked about the agreement
with China, but Pfizer, Moderna and AstraZeneca are the compa‐
nies that are delivering. We are getting the vaccines. We will have
50 million doses before the end of June. We are the third best in the
G20. We are on track. We are very grateful for all the support we
are getting from—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. members for Regina—Lewvan and Dufferin—Caledon
are not present to raise the matter for which adjournment notice had
been given. Accordingly, the notices are deemed withdrawn.

The motion to adjourn the House is now deemed to have been
adopted. Accordingly, the House stands adjourned until tomorrow
at 10 a.m. pursuant to Standing Order 24(1).

(The House adjourned at 9:07 p.m.)
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