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● (1630)

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

meeting to order.

Dear colleagues, welcome to meeting No 30 of the Standing
Committee on Agriculture and Agri-Food.

Today's meeting is taking place in a hybrid format. The proceed‐
ings will be made available via the House of Commons website.
Just so you are aware, the webcast will always show the person
speaking, as opposed to the entirety of the committee. Taking
screenshots and photos of your screen is not permitted.
[English]

Colleagues, I've called for the first hour of this committee to fo‐
cus on committee business. We have a number of motions that have
been given notice. As opposed to disrupting the proceedings of the
studies we've talked about and are currently under review, I thought
it would be best to move forward and discuss the motions put for‐
ward.

We have a little bit of committee business to do.

Mr. MacGregor, I see you would like to move forward, so I will
start with you.

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

To give credit where credit is due, I appreciate your booking an
hour of the committee's time today to make room for this.

Colleagues, I'm going to formally move the following motion. I
move:

That, pursuant to Standing Order 108(2), the committee undertake a study on
profit-driven inflation in the grocery sector and the costs of groceries going up
while large chains are making record profits; that the committee examine the
record profits of large grocery chains and their CEOs in relation to employee
wages and the cost of groceries in Canada; that the committee also examine the
ability of large grocery chains leveraging their size to cut into the earnings of
Canadian farmers; that the committee invite witnesses with specific knowledge
on profit-driven inflation and affected stakeholders from the industry, including
grocer CEOs, economists, unions and farmers or representative organizations;
that no fewer than six meetings are set aside to hear from witnesses; that the
committee report its findings to the House and that, pursuant to Standing Order
109, the government table a comprehensive response to the report.

Mr. Chair, I won't take too much time. I would like to spend just
a few minutes outlining why I believe this motion is important. We
are seeing excess profits in the corporate sector at a time of histori‐
cally high inflation. We all know around this table that food is a

core necessity. It is something that Canadian families see week in,
week out. It's forcing them to make extremely difficult choices.

If you look at the earnings that are publicly reported, you can see
that from 2020 to 2022, Empire's net profits jumped up by 27.8%.
For 2021-22, Loblaws' net profits went up 17.2%. In the same time
period, Metro's profits went up by 7.8%.

This, I believe is important because of our committee's jurisdic‐
tion not only over agriculture but over agri-food. Yes, I know we
mostly deal with the producer and processor side of it, but I also
feel that we have a duty to the Canadian public to launch a parlia‐
mentary inquiry into this matter to be sure that the stranglehold that
these three companies have on the Canadian market—because I
think they do have over 80% of the market—is not negatively af‐
fecting the choices that Canadians have to make.

We have had a number of economists on the record—Jim Stan‐
ford from the Canadians for Tax Fairness—who have all said that
corporate profits are, to some extent, driving this inflationary prac‐
tice. We also know that, on the other end, farmers have had their
own problems with the grocery sector—processors and produc‐
ers—which is why talks are currently under way on a grocery code
of conduct.

I'll end with this, Mr. Chair.

Since last week when my notice of motion became public, we re‐
ceived an email from an employee who wishes to remain anony‐
mous. I'm not going to reveal his name or the company he works
for, but I will read this into the record. He states he is employed as
a file maintenance clerk. He says:

My duties require me to make sure that retail price adjustments sent down from
Corporate are properly represented at [the] store level on signage. I have noticed
a worrying trend over the last year of large quantities of retail price increases be‐
ing sent down on a weekly basis.... However cost increases on these items don't
match increases of retail prices that are sent down.

He goes on to say:
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I have noticed a trend where retail prices consumers must pay for products will
increase, and cost increases will come down months after the fact, if at all.
Based on what I know of our systems at store level this means that the profit
margins on saleable goods will increase for the company until a related cost in‐
crease brings it back down. Thus prices consumers must pay are overinflated un‐
til costs align with the retail change.

He continues:
...I believe that a federal probe into grocery store price increases should be sup‐
ported in our parliament.

I'll end there, Mr. Chair. I hope I can garner the support of col‐
leagues around the table to launch this inquiry and get the answers
Canadian consumers need.

Thank you.
● (1635)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. MacGregor. Having engaged with
the colleagues around this table, I believe that there will definitely
be some thoughts and maybe some amendments.

I saw your hand first, Mr. Perron. I think you waved to me. I
know Mr. Barlow has also signalled.

I will start with you, Mr. Perron, if you would like to comment.
[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): I would like to
welcome everyone here.

Mr. MacGregor, I would like to thank you for your motion that
speaks to a very important issue in my eyes. That said, I have a few
questions about the wording.

A little while ago, I gave our clerk a draft document that contains
some amendments. I propose that a copy of this document be sent
to committee members and that we look at it together once every‐
body has received it. In the meantime, I would like to get my col‐
leagues' opinion on a certain issue.

Inflation is obviously a big concern, and grocery store prices are
climbing faster than inflation in general. We have all noticed that
something is going on, and I think the issue merits study.

But if there were to be a study on the retail trade and its opera‐
tions, as well as profit margins, such as what is suggested here,
shouldn't that work be done by the Standing Committee on Industry
and Technology?

I am not against the proposed study. Indeed, I have come up with
some amendments that will guarantee my support. However, I am
just wondering if it really falls to the Standing Committee on Agri‐
culture and Agri-Food to look at the issue of grocery store prices.

This is a very technical issue, and I am not sure if we would be
able to get answers from public servants.

Do you wish to answer now or would you rather that I continue
to talk about my proposed changes?

The Chair: It would probably be a good idea to continue. Your
colleagues will have an opportunity to give you some feedback
when they have the floor.

Mr. Yves Perron: All right.

At any rate, these were the questions that popped up in my mind.

Let's have a quick look at what I am proposing. I spoke earlier
with Mr. MacGregor and members of the subcommittee, and gave
them a copy of my suggestions. Nothing is written in stone here,
obviously. Looking at what I drew up in French and in English, the
English wording may not be word-perfect, because I wrote it today.
I will therefore read the French version:

“That, pursuant to Standing Order 108(2), the Committee under‐
take a study on inflation [...]. ”

I would take out “profit-driven inflation.” We don't actually
know yet if this is actually the case, because we haven't studied the
issue. I think we have to be careful about the way the recommenda‐
tions are worded so as not to come up with conclusions before hav‐
ing done the study. We will probably learn that it is indeed the case,
but we won't know for sure until we do our study.

For the same reason, I would cross out the part that says, “and
the cost of groceries going up while large chains are making record
profits.”

I'm not against the part of the motion that deals with CEO
salaries and the wages of their employees. I do wonder, however, if
we should be looking at this now or in the context of another study.

I am also wondering if this issue might not rather be the remit of
the Standing Committee on Agriculture and Agri-Food.The motion
deals with the way companies manage the wages of their employ‐
ees and the bonuses given to their CEOs.

We have, of course, all seen the news reports about huge bonuses
that seem inappropriate, but I think that delving into this issue
would take up a lot of time. Right now, I wouldn't include it. We
could possibly undertake another study on the issue later.

I omitted “and their CEOs in relation to employee wages.” Then,
rather than stating that the large grocery chains are leveraging their
size to cut into the earnings of Canadian farmers, we could say,
“examine the supply mechanisms with the producers and trans‐
formers. ” Again, I'm not stating that we will not come to this con‐
clusion, but I don't think that we can do so before doing the study.
The same goes for the other part that I crossed out earlier.

Finally, I would initially set aside four meetings for this issue,
rather than six. We could always add meetings later, if need be.

Those are my proposals.

Colleagues, I await your reactions.

● (1640)

The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Perron.

Over to you, Mr. Barlow.
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[English]
Mr. John Barlow (Foothills, CPC): Thanks, Mr. Chair.

Thanks, Mr. MacGregor, for bringing this forward. I think this is
a very important issue.

Many of my concerns with the motion as it reads are quite simi‐
lar to those of Mr. Perron. I am not opposed to supporting a study
of this nature. I guess my concerns would be on a few things.

I believe there is a balancing act here between industry and fi‐
nance. I believe this is being done at finance right now or some‐
thing similar. When we get into the discussion of wages and CEO
actions, I think we're talking about competition, which I don't think
is necessarily under our mandate. I think there are ways we can
tighten this up, and I would concur with probably most of Mr. Per‐
ron's amendments.

One other thing that we would like added, Mr. MacGregor, if we
get down that far, is something about increases in input costs and
the impact that's having on groceries. We can have more discussion
on the impact this is having at the farm gate, on farms and on gro‐
cery prices as well—not just further down the supply chain.

I don't think I have much more to add other than that I under‐
stand where Mr. MacGregor is going. I don't think I have a problem
with that. I just have an issue in terms of what the mandate of our
committee is. We are the agriculture and agri-food committee. I get
what Mr. MacGregor is saying, but when we start getting into some
of the stuff about CEOs and costs in relation to the wages for their
staff, I think that's not really in our scope.

I do agree with Mr. Perron as well when we talk about profit-
driven inflation and record profits. I think we're already assuming
the outcome of the study before we've even started it, so I would
much prefer to take some of that language out, but I think the
essence of that is still there.

In summary, I think if we were able to tighten this up and be
more focused on the agriculture side, we could still get to what Mr.
MacGregor is talking about. I know he has an opposition day mo‐
tion tabled tomorrow. Congratulations on that, Mr. MacGregor.
Thanks for more work for me. Apparently he has a bee in his bon‐
net, which we will talk about later.

I do think I understand where you're trying to go. I think we can
get there. I just have some concerns with the scope of what the mo‐
tion says in terms of what is under our mandate for the Minister of
Agriculture and Agri-Food to actually action the items that would
come from the study.

The last thing I will mention is what we would like to see insert‐
ed in this. I agree with Mr. MacGregor that this is important, but
obviously you know where we stand with C-234. I want to see
C-234 finished. We would like to add in there that we start this
study as soon as the clause-by-clause on C-234 is finished.
● (1645)

The Chair: Thank you for those reflections, Mr. Barlow.

I see Mr. Drouin's hand and then Mr. Turnbull afterwards. My
apologies—Mr. Turnbull is before. Then I see Mr. MacGregor.

Mr. Barlow, thank you for those reflections. I hear the subamend‐
ment on Bill C-234. Perhaps that was the only actual added lan‐
guage. If you have something specific that you would like to see,
maybe I will give you a moment to think about that or Mr. MacGre‐
gor might wilfully try to adopt that into his own motion.

Let's go to Mr. Turnbull and then Mr. Drouin.

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

Thanks, Mr. MacGregor, for bringing this at this time, which is
great because it didn't disrupt some of our other meetings, which I
appreciate very much.

Thanks to the chair for creating some time for committee busi‐
ness for this discussion.

I think this is an important motion. I generally share your con‐
cern with the fact that.... I think you're quite rightly pointing to the
net profits of the three major companies as your evidence that indi‐
cates this as an area for inquiry. Certainly, there is some conversa‐
tion that could be had about whether this is the best committee to
study it. I think Canadians don't particularly care about that. What I
think is that our committee covers the agri-food industry. We've
probably prioritized producers more in our work and some of the
supply chain that excludes retailers, but I don't see why that should
necessarily exclude us from studying this, especially given that this
topic is so important today with the cost of living being something
that we're all talking about every day in the House of Commons. I
certainly hear in my riding that people are concerned about the ris‐
ing cost of living.

There's a tendency to look at the inflationary pressures globally
and to talk about that divorced from some of the businesses that
control a lot of the supply chain. I think, in this case, you're talking
about net profits, and net profits are excluding costs—over and
above the cost to operate a business. I ran a business for many
years. I was the CEO of that company, and I know that net profits
were hard to come by, so those companies' claiming those massive
net profits is a concern at a time when Canadians are feeling those
pressures.
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I support the motion generally. In terms of wording, I think oth‐
ers have made some good suggestions. I appreciate Mr. Perron's
suggestions. I also think that there might be an opportunity to look
at the impact on farmers and also to look at the supply chain in gen‐
eral. One of the concerns I've often had with our agri-food system
is that there is a lot of consolidation that's happened within the pro‐
cessing.... The whole supply chain has been consolidated over
many years. That gives more market share to fewer companies that
thereby have more influence on the market. Ultimately, the con‐
sumer, at the end of the day, stands to feel it, especially if those
companies are claiming large net profits. I think we should all be
concerned about that at a time like this.

I appreciate your reading the anonymous statement as well, be‐
cause I've heard some similar things in my riding. I appreciate that.
I appreciate your bringing it forward, and I think we should study
it. I'd just suggest that perhaps we could look at the supply chain
and the impact on farmers, which I think coincides with some of
the other comments that were made.

I'll stop there, but thanks.
The Chair: Mr. Drouin.
Mr. Francis Drouin (Glengarry—Prescott—Russell, Lib.): I

don't want to repeat what Mr. Turnbull just said. With regard to
what Mr. Barlow said, I don't know if input costs actually have an
impact on the price of food. The only reason I say this is that we've
heard time and time again from farmers in terms of how they are
price-takers. They don't necessarily choose the price of the grains
that they sell; this is determined on markets worldwide. That's the
only thing I would say.

There might be an opportunity to address some of those issues
with the current study, as we will have input providers here in less
than an hour, and those are some of the questions that we can ask
them. I just don't want to dilute this particular study because the
agri-food sector is fairly large. That would be the only caution, but
it's not a hill I'm going to die on. If we can all agree on something,
then I think there's a way that we can move forward on this.
● (1650)

The Chair: I will go to Mr. MacGregor, but just before I do, pro‐
cedurally, Mr. Perron, I believe, has signalled his intention to move
an amendment, and he has distributed those copies.

Mr. Barlow, at least verbally, has moved what I would see as a
subamendment. Certainly, the language is something to the effect
that this study wouldn't take place until after Bill C-234 is reported
back to the House.

Mr. MacGregor, you've heard some of the comments of the Lib‐
eral colleagues on the bench. Technically, we would have to actual‐
ly vote back up towards the motion, and if my Liberal colleagues
here to my right would like to move a motion or actually move
something of a language change in what Mr. MacGregor has pro‐
posed, that would ultimately be the time to do it.

However, why don't we hear from Mr. MacGregor about his
thoughts on what he's heard so far.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: I'll address the comments in the order
I heard them.

I understand the concerns about whether or not this particular is‐
sue belongs at the industry committee and whether the language
should be tightened up a bit more. I would argue no. I think that
this committee, in other studies, has dealt with things like the gro‐
cery code of conduct, which has come up repeatedly. You could ar‐
gue that belongs at the industry committee. We have heard from
witnesses like the Retail Council of Canada. We've heard from
many organizations that represent grocers; they have appeared here.

Our committee's mandate is to follow food from the farm to the
factory to the fork. If Canadians are having trouble accessing
healthy, nutritious food because of the cost, that means something
in our system is broken. I've read into the record an email. I'm
keeping it anonymous because the person who wrote us said they
fear reprisal if their name becomes public. I'm not going to read
their name into the record, but I can tell you that it's a real email.

We have someone from in-house confirming what I'm alleging.
We have a correlation between record net profits and high food
prices for consumers. Yes, costs are going up across the line, but
grocers are still able to make a high profit above and beyond those
high costs.

I have the benefit of having in-laws who live in Australia. Aus‐
tralia's food market is dominated by two chains, and they have had
news stories in previous years in which those food chains would
announce the price that they would buy carrots at, for example. It
was up to the farmers to try to match that price. These are total cut‐
throat business tactics. It goes to that point of farmers being price-
takers. They don't always have the option. They have to try to com‐
pete at the price the grocer sets.

I would argue that this very much is within the mandate of our
committee. I agree with Mr. Turnbull in that I don't think Canadians
much care about specific mandates of committees. That aside, I
think we do have a proper mandate here, but what Canadians care
about is what they're seeing week in and week out. I think they
need to see their parliamentarians respond to those very real con‐
cerns.

On Mr. Barlow's suggestion, I agree on Bill C-234. I think this is
an important motion, but I know my Conservative colleagues have
been waiting for a while on C-234, so I will agree with not upset‐
ting the current order of things. As soon as that bill completes its
journey here, I would like to see our committee embark on this
study.

The Chair: We have Mr. Drouin and then Mr. Perron.
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Mr. Francis Drouin: Just so I understand clearly, Mr. MacGre‐
gor, what you're proposing is that we toss aside the subcommittee
we just adopted last week and we prioritize Bill C-234. Then we
move on to the study that you're suggesting, should it be adopted
today, after Bill C-234.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: What Mr. Barlow wanted was to not
have Bill C-234 interrupted. I don't know if he had any more speci‐
ficity beyond that. I'm going to agree with him on that point. I won't
interrupt its current proceedings before our committee.

Mr. John Barlow: I'm willing to make a little bit more of a con‐
cession here to Mr. MacGregor to get this going faster, if we can. I
know the chair is very passionate about the food security study,
which I think we all are. I honestly don't believe that we need a
bunch more meetings on Bill C-234. We did it last Parliament.
We're going through the same witnesses and the same testimony,
again. I think we can have one or two more meetings, maximum,
on Bill C-234. We've gone down this road before. We can get yours
to the table.

It's not that I don't trust everybody here, but these are not deci‐
sions necessarily made by this group. They are sometimes made
above us. I would like an amendment in your motion that the study
begins after clause-by-clause on Bill C-234., just so I feel comfort‐
able that, when we vote to support your motion, I know we're cov‐
ered as well.
● (1655)

The Chair: If we would also agree that we only need a couple
more meetings on Bill C-234 at the most....

Go ahead, Mr. Perron.
[Translation]

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

Quite a few things were brought up, and I want to be sure that I
followed everything.

I'm in full agreement with Mr. Barlow about the fact that we are
redoing the study on Bill C-234. This study has already been done,
but we are able to fix this.

As to my amendment, I would like to know if Mr. MacGregor
agrees with the changes that I suggested. I also want to reiterate
that I'm flexible.

Mr. Turnbull, I believe I understood that you wanted to keep the
part at the beginning of the motion that says, “the Committee un‐
dertakes a study on profit-driven inflation.” I just want to be sure
that I understood correctly. Personally, I have no problem with that.

Very few of you spoke about what I suggested. Do we keep that
in or not?
[English]

The Chair: I want to help facilitate here. I think Mr. Barlow
made it very clear that, at least as far as I know, the Conservative
position was not against any of the amendments Mr. Perron brought
forward.

I don't know if Mr. Turnbull or Mr. Drouin would like to speak
on whether or not you, on the Liberal side, have any issues with

what Mr. Perron has suggested for amendments to Mr. MacGregor's
original motion, and then I think we can start to clean this up. We
can start to vote on the subamendment and the amendment and go
from there.

Are there any comments from this side of the room? Mr. Turn‐
bull.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: I reviewed the proposed amendments by
Mr. Perron. I don't have a huge problem with any of them. There's
one word in English that may not be translated. It says, “with the
producers and transformers”. I think it should be “processors” per‐
haps.

Other than that, I think the spirit of the motion is still there even
if you eliminate the word “record” and just keep the word “profits”.
I think it's there. I think the supply chain is already included, so I
don't see any particular problems.

I note that there's one change to it, which reduces the number of
meetings, so I don't know if Mr. MacGregor sees any challenges
with that. It says “no fewer than six meetings” in the original mo‐
tion Mr. MacGregor moved. Mr. Perron, I think in your version it
says “no fewer than four”. We're only specifying the minimum, so
it's not really a problem.

The Chair: Mr. Turnbull, I'm going to stop you there. Pardon
my “rookie-ness” in the chair, here.

We should probably stay on Mr. Barlow's subamendment. Mr.
MacGregor has given his thoughts on that, and I'm going to open
up the comments for Mr. Barlow's suggestion that this particular
study would start after the last clause-by-clause meeting when Bill
C-234 is reported back to the House.

That's essentially, Mr. Barlow, what you've moved. Let's focus on
that—I apologize for steering Mr. Turnbull a little bit wrong—and
then we'll go back to Mr. Perron's.

Mr. Ryan Turnbull: In terms of Bill C-234, I may differ in opin‐
ion regarding the number of meetings we need, but I do agree with
keeping the sequence. We're sort of disregarding the subcommit‐
tee's agreement on the top three priorities. We've been mixing meet‐
ings and having one on world food insecurity and one on Bill
C-234. We said we'd do both of those before we moved on to agri‐
culture and the environment. That's what our agreement was.
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Now this is a new motion coming forward. I get that there's some
pressure in terms of what the public will be expecting us to look at,
so I get that it may interrupt that to some degree.

What I want clarification on is this: Are we just talking about do‐
ing Bill C-234 and then moving to this motion now, or are we still
finishing the study on food insecurity?

● (1700)

The Chair: I'll turn to Mr. Barlow. I don't think there was any
mention of dropping the global food security study. I think, as Mr.
Barlow highlighted, once Bill C-234 is done, then Mr. MacGregor's
proposed study could move forward, but not until such time as the
clause-by-clause was done on Bill C-234.

Am I correct in saying that, Mr. Barlow?

Mr. John Barlow: You are correct.

My concern, Mr. Turnbull, would be that we could keep adding
meetings on Bill C-234 and just drag that out longer. Obviously I
don't believe we need to do that. I could put in my amendment, Mr.
MacGregor, of a limit of two—with two more meetings on
BillC-234, or three—to put a time limit on that.

This is not to you guys across the way, but I don't want the pow‐
ers that be to try to drag this out and then further delay what you're
trying to achieve here. I am more than willing to add that into the
amendment as well, if there's support on the floor to do that, so that
we could put some sort of timeline on it.

The Chair: I'm going to seek a little bit of procedural clarifica‐
tion.

Mr. Barlow, at the end of the day, I think you've moved that Mr.
MacGregor's study should start after the clause-by-clause of Bill
C-234, whenever that happens. I take notice that you might have a
concern about how long that process should continue, but I see that
as independent. That can be a conversation, frankly, for another day
because it's kind of confusing to have two different motions in one.
I think it would be better to say that Mr. MacGregor's proposed
study would move to after the clause-by-clause on Bill C-234. If
you want to litigate how much longer we should study Bill C-234, I
think we can take that up in another forum after we've done your
subamendment.

Mr. Drouin.

Mr. Francis Drouin: Can I propose that we suspend for two
minutes, so that we can huddle quickly and don't have to subamend
our subamendment of subamendments, and then come back?

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Francis Drouin: I think we have agreement. We'll just hud‐
dle. We might remove all our amendments and submit just one, so
that everybody's in agreement. We seem to be bobbing our heads.
It's just a matter.... You're stuck with procedure and we'll make life
simpler for you, if that's okay—if everyone agrees.

The Chair: Two minutes would be great. We will suspend.

● (1700)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1725)

The Chair: Colleagues, thank you.

It was a little more than two minutes, but I appreciate everyone's
participation.

In my understanding as your chair, the way this should work is
that we are going to seek to get unanimous consent to withdraw the
subamendment and the amendment. We're going to allow Mr. Mac‐
Gregor to reread into the record what I think will satisfy everyone
on this committee.

I'm going to seek unanimous consent for Mr. Barlow's suba‐
mendment to be removed.

(Subamendment withdrawn)

(Amendment withdrawn)

(Motion withdrawn)

The Chair: Great.

Mr. MacGregor, the floor is yours to read your motion into the
record, and then we'll go from there.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: Thank you, Chair.

Thank you to all colleagues for working through this. I'm going
to read it very slowly for the benefit of our interpreters.

It goes as follows, Mr. Chair. I move:
That, pursuant to Standing Order 108(2), the Committee undertake a study on
inflation in the food supply chain and the cost of groceries going up, while large
chains are making profits; that the committee examine the profits of large gro‐
cery chains in relation to employee wages and the cost of groceries in Canada;
that the committee also examine the ability of large grocery chains to leverage
their size to cut into the earnings of Canadian farmers; that the committee ex‐
plore ways in which the food supply chain can help reduce rising food costs, and
that the committee invite witnesses with specific knowledge on inflation and af‐
fected stakeholders from the industry, including grocer and food supply chain
executives, economists, unions and farmers or representative organizations; that
no fewer than six meetings are set aside to hear from witnesses; that the commit‐
tee commence the study after clause-by-clause on C-234 is completed; that the
committee report its finding to the House and that, pursuant to Standing Order
109, the Government table a comprehensive response to the report.

I hope that's accurate.

● (1730)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. MacGregor.

I think that was our wordsmithing offside. I don't think any key
elements of the intent are missing.

I'll go to Monsieur Perron.

[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: I will try to be brief, but what I have to say is
important.
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Our committee's work was suspended because an issue had to be
dealt with quickly, which is perfectly acceptable. I agreed at the
time, because needs must, but I would ask that we be very careful.

This has taken time, but I would like my colleagues to under‐
stand why. I demanded that I be given the document in French be‐
cause we were changing what I proposed, but working with another
document. Theoretically, we should have been using the first docu‐
ment and working with that one. I myself submitted a text in En‐
glish and in French. If I am capable of making that effort, all mem‐
bers of the committee should do so as well. This is very important
if we want to make things work.

You know that I am a very nice person, but I would like to say to
the members of the committee that if this happens again, I will
make my opposition known. We are under the gun right now; the
second group of witnesses has arrived and we are going to have to
rush to pass a motion very quickly.

Some people might have their own views on the subject, but it
was important for me to say these things. I recognize the fact that I
asked for the document in French and that you provided me with
one. I will let it go this time. It remains, however, that things would
be much easier if people came prepared next time.

I suggested having at least four meetings, which was informally
agreed to. That is the only change that I would make to the docu‐
ment that we have received.
[English]

The Chair: That's an amendment for four meetings. Colleagues,
I don't see any issue with that.

Am I seeing any concerns? Mr. MacGregor, do you have any
concerns?

(Amendment agreed to)

(Motion as amended agreed to)

The Chair: We are at time. I don't think there will be too much
of an issue with Monsieur Perron's motion. I'm going to let him
read it into the record, and I think we can quickly move on from
that as well.
[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron:
That the Standing Committee on Agriculture and Agri-Food set aside two of the
meetings scheduled for the study on the environmental contribution of agricul‐
ture to study exclusively the problem of the mortality of bees, identify its causes
and make relevant recommendations to the government; that these meetings be
deemed to be included in the main study on the environmental contribution of
agriculture; that these meetings take place after the Christmas break; and that the
Committee report to the House on this issue within the plan to report on the en‐
vironmental contribution of agriculture.

We have added, “after the Christmas break,” because the motion
that the committee has just passed makes it impossible to do so ear‐
lier.
[English]

The Chair: Do we have unanimous agreement?

(Motion agreed to)

The Chair: Next we have Mr. Falk.
Mr. Ted Falk (Provencher, CPC): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I want to point out that I am in agreement with the motion we
just passed that was wordsmithed as a group. I'm in full agreement
with that.

I think what you allowed earlier in the meeting was an anony‐
mous email to be read into the record, for fear of reprisal. I under‐
stand that. I get that. It's not lost on me. However, we have witness‐
es at committee all the time when we do our studies, and many of
them come here with a fear of reprisal based on their testimony,
from either industry partners, suppliers, customers or whomever it
may be.

I would just want to caution you, Chair—you have allowed this
today—that this does not become a precedent. I don't think that's
the direction we want to go in. We want witnesses to come here and
to put an identity behind the information that's provided to commit‐
tee. That's all I'm asking.

The Chair: I'll take it under advisement, Mr. Falk. I appreciate
that.

Notwithstanding the testimony that was made, it's not my job to
litigate whether or not it may be true. Ultimately it would be for the
viewers who watch our proceedings to take note that it is anony‐
mous, and that carries its own weight.

I don't want to get caught up too long on this, Mr. MacGregor. If
it's very quick, go ahead, or maybe you'll just have a pass.

● (1735)

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: I want to say that I was just using it to
bolster my argument.

If the person feels comfortable coming to witness.... We know
that parliamentary privilege protects whatever speech is given here.
It cannot be used against a person when they testify before a parlia‐
mentary committee, so maybe that person will have a change of
heart.

However, during the course of the study, we want people to be
present here with their full names and a full airing of this issue. I
agree with you on that.

The Chair: I appreciate your raising it, Mr. Falk. Next time, if
you have an issue, I would ask that you to call a point of order and
raise it right at the moment. If that was how you were feeling at the
time, I do appreciate the reflection.

Colleagues, we have witnesses in the room, and I would like,
with your permission, to change over and continue the global food
security study and get those witnesses ready to go.

We're going to suspend for a moment.

● (1735)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1735)

The Chair: Colleagues, welcome back.
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Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted by the
committee on Monday, May 30, 2022, the committee is resuming
its study of global food insecurity.

I'd like to welcome our witnesses for our first panel.

Joining us, from CropLife Canada, here in the room we have Ian
Affleck, who is the vice-president of biotechnology, and Dennis
Prouse, who is vice-president of government affairs. From Nutrien,
we have Mark Thompson, the executive vice-president, chief strate‐
gy and sustainability officer. He's joining us by video conference.
From Sollio Cooperative Group, we have Ghislain Gervais, who is
the president, and Casper Kaastra, who is the chief executive offi‐
cer.

I know that Monsieur Perron will want to know about testing be‐
forehand.

Mr. Gervais was unable to test ahead of time but does have the
proper headset. We don't anticipate that there will be any problems.
Otherwise, we have both of our witnesses in the room and Mr.
Thompson completed his check. We should be fine on all fronts.

To our witnesses, you have up to five minutes for opening re‐
marks. I'm going to start with our fine folks from CropLife Canada.

I will turn it over to you for up to five minutes, and we'll go from
there.
● (1740)

Mr. Dennis Prouse (Vice-President, Government Affairs,
CropLife Canada): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you, committee members.

My name is Dennis Prouse, and I am the vice-president of gov‐
ernment affairs for CropLife Canada. My colleague Ian Affleck,
our vice-president of plant biotechnology, is with me.

The issue of global food insecurity is one that is of great concern
to everyone across the value chain in Canadian agriculture and agri-
food. We take our role in helping to feed a hungry world very seri‐
ously, and we are united by a belief that Canada has a moral re‐
sponsibility to act now in the face of rising global food insecurity to
do its part.

In talking about solutions, we think it's also useful to gain some
historical context on where we've come from. In 1962 when the
world population was four billion, the United Nations estimated
that 25% of the world's population was starving or malnourished.
Sixty years later, with the world population approaching eight bil‐
lion, the UN estimates that 9.9% of people are facing hunger. While
the world population doubled, we cut the number of people facing
hunger by more than half. While that number is still too high, it's a
remarkable achievement. The green revolution in modern agricul‐
ture, namely innovation and the farmers who have embraced it and
skilfully applied it, is what helps drive this success.

In the Canadian context, today's Canadian farm can produce
twice as much output as 50 years ago with the same total input.
This astounding increase in productivity has been matched by im‐
proved sustainability. Total emissions from Canada's agriculture
sector have been relatively stable for 20 years, resulting in a de‐

crease of greenhouse gas emission intensity of 50% from 1997 to
2017 compared to a 36% decrease for the economy as a whole in
the same period. Due to the adoption of soil conservation practices,
agricultural soils in Canada have been sequestering carbon for 20
years.

Plant science and innovation are helping farmers grow stronger,
healthier crops across Canada. The data is clear in showing that
pesticides and plant-breeding innovations deliver many benefits to
Canadian consumers and the environment. Canadian families save
an average of $4,500 per year on food costs thanks to efficient,
high-yield farming practices.

Notwithstanding the gains we've discussed, though, we know
that food insecurity has now started to rise again globally due to the
pandemic, global conflicts and climate change. The number of mal‐
nourished people may have risen by as much as 150 million people
over the last two years. Many members of Parliament are seeing
food insecurity at home as well.

There's no magic wand or simple solution to these challenges,
but we do believe strongly that modern agriculture and approved
sustainable productivity growth can play a role in helping to ad‐
dress food insecurity here at home and abroad. We know that, given
the right tools, Canadian farmers and Canadian agri-food business‐
es can grow and export more. This, in turn, can make Canada more
prosperous.

The government-commissioned Barton report in 2017 talked
about the untapped potential of Canadian agriculture. In a 2019 re‐
port, the Royal Bank of Canada stated that, with the correct skills
mix, the agriculture sector could add another $11 billion to
Canada's GDP and make the sector more productive than auto man‐
ufacturing and aerospace combined.

Modern Canadian agriculture is more sustainable than it's ever
been. We're producing more food on less land, using fewer inputs
and less water per acre, and burning fewer fossil fuels. This is due
to innovation, and the farmer is embracing it. There's an opportuni‐
ty for us to step up and do more to address food insecurity, but we
need the tools to do it. We need a regulatory climate that facilitates
and rewards innovation and makes Canada an agriculture technolo‐
gy hub.

Our recommendations, Mr. Chair, would be the following.

One, focus on regulatory modernization as a tool to encourage
innovation. Our industry needs a regulatory system that is prompt,
predictable and science-based. Politically motivated policy adven‐
tures in regulation on crop protection products or biotechnology
would put Canadian farmers at a huge disadvantage globally.
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Two, promote and defend the sustainability of Canadian agricul‐
ture on the world stage. While we work towards continuous im‐
provements, we would like to see Canada promote the sustainabili‐
ty success story of Canadian farmers on the world stage and ensure
that it is recognized in all international forums and negotiations.
Canada is a world leader in sustainable agriculture and can be a
world leader in sustainable productivity growth.

Finally, support exports by promoting science-based trade rules.
We ask the government to better use international mechanisms and
institutions to ensure science-based, predictable, more transparent
trade rules for agriculture. A well-functioning trade system allows
nations and regions to focus on the crops and products they produce
more efficiently, thus helping to address food insecurity.

Thank you, Mr. Chair. We look forward to any questions the
committee might have.
● (1745)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Prouse. You're right on time. We al‐
ways like that.

Mr. Thompson, we'll go over to you for up to five minutes,
please.

Mr. Mark Thompson (Executive Vice-President, Chief Strat‐
egy and Sustainability Officer, Nutrien Ltd.): Good afternoon.
Thank you, Mr. Chair, for the introduction and for the invitation to
appear today.

My name is Mark Thompson, and I am Nutrien's executive vice-
president and chief strategy and sustainability officer. I'm joining
you today from Saskatoon. I'd like to honour our company's prac‐
tice of acknowledging that this is Treaty No. 6 territory and the
homeland of the Métis.

I'll start with a few words on Nutrien. Our company was created
in 2018 through a merger between Agrium and Potash Corporation
of Saskatchewan, previously two of Canada's leading agriculture
and mining companies. We're now the world's largest provider and
producer of crop inputs and services. Our global business spans
four operating segments across 13 countries, including our retail di‐
vision, also known as Nutrien Ag Solutions, and the manufacturing
and mining of potash, nitrogen and phosphate fertilizers. We have a
fertilizer production capacity of over 27 million tonnes. Our retail
business serves over 500,000 growers around the world.

We are headquartered here in Canada. Our operations here are
extensive and growing. We operate six potash mines in
Saskatchewan, four nitrogen manufacturing facilities in Alberta,
and nearly 300 ag retail outlets primarily across western Canada.
This is in addition to our two corporate offices in Calgary and
Saskatoon.

On the issue at hand, food security is a global issue that affects
all of us. Increasing concern over global food supplies makes Nu‐
trien's purpose to safely and sustainably feed a growing world more
important than ever. Nutrien plays a critical role in global food se‐
curity by ensuring that farmers have the products, services and
technologies they need to sustainably increase food production.

By some estimates, the use of fertilizers accounts for approxi‐
mately 50% of global crop yields and is critical for growers to meet

the continued growth in demand for food. We're taking action to
help fill the gap for food and fertilizers caused in part by Russia's
invasion of Ukraine and the resulting disruption to the production
and trade of energy, fertilizers, grains and oilseeds from this region.
While it's impossible for one company to offset these supply im‐
pacts alone, we're doing everything we can to meet our global cus‐
tomers' demands.

In June we announced that we would safely accelerate the ramp
up of potash production capabilities at our Saskatchewan mines to
18 million tonnes annually—in several increments over the next
three years. In the past two years, more than 70% of additional
global production brought online has come from Nutrien alone.

I'd be remiss not to mention our ambitious plans to do all of this
while also solving for the challenge of climate change. When deal‐
ing in societal imperatives like food security and climate, we must
think holistically and work collaboratively together. We can't sim‐
ply choose one or the other. We must solve for both.

That's why in 2021 we launched our feeding the future plan,
which includes commitments to help reduce our carbon footprint
while preserving and growing food production. Some of these com‐
mitments set to be achieved by 2030 include achieving at least a
30% reduction in scope 1 and 2 greenhouse gas emissions intensity,
while also investing in the transition to low-carbon fertilizers and
scaling up a comprehensive carbon program that empowers grow‐
ers to accelerate climate-smart agriculture and soil carbon seques‐
tration, where growers are rewarded for their efforts through the
generation of carbon credits and assets. On this latter effort, we are
in our second year of piloting our carbon program, and we're now
targeting 675,000 acres across North America. Interest from grow‐
ers has been extremely encouraging.

Nutrien is working directly with growers to build customized
croplands that reduce their carbon footprint. We assist in taking soil
samples and baselines, providing products and technologies and
verifying carbon performance. We're also paying growers directly
for their participation, anticipating that we need to be ready to sup‐
port growers in a compliance or voluntary offset market with a fo‐
cus on scalable, long-term viability.

We're in regular communication with Environment and Climate
Change Canada as well as Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada on
our learnings and findings, and communicating with provincial
government stakeholders.
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Enabling Nutrien's carbon program and market-based offset sys‐
tems are key to helping the federal government achieve its stated
ambition of creating pathways to reduce nitrous oxide emissions
from fertilizer use. To be clear, based on the advanced practices and
performance of growers in Canada relative to other global crop-
producing regions, reducing N2O emissions by 30% is extremely
ambitious and presents significant risks if viewed in isolation from
food production and security.

However, through our joint efforts, we believe we can make sig‐
nificant progress. To the point of today's discussion, we can help
Canada tap into significant opportunity in agriculture to deliver on
our nationally determined contributions, while addressing domestic
and global food security through increased crop production—and
build resilience for the future.
● (1750)

With that, I thank the chair and members of Parliament for your
time today. I'm pleased to answer any questions you might have.

The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Thompson.

I will now turn to Mr. Gervais for up to five minutes.
[Translation]

Mr. Ghislain Gervais (President, Sollio Cooperative Group):
Mr. Chair, vice-chairs, ladies and gentlemen of the committee, good
afternoon.

Mr. Casper Kaastra, chief executive officer of our Sollio Agricul‐
ture Division, and myself, Ghislain Gervais, president of Sollio Co‐
operative Group, thank you for giving us the opportunity to speak
to you today.

I operate a farm with my wife, my son and my brother in Saint-
Guillaume, in the Centre-du-Québec region.

Sollio Cooperative Group has been in business for 100 years and
is the only Canada-wide agricultural supply cooperative. We repre‐
sent more than 123,000 members, agricultural producers and con‐
sumers, who belong to 48 traditional agricultural and consumer co‐
operatives.

We have more than 15,000 employees in our three divisions:
Olymel, which specializes in pork and poultry processing; BMR,
Quebec's retailer of building materials and hardware; and Sollio
Agriculture, which supplies farms.

Over to you, Mr. Kaastra.
Mr. Casper Kaastra (Chief Executive Officer, Sollio Cooper‐

ative Group): Thank you, Mr. Gervais.
[English]

Sollio agriculture supports producers in eastern Canada to help
them maximize their yields by specializing—

The Chair: Excuse me. I'm sorry, Mr. Kaastra. I should have
said this at the beginning. I've been advised by the clerk that, if you
can change your background from the blurry to a non-blurry back‐
ground, apparently it has some impact on the sound.

My apologies for the interruption. I've stopped the clock. I don't
know if you know how to do that, but I'm being advised....

Mr. Casper Kaastra: I think I just figured it out.

The Chair: Okay. Thank you.

Mr. Casper Kaastra: My apologies; thank you very much.

Sollio agriculture supports producers in eastern Canada to help
them maximize their yields by specializing in the marketing of agri‐
culture inputs and value-added agronomic services. We are proud to
have fulfilled our duty to ensure our producers were supplied with
fertilizer this past spring and to avoid shortages despite the sanc‐
tions imposed on fertilizer coming from Russia.

The prices, the large volumes required and the logistical con‐
straints are the reasons that traditionally explain why eastern Cana‐
dian farmers purchase fertilizer from Russia. In eastern Canada, we
normally fill our warehouses before the St. Lawrence Seaway clos‐
es to ensure we have at least half of the quantities of nitrogen re‐
quired to supply growers for the 10 or so days of spring planting.
The other half, which represents more than 10 ships for us, then ar‐
rives in the spring just in time to keep up with the rate at which our
warehouses are emptied during planting.

This usual process calls for considerable collaboration and plan‐
ning by producers and their suppliers in order to have the product
available in the spring. However, because of the impacts of the war
in Ukraine, some types of nitrogen are not currently available and
producers are having to adjust their plans accordingly.

As a result, many are concerned about product availability and
high prices and are delaying their orders. Consequently, without
firm orders, we must review our supply strategy to avoid stock
outs, knowing furthermore that our deadline is February to avoid
the food insecurity associated with a decrease in production.

I'll turn to Mr. Gervais.

[Translation]

Mr. Ghislain Gervais: Producers need to be confident that the
government will adequately support them through major fluctua‐
tions in fertilizer costs. Otherwise, producers will change their
seeding plans and cut their fertilizer applications, which will reduce
yields and hurt both domestic production and Canadian exports.

In the short to medium term, innovation and technology will not
be enough to reduce reliance on foreign fertilizer. The tariff creates
an additional production cost for Eastern farmers, compared to their
counterparts in other provinces or the United States.

We are calling for clear and consistent policies for the 2023 sea‐
son so that we do not find ourselves in the same perilous situation
we were in this past March when the sanctions came into effect.
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The federal government must lift the 35% tariff on Russian fertil‐
izer. We understand and respect the sanctions imposed on Russia.
That said, if necessary, we should consider lifting the sanctions on
fertilizer from Russia to ensure our food security and our ability to
do our part to feed the world.

The government should provide a stable and predictable business
environment for Eastern farmers.

Thank you again for your invitation. We will be pleased to an‐
swer your questions.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Gervais and Mr. Kaastra.

We're now going to have our first round of questions. We will
have a second round, if time allows, but it will be shorter.

Mr. Barlow, over to you.
● (1755)

[English]
Mr. John Barlow: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. I'll be shar‐

ing my time with Mr. Lehoux.

I'm going to try to be as quick as I can, as we have limited time
today.

Mr. Thompson from Nutrien, you mentioned that trying to reach
this fertilizer emissions reduction target of 30% could have signifi‐
cant risks. As we talk about the importance of food production right
now as we talk about food security, could you maybe expand on
what some of those risks would be?

Mr. Mark Thompson: Thank you, Mr. Barlow, for the question.

As was mentioned by me and other panellists today, our view is
that Canadian agricultural producers are already leading on the
world stage in terms of production per unit of greenhouse gas emis‐
sions. Given the situation we're in globally, with tight supplies of
crop commodities and fertilizers—and strong demand for each—
we're acutely aware that any further disruptions to these supply
chains could result in further tightness in the supply chain, putting
food security at risk to a greater degree.

The war in Ukraine has exacerbated a situation that had already
been worsening over the past few years. Food security was becom‐
ing more of an issue due to suboptimal production in North Ameri‐
ca and South America in 2021. Given the significance of Ukraine
and Russia in the production and export of key global commodities,
this situation has become much worse. Therefore, were we to im‐
pose a situation where fertilizers were cut arbitrarily, without con‐
sideration for food security, we could see that balance tighten even
further and put the world in dire need of food supplies.

As I mentioned in my opening comments, many studies point to
the fact that fertilizers account for up to 50% of global crop yields.
Therefore, they are of paramount importance. Our focus is on con‐
tinuing to increase performance on a greenhouse-gas intensity ba‐
sis, while also accounting for food production.

Mr. John Barlow: Thanks very much. I appreciate that.

Mr. Prouse, as quickly as you can.... I only have about a minute
left, because I want to split my time.

On the same kind of question, what would the impact on com‐
modities and our yields be if we were to do this 30% emissions re‐
duction and triple the carbon tax on April 1?

Mr. Dennis Prouse: I'll let fertilizer answer fertilizer questions.

Our concern is on access to innovation for crop protection prod‐
ucts. As discussed with many members of this committee, we're
concerned about where the current PMRA transformation may be
heading. We're concerned about a very broad, unfocused review of
the Pest Control Products Act. It's creating a great degree of uncer‐
tainty in the sector. Frankly, we're concerned that a lack of access to
innovation for growers might lie at the end of the road.

Mr. John Barlow: Thank you.

I'm going to give the rest of my time to Mr. Lehoux.

[Translation]

Mr. Richard Lehoux (Beauce, CPC): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I would like to thank my colleagues as well.

My question is for Mr. Gervais from the Sollio Cooperative
Group.

We know that orders for the 2023 seeding season will be made in
the fall. In your current discussions with the government, are you
getting an idea of what measures will be taken to meet your needs
in 2023?

Mr. Ghislain Gervais: Thank you for the question, Mr. Lehoux.

Given that it is of a rather technical nature, I will ask Mr. Kaastra
to answer.

Mr. Casper Kaastra: You are right, Mr. Lehoux.

We are making our procurement plans for the next season. Obvi‐
ously, we are looking at buying from countries other than Russia, as
I said earlier.

Before, approximately 60% of the fertilizer imported for Eastern
Canada came from Russia. The percentage was even higher for ni‐
trogen, which was about 80%.

We are currently looking to source our supplies elsewhere, in the
Middle East, Africa, Nigeria or Trinidad and Tobago, to name a
few. I would add, however, that things are not that simple.

Mr. Richard Lehoux: I am guessing that the prices have sky‐
rocketed.

● (1800)

Mr. Casper Kaastra: Precisely.
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Mr. Richard Lehoux: I have another question for you. It con‐
cerns the 35% tariff imposed last spring on Russian fertilizer.

Our research has revealed that $34.1 million were collected in
June 2022 and that amount has been put into a fund. We are now
wondering how that fund will be used.

I imagine, after speaking with your colleagues, that you may
have ideas on the way that the fund could be used. Should it be paid
out to producers, given that they are on the frontline in terms of the
tariff's impact?

What are your thoughts on this issue?
Mr. Ghislain Gervais: Mr. Lehoux, I would answer by saying

that it is not up to us to make suggestions as to the way
the $34.1 million could be used. I think that that is rather your re‐
mit. We are asking, however, that the monies collected be paid back
to producers.

I will now complete the answer I gave to your first question.

Last week, myself and Mr. Kaastra were in France on an eco‐
nomic mission. We have the opportunity to hold many discussions
with our counterparts, the French cooperatives. We learned that in
Europe, a good number of fertilizer factories have shut down due to
energy prices. That means that countries that weren't importing fer‐
tilizer in previous years are now looking for fertilizer on the inter‐
national markets. That makes things even more complicated in
terms of supply for the 2023 season.

Mr. Richard Lehoux: I...
The Chair: Mr. Lehoux, I am sorry to interrupt, but your time is

over.
Mr. Richard Lehoux: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Gervais.

Mr. Drouin, over to you. You have six minutes.
Mr. Francis Drouin: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

My first question is for the representatives of the Sollio Coopera‐
tive Group.

If I understood you correctly, you are suggesting to the commit‐
tee that the 35% tariff be abolished.

In December of last year, I received calls from farmers in my rid‐
ing, when nitrogen prices shot up by 100%. I must state that this
was not caused by the war in Ukraine. The rise in prices preceded
the war.

Obviously, there is the issue of the tariff, but we can't encourage
Canadian businesses to continue to do business with Russia.

You have suggested that the tariff be abolished, but what is the
guarantee that Russia will be a reliable partner? We have seen what
has happened in the North Sea. Russia will not be a reliable partner,
whether it be on a short, middle or long-term basis.

What can I say to farmers in my riding?

Is Sollio making changes to its supply chains for nitrogen? As
we know, Eastern Canada imports 40% of the nitrogen that it uses.

Mr. Ghislain Gervais: Mr. Drouin, what you have to know is
that a 100% price increase, coupled with the 35% tariff, amounts to
a huge increase to the fertilizer bill. Unfortunately, Eastern Canadi‐
an producers are the ones currently footing the bill.

As I stated earlier, sourcing supplies for the 2023 season is be‐
coming very complicated. Moreover, farmers are already express‐
ing their concerns in terms of available fertilizer for 2023.

Perhaps Mr. Kaastra has something to add?

Mr. Casper Kaastra: That is indeed the situation.

Of course, we could not have predicted the war in Ukraine. We
bought our fertilizer from Russia for logistical reasons, so that East‐
ern Canadian farmers could get the product they needed. Those are
the main reasons why we sourced fertilizer from Russia.

Of course things will change in the future. The moment the sanc‐
tions were imposed, which was at the end of February or the begin‐
ning of March, we had already ordered the equivalent of eight boat‐
loads. It was already planned and paid for by farmers under con‐
tract. Then a 35% surcharge was slapped on which brought addi‐
tional costs...

Mr. Francis Drouin: I understand all that. It remains, however,
that 60% of the nitrogen imported for Eastern Canada is not hit by
the 35% tariff.

What happened when the price went up by 100% before the war?
You are part of a supply chain, perhaps you can explain to the com‐
mittee why prices shot up by 100%.

The 35% tariff is at issue here, but it seems to me that a 100%
increase hurts farmers a lot more.

Mr. Ghislain Gervais: Could I ask you to answer, Mr. Kaastra?

Mr. Casper Kaastra: I can answer that question by saying that
this 100% increase occurred the year before. The fertilizer market
is a free market, just like any other commodity. As Mr. Thompson
mentioned, the demands had already increased. In addition, the
COVID‑19 pandemic caused a decrease in capacity. China stopped
exporting fertilizer for a long period of time.

So several factors have contributed to the price increases, in a
free market, before the war in Ukraine and before the sanctions and
the 35% tariff.

● (1805)

Mr. Francis Drouin: You also mentioned that you are actively
working to change suppliers so that they are no longer from Russia.

Have you had the chance to talk to Canadian international trade
specialists or specialists from the Netherlands and Germany or Mo‐
rocco who produce nitrogen, or the United States, to see if they can
increase their production?
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Have you had any discussions with them? Have you interacted
with international trade organizations or the government?

Canada has representatives all over the world.
Mr. Ghislain Gervais: As I mentioned earlier, Mr. Kaastra and I

were in France last week. Right now, on the European continent,
whether in France or other European countries, many plants have
shut down due to shortages and the cost of energy. This makes it
very difficult to obtain supplies from other sources for the coming
year.

I don't know if Mr. Kaastra wants to round out my answer.
Mr. Casper Kaastra: Yes, that is indeed the case. There's an im‐

pact caused by the decrease in nitrogen production capacity. This
represents at least 15 million metric tonnes of nitrogen from Euro‐
pean countries. As Mr. Gervais mentioned, these countries are be‐
coming importers rather than exporters of nitrogen. That's one of
the factors—

Mr. Francis Drouin: My apologies for interrupting, but I have
about 30 seconds left.

Are you having discussions with any nitrogen-producing African
countries?

Mr. Casper Kaastra: Yes, we do business with several African
countries, including Algeria and Egypt. I should point out that Rus‐
sia didn't meet 100% of our needs in the past. We do business with
several countries around the world, as usual.

Mr. Francis Drouin: Thank you very much.
The Chair: Mr. Perron, you have six minutes.
Mr. Yves Perron: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'd like to thank the witnesses for being with us today.

My question is for Mr. Gervais or Mr. Kaastra.

To conclude this discussion, what problems might the global de‐
cline in fertilizer production have over the next year? What supply
issues do you foresee? If I understood your answer to Mr. Drouin's
last question correctly, supply negotiations are going on outside of
Russia, particularly in Africa.

Can we expect regular supplies and access to fertilizer for pro‐
ducers?

Mr. Casper Kaastra: Some types of nitrogen are available in
greater quantities than others. For example, a lot of urea is manu‐
factured globally. This means that there is a lot more availability
and options to purchase urea from other sources. However, nitrate-
based types of nitrogen are less available, especially liquid nitro‐
gen. In those cases, other products such as urea are chosen. This is
an effect we are seeing in the current situation.

Mr. Yves Perron: I'd like to summarize the previous discussions.

Mr. Gervais, you expect support for fertilizer purchases by pro‐
ducers, but you don't have a specific proposal.

Did I understand correctly?
Mr. Ghislain Gervais: I said we wanted the tariffs we had to

pay last spring to access fertilizer, which was purchased and or‐
dered in October and November 2021, to be eliminated.

We have had to do a lot of legwork to secure the supply of fertil‐
izer for our producers. As a farmer-owned cooperative, we didn't
want to have to tell our producers that we didn't have fertilizer for
them this spring. We jumped through a lot of hoops and paid the
tariffs to be able to buy fertilizer, but the producers are footing the
bill. Unfortunately, it's the producers in eastern Canada who are
bearing the cost. That's why we're asking for a refund of this
spring's tariffs.

Mr. Yves Perron: It was for orders that had already been made,
right?

Mr. Ghislain Gervais: That's right.

Mr. Yves Perron: All right, that's clear. Thank you very much.

I'll now turn to Mr. Affleck or Mr. Prouse from CropLife Canada.

I'd like to talk about food security. You say that regulations must
be modernized based on science, that there must be adequate moni‐
toring and that the public must be well informed.

You talk about promoting sustainability and the environment.
You say we need to have science-based rules. That amounts to pret‐
ty much the same thing.

One of the major problems in the food industry is waste. Much
of the production doesn't make it to the consumer when it could be
used to feed people in need.

What are your organization's policies for preventing food waste?

● (1810)

Mr. Ian Affleck (Vice-President, Biotechnology, CropLife
Canada): Thank you for that question.

[English]

When speaking about crop inputs we talked about fertilizer, but
when you look at seed varieties that are more hardy and resistant to
deteriorating in the field and crop protection products that avoid
damage to those crops so that they store well—we don't see them
either rotting in storage or in the field before they even have a
chance to arrive to the plate—that's where these technologies are so
important if we're going to avoid food waste.

To that point, I think the regulations you speak of are incredibly
important. Canada is a science-based regulatory role model for the
world. What we do here reverberates around the world and can ei‐
ther support or hinder food security.
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With that in mind, when there are public questions or concerns
especially with pesticides, GMOs or gene editing, it's important that
we continue the government's work on this and not pause the work.
We have to double down on engagement with the public and ex‐
plain science-based regulation rather than pausing it. I will give two
very quick examples of this where I think we've done well and
maybe not so well as a government.

Last week Health Canada published an excellent response in The
Hill Times to misinformation around their recent policies on gene
editing. It was an excellent defence of a science-based regulatory
system. It demonstrated what the truth behind that science was and
why they chose that direction.

In contrast to that, last summer the government paused the activi‐
ties on pesticide maximum residue limit adjustment and review in
the face of public questions and considerations. It's completely un‐
derstandable that people have questions, but pausing internationally
aligned science-based work in order to figure out how to respond to
the public just jeopardizes the science-based system. It confuses our
trading partners by which these MRLs create an ability for us to
move our Canadian produce into areas of food insecurity.

We have a great example in The Hill Times of defending the sci‐
ence-based process and moving forward, and an unfortunate pause
on MRLs on the other side, which creates a confusing message. We
really think it's important that public engagement, communication
and risk understanding is critical versus a pause in activity.

[Translation]
Mr. Yves Perron: I'm sorry to have to stop you there, Mr. Af‐

fleck, but I don't have much time left.

We understand the idea. What's important for me is transparency
to the public. In fact, I think that's the take-home message from re‐
cent events.

Mr. Thompson, you were talking about encouraging exports.
What can the government do to help you further?

One of the things I'm thinking about is reciprocity of standards.
Are we importing products that don't meet the same standards as
ours?

You don't have much time left to respond.

[English]
Mr. Mark Thompson: Thank you to the member.

I would say that agriculture is a globally competitive and global‐
ly traded market. For fertilizers like nitrogen, which has been talked
about, North America is a net import market. Therefore, supplies
find their way where they're needed in the world based on the low‐
est cost of production. Canada is a competitive producer today and
serves domestic needs, but it also serves international market needs
where it makes sense to do so based on market factors.

[Translation]
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Thompson and Mr. Perron.

Mr. MacGregor, you have six minutes.

[English]

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to all of our witnesses for joining us today and help‐
ing us with our study.

I'd like to start with CropLife. We are seeing some pretty crazy
weather patterns happening over these years. We know that climate
change is going to drive that further and further. My own riding of
Cowichan—Malahat—Langford is going through a drought right
now, and drought is not synonymous with Vancouver Island in Oc‐
tober. In British Columbia last year, we went from wildfires to
catastrophic floods in a matter of months. We know that in the
Prairies they have had their own experiences.

It's just getting harder and harder for farmers to predict what is
going to come their way, and they're already dealing with a lot.
We're putting so much pressure on farmers. We're setting these ex‐
port goals. We know that they are leaders in innovation. They have
taken gigantic strides in producing more food with less land, which
I think you very clearly outlined. At the same time, they are fight‐
ing this rearguard action against climate change, and it's coming up
unexpectedly.

You can't separate food security from climate change and the ef‐
fect it's having on our land and our ability to produce food. Can
technological advances keep pace with the change that is coming
our way—for example, developments in hardier crops and their
ability to withstand these crazy weather patterns? Do you have any‐
thing you can add to our discussion in that specific area?

● (1815)

Mr. Ian Affleck: There's absolutely an opportunity for that to
occur. Again, with Canada being a regulatory role model, its recent
policies on plant breeding innovation to clarify how conventional
crops are bred, and gene editing and GMOs, all provide opportuni‐
ties for hardier varieties that can withstand droughts or be more wa‐
ter-efficient and more pest-resistant. That shortens the time by
which it takes to get a new variety to market. It used to take 10
years in traditional breeding. If you can introduce gene editing,
maybe you can get that down to six or five. That changes your abil‐
ity to respond to weather patterns. If we can get those varieties out
to farmers for them to select what works best on their farm, they
have a better chance of weathering the storm that could come their
way.
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I'm from Prince Edward Island. We don't have a drought. We had
a very different situation, but whether it's my cousins who had
barns blown down or the amount of rain that fell on the crops they
were trying to harvest, it's the same issue. There is a great opportu‐
nity for technology to address those issues, but I would come back
to the regulatory piece and to being a science-based regulatory
leader as much as we're able as a government to allow innovation
to thrive.

We want safety first, but then it's how to ensure safety with the
least amount of impact on the speed of innovation. It's always safe‐
ty first, but then it's looking for the quickest route to get that inno‐
vation to market in the safest way possible.

Mr. Dennis Prouse: I would just add this very quickly: How do
we make Canada an innovation hub? How do we attract that invest‐
ment and have it happen in Canada?

To your point, climate change is going to drive a great deal of re‐
search and development in agriculture. We think it should be taking
place in Canada. We have the advantages and we have the ability to
do it, but it won't happen on its own.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: Yes, those are very good points. It's
not only Canadian agricultural products but also Canadian know-
how and expertise in this field.

That's a great segue to my next question. So many countries in
the Horn of Africa are going through famine-like conditions right
now. So many countries depended on Ukrainian grain. That stop in
Ukrainian exports really affected many countries in a horrible way.
It truly is a breadbasket for the region. While exports are resuming,
it shows the vulnerability of supply chains to geopolitical incidents
and conflict.

We've had witnesses say that Canada could also be doing more to
try to establish better resiliency in those countries and better know-
how, so that those farmers have the ability to withstand the ravages
of supply chain interruptions and climate change, which we know
is having a big effect in the Horn of Africa as well.

Do you have any comments on how, from your perspective,
Canadian know-how and expertise could be exported to those coun‐
tries to help build that resiliency there?

Mr. Dennis Prouse: Perhaps Ian has some thoughts, but one of
the things we talked about in our opening remarks was Canada and
promoting our resilient agriculture and taking that technology out
there. We are a sustainable supplier.

I believe that, in Canada, about 8% of our greenhouse gases are
generated by agriculture and agri-food. Globally that number is
23%, so we do have efficient systems and we can do a great deal to
export that. We would very much like to see that and, of course,
have those countries growing crops that are culturally and locally
appropriate. I think we can play a role in doing that.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: For Mr. Thompson from Nutrien, I
only have 30 seconds. Just on those two questions, do you have any
thoughts you want to add?

Mr. Mark Thompson: I would tell the member the two things
we are doing that I referenced in my prepared remarks. One, we are
increasing the availability of fertilizer production globally for ex‐

port to ensure that countries that need fertilizer most significantly
are not left without that. Second, our retail business operates in sev‐
en jurisdictions that are producing the same crops that have been
left in short supply because of the crisis in Russia and Ukraine. The
most that we can do in that business is to help growers increase
productivity and yields in other geographies to ensure that the food
crisis is as muted as it can be by making up that shortfall.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. MacGregor.

Thank you, Mr. Thompson.

Colleagues, we were a little bit late starting because of our com‐
mittee business. We are going to a second round, but it's going to be
a little bit tighter. I'm going to do about three minutes for the Con‐
servatives, three minutes for the Liberals, and about two minutes
for the NDP and Bloc.

We're going to start with John for about three minutes.

● (1820)

Mr. John Barlow: Thanks, Mr. Chair.

I have one quick question for Ian or Dennis. Has any work been
done on the impact on yields? We're talking about food production
and food security here. If we reduce fertilizer emissions by 30%
from where we are now, what would be the impact on commodities
and yields? Do we know?

Mr. Dennis Prouse: Mr. Barlow, I don't have anything direct on
fertilizer. We did, however, commission a team of economists when
we looked at our area, which is, of course, crop protection products
and biotechnology. If you took those away, you would raise the
food prices of Canadians by $4,500 a year. That's just saying that,
in our lane, that's $4,500. That's a massive impact, and it would al‐
so require more land and more inputs.

I'll let the fertilizer people speak to their area, but I can tell you
that, on crop protection products and biotech, a team of economists
estimated it at $4,500 per year.

Mr. John Barlow: Thanks.

Mr. Thompson, would you have any data on that?

Mr. Mark Thompson: I repeat the comment that I made in my
prepared remarks that today, by some estimates, fertilizer accounts
for 50% of global crop yield, so at the levels of reduction you're
talking about, we would expect that if that were sustained on a per‐
manent basis we would see significant impact on global crop pro‐
duction.
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Our strategy is to help growers continue to find ways to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions in farming and sequester more carbon in
soils without sacrificing productivity. Our carbon program is one of
the ways we are doing that, by helping growers with conservation
practices like no-till farming and cover cropping as well as prac‐
tices that reduce N2O emissions on the field like the use of en‐
hanced efficiency fertilizers, nitrogen inhibitors and variable rate
scripting, all of which have been shown to reduce emissions with‐
out sacrificing productivity.

As I said in my comments, cutting fertilizer straight away is just
not a viable option, and we have to solve for both of these issues.

The Chair: Mr. Falk, you have just over a minute if you want to
ask a quick question.

Mr. Ted Falk: Mr. Thompson, I'd like to follow up a little bit on
that. You operate a global company and you operate around the
world. In what jurisdiction do you see the most opportunity to meet
the growing food demand?

Mr. Mark Thompson: First, in the spirit of today's conversa‐
tion, we see Canada in an extremely advantageous position, and I
think Nutrien is a great example of that. Canada has an ability, with
the right regulatory framework and attraction of investment, to in‐
crease fertilizer production.

We're doing just that, but also, when you look at the crops that
have been left in shortfall by the crisis in Ukraine, Russia and
Ukraine accounted for about 20% of global exports of corn and
canola, about 30% of wheat and barley and over 60% of sunflower
oil. When you look at what crops we have in Canada and our cli‐
mate and mix, we're perfectly positioned to play a larger role on the
world stage.

Exports take up about 50% of our production, so in addition to
other countries that can meet that shortfall, I would say that Canada
has a very significant and important opportunity.

Mr. Ted Falk: Okay, and just really—
The Chair: Unfortunately, Mr. Falk, we're at time, and we're al‐

ready a bit pressed. If you want to ask Mr. Thompson to send some‐
thing in or something additional, I'm sure he would be more than
willing to do that in writing.

I'm going to Mr. Louis now for about three minutes.
Mr. Tim Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga, Lib.): Thank you very

much, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to all the panellists for being here. I very much appre‐
ciate this.

Maybe I'll continue the conversation with Mr. Thompson.

It's important to hear that we can have those conservation prac‐
tices that you mentioned and we can reduce emissions without sac‐
rificing productivity. That's one of the reasons we're having this
study.

In one of the things you mentioned in your opening statement,
you talked about verifying carbon performances. Can you expand
on that? What did you mean by how we can help in verifying car‐
bon performance and seeing how we can measure the progress that
our farmers are making and reward them for that?

Mr. Mark Thompson: Thank you to the member for the ques‐
tion.

In our carbon program that I referenced today with Nutrien,
we're looking at two pathways to reduce emissions in the field. One
is creating more removals, which is sequestering more carbon in
soils through practices that I mentioned, like cover cropping and
no-till, and then reducing nitrous oxide emissions from the applica‐
tion of fertilizers, which, again, can be achieved through practices
like enhanced efficiency fertilizers, inhibitors and variable rate pre‐
scriptions in terms of how we use fertilizer in the field.

Part of our program today involves rigorous soil testing to start
the program, and that's to establish a carbon baseline. Nutrien owns
the largest U.S. soil-sampling company, and that's given us capabil‐
ities to support growers in this effort so that any outcomes we have
in the program are science-based and verifiable. That was what I
meant when I made that comment.

Second, we do have modelling, albeit historical and probably not
up to date for today's practices, that Nutrien is working with indus‐
try partners to modernize in terms of today's practices used by
Canadian farmers, as an example, and what we can expect in terms
of nitrous oxide emissions in the field. We're creating baselines and
performance measures for both of those things, so that we under‐
stand when we implement these practices what types of perfor‐
mance gains we're getting. We do see those from the early stages of
our carbon pilots.

● (1825)

Mr. Tim Louis: That's important, and it's important to know that
the farmers want to be part of the solution, but they also want to
make sure it's accessible to them on the ground. I appreciate that
you're working on that.

You also mentioned “market-based offset systems”. Is that about
selling the carbon sequestration and having companies be a part of
the solution?

Mr. Mark Thompson: That's correct.

Above all else, for growers to adopt these practices at scale, there
will need to be an economic incentive. To achieve some of the out‐
comes I've talked about, there is an investment required, and there
is a cost. In our carbon program, we've not waited for the moment
for these voluntary markets or compliance markets to reach scale.
Nutrien has believed over the past few years that we have to take
action now to put that infrastructure in place. On the basis of our
performance measurement and baselining, we're actually paying
growers for their carbon performance in these pilots to create that
economic incentive for practice adoption.
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For this to happen at a larger scale than we're working on today,
we'll need partners and policy-makers from across the ecosystem to
come together and align on a set of hopefully universal standards
that will allow this program to flourish. The market-based incentive
will certainly be a part of that. To the extent that's there, growers
make economics-based decisions and they care about sustainability.
We will see those programs flourish if that incentive is there.
[Translation]

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Thompson and Mr. Louis.

Mr. Perron, you have two minutes.
Mr. Yves Perron: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Thompson, when you say that support needs to be put in
place, are you suggesting that good behaviours or changes in prac‐
tices that promote environmental protection should be financially
encouraged?
[English]

Mr. Mark Thompson: We do believe that an economic incen‐
tive that compensates growers for the performance in the field,
whether that's to sequester carbon or to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions in the form of a carbon asset or a carbon credit, is an ap‐
propriate and needed incentive to scale up those practices. When
we talk to industry partners from other industries outside of agricul‐
ture, there is a growing demand for carbon offsets, and we believe
that agriculture can be a meaningful part of that equation.

Really, what we're talking about is providing the right economic
incentives for growers to adopt these practices and create those car‐
bon assets or carbon offsets that are going to be in need in a decar‐
bonizing economy. We expect that, as this market takes shape, there
will be value placed on those practices. We do believe that the OF‐
CAF program, the on-farm climate action fund that has been set up,
is a good measure to provide an initial incentive for the adoption of
these types of practices so that growers can begin working on this
today.
[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: Thank you.

Mr. Gervais, on the same topic, you talked about your rising
costs. Do you have any other support measures to propose for envi‐
ronmental innovations?

The Chair: There are 30 seconds left.
Mr. Ghislain Gervais: Programs to support innovation are cer‐

tainly always appreciated by agricultural producers. They have al‐
ways embraced new technologies and are always at the forefront of
lowering costs and reducing agriculture's environmental footprint.
We know that agriculture emits greenhouse gases and contributes to
global warming, but it is also the first to suffer the consequences.

Everything must be done to equip producers for this entire transi‐
tion that will take place in the coming years.

The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Gervais and Mr. Perron.

Mr. MacGregor, you have two minutes.
[English]

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

The fertilizer issue is getting a lot of airplay in the news these
days. I personally think it's a laudable goal to try to find ways to
reduce our emissions from fertilizer. I think if you had two farmers
with the same amount of fertilizer, you could get two different
emissions results based on how they apply that same amount of fer‐
tilizer. It's not about reducing the amount of fertilizer. I think it's
about getting smart in how it's applied and how it's used.

I also know that a lot of farmers are leading the way in reducing
their own fertilizer use. They are employing regenerative methods.
They are paying attention to that important symbiotic relationship
between plants and the microbiology in the soil. There is a way of
doing this. There's a way of having an adult conversation about
this. It will also serve to reduce farmers' input costs, ultimately.

In terms of selecting varieties of crops that can grow under con‐
ditions of less fertilizer use, paying attention to that microbiology
and that important symbiotic relationship in the soil food web, is
there anything CropLife can tell us about that important work that's
being done?

● (1830)

Mr. Ian Affleck: There are some really exciting discoveries on
the horizon. Recently, the Government of Saskatchewan invest‐
ed $300,000 with the Global Institute for Food Security in nitrogen-
efficient wheat. This is a wheat variety that would be able to pro‐
duce similar or greater yields while using less nitrogen. That's not a
focus on demonizing nitrogen; it's saying that this is a way to tailor
those plans together with the variety to hit the optimal levels.

Even regular varieties we have now, they all go through trials
where you look to see what the optimal level of fertilizer is. Grow‐
ing up on a farm, I know that my dad never wanted to put an ounce
of fertilizer on the ground that he didn't have to. They're looking to
minimize inputs in every space, whether it's seed, water, fertilizer
or pesticides. You're always trying to grow the most on the least
with the least.

I think innovations like nitrogen-efficient wheat and other vari‐
eties that can do similar things will be very beneficial to agriculture
in the future.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. MacGregor.

Colleagues, I don't do it often, but you know I used to love ask‐
ing questions when I was not your chair. If you'll indulge me for
about 90 seconds, I'm going to ask Mr. Thompson two quick ones.

Mr. Thompson, obviously the war in Ukraine has, I presume, cre‐
ated trade disruptions about the patterns. We actually heard that
from Sollio a little bit today.

Can you give the committee a bit of a sense of who might still be
buying Russian and Belarusian inputs for the fertilizer process,
whether or not the war has had an impact in that domain, where
Canada—whether it be companies like Nutrien or otherwise—can
try to help fill that gap, and what that gap actually is?
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Mr. Mark Thompson: I think the most illustrative example of
the war in Ukraine specifically with regard to the fertilizers—and
I've already talked about the impact on grains and oilseeds—is in
potash fertilizers. If you look at the market for potash globally, it's
about 70 million tonnes. Russia and Belarus account for about 40%
of the global trade in potash.

Actually, in 2021, before the war broke out, Belarus had its own
geopolitical issues as a result of actions it had taken that resulted in
sanctions that severely disrupted supplies of Belarusian potash to
the market. After the war broke out, what we saw was a combina‐
tion of continued sanctions on Belarus, new sanctions on Russia
and logistics disruptions as a result of the war. Therefore, our view
is that we will see that 70-million tonne market and the supply
available to that market reduced by roughly eight million to 10 mil‐
lion tonnes this year as a result of those disruptions.

Certain western nations and countries have elected to not pur‐
chase Russian or Belarusian fertilizers. However, in the case of
potash, we are still seeing purchases from countries like Brazil, In‐
dia and China.

In the case of Nutrien, as I said in my opening comments, we
have accounted for about 70% of the increase in global potash pro‐
duction alone in the last two years and have made a commitment to
increase our production volumes by three million tonnes over the
next three years. We're the only producer globally that is in a posi‐
tion to do that, and we acted quickly because of this topic today—
that we see a looming food security crisis—and are doing our part
to make sure that growers have the potash they need, notwithstand‐
ing the supply disruptions in the former Soviet Union.

The Chair: I have just one quick question. For eastern Canada,
speaking as a member of Parliament from Nova Scotia, we're hear‐

ing the conversation about Canada's self-sufficiency in fertilizer in
western Canada versus eastern Canada and the inputs that come in.

Very quickly, is there a way to solve that? Is there a market-
based solution that could help solidify Canada's self-sufficiency in
fertilizer production east to west?

Mr. Mark Thompson: As I mentioned in my earlier comments,
we do view fertilizer and agriculture markets as extremely efficient.
We're proponents of a market that doesn't involve undue regulation
that would cause distortion in what we view as otherwise very effi‐
cient markets.

In the case of fertilizer supply coming from western Canada, fer‐
tilizer pricing tends to be based on benchmarks plus transportation
differentials. In the case of Nutrien, we have a very loyal, long-
standing customer base in proximity to our facilities. We also have
demand that we're serving. Therefore, if imports are coming in to
the North American market, they're coming in because it is advan‐
tageous and economically competitive for them to be there. We be‐
lieve that this continued global trade of fertilizers is necessary to
meet demand around the world.
● (1835)

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Thank you, colleagues, for your quick indulgence on the ques‐
tions.

That wraps up our panel and our session. I want to wish every‐
one a happy Thanksgiving and time back in your ridings. We will
see you back the week of October 17.

Thank you so much, everyone. Take care.
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