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Standing Committee on Natural Resources

Thursday, September 22, 2022

● (1105)

[English]
The Chair (Mr. John Aldag (Cloverdale—Langley City,

Lib.)): I call the meeting to order. Good morning, everyone.

Welcome to meeting number 32 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Natural Resources.

This morning, I'd like to welcome guests Mr. Barlow and Mr.
Lemire. I think that's all of our guests for the committee today.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2), the committee is continuing
the study of creating a fair and equitable Canadian energy transfor‐
mation. Today is the ninth meeting with witnesses on this study. To‐
day's meeting is taking place in a hybrid format, pursuant to the
House order of June 23, 2022.

I would like to remind all participants that taking screenshots or
photos of your screen is not permitted. Today's proceedings will be
televised and made available via the House of Commons website.

For the benefit of some of our witnesses—I think all of the MPs
know the rules here, but for those who are joining us for the first
time—please wait until I recognize you by name before speaking.
For those participating by video conference, please click on the mi‐
crophone icon to activate your mike, and please mute it when
you're not speaking.

There is interpretation available for those online. You have the
choice at the bottom of your screen of “floor” for the language
that's being used at the time, or “English” or “French”. Those in the
room can use the earpiece that is provided and select the desired
channel.

All comments should be addressed through the chair.

For members in the room, if you wish to speak, please raise your
hand. For members on Zoom, please use the “raise hand” function.
The clerk and I will do our best to manage the speaking order be‐
tween those in the room and those participating virtually. Bear with
us as we try to find our way through the two formats here.

On the study of creating a fair and equitable Canadian energy
transformation, we're going to go right to the witnesses today, so—

Mr. Richard Bragdon (Tobique—Mactaquac, CPC): Mr.
Chair—

The Chair: —I would like to welcome....

If I can, Mr. Bragdon, I'll move through the welcoming. I'm hop‐
ing that if we have items of business—I know we have a number of

motions that have been made—maybe we can push that a bit to the
end of the meeting.

Mr. Richard Bragdon: This is a point of privilege, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: Okay, let me do the welcome and then we'll do your
point of privilege. Then we'll get into opening statements.

Attending virtually from the International Trade Union Confed‐
eration, we have Samantha Smith, director of the Just Transition
Centre. Welcome.

From the Union of British Columbia Indian Chiefs, we have
Judy Wilson. Welcome.

I missed Ms. Saks, who is joining us virtually as a guest today.

In person, from the Carpenters’ District Council of Ontario, we
have Mike Yorke, director of public affairs and innovation. He is
joined by Finn Johnson, director of communications. Welcome to
you.

Now we'll go to Mr. Bragdon's point of privilege before going to
our five-minute opening statements by witnesses and then into our
rounds of questions.

Go ahead, Mr. Bragdon.

Mr. Richard Bragdon: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I appreciate it.

I wanted to bring this to the committee today. It's a point of privi‐
lege with regard to the order of witnesses.

I give all due respect to the witnesses who are lined up today.
Thank you for taking the time. We look forward to hearing your
testimony at some point.

The concern and point of privilege I raise, Mr. Chair, is with re‐
gard to.... It's been a long-standing tradition and long-practised tra‐
dition of committees within the House of Commons and Parliament
to ensure that there's proportionality of witnesses and that the wit‐
nesses from each of the parties are definitely considered, ap‐
proached and added so that the witnesses who are heard in any
committee, any hearing or any study properly represent the repre‐
sentation within the House and the structure of the committee.
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When we look at the makeup of this particular study we've done
and the witnesses we've heard from—

Ms. Julie Dabrusin (Toronto—Danforth, Lib.): I have a point
of order, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: Go ahead, Ms. Dabrusin.
Ms. Julie Dabrusin: I don't believe that is a point of privilege.

This was decided by a motion among committee members. I don't
believe this is a point of privilege, and we have witnesses here
whom we would really like to hear.

Mr. Richard Bragdon: It is a point of privilege.
The Chair: I'll give you 30 seconds to continue.

I agree that it's not a point of privilege, but I'll let you finish your
thought, and then we're going to move to our witnesses.

Mr. Richard Bragdon: I believe it is a point of privilege, be‐
cause we're dealing with a very important matter and a very impor‐
tant study, Mr. Chair, and there are very important witnesses who
have yet to be heard by this committee. They have not had the op‐
portunity yet and have not, to my knowledge, been approached, or
they haven't had the opportunity to speak. I know for a fact that
they want to speak before the committee. Some of them are pretty
significant.

We're dealing with first ministers. We're dealing with premiers of
provinces who are willing and want to appear before this commit‐
tee, and they have not yet been approached, to my knowledge. This
is supposedly our last day of hearing testimony. We've had some
key witnesses.

I have an email here, sir, from Premier Blaine Higgs of New
Brunswick, and I think this is relevant to the committee. He wrote
this—
● (1110)

Mr. Francesco Sorbara (Vaughan—Woodbridge, Lib.): Chair,
I have a point of order—

Mr. Richard Bragdon: I've—
The Chair: You do have a motion that you submitted and we

will entertain it.

As I said, I would like to try to get to our witnesses. I can allow
time at the end of the meeting. We can set aside the last 30 minutes,
if we'd like, to look at....

We do have a motion right now that was made in June and that
was carried forward to have today's hearing with witnesses—

Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): I have a
point of order.

The Chair: It was decided by the committee that these would be
today's witnesses, and the motion we had was that this would be the
final hearing. You've been able to bring forward and table a motion,
and I'm willing to entertain that, but I would like to hear from the
witnesses today.

Mr. Charlie Angus: I have a point of order.
The Chair: I have a point of order from Francesco and then

from Mr. Angus.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Good morning, everyone. It's great to
be here today.

First off, thank you, Mr. Bragdon, for your intervention. I under‐
stand that every member wishes to raise concerns and issues they
may have as we continue our work here at this committee. Unfortu‐
nately, on your behalf, it's not a point of privilege.

A motion was adopted by the committee for said witnesses, so I
defer to you, Chair, to continue to move on with the study at hand.
We have witnesses here who have flown in and witnesses here vir‐
tually whom we would like to hear from, and I wish to continue on
that point. This is not a point of privilege.

The Chair: Go ahead, Mr. Angus.

Mr. Charlie Angus: What I'm very concerned about is that the
Conservatives, who've done everything to deny indigenous voices
who might oppose the oil and gas agenda, are now trying to fili‐
buster this committee with a false point of privilege. This was de‐
bated—our witness list—and they had an opportunity to bring for‐
ward witnesses. We were at a meeting where they decided they
wanted to move on from this study, so to pull names out of a hat at
this point—

Mr. Greg McLean (Calgary Centre, CPC): I have a point of
order, Mr. Chair—

Mr. Charlie Angus: I'm not finished speaking—

Mr. Greg McLean: Yeah, you are—

Mr. Charlie Angus: This is an attempt to shut down witnesses—

Mr. Greg McLean: Point of order—

The Chair: I need order here.

Mr. McLean, please mute yourself. We'll get to you, but we're
working now through a speakers list—

Mr. Charlie Angus: I just want to finish, Mr. Chair.

I'm deeply opposed to the idea of taking half an hour out of
meeting with these witnesses that we agreed to in order to let the
Conservatives do more obstruction. We've seen a relentless pattern
of obstruction of our studies. I am very opposed if you would give
half an hour from our witnesses, on whom we agreed—for this bo‐
gus claim of proportionality. We had decided on our witnesses and
we voted on it and now we need to hear from them.

If they want to obstruct, they can do that someplace else.

The Chair: Do you have a point of order?

Mr. Eric Melillo (Kenora, CPC): Yes.

The Chair: Okay. I have Mr. Melillo, Mr. McLean and Mr.
Bragdon on points of order.

Go ahead, Mr. Melillo.

Mr. Eric Melillo: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
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I in no way mean to challenge your decision. I know that we've
worked together quite well so far throughout this committee, but I
would like to read a quick quote from page 1060 of Bosc and
Gagnon, which reads as follows:

If a member wishes to raise a question of privilege during a committee meeting,
or an incident arises in connection with the committee proceedings that may
constitute a breach of privilege, the committee Chair allows the member to ex‐
plain the situation. The Chair then determines whether the question in fact re‐
lates to parliamentary privilege.

Mr. Chair, I would respectfully contend that you have not given
enough time to hear Mr. Bragdon's point to be able to make that de‐
termination of whether or not it is indeed—

Ms. Julie Dabrusin: I have a point of order.
Mr. Eric Melillo: —a question of privilege. Again, I say that as

respectfully as possible and in no way mean to challenge you, but
given that this precedent has been established, I don't believe that
there has been adequate time given at this point—

The Chair: I have three points of order that are—
Ms. Julie Dabrusin: I believe they are just debating the original

point of order. Mine goes directly to what Mr. Melillo just stated,
which is that you've made a decision. If they wish to challenge the
chair—

The Chair: They can do so.
Ms. Julie Dabrusin: —that is their prerogative, but there is

nothing else to debate. You've made a decision. Are they challeng‐
ing the chair? If not, let's move on.

The Chair: Yes, and that's where I was going to go.

Mr. McLean, if there's something new here....

Otherwise, I have made a decision. We're going to move to the
witnesses. The chair can be challenged. We'll see where that goes. I
will hear if there are points of order that are new or that add new
information.

Go ahead, Mr. McLean.
● (1115)

Mr. Greg McLean: I do appreciate the input from my colleague
Mr. Melillo on where a standing order on making a point of privi‐
lege ranks here, but I'll also put on the record here that Mr. Angus
tried to put on the record that we're the party that didn't want to
hear indigenous voices, because I remember his quote when he
didn't want to hear from Mr. Swampy. Mr. Swampy is a very re‐
spected indigenous consultant here in Alberta—

Mr. Charlie Angus: Is that a point of order?
The Chair: Mr. McLean, we're getting into debate here, and I

don't think that we're hearing anything new.
Mr. Charlie Angus: It's debate. It's shutting down our witnesses.
Mr. Greg McLean: We have a motion on the table here. It's a

point of privilege. This committee did pass a motion that is clearly
controversial, and against the conventions of Parliament, about how
we actually hear it. To make a motion in a committee that we're not
going to hear any more witnesses who come from one political par‐
ty is absurd and a gross contravention of everything parliamentary
democracy stands for as far as hearing witnesses is concerned, so

we have to hear this out at this committee. We have to hear it out
further—

Mr. Charlie Angus: I'm sorry, Chair. That is an opinion.

Challenge the chair, or.... We need to move on—
Mr. Greg McLean: —after this committee.
Mr. Charlie Angus: Challenge the chair or move on, because

this is turning into a circus.
Mr. Greg McLean: That's the order in the rules. I don't need to

challenge the chair. We've actually got—
Mr. Charlie Angus: This is a circus.
Mr. Greg McLean: Who makes things a circus here? I'll actual‐

ly suggest that maybe the inmates are running the asylum in the
back row there, but that's not for me to make comment on here, so I
won't make that comment, obviously. We need to move forward
here with actually hearing what the actual point of privilege is.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Can we see if there will be a challenge to
the chair?

Mr. Greg McLean: Mr. Chair, are you going to actually rule that
your running mate here in the NDP is actually going to ruled out of
order when he speaks over me, or am I the only person you're going
to rule out of order when I speak over Mr. Angus? You have to ap‐
ply the same rules equally.

Mr. Charlie Angus: I'm sorry, I have a point of order.

Mr. Chair, your credibility is being attacked here, and I think
that's not acceptable. We need to move on.

Mr. Greg McLean: I think I still have the floor here.
Mr. Charlie Angus: They're turning this into a circus.
The Chair: [I'm just going to ask everybody to mute their mikes

for a second. I'm just consulting with the clerk—
Mr. Greg McLean: I can hear the talk—]
The Chair: —on a point here.

Mr. McLean, we'll just ask everybody for silence for a moment.
I'm just confirming a procedural piece with the clerk and we'll be
right back.

Thank you.

I appreciate, Mr. Bragdon, your bringing your point forward. I've
heard from enough people to determine that I'm not accepting this
as a point of privilege. We've had points of order and I've heard
from all sides, and what I'm going to do now is say that you have a
motion that's been made that can be brought forward. It can be vot‐
ed on at such time as it's deemed appropriate, but at this point I'm
not accepting the point of privilege, and if anybody wants, they can
challenge the chair on that—

Mr. Greg McLean: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: —and then we will move into our witnesses.
Mr. Greg McLean: I have a point of order.
The Chair: Mr. McLean, you have a point of order.
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Mr. Greg McLean: How on earth can the chair rule that it's not
a point of privilege when he hasn't even heard the member speak
about what the privilege is that's been contravened here in this com‐
mittee? Now that's something—

The Chair: I've heard enough of his case. It goes back to the dis‐
cussion—

Mr. Richard Bragdon: No.
Mr. Greg McLean: We haven't heard enough, Mr. Chair. He

hasn't made the case, and every time someone raises a point of priv‐
ilege, you have to hear the case.

The Chair: It goes back to a discussion we had previously.
Mr. Richard Bragdon: I have a point of order.
The Chair: I have the floor right now, Mr. McLean. I'm speak‐

ing and I'm going to ask you to stop speaking when I'm talking, or
I'm going to have to.... Anyway, we'll just ask you to cease and de‐
sist when I'm speaking.

We've had this discussion before; it's the issue of proportionality
of witnesses according to seats in the House of Commons. That is
the point that's being raised. In this particular study, we had decided
that the parties had put forward their witnesses and they were ac‐
cepted. We had a motion brought forward by the NDP, which we
accepted, to have one more panel of witnesses today, and that's
what we're doing.

To go back to another point of proportionality, we can have that
discussion at another point in subcommittee if we want. There's a
subcommittee meeting on Tuesday. We have the opportunity for
other parties to bring forward a motion that can be voted on to add
additional witnesses to the study, but at this point I'm ruling that
there is no point of privilege here. I'm not going to take any more.
We are going to move forward with hearing from our witnesses.

If somebody wants to challenge me, I will take a challenge to the
chair. We'll go to a vote and then we'll go into hearing witnesses.
That's how we're going to proceed through this morning.
● (1120)

Mr. Greg McLean: I have a point of order.
The Chair: Are you challenging the chair?
Mr. Greg McLean: I'm raising a point of order, in case you can't

hear me.
The Chair: What's your point of order?
Mr. Greg McLean: My point of order is that there is a process

here as far as how we raise points of privilege in the House of
Commons. If we have a point of privilege—

Ms. Julie Dabrusin: On a point of order—
The Chair: Are you challenging the chair, Mr. McLean? I'm

asking right now: Is there a challenge to the chair?
Mr. Greg McLean: I'm actually talking about—
Mr. Charlie Angus: This is obstruction. Challenge the chair or

stop interfering with the witnesses.
Ms. Julie Dabrusin: Challenge the chair.
The Chair: We can vote on it, or we're moving forward. That's

where we're at.

Mr. Greg McLean: Point of order. Point of order—
The Chair: No more points of order; I'm not accepting your

point of order. You're going around in circles.
Mr. Greg McLean: Mr. Chair, that's because you're not hearing

what the procedure is. I respectfully ask you, after I say what I have
to say here—

Mr. Charlie Angus: Respectfully, can you mute this so we can
hear our witnesses? That's who we came here to hear, not Mr.
McLean. Please mute him.

Mr. Greg McLean: Look, again we have talking over going on
here, but I do have a point of order on the table that I would like to
address, Mr. Chair. If you can hear the point of order, then perhaps
we can progress in this matter.

If I can say this without being interrupted this time, I would real‐
ly appreciate it. The procedure we have to go through here, of
course, is to put on notice the work order here. We've done that.

The next procedure we have to go through in raising a point of
privilege in the House of Commons is to raise that here and discuss
it here with this chair. This is the procedure that we have to go
through because, in our opinion, you have breached a point of priv‐
ilege in this committee. We were going through that step here, and
the first step of that, of course, Mr. Chair, is for you to hear what
the point of privilege is. That's what Mr. Bragdon has put on the ta‐
ble here: a point of privilege that I think is, according to parliamen‐
tary procedure in Bosc and Gagnon, incumbent upon you to enter‐
tain at this time.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Mr. Chair, you have ruled. You have ruled.
Mr. Greg McLean: Mr. Chair, when are you going to—
The Chair: Mr. McLean, I have ruled, and I have said this is not

a point of privilege.
Mr. Charlie Angus: You have ruled. This is disrespect of the

chair and disrespect of our witnesses.
The Chair: I'm going to put it now. I'm being challenged. I'm

obviously being challenged. I'm going to put it to a vote now.

Does the decision of the chair stand? That is that this is not a
point of privilege and that we're moving on to hearing the witness‐
es.

Mr. Greg McLean: You haven't heard the point of privilege, Mr.
Chair.

The Chair: Yes I have. I have heard enough to make a decision,
and I've made the decision that this is not a point of privilege.

Mr. Greg McLean: What is the point of privilege?
The Chair: I'm calling the question now. Does the decision of

the chair stand? All in favour?
Mr. Greg McLean: Let's ask: Have you heard the point of privi‐

lege that's been raised?
The Chair: Yes, I have heard the point of privilege.
Mr. Greg McLean: What is the point of privilege? Could you

clarify, because we have to take—
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The Chair: The Conservatives feel that they have been dispro‐
portionately treated in the number of witnesses heard.

The vote has been called. Shall the ruling of the chair be sus‐
tained?

(Ruling of the chair sustained)

The Chair: We are now moving forward to our witnesses. I will
move to Ms. Smith.

I'm going to turn to you for your five-minute opening statement.
Thank you.

Ms. Samantha Smith (Director, Just Transition Centre, Inter‐
national Trade Union Confederation): Thank you very much,
Chair, and thank you very much for the invitation to appear before
the standing committee.

My name is Sam Smith. I work for the International Trade Union
Confederation. We represent more than 200,000,000 organized
workers in 162 countries. In Canada, our affiliate is the Canadian
Labour Congress. I'm the director of the Just Transition Centre at
the ITUC, which was set up in 2016 in the aftermath of the Paris
Agreement and the negotiation of just transition guidelines in the
United Nations to help unions and their members as well as govern‐
ments and sometimes even employers to get good plans for a just
transition so it does what it says on the tin.

I want to address two points in the opening statement. The first is
on the international structures and rules for just transition and a bit
of what's happening in countries other than Canada. Second, I have
some practical observations after six years of working on just tran‐
sition, mostly in the energy sector, with unions in countries around
the world.

The first thing is that we have international rules for just transi‐
tion that have been negotiated in the United Nations in the Interna‐
tional Labour Organization, of which, of course, Canada is a promi‐
nent member state. Those rules are pretty clear about the processes
for just transition, and there are two.

One is that you have to have social dialogue, which is negotia‐
tions between workers and our representatives and employers. Col‐
lective bargaining would be a part of social dialogue. Sometimes
governments are a party to social dialogue.

Then the other is this broad multistakeholder process. I know
you have heard testimony about the Scottish government's process,
for example, on just transition. That is a broad multistakeholder
process designed to bring people together and to get a consensus
from which governments can build policy.

There are, then, two different processes with some different par‐
ticipants. They are both equally important, but there is one that is
specifically related to unions, to employers and to governments,
and that is social dialogue.

The other thing about just transition is that there are some out‐
comes we're trying to achieve. Those are also in international rules.
One is to have decent work, meaning good jobs and making sure
that the people who have good jobs today, for example, in the ener‐
gy sector, also have good jobs in the future, and that where new
jobs are being created in new sectors—let's say hydrogen, or carbon

capture and storage, or electrification of transport—those new jobs
are good ones.

The other part is social protection. That would be things like ex‐
panding EI. It would be things like making sure that people have
education, that they have health care and that they have secure pen‐
sions, because in times of uncertainty, when jobs and sectors are
changing, that part of just transition becomes even more important.

Just transition also has these other objectives, and these are seen
through the lens of the world of work. Just transition is about
poverty eradication and about bringing more people into the bene‐
fits of well-paid union jobs with rights.

Those are the international rules. That's also what we're seeing
now in countries around the world, including now in the United
States.

For the other part of my opening remarks, I thought it might be
useful to share some of the experiences we have had. We work with
unions around the world in some of the sectors that are experienc‐
ing the most change, such as the energy sector. We work with
unions in oil and gas, in coal mining and in other forms of mining,
and in the power sector. We work in everything from coal mining to
nuclear to renewables; in auto, transport, construction and heavy in‐
dustry, for example; and in steel and cement.

The first observation is that not one of us likes to be told we're
going to lose our job, but the second is that when people see good
jobs on the table, they see that path forward for themselves. They
see a plan; they see investments; they see that they and their fami‐
lies are going to be okay, and their views about just transition and
about the energy transition change.

This is a process that works. It works in different countries and
in different sectors, and we would love to see federal legislation in
Canada that also reflects these principles.

Thank you very much.

● (1125)

The Chair: Thanks so much. Your timing is perfect.

We will now go to Judy Wilson from the Union of B.C. Indian
Chiefs.

If you're ready, Ms. Wilson, we will go to you for your five min‐
utes.

Chief Judy Wilson (Kukpi7, Union of British Columbia Indi‐
an Chiefs): Good morning. I'm Chief Judy Wilson, secretary-trea‐
surer for the Union of B.C. Indian Chiefs, which is more or less
half of the first nations in British Columbia. I'm chief of the
Neskonlith Indian Band.
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Canada's current economy is unjust, and not only because the re‐
liance on oil and gas is fuelling the climate crisis and leaving be‐
hind a less safe and less sustainable world. The status quo approach
to energy and natural resources in this country has completely ig‐
nored our rights as indigenous peoples and the long-term viability
of the oil and gas industry.

The economic prosperity promised by the industry is, in most
cases, stolen from indigenous peoples' territories without their free,
prior and informed consent. After over 150 years of colonization
and being confined to tiny remnants of our traditional territories, in
most cases we do not have the restitution that we have the right to
for the lands, territories and resources that have been taken and
damaged without our free, prior and informed consent.

The Government of Canada passed legislation to implement the
UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. Any just tran‐
sition of the Canadian economy must have the rights outlined in the
declaration as a pillar and include the full participation of title and
rights holders to avoid replicating the inequities that we currently
live with.

In terms of indigenous rights, what is Canada transitioning to? Is
it a similar extractive economy, in which indigenous peoples' rights
are ignored and ecosystems are destroyed for clean energy rather
than oil and gas? In a country whose wealth has been gathered from
natural resources stolen from indigenous lands, transitioning to an
equitable, safe and sustainable economy represents a deeper level
of change than the need for new jobs that don't directly contribute
to the climate crisis.

These are tensions that won't be resolved by limiting the just
transition discussion to skills training for oil and gas workers. Our
rights as indigenous peoples to control the resources and economic
activities in our territories have been continually violated, and
change at the scale that the committee is discussing needs to be
made with the free, prior and informed consent of rights holders.

The implications for this energy transition are wide-reaching and
absolutely require a holistic approach. This does not just affect
workers in the energy sector; most communities in the country have
been forced to be reliant on oil and gas in some way because that's
really been the only option supported by generations of successive
governments.

Canada has long been a friend to the owners of the oil and gas
and continues to embed the wanton use of fossil fuels into public
infrastructure and the economy, even in the decades since the UN
convened the Framework Convention on Climate Change and
clearly identified fossil fuels as the main driver of climate change.

The myth that fossil fuels are a cheap source of energy is coming
undone. We are witnessing the costs in our communities and on our
lands as climate-driven disasters escalate in their frequency and
scale. We desperately need significant investments in radically dif‐
ferent ways of living and structuring our society.

For Canada to make good on its climate change commitments
and commitments to implement the UN Declaration on the Rights
of Indigenous Peoples, our communities must be involved and ade‐
quately resourced to contribute to the transformational struggle.

Those are my remarks. Thank you for the opportunity to present.

● (1130)

The Chair: Great. Thank you so much for your opening com‐
ments.

We'll turn to the Carpenters' District Council of Ontario.

Mr. Yorke, I believe you're going to take the five-minute opening
statement. The floor is yours.

Mr. Mike Yorke (Director, Public Affairs and Innovation,
Carpenters' District Council of Ontario): Thank you very much,
Chair.

As noted, my name is Mike Yorke, director of public affairs and
innovation. With me is Finn Johnson, director of communications.

First of all, thank you very much to the chair and the committee
for the opportunity to appear here. I wanted to say that we could
have done it virtually as well, but it was obligated on two members
of the carpenters' union to appear in this beautiful room in the mag‐
nificently restored and revitalized West Block. We're very proud to
be here today, in fact, in the rooms that our members had worked
on.

I'll give a quick introduction, and then we'll get into what we
think is key to a sustainable workforce and green building.

We're a council of trade unions throughout the province of On‐
tario, and we represent over 30,000 working men and women in all
sectors of the economy, in the construction industry and in manu‐
facturing.

Admittedly, there are other provinces, such as Alberta, that are
more involved in Canada's just transition and the extraction of the
oil and gas, and other unions may have a more direct interest in our
energy transformation. That being said, Ontario will still have a
huge role in transforming Canadian energy policy, as we're one of
the largest consumers of energy in Canada.

In order to achieve a fair and equitable Canadian energy transfor‐
mation, we believe there is a two-pronged approach: first, rethink‐
ing how we produce our energy, and second, addressing the amount
of energy we consume and the way in which we do so.

From there, we move on to our sustainable workforce and green
building.
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On the second point, net-zero targets have to involve Ontario and
Canada changing how much energy we do consume. How are we
going to make the changes in our construction industry to facilitate
this? Individual construction projects involved will vary in scale
and size from massive dams and other hydro projects to potentially
small retrofitting in individual homes, so to speak.

Added together across the country, the total volume of work will
be massive. Given the sheer volume of future work, it can't be as‐
sumed that we will have the skilled workforce necessary to do the
work that needs to be done, and therefore we need a real plan, with
government help and support, to make sure we have the workers we
need. We need a well-trained, fairly paid cohort of young Canadi‐
ans and new immigrants. It's no secret that we're facing a huge
shortage in the skilled workforce. This is currently putting a strain
on our industry, and it will only become more difficult over the next
five years as we see, according to BuildForce Canada, up to
160,000 retirements across the country.

We also need a sustainable workforce. For example, in the city of
Toronto where I live, there are many undocumented workers insu‐
lating homes for cash. We need to put an end to that underground
economy, which impacts and hurts workers. The government's in a
real position to make sure this will happen.

A sustainable workforce will have the technology and techniques
to be able to build a more energy-efficient Ontario. Mass timber, for
instance, involves using timber more prevalently in major construc‐
tion projects, as opposed to other non-renewable building materials.
Building with mass timber will not only support immediate areas
where the infrastructure is being built, but also communities across
Canada that harvest and manufacture timber products. With our
abundance of resources and innovation, Canada has an opportunity
to be a world leader in this technology, and we call that a symbiotic
relationship between the urban centres and the resource-based com‐
munities and indigenous communities across our country. We can
really be a leader in that, and that opportunity exists before us.

Federal funding needs to be targeted to achieve a fair and equi‐
table Canadian energy transformation. We need requirements on
sustainability and training for future infrastructure projects to en‐
sure that we are supporting green building, in addition to the future
generation of a Canadian skilled trades workforce.

I want the committee to be aware that we are an interested part‐
ner in that. I speak not just for carpenters. If I look at the industry, I
see that the partnership and the potential collaboration is huge. Re‐
cently, one of our better-known architects in the country, Don
Schmitt of Diamond Schmitt Architects, wrote an editorial pointing
out that industry and architecture and construction cannot wait on
regulators to make a green economy. Right there, that's a solid posi‐
tion from the industry recognizing that we can play a leadership
role.

With the committee's work and the work of the government, we
can be real collaborators in terms of the transformation to a green
economy.

With that, thank you very much. We look forward to an opportu‐
nity for dialogue and questions.

● (1135)

The Chair: Thank you so much to each of our witnesses for
their opening statements.

Now we're going to go into our first round of questions, and
these are six minutes each. First up we have Mr. Bragdon.

Mr. Richard Bragdon: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

To the witnesses, thank you for your testimony today. We really
appreciate your taking the time to share your valuable insights with
us as a committee.

At this time, Mr. Chair, I would also like to move a motion. It
does pertain to the nature of the business.

That motion is as follows:
That, before moving to finish the study “Creating a Fair and Equitable Canadian
Energy Transformation” the committee invite as witnesses: the Government of
Saskatchewan, the Government of Alberta, and the Government of New
Brunswick.

I have also received, Mr. Chair, in relation to this, a letter from
the Premier of New Brunswick—

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Mr. Chair, on a point of order, I have been flagging you to
add me to the list. Can you confirm that I'm on the list after Mr.
Bragdon has made his motion?

The Chair: Well, at this point we're into the rounds of questions.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: No, we're not. He's moved a motion.

The Chair: I gave him the floor for his six minutes of questions
and the clock is running. I've stopped the clock right now, and he
has four minutes and 55 seconds left.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I'm sorry, Mr. Chair. Maybe the clerk can
advise you, but he's moved a motion, which means we're out of
rounds of questions and into debate on the motion. That's why I'm
seeking the speaking list.

A voice: Sorry, Chair—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Maybe the clerk can advise you on how
the rules work.

The Chair: Okay. My apologies—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: You've got me on the list to speak to the
motion?

The Chair: I've stopped the clock. I'll have to see the speaking
order—

A voice: [Inaudible—Editor]

Mr. Garnett Genuis: No, you weren't up before me.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Yes, I was.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: That's a lie and you know it, and you're
better than that, Francesco.

The Chair: He was trying to get my....
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Continue with your motion. Then—
Mr. Charlie Angus: Sorry. I have a point of order—
The Chair: I am going to rule that this is in order, because it

does relate to this existing study. We'll hear the motion and we'll
have the debate on it, and then we'll dispense with it.

Mr. Charlie Angus: I just wanted to raise a point of order
here—
● (1140)

The Chair: Charlie, it's—
Mr. Charlie Angus: I just wanted to raise a point of order here.

We have worked hard to try to get this study finished when the
Conservatives wanted it finished and didn't want it to continue—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: That's not a point of order.
Mr. Charlie Angus: —but as soon as we have the B.C. chiefs

talking about indigenous rights, we see these efforts to obstruct—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: That's not a point of order, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Charlie, I need to stop you. No, Charlie, you're out

of order—
Mr. Charlie Angus: Put it on the record that this is why you're

doing it.
The Chair: Charlie, you need to mute your mike.

I have a motion that's under way right now. We're going to hear
the motion. It is within the scope of the study, so we'll hear the mo‐
tion and then dispense with it.

Mr. Bragdon, the floor is yours.
Mr. Richard Bragdon: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

In reference to this motion, Premier Higgs, the Premier of New
Brunswick, submitted a letter to me as of last night, saying:

Members of The Standing Committee on Natural Resources (RNNR),
I want to express my disappointment at not being called upon to participate as a
witness in relation to your study on “Creating a Fair and Equitable Canadian En‐
ergy Transformation.”
It is more evident than ever that the reality of energy security, both domestically
and internationally, is in peril. We need national policies that allow for a transi‐
tion to requirements that will reduce our emissions while ensuring reliable and
affordable energy supplies.
This is of crucial importance to New Brunswick, the Atlantic Region, and
Canada.
A variety of voices should be part of the conversation to ensure that all factors
are considered as we move toward a net zero carbon energy source, while at the
same time, identifying clearly the shortfall to meet current and forecast energy
supply demands.
Sincerely,
Blaine Higgs
Premier of New Brunswick

We have first ministers, and we also have letters here from the
Government of Saskatchewan and the Government of Alberta that I
can read as well. I don't mind. I'll just continue to read what they're
saying as to the importance of hearing their perspectives on this
very important study. I find it somewhat shocking that those gov‐
ernments have not been invited to this committee to give testimony
on such an important study for the future pathway of energy trans‐
formation in this country.

Then when you look at the proportionality of witnesses, we see
that my honourable colleague from the NDP and others have had
the same number of witnesses called before the committee as we
have as His Majesty's official opposition. That breaks the conven‐
tion of committees and of Parliament. I think that at the least, the
committee could consider inviting these important witnesses.

The broad strokes of responsibility for implementing and carry‐
ing out this just transition and this transformation of our energy
sector is going to be borne by our provinces; therefore, given the
fact that first ministers who want to appear before this committee
have not yet been invited and have not had the ability to get in front
of this committee to share their perspectives, Mr. Chair, I think it
behooves us as a committee to act upon this and take them up on
their willingness to appear before the committee and be heard. It's
going to be very important information for us to have in taking a
holistic, balanced approach as it relates to the full study that's being
composed.

I think we've received a lot of input. When we go back to Con‐
federation and how we were founded, we see that we obviously rec‐
ognized there was a role for the federal government, but there were
also distinct roles for provincial governments. We have to respect
those jurisdictions. A lot of the implications of this study and what
we're researching fall upon, and become the burden of, our provin‐
cial governments.

They want to speak into this matter. They want to have their
voices heard. I think we as a committee can at least do our best to
make sure that this desire is facilitated and make sure that those
voices are brought to the table.

I will read from the Government of Saskatchewan. It is ad‐
dressed to the committee and the chair, and it says:

I am writing in response to the Government of Canada's study on the “Just Tran‐
sition.” As global events have notably caused energy crises in European coun‐
tries, it is incumbent that all Canadian governments focus our efforts on advanc‐
ing the conversation around energy security instead of an approach that seeks to
phase-out our oil and gas industry and move to arbitrary electricity emissions
targets that do not take into account the reality in individual jurisdictions. This
misguided federal focuses on prematurely shutting down critical industries in
Canada — some of the most sustainable in the world — would have significant
and severe consequences for Saskatchewan workers and families and miss a crit‐
ical opportunity to support our international allies.

Our government remains deeply concerned by the Government of Canada's ap‐
proach to a Just Transition for coal workers and communities. The unilateral ap‐
proach to phase-out a sector of the economy without a plan to transition dis‐
placed workers to comparable jobs within their communities has left workers,
many of whom are unionized employees in Estevan, Coronach and surrounding
areas, understandably concerned about their futures and livelihoods.

It is our government's every intention to grow our economy, to provide a better
quality of life for our residents. Saskatchewan has a unique opportunity to pro‐
vide the world with sustainably and ethically produced critical minerals, food,
fertilizers and fuel that the world needs for energy security, food security and cli‐
mate security.

● (1145)

Mr. Charlie Angus: Chair, I have a point of order.
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The Chair: Mr. Bragdon, if I could pause you just for one sec‐
ond, I have a point of order being called.

Mr. Charlie Angus: I don't mind. He can talk all night if he
wants.

My question, out of respect for our witnesses and the intense dis‐
respect they're being shown, is whether or not the Conservatives
plan to talk all night and—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: That's not a point of order, Mr. Angus.
Mr. Charlie Angus: —whether or not we can ask the witnesses

to be excused so they don't have to listen to this farce.
Mr. Richard Bragdon: Mr. Chair, the fact that the honourable

member would refer to the concerns of provinces and first ministers
of this country as a farce is beyond—

The Chair: Mr. Bragdon—
Mr. Richard Bragdon: It's not appropriate. This committee—
The Chair: I'll ask you to continue with your statement.

For clarification to your point, I want to let you know that of the
ministers, Minister Savage was actually invited when we made the
original invitations and was unable to attend.

I'll let you finish with your—
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Maybe he stole the invitation out of her

box.
Ms. Julie Dabrusin: Seriously, that's not okay.
The Chair: We're degenerating to a point—
Ms. Julie Dabrusin: You're better than that.
The Chair: —that's not really healthy for the standards at which

I expect the committee to operate.

Mr. Bragdon, I respectfully ask you to continue, but to conclude
as quickly as you can, because we have witnesses. I'd like to hear
their testimony.

Mr. Richard Bragdon: Climate security and energy security go
hand in hand.

In a world where nations want products sourced from stable, democratic regions
you will find no other jurisdiction better positioned to deliver results.
Saskatchewan's oil and gas industry directly and indirectly employees over
30,000 people, and through our Growth Plan, we will continue to support these
important segments of our economy.
It was unfortunate that, despite having vast supplies of energy and energy poten‐
tial, we did not further assist our European allies, namely Germany, when Chan‐
cellor Olaf Scholz requested assistance with receiving natural gas in the face of
Russian aggression and threats of limited energy supplies for this coming winter.
Canada and Saskatchewan have the enormous potential to be part of the solution
when it comes to supporting continental and global energy security for our part‐
ners with sustainably sourced resources.
Now more than ever, it is important for nations to consider where one gets their
energy products. As the Saskatchewan Industrial and Mining Suppliers Associa‐
tion once asked, “you care about where your coffee is sourced from — why not
your oil?” I would argue that the best place to buy one's energy from is
Saskatchewan. If all oil-producing countries in the world adopted environmental
regulations similar to Saskatchewan's, greenhouse gas emissions from oil pro‐
duction would be cut by 25%. Given factors like this it makes sense that the last
barrel of oil ever used should come from Saskatchewan.
We recognize the need to reduce emissions and our province has undertaken
many measures to further improve our emissions intensity. For instance,
SaskPower has committed to achieving net-zero by 2050, is developing small
modular nuclear reactor technology for clean energy generation and is reducing

emissions by 50 percent from 2005 levels by developing renewable power. Our
province also continues to pioneer carbon capture utilization and storage tech‐
nology, which in Saskatchewan, produces 82 percent fewer emissions compared
to conventional oil production. However, the federal government, the NDP-Lib‐
eral Coalition government, and the committee need to recognize that phasing-out
energy, mining and agriculture sectors will only shift activity to jurisdictions
with lower environmental standards and lead to higher emissions globally.

Recently, I had the privilege of attending the Lloydminster Heavy Oil Show. At
the trade show, many exhibits showcased the emerging technological and practi‐
cal innovations the energy sector is using to curb hazards, spills and emissions.
The show was a great example of how our western Canadian oil companies and
service workers continuously strive to be the most sustainable energy producers
in the world.

CAPP noted that many Canada's clean technology solutions will continue to
come from the oil and gas sector, as they have heavily invested in research and
development. It is vitally important therefore that the federal government recog‐
nize, acknowledge and support the oil and gas industry in these efforts.

Any form of “Just Transition” should be about ensuring energy security and sup‐
porting our existing wealth generating growth sectors. As industry adopts new
technologies, it is unrealistic to believe that all displaced workers can be re‐
trained to work in green jobs. It is important that the federal government offer
adequate supports for any displaced workers and to hear their perspectives.

I would invite the House of Commons Natural Resources Committee to travel to
and visit Saskatchewan and hear from our community members in Lloydminster
and other oil producing regions about their thoughts on the federal government's
push for a “Just Transition.” I would also urge the committee to invite the Gov‐
ernment and Province of Saskatchewan to present as a witness and testify before
the committee.

As the policy of a just transition would have disproportionate impact on our
province, it is critically important that Saskatchewan's unique perspective be
heard and receive due consideration.

Sincerely,

Jim Reiter

Minister of Energy and Resources

I also have here, Mr. Chair, a letter from the Government of Al‐
berta.

● (1150)

The Chair: Mr. Bragdon, I'm happy to have it shared. I'm sure
that they have many great things to say as well, and perhaps instead
of reading it into the record, we could offer it as a very similar ap‐
peal to appear before the committee. That could be part of the mo‐
tion that's before the committee.

I'd invite you to perhaps conclude your comments so we can get
back to the discussion of this motion by others on my speaking
list—

Mr. Charlie Angus: Chair—

The Chair: —and then we could get back to our witnesses.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Chair—

Mr. Richard Bragdon: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: Is this a point of order, Charlie?

Mr. Charlie Angus: Yes. Can we vote to adjourn debate on this
motion?
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A voice: You can't move a motion unless you have the floor. Is
he permitted?

The Chair: He has the floor right now.

I have a speakers list. If you want to get on the—
Mr. Charlie Angus: As I said, I'm just concerned that we are

showing such incredible disrespect to witnesses, taking their time—
Mr. Garnett Genuis: You're showing a bit of respect by ignor‐

ing the rules and just talking any time you think you can.
Mr. Charlie Angus: —to come here to watch this circus.
The Chair: I'm back to Mr. Bragdon to conclude his—
Mr. Charlie Angus: I have to do the Michelle Rempel look.
Mr. Richard Bragdon: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I will continue.

I believe this is so important that we need to hear it. I think this
further substantiates the point we've been making in this motion,
which is that the first ministers and the provinces want to have in‐
put into this vital and important study that the government has un‐
dertaken, that this Parliament has undertaken, and right now, obvi‐
ously, they feel their voices have not been heard yet and have not
been brought to the table.

When provinces within our Confederation are not being wel‐
comed to this committee or are not able to present their viewpoints,
their concerns, their thoughts, their suggestions on a subject of such
absolute importance as we move towards the future, I think it really
is troubling for us as members. We have a responsibility to make
sure the voices from our region and around the country are heard,
including the provinces. When first ministers are reaching out to us
and ministers responsible for various areas want to make sure their
voices are heard before this committee, we have a responsibility as
committee members, I would think, to want to hear their voices, as
we have from other great witnesses all throughout this time. I think
we want to make sure that these voices are included.

The minister goes on in his address to the ministers responsible,
as well as to the committee:

Dear Ministers:
Below is the Government of Alberta's response to the Federal People-Centred
Just Transition Initiative.
Alberta's energy sector is a key source of revenue and employment for Canadi‐
ans, underpinning the quality of life enjoyed by citizens across the country. As
skyrocketing energy costs and other recent global energy challenges have
shown, there is a growing demand for energy that is developed responsibly and
that is affordable. It should come from us. Alberta and Canada are among the
most responsible energy producers in the world. However, federal overreach into
Alberta's jurisdiction over its energy and natural resources jeopardizes the
province's ability to drive prosperity through a robust oil and gas sector while
balancing the need to reduce emissions.
In the name of centralized planning, the federal Just Transition initiative for oil
and gas workers threatens to undermine the economic future and livelihoods of
Albertans and Canadians by prematurely signalling the end of Alberta's oil and
gas sector. It implies that Canada is moving away from oil and gas, and essen‐
tially Canadian workers. However, all credible forecasts show oil and gas will
continue to be integral to the global energy mix.
The Just Transition initiative erodes investor confidence in the sector, discourag‐
ing the investments needed to provide the energy the world needs at a time when
energy affordability can no longer be taken for granted. The result is counterpro‐
ductive to Canada's climate and social goals. If energy production does not come
from Alberta, it will come from jurisdictions with much lower environmental
human rights standards, at no net-zero emission benefit to the world and at no

benefit to Canada's jobs and economy. To be clear, no change in our supply of
oil and gas will affect the world's demand for energy.

The federal government's poor track record on its previous transition initiatives
for coal workers and fishery workers is cause for serious concern given that
many federal promises were made with no coherent follow through or funda‐
mental understanding of the economics, with those workers left unemployed and
their communities left behind.

Alberta urges the federal government to listen to the concerns raised by industry
and provinces and end the Just Transition initiative. Federal efforts would be
better spend continuing to work with Alberta to develop and deploy clean tech‐
nology, such as Carbon Capture, Utilization, and Storage (CCUS), and enhance
provinces' capacity to target emissions directly. Creating an attractive and stable
investment environment that encourages industry—

● (1155)

Mr. Charlie Angus: Sorry; I'm not opposing this. I didn't hear
that correctly. On a point of order—

The Chair: I have a point of order. I'm just going to pause you
briefly.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Did he say that the Government of Alberta
says they want us to end the just transition? If you could just put
that on the record, it would be very helpful. Thank you.

The Chair: I'm sorry. This is getting into debate, so we'll move
on.

We'll move on with Mr. Bragdon's intervention.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: It's just a prediction, Charlie, that turned
out to be right.

Mr. Richard Bragdon: The letter continues:

The oil and gas industry recognizes the need to reduce emissions and several
companies have already adopted net-zero commitments — with the right federal
supports, they will drive the creation of future positions in clean tech and ensure
workers have the skills they need.

We have outlined our key concerns with the Just Transition initiative below. We
have also proposed a partnership that underscores our shared commitment to ad‐
dressing climate change while providing affordable and reliable energy to
Canada and the world.

Here are Alberta's concerns.

1. The Just Transition initiative is out of touch from economic realities, as
Canada's oil and gas sector is seeing and responding to real, robust demand for
its energy. It is basic supply and demand.

2. Skyrocketing energy prices are a serious challenge for Canadians and people
around the world. Limiting Canadian oil and gas at this crucial time will make
essential fuel and utilities even more unaffordable.

3. The federal government is prematurely signalling the end of a vibrant oil and
gas industry that is a key source of revenue, employment, and prosperity for
Canada at a time when the world clearly needs more democratic and reliable
Canadian energy, not less.
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4. The Just Transition initiative undermines investor confidence in the sector,
undercutting our industry's ability to meet increasing demand to the benefit of
energy producers with much lower environmental, labour, and human rights
standards.
5. Undermining the oil and gas industry will actually harm Canada's ability to
meet ambitious climate change targets, given the industry is the key funder and
developer of the technologies that will be required to transition to a low-carbon
economy. Without the oil and gas sector, Canada will not be able to deliver this
transition.
6. Oil and gas companies representing the majority of production in Canada
have already adopted net-zero commitments and the jobs of tomorrow will be
created as companies adapt to new technology and fuel sources like hydrogen. It
is impossible for the federal government to transition workers to jobs that do not
exist or that the private sector will not support.
7. The Just Transition initiative discourages Canadians away from high paying
jobs in the oil and gas sector, where companies are experiencing labour short‐
ages and hiring demand continues to grow. Alberta has already heard from in‐
dustry that the announcement is harming their ability to attract, hire, and retain
workers.

● (1200)

The Chair: I'm sorry, Mr. Bragdon. Can I interrupt you? I just
noticed Mr. McLean has had his hand up, and I don't know if he has
a point of order or if that's a residual hand.

Mr. Greg McLean: Mr. Chair, I'm waiting to be on the speakers
list when my colleague has completed his intervention.

The Chair: Okay, I'll add you. I have the list, and you're includ‐
ed on it now.

Mr. Richard Bragdon: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Next is “Implications for the Economy and Energy Security”—
Mr. Greg McLean: I'm sorry, Mr. Chair, but I've had my hand

up for a considerable amount of time. Am I just getting added to the
list now?

The Chair: Yes, you're on the list, and....
Mr. Greg McLean: Am I just being added to the list now? I had

my hand up for at least 15 minutes.
The Chair: At the same time, Mr. Genuis and Mr. Sorbara had

their hands up in the room. Yours went up, I noticed, after that, so
you're after Mr. Sorbara.

Mr. Greg McLean: Can you check the timing of when my hand
went up on the screen? I'm sure you can do it electronically. Can
you just take a quick look?

The Chair: We'll look.

I'm going to give the floor back to Mr. Bragdon. I'll work with
the clerk, but I will be making a ruling on the speaking order, and
that's what we'll be going with. That can be challenged, but you are
on the list, and we will confirm the order to the best of our ability. I
will be announcing the order when Mr. Bragdon is done, and then
we'll move forward from there.

Mr. Bragdon, can you please continue?
Mr. Richard Bragdon: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

We were at "Implications for the Economy and Energy Security”:
Signalling a transition away from oil and gas without any affordable and reliable
alternatives for transportation or heating homes is impractical, with significant
economic ramifications for the entire country. The federal Just Transition initia‐
tive is taking place as oil, gas and electricity prices have jumped to record highs
not seen in years, while Canadians are struggling with spiking inflation. This en‐

ergy crunch is squeezing households and companies alike, posing risks to liveli‐
hoods. The increase in natural gas prices has also prompted jurisdictions in the
United States, Europe and Asia to switch from natural gas electricity generation
to coal, driving up global emissions, particularly as European countries reduce
their reliance on Russian energy.

Recent geopolitical events have highlighted long-term global and North Ameri‐
can energy security issues, as well as Canada's unique position as a democratic
and reliable global energy player with high environmental standards. Alberta oil
and gas can reduce Canadian, American and European dependence on imported
crude oil and natural gas from countries with low environmental standards or
dictatorial regimes committing human rights abuses. However, unless the federal
government addresses the constraints and hurdles that impede market access, Al‐
berta will be unable to fulfill its potential to contribute to global energy security.
The federal government can play a strong role in supporting energy infrastruc‐
ture within Canada and advocate for Alberta energy as the responsible solution
to energy needs worldwide.

The current energy crunch may be the first of many on the way to a lower-car‐
bon economy. Recent price increases have played out against the backdrop of a
multi-year global decline in investments in hydrocarbon production. Declining
investment has made global supply more vulnerable to the kinds of exceptional
circumstances we are seeing today. As the world moves to lower carbon
economies, prematurely choking off investment in hydrocarbons could pave the
way for future price shocks.

The Just Transition initiative is counterproductive to Canada's domestic and in‐
ternational policy objectives. To investors and stakeholders, it signals a declining
oil and gas industry and an uncertain investment environment. To allies, it indi‐
cates that Canada may no longer be the reliable supplier they know and trust.
They may have to source oil and gas from sanctioned suppliers or state actors
with lower environmental standards.

Furthermore, the initiative fuels speculation that the federal government is ac‐
tively trying to phase out oil and gas in the same way as it announced a coal
phase-out in electricity generation in 2018.

There are no current alternatives that can sufficiently bridge the gap. A reduced
role for Canada in oil and gas development would result in a larger role for oil
and gas producers in unstable regions or with despotic regimes. Not only does
this further heighten the risk of future energy crises, but it also moves Canadian
jobs and capital offshore.

To help achieve climate ambitions and emission reductions, the federal govern‐
ment needs to remove regulatory bottlenecks, approve new energy corridors, and
support this critical industry while it simultaneously works to reduce emissions.

Next is “Canada's Prosperity is tied to the Vitality of Alberta's
Oil and Gas Sector”.

The oil and gas sector's significant economic contributions underpin the quality
of life and services all Canadians have enjoyed for decades. Canada exported
nearly $126 billion worth of energy products to the rest of the world, represent‐
ing more than 20 per cent of the value of all goods exported from Canada in
2019. In other years, such as 2008 and 2014, this reached over 27 per cent, in‐
dicative of the vital role that energy production and exports play in Canada's
economy in this post-pandemic recovery.

Oil and gas sector salaries are higher than the Canadian average, which trans‐
lates to strong business and community support across the country. In 2019, the
sector directly employed more than 282,000 Canadians and indirectly supported
over 550,500 jobs, with 138,372 of them located in Alberta. Signalling a move
away from this type of employment, without equivalent replacement positions,
threatens the national economy, and the livelihoods of hundreds of thousands of
workers across the country at a time when good jobs are needed the most.
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● (1205)
The energy sources and associated energy jobs of the future will be in new fuel
opportunities such as hydrogen. Canada risks missing out on being a leader in
these opportunities if the federal government prematurely shuts down the oil and
gas sector. Opportunities in emerging sectors are not only dependent on our re‐
sources, expertise and technology, but also on the revenue from Alberta's oil and
gas sector. Revenue generated by this sector has enabled economic diversifica‐
tion in Alberta, spurring technological innovation and investment attraction
across many sectors. A strong oil and gas industry supports the development of
technologies and human capital that leverages the growth and development of
alternative energy and emerging non-energy sectors. Oil and gas development
has been essential for driving activity in a number of other industries, including
construction and manufacturing, which benefits communities across Alberta and
Canada.
The energy sector is also a significant source of government revenues. Govern‐
ment revenues collected from the oil and gas industry averaged $14 billion over
the last five years, including $11 billion from upstream oil and gas extraction
and its supported activities. In 2018 government revenues from the energy sector
reached $17.9 billion. In addition, the energy sector's share of total taxes paid by
all industries averaged 7.4 per cent between 2014 and 2018, and brought in over
10 per cent of all operating revenues earned by governments in Canada. These
revenues fund important federal and provincial priorities, including the develop‐
ment of clean technologies, fuels, and projects that are critical to Canada's emis‐
sions reduction.
Finally, capital expenditures in Canada's energy sector stood at $72 billion in
2019, accounting for more than a quarter of total business sector investment. Oil
and gas extraction was the largest contributor at $33.9 billion, followed by elec‐
tric power generation and transmission at $22.2 billion. The stock of foreign di‐
rect investment (FDI) in mining, oil and gas extraction sector stood at near‐
ly $198 billion in 2019, making up close to 20 per cent of Canada's total stock of
FDI. Investment attraction in the oil and gas sector will continue to be crucial as
Canada moves forward with economic recovery. Improving investor confidence
in Canada as an attractive place to do business with a solid and predictable regu‐
latory regime will be critical for the country's future prosperity.
Alberta is focused on continuing to build an attractive investment environment.
On this front, the federal government should prioritize working with Alberta
rather than launching initiatives that undermine investor confidence and drive
investment from the country to our competitors.

Next is “Canada's oil and gas industry funds and supports clean
tech: an essential in the fight against climate change”.

In forecasts of future world energy consumption, oil and gas will continue to
dominate the supply mix for decades, even in lower-carbon futures. According
to the International Energy Agency's “2021 World Energy Outlook”, oil and nat‐
ural gas is projected to account for more than half of the world energy supply
through 2050. The International Energy Agency's Sustainable Development Sce‐
nario — which aligns with the Paris Agreement — predicts global demand at 66
million barrels/day in 2040 (compared to 98 million barrels/day in 2019). In this
scenario, approximately US$6.9 trillion would be needed to offset declines from
existing oil and gas fields worldwide to 2030, and an additional US$4.6 trillion
would be required to 2040.
Further, the current geo-political realities should highlight that the need for ener‐
gy should be responded to by democratic energy suppliers who seek to achieve
responsible climate action. The alternative is to seek to be beholden to autocrats
and non-democratic providers of energy. Proceeding with the just transition
would be tone deaf at best and underline Canada's fall from a responsible, reli‐
able world participant at worst.

● (1210)
Against the backdrop of strong global demand for oil and gas, Canada is well-
positioned to meet demand as one of the most credible and responsible global
suppliers of energy products. Alberta continues to develop its resources under
stringent environmental standards while continually reducing emissions per bar‐
rel. In fact, Alberta was the first jurisdiction in North America to place a price
on carbon for all large emitters across all sectors, and the first regional govern‐
ment in North America to commit to a methane emissions reduction target for
the oil and gas sector.
The province has also invested billions in technologies that reduce emissions,
such as CCUS. In addition to carbon emissions, the province has made tremen‐
dous progress on other issues, from water reduction policies to Indigenous par‐

ticipation in resource development. Alberta will continue to build on its progress
by further expanding environmental, social and governance (ESG) policies,
identifying areas of performance and potential investment.

Based on third-party assessments, Canada tops global ESG scores across the full
spectrum of factors, from environmental policy to social progress/welfare, politi‐
cal stability, regulatory oversight, and corporate governance. In 2018, the oil and
gas extraction industry in Canada spent $3.6 billion on environmental protec‐
tion. This exceeded all other industries by a significant margin and represented
37 per cent of total environmental protection spending by businesses in Canada.
The largest portion of industry investment went toward wastewater management,
followed by protection and remediation of soil and water, and air pollution man‐
agement. Given that most oil and gas extraction businesses are in Alberta, the
province contributed the largest share of national spending at 39 per cent.

Canada's oil and gas industry is committed to being part of the solution on emis‐
sions reductions. For example, the Oil Sands Pathways to Net-Zero Alliance —
which accounts for 95 per cent of oil sands production in Canada — has com‐
mitted to net-zero by 2050. Canada's oil and natural gas companies are also
spending more on clean technology than all other industries in Canada com‐
bined, accounting for 75 per cent of clean tech spending in Canada. The industry
is achieving real results: Alberta's oil sands producers have reduced emissions
per barrel by 36 per cent since 2000 (22% over the past decade), and leading
producers are on track for another 16-to-23 per cent reduction over the next 10
years.

Producers in the oil and gas sector are the key funders of the clean technology
that will be essential for meeting emissions reductions goals in Canada. There
will be no clean tech to enable the transition without investments from a healthy
oil and gas industry, as governments simply cannot fund the transition alone. Re‐
source-rich provinces are diversifying into new, low-carbon energy opportuni‐
ties — such as hydrogen, geothermal and small modular reactors — thanks to
the strength and innovation of Canada's oil and gas sector. The resources and
skills of the industry play a vital role in helping to tackle emissions from some
of the hardest-to-abate sectors, including the development of CCUS, low-carbon
hydrogen, and biofuels. Scaling up these technologies and bringing down their
cost will require large-scale engineering and project management capabilities —
qualities that are a good match to those of large oil and gas companies.

Furthermore, Canadian resources can play a key role in helping to reduce global
emissions while meeting rising demand for energy in places like China and In‐
dia. Canadian liquefied natural gas (LNG) is well-positioned to displace coal in
the growing Asian market, thanks to an abundant resource base in Western
Canada and shorter shipping routes compared to the Gulf Coast. The LNG
Canada project on Canada's west coast, for example, is expected to provide
enough energy to displace between 20 and 40 coal-fired power plants in Asia,
reducing global greenhouse gas emissions by 60 to 90 million tonnes of carbon
dioxide each year. Given the emergent need in Europe, more work could also be
done to explore moving LNG via the Port of Churchill.
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Ultimately, governments and industry must agree that the shared goal is to re‐
duce emissions, not pick winners and losers. Alberta and other provinces are
working with their industries to improve Canada's environmental performance.
Alberta needs the federal government to work with provinces, not against them.
This means helping Canada's oil and gas sector thrive in a lower-carbon future
via supports for emissions reductions that align with federal climate ambitions
(like CCUS and low-carbon hydrogen) or for alternate hydrocarbon uses (such
as plastics or carbon fibres), instead of planning for the sector's demise at im‐
mense cost to the country. It is essential that the federal government works with
Alberta to develop a coordinated messaging that demonstrates our shared com‐
mitment to emissions reductions, cleaner energy, and responsible energy devel‐
opment, and positions Canada as the optimal solution to global energy needs.

● (1215)

Next is "Conclusion".
Alberta is in an excellent position to be a global leader in a lower-carbon energy
future by meeting global security needs for sustainable and stable energy, while
sharing our technological innovations that will make real reductions in global
greenhouse gas emissions. Alberta urges the federal government to end the Just
Transition initiative for oil and gas workers and acknowledge the role that the
sector plays in supporting the Canadian economy — and can play in providing
responsible energy the world desperately needs. Instead, the federal government
should focus on collaborating and funding efforts to reduce emissions and diver‐
sify the energy mix.

Strong economic recovery and growth start with the recognition of the need to
stand up for the oil and gas sector given its ability to create jobs, generate rev‐
enues, and grow the economy. Accordingly, the focus should be on helping the
sector thrive in a lower-carbon economy and working with Alberta to meet
growing demand for affordable and responsibly produced energy, instead of
planning for the sector's demise.

Canada has the opportunity to play a real leadership role in the global challenge
before us — to end the power and the threats that despotic regimes hold over the
world because global need for their energy supply. Canada must not continue to
sideline itself on the world economic and energy stage when we have the re‐
sources to play a determining role in a safer world where all can access the ener‐
gy they need.

Working together with Alberta, we propose that Canada take up the challenge of
providing the world with sustainable, affordable, and secure energy.

Sincerely,

Sonya Savage

Minister

That was copied to several of you.
The Chair: Thank you for sharing that. It is unfortunate that

Minister Savage wasn't able to accept our invitation.
Mr. Richard Bragdon: With regard to this, Mr. Chair, it's so im‐

portant that the provinces and first ministers who desire to be heard
are heard in a study such as this, which has such ramifications and
potential.

The strength of our Confederation is the effective work between
the federal and provincial governments. A committee of this nature
is going to have some major ramifications. The outcomes of this
study could find their way into various sources of legislation.

It could have massive ramifications for provincial governments
that are going to bear a disproportionate weight of the responsibility
of implementation. They need to be heard from; they should be
heard from; and they should be welcomed here at this committee,
whether they're from Alberta, Saskatchewan, New Brunswick or
Newfoundland. We want to make sure that whatever their province
may be, they have a voice at this table and they know that when
this committee is doing its work, it's valuing their perspectives.

Yes, we need to hear from all sectors, and we have been hearing
from them, but I think our provinces and especially our first minis‐
ters and those responsible for carrying out a lot of the implementa‐
tion of whatever recommendations find their way into legislation
have their voices heard at this committee.

It's of paramount importance that we consider this. I ask that you
support this motion and make every effort to ensure that we are
able to hear from the governments of those provinces, whether it be
the premiers or ministers of natural resources, so that they are able
to have a voice at this committee and so that those voices are given
consideration when it comes to the findings of this study. It's abso‐
lutely important.

If we go back to our founding.... I'll quote our first prime minis‐
ter, John A. Macdonald, who said:

It is our desire to do so. I hope that we will be enabled to work out a constitution
that will have a strong central Government, able to offer a powerful resistance to
any foe whatever, and at the same time will preserve for each Province its own
identity – and will protect every local ambition; and if we cannot do this we
shall not be able to carry out the object we have now in view.

Our first prime minister understood the absolute importance of
making sure that there's adequate consideration for our provinces
and their perspectives and the burden they're going to have to bear.
When we have representatives from those provincial governments
reaching out to us as members of this committee, saying, “We want
our voices heard”, I feel it is part of our responsibility to make sure
that their voices get heard and that we bring their concerns for‐
ward—

● (1220)

Mr. Charlie Angus: I have a point of order.

Mr. Richard Bragdon: —and that we have this come to this ta‐
ble here.

The Chair: I recognize the point of order.

Mr. Charlie Angus: On a point of order, now that we've divert‐
ed to talking about the history of John A. Macdonald rather than
our study, it is worth pointing out that the Conservatives are delib‐
erately obstructing the voice of indigenous leadership from being
able to speak.

The Chair: That's not a point of order.

I will invite Mr. Bragdon to perhaps continue with or even con‐
clude his comments on his motion.

Mr. Richard Bragdon: What we have here, Mr. Chair, is that
we are moving to make sure that voices are being heard at this ta‐
ble. We absolutely value the voices of our indigenous communities
and indigenous leaders who spoke, but I would like to also submit
that we have seen first-hand in this committee that when indigenous
representation was made at this committee, some of their voices
were disrespected by other members of this committee. That was
totally inappropriate.
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When we talk about having indigenous voices heard, we want to
make sure that all indigenous voices are heard and respected, not
just those that align with one particular ideology or perspective. All
voices and perspectives of indigenous peoples are welcome at this
committee and need to be heard and respected, but the voices of our
first ministers also need to be heard and respected. The voices of
our provinces and provincial governments need to be heard and re‐
spected. The weight of the decisions or the recommendations that
get put into legislation as a result of the work of this committee is
going to fall on them disproportionately. They have concerns. They
want those concerns to be expressed. They want to be able to have
their voices heard. I believe we as a committee have a responsibili‐
ty to ensure that those voices are heard at this table.

Mr. Chair, I really appreciate the ability and the opportunity to
bring this motion forward. I thank you for that. I appreciate your ef‐
fort. I get along with you very well. I respect you as an individual. I
just really feel like we're missing a major opportunity by not hear‐
ing from our provinces on a study of such consequence. We need to
make sure that their voices are here at this table. It is key to nation‐
al unity.

We're hearing from our people—every one of us here at this table
is hearing from our constituents from across the country—that their
cost of living is going up. They're seeing energy prices soar. They
want to make sure their representatives on these committees are
bringing those concerns forward. Those who are hearing that every
day are also our provincial governments. They have people who are
worried about their livelihoods and their future employment, or
whether they'll have to move or relocate as a result of any kind of
transition that comes into place. If we don't take into adequate con‐
sideration those perspectives, those fears, those sincere concerns,
then we have not done our full job as a committee.

That's why I moved this motion here today. I ask my fellow com‐
mittee members to give this due consideration and make sure that
we have adequate representation from the first ministers and
provinces that want to speak before this committee. I think all of us
would want to hear from the provinces that want to make sure their
voices are heard here, so I trust that we'll have good support for this
motion going through.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.
● (1225)

The Chair: Thank you so much, Mr. Bragdon, for a very thor‐
ough motion and explanation in support of it.

I want to go to the question Mr. McLean had with regard to the
speaking order. As I had noted when Mr. Bragdon made his motion,
both Mr. Genuis and Mr. Sorbara had their hands up. I was working
with the clerk to try to figure out who was who.

The speaking order we have put in place, as it was tight, was Mr.
Genuis, Mr. Sorbara, Mr. McLean and Mr. Angus.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Chair, I would like to challenge the
chair on the speaking order list, please.

The Chair: Okay.

This would be a challenge that....

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: The challenge is that I had put my
hand up before Mr. Genuis.

The Chair: You're suggesting you're first.

I put Mr. McLean—

Mr. Greg McLean: Chair, I think he's saying that I should go
first. Is Francesco saying that I should go first?

The Chair: No, that's not what I'm—

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: No, Greg, I'm not saying that—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: On a point of order, Mr. Chair, I think the
rules prescribe that it is who catches the eye of the chair. Mr. Sor‐
bara is not trying to make a challenge on the basis of rules; he's try‐
ing to make a challenge to something that the rules prescribe as be‐
ing a matter of the eye of the chair. I don't think you can challenge
that, Mr. Chair. I think it's—

The Chair: Mr. Genuis, I'm going to actually have to correct you
on that, based on the very first meeting. Within the first five min‐
utes of my taking this chair, the Conservatives and the NDP chal‐
lenged me on my speaking order, my very first speaking order, and
so I'm going to—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, I'm challenging your ruling on
that.

Mr. Charlie Angus: It certainly was the Conservatives who did
challenge you on the chair. I remember that it was the Conserva‐
tives, and then I felt that I had to be fair—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, I'm challenging your ruling.

The Chair: Could I have order? I have the microphone, and so I
want everybody else to mute their microphones. I've just made a
ruling that the challenge to the chair has been accepted—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: On a point of order, Chair, I'm challenging
that ruling. If I can challenge any ruling, I can challenge—

The Chair: We'll vote on this first and then—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: No, no, no. You made a ruling about the
challenge, and I'm challenging that ruling. Are you saying I can't
challenge your ruling, but he can?

The Chair: I'm saying that we have this challenge first—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: No, no, no. You made a ruling about the
challenge, and I challenge your ruling about the challenge. Mine
has to proceed.

The Chair: —and we have to do that first.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, you can't accept this challenge.

Mr. Chair, you're being a hack here. You're being a total hack.
You can't accept his challenge—
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Mr. Charlie Angus: Whoa, whoa. I ask for that mike to be shut
off, because he's attacking the chair personally.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: This is ridiculous. You can't accept his
challenge and not my challenge.

Can we get the clerk to weigh in, Mr. Chair? Can we get some
advice from the clerk on this? Would you like to get some advice
from the non-partisan clerk on this, Mr. Chair?

The Chair: I'm calling the vote.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: You're not welcoming the advice from the

clerk? You're not even going to let the clerk weigh in, Mr. Chair?
Come on.

Mr. Greg McLean: I'm sorry, Mr. Chair, but we don't even
know what the vote is.

The Chair: If people would cut their mikes and listen to the
chair, you would know what the vote was. The vote was that you
asked the chair about the new speaking order, and the new speaking
order is Mr. Sorbara, Mr. Genuis—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I would like a roll call vote on that, Mr.
Chair.

The Chair: The was vote under way and we have seven in
favour. All opposed?

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, I would like a roll call.
The Chair: Nobody is opposed?
Mr. Charlie Angus: The vote has passed, Mr. Genuis.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, I request a roll call vote and I

requested a challenge to the chair. This is a complete abuse of pro‐
cess.

The Chair: Mr. Sorbara, the floor is yours.
Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I do have the floor, Mr. Genuis.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, I requested a roll call vote. The

rules prescribe I have the right to request a roll call vote—
Mr. Francesco Sorbara: I move to adjourn debate—
The Chair: We have a dilatory motion—
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, I requested the right to a roll

call vote. I was saying it while it was going on. I request a roll call
vote. Mr. Chair, you're completely ignoring the rules.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: I move we adjourn debate on the mo‐
tion, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, you're completely ignoring the
rules. I want to hear from the clerk on this. You're completely ig‐
noring the rules. You can't just pretend the rules don't honour it.
The rules establish that you can request a roll call vote. The rules
establish that you can challenge the chair—

The Chair: We're going to take a five-minute break. I'm sus‐
pending right now while I consult for a moment with the clerk. I'm
setting the clock for five minutes and I would suggest to everybody
to go stretch your legs and I'll reconvene in five minutes.

Thank you very much.

● (1230)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1235)

The Chair: Our five-minute recess, or break, or whatever you
want to call it, is up. I will ask everybody to take their seats.

When we left off, we had a challenge to the chair. A new speak‐
ing order was presented. It was voted on and it was passed, so that
is concluded.

The floor has now gone to Mr. Sorbara, who made a motion, as
things were deteriorating, to adjourn debate.

That's where we are in the order of business today. I'm going
to—

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

The Chair: —call the question on adjourning debate.

Mr. McLean, I will hear your point of order.

Mr. Greg McLean: I'm participating virtually, which is part of
this current Parliament, if you recall. The point of order is that I
don't know what you were calling the vote on. As you can see, I
didn't vote. It's sort of like, “What's the vote that's going on here
right now? Is it the challenge to the challenge? Is it the challenge?”

We have no idea what you were voting on if we're participating
on screen. It was complete mayhem. Mr. Chair, you've lost control
of this meeting—

Mr. Charlie Angus: I have a point of order, Chair.

Mr. Greg McLean: That is part of what we need to get. Can we
get back to the point where we're actually voting on something?

Mr. Charlie Angus: On a point of order—

Mr. Greg McLean: What we're voting on, I think—

Mr. Charlie Angus: The vote happened.

The Chair: The vote was taken. The fact that people were not
muting their microphones and listening—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I would like to speak to the point of order
as well.

Mr. Greg McLean: Mr. Chair, as I say, that was not a vote, be‐
cause I was asking in the middle of the vote, “What's the vote on?”
You were just rushing ahead as if nothing was going on in your
head. You weren't paying attention to what was happening with the
committee members. You have to respond to the room, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: I explained what the vote was. People were not lis‐
tening.

Mr. Greg McLean: Oh, people were not listening.
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The Chair: You need to take some responsibility for not listen‐
ing when the chair is speaking. Everybody needs to take some re‐
sponsibility. I explained multiple times what the vote was. It was
the reordering of the speaking order.

We voted. It's done. Now we're into the next order of business,
which is to adjourn debate.

Mr. Greg McLean: Well, I disagree. I'm participating online
and—

The Chair: That's a dilatory motion, so I'm going to call the vote
on it.

All in favour on adjourning debate?
Mr. Greg McLean: I ask for a—
The Chair: You're out of order, Mr. McLean.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: I would like to speak to the same point of

order, Mr. Chair—
Mr. Charlie Angus: He called the question to a vote. The chair

just called to adjourn debate.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, I would like to speak to the

same point of order—
The Chair: The point right now—
Mr. Garnett Genuis: I have a point of order on the floor, Mr.

Chair.
Mr. Charlie Angus: I beat you to it, Garnett.
The Chair: Please shut your microphones down, because I am

calling the vote to adjourn debate.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: You can't. I'm raising a point of order.
Mr. Greg McLean: What vote?
Mr. Garnett Genuis: You can't just make things up, Mr. Chair.

There are rules to committee, and I have a point of order raised.
The Chair: I will hear your point of order.
Mr. Charlie Angus: Mr. Chair—
The Chair: What's your point of order, Mr. Genuis? Then we're

going to have the vote.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you.

Mr. Chair, there is a process with respect to votes that has to be
respected at every committee. That process is that when a vote is
taken, the question is read by the chair, and the committee is asked
to cast their votes. If a member requests a roll call vote, a roll call
vote must be taken.

This is clearly established in the precedence of committees—
Mr. Charlie Angus: He asked for the roll call after the vote.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: —and in the rules of this committee.

You did not read—
Mr. Charlie Angus: This is interference. Mr. Chair, you called

the vote, the new vote—
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, we can go sequentially on

points of order or we can not go sequentially on points of order. I'm
pretty comfortable with either—

Mr. Charlie Angus: You clearly don't want to do that because
you keep interrupting.

The Chair: Mr. Genuis has the floor right now on his point of
order.

The issue is that you called for the recorded vote after the vote
was already under way. You can't do that. It needs to be done before
the vote. The vote was already under way. The ruling is that we had
a vote and it's been done. We now have a motion on the floor to ad‐
journ debate. That's it.

Is there anything further on your point of order?
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Yes, Mr. Chair.

There have been a number of violations of order by you, respect‐
fully, in the last 10 minutes.

Number one, when it comes to a vote, you have to read the ques‐
tion in advance, which you did not do.

You have to then allow members the opportunity to request a roll
call vote, which you did not do. I was trying to do that. As you'll
note, I was talking continuously throughout that process.

Mr. Charlie Angus: So I noticed.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Mr. Angus. Mr. Angus noted

it. I think other members did as well, because the rules were not be‐
ing followed—

Mr. Charlie Angus: You are out of order. He called the ques‐
tion.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I welcome Mr. Angus' feedback after I am
finished, or he can provide it concurrently, but it might be more
useful for other members if he wasn't providing it concurrently.
● (1240)

Mr. Charlie Angus: This is filibustering.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Now, the other issue in terms of order, Mr.

Chair, is that you ruled that a member can challenge the chair on
anything. You subsequently ruled that I couldn't challenge the chair
with respect to a ruling.

I don't understand why you think it's okay for a Liberal member
to challenge the chair and then you rush through a vote without a
roll call vote and without reading the question, and yet you think it
is not okay for a Conservative member to challenge the chair. I
know you were elected as a Liberal, but you come into the commit‐
tee with an expectation of impartiality, an expectation that should
be upheld.

Mr. Charlie Angus: On a point of order, Chair, these are person‐
al attacks against the chair. He's called you a hack. He's saying that
you're being partisan. This is ignorant behaviour.

You called the question. We should be moving on, and you need
to shut him down.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, my encouragement to you
would be to rule that a challenge to the chair is of equivalent value
and impact whether that challenge to the chair comes from a mem‐
ber of the government or from a member of the opposition.
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The Chair: To the question, Mr. Genuis, are you challenging the
chair?

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I wanted to initially, prior to the vote. I do
again. I think—

The Chair: Okay, so if you're going to challenge the chair,
please challenge the chair, and then we'll—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, I will challenge both of your
rulings separately.

The Chair: Okay.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I will challenge your ruling that the vote
was taken, and I will challenge your ruling that a challenge can be
taken on the speaking list.

I would request a roll call vote, to be very clear, on both of those
challenges. I hope members will uphold the rules, but at least we'll
have a chance to properly adjudicate this and find out on my first
challenge and on my second challenge. Once we've at least adjudi‐
cated that, it will provide us with some basis for knowing what the
next steps are.

The Chair: I will accept your two challenges.

We're going to go through the first one, which is, as I understand
it, a challenge to the vote I had called on the new speaking order.

Is that what you're—
Mr. Garnett Genuis: The first challenge to the chair was about

whether or not a member can challenge the speaking order. You
ruled that they can. I don't think they can.

The Chair: We've already set that precedent in this committee.
It's already—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: But I can still challenge the chair, Mr.
Chair.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Chair, you ruled on this.
The Chair: You can challenge the chair. I ruled on it, but you

can challenge. That's what we're voting on.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: That's the first challenge, yes.
The Chair: Okay.

Can you give us how you would like it worded?
Mr. Garnett Genuis: You ruled that Mr. Sorbara can challenge

the chair. You identified what the fair speaking order was. Mr. Sor‐
bara challenged that. I do not believe he can challenge that, so I'm
challenging your ruling that Mr. Sorbara can challenge the speaking
order. That's the first challenge.

The Chair: Okay, what we're going to vote on is that the chair
can rule on the speaking order. Is that correct?

Mr. Greg McLean: I thought it was that the chair can change
the speaking order at the request of one of the Liberal members.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, I guess another issue is that
when—

The Chair: Let's get this one figured out first.

You're saying that the challenge is that the chair cannot rule on
speaking order.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Yes, Mr. Chair, formally, and this is anoth‐
er issue, because you didn't read the question properly previously.
Formally, when there's a challenge to the chair, the question that
has to be put to the committee is, “Shall the chair be sustained?”
That was not the format in which you put the previous question. In
the previous question, the answers were flipped around. Maybe the
clerk can clarify that, but I think the question you should be putting
to the committee is, “Shall the chair be sustained?” Then the com‐
mittee will vote on whether the chair's ruling shall be sustained.
That's the question.

The Chair: I'm just looking to the clerk if to see if the appropri‐
ate wording is that the chair shall be sustained.

We have to be clear on what we're talking about. The decision is
on the updated speaking order. That's what we're—

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: No, Chair. The question is, “Shall the
ruling of the chair be sustained?” That's the question we need to
vote on.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Exactly. That's what I just said.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: It's not debatable. We just need to go to
a vote.

The Chair: I'm just clarifying. If somebody asks what decision
and what ruling, it's the ruling on the speaking order. That's what
we're talking about.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Sorry; it's my challenge to your ruling that
the speaking order can be challenged.

The Chair: Yes, okay.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: You ruled that it can be challenged, and
now we're voting on the question of whether your ruling in respect
of allowing the challenge shall be sustained.

The Chair: Right.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: A vote “yea” means you agree with the
chair; a vote “nay” means you agree with me, which is the opposite
of the way you took the vote on the previous challenge, which is
part of the problem, but we'll get to that.

The Chair: Okay. Shall the ruling of the chair be sustained? All
in favour?

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I asked for a roll call vote. Thank you.

The Chair: We'll have to turn to the clerk for the roll call vote.

(Ruling of the chair sustained: yeas 7; nays 4 [See Minutes of
Proceedings])

The Chair: The decision of the chair on the speaking order is
carried.
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● (1245)

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: I do have the floor now, Chair—
Mr. Garnett Genuis: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

We've established as a result of that challenge that he has a right
to challenge the chair. You said that a vote has taken place on that
challenge, but I think clearly now maybe we recognize that the for‐
mat of the vote was not proper, because the yeas in that case were
considered as supporting the challenge and the nays were consid‐
ered as opposing the challenge—

Mr. Charlie Angus: Come on, Mr. Chair—
Mr. Garnett Genuis: —when in fact the proper format—
Mr. Charlie Angus: Can we all go for lunch rather than listen to

this idiocy?
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, respectfully, to the member of

the NDP who thinks rules and conventions are idiocy—
Mr. Charlie Angus: The member is not respectful. He has in‐

sulted the chair. He's interfered. They shut down an indigenous
chief from speaking. We had to listen to John A. Macdonald.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: —I'm not entirely surprised to hear that
from that member, but as a Conservative I think rules and conven‐
tions are important. They're what sustain our Parliament, and I hope
the member would reflect on the value of following the rules.

Now, Mr. Chair, because the vote was taken incorrectly, I suggest
we simply retake the vote, with the question stated as “Shall the
ruling of the chair be sustained”, with respect to Mr. Sorbara's chal‐
lenge, because the vote was not properly taken. The question was
not read and the votes were inverted, and that led to confusion, un‐
derstandable confusion, because you were interpreting the yeas as
nays and the nays as yeas compared to what is normally the proper
approach when it comes to challenges to the chair.

The Chair: I will take that, and we'll put it as a recorded vote to
sustain the ruling of the chair on the new speaking order, which
would therefore give Mr. Sorbara the first order of speaking.

That's what we will vote on now: that the ruling of the chair be
sustained. We'll go to the clerk for a recorded division.

(Ruling of the chair sustained: yeas 12; nays 0)

The Chair: We have support for that motion, and so the decision
is that Mr. Sorbara is—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Sorry, Mr. Chair. You had previously ruled
that I spoke next. We just voted on Mr. Sorbara's challenge to the
chair, and the committee voted that the ruling of the chair be sus‐
tained, which means I have the floor now.

Mr. Charlie Angus: No.

Come on, Chair, this is turning into a kindergarten circus.
The Chair: No, it is absolutely clear what the—
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, the committee voted to sustain

the chair.

Conservatives all voted in favour. The motion was to sustain the
ruling of the chair.

The Chair: The floor is now Mr. Sorbara's for his motion.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Mr. Chair, I'm moving to adjourn de‐
bate on their motion.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair. The mo‐
tion was to sustain the ruling of the chair.

The Chair: No, this is not a point of order. Mr. Sorbara, the floor
is yours.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: The motion was to sustain the ruling of the
chair. I'd like to hear from the clerk. Can we hear from the non-par‐
tisan clerk? It was a vote to sustain the ruling of the chair.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Mr. Sorbara has the floor.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Chair, can we get a roll call?

Mr. Garnett Genuis: It was a vote to sustain the ruling of the
chair.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: I'd like to move the motion to adjourn.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I'm challenging the ruling that he can
move that motion.

The Chair: We have a motion—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, I want roll call votes for every‐
thing, first of all, so if you're proceeding to a vote it should be a roll
call.

● (1250)

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Let's go to a roll call right now.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: On a point of order, you asked us for a
vote on sustaining the ruling of the chair with respect to the speak‐
ing list and then you took the opposite side.

Mr. Charlie Angus: You can't debate on a vote that's been
called, Chair.

The Chair: The vote's been called. We're done and we now have
another vote to adjourn debate.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, we just had a very clear vote on
a challenge to the chair—

Mr. Charlie Angus: The vote's been called. This is not a debate.
It's not debatable.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: The committee voted to sustain the ruling
of the chair. Your previous ruling had been that Mr. Sorbara—

The Chair: —was the next one to go.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Your previous ruling was that Mr. Sorbara
was after me.

The Chair: Mr. Genuis, we have a motion now—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Is that not what you had ruled?

The Chair: We have a motion now to adjourn. We're going to do
the recorded vote on it.
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Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, you inverted the meaning of the
vote after it had taken place.

The Chair: No, you did.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: No, it was to sustain the ruling of the

chair.
The Chair: You tried to change the intention of that vote. Now

we have a vote on the floor to adjourn debate.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, all four Conservatives voted in

favour of that motion.
Mr. Charlie Angus: Thank you for supporting it.
The Chair: That's very conciliatory of you, very conciliatory.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: It was to sustain the ruling of the chair.
Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Clerk, can we move forward and read

the names on the roll call, please?
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Could we get the clerk to share what the

vote was on?
Mr. Charlie Angus: The vote is called. Are we voting, yes or

no?
Mr. Garnett Genuis: You're not letting the clerk speak on the is‐

sue of what the vote was on.
Mr. Charlie Angus: You're not letting anyone speak, Garnett.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: I'd like to hear from the clerk—
Mr. Charlie Angus: I don't think—

It's in a vote. A vote's been called.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: —the non-partisan official for this com‐

mittee.
The Chair: This goes through the chair, and the chair is calling

the vote on the motion to adjourn, and it's a recorded division,
please.

An hon. member: Sorry; is it adjourn debate or adjourn the
meeting?

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: It's to adjourn debate on the motion.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, this is quite unprecedented. We

had a vote on a challenge to the chair. Your previous ruling was that
I was supposed to speak next. There was a challenge to the chair.
The committee voted to sustain your ruling, and then you gave the
floor to Mr. Sorbara.

How does that make any sense? If the committee voted to sustain
the ruling of the chair, then the ruling of the chair is sustained.

The Chair: That is why I clarified that the ruling of the chair
was to give Mr. Sorbara the next speaking point.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: But it wasn't. You had previously ruled—
The Chair: I clarified that that's what it was.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: But you said earlier in the meeting—
The Chair: I clarified that's what it was. That's what we voted

on.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Look, Mr. Chair, I want to come to an un‐

derstanding here. You said previously—
The Chair: We're debating. You're debating—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: You said previously—

The Chair: No, I'm done with this. I'm done with your interven‐
tion—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, you have to follow the rules
here. You have to follow the rules.

The Chair: We have a motion right now to adjourn debate.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: You said previously that I was supposed to
speak. You said....

Look at the list. My name's higher up than his on the list. Then
Mr. Sorbara challenged it. That's why we're into challenges on the
chair. If you had ruled that he had the floor, there wouldn't have
been a challenge, but then he challenged the chair; Then the com‐
mittee voted—

The Chair: You're debating a decision that's already been made,
and—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: —to sustain the chair. You reversed the
meaning of a vote after it took place, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: We have a motion to adjourn debate, and that is what
we're on now.

Mr. Greg McLean: On a point of order, Mr. Chair, if it's confus‐
ing for you, it's confusing—

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: As a point of order, Mr. McLean,
you're just providing debate. There's no point of order there.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: You're not the chair, Francesco.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Mr. McLean. You're just debating.
You're just debating; it's not a point of order.

Mr. Greg McLean: I'm not. I'm trying to get a point of order on
where we were, because I voted to sustain—

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Mr. McLean, you're not providing a
point of order; you're just debating.

The Chair: I need the clerk to read the names to vote to adjourn
debate.

Mr. Greg McLean: No, I'm seeking clarification in this point of
order.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Mr. McLean, you're debating. You're
not providing a point of order.

Mr. Greg McLean: Mr. Sorbara, I am requesting clarification
on—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Francesco wants to be the chair.

The Chair: I'm asking everybody to shut your mikes down. We
have a vote that's happening. I have called it. The vote is to adjourn
debate on the motion.
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Mr. Garnett Genuis: I want to hear from the clerk, Mr. Chair,
on the vote that was taken previously and what the meaning of that
vote was.

The Chair: You're completely out of line, Mr. Genuis. We have
a vote that is under way.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, I think the committee should be
advised on what the previous vote was, because you changed the
meaning of it afterwards. This is such an incredible abuse of privi‐
lege and process from a chair who is not being reasonable or fair.

Members need to know the meaning of a vote, and when the vote
is that the ruling of the chair be sustained and when the previous
ruling of the chair was very clearly that I should be next on the
speaking list, and then you say, after all of the members vote to sus‐
tain the ruling of the chair and you reinterpret that to sustain your
new ruling, which was different from your previous ruling, that's
clearly pretty outrageous.

The Chair: No, what you're doing is outrageous, okay? I'm go‐
ing to put that out there. We have had a number of decisions that
you didn't like and that you continue to challenge, and now I'm say‐
ing we have a vote in front of us to adjourn debate—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, you don't have to like what I'm
doing, but I am defended by the rules of this House. I have the rules
of the House that I can stand on that protect the rights and privi‐
leges of all members, and those rules exist outside of the will of a
chair to exercise arbitrary power. Those rules and privileges protect
our rights as members and they protect the work we do.

Some of those rules include the process by which a vote takes
place, the fact that the question should be clear and that the ques‐
tion should be known, and that members should be able to clearly
vote on a question. We had a situation in which, presumably, one
half of the room thought the question meant one thing, and one half
of the room thought the question meant another thing. That is a
problem in and of itself, but on the face of it, I think it is very clear
as well—
● (1255)

Ms. Julie Dabrusin: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: —that when you say you are ruling that a

particular person can speak, and when that ruling is challenged but
your ruling is sustained, it means that the person who you said
could speak in the context of that ruling gets to speak.

On that basis, I should have the floor. You ruled that I had the
floor—

The Chair: No, I did not.

I have a point of order from Ms. Dabrusin.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: —that ruling was challenged, and then af‐

ter that, another member challenged, so—
Ms. Julie Dabrusin: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I want to say that we

were in the middle of a vote. There has been a request for it to be a
roll call vote, and I would ask that we begin the roll call, please.

The Chair: I've asked the clerk to do that.
Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Chair, we had a previous vote. You

have to respect the rules of this House, and you are flagrantly disre‐

garding the rules and flagrantly disregarding the privileges of mem‐
bers.

I would like to be able to show deference and respect for your
office, but the least you can do is consult the clerk and allow the
clerk to advise the committee with respect to the rules and how they
apply in this case, which you haven't done either.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Chair, on a point of order—
The Chair: We have a hard stop at one o'clock today. We have

been told that we cannot go beyond one o'clock, so we're not going
to be able to resolve all matters.

You want us to go back, so I'm going to have to go back with the
clerk. I will take that review with the clerk. We're not going to get it
done in two minutes, as far as the speaking order goes.

Right now we have a motion to adjourn debate, and we need to
dispense with that. I've asked the clerk to do a roll call on that.
Then we're going to be out of time. We're going to be either sus‐
pending the meeting or ending the meeting.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: That motion's not on the floor, because I'm
supposed to have the floor, though, Mr. Chair. This is the whole is‐
sue. The committee voted—

The Chair: No—
Mr. Francesco Sorbara: As a point of order, Garnett, you don't

have the floor. There was a vote and a ruling made. You do not
have the floor. I had the floor—

Mr. Garnett Genuis: You can't just proceed with the vote on
something else when that member didn't have the floor. The vote
was to sustain the chair, and the chair had ruled that I had the
floor—

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: This was to sustain the chair's prior de‐
cision that was already voted on—

The Chair: You're twisting words—
Mr. Garnett Genuis: It was to sustain the chair's decision, and

the chair's decision was that I have the floor.

I don't know why this is complicated. If the chair says that I have
the floor, and then you challenge the chair and there's a vote on that
challenge and the vote is to sustain the chair, then I have the floor
again. It's very simple.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: We were voting on the vote we had to
sustain that vote. It's your interpretation, your world, that is wrong.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: I don't understand why you're confusing it
around. These are the rules. I didn't make the rules. The rules are
clearly established.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: You just like to interpret the rules the
way you want them to be interpreted.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: When there's a motion to sustain the chair,
the chair's ruling is sustained. That's how it works.

The Chair: We'll have one person talking at a time.

Mr. Genuis, I'm asking you to stop talking.
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In consultation with the clerk, where we're at is we have a mo‐
tion on the floor to adjourn debate. There are other questions and
obviously some confusion about speaking order. I will go back,
with the clerk, to the record. I think I was clear on what was being
voted on. There has obviously been some lack of clarity or confu‐
sion based on, frankly, the chaos that people have created by not re‐
specting my role as the chair when I ask people to mute their mikes
and not doing so.

We're out of time. We're at one o'clock. The speaking order is, at
this point, for today, irrelevant. We will go through to figure out
what happened, and I'm happy to bring that back, but for the mo‐
ment, we have the motion to adjourn debate and we'll do a recorded

vote on that. At that point, we are then out of time and we'll adjourn
the meeting for today.

If everybody is clear with that, we'll get the clerk to call the vote
on the motion to adjourn debate, and then we will be finishing to‐
day's meeting with apologies to the witnesses for not being able to
get any further into the witness testimony today.
● (1300)

We will call the vote on the question to adjourn debate.

(Motion agreed to: yeas 11; nays 0)

The Chair: With that, we are now adjourned.
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