
44th PARLIAMENT, 1st SESSION

Standing Committee on
Agriculture and Agri-Food

EVIDENCE

NUMBER 036
Monday, November 14, 2022

Chair: Mr. Kody Blois





1
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● (1535)

[English]
The Chair (Mr. Kody Blois (Kings—Hants, Lib.)): I call this

meeting to order.

Welcome back, colleagues. It's great to see you all. I hope you
had a great break in your ridings.

This is meeting number 36 of the House of Commons Standing
Committee on Agriculture and Agri-Food. It doesn't seem like
we've spent that much time, because it's always lovely to be with all
of you.

I'm going to start with a few reminders. Today's meeting is tak‐
ing place in a hybrid format. The proceedings will be made avail‐
able via the House of Commons website. Just so you are aware, the
webcast will always show the person speaking, rather than the en‐
tirety of the committee.

Of course, no screenshots are permitted.

Please be mindful of the Board of International Economy's
guidelines for mask use and health protocols.

Colleagues, we know why we're here today: It's for clause-by-
clause consideration of Bill C-234, and as the name indicates, this
is an examination of all the clauses in the order in which they ap‐
pear in the bill.

I will call each clause successively, and each clause is subject to
debate and a vote. If there are amendments to the clause in ques‐
tion, I will recognize the member proposing it, who may explain it.
The amendment will then be open for debate.

When no further members wish to intervene, the amendment will
be voted on. Amendments will be considered in the order in which
they appear in the package. Each member will have received that
package over the past week. If there are amendments that are con‐
sequential to each other, they will be voted on together.

Amendments have been given a number in the top right corner to
indicate which party submitted them. There is no need for a secon‐
der to move an amendment. Once you have moved an amendment,
you will need unanimous consent to withdraw it.

Once every clause has been voted on, the committee will vote on
the title and the bill itself, and an order to reprint the bill may be
required if amendments are adopted, so that the House has a proper
copy for use at report stage.

Finally, the committee will have to order the chair to report the
bill back to the House. That report contains only the text of any
adopted amendments as well as an indication of any deleted claus‐
es.

I think that covers it.

I have a few more reminders just for your benefit. We're going to
be asking for witness lists for the food price study by November 16
at noon. In speaking to folks during the last meeting prior to the
break, we asked you to get prepared on that, so that should come as
no surprise. If you're not able to have them right in on the 16th, this
committee does generally work pretty well by consensus, but don't
expect to have your witnesses up for the first couple of meetings if
you don't have witnesses we can work with.

On the global food insecurity deadline—I've just seen this—
we're going to be asking for recommendations by November 21 at
noon so that the analysts can start to bring together that report ac‐
cordingly.

Is there anything else, Madam Clerk, that I may have missed?
Okay, we're fine.

We'll turn now to the actual amendments. We'll get started on the
package.

(On clause 1)

The Chair: I have first LIB-1, and that's from Mr. Turnbull. I'll
turn it over to you, Mr. Turnbull, to introduce your proposed
amendment.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull (Whitby, Lib.): Thanks, Mr. Chair.

It's great to be here considering this bill again.

The amendment that I've proposed here in LIB-1 is to remove
lines 4 to 10. That is to basically remove property that enables barn
heating as an eligible piece of farming machinery from this bill.

Grain drying is one of the arguments that's been made over and
over again. We've heard that in terms of technology and renewable
energy, there aren't commercially viable solutions for grain drying.
I think what we did here was...that there are tools for heating and
cooling of barns and/or greenhouses. I think that's part of the ratio‐
nale of why this should be removed.
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We also know that one thing farmers can do is insulate their
barns. It is a possibility for reducing their carbon footprint. It would
also, in some senses, decrease their costs. Barns across Alberta, for
example, have little or no insulation and depend almost solely on
body heat from livestock. I think we heard this in some of the testi‐
mony.

It is possible to retrofit barns and greenhouses. It is possible to
use solar and geothermal air source heat pumps. It is possible, cur‐
rently, to insulate.

The other part of this that I think I should point out to members
is that the current scope in the wording would be too broad. You
can't really separate natural gas or propane usage from any of the
other buildings on a farm. It's very difficult to do that when they're
piped in with one pipe. The buildings' consumption would be very
hard to figure out in relation to the other buildings on a farm. Cer‐
tainly, I don't think what's being intended here is to give the homes
and/or other buildings on a farm that are not for livestock an ex‐
emption.

Those are some of the arguments and rationales that I'm provid‐
ing today. There certainly are commercially viable alternatives for
the heating and cooling of barns and greenhouses.

Thank you, Chair.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Turnbull.

Ms. Taylor Roy, I saw your hand first, and then I have Mr. Bar‐
low. We'll proceed in that order.

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy (Aurora—Oak Ridges—Richmond
Hill, Lib.): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you, Mr. Turnbull, for introducing that amendment, which
I support. I think you've given the reason that it's good.

We know that our farmers are with us on trying to reduce their
carbon footprint and doing everything they can. We also know that
the price on pollution was put in place to give a price signal to
make sure that the cost of the pollution is incorporated when people
are making decisions about how best to move forward. Obviously,
insulating barns becomes a good investment choice when the cost
of pollution is reflected in the cost of heating those barns. I think it
does give the right incentive there.

I agree that grain drying is different. We've heard from farmers
that there aren't alternatives, but we have heard that there are alter‐
natives on the heating side.

I wanted to support Mr. Turnbull's amendment, but also amend it
to include lines 16 to 19 as well. If lines 4 to 9 are deleted, then
lines 16 to 19 should also be deleted, because they're referring to
the same issue.

Thank you.
● (1540)

The Chair: Colleagues, we have an amendment to the provi‐
sions that Mr. Lobb has in his proposed Bill C-234 from Mr. Turn‐
bull. We now have a subamendment to that amendment from Ms.
Taylor Roy.

Mr. Barlow, I saw your hand. I'll let you comment on either one
of those elements.

Mr. John Barlow (Foothills, CPC): Thanks, Mr. Chair.

Quickly, I would just say that I'm not sure what testimony Mr.
Turnbull was listening to when he says that barns aren't insulated
and that heat pumps and biomass are commercially and economi‐
cally viable at this time.

I would just move that we come to a vote on the proposed
amendment from Ms. Taylor Roy. I think the testimony was pretty
clear on this.

The Chair: Certainly my ruling as chair, Mr. Barlow, is that if
someone wants to debate and continue to do this, they're welcome
to.

I will look to my colleagues both on the screen and in this room
to see if there's any further debate on both the subamendment that
was proposed by Ms. Taylor Roy and the original amendment from
Mr. Turnbull.

Is there any further debate or discussion?

Shall we call for a vote on the subamendment?

(Subamendment negatived: nays 6; yeas 5 [See Minutes of Pro‐
ceedings])

The Chair: We'll proceed to a vote on the original amendment
by Mr. Turnbull.

(Amendment negatived: nays 6; yeas 5 [See Minutes of Proceed‐
ings])

The Chair: That amendment is defeated as well. We now have
amendment NDP-1.

Mr. MacGregor, I'll leave the floor to you to discuss your pro‐
posed amendment.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor (Cowichan—Malahat—Langford,
NDP): Thank you, Chair.

I hope that the wording of this amendment is a middle ground. I
don't quite agree with the approach that was taken with the previous
amendment, but I do take the point that the current wording of Bill
C-234 is too broad. In fact, when I was speaking with legislative
drafters, they did confirm that as Bill C-234 is currently written, it
could mean any building on a property.

Since the subject nature of this bill deals with agriculture and
agriculture-related buildings, I thought it prudent to narrow the
scope of the wording to specify that this is going to a structure that
is specifically used “for raising or housing livestock or for the
growing of crops”.
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We did hear a fair amount of testimony from various organiza‐
tions involved in livestock, but we also received a helpful brief
from the Fruit and Vegetable Growers of Canada. In a previous life,
I worked on the construction of a large commercial greenhouse.
Many of them still use gas-fired boilers, and we do want to see
them transition, but these are systems worth millions of dollars, and
it's not something that can happen overnight. I think that if we
change this to narrow the scope and if Mr. Barlow is going to have
a sunset clause proposed afterwards, we are narrowing the scope,
but we're also narrowing the time that this measure would be in ef‐
fect.

There's not much more to say. I'll leave it at that, Mr. Chair.
● (1545)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. MacGregor.

Is there any conversation, debate or discussion on the proposed
amendment?
[Translation]

Mr. Perron, you have the floor.
Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): I'll be very

brief.

We heard a lot of testimony in our study that stressed the impor‐
tance of applying the temporary exemption to buildings as well.
The idea is to ensure a balance, as Mr. MacGregor mentioned.

We have to make sure that the application of the act isn't too
broad, but we still need to apply this exemption to buildings while
the technologies are being developed and then made available. It
was mentioned earlier that heating technologies would be available
sooner than drying technologies. However, it will take time before
we have access to the electrical power that's needed in the country‐
side, for example. So I will support this very reasonable proposal.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Perron.

Colleagues, is there any further debate or discussion? If not, we'll
call this to a vote.

(Amendment agreed to: yeas 11; nays 0 [See Minutes of Proceed‐
ings])

The Chair: Thank you very much, colleagues. We'll now move
to the first amendment from the Conservative Party, which is Mr.
Barlow's proposed amendment.

Mr. Barlow, you have the floor to explain and outline your
amendment.

Mr. John Barlow: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

This amendment comes forward from the testimony we heard
from many of the presenters who gave their time and talked not on‐
ly about the impact the carbon tax is having on their operations but
also the confidence they have that technology eventually will allow
for a change in how they are heating their barns and drying their
grain.

In conversation with our colleagues, we felt the sunset clause
was certainly something that we could support. It would be an in‐

centive for when the time comes when new technology is commer‐
cially as well as economically and regionally available. We know
our farmers are always going to embrace innovation and new tech‐
nology that makes their work more economically and environmen‐
tally sustainable, which are two important pillars. We are proposing
to amend the PMB to have a 10-year sunset clause as part of the
bill.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Barlow.

I open the floor to questions and comments from your col‐
leagues. I do see Mr. Turnbull's hand.

● (1550)

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: Thanks, Mr. Chair. Thanks to Mr. Barlow
for the explanation.

I'm wondering if we can get an opinion from the legislative clerk
on the interpretation of this amendment. When we read CPC-1 and
CPC-2 combined, it seemed like they might be having the opposite
of the intended impact that Mr. Barlow articulated, and I wanted to
make sure that the legislative clerk was confident that the intent of
Mr. Barlow's amendment was actually reflected in the effect it
would have.

The Chair: We can certainly ask Mr. Méla if he would like to
comment or give any other further clarification. That's why he's
here today—to help us out—and we'll go to him as required.

Mr. Philippe Méla (Legislative Clerk) : Thank you, Mr. Chair,
and thank you for the question. It's usually not my place to talk
about the content of the bill but more about procedural matters, but
in this case Mr. Barlow's intent is to have a sunset clause on his first
amendment, coming on in the second amendment, so the two
amendments go together.

The first amendment would have the effect of reversing back in
10 years or when the sunset clause comes into force in 10 years.
That's what the intent is of the two amendments combined together,
and they have to be voted on together.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: I guess by my—I'm sorry, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: I'm going to go to Mr. Barlow, because he might
have more of an explanation. Then we'll go back to you, of course,
Mr. Turnbull.

Mr. John Barlow: Thanks, Mr. Chair.

Sorry, Ryan; I should have maybe gone to the next amendment
and included that.
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That next amendment is the order in council as part of that sunset
clause. At 10 years, when that sunset clause comes up, it goes
through an order in council to be debated within the House at that
time, or it can be repealed, and just that part of the PMB would be
taken out of the pollution pricing act because new technology is
available. That's why they are intertwined. You have the sunset
clause, but there's also that second amendment, which is the order
in council that would allow that to be repealed if the government of
the day decides that the technology is there and that there is then no
longer a need.

Perhaps that clarifies it a bit better.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: I kind of understand that.

What I was worried about was that the way it's worded might ac‐
tually have the opposite effect. In other words, it wouldn't come in‐
to effect until 10 years from now, rather than what I think you're in‐
tending, which is for the sunset clause to be for a 10-year period
and that the amendment that you are proposing essentially would
allow for that exemption for 10 years. It looked to me.... Maybe I
read it wrong, but I just wanted to be clear from the legislative clerk
about the interpretation of subclause 2(4) in CPC-2.

In good faith here, I'm asking the question in order to make sure
that you're not going to have an unintended consequence based on
your amendment. It's hard for me to vote on something unless I'm
clear as to the legislative clerk's interpretation.

Mr. John Barlow: This legislation, the PMB, will be in place for
10 years and be reviewed at the end of that 10 years. If the technol‐
ogy is available, that order in council allows the government of the
day to either repeal that measure or extend it if the technology is
not there.

Yes, in good faith, that is our proposal.

[Translation]

The Chair: Mr. Perron, you now have the floor.

Mr. Yves Perron: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'd like some clarification from the legislative clerk.

The way the document was prepared and the way it was present‐
ed to us, I thought that CPC‑1 was independent of CPC‑2. I thought
I heard you say that we should vote on both amendments as a
whole. Since that's not how the document was put together, that
causes some difficulties. Had I known, I would have prepared a se‐
ries of subamendments to CPC‑1, since that's the one that's causing
me problems.

It seems to me that we're removing several things. We're taking
out dryers, among other things, which broadens the scope of the
act. The definition of farm machinery is being repealed. It refers to
buildings in general, rather than sticking to the NDP proposal we
just passed. We're amending the fifth paragraph to add any pre‐
scribed fuel, rather than doing what we've always talked about,
which is adding propane and natural gas to the exemptions.

So I really need some clarification on this.

● (1555)

[English]

The Chair: I'm going to go to Mr. MacGregor. Then we'll make
sure that the legislative clerk has the opportunity to address some of
these points.

Go ahead, Mr. MacGregor.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: I might be repeating a lot, but this is
just for the clerk to consider.

My understanding is that CPC-1 is basically reverting the text of
this bill back to what is in the parent statute, what is currently writ‐
ten. I'm seeing a head nod there.

The sunset clause will come into effect in 10 years if no action is
taken by the House or the Senate. Parliament has an ability.... The
Governor in Council can propose it, but there's a role for Parlia‐
ment, which I like to see here. I'll leave it at that, because you now
have similar questions from all of us.

The Chair: Mr. Legislative Clerk, I think the question that I'm
hearing from the folks is how that interconnected play works and
why they have to be voted on together. It seems as though Mon‐
sieur Perron, particularly, had ideas that they were separate.

Mr. Philippe Méla: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

[Translation]

Mr. Perron, Mr. MacGregor just explained it exactly as I would
have, so I'll repeat it.

Let's take CPC‑1, which would add subsection (1.1) to the bill in
order to repeal paragraph (b.1) of the definition of “eligible farming
machinery” in section 3 of the Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing
Act.

If this amendment were adopted as written, it would mean that
paragraph (b.1) of section 3 of the act would immediately cease to
exist. However, CPC‑2 proposes that subsection (1.1) come into
force on the 10th anniversary of the coming into force of the bill,
which means that this provision wouldn't come into force immedi‐
ately, but rather in 10 years, at which time it would revert to the
state of the legislation today unless Parliament intervenes in the in‐
terim to renew or amend this provision.

This also applies to the other parts of the bill that are affected.

Mr. Yves Perron: What I understand is that by adopting subsec‐
tion (1.1) proposed in CPC‑1, the scope of the bill would be ex‐
panded exponentially. That's kind of a shame because that's not
what we talked about during the study. Instead, we talked about
making reasonable compromises with agricultural producers, who
need their production costs not to be increased in the short term be‐
cause it wouldn't do any good if there is no alternative.

We've always talked about keeping a price on pollution. Maybe
I'm being emotional, but I'm pretty upset about it.
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[English]
The Chair: I'll go to Mr. Barlow, and then I see Mr. MacGregor,

so we can try to clarify what the intent here is.
Mr. John Barlow: I want to assure my colleague there's no in‐

tent. This amendment is in good faith and comes from what we
heard from our witnesses at testimony. We are in no way trying to
expand the breadth of Mr. Lobb's PMB.

I know it looked complicated when we were working with the
legislative team to craft this amendment. This is 100% meant to just
be adding the sunset clause to the PMB. We heard about this in tes‐
timony. Certainly in conversations and in listening to the questions
from my colleagues during the testimony, we heard this would be
much more palatable with a sunset clause involved.

I know my colleagues had some questions around the part about
this being debated in the House, but no amendments. The reason
we did that was that we basically wanted to do something that was
already done and follow a precedent that was set. We basically
modelled this after Bill C-30, the Fair Rail for Grain Farmers Act.
We wanted to make sure this wasn't something new, that we were
implementing something we know fits the legislative framework.

I want to assure my colleague that in no way are we looking at
this as an expansion in any way. Certainly we're trying to do this in
good faith. If there are some concerns, the government can address
that in the regulations, but to Mr. Perron, in no way was that the in‐
tention of what we were trying to do. If that is how he's interpreting
it, I don't want to say we're interpreting this incorrectly—legalese is
what it is, I guess—but that is certainly not the intention.
● (1600)

The Chair: Go ahead, Mr. MacGregor.
Mr. Alistair MacGregor: I was a bit confused by the comment

about this amendment broadening the bill. If CPC-1 passes, along
with CPC-2, we're essentially going back to the way the act is cur‐
rently written. I don't see how that's going to be broadening it.

I know it's a confusing way. It took me a few times to read
through it. It's more complex than what I had proposed for Bill
C-206 in the previous Parliament, but I'm confident—and I think
the legislative clerk has nodded a few times—that if these two are
passed, we're essentially going to revert to how the statute is cur‐
rently written.

[Translation]
Mr. Yves Perron: It's a good thing I misunderstood at first.

Can the legislative clerk confirm one last time that if amend‐
ments CPC‑1 and CPC‑2 are adopted and Bill C‑234 is passed, it
will mean that in 10 years, we'll revert to the exact wording we're
amending today through Bill C‑234, without expanding its scope?

Mr. Philippe Méla: Yes, indeed.

[English]
The Chair: Are there any further debates, conversations, ques‐

tions or clarifications?

Go ahead, Mr. MacGregor.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: I guess we need to deal with amend‐
ment CPC-1 in turn before we go to amendment CPC-2. My com‐
ment is on amendment CPC-2, so I'll save that.

The Chair: The only other question, just for clarity, is that
amendment LIB-2, Mr. Turnbull's proposal, does talk about what I
think you would refer to, Mr. Turnbull, as a sunset clause of eight
years.

My role is to be independent here, but I would ask the clerk if
that is something we have to discuss now. If we were to move on
amendments CPC-1 and CPC-2, that would have a consequential
impact on Mr. Turnbull's proposed LIB-2 amendment. Is that cor‐
rect?

Mr. Philippe Méla: Yes. If amendment CPC-1 is adopted,
amendment LIB-2 cannot be moved because it covers the same
thing a bit differently.

The Chair: Mr. Turnbull, I see your hand.

Colleagues, for your benefit, obviously because that has conse‐
quence, I'll leave the floor open on amendments CPC-1, CPC-2 and
LIB-2, because obviously there is an interconnected web there. Any
discussion can happen accordingly.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: Can the clerk clarify as well whether the
particular amendments that we are considering, CPC-1 and CPC-2,
would have the effect of expanding the eligible fuels beyond just
propane? It seems to me that it may broaden that slightly.

Could you speak to that, clerk, if possible?

The Chair: I'll go to Mr. Barlow quickly for his intent, and then
I'll go for our independent opinion as well.

Mr. John Barlow: Just to answer Mr. Turnbull, the other fuels
are already exempt under the price and pollution act in the previous
bill. All this is doing is adding propane and natural gas to those ex‐
emptions.

Mr. Philippe Méla: The two amendments provide for a sunset
clause. There is no expansion provided anywhere.

The Chair: Is there any further conversation on any of the ele‐
ments?

Mr. MacGregor, I know you wanted to speak to CPC-2, as does
Ms. Taylor Roy, perhaps.

We'll have Mr. MacGregor, Mr. Perron and Ms. Taylor Roy, and
we'll go from there.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: Thank you, Chair.

I think Mr. Perron raised this point, and I know that Mr. Barlow
modelled this after an existing statute. I think it is proposed sub‐
clause 2(3) that says that the motion for the adoption of the resolu‐
tion may be debated but may not be amended. Maybe I'll test the
room as to whether we want to allow amendments to happen. Do
we want to handcuff future parliamentarians in this regard?
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It's along the lines of what Mr. Perron and Mr. Barlow have al‐
ready discussed. I'm just opening that up for colleagues' considera‐
tion.
● (1605)

The Chair: Go ahead, Mr. Perron.

[Translation]
Mr. Yves Perron: I want to raise the same point as Mr. MacGre‐

gor, which we discussed earlier. According to subsection (3) of
CPC‑2, “[a] motion for the adoption of the resolution may be debat‐
ed in both Houses of Parliament but may not be amended”. That
poses a problem for me.

Mr. Legislative Clerk, correct me if I'm wrong. If it's possible to
move a subamendment, I move to delete “may not be amended” be‐
cause I have a great deal of difficulty with tying the hands of the
members who will be here in 10 years. I don't like my hands being
tied or being muzzled today, so I don't want to do it to someone
10 years from now.

[English]
The Chair: Mr. Perron, just so we're clear, you are moving a

subamendment? That's just for clarity.

I see Mr. MacGregor's hand next, and Mr. Barlow.

I'm going to just take one moment to refer to my legislative clerk
here. Just one second.

You can tell the fine folks what you just told me.
Mr. Philippe Méla: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'm going to do it in English, and I will redo it in French after‐
wards.

CPC-1 and CPC-2 go together. Proposing an amendment to
CPC-2 at this time is not possible. CPC-2 is open for discussion,
but it's not open to be voted on. The problem is if you want to sepa‐
rate CPC-1 and CPC-2, then you may risk running into trouble.

The trouble is you may adopt CPC-1, which removes basically
the effects of what's in the bill. Then you go to CPC-2, and the ef‐
fect would be to postpone that for 10 years. If you don't adopt it be‐
cause subamendments were made and at the end of the day parlia‐
mentarians don't like the end result and don't adopt CPC-2, then
you end up with an empty bill.

It's a situation that's a bit awkward, but it's a situation that indeed
exists. I just wanted to point out the risk of separating the two of
them.

The Chair: Mr. Perron, you've certainly signalled your intent
when we get to that point. Do you have anything further to say be‐
fore I go to Mr. MacGregor?

[Translation]
Mr. Yves Perron: Yes, indeed.

In my opinion, and I think almost all committee members agree,
the important thing is to delete the words “may not be amended”,
regardless of how or when it's done, be it now or later.

The how and the when are technical details that I'll let you sort
out because, clearly, I'm no expert. The important thing is that these
words are no longer there.

[English]

The Chair: I apologize, Ms. Taylor Roy. I forgot that your hand
was up.

It will actually be Ms. Taylor Roy, Mr. MacGregor and Mr. Bar‐
low.

Just before you go ahead, Ms. Taylor Roy, the legislative clerk
has asked for the ability to add one more element to this discussion
before we turn to you.

Mr. Philippe Méla: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

[Translation]

Mr. Perron, to get around the problem you seem to have, the so‐
lution could be to adopt CPC‑1 and CPC‑2 now and, at report stage,
to propose an amendment that would amend CPC‑2 as you suggest.

● (1610)

[English]

The Chair: Let's go very quickly to Mr. Perron.

[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: I have a very quick question: so is it impossi‐
ble for me to do it today?

Mr. Philippe Méla: No, it's not impossible. To do so, however,
CPC‑1 and CPC‑2 would have to be separated, which could raise
the risk, if any, I mentioned earlier.

Mr. Yves Perron: The risk is today, so there is no risk.

[English]

The Chair: Ms. Taylor Roy, you have the floor.

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I understand that these two have to be put in together. Is it possi‐
ble to make amendments to CPC-2 now, before voting on CPC-1,
and then vote on them together?

If so, then I have something I'd like to suggest.

The Chair: I think the legislative clerk might have addressed
that.

Why don't you, for everyone's clarity, explain it again?

Mr. Philippe Méla: If the will of the committee is to separate
the two amendments, then yes, it would be possible to amend
CPC-2 later on when it is called. Otherwise, it would not be possi‐
ble, because they go together.

It's the will of the committee that matters here. It may be that the
will of the committee is to proceed with CPC-1 and do whatever
they do with CPC-1 and go to CPC-2 after that. It's the will of the
committee that matters.
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The Chair: Ms. Taylor Roy, would you have any further com‐
ment now that this has been clarified, or would you like to reserve
that until you hear from Mr. MacGregor and Mr. Barlow? I can al‐
ways come back to you.

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: Well, I'll just state what my concern is
with CPC-2, and then I don't know if I'm comfortable voting for
CPC-1 knowing that we have to vote for CPC-2 without knowing
whether CPC-2 will be amended or not.

In any event, my concern with CPC-2 is twofold. One, it allows
for an extension of the sunset clause per se from the 10th anniver‐
sary into something postponing that to a later date, but it doesn't al‐
low for that to be brought forward if, for example, technology is de‐
veloped and something is available.

The second thing is that to me the 10 years, the 10th anniversary,
is problematic. I think that in LIB-2 there is the suggestion of the
eighth anniversary. Given that, we could perhaps debate.

I'm still a little unclear. I guess we could vote for CPC-1, but
then if CPC-2 isn't amended sufficiently, I'm not sure what happens
to the bill.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Taylor Roy.

Mr. MacGregor, you had your hand up.
Mr. Alistair MacGregor: Thank you, Chair.

I take the clerk's warnings about messing up CPC-2 because of
how tied it is to CPC-1. My question is, if the committee does de‐
cide to split the two—and I'm only talking about very minor
surgery—in CPC-2, in the third subsection, and if we were to re‐
move the words “but may not be amended”, that to me doesn't seem
like it would have any consequential effect on CPC-1.

I would just ask, Chair, if we could have the clerk's direction on
that, because that's not interfering with the substance of CPC-2. It's
a very minor change. I just don't want to handcuff future parliamen‐
tarians on what they may or may not want to do.

Mr. John Barlow: Chair, that's our amendment. We're fine with
that change, if that helps in terms of.... We would take that as a
friendly change.
● (1615)

The Chair: Mr. MacGregor, just so I'm sure, what you're asking
of the legislative clerk—and while I give him time to contemplate
what you've said—is whether or not it is possible to move an
amendment of that provision because it doesn't have consequence
in a material way to CPC-1.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: That's correct.
Mr. Philippe Méla: I was going to add a layer of complexity to

the discussion, but I won't.

Unanimous consent can solve a number of problems. That's one
of them that I could maybe suggest. If you ask for unanimous con‐
sent to do it that way. You may get it, or not, and then I'll add my
layer of complexity after the answer to the question.

The Chair: I can help with that conversation. If you don't mind,
I'll explain what the legislative clerk has explained to me.

The other procedural challenge of how best we move forward
here is that if CPC-1 is adopted and approved, we then go to LIB-2.
According to the legislative clerk, we would then study the amend‐
ment from Mr. Turnbull. If for some reason that were to pass, it
would then move that CPC-2 would be invalid.

Mr. John Barlow: No—

The Chair: This is the other element. I'll leave it to the expert to
speak, but that's what I'm being told.

Mr. Philippe Méla: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Yes, that was the second layer of complexity. Indeed, if CPC-1 is
adopted, we would move to LIB-2 because it's in the order of the
bill, and if Mr. Turnbull were to move LIB-2—without the first part
of it, because that's been dealt with already—we would deal with
the sunset clause that would be eight years. If the sunset clause is
approved by the committee, then the sunset clause is literally closed
for debate, so to speak. You would have an eight-year sunset clause
for only one part of the bill—the proposed subsection 1(2.1).

The Chair: No one suggested that parliamentary procedure is
straightforward.

Ms. Taylor Roy, I saw your hand, but it might have been from
the last time. Is this is a new hand?

It's a new hand, so we'll hear from Ms. Taylor Roy, followed by
Mr. Perron.

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'm trying to understand whether the amendment that Mr. Mac‐
Gregor put forward can be made. The amendments I was talking
about similarly do not affect CPC-1. They're in the same vein of
just altering some of the provisions in CPC-2. I'm confused as to
why one amendment could be made but others couldn't be made.

The Chair: I'll go to Mr. Perron first, and then I'm going to go to
Mr. Barlow.

[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: Mr. Chair, I'd like to make a simple comment.

I don't understand why I'm being told that CPC‑1 and CPC‑2
must be voted on at the same time, and then 10 minutes later I'm
being told that once CPC‑1 is adopted, we can vote on LIB‑2,
which would invalidate CPC‑2, which we would have already vot‐
ed on. I realize I'm not a lawyer, but something is wrong with that.
Can someone explain to me what this is all about?

On the other hand, I've come up with a quick solution. You
talked about unanimous consent, and I would suggest that we get
unanimous consent from the committee to remove those five little
words from CPC‑2. If everyone is in agreement, we could then vote
on the clauses one after the other, get it all done and be finished in
10 minutes.
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[English]
The Chair: I'll go to Mr. Barlow, and then I'll do my best as your

chair to explain somewhat how they are tied. If I don't get it right,
I'm sure the legislative clerk will jump in.

Mr. John Barlow: Thanks, Mr. Chair.

To follow up from Mr. Perron, the way I'm reading it, we have
two options. Because the amendment has already been tabled—as
the Conservatives have tabled that amendment—we can't just say
we'll strike those five words and move on.

Mr. Philippe Méla: It needs unanimous consent.
Mr. John Barlow: Okay, it needs to be unanimous consent.

Option two is that we need unanimous consent to strike those
five words, and then we can move on.

I agree with Mr. Perron. I'll ask for unanimous consent to remove
those five words and hopefully we can move on. We all understand
where this is going to go; let's just get there.
● (1620)

The Chair: I will go to that in a moment, if there is no other de‐
bate.

Mr. Perron, my understanding, as the clerk explained, is that the
provisions of the two amendments, CPC-1 and CPC-2, are inter‐
connected. Therefore, you run the risk that if CPC-1 is adopted but
CPC-2 is not adopted down the line, then there could be real conse‐
quences.

The way in which we are studying these provisions is that the
Liberal provision, if adopted, would then have consequences such
that CPC-2 couldn't be adopted.

That's the procedural element here. We know what your concern
is, which is in the provision of the five words in CPC-2.

Colleagues, I'll ask for any conversation on whether or not unani‐
mous consent can be achieved.

Go ahead, Mr. Turnbull.
Mr. Ryan Turnbull: In CPC-2, under proposed new subsection

2(3)—I'm speaking to Mr. MacGregor's proposed subamendment,
which is removing the five words “but may not be amended”—does
that solve for the fact that this CPC-2 opens up the possibility, as
Ms. Taylor Roy mentioned, of this sunset clause essentially being
extended?

I don't think it does. It just says that it “may not be amended”—
i.e., the changes that are being made now could then be amended,
right?

In essence what I'm trying to clarify is whether Mr. MacGregor's
proposed subamendment, by removing those five words, negates
the possibility of 10 years later this being extended once again. It
doesn't deal with that consideration, as far as I can tell.

In that respect, I don't know why I would give it my consent. I
have a deep concern with this being extended and extended and ex‐
tended. A 10-year sunset clause should be a 10-year sunset clause. I
don't feel comfortable with introducing things that can be extended
over and over again for decades to come.

The Chair: I have Ms. Taylor Roy next.

Mr. Barlow, I know that you wanted to speak, but I have Ms.
Taylor Roy, you, Mr. MacGregor and Mr. Perron.

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

In response to Mr. Turnbull's comment, the part that concerned
me was in CPC-2, the first paragraph, where it says that it comes
into force “on the day that is the 10th anniversary of the day on
which this Act comes into force, unless, before that day, their com‐
ing into force is postponed by a resolution—whose text is estab‐
lished under subsection (2)—passed by both Houses”. It's basically
saying that this can be extended again.

I find it very hard to believe that in 10 years we're not going to
have a clean-tech alternative. That's what concerns me about that
particular paragraph.

The Chair: Go ahead, Mr. Barlow.

Mr. John Barlow: Mr. Turnbull and Ms. Taylor Roy, that is the
whole idea of the sunset clause and the order in council. If there is
the technology, this exemption ends and the price on pollution, the
carbon tax, goes onto natural gas and propane. However, if the
technology is not available, the government of the day, whoever
that may be.... That will be debated in the House. Amendments will
now be allowed, thanks to the good eyes of our colleagues. The
government of the day can make changes to this legislation that
could massage it into whatever the government of the day wants it
to be.

That's really the whole idea of this legislation. It's to provide that
exemption to correct an oversight in the previous price on pollution
legislation. For the next 10 years, that will be reviewed by the gov‐
ernment of the day and either repealed to go back to what it is right
now or amended or extended.

That is kind of the idea. That's 10 years from now—I certainly
hope I'm not still here—and the government of the day will have
that choice.

● (1625)

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: You'll still be here.

A voice: [Inaudible—Editor]

Mr. John Barlow: Oh, I'll be leaving in government; don't get
me wrong.

Voices: Oh, oh!
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Mr. John Barlow: Again, we're not trying to be tricky with this
in any way, shape or form. This is all in good faith, based on what
we heard in our testimony and certainly from other colleagues. If
we don't have unanimous consent, let's move on and get this mov‐
ing. We'll split it up, if we need to, and vote on them separately.

The Chair: I hope the people from Foothills were listening: Mr.
Barlow does not want to be here in 10 years—

Voices: Oh, oh!

The Chair: —but we don't want to wish against him in the next
couple.

Go ahead, Mr. MacGregor, and then Mr. Perron.
Mr. Alistair MacGregor: Just very quickly, the way this is

structured, it's actually giving Parliament more of a role in this pro‐
cess. You have to note also that it has to pass both Houses of Parlia‐
ment. There is also the Senate.

By removing those five words, the government of the day can
put forth a resolution. By deleting those five words, I think a mem‐
ber of the opposition could say, “Well, I'm going to actually pro‐
pose an amendment to how that resolution is worded, because I
don't like the way it's going.” I think we're actually giving more of
a role to members of the opposition here. The fact that both Houses
have to pass the same resolution—that's tough at the best of times.

Hopefully, that answers the concerns you raised.
The Chair: Go ahead, Monsieur Perron.

[Translation]
Mr. Yves Perron: First of all, I want to reassure Mr. Barlow. Of

all of us, I'm probably the one who doesn't want to be here in
10 years, given the nature of my party.
[English]

Mr. John Barlow: No—not in opposition, let's be clear; not in
opposition.

Voices: Oh, oh!
[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: All joking aside, I support Mr. Barlow's sug‐
gestion that we vote on each clause separately, one after the other.
That way, we can make some amendments and it will be resolved.
[English]

The Chair: Mr. Turnbull, go ahead.
Mr. Ryan Turnbull: I have just a quick point in response to Mr.

Barlow's earlier comments.

For me, in listening to all the testimony.... We heard that for grain
drying, there is technology; it's just not commercially adopted at
this point. I have done research myself and have found many exam‐
ples of grain-drying technology that's out there and that we just
haven't adopted in Canada yet.

Again, a sunset clause for this is important to me personally. I
would prefer it to be a shorter time frame, to be honest. The one
that's proposed here is 10 years, but once you start talking about the
potential for extending it, that's when all of the alarm bells go off in
my mind. I just don't see it.

To Mr. MacGregor's point, I totally get that Parliament in the fu‐
ture, many years from now, can have their say. That's fine. I just
think we seem to be opening this up to continual extension and de‐
ferral.

The Chair: Ms. Taylor Roy, go ahead.

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Barlow, for explaining your position on this. I
think we agree that within 10 years there should be clean tech that
could address this. If we all agree on that, why not just leave it in
force on the tenth anniversary of the day when it comes into force?
We know new legislation could be introduced 10 years from now if
need be, if there were no clean tech, which would be a surprise to
us all. There could be new legislation introduced. What I don't like
is that we're setting it up to put in doubt that something is going to
be there, and we're saying that this is going to go longer.

I don't think it's necessary. Your explanation is that it would be
used only if there were no clean tech, but we all seem to agree, giv‐
en the testimony, that there will be clean tech, and we know there's
a solution if there isn't, which is that new legislation will just be in‐
troduced. I'd rather do this with great faith in our clean-tech indus‐
try and our agriculture industry that we're going to solve this prob‐
lem.

Just to add to that, I actually think it will be done before 10
years, in particular for barn heating, and for grain drying too, so I
have an issue with that. More than that, allowing it to be extended
means there is the assumption that it's not going to be available, and
there's no provision to actually advance it or to have the sunset time
reduced if, in fact, the clean tech does come into force before the 10
years.

The Chair: Go ahead, Mr. Barlow.

Mr. John Barlow: It's clear we don't have unanimous consent,
Mr. Chair, for that small change. I would move a motion that we
split amendments CPC-1 and CPC-2 and vote on them separately.

The Chair: Mr. Legislative Clerk, I just want to make sure that's
within your understanding of what is possible.
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Mr. Philippe Méla: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

There's no need for a motion. Amendment CPC-1 is already on
the table.

Mr. John Barlow: Okay, so we can just vote on the one.

Mr. Philippe Méla: Yes, you can vote on the one.
● (1630)

Mr. John Barlow: With that in mind, Mr. Chair, I would call the
vote on amendment CPC-1.

The Chair: Is there any further discussion, colleagues?

I see Mr. Turnbull's hand.
Mr. Ryan Turnbull: Amendment CPC-1, as a stand-alone, obvi‐

ously has the impact you mentioned, which is, I think, very clear.

Then, if we vote on amendment CPC-1, we will still consider
amendment LIB-2. Is that correct?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: Okay. That's fair.
The Clerk: I spoke too quickly. It would still be possible to con‐

sider amendment LIB-2, but only the “(b)” part, because the “(a)”
part would already be adopted through amendment CPC-1. They
are identical. You would have to move it without the “(a)” part.

The Chair: Just so you're sure, Mr. Turnbull, obviously, if
amendment CPC-1 passes, the language at the start of your amend‐
ment is mirrored. You would move an amended piece, which is on
the sunset clause at eight years.

Seeing no further hands or debate or discussion, I'm going to
move.... I was going to move to a vote, but let me just talk to my
legislative clerk friend.

Colleagues, I'll ask the clerk for a recorded vote.

(Amendment agreed to: yeas 6; nays 5 [See Minutes of Proceed‐
ings])

The Chair: Colleagues, we're now moving to amendment
LIB-2.

First, I'm going to turn it over to the legislative clerk to talk
about the dynamics and the interplay here, and then, Mr. Turnbull,
I'll turn it over to you to introduce the rationale and the reason this
amendment makes sense to your mind.

It's over to you, Mr. Clerk.
Mr. Philippe Méla: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

First, you would need to move your amendment without para‐
graph (a), because that was just adopted.

On paragraph (b), the sunset clause that is provided here is only
for proposed subsection 1(2.1). It would provide for an eight-year
sunset clause.

Turning over to CPC-2, there is already a provision for a sunset
clause for proposed subsection 1(2.1), for 10 years. Your amend‐
ment, if it were to be adopted, would negate the possibility of hav‐
ing that subsection 1(2.1) for 10 years. It would be eight years. The

others would be able to be amended any which way—eight years,
10 years.

I just wanted to point that out.

● (1635)

The Chair: For my clarity as the chair, and perhaps for all mem‐
bers, my understanding is that if Mr. Turnbull's amendment is pro‐
posed, it wouldn't completely negate CPC-2; it would just negate
the aspect around proposed subsection 1(2.1) of what is being pro‐
posed and what comes next.

Mr. Philippe Méla: Yes.

The Chair: It wouldn't completely strike the ability to consider
CPC-2; it would change proposed subsection 1(2.1) from 10 years
to eight years.

Mr. Philippe Méla: That's correct.

The Chair: Okay.

Go ahead, Mr. Turnbull.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: I do want to move LIB-2 without paragraph
(a).

Do I need to read it into the record? You all have it, so it should
be fine.

Let me give you the rationale.

The original bill, Bill C-206, which Bill C-234 is based on, rec‐
ommended a 10-year exemption. It's already been two years. It
would follow very logically that another eight years is rational.

Certainly we've heard some testimony that the technology needs
to adopted more quickly. I think the government can help with that.
An eight-year timeline seems to me to be consistent with a lot of
the testimony we've heard. There were witnesses who said that it's a
moving target. They weren't sure whether a longer or shorter period
was needed. We did hear testimony on that. I don't have all the tes‐
timony in front of me right now, but if one wished, I could look it
up. However, I recollect pretty clearly that there were some differ‐
ent timelines given, based on different witnesses and their expert
advice.

I'll leave it at that. I think eight years is better than 10 for those
reasons.

The Chair: Okay.

I saw Mrs. Valdez' hand first, followed by Mr. Steinley.
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Mrs. Rechie Valdez (Mississauga—Streetsville, Lib.): Thank
you, Mr. Chair.

I thank Mr. Turnbull for his amendment.

I spoke to Ryan briefly. I propose to amend the time from eight
years to four years to align with the time when we are completing
the interim review of the pricing act, which the government has
publicly committed to. That is 2026.

The Chair: Colleagues, Mr. Turnbull has proposed an amend‐
ment. Ms. Valdez is now proposing a subamendment to what Mr.
Turnbull moved.

I'll turn it over to Mr. Steinley for comments.
Mr. Warren Steinley (Regina—Lewvan, CPC): Thank you

very much, Mr. Chair.

I ask that we move to a vote. I think we've covered a lot of this
during the last conversation with all three of the amendments we
are talking about, so I think we can move to a vote now and see
where we land.

The Chair: Unfortunately, that doesn't rest completely with me,
because if members want to continue to have a conversation, the
procedural rules say that by and large I need to make that happen.
Thank you for the suggestion, Mr. Steinley.

Are there any other comments or questions? We might get to
what Mr. Steinley wants. Are there any other thoughts from col‐
leagues?

Okay. We do get to what Mr. Steinley wants.

Madam Clerk, could we proceed?

Also, colleagues, just to be clear, we're on the subamendment to
the proposed four-year timeline for subsection 1(2.1),as moved by
Mr. Turnbull, as proposed in the subamendment from Ms. Valdez.

Mr. Philippe Méla: Just to be clear, we're voting on the suba‐
mendment from Ms. Valdez.

(Subamendment negatived: nays 6; yeas 5 [See Minutes of Pro‐
ceedings])

The Chair: Colleagues, the proposed subamendment is defeated.

Now we will vote on the amendment as proposed, which is Mr.
Turnbull's suggestion of eight years for subsection 1(2.1) as op‐
posed to 10 years, which I guess is what we'd get to in amendment
CPC-2.

(Amendment negatived: nays 6; yeas 5 [See Minutes of Proceed‐
ings])

The Chair: The amendment is defeated, so we will turn our fo‐
cus to the last proposed amendment—

Pardon me for a moment.

Okay. I was a little in haste to go to what is actually essentially a
new clause that is being proposed in the amendment, so the clerk
will explain to you that we have to see whether or not clause 1 as
amended carries.

I see Mr. MacGregor's look of confusion. It was mine as well, as
I heard from our legislative clerk.

Essentially, all the amendments to date would impact what's
called “clause 1”, which is the actual text of the bill. What you're
proposing in CPC-2 is an actual brand new clause, so I have to ask
whether or not you want to accept everything to date on the four
amendments, and then we will go to CPC-2.

Did I get it right, Mr. Legislative Clerk?

My law degree at Dalhousie has come to some use. Here's a
shout-out to Dalhousie University.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Chair: Look, all universities are good.

Unless there are any other comments, I would move that we vote
essentially on what we've just done as it relates to clause 1 of the
bill.

Shall clause 1 as amended carry? Would you like to go on divi‐
sion? Would you like a recorded vote? How would you like to do
this? Do you just want to go on division?
● (1640)

(Clause 1 as amended agreed to on division [See Minutes of Pro‐
ceedings])

(On clause 2)

The Chair: Now we will go to clause 2, which, of course, is
CPC-2.

Mr. Perron, I see your hand, but I have to let Mr. MacGregor....

I don't know whether there's much introduction that has to hap‐
pen on that. We've talked on this at great length.

I'll go to Mr. Perron, followed by Mr. MacGregor, and then to
any of my other colleagues who might want to jump in.
[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: So if this is a good time to do so, I would
move a subamendment to delete the words “but may not be amend‐
ed” from subsection 3 of CPC‑2.
[English]

The Chair: Okay, we're in order. We're good.

I see Mr. MacGregor's hand, and I'll leave the floor open to any‐
one else who might want to speak to proposed clause 2 or to Mr.
Perron's proposed amendment to proposed clause 2.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: Chair, I have an amendment, but I
can't move it until we deal with Mr. Perron's subamendment. It
deals with a different section. It's a very minor change.

Unless anyone else has the floor, maybe we should just go to a
vote on Mr. Perron's subamendment.

The Chair: If that's the will of the committee, sure.

Madam Clerk, would you like to do a recorded vote?
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● (1645)

Mr. Tim Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga, Lib.): I'm sorry; I'd
like some clarity. I want to make sure of what I'm voting on.

Mr. Méla, would you just explain one more time, or Mr. Chair?
The Chair: We can let the legislative clerk explain, or are we al‐

ready into the vote and it's too far down?

Let me do my best to explain this to you. I have a little more dis‐
cretion, perhaps, as the chair.

Essentially, Mr. Louis, what is being proposed in CPC-2 would
be a second clause after what we've already adopted to date. Above
and beyond Bill C-234, this is being proposed to be added as clause
2. Mr. Barlow moved that clause. Mr. Perron moved a subamend‐
ment to it, which would strike, under proposed subsection 2(3), the
words “but may not be amended”.

The conversation—as best I can reflect it—that we've had today
was in relation to the fact that Mr. Perron, Mr. MacGregor and oth‐
ers wanted to make sure that the hands of future parliamentarians
are not tied and therefore the text of a motion introducing this type
of conversation in the House could be amended. That, at its core, is
what I believe is the intent of this subamendment.

Go ahead, Mr. Kelloway.
Mr. Mike Kelloway (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): I should

probably stick to the fisheries committee.

I'm wondering, then, with that great explanation—and kudos to
Dalhousie University for the great education you received—if
there's a process to rescind that vote and start again.

Some hon. members: [Inaudible—Editor]

Mr. Mike Kelloway: You guys are fine, then. You're good.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: I think we can let it happen. If we—
The Chair: You've got a good friend from Cape Breton—Canso.

Mr. Kelloway, you're doing your best to be a Mr. Drouin.

(Subamendment agreed to: yeas 11; nays 0)

The Chair: Mr. MacGregor, you wanted to move another
amendment. We'll go over to you.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: Yes. With an assurance to Mr. Barlow
that I will support the overall amendment CPC-2, I move that wher‐
ever the word “10th” appears, we change that to “8th”. Instead of it
being the 10th anniversary, it would be the 8th anniversary. Later
on, in proposed subclause 2(4), where it says “the day that is the
10th anniversary”, that would also be changed to “8th”.

It's just really a nod to my Liberal colleagues. I'm trying to find a
halfway point here.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: There's my olive branch.
The Chair: Would you like to hear the bad news, then?

There are always options. The legislative clerk is acknowledging
to me that this might be a problem, Mr. MacGregor, but I'll let him
explain that and whether there's any recourse for you.

Mr. Philippe Méla: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

With every problem, there's always a solution, as we say.

When the committee voted on amendment LIB-2, it voted
against an eight-year sunset clause for proposed subclause 2(1).
Now you can't go back and say you want it, so that's the problem.

The solution would be to say nine years for all of it, but who am
I to say?

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: Can we look for unanimous consent?

The Chair: Is it possible to get unanimous consent to override
that? Why don't you explain that on the record?

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: We're masters of our own destiny.

● (1650)

Mr. Philippe Méla: Yes, it would be basically to rescind the de‐
cision that the committee made on amendment LIB-2, so to speak,
and, with unanimous consent, to do that through amendment
CPC-2.

The Chair: Go ahead, Monsieur Perron.

[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: I wouldn't dare say I disagree with the legisla‐
tive clerk.

However, based on my interpretation, the clause was partial in
LIB‑2. So we said no to eight years for part of the act.

Right now, we're looking at a comprehensive provision that talks
about 10 years. In terms of procedure, I may have missed some‐
thing, but it seems to me that we could have the opportunity to pro‐
pose eight years.

As a result of that discussion, we're still at the same point: we
cannot propose eight years.

[English]

The Chair: I don't mean to speak for the legislative clerk, but
what I've heard is both that we can get unanimous consent to do
eight years and that we can do not eight years.

I do take your point, Mr. Perron, that it was specific to proposed
subclause 2(1) and not necessarily to the rest, but I see Ms. Taylor
Roy's point. I don't want to presume what might happen next, but I
know there was a desire among my Liberal colleagues to reduce it
from 10 years, so it might be something we could all resolve.

Ms. Taylor Roy, it's over to you.

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: I have just a simple question. The clerk
mentioned that it could be nine years. Could it be any number of
years other than eight? Is eight the only number that's been preclud‐
ed by amendment LIB-2?
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The Chair: If I may—and if I get it wrong, perhaps the legisla‐
tive clerk can correct me—my understanding, Ms. Taylor Roy, is
that it can be eight years so long as we have unanimous consent
from this committee. The procedural element is that we did decide
on subclause 2(1).

I think Mr. Perron raises an important point about the other pro‐
visions. I don't know if we have to go there, because I think we....
Well, we can see if we can get UC, but I see Mr. Barlow's hand.

Mr. John Barlow: We agreed on the eight years being part of
that larger amendment CPC-2. My understanding from the legisla‐
tive clerk when amendment LIB-2 was up was that we voted
against that because that would have negated amendment CPC-2
and there were some other elements in amendment CPC-2 that we
wanted to be there.

It wasn't that we were voting against the Liberal one to get the
Conservative one. We're fine with eight years, so I would hope that
we'd have unanimous consent to go to eight years and get this done.

The Chair: Okay.

Is there unanimous consent to essentially negate, as the clerk had
suggested, the impact of the eight years and allow the provision to
be struck from 10 years to eight years, as Mr. MacGregor is propos‐
ing?

(Subamendment agreed to [See Minutes of Proceedings])

The Chair: That is so passed.

Madam Clerk, with your help....

I mean, we do have unanimous consent. I guess I'll just ask for
unanimous consent as it relates to Mr. MacGregor's subamendment
to strike anywhere it says “10th anniversary” to “eighth anniver‐
sary”.

Is that correct?

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: That's correct.

The Chair: Do we have unanimous consent on that provision?

(Subamendment agreed to [See Minutes of Proceedings])

The Chair: Great. We save ourselves a vote.

Are there any other proposed amendments? Are there any other
conversations or hands? No. Okay.

I'll bring this back, then, to Mr. MacGregor's proposed CPC-2, as
amended by both the provision from Mr. Perron that strikes “but
may not be amended” and the approved amendment from Mr. Mac‐
Gregor that moves any mention of “10th anniversary” to now say
“eighth anniversary”.

I'll call the vote on that specific provision, Madam Clerk, if you
could help me there.

An hon. member: Is that on division?

The Chair: Would you like to do that on division, colleagues? Is
that fine?

Mr. John Barlow: That's fine. Yes.

The Chair: Okay.

(Amendment as amended agreed to on division [See Minutes of
Proceedings])

The Chair: This turns me to the point where I....

I guess I should look at my notes.

Do we need to have a complete vote on both clause 1 and 2, Mr.
Legislative Clerk, or are we done with our work today?

Mr. Philippe Méla: No, no, no.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Chair: No, we're not done. I've turned the page.

This is my first time doing clause-by-clause consideration, col‐
leagues, so stay with me.

Shall the title carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: On division.

The Chair: Shall the bill as amended carry?

● (1655)

Mr. John Barlow: I'd like to have a recorded vote, please.

The Chair: Madam Clerk, we will have a recorded vote.

(Bill C-234 as amended agreed to: yeas 6; nays 5)

The Chair: Shall the chair report the bill as amended to the
House?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

An hon. member: On division.

The Chair: Shall the committee order a reprint of the bill as
amended for the use of the House at report stage?

Obviously, that's pretty standard stuff. Whether on division or
unanimous, we'll move that forward.

Some hon. members: Agreed.

An hon. member: On division.

The Chair: Is there anything else we need to do on your end?
No.

Colleagues, we were about an hour and a half. It was a good dis‐
cussion. I think it was done the way it should be done. I appreciate
your time.
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We will be moving on the 16th to our last global food insecurity
study. The first hour will be witnesses. The second hour will be the
opportunity to provide some feedback to the analysts in terms of
their drafting instructions. We are asking for specific recommenda‐
tions by November 21, if I remember correctly. Please come ready
to talk about what we have heard since May and June. This will be
our last panel on that subject.

Thank you. I don't have anything else.

Mr. Lobb, congratulations to you.

Some hon. members: Hear, hear!

The Chair: We'll go from there.

Thank you, colleagues. The meeting is adjourned.
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