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Standing Committee on Finance

Monday, February 14, 2022

● (1005)

[English]
The Chair (Mr. Peter Fonseca (Mississauga East—

Cooksville, Lib.)): I call this meeting to order. Welcome to meeting
number 19 of the House of Commons Standing Committee on Fi‐
nance. Pursuant to the House of Commons order of reference
adopted on Thursday, February 10, 2022, the committee is meeting
on Bill C-8, an act to implement certain provisions of the economic
and fiscal update tabled in Parliament on December 14, 2021, and
other measures.

Today's meeting is taking place in a hybrid format pursuant to
the House order of November 25, 2021. Members are attending in
person in the room and remotely using the Zoom application. The
proceedings will be made available via the House of Commons
website. So that you're aware, the webcast will always show the
person speaking rather than the entirety of the committee.

Today’s meeting is taking place in a webinar format. Webinars
are for public committee meetings and are available only to mem‐
bers, their staff and witnesses. Members enter immediately as ac‐
tive participants. All functionalities for active participants remain
the same. Staff will be non-active participants and will therefore
only view the meeting in gallery view.

I take this opportunity to remind all participants to this meeting
that screenshots or taking photos of your screen is not permitted.

Given the ongoing pandemic situation and in light of the recom‐
mendations from health authorities, as well as the directive of the
Board of Internal Economy on October 19, 2021, to remain healthy
and safe, all those attending the meeting in person are to maintain
two-metre physical distancing and must wear a non-medical mask
when circulating in the room. It is highly recommended that the
mask be worn at all times, including when seated. Everyone must
maintain proper hand hygiene by using the hand sanitizer provided
at the room entrance. As the chair, I will be enforcing these mea‐
sures for the duration of the meeting and I thank members in ad‐
vance for their co-operation.

To ensure an orderly meeting, I will outline a few rules to follow.

Members and witnesses may speak in the official language of
their choice. Interpretation services are available for this meeting.
You have the choice, at the bottom of your screen, of floor, English
or French. If interpretation is lost, please inform me immediately
and we will ensure interpretation is properly restored before resum‐
ing the proceedings. The “raise hand” feature at the bottom of the

screen can be used at any time if you wish to speak or to alert the
chair.

For members participating in person, proceed as you usually
would when the whole committee is meeting in person in the com‐
mittee room. Keep in mind the Board of Internal Economy's guide‐
lines for mask use and health protocols.

Before speaking, please wait until I recognize you by name. If
you're on the video conference, please click on the microphone icon
to unmute yourself. For those in the room, your microphone will be
controlled as normal by the proceedings and verification officer.
When speaking, please speak slowly and clearly. When you're not
speaking, your mike should be on mute.

As a reminder, all comments by members and witnesses should
be addressed through the chair.

With regard to a speaking list, the committee clerk and I will do
our best to maintain a consolidated order of speaking for all mem‐
bers whether they are participating virtually or in person.

The committee agreed that during these hearings the chair en‐
force the rule that the response by a witness to a question take no
longer than the time taken to ask the question. That said, I request
that members and witnesses treat each other with respect and deco‐
rum. If you think the witness has gone beyond the time, it is the
member's prerogative to interrupt or to ask the next question and to
be mindful of other members' time allocation during the meeting.

I also request that members not go much over their allotted ques‐
tion time. Though we will not interrupt during a member's allotted
time, I'd like to keep you informed that the clerk has two clocks to
time our members and witnesses.

I now welcome our witnesses. For the first panel, from 10 until
noon, we have our top officials from the Department of Employ‐
ment and Social Development, Department of Finance, Department
of Health, and Public Health Agency of Canada. Owing to the lim‐
ited time for answers and questions, I will not be able to go through
all their names. I believe we have 16 officials with us here today.
The officials will be splitting up their time. They will have 20 min‐
utes in total to make opening remarks.
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I will ask Max Baylor, senior director, saving and investment
section, business income tax division, tax policy branch of the De‐
partment of Finance, to start for us.

Mr. Baylor, the floor is yours.
Mr. Maximilian Baylor (Senior Director, Saving and Invest‐

ment Section, Business Income Tax Division, Tax Policy
Branch, Department of Finance): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'll start with two measures in part 1: the small business air quali‐
ty improvement tax credit and the measure to return fuel charge
proceeds to farmers.

In regard to the small business air quality improvement tax cred‐
it, the measure would introduce a temporary refundable 25% tax
credit for businesses on expenses incurred to undertake air quality
improvements that increase outdoor air intake or air cleaning in
commercial properties. Eligible businesses would receive the tax
credit on eligible expenses of up to $10,000 per location, with a
maximum expense of $50,000 across all locations.

The tax credit would be available in respect of eligible expenses
incurred between September 1, 2021, and December 31, 2022. Eli‐
gible businesses would include Canadian-controlled private corpo‐
rations with taxable capital employed in Canada of up to $15 mil‐
lion and unincorporated sole proprietors.

Eligible expenses would effectively include two categories.

The first is the purchase, installation, conversion or upgrade of
mechanical heating, ventilation and air conditioning systems, or
HVAC systems, that satisfy certain conditions in respect of mini‐
mum efficiency reporting value, or MERV, or satisfy certain condi‐
tions in respect of outdoor air supply rates. The second category of
eligible expenses is the purchase of devices designed to filter air us‐
ing high-efficiency particulate air filters, also known as HEPA fil‐
ters.

For the second measure—returning fuel charge proceeds to farm‐
ers—the measure delivers on the commitment in budget 2021 and
proposes to return fuel charge proceeds directly to farming busi‐
nesses in the backstop jurisdictions of Ontario, Manitoba,
Saskatchewan and Alberta via refundable tax credits, starting for
the 2021-22 fuel charge year. Eligible farming businesses would in‐
clude corporations, sole proprietors and trusts, including where they
carry on business through a partnership.

To qualify, an entity must incur total farming expenses
of $25,000 or more. Refundable tax credit amounts would be deter‐
mined according to the eligible farming expenses of the business,
multiplied by a payment rate specified by the Minister of Finance
for each applicable fuel charge year. Those two payment rates were
specified in the economic and fiscal updates for the first two years.
Eligible farming expenses generally include those expenses deduct‐
ed when calculating farming income.

That concludes the overview for the first two measures.

I'll hand it over to my colleague, Pierre Leblanc, to continue with
part 1.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

● (1010)

[Translation]

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Baylor.

Mr. Pierre Leblanc (Director General, Personal Income Tax
Division, Tax Policy Branch, Department of Finance): There are
two more proposals in this part of Bill C‑8. There's the enhance‐
ment of the refundable tax credit for school supplies used by eligi‐
ble educators. This measure would amend the Income Tax Act to
increase the refundable credit to 25% and eliminate the requirement
that the school supplies be used in a school or child care facility.

[English]

The Chair: I'm sorry to interrupt. We have a little challenge with
interpretation.

Clerk, is it because of the speed or is it the Internet?

The Clerk of the Committee (Mr. Alexandre Roger): I think
his microphone is not selected.

Would it be possible to just remove the headset connection and
plug it back in? It should reset the connection. That should work.

Mr. Pierre Leblanc: Chair, I apologize for that.

Why don't I just switch to English? Is this okay?

The Clerk: Is that better for the interpreters?

Yes. I have a thumbs-up.

The Chair: Okay, Mr. Leblanc.

Mr. Pierre Leblanc: With the enhancement of the school supply
tax credit, there is the increase in the rate, there's removing the re‐
quirement that the school supplies be used in a school or in a child
care facility and the third component is adding several electronic
devices to the list of eligible durable goods. This measure would
take effect starting in the 2021 tax year.

The fourth and final measure in this part of the bill concerns the
northern residents deduction. It expands the travel component of
the deduction to those who aren't receiving employer-provided trav‐
el benefits. This would be up to $1,200 in eligible travel expenses
for the northern zone, and half of that for the intermediate zone.
This proposed change would also apply to the 2021 subsequent tax
years.

Mr. Chair, that's all for part 1.

The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Clerk, we are moving to—
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Mr. Pierre Mercille (Director General, Sales Tax Legislation,
Sales Tax Division, Tax Policy Branch, Department of Finance):
Good morning. My name is Pierre Mercille. I'm the director general
responsible for the legislation in the sales tax division of the De‐
partment of Finance.
[Translation]

Part 2 of the bill would enact new legislation, the Underused
Housing Tax Act, which would impose a new tax on owners of res‐
idential property in Canada, in certain circumstances, starting in the
2022 calendar year.

Beginning in 2023, certain owners of residential properties locat‐
ed in Canada would be required to file with the Canada Revenue
Agency a return for each residential property they own for the pre‐
vious calendar year. In that return, owners might, in certain circum‐
stances, be entitled to claim an exemption from tax on their residen‐
tial property, which might be, for example, a property under a long-
term lease or occupied by its owner as the owner's primary place of
residence.

Owners subject to the tax would be required to calculate, report
and pay the amount of tax due, which would be equal to 1% of the
value of the residential property, which would be prorated on the
basis of the owner's interest in the property. Canadian citizens, per‐
manent residents of Canada and certain Canadian entities would not
be subject to the tax or required to file an annual return.
[English]

This measure was originally announced in the fall economic
statement of 2020. It was confirmed in budget 2021, and there was
also a public consultation last summer.

Thank you. This is my short description of part 2 of the bill.
● (1015)

[Translation]
The Chair: Thank you.

[English]

Mr. Clerk, who is up next?
The Clerk: I don't have their list, but, if there is no one left, I

would assume they are done with the opening remarks and we can
start questions.

The Chair: Okay. I thought I had allocated 20 minutes. They've
only taken up a little over seven and a half minutes. If those are the
opening remarks, thank you very much to the officials. That will
leave more time, of course, for our members.

In our first round, we have the Conservatives up first for six min‐
utes.

Mr. McLean is up first.
Mr. Greg McLean (Calgary Centre, CPC): Thank you, Mr.

Chair.

I am going to focus my questions on the housing tax that's being
proposed here in these measures.

I cite in the House of Commons the example in British
Columbia, where there is a municipal tax already on foreign trans‐

actions in the housing market of up to 2%, depending on the buyer,
plus a provincial tax of up to 3%, for a total of up to 5%. In addi‐
tion, there is a 20% transfer tax on foreign buyers, and yet 7.7% of
activity in the Vancouver real estate market is still being consumed
by foreign buyers of real estate in Vancouver and the Lower Main‐
land.

These small taxes aren't having much of an effect on buying, un‐
less we're looking ex post facto at this. How do you suppose an ex‐
tra 1% jurisdictional overreach is going to solve the housing prob‐
lem in Canada?

Mr. Phil King (Director General, Sales Tax Division, Tax Pol‐
icy Branch, Department of Finance): Mr. Chair, I can take that
question, thank you.

I will just point out, very simply, that this is a tax the purpose of
which is to raise revenues. It's estimated that the tax will raise $735
million in revenues over the next five years.

Mr. Greg McLean: I'm not sure that answers my question at all.
We're talking about raising revenue here in a tax. Let me pull out
the absurdity of that. This is a tax you think you're going to get
from foreign buyers, yet have you really thought about how it im‐
pacts our trade agreements with other jurisdictions, such as the
United States, where—I should point out—Canadians own a good
deal of property?

Mr. Phil King: In terms of the impact on any trade or other
agreements we might have, those questions would have to be ad‐
dressed to the appropriate sections of Justice Canada. I couldn't an‐
swer that.

Mr. Greg McLean: Let's not pass the buck here. Let's look at
this. This is free trade.

A lot of Canadians own property in the United States. If we're
going to tax American buyers on their properties in Canada, surely
they're going to reciprocate very quickly in taxing Canadians who
own property in the United States. That's going to be a tax drain on
Canadians.

Tell me you've thought about that, please.

Mr. Phil King: Again, I'd reiterate my answer. Any questions
about legality, trade or any other impacts of that nature—

Mr. Greg McLean: I'm not talking about legality, trade or any‐
thing of that nature. I'm talking about the consideration of how
much money is going to come into Canadian government accounts
and how much is going to go into other jurisdictions' accounts be‐
cause they're reciprocating for a measure that impacts their citizens
who own property in Canada.

Mr. Phil King: To repeat my initial answer, it's a tax whose esti‐
mated revenue yield will be $735 million over the next five years.

Mr. Greg McLean: Okay, so $735 million comes into Canadian
tax coffers over five years, so call it $150 million a year. You are
suggesting that the $150 million won't be drained from Canadian
tax pockets into other jurisdictions that are collecting taxes on
Canadians, or will it be more that we're losing from Canada be‐
cause of this reciprocity we're going to receive on our tax treaty?
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Mr. Phil King: Mr. Chair, I can't speak to that.

I can only give you the estimate that we have in respect of this
measure in Bill C-8; it's $735 million over the next five years.

Mr. Greg McLean: With due respect, the right hand has to know
what the left hand is doing in the federal bureaucracy.

Can you please figure out how much money we're going to lose
to foreign jurisdictions because of a jurisdictional overstep that
we're making in this legislation?

I'll move on here.

We are talking about effectively building taxes. There are seven
parts in here, one of which, of course, is this overstep in taxing. We
do have a housing crisis in Canada. Is there a better way to ap‐
proach that housing crisis and address the foreign buyers here,
which might be better money-laundering laws, that you can imple‐
ment to finance?

Is that a possibility you would consider?
● (1020)

The Chair: MP McLean, maybe you could direct the question to
someone else.

Mr. King may want to answer.
Mr. Phil King: Yes, I'm happy to answer questions about Bill

C-8 and the contents of the bill, and none of that is in the current
bill.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.
Mr. Greg McLean: You're right, that isn't in the bill.

What is in the bill is an ineffective approach to Canadians' losing
a whole bunch of money on their properties in foreign jurisdictions
with very little impact. You're suggesting $750 million over five
years. I'm trying to understand a little more clearly what your end
outcome is here, because right now, again, it's seems like virtue sig‐
nalling that's accomplishing nothing in Canada but costing Canadi‐
ans a whole bunch of money.

I will yield the rest of my time to the next speaker.

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

We are moving to the Liberals with Mr. Baker for six minutes.
Mr. Yvan Baker (Etobicoke Centre, Lib.): Thanks very much,

Mr. Chair.

Thank you to all of our witnesses who are here today.

I would also like to speak about the vacancy tax or the underused
housing tax.

Could one of our officials speak to the purpose of this measure?
Mr. Phil King: Very simply, the idea is to raise some revenues

from non-resident non-Canadians who may be holding real estate in
Canada where that real estate is underused. It's a tax, pure and sim‐
ple.

Mr. Yvan Baker: Mr. King, I'll ask you to expand on that, if you
can.

Why do we want to do that?
Mr. Phil King: It's to raise revenues.

I think the government's stated objective, if I recall, is to help
fund some of the other programs in general, but perhaps programs
more aimed at the housing situation in Canada. Fundamentally, it's
just a tax to raise revenues.

Mr. Yvan Baker: One thing that Mr. McLean spoke to just a
moment ago in his questioning of you was about—I know you can't
answer and I'm not going to ask you to—the issue of what other ju‐
risdictions might do that. I think that's highly speculative, but it's
certainly a question that can be put to the right folks in government.
I think it's too early to speculate on what other countries might do
or how they might react, if at all.

Going back to you, Mr. King, one of the things I want to talk
about is the enforcement of this.

Can you talk about who this vacancy tax would apply to, for in‐
stance, individuals, corporations or both, etc.?

Mr. Phil King: Yes, it would be.

In fact, I might ask my colleague, Rob Ives, who is also on the
line, to answer that question.

Mr. Robert Ives (Senior Advisor, Sales Tax Division, Tax Pol‐
icy Branch, Department of Finance): Mr. Chair, this tax applies
to any person who is the owner of residential property in Canada
consisting of three or fewer units. It would apply to both individu‐
als and entities that may own residential property.

Mr. Yvan Baker: Thank you.

Further to that, how are we thinking about making sure that folks
who are owners disclose?

If they're non-residents, I don't know, but I suspect that a large
number of these folks wouldn't necessarily pay taxes in Canada on
a normal basis nor would be filing with CRA or something like
that. How do we make sure that everyone provides the information
needed so that you can enforce the measure?

Mr. Robert Ives: Mr. Chair, this regime is a self-assessment
regime. Individuals and entities that own residential property that
are not excluded under the statute are required to make that annual
declaration every year.

If the annual declaration is not made, there is a penalty regime
that applies under the legislation. Later on down the line, if a time
comes when a non-resident who hasn't complied with the filing re‐
quirements attempts to dispose of the residential property, they
would be subject to rules under the Income Tax Act that currently
apply on the disposition by a non-resident.

A compliance mechanism that applies to things like capital gains
would also be utilized here for ensuring compliance under the un‐
derused housing tax.
● (1025)

Mr. Yvan Baker: Chair, do I have about a minute and a half?



February 14, 2022 FINA-19 5

The Chair: That is correct.
Mr. Yvan Baker: Briefly, Mr. Ives, Mr. King or whoever can an‐

swer this, how would the value of the property be determined in
that situation?

When someone files, would they disclose the value of the prop‐
erty? How would that be determined?

Mr. Robert Ives: Mr. Chair, the tax applies to the greater of the
most recent sales price or the assessed value used for municipal
taxation purposes. Those amounts would need to be reported in the
annual filing.

Mr. Yvan Baker: Thank you very much.

My last point is just a comment, not a question.

When I asked about the purpose of this act, Mr. King talked
about raising taxes and how that would presumably help fund some
of the housing programs the government is trying to put in place to
help address the housing crisis people are facing. I certainly agree
with that.

The other point I will make is that, clearly, putting in place a tax
on vacant properties owned by non-residents would incent non-resi‐
dents to make sure that their properties weren't vacant, which I sus‐
pect will help address the supply problem we've heard about in this
committee in terms of housing. Presumably, this would help in‐
crease the supply of housing that is out there, which of course
would address the skyrocketing prices of housing.

I thank you all for your time today.
The Chair: Thank you, MP Baker.

Now we're moving to the Bloc with MP Ste-Marie.
[Translation]

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie (Joliette, BQ): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

First, I want to greet all the officials and thank them for taking
part in this meeting of the committee. We're grateful to them for do‐
ing so.

I won't be very original here because my first questions will be
about part 2 of the bill.

Does the federal government currently collect other property tax‐
es, or is this the first one?

Mr. King, Mr. Mercille or Mr. Ives, can one of you or someone
else answer me?

Mr. Pierre Mercille: I can't give you a definitive answer on that
because we're here to discuss Bill C‑8, not anything else.

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: As far as you know, Mr. Mercille, does
the federal government collect property taxes?

Mr. Pierre Mercille: Not to my knowledge, but that's not part of
my expertise.

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: I see.

I'd like the departmental representatives to give the committee an
answer on this point because, as far as I know, this would be a first.

Let me be clear here. We of the Bloc québecois agree on the es‐
sential points of Bill C‑8. We're obviously very sensitive to the is‐
sue of soaring real estate prices because we believe that foreign
buyers may be playing a role in this inflationary trend.

Consequently, we welcome the measures the government is tak‐
ing to rein in soaring prices. On the other hand, we're very much
concerned about the fact that, to our knowledge, this is the first
time the federal government has ventured into the property tax
field, the last tax field where Ottawa had no presence.

Allow me to explain. The municipalities currently occupy this
field in Quebec, which means it's indirectly the prerogative of the
provinces. When the federal government begins to occupy a new
tax field, even temporarily and for a good reason, our concern is
that it might not withdraw once the measure has been introduced,
even on an exceptional basis, and that it may develop an ongoing
liking for that field.

We know that was the case with the personal and corporate in‐
come taxes during the two world wars. Those measures were sup‐
posed to raise money and be temporary, but the federal government
subsequently continued collecting those taxes. We also know that
the municipalities have serious problems with their tax receipts and
are facing major challenges. If they had to share this tax field with
the federal government in future, their resources would be further
limited within 5 or 10 years. This is a major concern for us.

So my question was going to be about that, Mr. Mercille. We
think this is a first, and it troubles us.

However, I'd like to go back to the decision that was made to set
the percentage of the value of the residential property concerned at
1%. What were the reasons for choosing 1% rather than 0.5% or
2%?

That question is for anyone who can answer it.

● (1030)

Mr. Pierre Mercille: Perhaps I can answer it, but that kind of
decision is within the government's authority. The question as to the
rate at which a tax should be applied should be put to the House of
Commons rather than in a committee.

I'll answer your first question somewhat indirectly. I've been in‐
formed that there are two cases in which property is subject to fed‐
eral tax. There's the tax on capital gains. I know that personal resi‐
dences are exempted from it, but it's nevertheless a tax on property.
Then there's the goods and services tax, the GST, and the harmo‐
nized sales tax, the HST, which apply to new properties.

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: Thank you very much for that answer.

Yes, sales taxes do apply to new properties. In my mind, though,
I put them in another category, indirect taxation. I put capital gains
tax in another category as well.



6 FINA-19 February 14, 2022

Would it have been theoretically possible to impose this tax as a
capital gains tax rather than a property tax?

Mr. Pierre Mercille: Capital gains are really not my field.
They're an income tax matter. So I don't have the necessary exper‐
tise to answer that question.

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: All right.

I'll get back to the question about setting the tax at 1% later on. I
do understand that it's a political decision.

Does the department conduct elasticity analyses, if I may call
them that, of the reaction of foreign buyers?

Based on your analyses, does the percentage have a major impact
on housing purchase decisions made by foreigners?

Can you characterize how the behaviour of foreign buyers varies
with the percentage of tax?

Mr. Pierre Mercille: I'll let one of my colleagues answer your
question, which concerns a more economic aspect.

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: Thank you.
[English]

Mr. Phil King: I can take that question.

As I think I said earlier, the principal analysis we did was look‐
ing at the revenue impacts, because this is a tax. In terms of the
broader economic impacts of this or similar vacancy type taxes,
there are very few studies that the department is aware of, and this
reflects the fact that we don't have too many of these types of taxes
in Canada—or globally, for that matter—and that there's a real
dearth of information on vacancy rates for the housing market writ
large.

We have data on vacancy rates for rental accommodation, but not
for all housing, so that makes it very difficult to do any sort of em‐
pirical work. Having said that, there are a couple of studies we're
aware of or situations. One was a study that was done in France a
couple of years ago about a tax they imposed in the early 1990s.
The parameters are different obviously, but for a tax rate of be‐
tween 10% and 15% on the potential rental income of a vacant
property, they noticed there was about a 13% decline in vacancy
rates in the municipalities that were taxed.
● (1035)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. King, we are well over time.

Thank you, Monsieur Ste-Marie.

We are moving to the NDP and MP Blaikie for six minutes.

Welcome.
Mr. Daniel Blaikie (Elmwood—Transcona, NDP): Thank you

very much.

I have a question about the underused housing tax. My under‐
standing is that the government's intention is to create more exemp‐
tions than exist in the legislation by regulation after the bill passes.
Can you confirm that that's the government intention?

Mr. Pierre Mercille: In the fall economic statement, there was
an announcement following consultations last summer that there

would be two additional exemptions. One was ready for inclusion
based on the timing of the bill, the other is proposed to be done by
regulation as soon as possible.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: I think there are some reasonable, principled
objections to the idea. If the government knows that it's intending
to create a particular kind exemption, I'm wondering if you can
help the committee understand why that wasn't ready to go.

Mr. Pierre Mercille: Maybe I'll let my colleague, Rob Ives, an‐
swer that one. I think it was a function of how to describe those ar‐
eas and whether the way they are defined by Statistics Canada may
change in the short term or not.

Mr. Robert Ives: Mr. Chair, there was a little bit of work left to
be done on that. The department is currently undertaking that work,
and once that work is ready, we'll be able to proceed.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: The issue is that there's a pretty sweeping
power under regulation for the government, and if they're able to
create this exemption presumably the power allows them to create
other exemptions; it's not a limited exemption-making power. If as
legislators we're approving the creation of a new tax that's supposed
to have a policy objective, but government can create exemptions
whenever it wants....

There's certainly an argument for some regulatory power to be
able to tweak things, because I appreciate that something like this
can have unintended consequences and we may not get everything
right the first time. But here we're in a situation where the govern‐
ment has a very specific kind of exemption they want to create for
this tax, and they're essentially not seeking to have that in the legis‐
lation or to have legislators approve that exemption, They're saying
we're going to have this sweeping power that normally we might
think is for tweaks and modifications in order to ensure that the
new tax coheres with the policy objective, but by the way, we're al‐
ready telling you we're going to use this to create a major new ex‐
emption. It raises the question of what other kinds of major new ex‐
emptions might be created for a tax that already has a number of
what you can call loopholes—I appreciate that that's a more pejora‐
tive term—but certainly a lot of ways for people to avoid paying
this tax.

Are there any other exemptions that are under discussion at this
time for this tax? How can I have confidence as a legislator that
government won't use this same regulatory power to create other
significant exemptions to the tax after it's passed through Parlia‐
ment?

Mr. Pierre Mercille: I can talk a little bit about regulations. It's
not uncommon for tax statutes to have regulatory powers, often, it's
because it's an area of more complexity. It's not a precedent for a
tax statute to have regulatory powers, it's actually fairly common.
That's just on the aspect—

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: I hear that.

In this case, what's surprising to me is that it's an exemption that
would allow for people—who are not Canadian citizens or resi‐
dents in Canada—to have a home and to leave a property vacant for
11 months of the year, or even more. It's 48 weeks of the year. It
really seems to undercut the purpose of the tax.
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In this case, what's surprising to me is that this exemption seems
so far removed from the point of the tax, which is presumably to
charge non-citizens and non-residents for having property that's un‐
occupied for most of the year. Here, the government is saying it's
already contemplating an exemption that would allow people who
are leaving properties unoccupied for 11 months of the year or
more to not have to pay the tax.

That goes beyond a regulatory power to fix interpretive differ‐
ences. It's really a regulatory power to undermine the policy objec‐
tive of the tax.
● (1040)

The Chair: Could one of the officials answer?
Mr. Daniel Blaikie: I'm wondering how it is that allowing non-

citizens and non-residents to have a vacant property for 11 months
of the year doesn't undermine the stated purpose of the new tax—

Mr. Pierre Mercille: Well, I—
Mr. Daniel Blaikie: —which is to discourage leaving properties

uninhabited for long periods of time.

Monsieur Mercille, I'm sorry. I cut you off. I'm happy to have
you jump in.

Mr. Pierre Mercille: After your first part, I was not sure that
there was a question. I thought that was more of a statement. That's
why there was a silence.

I'm not best placed to answer this question about whether it's un‐
dermining the rest of it. I'll note that, yes, you probably view it as a
very broad exemption, but compared to other statutes that go into
Parliament, where they have a lot of regulatory powers, you have
most of the rules in what is being tabled in Bill C-8.

I wanted to mention that.
Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Could you give us an example of another—
The Chair: MP Blaikie, that is the time. We've gone over by

quite a bit.
Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Thank you very much.
The Chair: You're welcome.

We are moving to the second round.

We have the Conservatives up first, with MP Lawrence for five
minutes.

Mr. Philip Lawrence (Northumberland—Peterborough
South, CPC): Thank you very much.

My questions will focus on part 1(d), which is the carbon tax re‐
bate for farmers. I would be happy if someone could respond to
those questions accordingly.

I want to start with this. Are you familiar with Bill C-216 and
Bill C-234, private members' bills in the 43rd and 44th Parlia‐
ments?

Mr. Phil King: I am familiar with Bill C-206. I think the mem‐
ber said Bill C-216.

Mr. Philip Lawrence: Yes. I meant Bill C-206. My apologies.
Mr. Phil King: I am familiar with Bill C-206 and Bill C-234.

Mr. Philip Lawrence: They propose an exemption, as opposed
to the rebate.

I want to go through a series of questions, Mr. King, and com‐
pare an exemption to a deduction.

With respect to the recovery of the carbon tax, an exemption will
recover 100% for 100% of farmers. What percentage will this re‐
bate recover for our farmers?

Mr. Phil King: The amount to be returned in the first year
is $100 million, and that's estimated to be—

Mr. Philip Lawrence: I'm sorry, sir. I meant per farmer.

Mr. Phil King: You want to know the number per farmer?

Mr. Philip Lawrence: What percentage of farmers will get
100% recovery?

Mr. Phil King: I don't have the information to answer that ques‐
tion.

Mr. Philip Lawrence: We have documents. I kind of suspected
that—

Mr. Phil King: I'm not sure. One of my colleagues would have
that answer.

Mr. Philip Lawrence: Please provide it.

We're going to get documents that show what the average recov‐
ery is per farmer and how many farmers will get 100% recovery.

Can you can undertake that?

Mr. Phil King: I'm sorry. I don't understand.

Mr. Philip Lawrence: What percentage of farmers will get
100% recovery of the carbon tax?

Mr. Phil King: I'm sorry, Mr. Chair. We're being asked to pro‐
vide that information. Is that correct?

Mr. Philip Lawrence: Yes.

Mr. Phil King: Okay. That is noted.

Mr. Philip Lawrence: We can tell that case studies have already
been done. It will be between 30 and 40 cents on the dollar that
they will get back. That's what the agriculture community tells us,
so we can say that an exemption is far better for farmers when we
look at the percentage of recovery.

Next, we look at equity. In my experience, farming is not the
same throughout the country. It's not the same throughout the in‐
dustry. In this, we use a proxy of eligible farming expenses. This is
far less inaccurate. Once again, with an exemption, 100% of farm‐
ers will get 100% recovery.

What legislation is in there to account for the differences in agri‐
culture expenses between industries and between different regions?

Mr. Phil King: Perhaps I could turn to one of my colleagues
from the tax policy branch about how the tax is set up specifically,
or how the refund is set up.
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● (1045)

Ms. Lindsay Gwyer (Director General, Legislation, Tax Leg‐
islation Division, Tax Policy Branch, Department of Finance):
Yes, I can answer that question.

The refund is set up based on a calculation of eligible farming
expenses, which is basically expenses that are deductible for tax
purposes, with some limited exceptions.

Mr. Philip Lawrence: Thank you very much. I don't mean to be
rude, but I am aware of the legislation. My question was about what
adjustment was made in the legislation for different types of farm‐
ing and for regional differences.

Ms. Lindsay Gwyer: There are no adjustments in the legislation
for different types—

Mr. Philip Lawrence: Thank you. This is completely in‐
equitable to many different farmers in many different regions who
are in many different types of farming industry, and no adjustment
is made for that, whereas an exemption automatically will adjust
for the different types of farms and the different types of sectors,
perfectly.

What will be the cost to administer this rebate for the CRA? Is
no one going to answer my question?

Mr. Maximilian Baylor: Yes, I'll jump in for that one, Mr.
Chair.

It's in the fall economic statement on page 68. The Canada Rev‐
enue Agency administrative costs associated with the measure are
provided there. For 2021-22, it's $3 million; for 2022-23, $4 mil‐
lion; and for 2023-24, $2 million.

Mr. Philip Lawrence: Okay, so we're talking about millions of
dollars—$2 million to $3 million—whereas an exemption, by its
very essence, doesn't cost anything to administer.

How long will a farmer have to wait for the rebate versus the ex‐
emption?

I would appreciate the chair's leniency here with my time, as the
officials were taking ample time.

The Chair: Sure, just a quick answer because we've reached the
five minutes now.

Mr. Maximilian Baylor: Yes. In this case, it's done through the
tax system, so when they file, they claim the credit. They would do
the same for the exemption presumably.

Mr. Philip Lawrence: I would just ask the chair for 20 more
seconds, just to sum up here. As I said, some of the participants
took a long time to answer.

Mr. Chair, if we compare an exemption to the rebate on the equi‐
ty, on the recovery percentage, on the cost to administer and on the
cost of borrowing, farmers are the losers. Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Lawrence.

Okay, we are moving to the Liberals, and we have Ms. Dzerow‐
icz, for five minutes.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz (Davenport, Lib.): Thanks so much, Mr.
Chair.

I want to start off by saying thanks to all the officials for being
here today and for their work on this very important legislation.

I'm actually going to start off with a statement from budget 2021
regarding the 1%, the reason behind the 1% tax on unused property
within our municipalities by non-residents of Canada.

In the 2020 Fall Economic Statement, the government announced that it would
take steps over the coming year to implement a national, tax-based measure tar‐
geting the unproductive use of domestic housing that is owned by non-resident,
non-Canadians. This will help to ensure that foreign, non-resident owners, who
simply use Canada as a place to passively store their wealth in housing, pay their
fair share.

Also, in our Deputy Prime Minister's budget speech, she said:

Houses should not be passive investment vehicles for offshore money. They
should be homes for Canadian families. Therefore, on January 1, 2022, our gov‐
ernment will introduce Canada's first national tax on vacant property owned by
non-resident non-Canadians.

I was little surprised, Mr. Chair, to hear officials indicating that
the only reason for the 1% tax was actually just to raise revenue. I
actually don't believe that that was the case, and I think that our
Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Finance has been very clear
about the incentive behind that. I think it's very clear that in this
country we have an affordability crisis. We also have a housing af‐
fordability crisis and an affordable housing crisis. As a result of
that, our government is taking a number of measures, including this
one, the 1% tax, in order to try to address this issue.

Saying that—and I don't know which official would be best able
to respond to that—my understanding, based on the consultations
that happened, is that there was an intention to exclude vacation
properties from this tax. Can that be confirmed, please?

● (1050)

Mr. Robert Ives: I can take this one, Mr. Chair.

Yes, the government announced a proposed exemption for vaca‐
tion properties in economic and fiscal update 2021. The details are
still to be finalized, but the details of the announcement are on page
83 of the English version of the economic and fiscal update docu‐
ment and page 93 of the French version.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: When you say that the details are yet to be
finalized, many of us are asking questions because we're getting a
lot of comments coming through, whether in telephone calls or
emails, about this particular tax.
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The types of emails I'm getting, Mr. Ives and all the other offi‐
cials who are online, are about things like vacation properties that
have been around for 100 years in people's families. They are not
residences; they are not winterized, and they are obviously vacation
properties, but some of them in some parts of the country fall just
within what they could call the greater municipal lines. I wonder
whether those are going to be taken into consideration as we tighten
up the rules.

Is there someone who is able to comment on that?
Mr. Robert Ives: I'm happy to take the question, Mr. Chair.

The scope of the exemption, of any exemption from the tax, is
for the government to decide. We provide advice to the govern‐
ment, and they can choose whether or not to take it. That's all I can
really say about that.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Thank you.

Please go ahead, Mr. Mercille.
Mr. Pierre Mercille: Because, as you said, the cottages are not

winterized, the legislation already has an exception for residential
properties that are not suitable for year-round use as a place of resi‐
dence. That's just to address that small comment you made.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: That's actually extremely helpful, Mr.
Mercille, so thank you so much for that.

How many minutes do I have left, Mr. Chair?
The Chair: You have a minute, Ms. Dzerowicz.
Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: My last question is about rapid testing.

I know Bill C-8 will provide an additional $1.72 billion to the
Ministry of Health for the procurement and distribution of rapid
tests to provinces and territories.

My question is what accountability mechanisms are there to re‐
port back to the federal government about where those rapid tests
are actually being distributed?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald (Assistant Deputy Minister, Strate‐
gy, Integration and Data, COVID-19 Testing Secretariat, De‐
partment of Health): Hi there.

In terms of accountability measures, there is a reporting system,
a cycle of reporting that PTs have provided to the federal govern‐
ment.

As of January, as you would be aware, the level of tests being
procured and shipped to provinces has accelerated greatly, and
we've been moving our reporting processes with PTs from what I'll
call usability towards deployment. We're trying to get better access
and visibility into where they're deploying these tests and where
they're using them, rather than getting usage results. As you would
know, the testing packages come in different sizes, but to get results
of each test is not feasible.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Just to be clear—
The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Dzerowicz.
Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: —I'm not looking for the results; it's more

about where they are distributing them—to the private sector, to the
public sector, to schools, to hospitals or to businesses. Do we get
that type of accountability back to the federal level?

The Chair: Just answer yes or no, please.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Yes.

The Chair: Okay. Thank you, MP Dzerowicz.

We are moving to the Bloc and MP Ste-Marie for two and a half
minutes.

[Translation]

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: First, I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

During the questions that my esteemed colleague Mr. Lawrence
asked, the interpreters informed us that the sound quality during
Lindsay Gwyer's testimony wasn't good enough for accurate inter‐
pretation. It might be helpful to test the sound before Ms. Gwyer
has to answer any further questions.

I wanted to bring that your attention.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Ste-Marie.

[English]

I agree wholeheartedly. I did also have a little difficulty hearing
Ms. Gwyer.

I believe we had some challenges. We do have 16 officials with
us and in terms of sound testing—I'll stop the time on this—we
went with the officials who were making opening remarks.

We will look to fix this for the next time.

[Translation]

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: All right.

First, I want to thank Mr. King for his explanations in response to
my previous questions. They were very instructive.

I'm still on part 2 of the bill, more specifically the amount of the
tax, which is equal to 1% of the value of the residential property. I
agree with Ms. Dzerowicz. The aim of a tax is indeed to collect
revenue, but it's also to modify behaviour. That's what we under‐
stood from the Minister of Finance's remarks.

This is similar to the idea advanced by economist Arthur Pigou,
after whom Pigovian taxes are named. Why are tobacco and alco‐
hol taxed at higher rates? To encourage people to buy smaller quan‐
tities of those products, given their associated negative externali‐
ties. That's how this tax should be interpreted based on the analysis.

I have a question on that subject for Mr. King, Mr. Mercille,
Mr. Ives or anyone else who can answer it.

Do you have projections, analyses and evaluations at the depart‐
ment to help you determine whether this tax, which would be equal
to 1% of the value of the property, would help curb rising real es‐
tate prices in certain regions, the purchase of properties by foreign
interests and rising rents?
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I'd like to know if you've evaluated that and, if so, what results
you've reached. What causal links have you established?
● (1055)

[English]
Mr. Phil King: Thank you. I'll take this question.

I'll make one remark, first, on the nature of the tax. To be a tax,
the primary purpose of an instrument has to be to raise revenues.
That is the primary purpose of the unused housing tax. It's not the
only purpose but it's the main thing. It has a secondary purpose of
potentially encouraging people who are holding unused real estate
assets to put them on the market.

In terms of the rate itself, I note that this was what the depart‐
ment was tasked with doing by the government. I understand it was
an election commitment at some point. I forget which election, one
of the last two. We were asked to design a tax with a rate of 1%,
and that's the work we have done.
[Translation]

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: My understanding is that the depart‐
ment hasn't done an evaluation to determine whether the tax in
question would help moderate rising real estate prices by a given
percentage. It was simply a political directive. That's quite clear.

Thank you. That answers my question.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you.

We are moving to the NDP, and MP Blaikie, for two and a half
minutes.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Thank you very much.

Further to that exchange with Mr. King, if the principal objective
of the tax is to raise revenue, what is the projected revenue under
the tax as it exists in Bill C-8, and what will be the revenue effect
of the exemption the government has announced it plans to bring in
by regulation?

Mr. Phil King: I'll have to pull up some information. That infor‐
mation is all published. The original revenue estimate for the tax
was published in the 2021 budget.

For 2022-23, it's $200 million; for 2023-24, it's $170 million;
and for the three subsequent years, it's $165 million. The proposed
exemption that was put forward in the 2021 economic and fiscal
update, we estimate it will reduce that revenue take by $30 million
in 2022-23, and by $25 million in 2023-24, and thereafter.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: That's in the order of somewhere around a
20% revenue reduction?

Mr. Phil King: Maybe half that. Maybe 10%-12%. I'd have to
do the math, but it's not quite 20%.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: I know I was a little overtime last time, so I
don't want to test the generosity of the chair too much this morning.

How am I doing there, Mr. Chair, for time?
The Chair: You have a little over 30 seconds.

Do you want to cede the time?

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: I'll let that pass, Mr. Chair.

Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Blaikie, we're glad you're here.

We now go to the Conservatives, and MP Stewart, for five min‐
utes.

Mr. Jake Stewart (Miramichi—Grand Lake, CPC): Thank
you, Mr. Chair.

The pandemic has underscored the current state of health care in
Canada. Health care institutions are overwhelmed. Massive gaps
and shortfalls have been detected. The entire system is basically on
the brink of collapse according to many in the medical world. In‐
tensive care units are consistently filled with patients. Surgeries and
procedures have been delayed, and staff are obviously very ex‐
hausted.

On February 4, Canada's premiers came together and called on
the Prime Minister for help, requesting an unconditional $28-billion
boost to health care transfers. Earlier last week in the finance com‐
mittee and the weeks preceding, we uncovered $70 billion in new
spending in this bill alone, yet none of it was for Canada health
transfers.

Some economists were suggesting that any new spending should
be directed at health care transfers because the times were not nec‐
essarily calling for spending on economic stimulus, and we met
with several economists of varying opinions.

Considering there was $70 billion in new spending for this bill
and economists are saying new spending should be directed to‐
wards health care transfers, was it ever discussed to make Canada
health transfers part of this bill?

I'm looking for a yes or a no, and I'm fine with whoever can an‐
swer it.

● (1100)

Mr. Galen Countryman (Director General, Federal-Provin‐
cial Relations and Social Policy Branch, Department of Fi‐
nance): The dossier does not have anything regarding the Canada
health transfer in the bill—

Mr. Jake Stewart: I realize that. My question was, was it ever
discussed to include it in the bill?

Mr. Galen Countryman: That's a question for the government.

Mr. Jake Stewart: Therefore, the civil service has never been—

Mrs. Sophie Chatel (Pontiac, Lib.): On a point of order, Mr.
Chair, the officials are here to talk about Bill C-8. I don't know why
Mr. Stewart wanted to ask questions on the health transfer to the
provinces.

The Chair: We will stick to Bill C-8, and as long as it's relevant
to Bill C-8....
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However, I'll allow Mr. Countryman to continue.
Mr. Jake Stewart: [Inaudible—Editor]—
Mr. Daniel Blaikie: There is a significant amount of money

that's being asked for regarding health care related issues, and I
think normally we do have a bit of latitude. I've seen members go
far further afield.

Given that we're talking about a substantial amount of health
care funding, it's reasonable to say there are other ways that health
care funding could be delivered to the provinces for these things. I
don't think he's way outside the scope of what's reasonable.

The Chair: MP Blaikie, thank you for that, and that is why I did
pass the floor over to our official, Mr. Countryman.

I believe he said that he did not have the answer as an official. I
don't know if Mr. Countryman is saying it is on the political side.

Is that what you were acknowledging?

I'll let Mr. Countryman speak for himself.
Mr. Galen Countryman: I would say that the question of

whether to provide further funding through the Canada health trans‐
fer would be a political decision for the government to make.

I would note that, in remarks previously made by the Prime Min‐
ister, he is prepared to have a discussion with premiers to that effect
once the pandemic is over—or words to that effect.

Mr. Jake Stewart: Okay. There are a couple of things.

Mr. Chair, with all due respect, I don't think you need to answer
the question for the witness. Obviously my question was whether it
was ever discussed.

When the Government of Canada is about to spend $70 billion
on economic stimulus, when, in pertaining to this bill, they're going
to spend $70 billion when economists are telling them not to, when
they've already printed too much money and filled the system full
of cash, when every premier in Canada is calling for an increase to
Canada health transfers, it's a very good question to determine at
least whether that was discussed.

I was looking for a yes or a no. I didn't get it, which makes me
think either it wasn't discussed, or if it was, nobody wants to admit
that it was discussed and then excluded.

If you're going to spend $70 billion, that's a lot of tax dollars that
we never learn where it's coming from in these rooms, but it's im‐
portant for the people in the committee to ascertain what was ex‐
cluded. If you're going to spend $70 billion, clearly there were
things discussed that didn't get included in this bill.

It would be interesting to know if one of those things was some‐
thing that every premier, from every province and territory in this
country, is begging the government for on the front page every oth‐
er day.
● (1105)

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Mr. Chair, I have a point of order.

It's just a quick thing. I think these are important questions, but
they're not for our officials. I think our Deputy Prime Minister and

Minister of Finance can come and answer that question, but our of‐
ficials aren't going to answer a political question.

The Chair: Okay. The time is up.

I don't know if the officials want to just jump in for five seconds.
It's up to the officials. Then we're going to move to the Liberals and
MP MacDonald.

Mr. Galen Countryman: I don't have anything to add.

Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Yvan Baker: I have a point of order, Chair.

In the last comment that Mr. Stewart made, he suggested that
you, Chair, were trying to respond for the witnesses. I don't think
that's an accurate portrayal—

Mr. Adam Chambers (Simcoe North, CPC): Is that a point of
order?

That's debate.

Mr. Yvan Baker: I don't think that's appropriate. I think what the
chair was trying to do was necessary to keep order in the committee
and—

The Chair: Thank you, MP Chambers.

Thank you, MP Baker.

We want to use as much time as we can here with the officials as
efficiently and effectively as possible.

We are moving to the Liberals and MP MacDonald, for five min‐
utes.

Mr. Heath MacDonald (Malpeque, Lib.): Thank you, Chair.

I just want to go back to the housing tax. In Prince Edward Island
we have a non-resident tax, which has been in place for a number
of years. It seems to work very well.

There has been a lot of discussion on the housing tax and among
the different people sitting around the table and the different
provinces.

Can someone tell me what kinds of consultations were conducted
with provincial governments in regard to the housing tax?

Mr. Robert Ives: I'm happy to take that question, Mr. Chair.

A public consultation ran between August 6, 2021 and Septem‐
ber 17, 2021. The consultation was open to all Canadians, as well
as municipalities, provinces, territories and the like.

Mr. Heath MacDonald: In those consultations, what were the
main issues relevant to the 1% tax that we seem to be hearing from
around the table? Was there anything from those public consulta‐
tions that you have seen as a major concern?
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Mr. Robert Ives: On the consultations, we received approxi‐
mately 40 submissions from Canadians and entities. We did not re‐
ceive a single submission from a province.

Mr. Heath MacDonald: You're basically telling me that there
were no concerns from any of the provinces on the 1% tax relative
to any legislation that they already had in place?

Mr. Robert Ives: Mr. Chair, we did not receive any submissions
from any of the provinces or territories as part of the official con‐
sultation.

Mr. Heath MacDonald: Thank you.

Last week Minister Champagne announced $80 million, I think,
in CanCode funding for non-profit organizations across the country.
I know we're talking about tax credits for teachers, which they well
deserve as they spend a lot of their own money on their classrooms.
Many of these teachers also work within these not-for-profits and
do extra work after school.

Are there any exemptions for teachers to purchase new technolo‐
gy if they're working with not-for-profits, relative to the ones that
are listed in the new submission by Minister Champagne's office—
the $80 million?

Mr. Pierre Leblanc: This credit is focused on the supplies that
teachers and early childhood educators use in the duties of their
employment, either at a school or a child care facility.

Mr. Heath MacDonald: Okay. Thank you.

I think that one underlooked, but vitally important change—es‐
pecially in the seasonal economy where I come from—is the enrol‐
ment in the seasonal worker pilot program.

I'm just wondering how these workers will be affected by this
change. Do they need to apply for it or it is automatic? What's the
scenario relevant to the EI system changes in this bill?

● (1110)

Ms. Anamika Mona Nandy (Executive Director, Temporary
Measures and Special Projects Division, Skills and Employment
Branch, Department of Employment and Social Development):
Thank you, Chair. I can take that question.

In terms of the workers who will be affected by this amendment,
there will be the workers whose seasonal claim pattern has been
disrupted by the timing of COVID-19 temporary measures. If they
are eligible for this amendment, then once the legislation is passed,
receives royal assent and comes into force, the additional weeks
would be applied to EI regular benefit claims. The eligible seasonal
claimants will be able to receive their additional weeks of benefits
once that legislation receives royal assent.

We understand that there may be a gap in benefits between Jan‐
uary 9 and full implementation of the proposed measure, but the na‐
ture of the amendment is such that all eligible claimants would re‐
ceive the benefit to which they are entitled, and every effort would
be made to ensure that the payments are processed as quickly as
possible.

Mr. Heath MacDonald: Thank you.

The Chair: We are moving now to our third round, members. I
have the Conservatives up first with Mr. Chambers for five min‐
utes.

Mr. Adam Chambers: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. Happy
Valentine's Day to you.

The first question is about the school tax credit—

The Chair: That was to everybody.

Mr. Adam Chambers: Of course it's to everyone, but especially
to my favourite chair that I've ever had of our finance committee.

Our school tax credit went from 15% to 25%. Is there any analy‐
sis that you can provide the committee, or have you conducted any
evidence-based assessment of the tax expenditure and the effect of
moving it from 15% to 25%?

Mr. Pierre Leblanc: In the economic and fiscal update, we pub‐
lished the estimated costs of the measure, and it's $5 billion per
year.

Mr. Adam Chambers: Yes, the question, though, is about the
previous 15% tax, how well that was working and what we expect
the take-up will be in terms of the number of people, etc.

Mr. Pierre Leblanc: The previous tax was spent here, so for the
measure that exists now, it's about $5 million. This would be a dou‐
bling.

Mr. Adam Chambers: Okay, thank you.

If there is analysis, it's always important for the government to
do evidence-based reviews of tax expenditures. If there is analysis
that exists, I hope that it can be provided to the committee.

Turning to the housing tax, yes, we discussed the two purposes.
The main purpose is to raise revenue, so can we get analysis to this
committee that provides the buildup of how you get to your rev‐
enue projection in terms of the number of homes that are impacted
and the locations of those homes?

Mr. Phil King: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I can respond to this.

As mentioned earlier, there's a real dearth of information on va‐
cancies writ large across the country. What we do have is data from
the Canada housing statistics program on foreign ownership. We
have that for four provinces. We have some data from the B.C.
sales and vacancy tax on foreign ownership and vacancy among
that foreign ownership component.

We have to extrapolate and impute what's going on across the
country in the various other provinces to build up the estimate of
revenues.
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This is a new tax; it has not been imposed yet. We don't have any
filers. We'll have a lot more information ultimately, but probably it's
no surprise that the incidence is larger in Ontario, because of its
size and population, B.C., Quebec and Alberta.

Mr. Adam Chambers: Thank you.

I hope you can appreciate.... I recognize that it's difficult, but it is
very difficult to project revenue projections, and the department's
track record of projecting revenues on tax increases typically has
not been quite accurate.

I'm hoping that you can provide to this committee the analysis
under which you are making assumptions or provide the assump‐
tions that you're extrapolating so that we can evaluate those as‐
sumptions.

On the second purpose for that measure, is there any analysis that
tries to identify how much inventory will be released back into the
market?
● (1115)

Mr. Phil King: Yes, again, we have one example to appeal to in
Canada. That's the B.C. speculation and vacancy tax. After the first
year of that tax, the number of taxpaying entities, persons or orga‐
nizations dropped by about 50%. That's because the property was
either sold or rented out.

We've built in some behavioural responses to our revenue esti‐
mates. You'll see that in the first year it goes from $170 million
to $145 million, about a 10% drop. In the second year there's about
a 5% drop to $140 million.

Again, there's very little information, data or other examples on
which to base these estimates, so these are the assumptions for the
time being.

Mr. Adam Chambers: Thank you.

I understand there have been some comments made by U.S. con‐
gressmen, talking about reciprocal taxes. I hope we're considering
that in this.

Mr. Adam Chambers: Are you aware of any analysis from any
other parts of the government that look at the impact of reciprocity
or retaliation from, say, our American counterparts on this tax?

Mr. Phil King: I don't have any information to share with the
committee on that.

Mr. Adam Chambers: Would this tax apply to the vacant apart‐
ment that is owned by Mr. Gadhafi's son, which SNC
paid $200,000 to renovate?

Mr. Pierre Mercille: I am not aware of the situation you're talk‐
ing about, but in any case it would be for the CRA to basically
make that determination because they are responsible for the ad‐
ministration of the tax.

Mr. Adam Chambers: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: We are moving now to the Liberals and MP Chatel.

Madame Chatel, you have five minutes.
[Translation]

Mrs. Sophie Chatel: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

[English]

Like my colleague, Mr. Lawrence, to me agriculture and our
farmers are the future of this country, especially in food security
and the turn to the green economy.

I would really like to know what is in Bill C-8 that would sup‐
port our farmers in this green transition?

Mr. Maximilian Baylor: Maybe just at a high level, as I indicat‐
ed in the opening remarks there is the measure to return the fuel
charge proceeds to farmers, as per the budget 2021 commitment.
It's basically returning $100 million from what is collected under
the fuel charge directly to farmers. As indicated, that is based on
the expenditures, the expenses, the farmers have made.

Mrs. Sophie Chatel: Mr. Baylor, could you also explain why,
exactly, this measure is limited to certain provinces?

Mr. Maximilian Baylor: Those are the provinces in which the
backstop applies, so those are the four.

My colleague, Phil King, might have a bit more to say on that
front.

Mr. Phil King: It's very simply that the four provinces where
this federal fuel charge applies are the provinces where the funds
are raised and the provinces where they will be returned.

Mrs. Sophie Chatel: Thank you very much.

[Translation]

It's more important than ever to protect young students who are
going to school during the pandemic. We don't know what new
viruses will come, but we must prepare for the future. We must en‐
sure that our schools stay open to prevent our children from being
victims of another pandemic.

What measures are provided in the bill to help schools acquire
better ventilation systems to deal with other airborne viruses like
the COVID‑19?

● (1120)

[English]

Mr. Galen Countryman: Mr. Chair, I can speak to that.

In part 4 of Bill C-8 there is a $100 million top-up to the safe re‐
turn to class fund that will provide the provinces and territories
funding to help them offset the costs of improving ventilation in
schools.

[Translation]

Mrs. Sophie Chatel: Thank you very much.

Many items in the bill would help meet the needs of the
provinces and territories in combating COVID‑19.

Please tell us how you determine funding amounts for some of
those provincial programs and about the consultations you've con‐
ducted with the provincial and territorial governments.
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[English]
Mr. Galen Countryman: With respect to part 4, the amounts for

each province and territory are specified in the bill. This was based
on [Technical difficulty—Editor] the number of children aged 4 to
18 with a $500,000 base amount for each jurisdiction.
[Translation]

Mrs. Sophie Chatel: Could you tell us how funding for the pur‐
chase of rapid diagnostic tests referred to in Bill C‑10 is factored
into the funding provided?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: The funding referred to under
Bill C‑8 is scheduled for January and February

The funding referred to in Bill C‑10 is planned for the coming
months.

Mrs. Sophie Chatel: Will that funding be in addition to that pro‐
vided under Bill C‑8, which we're considering today?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: Yes, it will.
Mrs. Sophie Chatel: That's good.

Mr. Chair, how much time do I have left?
[English]

The Chair: Time is up, Madame Chatel.
[Translation]

Mrs. Sophie Chatel: Thank you.
[English]

The Chair: We are moving now to the Bloc, with Monsieur Ste-
Marie, for two and a half minutes.
[Translation]

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'm going to begin with a comment.

Earlier Mr. MacDonald asked the officials whether the provinces
had taken part in the consultation or expressed any doubts or fears
over the federal government's entry into of the property tax field.
The officials noted that consultations had taken place and that the
provinces had not been involved.

I'd like to remind the committee that it's unusual for the
provinces to take part in those kinds of consultations where the
provincial governments have questions, concerns, comments or
opinions relating to federal government bills. Instead the general
rule in a case such as this would be to write to the minister. Such
letters are obviously confidential and the sender alone can make
them public. So it's absolutely normal for the provinces not to take
part in consultations respecting the introduction of this property tax.
That's the way it's done and no one should draw any conclusions
whatever.

In my remaining time, I'd like to ask two questions concerning
part 1 of the bill, which would amend the employment insurance
program.

What is the estimated number of seasonal workers who would
benefit from this legislative amendment?

Does the deadline for adoption of this bill play a role in all this?

[English]

The Chair: Which official would like to respond?

Monsieur Noël, please go ahead.

[Translation]

Mr. Sylvain Noël (Manager, Policy Analysis and Initiatives,
Employment Insurance Policy, Skills and Employment Branch,
Department of Employment and Social Development): Good af‐
ternoon, my name is Sylvain Noël, and I work at the Department of
Employment and Social Development.

According to our end‑of‑January estimate, approximately
17,300 individuals took advantage of the measure.

As to your second question, the royal assent date will have no ef‐
fect on those who benefit from the measure. However, it will have
an affect when they receive supplementary benefits since we can
add weeks of supplementary benefits only once the bill has re‐
ceived royal assent.

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: That's very clear.

That was my final question.

Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Ste-Marie.

[English]

We are moving to the NDP, and MP Blaikie, for two and a half
minutes.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: My next questions are around the authori‐
ties for various kinds of health expenditures related to the pandem‐
ic. I'm curious to know, for example, in the case of money for a
rapid test, is the idea that the federal government will be purchasing
those rapid tests, and then distributing them to the provinces, or is
this intended to be a direct transfer to the provinces, so that they
can source and purchase their own rapid tests?

● (1125)

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: The intent here, because there is a
global lack of supply for rapid tests, is for the federal government
to procure, and distribute these tests to the provinces and territories.
We have a small federal channel that we provide for businesses,
and we also have a partnership with the Canadian Red Cross. The
large majority of 85% or so are distributed to the provinces and ter‐
ritories, which will further redistribute them for their needs.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Is there any kind of existing reporting obli‐
gation when that money is spent, how it is spent, and what it re‐
ceived in return for the funds? Is that reported out publicly any‐
where, and what kinds of timeline obligations are there for that kind
of reporting?

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: We report on the number of tests we
have provided through federal and provincial channels. We also
provide information on what the provinces and territories provide
back to us.
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As I mentioned, in January we started changing that reporting
framework to look at more areas of distribution. It is available on
the canada.ca website. Different parts of it are refreshed on a week‐
ly or biweekly basis depending on when we receive data from
provinces and territories.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Okay, so that data is already collected, so if
we want that tabled in Parliament at some kind of regular interval
like a quarterly interval or something like that, it would be possible.

Mr. Cameron MacDonald: The level of tests that are dissemi‐
nated and distributed to provinces and territories is available online.
Yes.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Thank you very much.
The Chair: We are now moving to the Conservatives, with Mr.

McLean, for five minutes.
Mr. Greg McLean: Thank you again, Mr. Chair.

I'm going to go further along the lines of the housing taxes being
proposed here.

Mr. Ives, you talked about the public consultations that were un‐
dertaken last summer regarding this tax measure. When were they
undertaken last summer? Can you give me the exact months when
they were held?

Mr. Robert Ives: The consultations took place from August 6 to
September 17.

Mr. Greg McLean: What else was happening at that point in
time, Mr. Ives?

Mr. Robert Ives: Many things were happening. I don't know if
you're looking—

Mr. Greg McLean: Mr. Ives, you know what I'm speaking
about. What was happening in a political sense in Canada at that
point?

Mr. Robert Ives: I can't comment unless—
Mr. Greg McLean: There was an election, Mr. Ives. Thank you.

Oh, boy.

The second question I have is for Mr. King.

Mr. King, you spoke about part of the intent of this bill being to
encourage people to put these properties on the market at 1% tax on
the holding of this real estate.

One per cent tax on an asset class that has increased approxi‐
mately 26% in the last year doesn't really seem like it's a disincen‐
tive to losing the property.

Would you say it's misguided to charge people 1% when they are
going to be gaining 26%?

Mr. Phil King: Again, the primary purpose of any tax is to raise
revenues. As for the rate, that's a government policy decision.

Mr. Greg McLean: Okay, but was it misguided?
Mr. Phil King: I have no comment on that question.
Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: On a point of order, Mr. Chair, I'm really

troubled by the tone that my Conservative colleague is—
Mr. Greg McLean: This is not a point of order, Mr. Chair.

Ms. Dzerowicz, it is not a point of order. We're allowed to ask
officials tough questions—

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Please treat our witnesses with respect.
The Chair: Order.
Mr. Greg McLean: —even though they are not able to respond.
Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Please treat our witnesses with respect.
The Chair: Order. Members, order.

No crosstalking over each other. I'm sure it's very difficult for ev‐
erybody.

Mr. McLean, continue.
Mr. Greg McLean: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I apologize for the difficulty of the questions.

Let me go further to what one of my colleagues was asking
about, reciprocity across the border. I will quote representative Bri‐
an Higgins, a Buffalo Democrat, who has reached out to Canadian
officials about this tax because, as he stated quite clearly, if Canada
really intends to impose a tax on Americans, the U.S. should con‐
sider a reciprocal tax on Canadian-owned property in the U.S.

Has the Department of Finance looked at how much Canadians
are going to bleed in tax with the United States and determined
whether Canadians will actually be benefiting from this tax or actu‐
ally subsidizing foreign jurisdictions?
● (1130)

Mr. Phil King: Thanks, Mr. Chair.

I have nothing to offer the committee on this question.
Mr. Greg McLean: Okay. Maybe we need some people to do

some analytics here.

Can we come back to that? Can you actually undertake to advise
the government on the potential tax leak that's going to happen here
and funding foreign jurisdictions, please?

Mrs. Sophie Chatel: On a point of order, Mr. Chair, these are
political questions. Officials cannot answer with respect to what
will happen in the future. This is not—

Mr. Greg McLean: Can I have my time back, please.
The Chair: Order.
Mr. Greg McLean: This is exactly what we're allowed to do

here.
Mrs. Sophie Chatel: Well, the tax cannot be—
Mr. Greg McLean: These are important questions that the De‐

partment of Finance officials need to be taking in order to advise
the government on the tax positions.

Mrs. Sophie Chatel: The U.S. cannot be blamed for having
that—

The Chair: Members. Order.
Mr. Greg McLean: We're getting points of order here that are

nonsensical, Mr. Chair.
Mrs. Sophie Chatel: This is not—
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Mr. Greg McLean: I think you know that, so I would like you to
shut them down a lot more quickly than you have.

The Chair: Order, members.

An hon. member: What are they hiding?
Mrs. Sophie Chatel: What are you hiding?

An hon. member: What are you hiding—really?

Mrs. Sophie Chatel: Well, what are you hiding—a political
agenda?

The Chair: Members, no crosstalk—
Mr. Jake Stewart: On a point of order, Mr. Chair, they're obvi‐

ously hiding something or they'd answer the question.
The Chair: No crosstalk, members. Questions should of course

be relevant to Bill C-8.

Mr. McLean, you have the floor.
Mr. Greg McLean: Chair, I think my questions are very relevant

to Bill C-8.

With regard to money laundering, Transparency International has
indicated that about $140 billion to $180 billion of foreign money
laundering happens in Canada every year, primarily in Canadian re‐
al estate. We're suggesting that we're going to collect $150 million
on a 1% surtax, a gross overstep, as far as jurisdiction goes, onto
municipal taxes. That's what we're going to collect. It's one-tenth of
1% of the money laundering. Would it not be more feasible to actu‐
ally enforce and strengthen our money-laundering laws in Canada?

Let me ask any official who wants to answer that, please, if that
would be better advice to give this government.

The Chair: I don't think there's anybody who wants to answer
that, or who can answer that, at this time, Mr. McLean.

We are moving to the Liberals now.

Mr. Baker, you have the floor for five minutes.
Mr. Yvan Baker: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

I have a couple of points before I ask my first question. First of
all, I think what we've heard in summary from our officials about
the vacancy tax is that it's really designed to achieve three things.
One is to raise revenue to help provide funding to the government
for some of its housing programs, which, as we've all heard at this
committee, are so important in providing especially some of our
most vulnerable the opportunity to own a home and have access to
affordable housing.

Second, it will incent some of those folks who are non-residents
who do own property and are keeping it vacant to no longer keep it
vacant, as my colleague Ms. Dzerowicz cited from the Deputy
Prime Minister's remarks. It also just holds common sense that if
non-residents are forced to pay a 1% tax for keeping their home va‐
cant, they're not going to want to keep it vacant; 1% on a property
of $1 million or $2 million is a lot of money.

Third, one of our officials spoke to the fact that some investors,
some non-resident owners of property, are more likely to part with
the property. I think that's a third important concept. I would add to

this that they may be less likely to buy those properties if they're
going to plan to hold them just for investment purposes.

We heard at this committee in prior hearings that the primary rea‐
son that the price of housing continues to skyrocket in Canada is a
shortage of supply. This is one of the measures—one of many, as
we know—designed to make sure that we help increase that supply
by making sure that vacant properties are no longer vacant.

I just wanted to summarize what we've heard thus far. I think it's
really important to bring that all together based on that.

I have a question about something else.

[Translation]

Bill C‑8 would add a further $100 million to the safe return to
class fund as part of the government's commitment to improving
ventilation in the schools and supporting teachers, who have
worked so hard during this period.

[English]

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: Go ahead on your point of order.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: I'm sorry to interrupt my colleague, but
the bells are ringing. I think we need consent to continue.

I think we should continue for the next 15 minutes, if we can get
approval from everyone.

● (1135)

The Chair: Thank you, MP Dzerowicz.

Members, I'll look to you, but it has been the practice that during
the bells we have allowed up to about seven minutes prior to the
vote. We will suspend at that time.

Actually, at that time we'll suspend and we will conclude this
panel, because we'll come back for our second panel once we come
back from the vote.

I'm looking to all the members to see if everything is....

I see thumbs up.

Mr. Adam Chambers: Just on a point of order, Mr. Chair, if it
works for the rest of the committee, I would recommend that we
just pause for the 30 seconds it takes to vote virtually and then re‐
sume and finish the meeting.

It only takes a couple minutes to do that. I don't think any of us
who are physically present intend to leave the room.

The Chair: I don't know if any members are going into the
House.
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I'll look to the members on that.
Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Can we give ourselves five minutes in

case we need to do a powder room break as well?
Mr. Adam Chambers: Sure.
The Chair: We'll look to continue and then provide that five to

seven minutes at the end.

Thank you.

Go ahead, MP Baker.
Mr. Yvan Baker: Thanks, Chair.

How much time do I have left?
The Chair: You have two minutes and 15 seconds.
Mr. Yvan Baker: Thank you.

[Translation]

Bill  C‑8 would add a further $100 million to the safe return to
class fund as part of the government's commitment to improving
ventilation in the schools and supporting teachers, who have
worked so hard during this period.

Would the officials please explain how the fund operates and the
purpose of this supplementary amount?
[English]

Mr. Galen Countryman: I can respond to that question.

The original safe return to class fund was a $2-billion fund that
was distributed in the last fiscal year to provinces and territories to
assist with a safe return to class for students, including ventilation
and other measures to improve the health and safety of students and
staff at schools.

The $100-million top-up that was proposed in the economic fis‐
cal update is specifically targeted to ventilation measures. It will be
provided to provinces and territories to fund things like the repair
and replacement of heat, ventilation and air conditioning units, in‐
creased maintenance of existing systems to ensure optimized opera‐
tion and other interventions that would bring in more outdoor air or
result in cleaner air, such as the installation of operable windows or
portable air filtration units.

Mr. Yvan Baker: That's great. Thank you very much.
[Translation]

I know that many schools have taken advantage of this program.
In my riding, Etobicoke Centre, I think 35 schools have received
assistance from the fund. I know it was very well received by the
schools, students and teachers in my riding.

So thank you for the work you've done on that project.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you, MP Baker.

Members, we are moving to the fourth round.

First up are the Conservatives and MP Lawrence for five min‐
utes.

Mr. Philip Lawrence: Thank you.

I'm going to take the first two minutes, then I'll split the remain‐
der with Mr. Stewart.

I have quick question, which I'll direct to Mr. Baylor, so we don't
have the same gap as we had in the last round.

Mr. Baylor, answering yes or no, can you say with certainty that
all farmers will receive at least 90% of their carbon tax back in this
rebate?

Mr. Maximilian Baylor: To be clear, the rebate is a portion
based on the expenses, and the idea there—

Mr. Philip Lawrence: Thank you, Mr. Baylor. That's a no.

Can you say that all farmers will receive at least 50% of the car‐
bon tax they paid back? Please answer yes or no.

Mr. Maximilian Baylor: As we've discussed, in terms of how
much they're getting back from what they paid, that would be tabu‐
lated, I don't—

Mr. Philip Lawrence: You can't say today, even though—

Mr. Maximilian Baylor: —have those—

Mr. Philip Lawrence: —you're in front of a parliamentary com‐
mittee—

Mrs. Sophie Chatel: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: On a point of order, we have Madam Chatel.

Mr. Maximilian Baylor: My—

● (1140)

The Chair: There's a point of order.

Mrs. Sophie Chatel: It is hard for translation when you....

Thank you.

The Chair: I say this more to the members than the officials, but
the crosstalk affects the interpreters. They request that we don't
have that crosstalk.

Mr. Philip Lawrence: I apologize. I respect that.

My last question is to Mr. Baylor. Can you say with certainty that
100% of farmers will receive at least 10% of their carbon tax back
in the form of this rebate?

Mr. Maximilian Baylor: I believe my colleague Mr. King may
have those numbers in terms of how much they pay under the fuel
charge and how much they'll receive through the tax credit. If not, I
do not have them at this point.

Mr. Philip Lawrence: Thank you.

I'll give my time over to Mr. Stewart.

To confirm, you can't even say with certainty that farmers will
receive 10% of their carbon tax rebate back.
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Mr. Maximilian Baylor: That's because it's not something I was
looking at. Like I said, my colleague Mr. King would have looked
at that.

Mr. Jake Stewart: Thank you.

My first question is through the chair.

We've already established that officials aren't willing to speak
about whether or not health transfers were ever discussed in the $70
billion in new spending, despite economists calling for no econom‐
ic stimulus spending. Also, any money spent should be on health
care transfers, according to economists.

Today in the House of Commons, and for me here in committee
on the voting app, we're going to be voting to have the government
place and table a plan to live with COVID and to end the mandates.
The government is asking for more new money for proof-of-vacci‐
nation initiatives. I will read that to you here: “Part 5 authorizes
payments to be made out of the Consolidated Revenue Fund for the
purpose of supporting coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19)
proof-of-vaccination initiatives.”

Can someone please tell me where this directive is coming from?
Two-thirds of Canadians want an end to vaccine passports. They
felt that the overarching reach of government was really intrusive
over the last couple of years. I'm wondering why we're spending
taxpayer dollars in the billions to increase vaccine passports and the
measures surrounding them.

Thank you.
Mrs. Sophie Chatel: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: On a point of order, we have Madame Chatel.
Mrs. Sophie Chatel: These are officials from the government.

They're not political people. I would remind my colleague Mr.
Stewart: If he has a political question, please ask a minister, a mem‐
ber of the government, but not an official.

The Chair: Thank you, Madame Chatel.

Yes, these are officials. They are not here to answer political
questions.

Mr. Jake Stewart: Yes or no: Is this bill investing billions of
dollars into increasing vaccine passports?

Mr. Stephen Bent (Acting Vice-President, COVID-19 Vaccine
Rollout Task Force, Public Health Agency of Canada): Thank
you, Mr. Chair.

Perhaps I could clarify one point. Over the past year, the Govern‐
ment of Canada and provinces and territories have worked together
on a standardized proof-of-vaccination credential, recognizing the
need for citizens and residents to have access to a secure and verifi‐
able document for both domestic and international travel. We've
collaborated over the last year to develop a standard using a
SMART health application standard.

The purpose of this fund is to compensate provinces and territo‐
ries for the costs of establishing the proof-of-vaccination credential
programs, for the issuance of proof-of-vaccination credentials and
for maintaining the program for as long as it's required, either do‐
mestically or for international travel.

The Chair: Thank you.

We are moving to MP Dzerowicz for five minutes.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Thank you so much, Mr. Chair.

Maybe I'll start off by indicating, to Mr. Stewart's queries around
the vaccine mandates, what's behind that logic. I know that there
was a recent poll that was done. Éric Grenier sort of announced this
on Twitter. He said: “I've seen lots of reference to the Angus Reid
Institute poll that suggests a majority want to end restrictions and
'let people self-isolate if they're at risk', whatever that means.
Léger's more straightforward question still shows [that the] majori‐
ty don't want to lift restrictions...”. I'll leave it with that statement.

I did want to turn my attention to small businesses. As we all
know, they are the heart and soul of our economy. I had a chance to
visit many of our small businesses across the Davenport riding over
Saturday: a big shout-out to The Green Jar, African Palace and
Caribbean Queen. They're amazing businesses, and I think they're
going to be very happy to learn that Bill C-8 includes a small busi‐
ness air quality improvement tax credit, where there would be a
temporary refundable 25% tax credit for eligible businesses on ex‐
penses incurred to undertake air quality improvements that increase
outdoor air intake or air cleaning in commercial properties.

I think this is on everybody's minds as we're trying to get into the
world of the post-COVID economy: How can we continue to keep
our staff safe and keep our customers safe?

Can officials comment on how this new fund will work? How
will small businesses be able to access this tax credit?

● (1145)

Mr. Maximilian Baylor: Absolutely, Mr. Chair, I can comment
on that.

It's not a fund, per se, of course. Businesses, when they make an
eligible expense, in this case, in terms of purchasing eligible HVAC
systems or HEPA filters, can then claim that expense as a credit
against their tax payable through their tax return. Also, of course,
because it's refundable, if they happen to not owe tax in that year,
then they would receive the funds through the refundability aspect.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: One of the other things that Bill C-8 in‐
cludes is an extension of the repayment of the Canada emergency
business account. The CEBA has provided $49 billion in interest-
free partially forgivable loans to nearly 900,000 small businesses
affected by the pandemic, many across my riding, and I'm sure all
of our ridings right across this country. Bill C-8 would extend the
repayment deadline, and offer partial loan forgiveness for those
who repay before 2024.

Is there an official who can talk to the impact that this extension
will have, and what would occur if we did not extend this repay‐
ment deadline?
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Ms. Ling Wang (Senior Director, Financial Programs and
Strategy, Financial Services Division, Financial Sector Policy
Branch, Department of Finance): Thank you, Mr. Chair, I can an‐
swer that question.

Bill C-8 proposes to set a limitation period for CEBA loans. It's
to support the extension, but not exclusively for the extension that
was announced on January 12 for CEBA repayment. The provision
in the bill proposes a limitation period of six years for all CEBA
loan holders. Doing so would assure that no matter where CEBA
loan holders live in this country, the government can treat them
consistently, and the government would have the ability to provide
leniencies for businesses that may be facing financial challenges re‐
paying the CEBA loans.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: I appreciate you mentioning that. Part of
the extension of your response is the fact that it will take some time
for some of our businesses to get back on track, and it gives them a
chance to remain viable. I appreciate the response and your work.

Do I have time for one more question, Mr. Chair?
The Chair: You have 30 seconds.
Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: My question is around the $100 million

top-up safe return to class fund. About 18 schools in Davenport
have benefited from the original fund. In more concrete terms, can
officials indicate how a school would be able to access this fund
through dollars sent out to the provinces?

Mr. Galen Countryman: The funding is transferred to the
provinces and territories, then each province and territory deter‐
mines how the funding will flow to various school boards, and
down to each individual school.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Thank you.
[Translation]

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: Your microphone is muted, Mr. Chair.
[English]

The Chair: My apologies, everybody.

Thank you, MP Dzerowicz.

MP Ste-Marie, you're up for two and a half minutes.
[Translation]

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

My question is for the representatives of Employment and Social
Development Canada and concerns the pilot project to provide up
to five additional weeks of employment insurance benefits to eligi‐
ble seasonal workers. This project was introduced in 2018 and tar‐
geted 13 regions.

Employment and Social Development Canada has a mandate to
analyze that pilot project. I'd like to know where the analysis
stands. Can any conclusions be drawn even if it hasn't been com‐
pleted?

Can you answer the question, Mr. Noël?
● (1150)

Mr. Sylvain Noël: Thank you for the question.

The pilot project was launched in August 2018 and ended in
September 2021.

The results will be analyzed and evaluated by the department and
released later in 2022.

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: Okay.

Am I to understand that you can't give us any preliminary con‐
clusions or overall trends, even though we are commenting on this
in connection with Bill C‑8?

Is that right?

Mr. Sylvain Noël: That's right.

We have no information to provide on this for the time being.

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: I am obviously disappointed.

How did you select the 13 regions included in the pilot project?

How many employment insurance benefit claims from seasonal
workers outside these regions are received every year?

Mr. Sylvain Noël: The 13 regions were selected on the basis of
two criteria. The first was unemployment rate. We looked at the
rates of unemployment in each region and any regions whose rate
was higher than the national average met the first criterion.

The second criterion was the percentage of seasonal workers in
each region. I believe the rate we were aiming for was 4%. If the
percentage of seasonal claimants was higher than 4% of the labour
force, that meant the second criterion was met.

All regions meeting both criteria at the same time were included
in the pilot project, giving us a total of 13 regions.

Could you repeat the second part of the question? I think I've lost
track.

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: How many employment insurance
claims from seasonal workers are received from regions other than
these each year?

If you don't have the number, you could always send it later.

Mr. Sylvain Noël: According to the Employment Insurance
Monitoring and Assessment Report, the number of seasonal
claimants in Canada in 2019 and 2020 was approximately 410,000.

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: I see that I have run out of time. Could
you send us the data on the how many of these people were outside
the 13 regions selected?

Thank you very much.

Mr. Sylvain Noël: Will do.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Ste-Marie.
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[English]

We are moving to the NDP with MP Blaikie. Once MP Blaikie
has finished his time we will be suspending at that time to be able
to vote and we will be concluding this first panel.

MP Blaikie, you have the floor.
Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Thank you very much.

My question is about part 5 of the act, which is a request for
funds up to $300 million that are earmarked for supporting
provinces in their proof-of-vaccination programs. I note that there
are a number of provinces—Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, On‐
tario I believe, and there may well others—that have announced
they're planning to wrap up their proof-of-vaccination program. Of
course, that's a decision that happens at the provincial level. I'm cu‐
rious what that means for the $300 million that's being requested
here. Was it foreseen that would be distributed on a roughly per
capita basis to provinces for the proof-of-vaccination programs? Or
were there some other criteria that would be used for the disburse‐
ment of funds? The act only says that the amount of each payment
would be determined by the Minister of Health. It doesn't give cri‐
teria.

Mr. Stephen Bent: We're in the process now of continuing our
analysis on allocation options for the minister to consider. The ob‐
jective, as I mentioned earlier, is to cover both previous costs and
ongoing costs. In the context of jurisdictions that have sunset their
proof-of-vaccination requirements, the ability to be able to issue an
electronic health record proof-of-vaccination credential will contin‐
ue. As I mentioned earlier, through collaboration with the federal
government, provinces and territories are able to issue a single or a
joint credential that individuals can use both for domestic and inter‐
national travel and other mandated requirements. As such, notwith‐
standing what happens in the space of mandates, the ability for a
citizen to have access to the credential where it's required is still
necessary.
● (1155)

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: You don't anticipate that announcements
ending proof-of-vaccination programs in the provinces would im‐
pact how much money they receive under part 5 of act?

Mr. Stephen Bent: I would not think so no.
Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Thank you for the answer.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Just before we suspend I want to thank all of the of‐

ficials.
Mr. Adam Chambers: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: On the point of order.
Mr. Adam Chambers: We are unable to vote for at least another

eight minutes. I'm curious as to whether we could just get some
confirmation from the clerk or yourself on the request for additional
materials while we have our officials still here for the last five min‐
utes of this meeting, so that we are clear about which information
has been requested. If you'd like I could go through the list.

The Chair: Very quickly, MP Chambers, because we will sus‐
pend here for the vote.

Mr. Adam Chambers: We still have seven minutes before we
can vote.

The Chair: Members may be wanting to go to the House. I don't
know, MP Chambers, so I can't say. You have 30 seconds and then I
will suspend.

Mr. Adam Chambers: My colleague, Mr. Blaikie, asked for ex‐
amples of exemption by regulation done previously. We've asked
for the impact of reciprocation analysis on the vacant foreign own‐
ership tax. We've asked for the buildup of locations and the num‐
bers of impacted properties. We've also asked for the information
on what the average farmer is expected to receive back and that
should be included through percentage of farmers and what they
can expect to receive back on the fuel.

I would also open it up to the rest of the floor for my colleagues
to make recommendations on what they have asked for, but that's
what I had on my list, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Yvan Baker: I have a point of clarification, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: MP Baker.

Mr. Yvan Baker: Is this going to count against the member's
time? There are things that I'd like to clarify as well, but I've limit‐
ed myself to my five-minute increment. I just want to make sure
we're all getting equal time.

Mr. Adam Chambers: Technically we can go until noon.

The Chair: Thank you, MP Baker.

MP Chambers, members, we are getting close to the time.

Clerk, we'll suspend for our vote and that will conclude this pan‐
el.

Mr. Greg McLean: Mr. Chair, on a point of order, can we—

The Chair: We are suspending—

Mr. Greg McLean: No. We can't suspend on a point of order,
Mr. Chair. Thank you very much.

The Chair: We are suspended. There is no point of order—

Mr. Greg McLean: No, we cannot suspend at this point in time.

The Chair: You did not have the floor, Mr. McLean.

Mr. Greg McLean: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: You did not have the floor.

Mr. Greg McLean: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: We have suspended—

Mr. Greg McLean: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

My point of order is that this be clarified. The clerk addressed
the question directly. Anyone that Mr. Baker wants to add, as well,
to responses from the officials....
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It's an easy matter.
Mr. Yvan Baker: On a point of order, Mr. Chair, there is no use

for you to continue. We must adjourn for the vote.
The Chair: There is no unanimous consent.

We are suspending now. Thank you.
● (1155)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1220)

The Chair: Welcome back, everybody.

This is the second panel we have today. We are on pre-budget
consultations, in advance of the 2022 budget.

With us today we have, as an individual, Brian Arnold, professor
emeritus; and also as an individual, Carol Anne Hilton, chief execu‐
tive officer, Indigenomics Institute.

From MNP LLP, we have Kim Drever, a partner in tax services;
and Amanjit Lidder, senior vice-president and partner in tax ser‐
vices.

From Moodys Private Client LLP, we have Kim Moody, chief
executive officer.

From News Media Canada, we have Jamie Irving, who's the
chair; and Paul Deegan, president and chief executive officer.

From Réseau FADOQ, we have Gisèle Tassé-Goodman, presi‐
dent, provincial secretariat; Danis Prud'homme, chief executive of‐
ficer, provincial secretariat; and Philippe Poirier-Monette, collec‐
tive rights adviser, provincial secretariat.

They will all have an opportunity to give their five-minute open‐
ing remarks.

I am going to look to the members. I agree that we should have
the hour. We lost some time here during the vote.

Members, could I just see a shake of heads that we can go past
one o'clock?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Clerk, do we have the resources available? Okay.
That's terrific.

I'm going to move to our witnesses right now. We'll start with
Mr. Brian Arnold, professor emeritus.

Professor Brian J. Arnold (Professor Emeritus, As an Indi‐
vidual): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Happy Valentine's Day, everyone, although what I have to talk
about, tax avoidance and the general anti-avoidance rule, have very
little to do with love and romance.

At the outset I would like to emphasize that I am appearing here
on my own behalf. I have no special interest that I represent, and as
a result I'd like to share with you a little bit about my background
and experience with respect to tax.

I taught at a Canadian law school for 28 years. Since that time I
have taught at various law schools around the world, including Har‐

vard Law School and New York University School of Law. I have
practised on a part-time basis for 35 years with two major Toronto
law firms. I was a consultant to the Department of Finance on the
drafting and design of the general anti-avoidance rule back in
1986-87. I've been a consultant to the OECD, the United Nations
and a number of governments with respect to tax avoidance.

I'm sure I don't have to tell the members of this committee that
tax avoidance is a serious problem for our tax system. It deprives
the government of much-needed revenue. It exacerbates inequality,
because only corporations and the wealthy are able to take advan‐
tage of tax avoidance. As a result, others must pay more. It also im‐
poses huge costs on the tax system—costs for the CRA, the Depart‐
ment of Finance and for the courts. Finally, it undermines public
confidence in the tax system generally.

The general anti-avoidance rule plays a critical role in preventing
and controlling abusive tax avoidance. It's a relatively simple rule.
It basically says that tax benefits from transactions that have as
their principal purpose tax avoidance can be denied if those transac‐
tions misuse or abuse provisions of the Income Tax Act. The pur‐
pose of that rule is to deter abusive tax avoidance. However, the
GAAR is over 30 years old and is showing its age, so its effective‐
ness in controlling tax avoidance has been diminished. It needs a
significant overhaul.

The government, the Department of Finance, announced a public
consultation on the GAAR in its November fall economic statement
of 2020. It's now fourteen and a half months later, and we still don't
have that GAAR consultation launched. I don't understand that.
Further, I don't understand why a public consultation is necessary
with respect to the GAAR. The general anti-avoidance rule's flaws
are well known to those in the tax community, and in my view, the
Department of Finance should simply get on with it.

I'd make two recommendations in general to this committee. The
first one is it recommend to the government that the Department of
Finance cancel its GAAR consultation and simply move to amend
the GAAR to make it more effective. As I say, those flaws are well
known, and I would be happy to provide the committee with a list
of the flaws.

If the Department of Finance insists on going ahead with its con‐
sultation, then I would suggest the committee recommend that it do
so immediately.

Thank you.

● (1225)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Arnold.

We do have next on our list Carol Anne Hilton. I think we're
working to get her IT together so that she can come on.

We're going to move to MNP LLP for five minutes, please.

Ms. Amanjit Lidder (Senior Vice President and Partner, Tax
Services, MNP LLP): Thank you, Mr. Chair and honourable mem‐
bers, for the invitation to share our thoughts with you today in ad‐
vance of budget 2022.
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As you said, my name is Am Lidder. I'm the senior vice presi‐
dent of tax at MNP, and I'm joined today by my colleague Kim Dr‐
ever. As the largest professional services firm headquartered in
Canada, we proudly serve over 280,000 clients, and we've worked
side by side with Canadian businesses for over 60 years in 125
communities of all sizes across the country.

It's with the experience of our clients in mind that we provided
the committee a copy of “Unleashing Canada's Potential”. In this
document that was shared with you is a summary of policy consid‐
erations that we've developed by canvassing our national network
of professionals.

Over the last two years, our partners have had hundreds of thou‐
sands of conversations with Canadians about their lives and busi‐
nesses, and supported them as they navigated the impacts of the
pandemic, as well as managed through wildfires, floods, labour
challenges and supply chain disruptions. Whether it's a blueberry
farm in the Fraser Valley, a flower shop in Brandon or a fabrication
shop in Halifax, each of our clients has been impacted in some way.

Our submission provides several policy considerations along
three key themes that we believe, when addressed, can bolster
Canada's economic standing and ensure that we build a resilient
and sustainable economy. These three themes are building Canadi‐
an confidence, fostering innovation and achieving Canadian excel‐
lence.

While there are many potential topics contained within those
themes, our remarks today will focus on one specific challenge for
Canadian farm, fishing and private businesses, which is making
sure that family businesses stay family businesses.

Previously, a long-standing rule in the Income Tax Act treated in‐
tergenerational transfers of a business as a dividend, rather than a
capital gain. Bill C-208 changed that rule to allow access to the
lifetime capital gains exemption, and provided positive changes
around the division of a family business among siblings. Although
our time today focuses on the transition aspect of Bill C-208, we
believe that the ability to divide a family business amongst siblings
granted in the legislation is necessary and that it should be main‐
tained.

Because of how our tax rules are currently structured, transition‐
ing a farm, fishing or small business from a mother or father to
their children or grandchildren has been punitive, compared to sell‐
ing that same business to a third party. The introduction of Bill
C-208 provided for the intergenerational transfer of certain family
businesses to receive the same tax treatment as businesses sold to a
third party. Bill C-208 represents a significant positive change to
support family business succession in Canada.

Prior to this bill passing, when a business owner sold or trans‐
ferred their shares of their business to either their adult child or
grandchild, they were taxed at an average dividend rate of up to
46%. However, if that same business was instead sold to a non-
family member, the seller would be taxed at the lower capital gains
rate of up to 26% and they would be able to use their capital gains
exemption to reduce their tax.

We believe families should not be disincentivized from selling
their businesses within their family due to tax policy. Bill C-208
represents a good start to addressing the disadvantage families face.

On July 19, the Government of Canada suggested that amend‐
ments would be forthcoming in the fall of 2021. However, busi‐
nesses have yet to see this draft legislation. In the press release, the
Government of Canada laid out four potential hallmarks to define a
bona fide succession, and we agree that the tax treatment outlined
in Bill C-208 ought to be used in the process of a true business tran‐
sition.

It's important to remember that no two family business transi‐
tions are the same, and overly prescriptive hallmarks have the po‐
tential to create different barriers that hinder the succession of fami‐
ly businesses. For example, in the sale of a business to a third party,
the Government of Canada does not limit the involvement of the
seller in the future activities of the business following the sale.
However, the government has indicated that they would limit the
level of ownership and involvement that a parent can maintain after
the transfer. In our experience, it's common in the succession of
many businesses for the seller to remain engaged for a transition
period, though the length and nature of that transition period should
be driven by what is best for the business and not mandated by tax
law.

As the Government of Canada contemplates amendments, we
would encourage intergenerational transfers to be broadened to in‐
clude, for example, the sale of businesses between siblings. In addi‐
tion, the capital gains treatment on the sale of shares should be
maintained where the lifetime capital gains exemption is not avail‐
able.

● (1230)

Also, Bill C-208 restricts the use of the capital gains exemption
for capital-intensive businesses like farming or manufacturing. The
taxable capital limit was introduced in 1989 and has not been ad‐
justed nor kept pace with inflation.

We welcome any questions you might have related to what we
have provided in our submission or presented today.

Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Lidder.

We are moving to Moodys Private Client LLP. We have Kim
Moody with us.

Mr. Kim G. C. Moody (Chief Executive Officer, Moodys Pri‐
vate Client LLP): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

It's a pleasure to be here today. Happy Valentine's Day. I hope
each of you can share a romantic day with someone special. Like
the pre-eminent Professor Arnold, who I'm certainly not in the
same league as, what I'm going to talk about today is not very ro‐
mantic.
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Notwithstanding not being in the same league as Professor
Arnold, I do have a long history in the tax profession. I'll tell you a
bit about myself. I'm former chair of the Canadian Tax Foundation,
former co-chair of the Joint Committee on Taxation with the Cana‐
dian Bar Association and CPA Canada, and chair of the Society of
Trust and Estate Practitioners. I'm also the co-host of Canadian Tax
Matters, Canada's leading platform for learning about trending tax
issues.

I'm going to keep my remarks rather short today because we're
limited to five minutes. I have given each of the members a com‐
plete copy of my remarks. I encourage you to look at them for more
completeness.

I would like to comment on two things, which are our country's
out-of-control spending and deficits, and some suggested tax mat‐
ters for consideration.

To be clear, I'm not an economist, but you do not need to be
highly educated to figure out that you cannot endlessly spend more
than you make—whether you're an individual, a business, non-
profit, charity, or government—unless you subscribe to the notion
that a government can create more money without consequence.
This theory has been coined the modern monetary theory of eco‐
nomics. The fact that there are consequences to indefinitely spend‐
ing more than you make does not change if you cloak the spending
in revised phraseology such as “investment”.

With the current state of our country's deficits and debt, with no
visible signs of a plan to rein it in, coupled with inflation at 30-year
highs nearing 5%, Canada has a serious problem. Too many dollars
chasing too few goods results in demand-pull inflation. We're see‐
ing pressures as a result of that.

In the last six years, and particularly in the last two years, we've
seen tremendous government spending. In his February 11, 2022,
piece entitled “Modern Monetary Trauma”, Douglas Porter, chief
economist for BMO, stated the following about the U.S. situation,
which is similar to Canada's, but of course not identical. He wrote
that, “the massive stimulus package...of early 2021 was a clear case
of overkill for an economy already bouncing back. The combina‐
tion of super-loose monetary and fiscal policy was essentially a de
facto experiment of [Modern Monetary Theory]. Well, the results
are now in—CPI at 40-year high—and MMT has failed its first test
in spectacular fashion.” I totally agree.

Canada has much to learn from this experience. In my opinion, it
starts with reining in spending. This is the season where there is no
shortage of people asking the government to pump money into their
pet projects or preferred areas—in these pre-budget consultation
committee meetings in particular. I believe the government needs to
rein in spending and tighten up its monetary policies for the benefit
of all Canadians. Such loose policies and the lack of a visible plan
are contributing to tremendous inflationary pressures, including
housing prices. Of course, these pressures negatively impact all
Canadians. Frankly, positive, concrete action is needed now.

I'll move on to tax, which is an area that I am much more astute
in. I'll keep my comments brief here. In my notes, I've indicated six
areas that I think the government should focus on. Some of them
are positive, some of them...take a pause.

The first is to not move forward on an anti-flipping housing tax.
Overly simplified, the current Income Tax Act has all the tools to
attack traders in real estate who try to utilize the principal residence
exemption to shelter their profits. With the Canada Revenue Agen‐
cy making the disclosure of the utilization of the principal residence
exemption mandatory on personal income tax returns from 2016
forward, this also gave CRA the tools to identify and audit inappro‐
priate claims. To introduce another tax that arbitrarily denies the
utilization of an exemption if a property is sold within 12 months of
its acquisition, with limited exceptions, will simply introduce un‐
necessary complexity. I'm confident that the introduction of this
measure will result in no meaningful reduction of PRE claims, and
it should be abandoned.

Second is to not increase personal tax rates. I note that the 2021
Liberal election policy platform did not contain an explicit proposal
to increase the rates. However, with the need for revenues, I'm con‐
cerned that the government may view the so-called “wealthy” as an
easy target to pay just a little bit more. Such tax increases would
cause even more capital to flee Canada—we're seeing a lot of that
through our office—and discourage the best and brightest from
staying in or coming to Canada. With skilled labour at a premium,
this needs to be avoided.

● (1235)

Number three, do not increase the capital gains inclusion rate.
Again, the 2021 Liberal election policy platform did not contain ex‐
plicit comments regarding this, but previous minister mandate let‐
ters mentioned tax expenditure reviews to ensure that the wealthy
do not benefit from tax breaks. With the 50% capital gains inclu‐
sion rate being a large tax expenditure, many are concerned that
this rate could increase in the budget. Such an increase would be
devastating to the investment community and the ability for our
country to attract capital. Don't do it.

Number four—

● (1240)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Moody. We are at about five and a
half minutes now.

Mr. Kim G. C. Moody: Okay, thank you.

The Chair: We are moving now to News Media Canada, and we
have Jamie Irving and Paul Deegan.

Mr. Jamie Irving (Chair, News Media Canada): Good after‐
noon, everyone. Thank you for letting us appear today.
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[Translation]

On behalf of News Media Canada, our member publishers, and
the 3,000 journalists we employ, who inform Canadians across the
country every day, we are pleased to participate in the pre-budget
consultations in advance of the 2022 budget.
[English]

Canada's news publishers are facing an existential threat, with
Google and Facebook now taking about 90% of online ad revenue.
To put this in context, after peaking at $4.6 billion in 2008, newspa‐
per industry revenues have fallen off a cliff. We now stand as an in‐
dustry below $1.5 billion. During that same time, Google and Face‐
book have seen their combined Canadian revenues grow from a lit‐
tle over a billion dollars a year to over $8 billion last year.

There's a direct link between the decline in the newspaper ad rev‐
enue and Google and Facebook exerting a firm grip on the online
advertising system, a system where these monopolies have their
thumb on the scale. According to a group of state attorneys general,
led by Texas, the CEOs of Google and Facebook personally over‐
saw an illegal 2018 deal that advantaged them in ad auctions. These
behemoths enjoy all of the benefits of being publishers without any
of the obligations. They spread a few crumbs around, but they don't
employ a single journalist in Canada.

Since 2013, we have lost 300 trusted news titles in Canada, and
COVID has made the secular decline even worse. Ad revenue was
down 35% in 2020, and more than 40 newspapers have closed per‐
manently since the start of the pandemic.

As titles disappear, news deserts are created. Across Canadian
journalism 1,300 jobs have been cut permanently since the begin‐
ning of the pandemic. There's no silver bullet to solve this problem,
but I'll turn it over to my colleague, Paul Deegan, who will outline
one important step that you, as parliamentarians, can take right now
to stop the bleeding and put us on a more stable commercial foot‐
ing.
[Translation]

Mr. Paul Deegan (President and Chief Executive Officer,
News Media Canada): Thank you, Mr. Irving.

During the 2021 federal election campaign, the Prime Minister
promised within the first hundred days to introduce an act that
would require digital platforms earning revenue from publishing
news to share part of their earnings with Canadian media. The act
was based on the Australian model.
[English]

The Australian model is simple, and it doesn't involve taxpayer
money. It allows news publishers to negotiate collectively with big-
tech platforms and services to receive reasonable compensation for
the content our Canadian journalists produce. If negotiations don't
lead to a fair settlement, it goes to baseball-style, final-offer arbitra‐
tion.

In Australia, the initial reaction from Google was to threaten that
it would stop making searches available in that country. Meta, or
Facebook, actually restricted people in news organizations from
posting, sharing or viewing Australian news content on Facebook.

The Australian Prime Minister, Scott Morrison, fired back. He said,
“We will not be intimidated by BigTech seeking to pressure our
Parliament as it votes on our important News Media Bargaining
Code,” and, “Facebook's actions to unfriend Australia today, cut‐
ting off essential information services on health and emergency ser‐
vices, were as arrogant as they were disappointing.”

The Australian code today is in place, and it's working for pub‐
lishers large and small. To give you a sense of context, so far, more
than 30 agreements have been reached, including Country Press
Australia, which represents about 180 smaller, independent and re‐
gional titles. Public reports suggest that in total these deals with
Meta and Google—

● (1245)

The Chair: Mr. Deegan, I apologize for interrupting, but you're
going to have to move your mike closer up to your nose level.
There's some popping and some sounds making it difficult for our
interpreters.

Thank you.

Mr. Paul Deegan: Thank you.

We expect our government to introduce legislation very soon.
With all political parties in agreement on the overall direction, we
are asking you to work with your colleagues in Parliament to en‐
sure it receives royal assent by the end of June.

[Translation]

Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Deegan.

[English]

We are now moving to Réseau FADOQ, for up to five minutes.

[Translation]

Ms. Gisèle Tassé-Goodman (President, Provincial Secretari‐
at, Réseau FADOQ): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you, ladies and gentlemen, for having invited me to this
committee meeting.

My name is Gisèle Tassé-Goodman, and I am the President of
Réseau FADOQ. With me are Chief Executive Danis Prud'homme
and Philippe Poirier-Monette, special advisor to Réseau FADOQ.

Réseau FADOQ is a 550 000-member seniors organization that
represents people aged 50 years and over. In all of our political ad‐
vocacy, we strive to improve seniors' quality of life. We are there‐
fore pleased to be here today to present our organization's budget
priorities.
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Above all else, we want to review the various measures that the
federal government promised in the last election campaign, during
which the federal government promised to increase the guaranteed
income supplement by $500 per year for people over 65 who live
alone and by $750 for spouses. It also promised to introduce a tax
credit for career extension. There was also a proposal to alter the
Canadian credit for family caregivers to make it refundable.

These three important measures in the 2021 election platform
had been advocated by Réseau FADOQ. Our organization was
therefore very pleased that the federal government had opted to im‐
plement these measures. Now, the time has come to stop talking
and take action. For Réseau FADOQ, it is clear that these measures
must be in the next federal budget. They are commitments that
were solemnly made on behalf of seniors in Canada.

We would also like to take this opportunity today to discuss a de‐
cision made by the government, one that many seniors find it diffi‐
cult to accept. In the last federal budget, the government decided to
exclude people from 65 to 74 years of age from receiving the 10%
old age security increase, which will now be only for those aged
75 and older. This subdivision within the population eligible for old
age security sets a dangerous precedent.

Let's be clear. Any form of enhancement is welcome, but Réseau
FADOQ believes that people aged 65 to 74 should also benefit. Age
is only a number, and we have found as many instances of financial
distress among people aged 65 to 74 as among those who are
75 and over. The government should therefore review this proposal
to avoid creating two classes of seniors.

As the President of Réseau FADOQ, I need to address the subject
of long-term residential and care facilities. Many seniors suffered
from an inadequate health system during the COVID‑19 pandemic.
The provinces have been inadequately financed by the federal gov‐
ernment in the field of health care. It's true that there was additional
funding during the current crisis, and in the last federal budget. But
this assistance is neither recurring nor proportionate.

Health care funding for the provinces and territories accounts for
40% of their budget, and the Canadian government funds only 22%
of these expenditures. According to the Conference Board, the fed‐
eral share of health care funding will fall below 20% by 2026.

In order to make up for underfunding in recent years, Réseau
FADOQ asks that the federal government index the Canada Health
Transfer by 6% annually, which was the level prior to 2017. It is
also important that the transfer factor in the impact of population
aging in the provinces and territories.

Thank you to the members of the committee for your attention.

Mr. Prud'homme will answer your questions.

● (1250)

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Tassé-Goodman.

[English]

Members, I'll look to the clerk. I don't think that we were able to
get Carol Anne Hilton on. No, her IT is just not working.

Looking at the time, we have a significant amount of time for all
the parties. Each party will have between seven and eight minutes
for questions for the first round.

We will start with the Conservatives and Mr. McLean.

Mr. Greg McLean: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses who've taken time to come here and
present to us today. We really appreciate all the input you've given.

I'm going to concentrate my questions on Mr. Moody.

Mr. Moody, in the last two years, the Canadian government has
added $560 billion of debt to the Canadian balance sheet, and $170
billion of that had nothing to do with COVID. They're trying to
base the justification of this on the 50% debt-to-GDP ratio. I'd like
you to comment on that.

I'd also like to note that it's up from 30% that was justifiable be‐
fore the pandemic, and now it's at 50%, and they want to keep it
there as if it's a measure to be considered without even considering
provincial debt, personal debt or corporate debt as part of that equa‐
tion.

Can you quickly comment on that metric, please?

Mr. Kim G. C. Moody: Thank you, Mr. McLean.

As I said in my opening remarks, I'm by no means an economist,
so from a common-sense perspective, I'll give you my two cents.

It's a bit scary in terms of how high that is and how quickly it
rose to that level. It then raises the obvious question of how we are
going to get it down and how we're going to rein that in. This is
where taxation becomes an issue, and I worry about measures in the
future.

Mr. Greg McLean: Okay, thank you.

You talked about the monetary stimulation that the government
has gone through that is putting the fiscal debt back onto the bal‐
ance sheet of the Bank of Canada. We're now at $1.1 trillion debt in
this country, and almost half of it is held on the balance sheet of the
Bank of Canada, that is, $500 billion.

Can you describe for us what you think the effect of rising inter‐
est rates will be once we come off this 0.25% low-end interest rate?

Mr. Kim G. C. Moody: From a common-sense perspective, I
think it's going to exacerbate an already real problem.

The average Canadian can't afford a house. I look at my kids;
they're at the age when it would be great if they could afford a
house. With prices rising like crazy, they just can't afford it, and
with interest rates rising even further, it will put it even further out
of reach. Groceries—
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Mr. Greg McLean: Yes, thank you for that.

That's exactly right. The interest rates are going to have to rise,
and it's going to be borne on the backs of Canadians.

One thing I really want to get to, Mr. Moody, is capital flows.

You're in the tax business, and you've seen money flow out of
Canada. The money is no longer flowing into Canada, because we
have hobbled all our industries as far as development goes.

Can you talk about those personal tax rates and how much more
money is going to flow out of Canada if we continue on the path
the government is on?

Mr. Kim G. C. Moody: It would be incredible. There are al‐
ready a tremendous number of job creators who are spooked by
what's to come. Our office—and I know MNP and others—has
been tremendously busy working on people leaving Canada who
Statistics Canada, frankly, hasn't reported on yet. When they finally
do catch up, I think it will be scary in terms of how much outflow
there's been, and I think it will continue.

Mr. Greg McLean: This government has put a number of puni‐
tive regulatory measures on the development of Canada's resource
industry, particularly in oil and gas but other resource industries as
well. That has led to an actual increase in the proportion of balance
of trade represented by resource.

Despite the fact that we continue to receive a gross discount for
our natural resources on the world stage, what do you think would
be a good way of overcoming this discount we receive and having
some better balance of trade outcomes with other countries?

Mr. Kim G. C. Moody: I would respectfully suggest that a lot of
the moves that have been done in the past few years be revisited
and looked at to encourage capital investment into Canada for ex‐
ploration and production at a very high level. That's what I would
recommend.

Mr. Greg McLean: Thank you.

The issue, of course, is that they're pushing investment out of our
resource industry, and it's not being replaced with anything else as
far as our balance of trade goes; it is a gap.

I know I have about a minute and a half left, Mr. Moody, and I
know that you didn't get enough time to go through recommenda‐
tion number four.
● (1255)

The Chair: It's actually three minutes, Mr. McLean.
Mr. Greg McLean: Go ahead, Mr. Moody, if you want to final‐

ize where you were when you started at recommendation number
four.

Mr. Kim G. C. Moody: In my notes, yes, just very quickly.

Amend the tax on split income regime; lots of people have ap‐
peared before you on that. On those rules, while there may be a
compelling policy argument to have an anti-income splitting
regime, this regime just needs a complete rethink.

Number five is to repeal the journalism tax incentives. Those are
just very poor policy.

Number six, which MNP did comment on, is to release the
amendments to Bill C-208. That's very important.

Lastly, abandon the so-called luxury tax on automobiles, air‐
planes and boats. In my notes what I said is if that's good policy—
which it's not, it's good politics—if a luxury tax on planes, automo‐
biles and boats is good policy, then why not a luxury tax on hand‐
bags, expensive cellphones, jewellery, furniture, appliances, homes,
etc.

There's too much politics in the Income Tax Act already, and in
the Excise Tax Act, we don't need more.

Mr. Greg McLean: Thank you, Mr. Moody.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: Mr. McLean, you do have another minute and a half
still.

Mr. Greg McLean: I'll yield that to my colleague.

Mr. Adam Chambers: Thanks, Mr. Chair.

I have two quick questions. One for News Media Canada is just
to confirm that you're not asking for any government money this
year. Is that correct?

Mr. Paul Deegan: That's correct. We're not seeking government
money with this. The Australian model doesn't involve taxpayer
dollars.

Mr. Adam Chambers: Wonderful. Thank you very much. We
always appreciate those stakeholders who come before this com‐
mittee and don't request additional government financing.

The second question, sticking with News Media, is that it's been
floated that as a final arbiter the CRTC may act as an arbiter be‐
tween the large tech firms and publishers. Do you believe that the
CRTC is in a conflict-free position to act as an arbiter?

Mr. Paul Deegan: We would see that whatever the body is that
they're essentially putting forward a list of arbitrators who are inde‐
pendent of government, and that the news media publishers and the
platforms would choose from that list. We see it as independent
from government, but obviously the government would have to as‐
semble the list and we would go through it with the platforms.

Mr. Adam Chambers: Wonderful. Thank you very much.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Chambers.

We are now moving to the Liberals and Madame Chatel.

You have up to seven and a half minutes.

[Translation]

Mrs. Sophie Chatel: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

If possible, I'd like to share my speaking time with my colleague
Julie Dzerowicz. I'm therefore going to speak for three minutes.

[English]

My question will be for Mr. Arnold.
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Thank you for being with us today. We are very appreciative of
your time.

I have a few questions for you. I'll ask them and if we have time
within that period you could answer, but if not please answer in
writing.

I will take you up on your offer to send us the list of all the flaws
that you see in our general anti-avoidance rule.

I have three questions for you, Mr. Arnold. The first one is about
the case that the government lost at the Supreme Court, Alta Ener‐
gy Luxembourg. This was a case of treaty shopping. I'm worried
that our tax base, especially on our natural resources, leaves this
country and goes to the benefit of, for example, Luxembourg. The
GAAR was argued, but the Supreme Court declined to apply the
GAAR.

What's your view on the capacity of the court to apply the
GAAR? What could the government do to prevent abusive cases of
treaty shopping following this decision?

The second question is that currently the application of the
GAAR does not result in the imposition of a penalty. Would it be a
deterrent effect if we were to apply a penalty? Would that enhance
the effectiveness of the GAAR?

The third question I have for you, Mr. Arnold, is the GAAR ap‐
plies only to transactions that are currently abusive. This is a test
that is sometimes very difficult to satisfy in court as we saw in the
Supreme Court case. Is the test for determining if a transaction is
abusive under the GAAR effective or not? Could it be made more
effective, and if so how?

I know it's a lot of questions, Mr. Arnold, but please, you have
one minute to answer.
● (1300)

Prof. Brian J. Arnold: In my view, treaty shopping is a serious
problem. The gains that went untaxed as a result of the two treaty
shopping cases that have gone to the courts are almost a billion dol‐
lars. That's a lot of money to use for other things.

I think the difficulty is that the government needs to take some
specific action to deal with treaty shopping. It cannot rely on the
GAAR as a result of the Supreme Court's decision, and it cannot re‐
ly on the new rules that have been added to Canada's tax treaties,
because the result is going to be the same. And—

The Chair: Thank you. That's the time.
Mrs. Sophie Chatel: May I have the reply in writing after the

meeting? Thank you.
The Chair: I believe MP Dzerowicz has some questions now.
Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I also want to say

thanks to my colleague for ceding 50% of her time. I really appreci‐
ate that. Happy Valentine's Day, everyone.

I want to thank all the presenters, but I will be directing my ques‐
tions to News Media Canada.

Mr. Deegan, you indicated that the Australian model that's in
place was a good model. Do you think that is the model we should
be following directly, or would you recommend some adjustments?

Mr. Paul Deegan: We believe it can be adapted to Canada on a
very straightforward basis. What we're looking for, essentially, is
the ability to negotiate collectively with the big tech platforms,
backed up by baseball-style final offer arbitration. There may be
some unique tweaks that could be required for Canada, but we be‐
lieve it's a terrific model.

We've seen that it works for publishers large and small, and that's
obviously very important. News Media Canada represents not only
large publishers like Torstar, The Globe and Mail and Postmedia,
but also all sorts of very small publishers that are serving a very
small community, where newspapers are effectively run off some‐
one's kitchen table.

We believe it is a terrific model. It's worked in Australia. What it
really means is hundreds of millions of dollars for news publishers
annually in Australia without government money. We see that as a
real win-win.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Because I think it's important to state it
very clearly, you indicated that legislation requiring digital plat‐
forms to compensate news organizations for the use of their content
is coming soon.

Can you explain why this legislation is important, particularly for
smaller news organizations?

Mr. Paul Deegan: Certainly.

Right now, as Jamie outlined, the decline in ad revenue has been
going on for the better part of a decade, but the pandemic has exac‐
erbated this situation. It's really an urgent situation for publishers.

We were certainly heartened this summer, during the election,
when the various parties supported similar legislation in their plat‐
forms. The Liberal Party was very clear, saying they'd introduce
legislation within 100 days. We're awaiting legislation, hopefully,
in the next couple of weeks.

Introducing legislation is great, but what we really want is parlia‐
mentarians across party lines to work together—both the House and
the Senate—and get this passed by June, because it is urgent. If we
don't get it passed, we're going to have more and more outlets go
out of business, creating news deserts in Canada, which doesn't
serve our democracy well at all.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: In addition to this legislation, if we were
to introduce it, what are other measures, whether short- or long-
term, that would support existing news organizations and also allow
smaller start-ups to emerge and grow? Would you have any recom‐
mendations?

● (1305)

Mr. Paul Deegan: This is an important step—this type of Aus‐
tralian legislation—but it is not a silver bullet. There are certainly
other issues that need to be addressed. I think we need to make sure
that the Competition Bureau has the tools it needs to go after and
look at these big tech companies.



28 FINA-19 February 14, 2022

If you look at the lawsuits in the United States right now....
States' attorneys general are basically alleging ad auction rigging by
Google and Facebook. These are very serious issues, and we have
to make sure that Canada has the resources at the Competition Bu‐
reau as well as the laws to address these companies and what are
really monopolistic practices that don't serve Canadians or anyone
else around the world all that well.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Thank you very much.
The Chair: Members, I just want to inform you that we have

rectified the IT with Carol Anne Hilton. She is on with us now, if
members have questions for Ms. Hilton.

We are moving to the Bloc, with Monsieur Ste-Marie for seven
and a half minutes.
[Translation]

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I would like to thank all the witnesses for being here today, not
only for their presentations, but for being so patient while we were
voting in the House.

My questions are for Mr. Prud'homme of Réseau FADOQ. But
first I'd like to thank Ms. Tassé-Goodman for her clear and informa‐
tive presentation.

Before moving on to my questions, I'd like to remind Mr. Arnold
of the following. Like Mrs. Chatel, I'd like to ask him to suggest to
the committee some possible approaches to counteract tax evasion
and tax avoidance. We would be very grateful to him. There have,
of course, been suggestions from economists, including Mr. Saez
and Mr. Zucman. I would imagine that we could do some cross-
comparisons. We are looking forward to any suggestions you might
have, Mr. Arnold.

Mr. Prud'homme, I'd like to begin by discussing the circum‐
stances of many low-income seniors. Those who receive the guar‐
anteed income supplement were unable to work to the same extent
during the pandemic. They therefore applied for the Canada Emer‐
gency Response Benefit, the CERB. Because the rules were vague,
they assumed the CERB was employment income. As this was not
the case, their benefits were cut.

From the beginning, or even before, during and after the election
campaign, the Bloc Québécois and several other parties asked the
government to correct this idiotic situation.

In December, the Minister of Finance gave her economic update
and said that the problem would be dealt with. When public ser‐
vants are asked, they say that the payment will be made in May.
When I look at the bill, it says the situation will be corrected in Ju‐
ly, this summer. We know that all of these people are in difficult fi‐
nancial straits.

What do you think of this situation, and the timeline in particu‐
lar?

Mr. Danis Prud'homme (Chief Executive Officer, Provincial
Secretariat, Réseau FADOQ): Thank you for the question.

It's a very important question. Over 30% of seniors aged 65 years
and over receive the guaranteed income supplement. On average,
they receive $20,000 or less per year.

Of course if that has an impact on calculations for the following
year, it is taken into account. But what it means is an immediate de‐
cline in their income. Not only are these people vulnerable because
of their low income, but any additional decrease in income means
they will be living below the poverty line.

The bill is all very well, but it won't come into effect until Ju‐
ly 2022, if everything goes according to schedule.

Since the implementation of the CERB, the Canada Emergency
Response Benefit, the CRB and the various other measures since
2021, seniors will have had a decrease in their income and were pe‐
nalized.

The problem has not been corrected and people are short of cash.
This has repercussions, because they are no longer able to pay for
their medicines and food. So it's safe to say that it also had an im‐
pact on their health. If it's not dealt with, this problem will generate
other costs afterwards.

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: Thank you.

As I understand it, the fact that the government is not responding
quickly to the situation will lead to months of additional hardship
for many low-income seniors.

There were some things you wanted to see with respect to the
Canadian credit for family caregivers.

Could you explain these again?

● (1310)

Mr. Danis Prud'homme: Once again, thanks for the question.

According to the statistics, caregivers are mainly women aged
over 50 years, or even closer to 60 years.

As for the tax credit, income generated by these people is low.
Needless to say, if a tax credit is non-refundable, caregivers cannot
benefit if their income is in the lowest tax bracket.

For a tax credit to be useful to those who need it most, it must be
refundable. A non-refundable tax credit provides absolutely nothing
to low-income earners.

With a refundable tax credit, people would receive a cheque that
would help them out of their precarious financial circumstances.

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: That's very clear. Thank you very
much.

You suggested the introduction of a career extension tax credit.

Can you explain that again? Please be brief.

Mr. Danis Prud'homme: This tax credit was introduced in Que‐
bec at least a few years ago. We succeeded in having it enhanced,
by lowering the eligibility age and increasing the amount.
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Owing to labour shortages in just about every field across
Canada, including the health sector, we believe that certain benefits
should be made available to workers, not only to keep them work‐
ing longer, but to bring them back into the labour force.

This career extension tax credit is significant, because people
would see the positive side of continuing to work rather than retir‐
ing.

Two factors are involved.

First of all, some people have to continue to work. This kind of
tax credit would enhance their income.

Secondly, the tax credit could encourage people who are thinking
about retirement to stay in the labour force just a little bit longer.

The tax credit could be combined with another measure. In con‐
nection with the various contributions that workers have to pay, we
could take this further and make adjustments that would lead to the
elimination of contributions after a certain age.

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: Because of the labour shortages, many
seniors in my riding and other parts of Quebec are telling me that
they'd like to go back to work a few days a week, except that when
all is said and done they wouldn't have any extra money in hand. It
would amount to volunteer work. We have a possible solution to
help offset labour shortages.

The inflation rate is high at the moment. People often say that se‐
niors are going to pay the price because they receive fixed pen‐
sions. Among other things, you are asking for an increase in the
guaranteed income supplement.

Could you talk to us about the possible repercussions of inflation
on seniors, particularly among the less well off who receive the
guaranteed income supplement, and the importance of enhancing
these benefits?

Mr. Danis Prud'homme: Thank you for the question.

As I mentioned, people who receive the guaranteed income sup‐
plement are the least well off. They live near the poverty line.
When the cost of living goes up quickly, people earning an income
can handle some of the extra costs, including groceries. For those
receiving the guaranteed income supplement, it's difficult to stretch
things any farther, if I can put it that way, in terms of money.

During the last election campaign, the promise was that the guar‐
anteed income supplement would be increased by $500 a year for
those aged 65 years and over living alone and by $750 for those
aged 65 years and over who are spouses. It's very important to
make adjustments because of the current situation, and also to off‐
set all the additional expenses generated by the pandemic.

I would even like to extend the old age security increase to peo‐
ple aged 65 to 74 years. An increase would be welcome for them
too. They really need it.

Mr. Gabriel Ste-Marie: We've got the message.

Thank you very much.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Ste-Marie.

[English]

We are moving to the NDP.

MP Blaikie, you will be the last member to have questions for
our witnesses. You have seven and a half minutes.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Thank you very much.

Thank you, Ms. Hilton, for joining us. I'm sorry that technical
difficulties meant we didn't get a chance to hear an opening state‐
ment from you.

I do have a couple of questions, one a little more specific and one
more general.

I'm not sure if you were able to hear the committee proceedings
prior to joining the call. In testimony earlier, there was some talk
about foreign capital investment in Canada and natural resource de‐
velopment. We had heard some suggestion that new rules around
natural resource development were making it so that people didn't
want to invest in Canada.

Would you like to comment on the extent to which respect for in‐
digenous rights and title and land rights and welcoming indigenous
people to the table as real partners in natural resource development
in Canada might create a climate with more certainty for investors
on projects where there are willing partners?

Then, more generally, because we didn't get an opening state‐
ment from you, I would like to give you my time to offer up your
recommendations on the budget, particularly with any kind of focus
you can give us on how budgetary measures could help to empower
indigenous people in Canada, and help them take their seat at the
economic table and grow the economy.

I will leave it to you to answer those two questions with the time
remaining.

Thank you.

● (1315)

Ms. Carol Anne Hilton (Chief Executive Officer, Indige‐
nomics Institute, As an Individual): Thank you.

There have been technical difficulties. I am coming from B.C.
today, so thank you for having me.

In regard to your first question, my focus area in particular is
bringing the foundation of a $100-billion national indigenous econ‐
omy to Canada's awareness and the realization that this is happen‐
ing in spite of the Indian Act.

What does it take to get ready for the $100-billion indigenous
economy? My work is essentially realizing this growing economic
strength of indigenous people, where we're seeing significant par‐
ticipation in equity ownership of major projects to begin to follow
the trends in terms of investment into clean energy, foreign invest‐
ment, what you are suggesting within even the natural resource sec‐
tor and really beginning to pay attention to the structure of indige‐
nous economic design.
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My work has been building this concept of what is beyond Indi‐
an Act economics, that every single Canadian in this country has
been impacted negatively through the concept of Indian Act eco‐
nomics, to be able to place into our reality the requirement for in‐
digenous economic design and to experience the structure of that
absence. I suggest that the growth of the indigenous economy can‐
not exist solely within programs and services. It needs to exist with‐
in—

The Chair: I apologize, Ms. Hilton. Could you raise your micro‐
phone to around nose level? It's for our interpreters.

Thank you.
Ms. Carol Anne Hilton: Essentially there's a need for under‐

standing that the growth of the indigenous economy is not going to
happen in programs and services. It needs tools. It needs structures.
It needs design. If we look back into the budgets to understand
where we're seeing tools, structures and resources for design, there
are examples like the $150-million entrepreneurship fund and ini‐
tiatives like the 5% indigenous procurement target.

To the opposite of that, if we look to this last budgetary earmark
of $18 billion to invest in the close of the socio-economic gap, it
does not in itself establish the cause of the socio-economic gap.
Therefore, I suggest that essentially the absence of indigenous eco‐
nomic design is not supporting a contribution to Canada's GDP or
the overall experience of indigenous economic strength.

To your question, particularly around foreign investment and the
environment around the natural resource sector, we need to balance
this concept of the cost of doing nothing and the risk of doing noth‐
ing to be able to bring into focus a new environment of legal and
economic balance. Historically, there has been an overemphasis on
the legal relationship and an underemphasis on the economic rela‐
tionship. We need to provide an environment of certainty that sup‐
ports understanding what an environment, a global environment of
investment in the Canadian economy, looks like. That certainty
comes from the strength of the indigenous economic relationship
and our participation within the economy itself.
● (1320)

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Thank you very much.

If you had a few recommendations for the finance committee in
our deliberations, recommendations we might make to government
as to what should be in the budget, whether they're spending items
or whether they're legislative items, what are some of the things
you would have us consider?

Ms. Carol Anne Hilton: Yes. Absolutely. I established a concept
called the indigenomics economic mix, 12 levers to support the
economic design of the indigenous economy. Some of those levers
include entrepreneurship, equity, capital, clean energy, procurement
and trade, to begin to look at those levers of indigenous economic
design and invest into those structures, moving outside of the em‐
phasis on particularly programs and services.

If we look at the existing budget, when we reflect back on the
economic...the fiscal equation doesn't make sense. We see 2% en‐
gaged within economic development dollars that reach indigenous
communities. To balance that, of course we can see that lack of bal‐
ance within the socio-economic gap. To bring focus means essen‐
tially there's an overemphasis on the social and an underemphasis
on the economic. To look at investing into structures, investing into
systems and tools, and convening economic space particularly for
indigenous-led leadership—that's what we're looking at in an envi‐
ronment of the implementation of UNDRIP. It's about indigenous-
led economic institutions that support and bring a specific narrative
of indigenous economic strength, moving away from the Indian Act
itself, and looking at indigenous economic activity as participation
within the larger GDP itself.

Mr. Daniel Blaikie: Madam, thank you very much.

I'm looking to the chair, and I think—

The Chair: Yes, MP Blaikie, that's the time.

Thank you, Ms. Hilton. We're so glad you were able to join us
and share with us your remarks as well as your answers to those
questions.

I want to thank all the members, because we worked very collab‐
oratively here to be able to provide the time for witnesses to give
their remarks to all of the questions, even working through the vote
that we had in Parliament.

On behalf of all the members of this committee, the clerk, the an‐
alysts, all the staff, the interpreters and others who make this hap‐
pen, we want to thank you very much for coming before us and
helping us with our pre-budget consultation and informing our re‐
port.

Thank you very much, everybody.

We're now adjourned.
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