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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Thursday, June 1, 2023

The House met at 10 a.m.

 

Prayer

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS
● (1000)

[English]

GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO PETITIONS
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐

er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to Standing Order 36(8)(a), I have the honour to
table, in both official languages, the government's response to nine
petitions. These returns will be tabled in an electronic format.

* * *

CERTIFICATES OF NOMINATION
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐

er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to Standing Order 111.1 and subsection 75(1) of
the Parliament of Canada Act, I have the honour to table, in both
official languages, a certificate of nomination and biographical
notes for the appointment of Dr. Heather Lank as Parliamentary Li‐
brarian.

Pursuant to Standing Order 111.1, I ask that the certificate of
nomination and biographical notes be referred to the Standing Joint
Committee on the Library of Parliament.

* * *
[Translation]

COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS

Mr. John Williamson (New Brunswick Southwest, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, I have the honour to present, in both official lan‐
guages, the 29th report of the Standing Committee on Public Ac‐
counts entitled “Public Accounts of Canada 2022”.

[English]

Pursuant to Standing Order 109, the committee requests that the
government table a comprehensive response to this report.

I would like to thank all the witnesses who appeared, who in‐
cluded the comptroller and the Auditor General of Canada, among
others, and I thank committee members and our team at public ac‐
counts for helping us put together this report.

* * *

PETITIONS
PORT WORKERS

Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I rise this morning to table a petition on behalf of hun‐
dreds of workers at Canada's ports.

The petitioners note the essential nature of the roles of port
workers in the operation of Canada's supply chain, the impact of
decision-making at Canada's ports on their lives and, most impor‐
tantly, the essential experience and knowledge they bring to the op‐
eration of Canada's ports. The petitioners call upon the government
to amend the Canada Marine Act to ensure that port workers are
represented on the boards of directors of Canada's port authorities.

JUSTICE
Mr. Dan Mazier (Dauphin—Swan River—Neepawa, CPC):

Mr. Speaker, I rise for the sixth time on behalf of the people of
Swan River, Manitoba, to present a petition on the rising rate of
crime.

The common people of Swan River are demanding a common-
sense solution to repeal the Liberal government's soft-on-crime
policies, which have fuelled the scourge of crime throughout their
community. Since 2015, violent crime has increased by 32%, and
gang-related homicides have increased by 92% in Canada. What
was once a safe rural community has now turned into a place where
people fear leaving their homes.

The people of Swan River demand that the Liberal government
repeal its soft-on-crime policies, which directly threaten their liveli‐
hoods and communities. I support the good people of Swan River.

CLIMATE CHANGE
Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,

petitioners from my riding are once again raising the issue of a just
transition. This language is not divisive. It comes directly from the
Paris Agreement. Canada and all countries on earth are committed
to the just transition language that they have committed to.

The petitioners point out that the skills of oil and gas workers can
be easily transitioned to jobs in renewable energy and that there
should be an allocation of resources to support this work, which is
essential and becoming more urgent by the day.
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The undersigned petitioners call on the House of Commons to

work alongside fossil fuel sector workers to create a plan that
works for them and their communities, and to follow up on the 10
recommendations put forward by the task force on the just transi‐
tion that was developed under former environment minister Cather‐
ine McKenna, a plan that involves commissioners going into every
community where coal sector workers depend on coal for their
livelihood. Those workers have been let down, as nothing has fol‐
lowed on from the significant efforts made by the task force on just
transition for Canadian coal-power workers and communities.
● (1005)

CHARITABLE ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. John Williamson (New Brunswick Southwest, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I have the honour to present a petition concerning political
discrimination in Canada.

The petitioners note that the Liberal Party, in its 2021 platform,
promised to remove the charitable status of organizations that do
not share the Prime Minister's views on matters of life. The peti‐
tioners ask the government to reject this proposal and to preserve
the political neutrality of charitable status rules for hospitals, hous‐
es of worship, pregnancy and women's centres and many other im‐
portant institutions across our country. In addition, this petition
calls on the government to affirm Canada's freedom of expression,
even and especially when it runs counter to the views of this gov‐
ernment or any federal government.

CLIMATE CHANGE

Ms. Jenny Kwan (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I rise
to table a petition calling on the Government of Canada and the
Prime Minister to enact just transition legislation that reduces emis‐
sions by at least 60% below 2005 levels by 2030; winds down the
fossil fuel industry and related infrastructure, ends fossil fuel subsi‐
dies and transitions to a decarbonized economy; creates new public
economic institutions and expands public ownership of services and
utilities across the economy; creates good, green jobs; protects and
strengthens human rights and workers' rights, respects indigenous
rights, sovereignty and knowledge, ensures migrant justice and em‐
phasizes support for historically marginalized communities; ex‐
pands the social safety net through new income supports, decar‐
bonized public housing and operational funding for affordable and
accessible public transit; and pays for the transition by increasing
taxes on the wealthiest and corporations and financing through a
public national bank.

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to table two petitions.

First, I would like to table a petition supporting Motion No. 1, a
made-in-Canada green new deal. This is the first initiative before
the House of Commons that calls on Canada to take bold and rapid
action to adopt socially responsible climate action to tackle the cli‐
mate emergency and worsening socio-economic and racial inequali‐
ties.

In this country, hundreds of Canadians from coast to coast have
signed this petition. They outline that we are seeing a global cli‐
mate emergency and many manifestations of that. They raise the is‐
sue of the floods and forest fires we are seeing, rising temperatures,
killer heat waves such as the heat bomb that killed 600 people in

my region about a year and a half ago, massive storms, sea level
rise, and disruption to marine and land ecosystems.

The petitioners say that to avoid further catastrophic climate
change, Canada has to meet the obligations we have under interna‐
tional agreements, with the ambition and urgency required. The im‐
pacts of the climate emergency are far more severe for those living
through the immediate consequences, such as indigenous people,
frontline and vulnerable communities and people seeking refugee
status or asylum. These are all communities that are profoundly im‐
pacted, and as a result, they support my motion, Motion No. 1, a
made-in-Canada green new deal, to tackle both social and econom‐
ic inequalities and to have Canada meet its obligations by transi‐
tioning to a clean energy economy.

I also want to table a petition on the just transition, as my col‐
league from Vancouver East has just done.

The petitioners, again hundreds of Canadians from right across
this country, are calling on the Government of Canada to enact just
transition legislation that reduces emissions by at least 60% below
2005 levels; ensures the end of the massive fossil fuel subsidies that
Canada, the Liberal government and the previous Conservative
government have invested in the fossil fuel sector; creates new pub‐
lic economic institutions and expands public ownership of services
and utilities; creates good, green jobs and drives inclusive work‐
force development; protects and strengthens human rights and
workers' rights and respects indigenous rights, sovereignty and
knowledge by including indigenous peoples in creating and imple‐
menting this legislation; expands the social safety net through new
income supports; and pays for the transition by increasing taxes on
the wealthiest and corporations and financing through a public na‐
tional bank.

We lose $30 billion a year through overseas tax havens. Closing
those loopholes would go a long way to transitioning us and our
economy in the right way to ensure that we are achieving climate
justice on this planet.

● (1010)

AIR TRANSPORTATION

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it
is such a pleasure to table yet another petition in regard to the
growth of our Indo-Canadian community and the impact it is hav‐
ing. It is estimated that there are now well over 1.5 million people
of Indo-Canadian heritage here.
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The petitioners are asking for the federal government, airport au‐

thorities and international airlines, like Air Canada and WestJet, to
ultimately look at enhancing routes going from Canada to India.
With this particular petition, they are hoping to see an international
flight that would go from Winnipeg to Amritsar, India. If this is not
possible, the bottom line would be to increase the number of inter‐
national flights. This goes beyond members of our Indo-Canadian
heritage community, as more and more Canadians are travelling as
tourists to India.

* * *

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐

er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I would ask that all questions be allowed to stand.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Is that
agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[Translation]

BUSINESS OF SUPPLY
OPPOSITION MOTION—CARBON TAX

Mr. Luc Berthold (Mégantic—L'Érable, CPC) moved:
That, given that,

(i) the first carbon tax, including sales tax, will add 41 cents to a litre of gas,
(ii) the second carbon tax, including sales tax, will add 20 cents to a litre of
gas,
(iii) the combination of carbon tax one and carbon tax two will mean that
Canadians pay an extra 61 cents for each litre of gas,
(iv) making life more expensive for Canadians in a cost of living crisis by
implementing a second carbon tax demonstrates how out of touch this Liberal
prime minister is,
(v) the Parliamentary Budget Officer confirmed that both carbon taxes will
have a net cost of up to $4,000, depending on the province in which they live,

the House recognize the failure of carbon tax one and call on the government to
immediately cancel carbon tax two (the "Clean Fuel Regulations").

He said: Madam Speaker, I will be sharing my time with my col‐
league, the member for Louis-Saint-Laurent.

The Prime Minister lives in a parallel world, a world where fic‐
tion reigns supreme and reality is largely absent, a world where
people just invent solutions to very real problems. In reality, these
solutions sadly do nothing to solve those problems.

Imagine a meeting of the federal Liberal cabinet where each Lib‐
eral minister dreams of changing the world in their own way, but
where each of those dreams unfortunately turns to a nightmare for
the real world. That is exactly what we are experiencing in Canada
with this Prime Minister. The Prime Minister’s good ideas are very
costly for all hard-working Canadians.

Instead of adopting responsible fiscal behaviour that will reduce
the cost of living, the Liberal government has passed an inflation‐
ary budget that increases the cost of everything for all Canadians.

Instead of adopting a real plan to address climate change, what has
the Prime Minister done? He went ahead with a tax plan that in no
way changes emissions in Canada to actually address climate
change. Instead of implementing common-sense policies that re‐
spect the situation of Canadians who are struggling to make ends
meet each month, the Prime Minister chose to implement measures
that make life even more difficult. Why? To satisfy his own con‐
science, by making those who are the very foundation of our coun‐
try and our economy, our workers, pay for his “woke” policies.

Today’s motion is clear. Allow me to reread it because it is very
important and this will have an impact and disastrous consequences
for all Canadians and for Quebeckers, despite what those in the
government and the NDP‑Liberal coalition will be claiming all day.

The motion states that the first carbon tax and the associated
sales tax—because the carbon tax is taxable with the GST—“will
add 41 cents to a litre of gas”. It also states that the second carbon
tax, and the associated sales tax—the GST that will also be added
to the second carbon tax—“will add 20 cents to a litre of gas”.

If we do the math, we see that, with those two taxes, Canadians
will pay 61 cents more on a litre of gas because a tax will be added
to a tax that will be added to a tax on another tax. That is a lot of
taxes. When it comes time to pay at the pump, when Canadians use
a debit card or, too often today unfortunately, a credit card to fill up,
they realize it right away.

Above all, when Canadians have to make difficult choices like
travelling less on their own or as a family for activities or leisure
because they can no longer afford the fuel they need to get around,
they are being deprived of their right to live. We never expected
something like this to happen in Canada.

Let us return to the motion. It says that “making life more expen‐
sive for Canadians in a cost of living crisis”, like the one we are
currently experiencing, “by implementing a second carbon tax
demonstrates how out of touch this Liberal prime minister is”. It al‐
so mentions that the Parliamentary Budget Officer, and not the
Conservatives, “confirmed that both carbon taxes will have a net
cost of up to $4,000, depending on the province in which they
live”. In Quebec, this new carbon tax will cost more than $400 per
year, per family. What the motion is asking is that “the House rec‐
ognize the failure of carbon tax one”. Why is it a failure?

According to a recent United Nations report, how did Canada
rank among 63 countries, despite the carbon tax being imposed on
Canadians?
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● (1015)

If we listen to the Liberals, we would think that Canada's perfor‐
mance is very good and that this country is in the top 10. Looking
at how deep the Liberal government will dig into Canadians' pock‐
ets, we might expect Canada to be among the best countries be‐
cause it is costing everyone so much. However, Canada's actual
ranking is 58th out of 63.

I will not go further on that topic, because my colleague from
Louis-Saint-Laurent has the study with him and he will talk about it
in his speech, which is coming up next. I encourage everyone to lis‐
ten carefully to his speech. Unfortunately, the Liberals want to
make the middle class pay for their so-called fight against climate
change that does absolutely nothing but deprive Canadians of the
financial resources they need to make ends meet.

I will return to the motion, which proposes that “the House rec‐
ognize the failure of carbon tax one and call on the government to
immediately cancel carbon tax two”, the new tax that is about to be
added.

It is not enough for the Liberals to cause so much suffering to so
many families; they want to go even further with the clean fuel reg‐
ulations. These regulations will be applied right across Canada,
even in Quebec, and Quebeckers will have to pay more at the pump
for the same tank of gas.

I think that that is enough. I had the opportunity to talk to many
citizens in Mégantic—L'Érable who are at the end of their rope. I
visited every food bank in my riding. They have all seen an in‐
crease in the number of people using their services. People no
longer have enough money to live on, and the Liberal solution is to
take even more from the pockets of Canadians. One in five Canadi‐
ans goes without food because groceries are too expensive. In addi‐
tion, nine out of 10 young Canadians no longer dream of becoming
homeowners in this country because rents are too expensive and
homes are unaffordable. The Liberal solution is to impose yet more
taxes.

I already hear the Minister of Environment and Climate Change
tell us, as he does regularly, that we should know that the carbon
tax does not apply to Quebec, which has a provincial cap-and-trade
system. In Quebec, this system is less visible than a carbon tax.

I will quote from the report of the CFIB, the Canadian Federation
of Independent Business. It says that the “cap-and-trade system is
less visible than a carbon tax because it because it involves creating
a market mechanism for allocating the right to emit a certain
amount of carbon in the form of allowances....Therefore, there is
little information on the pass-through cost of prices within the sys‐
tem that affects both SMEs and consumers.”

Does that mean that they are not affected by carbon pricing? No,
not at all. Quebeckers are still affected by carbon pricing with this
mechanism. Also, if we increase the carbon tax in Canada, the cost
of absolutely everything will increase. Guy Parent, who has been a
trucker for 30 years, said that the automatic reaction of companies
that pay the carbon tax is to “pass it on to customers”.

In this CFIB study, it is said that any increase in taxes will cer‐
tainly have an impact on consumers because small businesses do

not have the resources to absorb these increases. Now, Quebeckers
are being asked to pay even more through a second carbon tax that
will deprive them of even more of the income they need to make
ends meet. As a result, more and more Quebeckers will need to turn
to food banks.

Who are the victims of this ideology? Is the coalition planning to
reduce greenhouse gases by making all Quebeckers poor? That
would reduce consumption and therefore production, resulting in
lower emissions. If that is indeed the plan, it is not the right way to
go. Depriving Quebeckers and Canadians of the money they need
to make ends meet serves no purpose. That is why I am asking all
parliamentarians to support this motion.

● (1020)

[English]

Mr. Terry Duguid (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Environment and Climate Change, Lib.): Madam Speaker,
once again the Conservatives are masters of misinformation. The
hon. member will know that the federal carbon price does not apply
in Quebec.

To take a little trip down memory lane, in 2007, the Harper gov‐
ernment proposed a $15-a-tonne carbon tax. In 2008, the Conserva‐
tives promised a cap and trade system, and in 2011, they abandoned
this idea, and, for that matter, any other climate measure. During
the 2021 election campaign, every person on that side of the aisle
campaigned on a carbon price. What the heck is going on?

The Leader of the Opposition has been leader now for 263 days.
Where is his climate plan, and when are the Conservatives going to
stop flip-flopping?

● (1025)

[Translation]

Mr. Luc Berthold: Madam Speaker, in 2029-30, the carbon tax
will be $170 per tonne. That is the Liberal plan. Here is what the
carbon tax has achieved so far: Absolutely no greenhouse gas emis‐
sions reduction targets have been met. According to the UN report
that my colleague from Louis-Saint-Laurent will be talking about,
Canada ranks 58th out of 63 countries.

I would like to remind my colleague that I said Quebec has a
provincial cap-and-trade system. I made that absolutely clear. Que‐
bec has a different carbon pricing system, but Quebeckers are still
paying a carbon tax under another system, and the government
wants to impose a new tax that will cost families an extra $436 per
year.

Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Madam
Speaker, with all due respect, I wish the Conservative Party would
stop with the populism. They have been shouting at us for almost a
year, for example, that the government has been in power for eight
years, when it will actually be eight years in October. Of course, if
they say it enough times, it will eventually be true.
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Today, all sorts of things are being said. Puns are being made

with the Prime Minister's first name. All day, we hear talk about
“common sense”. A person can claim that something is “common
sense” all day long, but it has to be put into practice all year long.

Would my colleague not agree that people can show “common
sense” but still take moderate measures to ease the impact of the
carbon tax, the way that Bill C‑234 does?

I am quite proud of the Standing Committee on Agriculture and
Agri-Food. We reached a reasonable comprise to help people
through the transition. Does my colleague acknowledge this? This
is my first question.

My second question is: What will the Conservative Party do to
address climate change? When will it realize that climate change
exists? There are wildfires burning now.

Mr. Luc Berthold: Madam Speaker, right now as we speak,
Canada is experiencing major climatic shifts. The Atlantic
provinces have seen flooding and forest fires. Quebec is seeing
more and more forest fires. What impact has the carbon tax had in
preventing these events? None.

The Department of Finance estimates that between the years
2019-20 and 2022-23, the federal government accumulat‐
ed $21.2 billion in revenues from carbon pricing. Of this money,
SMEs received only $35 million in assistance, or compensation, as
my colleague put it.

That is preposterous. This is not a plan to fight climate change; it
is a plan to tax Canadians.
[English]

Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Madam
Speaker, I would like to read a brief passage to my friend from
Mégantic—L'Érable. It states:

We’ll finalize and improve the Clean Fuel Regulations to reduce carbon emis‐
sions from every litre of gasoline (and other liquid fuels) we burn, turning them into
a true Low Carbon Fuel Standard.

Our improvements will include:

Basing our Low Carbon Fuel Standard on British Columbia’s policy to achieve a
20% reduction in carbon intensity for transport fuels....

That is from the 2021 Conservative election platform, a platform
that my friend from Mégantic—L'Érable ran under. Now the mem‐
ber is saying the exact opposite, and I am wondering if somehow
we can harness this Conservative policy weather vane as a source
of renewable energy. What are his thoughts?
[Translation]

Mr. Luc Berthold: Madam Speaker, just a few months ago, the
leader of the NDP was praising the special rapporteur, saying that
the government had made the right decision in appointing a special
rapporteur to investigate foreign interference. Yesterday, the NDP
leader called for his dismissal, so I will take no lessons from the
NDP, considering all of their flip-flops.

Mr. Gérard Deltell (Louis-Saint-Laurent, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I am pleased to take part in this very important debate that
affects all families, particularly following such an eloquent speech
by the member for Mégantic—L'Érable.

Climate change is real. Humans played a role in creating climate
change and so humans have a role to play in reducing its effects.
The government is proposing a tax to reduce the impact of climate
change. That is not the path that we are taking.

As we speak, we know that 1.5 million Canadians used food
banks this month. One in five families will skip a meal this week
because they do not have enough money in their pockets.

Inflation is the highest it has been in 40 years. That is the daily
reality of Canadian families. The government is saying that, in or‐
der to provide direct assistance to Canadian families who are strug‐
gling because they do not have enough money in their pockets and
have to skip meals, it has to impose a new tax. The government has
to create a new tax and take even more money out of people's pock‐
ets.

For years, Canadians who have been saving have noticed that,
under the Liberal government, the price of housing has doubled, the
cost of borrowing to buy a house has doubled and the down pay‐
ment required to buy a house has doubled. All of that has happened
in the eight years that the Liberal government has been in power.

Families are having a hard time. The government's brilliant idea
for helping Canadians is to create a new tax, the Liberal carbon tax
2.0. The Liberals think that the issue of climate change can be
solved by taxing Canadians, but we believe that that is not the an‐
swer, especially in inflationary times.

Let us get one thing straight. The system in Quebec is different
from those in other provinces. Quebec has a carbon exchange. One
thing that everyone seems to forget in this debate, especially the
Liberals and the NDP, is that, in passing the act that created the
Liberal carbon tax, the federal government gave itself the right to
impose a price on carbon in all of the provinces, regardless of
whether or not they had a carbon exchange. The federal govern‐
ment was the only one that knew how much more this would cost.
The Liberal federal government wants to impose its philosophy on
everyone. It is unfortunate to see people who call themselves na‐
tionalists agreeing with the invasive approach taken by the Liberal
government, aided and abetted by its pal, the NDP.

For eight years, the Liberal government has been in power. For
eight years, the government has been lecturing the entire planet.
“Canada is back”: That is what the Prime Minister was so proud to
say in Paris in 2015.

● (1030)

[English]

Canada is way back; it is really way back. In the last eight years,
the government has failed to reach any goals, except one during the
COVID tragedy. If the government's plan is to shut down the econ‐
omy in Canada to achieve its goal, I do not think this is the right
way to go, and it is certainly not the one we will follow.
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[Translation]

This government talks a good game but never follows through.
Need I remind members that the Minister of Environment, the
founder of Equiterre, is now being personally sued because, accord‐
ing to the document filed with the Federal Court on May 6, 2022,
the government talks a lot, but fails to react or take any concrete ac‐
tions?

The Conservatives are not the only ones who can see that the
government's track record on climate change is mediocre. The
United Nations sees it too. Last November in Egypt, which is a
strange place to hold a conference on climate change, but that is the
venue the organizers chose, the United Nations tabled a report on
the performance of the 63 most important countries in the world for
fighting climate change. “Canada is back”, he said eight years ago.

What did the UN think? It ranked Canada 58th out of 63 coun‐
tries when it comes to climate change. That is what the report says,
and that number is not all.

Let us look at another table. How does Canada rank among the
63 countries in terms of greenhouse gas emissions? It ranks 57th.
That is not bad. It moved up a rung. “Canada is back”, indeed—
way back.

Now let us talk about renewable energy. How is Canada doing
after eight years of Liberal government? It ranks 52nd out of 63,
yet it is telling the whole world what to do.

In terms of energy consumption, we are not doing at all well.
Canada ranks 63rd out of 63. Canada certainly is back, at the back
of the pack. It could not go any lower, since only 63 countries were
evaluated. The upshot is that Canada, which loves to lecture every‐
one else, ranks 58th out of 63. We are not the ones saying that. It
comes straight from the UN, yet the Liberals want to tell us what to
do.

As I said earlier, pollution is real and must be reduced. Everyone
has to work together to reduce pollution. The Liberal approach of
imposing a Liberal tax on carbon is not the right way to do that,
much less when this tax is doubled. For Canadian families, that
means $573 more. For Quebec families, it is $436 more. This is in
addition to the carbon exchange that exists in Quebec. As my col‐
league from Mégantic—L'Érable said, according to the report by
the Canadian Federation of Independent Business, there is an ef‐
fect, but it is difficult to pinpoint the price exactly because it is the
business that must absorb the costs.

The second Liberal carbon tax will have a direct impact, in that
families will need to pay $436 more.

Why does the Liberal carbon tax not work?

If every country in the world had a carbon tax pegged at the
same level, we could look closely at that, but this is not the case. I
would remind members that, geographically speaking, we have a
rather imposing neighbour to the south. There are 40 million Cana‐
dians compared with more than 300 million Americans. The U.S. is
our next-door neighbour and our most significant financial partner,
but it is also our greatest competitor. Our economies are intercon‐
nected, and we are proud of that, we are privileged, but we still
have to participate on equal terms and get the same results every‐

where, so that we can then conquer the world. The carbon tax does
not exist in the President Biden's United States.

I was very proud to welcome the President of the United States
here. He was just a few feet away from me. There is no denying
that it was exciting. He has taken a leading role in the global fight
against climate change, yet he does not impose a tax in his own
country. Why should we Canadians have one, when our main
neighbour, main partner and main competitor does not have one?
Perhaps it is because the United States knows it is a risky move to
go after American families directly.

That is not to mention the fact that our country generates 1.5% of
the world's greenhouse gas emissions, whereas the United States
generates 14%. We also know that China is responsible for one-
third of the world's pollution and that India produces an enormous
amount of pollution. Many emerging countries are increasing their
environmental impact because their economies are doing better. We
must keep that in mind.

The last time I checked, pollution travels. I have never seen a
CO2 molecule travelling with a passport. Pollution knows no bor‐
ders. If other places in the world do not have the same measures as
we do in Canada, then we are just undermining our economy with‐
out obtaining the tangible results we are trying to achieve.

We believe that we need to take specific concrete action to re‐
duce pollution with tax incentives for investing in the high-tech
sector, that we need to give the green light to green energies, that
we need to be proud of our Canadian expertise in exporting around
the world, particularly to emerging countries, and that we must do
all of this with the support and co-operation of the first nations.
Those are the four pillars that will help us to combat climate
change. That is what we need to do, rather than taxing Canadians.

● (1035)

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, I have two questions for my hon. colleague.

First, he spoke about the American approach. It is true that the
Americans have not put a price on carbon, except in California.
They prefer subsidies. In fact, the Inflation Reduction Act con‐
tains $329 billion in subsidies. Would my hon. colleague prefer that
we spend more to achieve our goals?

Second, he claims to be a nationalist, but all of Quebec's govern‐
ments—the CAQ government as well as previous Liberal and PQ
governments—have advocated for a price on carbon. Why are the
Conservatives diametrically opposed to Quebec's policies?

● (1040)

Mr. Gérard Deltell: Madam Speaker, Quebec has never sup‐
ported the idea of Ottawa imposing a price on carbon. This central‐
izing, overreaching Liberal government is imposing a major change
on the provinces. Ottawa knows what the price is, but the provinces
do not. This is a direct attack on the provinces' responsibilities.
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I want to say one thing about everything that is being done. The

companies are the ones polluting, and they know how and why they
are polluting. They are also the ones who know how to reduce pol‐
lution. It is not up to Ottawa to tell them how to do it, especially not
by increasing their taxes.

They should instead be given tax incentives so that they can di‐
rectly reduce pollution in a concrete and real way. It is everyone's
duty to reduce pollution, but it is not Ottawa's job to tell them how
to do it, on top of imposing a tax. No, it is up to businesses to do it,
with tax incentives. Giving tax incentives does not mean giving
subsidies as the current government is doing.

Ms. Louise Chabot (Thérèse-De Blainville, BQ): Madam
Speaker, with all due respect to my colleague, there are some falla‐
cies in the objectives of this proposal.

At the same time, we can acknowledge that some people are
struggling with inflation. I just finished a visit where I met with se‐
niors. There is definitely cause to ask the federal government to do
more for the most vulnerable. However, continuing to rely on oil
and hydrocarbons to contribute to socio-economic conditions seems
to be exactly the opposite of what we should be doing.

Why is my colleague stuck on the idea of denying climate
change and continuing to increase its effects by promoting oil and
gas?

Mr. Gérard Deltell: Madam Speaker, I have said it before and I
will say it again: Climate change is real and we need to address it.
The member from the Bloc Québécois is very proud of Quebec, I
am sure. I am too. However, in the past year, the Quebec nation
consumed 18 billion litres of oil. It is not me saying that, it is the
Hautes Études Commerciales school of business, or HEC.

That is the reality for Quebec families. Quebeckers still need oil,
just like everyone else around the world. If we suddenly no longer
needed it, that would be one thing, but that is not the case. Quebec
needs 18 billion litres of oil. Does the member really want us to cut
Quebec off from all oil? I do not think so.

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Madam Speaker, I am always a bit shocked to see the Con‐
servatives, who believe in the free market and capitalism, refuse to
put a price on pollution, when that consists in using market rules to
change people's behaviour. I find that to be inconsistent with their
philosophical framework. In fact, my colleague is saying that if the
rest of the world does not take the initiative, we should not do any‐
thing.

The United States, and specifically the states of California and
New England, already participate in the carbon exchange with Que‐
bec. We are already competitive.

Why does the member not recognize that?
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): It seems

that there is someone else who wants to reply but, unfortunately,
they cannot, unless they decide to give a speech.

I would also ask the member who gave the speech to reply at the
appropriate time instead of answering while someone is asking him
a question.

Mr. Gérard Deltell: Madam Speaker, I simply want to say to my
colleague that he spoke about certain states in the U.S. participating
in the exchange, but not all states do. Our economy is essentially
based on collaborating with the United States, not just some of the
states. That is a big difference.

Need I remind members that after eight years of Liberal gover‐
nance and the application of the Liberal carbon tax, Canada ranks
58th out of 63 countries?

In the midst of the worst inflation crisis in 40 years, the Liberals
want to impose $436 in additional taxes on Quebec families. I am
against that.

● (1045)

[English]

Mr. Terry Duguid (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Environment and Climate Change, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I
am thankful for the opportunity to contribute to today's debate.

As our allies worldwide are moving forward with measures to
make their economies greener and cleaner, it is really unfortunate to
see that some of our hon. colleagues still do not understand the ben‐
efits of our approach. They like saying that our pollution pricing
system is making people poorer, chumming the water with hyperin‐
flated misinformation based on the worst-case scenarios of a future
where we do nothing to combat climate change.

The truth is, in fact, that today, right now, pollution pricing is
putting more money back in the pockets of Canadian households.
In 2022-23, through the climate action incentive payments, an aver‐
age family of four received $745 in Ontario, $832 in Manito‐
ba, $1,101 in Saskatchewan and $1,079 in Alberta. In addition,
those living in rural and small communities received an extra 10%.

Clearly, it appears that my colleagues from the official opposi‐
tion would prefer that we just wait and take no action to address cli‐
mate change. They would prefer that Canadian households just
keep riding the roller coaster of international oil prices, while the
cost to our environment, our health and our communities from cli‐
mate change just keeps adding up. This is by no means a viable op‐
tion for our country.

At the end of March, our government released budget 2023, our
made-in-Canada plan for a strong middle class, an affordable econ‐
omy and a healthy future. It comes at an important moment for our
country.

I will be splitting my time with the member for Lac-Saint-Louis.
He is a proud Quebecker, who I am sure will share his important
perspective.
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To go back to my remarks, I will begin by speaking about the

state of the Canadian economy today. Last year, Canada delivered
the strongest economic growth in the G7, and our economic growth
was stronger than expected in the first quarter of this year; I think it
was 3% or 4%. There are 900,000 more Canadians working today
than there were when COVID first hit. Our unemployment rate is
just 5%, and it has remained near a record low for five months in a
row. We have recovered 129% of the jobs lost to COVID, com‐
pared with just 115% in the United States.

Inflation was 4.4% in April, down from a peak of 8.1% last June,
and the Bank of Canada predicts that inflation will drop to just
2.5% by the end of this year. Even with a slowing economy driven
by elevated interest rates in Canada and around the world, our
deficit is projected to be lower than it was last year, down to just
1.4% of the GDP. Our deficit and our net-to-GDP ratio are the low‐
est in the G7 and lower than those of other large AAA-rated
economies, such as Australia and the Netherlands.

This strong economic foundation underpinned the budget our
government released in March. Bill C-47, the budget implementa‐
tion act, is currently at committee stage. It would implement many
of the key measures outlined in our budget, including new targeted
investments to make life more affordable for Canadians.

As I mentioned earlier, in Canada, inflation has come down sig‐
nificantly from its peak of 8.1% in June. However, we all know that
it is still too high, and it is still making it difficult for many Canadi‐
ans to make ends meet and put food on the table. Groceries are
more expensive today, and for many people, higher prices on other
essential goods are causing undue stress. That is why budget 2023
announced new targeted inflation relief to help support the most
vulnerable Canadians with the cost of living. This includes the in‐
troduction of a one-time grocery rebate, providing $2.5 billion in
targeted inflation relief for 11 million low- and modest-income
Canadian families.

I am pleased to say that, with royal assent to Bill C-46, the gro‐
cery rebate will be delivered to eligible Canadians on July 5, 2023,
by direct deposit or cheque through the Canada Revenue Agency.
This means that eligible couples with two children will receive an
extra $467, single Canadians without children up to an extra $234
and seniors an extra $225 on average. However, the Conservatives
voted against every one of these measures. This is much-needed in‐
flation relief that will be in the pockets of Canadians in just over a
month. This is just one of example of a suite of measures an‐
nounced in budget 2023 to help make life more affordable.
● (1050)

As another example, to support hard-working small business
owners, budget 2023 outlined the government's efforts to work
closely with small businesses and the payment card industry to low‐
er these fees. Another important measure in the budget includes
working with regulatory agencies, provinces and territories to re‐
duce junk fees for Canadians. The budget also takes action to crack
down on predatory lending. Predatory lenders can take advantage
of some of the most vulnerable people in our communities, includ‐
ing low-income Canadians, newcomers and seniors, often by ex‐
tending very high interest rates. With budget 2023, our government
is taking action by proposing to lower the criminal rate of interest

from the equivalent of an annual percentage rate of 47% to 35%
and imposing a cap on payday loans.

Budget 2023 announced that the federal government will in‐
crease the number of Canadians eligible for File my Return to two
million people by 2025, almost triple the current number. Budget
2023 also announced that, starting next year, the CRA will pilot a
new automatic filing system. This will help vulnerable Canadians
who do not currently file their taxes to receive the benefits to which
they are rightly entitled.

The government knows that the higher cost of living means that
students still need support to afford an education and pursue their
dreams. Budget 2023 also proposed enhanced support for students
for the 2023 school year. This included increasing Canada student
grants by 40%, providing up to $4,200 for full-time students, rais‐
ing the interest-free Canada student loan limit from $210 to $300
per week of study, and waiving the requirement for mature students
aged 22 years or older to undergo credit screening in order to quali‐
fy for federal student grants and loans for the first time.

The members opposite like to make up big-cost numbers for the
year 2030 and pull them forward as though they are happening
right now, all the while ignoring the real damage that climate
change is inflicting in our communities, whether it is through fires,
floods, coastal erosion or storm damage. Meanwhile, we are help‐
ing people in the here and now in budget 2023, with measures that
build on significant investments our government has made since
2015 to support Canadians and make life more affordable. These
measures include reducing fees for regulated child care by 50% on
average, to deliver regulated child care that costs an average of
just $10 a day by 2026; increasing old age security benefits for se‐
niors aged 75 and older by 10%; supporting about 3.5 million fami‐
lies annually through the tax-free Canada child benefit; enhancing
the Canada workers benefit for our lowest-paid and often most es‐
sential workers to support up to 4.2 million Canadians annually;
and permanently eliminating interest on Canada student loans.

In conclusion, making life more affordable for Canadians has
been a priority for our government since 2015, and it remains a pri‐
ority. As I have outlined, budget 2023 builds on key investments
from our government throughout the years, as we continue to make
targeted and responsible investments to build a stronger economic
future for all Canadians. As with previous inflation relief, this new
support has been carefully designed to have the biggest impact on
those that need it most and, at the same time, to avoid exacerbating
inflation.



June 1, 2023 COMMONS DEBATES 15151

Business of Supply
Mr. Greg McLean (Calgary Centre, CPC): Madam Speaker, I

appreciate it every time my colleague gets up to speak in the House
of Commons. However, in 2018, an economist from Yale named
William Nordhaus came out with his concept of a carbon tax. At
that point in time, his concept was for $44 per tonne, far from
the $170 per tonne that Canada is moving towards here very quick‐
ly. He also said that it had to be efficient, because it is the only
mechanism to apply across the economy to make things balanced.
With the current government, it has a carbon tax. Now it has a clean
fuel standard and clean electricity regulations. There are all kinds
of other taxes it is putting on top of this, and the oil industry in
Canada is the only industry that pays royalties to the federal gov‐
ernment and the provincial governments, mostly. This is a problem.

There are significant regulations and additional taxes being lay‐
ered on that are far in excess of what any academic, economist or
financial person has ever seen. Can my colleague square this with
me in terms of how he sees a carbon tax actually working?
● (1055)

Mr. Terry Duguid: Madam Speaker, I enjoy working with the
hon. member on the environment committee. We have a good spirit
of collaboration there.

I would just start by saying that the party opposite campaigned
on a clean fuel regulation and a price on pollution. We used to
agree.

The carbon price is not the only thing we are doing, as the hon.
member mentioned. There are things on the incentive side of the
question. We are working with the oil and gas sector. We are
putting forward investment tax credits to support carbon capture, to
support hydrogen and, importantly, to support the province of Al‐
berta, where that important sector is located.

[Translation]
Mr. Denis Trudel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, BQ): Madam

Speaker, I thank my colleague. He said that, in the last budget, the
government invested a lot of money in carbon capture, which is an
extremely controversial technology. It is of absolutely no use in the
fight against climate change. That carbon does not go away; it just
gets buried in the ground.

In the latest budget, the government is giving billions of dollars
in tax credits to oil companies, which, I would remind the House,
netted over $200 billion in 2022.

Two weeks ago, I asked the Minister of Housing a question in
committee of the whole. I am going to ask him that question again.
Could that money—those tax credits and the billions of dollars the
government is still giving oil companies—have been used to help
with housing, seniors and health care?

There are huge mental health issues across the country. Does my
colleague think that money could have been used for better things
than a technology that actually does absolutely nothing?

[English]
Mr. Terry Duguid: Madam Speaker, we need to do both. The

energy transition includes carbon capture, an important technology
that is going to allow us to take advantage of our energy resources

without the pollution. We need to help with the energy transition,
and we need to invest in housing.

We have a $170 billion national housing strategy. I was very for‐
tunate to be involved in the early stages. On the housing front, it is
a collective effort by the federal government, provinces and territo‐
ries. We are on it. The hon. member raises a very good point.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Madam
Speaker, one of the points that the Parliamentary Budget Officer
made in his report, when it comes to the clean fuel regulations, is
that it is a policy that is regressive for Canadian households. Low‐
er-income households pay a greater proportion of their income to
meet the requirements of this policy.

Affordability, of course, is a concern for everyone in this House.
Why did the government choose not to put affordability measures
in place in relation, specifically, to the clean-fuel regulation?

Mr. Terry Duguid: Madam Speaker, again, I enjoy working
with the hon. member on the environment committee.

The clean-fuel regulation is just one tool in our tool box. The
price on pollution, as the Parliamentary Budget Officer has pointed
out, gives back more to eight out of 10 families. It is progressive.
That is right in the Parliamentary Budget Officer's report.

We have a plethora of initiatives that have been supported by my
hon. colleague and his party. These include the OAS increase, the
Canada child benefit, the middle-class tax relief, and the dental and
rental supports. Again, we are both fighting pollution and support‐
ing affordability.

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, since we are talking about fuel, gasoline and the like, to‐
day, I would like to ask you a question. It is a rhetorical question; I
am not expecting an answer. Do you have a car? I am sure you do. I
am sure you drive on two-lane highways and three-lane highways.
If you are like me, you see, every now and then, a car that moves
from one lane to the next and then back again, sometimes without
even signalling. That is frustrating and it is dangerous. I will come
back to that car later.
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The official opposition has a gift for holding two contradictory

positions at the same time. It is a clever balancing act, and, in some
ways, I am impressed. I find it disturbing in a way, but it is clever
in its own way. The official opposition can argue both sides at once.
It is as though it wants to have its cake and eat it too. I will give an
example. We hear, every day, that inflation is caused by too much
money chasing too few goods. In other words, it is caused by a
record expansion of the money supply during the pandemic. The
next day, the official opposition says inflation is cost-driven, princi‐
pally by the price on carbon, not by any other factor impacting
costs, like supply chain bottlenecks and so forth. I will give a sec‐
ond example. The official opposition gets up and says that the hor‐
rible drug problem we have in this country is because of the low
price of street drugs, which has created high demand. However,
when we talk about the high price of gasoline, somehow that does
not curtail demand. In other words, it seems like, according to the
opposition, only those with addictions respond to the price mecha‐
nism. There are contradictions everywhere.

I will give a third example. The official opposition has been for
the price on carbon, and then it has been against the price on car‐
bon. I would suggest that every Conservative MP in the House
owes their constituents an explanation as to why they ran on a plat‐
form to impose a price on carbon yet abandoned that platform com‐
mitment very shortly afterward. They call the price on carbon a tax,
but we are in an alternate reality here. The price on carbon is sim‐
ply a transfer. They then call the clean fuel standard a second tax,
but when it comes to the clean fuel standard, the government is not
imposing any kind of charge. The clean fuel standard is not a tax; it
is a regulation. This brings me to the fourth example of Conserva‐
tive contradiction. For years, the Conservatives have been saying
no to a price on carbon. That was before the 2021 election platform.
Before that, they traditionally favoured regulation, as if regulations
do not have a cost. They would say that they are not for a price on
carbon, and that they prefer regulation, because, they say, there is
no cost to regulation. It is very simple. It is like a magic wand.
They will combat climate change through the magic wand of regu‐
lation, which, according to the Conservatives, costs nothing.

The clean fuel standard is a regulation. No money goes to the
government. It will result in the transfer of credits between compa‐
nies, but only if a company does not meet its intensity target. It is
not even clear how many credits a company or an enterprise would
have to purchase, and since we do not know how many credits a
company would have to purchase in 2030, we do not know what
the cost impact of the purchase of those credits will be.
● (1100)

The clean fuel standard is something Conservatives should ap‐
prove of and support, because it will drive innovation. We know
that Conservatives like that, because, as the solution to climate
change, they always invoke the magic word “technology”, which
again they imply is something free. Technological advancement
and innovation are often the result of government regulation and in‐
volve costs for research and development in order to arrive at new,
more efficient technologies.

The next thing they will be telling us, and this will be another
contradiction in their discourse, is that the methane regulations the
government brought into force, which are meant to stop fugitive

and controlled methane emissions, are a tax, which they are not. We
are in Alice in Wonderland; it is all sleight of hand.

Then there is the Conservatives' fake math. They are pulling
numbers out of thin air and omitting to tie them to specific dates.
Do members remember “Triple, Triple, Triple” on the Conserva‐
tives' hit parade? That ditty seems to have fallen from the number
one spot recently. It made it seem like the price was going up in
multiples overnight, but the price on carbon goes up only $15 per
tonne annually, or 30% from 2022 to 2023, not 300%. I think the
Conservatives got the decimal point wrong. It will go up in a de‐
clining percentage every year: 23% from 2023 to 2024, then 19%
from 2024 to 2025. The Canadian Taxpayers Federation, which is
no friend of the Liberal government, estimates that, after the 2023
increase on the price on carbon, the total impact of carbon pricing
will amount to an extra 14¢ per litre, not “triple, triple, triple".

There is another thing the opposition omits, and that is the re‐
bate, which is what makes the price on carbon a transfer. Milton
Friedman, who agreed with the price on carbon, did in fact include
a rebate in his formula. We know that the leader of the official op‐
position is a disciple of Milton Friedman. I think Milton Friedman
would be very upset, if he were alive today, to know that the leader
of the official opposition here in Canada is against a market mecha‐
nism like the price on carbon.

Once the clean fuel standard regulations take full effect, accord‐
ing to figures the PBO obtained from Environment and Climate
Change Canada, they will increase the price of gas and diesel by as
much as 17¢ per litre, but that is in 2030. Conservatives never men‐
tion the date when they get up and say, “triple, triple, triple". They
forget there is a calendar date that is far off into the future.

There is another point I would like to make about the PBO study,
which would be apparent to anyone who has studied economics. I
do not know how many people on that side have studied eco‐
nomics, but I am sure many other people in the House have. The
PBO's analysis is based on what is called “static” economics. It
does an analysis based on the idea that everything else stays the
same, so it does not take into account innovation, or the fact that
companies innovate to meet the intensity target and will not have to
buy credits, and so on. It is not real-time economics, and I would
say the official opposition needs to get with real time.

I will come back to the big, blue car on the highway. Conserva‐
tives are for a price on carbon, then are against it. Conservatives are
for regulations that drive innovation, then are against them. That
big, blue gas guzzler that zigzags incessantly across the highway
needs to pick a lane.

● (1105)

Mr. John Williamson (New Brunswick Southwest, CPC):
Madam Speaker, that was quite a show we just had from the mem‐
ber.
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In my province, we have regulated gas pricing, so we understand

locally just how much the taxes and regulations cost consumers.
Right now before the province, we see a request to raise the carbon
tax by 3.25¢. What is more interesting is that the clean fuel stan‐
dard is going to add 7.5¢ a litre on July 1. This is the headline of
the CBC back home right now: “New Brunswick consumers may
face double carbon charges on July 1”. The total is 12.4¢ with the
HST, because, of course, with the Liberals it is a tax and another
tax, a tax on a tax.

My last point is this. The CTF, the Canadian Taxpayers Federa‐
tion, has said that the tax will be 14¢, and by 2030 will be three
times that, at 41¢. That is where we get the “triple, triple, triple”.

With the Liberals, it is all taxes, more taxes and taxes on top of
them all the time. What does the member have to say about that?
● (1110)

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: Madam Speaker, I go back to the
point that, unlike Milton Friedman's price on carbon model, ours
includes a dividend to individual taxpayers, and that is what makes
the price on carbon essentially a transfer. That is what I would say
in response to the member's question.

[Translation]
Mr. Denis Trudel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, BQ): Madam

Speaker, the Parliamentary Budget Officer admits that the clean fu‐
el regulations could have a minor impact on some households, es‐
pecially the most disadvantaged.

I would like my colleague to tell us his thoughts on the official
languages action plan launched a month ago, which an‐
nounces $700 million in funding over five years for Quebec's an‐
glophone community. That is staggering.

Does my colleague truly think that Quebec's anglophone com‐
munity needs this money? Could this amount not be better spent on
helping offset the possible impact of this tax, for example?

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: Madam Speaker, I am a firm believ‐
er in the official languages action plan, but we are talking about fu‐
el today, not official language communities.

I make no apologies for being in favour of funding to help offi‐
cial language minority communities across the country.

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Madam Speaker, I found the speech by my Liberal Party
colleague fascinating. He seemed to be suggesting that the Liberal
government's record on greenhouse gas emissions is a good one.
However, in 2021, greenhouse gas emissions increased by 2%. In
fact, greenhouse gas emissions have gone up by 14% in Canada
since 1990 despite the climate emergency.

Why is his government not doing better? It is incapable of meet‐
ing the Paris Agreement targets.

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: Madam Speaker, I would point out
that, between 2019 and 2021, greenhouse gas emissions in Canada
went down. Sure, they went up in 2021, but, as everyone knows,
we were emerging from the pandemic, and the economy was recov‐
ering.

We have to keep doing more, though. Clearly, the government's
efforts since being elected in 2015 are starting to pay off. These
things do not happen overnight, as the member should know.

However, I am very optimistic about the future. For example,
sales of zero-emission vehicles are on the rise. Demand is outstrip‐
ping supply. That is why I am very optimistic about the future.

[English]

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy (Aurora—Oak Ridges—Richmond
Hill, Lib.): Madam Speaker, it is high praise, coming from the
masters of showmanship, to say that one has put on a good show,
but it was a very good speech.

We have been talking about the cost of our climate action plan
and the rebates, etc. I was just reading a peer-reviewed study, based
on science, and it showed that 30% of the total burned forest area in
western Canada and the United States between 1986 and 2021 can
be traced back to 88 major fossil fuel producers and cement manu‐
facturers.

I am wondering if you can comment on the cost of inaction as
well as the price of pollution.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I want to
remind the member that she is to address questions and comments
through the Speaker and not directly to the member.

The hon. member for Lac-Saint-Louis has the floor.

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: Madam Speaker, any kind of an
analysis around environmental measures, including the price on
carbon, must take into account the effects of doing nothing.

[Translation]

Mr. Mario Simard (Jonquière, BQ): Madam Speaker, I will be
sharing my time with the champion of the environment, the hon.
member for Repentigny.

I am going to do something I rarely do. I am going to make an
aside, because today is my son’s birthday; my loyal equerry is 22
years old. My son is studying political science, and I thought that
the best gift I could give him was to use one of his university pa‐
pers. No one will be surprised to hear that the paper was on pop‐
ulism. Everyone will see me coming right away: I feel like the mo‐
tion before us here today is more populist rhetoric than actual polit‐
ical debate.

I would like to use the reading grid my son presented in his pa‐
per. He gives the simplest definition of populism as being the act of
developing a simplistic solution to a complex problem. In my opin‐
ion, saying that the carbon tax is responsible for today’s inflation is
a simplistic solution to a complex problem.
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Once again based on the vast knowledge of my son, Émile

Simard, populism can also be defined as the political tendency to
create division, to simplify and to exacerbate differences of opin‐
ion. Later on I will talk about some of the discourse used by the
leader of the official opposition. Members will once again see this
tendency to create division, to simplify and to exacerbate differ‐
ences of opinion.

Populism can also be defined as the discourse and behaviours of
persons who use rhetoric that combines reality with demagoguery,
and that turn the people against ideological adversaries or existing
institutions. Lastly, it can be said that all forms of populism berate
institutions that do not sufficiently take popular aspirations into ac‐
count. Populism caricatures political adversaries as elites who are
not interested in taking the people’s ideas and popular wisdom into
account.

Let us start there and analyze the proposal contained in the Con‐
servatives’ motion today. Populism revolves around populist
themes. One of these themes we often see relates to purchasing
power. This is telling people that, thanks to the political action of
one party, they will have more money in their pockets. The notion
of purchasing power is the focus of our Conservative colleagues’
motion. Another populist theme is mistrust of science. Climate
change was made up by scientists. Another theme is the irrational
need to defend the fossil fuel industry, which, as we know, con‐
tributes significantly to climate change.

The Conservatives have tabled a motion here today that is text‐
book populism. It uses the inflationary context to advance their
goal of antagonizing the members of the Liberal Party and the Bloc
Québécois, who recognize that measures must be put in place to
fight climate change. They are also trying to advance the agenda of
the oil companies.

Let us be honest for a moment and say, right from the start, that
those who are not populist and remain rational understand that there
is no second carbon tax. What the Conservatives are talking about
are the clean fuel regulations, which aim to reduce the carbon inten‐
sity of fuels. As a result, we can say that the Conservative discourse
linking this policy to the current purchasing power crisis is pop‐
ulist; it is doomsday rhetoric aimed at demonizing the energy tran‐
sition.

Let us say right from the start that the carbon tax that the Conser‐
vatives are talking about does not affect Quebec, but only Alberta,
Saskatchewan, Manitoba and Ontario. It must also be said that, for
many years, the Conservatives have demonized the carbon tax.
That was already the case under Mr. Harper. The goal is to score
political points in the short term, which is another basic characteris‐
tic of populism.
● (1115)

It must also be said that, at the last Conservative convention,
54% of Conservative Party members rejected the existence of cli‐
mate change. So more than half of Conservative Party members do
not believe that climate change is real.

To counterbalance that, I recall that the hon. member for
Durham, the former Conservative leader, had said that he wanted to
put a price on carbon. I do not know what led to the carbon tax be‐

coming a key issue for the Conservative Party. At the last election,
we had a leader who said that we should still have a tax on pollu‐
tion.

In my view, the Conservatives are using the Parliamentary Bud‐
get Officer because it suits them today, but we rarely hear them
when the Parliamentary Budget Officer tells us about a phe‐
nomenon as important as the fiscal imbalance. I rarely hear the
Conservatives say that they will use an opposition day to study this
scourge of the Canadian federation that is the fiscal imbalance. Of
course, if we synthesize all that, we are faced with simplistic solu‐
tions to the complex problem of inflation.

There is a problem that none of my Conservative colleagues have
mentioned. I do not want to address the real problem, because then
I would be guilty of populism myself. The problem no one has
mentioned is the problem of Canada, which continues to increase
the production of dirty oil and tar sands, an unconventional and pol‐
luting type of oil. This is the problem we need to tackle today in
this federation if we want to fight climate change, which will have
a considerable impact on the economy.

What my Conservative friends also often forget is that, histori‐
cally, what has contributed the most to price fluctuations are fluctu‐
ations in the price of oil. We have seen that on numerous occasions.
The gluttonous oil companies, which are forever increasing their
margins, are earning record profits. We saw that during and after
the pandemic. We need to ask these gluttonous oil companies,
which are earning record profits, to make an extra effort, and not
blame the carbon tax. This distorts reality.

There are ways to fight inflation. I will mention one in particular:
increasing retirees' fixed incomes. We have been calling on the
government to increase the OAS and GIS for quite some time now.
I would have liked to hear my Conservative colleagues talk about
that.

This brings me to the favourite topic of the Conservative leader,
the member for Carleton and leader of the official opposition. I
have heard the opposition leader denounce “wokeness” on numer‐
ous occasions. On a trip to Quebec, he said that the Bloc Québécois
and the Liberal Party are woke parties. Here is a quote that made
me laugh. While in Montreal, the Conservative leader said:

The Liberals and their woke buddies from the Plateau Mont-Royal are waging a
war on cars. So, having listened to the common sense of the people from the Que‐
bec City region, allow me to send an equally clear message: A Poilievre govern‐
ment will not fund a third link without lanes reserved for cars.
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“Good common sense” is a populist term. When someone uses

those words, they are usually a populist. Let us not forget the ulti‐
mate populist theme: driving. The woke are against driving. What
is really funny is that the leader of Conservative Party was rebuked
by Quebec's premier, who said that it was not the Liberal federal
government that put an end to the third link, it was Quebec. The
leader of the Conservative Party was rebuked.

I will conclude by saying that I am going to use a little populist
discourse myself. Those we consider woke in Quebec are generally
those who are against Bill 21, the secularism law, and Bill 96, the
French language law. I know that the leader of the Conservative
Party is against both these laws.

Is the Conservative Party a woke party because it is against Bills
21 and 96? That is what I want to know. Perhaps my son can give
me an answer on his next birthday.
● (1120)

Mr. Arif Virani (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
International Trade, Export Promotion, Small Business and
Economic Development, Lib.): Madam Speaker, what I find inter‐
esting in what my colleague across the aisle says is that, in his own
province of Quebec, the federal tax on pollution does not apply.
Quebec has its own carbon pricing. It is a system that works very
well. I congratulate them.

However, what we have heard from the hon. member for Louis-
Saint-Laurent raises several questions. The only thing that applies
to the province of Quebec is the issue of affordability, which is a
concern for all Canadians.

My question concerns affordability. When measures were pro‐
posed here in the House to offer dental care for children, subsidies
during the pandemic or grocery rebates, the Conservatives always
voted against them. In this context, does my colleague find that
there is a contradiction in the way the Conservatives voted?
● (1125)

Mr. Mario Simard: Madam Speaker, I agree with my colleague
that the Conservatives' proposal is a simplistic solution to a com‐
plex problem.

Where I disagree somewhat with my Liberal colleague is that, in
my view, the best way to fight inflation is to support those who do
not earn very much. I immediately think of retirees. The Liberal
Party has never wanted to increase the OAS and GIS. It created two
classes of seniors. The best way to fight inflation would be to sup‐
port seniors.

I also do not agree with him on the dental care system, which
creates a lot of unfairness in Quebec because we already have a
dental care system. We lose big under in this system.

I do not completely agree with him, but I am prepared to say that
the Conservatives have a simplistic solution to a serious problem.

Mr. Greg McLean (Calgary Centre, CPC): Madam Speaker,
my Bloc colleague said that the Conservative Party is the party of
populism. Could he define the word “populism”? A large number
of Canadians elected the Conservative Party to represent them in
the House of Commons.

Now, a second carbon tax is about to be forced on Canadians.
Another tax on clean electricity regulation is going to be imposed
in July, and yet another tax on electricity is coming later.

Among the Government of Canada's many proposals, is there a
tax on logging? We now know that trees store carbon and release it
into the environment. Would my colleague agree with me on that
point?

Mr. Mario Simard: Madam Speaker, I am not sure I entirely
follow where my colleague is going with this. I have never heard of
a tax that would apply to the forestry sector because a tree se‐
questers carbon.

He asked me to provide a definition of populism. To me, it is
quite clear. It refers to politicians who try to oversimplify certain is‐
sues, sow division and create antagonism without listening to rea‐
son, to common sense, to science.

The science shows that climate change is going to cost us a for‐
tune. If we listen to the science, then we should try to prepare for
this looming threat and put in place measures such as carbon pric‐
ing. It is as simple as that.

[English]

Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Madam
Speaker, the Conservative motion seems to conflate two different
concepts in policy: taxes and regulations. I cannot think of why my
hon. colleagues on the Conservative side would want to try to con‐
fuse Canadians, and I cannot imagine that they do not know the dif‐
ference between taxes and regulations, so I wonder if my friend
could provide his thoughts on why the Conservatives seem intent
on confusing these two concepts.

[Translation]

Mr. Mario Simard: Madam Speaker, to be clear, the Bloc
Québécois's objective is to stand up for the interests of Quebec in
the House.

I often get the impression that the objective of the Conservative
Party, which is the bloc of the west, is to stand up for the interests
of the oil companies in this chamber. The Conservatives often try to
distort reality by claiming carbon pricing is one of the causes of in‐
flation, since carbon pricing has repercussions for big oil. That is
unbelievably stupid.

Ms. Monique Pauzé (Repentigny, BQ): Madam Speaker, like
my colleague, I will say that the Bloc Québécois will vote against
this motion.

First, we are not in favour of cancelling the clean fuel regula‐
tions. In addition, we do not approve of the Conservative grand‐
standing on the important issue of inflation and the rising cost of
living. We have solutions that would be suitable for Quebec and
Canada and that would not prevent them from addressing climate
change.
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It bears repeating that there is no second carbon tax. My col‐

league and I have said it twice. It is the clean fuel regulations, or
CFR, which are intended to reduce the carbon intensity of liquid
fossil fuels and which must come into force on July 1, 2023. Four
measures were proposed by Canada to achieve a target of 40% re‐
duction in greenhouse gases from 2005 levels. The CFR and carbon
pricing, the elimination of coal and the regulation of methane are
all important. The CFR is a measure that focuses on the transporta‐
tion sector, which is very good since it is the second-largest emitter
of greenhouse gases in Canada. Unfortunately, emissions are rising.

The Conservative outrage stems first and foremost from their to‐
tal aversion to policies aimed at putting our society on a path of en‐
ergy progress. They are against that. Indeed, the CFR could have a
regressive effect because lower-income households allocate a
greater proportion to transportation expenses than high-income
households. However, what is not being said in the discussion is
that the analysis by the Parliamentary Budget Officer focuses on
the projected cost in 2030 in a scenario in which the CFR is not im‐
plemented.

What is needed by 2030, and it is needed even sooner, is a
change in our behaviour. That is the idea, that is the objective. By
consuming less, the environmental impacts will be proportional.
We will pay less because we will be consuming less and we will
change our habits. There is no other choice. Things cannot continue
as they are now. With their motion, in a truly apocalyptic tone, the
Conservatives are weaponizing data from the Parliamentary Budget
Officer by applying their mantra of everything to oil and gas.

As I said earlier, this measure aims to send a signal to the market
to promote innovation, and I would even add without delay. We are
going through major upheavals at the moment. It is all interrelated,
interdependent. The global economy is changing. Historically, the
greatest factor in price instability has been the price of oil. The best
way to protect against that instability is to move to post-oil as soon
as possible.

Indeed, as Canadian oil sands production increases, the role of
unconventional oil in the Canadian economy increases. However, it
is unconventional products that result in economic costs because
they are more polluting than conventional oil. The more the share
of bitumen increases, the greater the costs of the CFR. Thus, con‐
versely, costs can be saved if the share of bitumen declines.

Provinces with economies that are less dependent on fossil fuels
are less affected, as is the case in Quebec. The result of this Quebec
policy foresees a reduction of 1.78 megatonnes in our greenhouse
gas emissions by 2030. That is the equivalent of 512,000 light vehi‐
cles. That is something; it is a step forward.

On the other hand, the discourse from the Conservatives repre‐
sents a step back. It links these regulatory efforts to the current pur‐
chasing power crisis. That is doomsday rhetoric, and I would even
say rather misguided. Why?

Conservative thinking does not take into account the economic
benefits of the energy transition, as it is that unavoidable step that
allows us to consider a future for our society and future genera‐
tions. The Conservatives ignore the fact that the costs incurred by

environmental policies, such as the CFR, are inextricably linked to
our energy choices and policies.

To achieve a transformation, to change, tools are needed, incen‐
tives are needed, efforts are needed. Human beings are made that
way. That is how we are made. As an example, what did we do to
curb smoking?

● (1130)

Once all the facts were on the table, the research was there, the
devastating findings on cancer were there, multiple deterrents were
implemented and they worked. It took time. It did not happen in 5
years; it may have taken 10 years. It took time, but there are fewer
cancers.

I will cite an example from Europe. The bonus-malus solution
for large engines in Europe gives hope for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions in the transportation sector. A cost-benefit study of the
bonus-malus provision in France shows that the market share of
new low-consumption vehicles increased from 30% in 2007 to 45%
in 2008 and 56% in 2009. Let us imagine the result 12 years later. It
works but, yes, arm-twisting is sometimes needed to move forward.

Levers are needed to speed up the development of new technolo‐
gies and, at the same time, stimulate demand for clean fuels.

I want to briefly mention New Economy Canada, which was on
Parliament Hill this week. The representatives of this organizations
came to present to us Quebec and Canadian innovations that will
structure the new economy of the future, and they are impressive.
We ware talking about companies that fully align with the goal of
net-zero emissions and that care about the just transition and ties
with indigenous communities. Everything is there in every sector a
person can think of.

The climate policy is costing so much because Canada continues
to increase the production of oil from the tar sands, so-called dirty
oil because it is unconventional and causes more pollution. Pollu‐
tion has a cost, as does inaction. Inflation affects purchasing power
and money. Let us talk about money.

As we speak, there are forest fires raging across the country. The
resulting distress and destruction are overwhelming. Climate
change does in fact have an impact on people's health and safety,
even though the Conservatives sometimes act as though it is no big
deal. Have the Conservatives forgotten the sad fate of the 700 peo‐
ple who lost their lives in Lytton in the summer of 2021 or the dev‐
astation in the Fort McMurray area?
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In 2018, the World Health Organization identified climate

change as the greatest threat to health in the 21st century. The dis‐
asters I just mentioned bring with them trauma, the displacement of
families, material losses, and the list goes on. The impacts of the
climate crisis, which is largely attributable to our dependence on
fossil fuels, are such that the reinsurer Swiss Re estimated the cost
of natural disasters in 2021 at $320 billion, up 24% over 2020.

What does all this mean for our health?

The medical costs associated with air pollution are high. Accord‐
ing to a 2017 estimate by the International Institute for Sustainable
Development, these costs totalled between $26 billion and $48 bil‐
lion in 2015.

An in-depth analysis done by Health Canada in 2019 found that
air pollution causes 14,600 premature deaths every year, at a cost
of $114 billion, or 7% of Canada's GDP. That is significant.

I am a little confused by the Conservative demagoguery. Their
party seems to embody one single objective: to maintain, and even
grow, a lethal industry that is shamefully making the rich even rich‐
er, to the detriment of any collective progress offered by a genuine
energy transition.

This budget leans heavily on green this and green that, on the
magical—and, as I see it, smoke-blowing—technology known as
carbon capture and storage, a Trojan horse if ever there was one. It
is anything but efficient.

Independent expert analyses confirm without a doubt that capture
and storage is inefficient, costly and impossible to implement in
time, not to mention a tool invented by oil companies themselves to
make money.

Conservative Party members are not knights in shining armour
come to the aid of workers and citizens. They are shills for the rul‐
ing Canadian oil and gas elite, which is laser-focused on producing
more, exporting more and sucking up more public money to stay
afloat, all while greenwashing to the max.

When people are in denial, they lose sight of the truth. This stub‐
born rejection of change has to stop. The longer we wait, the higher
the financial, human, environmental, economic and social costs.

Sometimes changing one's mindset requires therapy. Summer is
coming, and we will not be here for three months. I think this is a
good time to start therapy.
● (1135)

Mr. Greg McLean (Calgary Centre, CPC): Madam Speaker, I
have a question for the Bloc member.

Many organizations see the deforestation happening across the
world as the primary cause of the rise in CO2 in the atmosphere. In
2019, the government said that it was going to plant two billion
trees over the next 10 years. It is now 2023, and the government
has only planted 60 million trees. This is hardly the way to reach a
goal of planting two billion trees in Canada.

Is this a success or a win in terms of reducing greenhouse gas
emissions into Canada's atmosphere?

● (1140)

Ms. Monique Pauzé: Madam Speaker, I would like to thank my
colleague for his question. He sits with me on the Standing Com‐
mittee on Environment and Sustainable Development.

Trees capture CO2 up to about the age of 70. There is some car‐
bon capture going on there, but the problem is that, when it was an‐
nounced in 2019 that two billion trees would be planted, the Trans
Mountain pipeline was under construction. Trans Mountain far ex‐
ceeds the carbon that two billion trees could ever capture.

Of course, we should plant trees. That said, I do not believe any‐
one is foolish enough to believe that two billion trees will make up
for greenhouse gas emissions.

[English]

Mr. Terry Duguid (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Environment and Climate Change, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I
want to thank my friend and hon. colleague. I also serve on the en‐
vironment committee with her. She is an excellent member, and I
really enjoyed her speech, which I mostly agreed with.

I wonder if the hon. member would reflect and comment on the
clean fuel regulation. It would give us cleaner air, and it would low‐
er carbon emissions, as she said. Also, it is very good for our farm‐
ers. The hon. member knows there is increasing canola production.
In Quebec, there is canola crushing. In fact, Quebec takes canola
from the Maritimes and crushes it.

Could the hon. member reflect on the economic benefits for
Canada, for Quebec and for the farmers of this land?

[Translation]

Ms. Monique Pauzé: Madam Speaker, I would like to thank my
colleague, with whom I also sit. There are three questions in one.

There are economic benefits, because it will force people to
change their habits by consuming less petroleum products and fo‐
cusing on innovation and the transition. We need to stop talking
about the transition and start doing something. That is the problem.

As I mentioned in my speech, I find that the benefits mostly con‐
cern the environment and public health. The pollution caused by
the fine particles emitted by the combustion of oil is making us
sick. That is how we should be looking at this, rather than through
the lens of agriculture.

I am far more concerned that it is harmful for our health and that,
if we use clean fuel and if we use less fuel, we will improve the
health of both the environment and Canadians.

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Madam Speaker, when it comes to climate, the Conserva‐
tives are dinosaurs. I think that they like oil so much because it is
the remains of dinosaurs. They must feel at home there.
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What does my colleague think about the Liberal government, and

especially the Minister of the Environment, who make grand
speeches at COPs but then sign an order authorizing a project like
Bay du Nord?

Ms. Monique Pauzé: Madam Speaker, we have talked at length
about what the Conservatives brought to the table for their opposi‐
tion day, but the government is essentially no different.

To return to the topic of carbon capture and storage, it is like a
magic pill for them too. They think it will solve everything. I think
that both the Conservatives and the government in power are be‐
having more like pawns of the oil and gas oligarchs.

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Madam Speaker, I am pleased to announce that I will be
sharing my time with my hon. colleague from Skeena—Bulkley
Valley who, I am sure, will teach us a lot about this very important
issue.

The planet is burning. It is not a metaphor. Global warming and
climate change are real. This is affecting people. It is killing people.
It is making people sick and forcing people to leave their villages
and towns. The planet is burning and not thousands of kilometres
away, but here at home in our own backyard.

Forest fires are currently burning in British Columbia, Alberta,
Nova Scotia and Quebec. What bright idea did the Conservatives
come up with? They are saying that we should not put a price on
pollution. They are completely disconnected from reality, from
what is actually happening here at home and around the world.

The ice shelves in Antarctica are collapsing. This is causing
ocean levels to rise. If the permafrost ends up melting, it will re‐
lease an unbelievable amount of methane, a greenhouse gas that is
70 times stronger than CO2. All these phenomena are piling up.
The oceans are acidifying and that will also have an impact on cli‐
mate change.

How is it that the Conservatives are coming back for the eighth
time in three years, telling us that we should not put a price on pol‐
lution, that it would be good to continue the status quo because ev‐
erything is going so well and this is good for the economy?

However, if there is no planet, if there is no environment, there
will be no economy. I do not understand why the Conservatives
keep hammering away on this issue, supporting an industry that is
harmful not only to biodiversity and nature, but also to human be‐
ings, public health and our economy. Even insurance companies are
sounding the alarm. Insurance companies are not the biggest tree
huggers in the world, but they are beginning to realize that there are
areas and places that are no longer insurable. They no longer want
to insure people's homes because it is too risky. It is too risky,
whether for floods, forest fires or landslides. It has come to that
point.

The Conservatives keep repeating the same old line that nothing
needs to be done or we should wait until others do something. If
China does nothing, we do nothing. If the United States does noth‐
ing, we do nothing.

As human beings and citizens of the world, we have a responsi‐
bility to take action to ensure that our environment remains healthy,

viable and livable for our children and our grandchildren. As Que‐
beckers and Canadians, we have a special responsibility because we
are big polluters. It is true, we have a small population but we are
major greenhouse gas emitters.

In 2021, Canada ranked as the 10th GHG-emitting country in the
world. By population, it is ranked 39th in the world. Thus, we
should be ranked 39th for greenhouse gas emissions, but no, we are
ranked 10th. We are in the top 10 emitters because, on average, our
per capita greenhouse gas emissions total 17.5 tonnes per year.

According to the Paris agreement, to perhaps hold the tempera‐
ture increase to 1.5° or 2°, per capita greenhouse gas emissions
must be limited to two tonnes per year, on average. We are at 17.5
tonnes. This shows the gap between how we live and what result
we should attain. It is a huge gap.

I would like to take this opportunity to urge caution when dis‐
cussing the concept of averages in connection with climate change.
When we tell people about the need to be careful because a global
temperature increase of more than two degrees could be catastroph‐
ic, they usually react by thinking that two degrees is not that much,
and they wonder what difference it could make. They tell them‐
selves, after all, they often wake up in the morning to a temperature
of 15°C, only for it to rise by the afternoon to 25°C. That is a dif‐
ference of 10°C in a single day. In Quebec, temperatures can drop
to 35 below in winter and rise to 35 above in summer, a difference
of 70 degrees. All this leaves people wondering what a 1.5°C or
2°C rise in temperature really means.

● (1145)

They say it is going to alter the planet's ecosystems and, to un‐
derstand that, we need to go back a bit. When I say “a bit”, I mean
a very long time ago. If we go back 20,000 years, it was, on aver‐
age, 4°C colder than it is today. As a result, Europe was covered by
3,000 kilometres of ice. The planet was uninhabitable, because it
was colder. It is easy to see that if, when it was 4° colder, there
were 3,000 kilometres of ice, then when it is 4° warmer, a whole
slew of areas on the planet would simply become uninhabitable.
Human beings, the human body, cannot survive in those conditions.
French engineer Jean-Marc Jancovici is quite clear about that.

There are beautiful maps that unfortunately show that an addi‐
tional 2°C would make certain parts of the world uninhabitable,
places such as Central America, northern South America, parts of
the Maghreb, South-East Asia, parts of India, Bangladesh and Sri
Lanka, where, if it were over 35° with 100% humidity it would be
impossible for human beings to survive. Perspiration would no
longer be enough to cool a person's body, so they would die. What
happens when people are at risk of dying if they stay in their re‐
gion, town or village? They move to places where it is not as hot,
where it is cooler.
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migration across the globe, which could give rise to geopolitical
conflict, extreme tension and probably even war. That is why for‐
mer U.S. vice-president Al Gore won a Nobel Peace Prize several
years ago for his work on the environment and the prevention of
climate change. Why would someone win the Nobel Peace Prize
when we are talking about the environment? I just explained why,
and it might be worth reflecting on.

I submitted a written question to the government recently, specif‐
ically to the Department of Citizenship and Immigration and the de‐
partment responsible for housing, to find out how the federal gov‐
ernment plans to handle the arrival of climate refugees. The answer
was that Canada has the national housing strategy, that everything
is going to be fine and no one needs to worry about it.

We have a Liberal government that is a climate change laggard
on the international stage. It is incapable of planning for what is
coming. Greenhouse gas emissions in Canada increased by 2% in
2021. Between 1990 and 2021, greenhouse gas emissions in
Canada increased by 14% when the goal was to reduce them by
40%. We are way off target. What is more, there has been a dizzy‐
ing increase in oil and gas production since 2005. The production
of oil in the oil sands, which is the most polluting oil in the world,
has increased by 215% since 2005 while, internationally, Canada
boasts. It attends COP and says that it is a model, that we need to
transition, that it is important and we need to pay attention. In the
meantime, there is a 215% increase in production in the oil sands.
That means that, since 2005, 200,000 wells have been drilled to
find oil and gas.

The Liberals tell us that things will work out, that we will be able
to reach our objectives, yet their actions say the opposite. The Min‐
ister of Environment and Climate Change is a former founder of
Equiterre, an organization that is currently suing him for shirking
his responsibilities. Although he claims he wants to be there to
change the world and save the planet, he picked up his pen or pen‐
cil and signed a ministerial order green lighting the Baie du Nord
project, a decision solely within his purview that will ultimately
generate hundreds of millions of barrels of oil.

On the one side we have the Conservatives, dinosaurs who refuse
to take the matter seriously, and on the other side we have the Lib‐
erals, saying one thing and doing the opposite.
● (1150)

Mr. Gérard Deltell (Louis-Saint-Laurent, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I want to reiterate something that I have said many times
here in the House of Commons: Climate change is real, humans
helped cause climate change and humans must impose new rules to
be sure to mitigate it as much as possible. That takes realistic, con‐
crete measures, not more taxes.

The member mentioned earlier that Canada is climate laggard.
That is true, of course. He is not the one saying it, and neither are
we. The United Nations said it in a report presented at COP27 last
November.

I want to remind the House of one thing. The Liberal strategy,
with the support of the NPD, involves imposing taxes. The Liberals
have been governing the country for eight years by taxing and lec‐

turing everyone, and yet greenhouse gas emissions are still rising. I
am not the one saying it. He said it himself earlier.

Why then is the government continuing with a strategy that is not
working? Why does the government not take realistic, concrete, re‐
sponsible action with real measures to reduce pollution rather than
taxing people? We have been saying that for years.

● (1155)

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice: Madam Speaker, I thank my col‐
league from Louis-Saint-Laurent for his speech. Unfortunately, it
does not surprise me.

I still cannot believe the Conservatives would refuse to use the
tools of the market and the capitalist system to change the be‐
haviour of individuals and companies. I agree with the NDP caucus
that this tool must be used, but it would work a lot better if the gov‐
ernment did not simultaneously do the opposite.

It is like stepping on the gas and the brakes at the same time.
Rarely does anything good come of that. That is the problem with
the Liberals: They are sucking and blowing. Unfortunately, the
Conservatives would prefer to do nothing at all.

Mr. Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay (Saint-Hyacinthe—
Bagot, BQ): Madam Speaker, the dinosaurs are presenting the en‐
vironmental transition as a cost. It is true that polluting may seem
like the profitable option when we look just at the economic indica‐
tors. During the rise of globalization and the triumph of neo-liberal‐
ism, we were told to forget about national production and buying
local and to go global instead. We were told to think about the in‐
ternational division of labour. It was basically a religion.

Now we have developing countries specializing in processing
electronic waste, which is highly toxic. We can see that those coun‐
tries are becoming wealthier and that their GDP is increasing. How‐
ever, what about the hidden costs, such as the future cost of decon‐
taminating groundwater and the effects on health care systems,
which are often not very developed, when the workers who handle
this waste start to need treatment? Often, those countries do not
have very good accounting systems and the costs are really hidden.

There are hidden costs behind the growth and economic indica‐
tors. Should we completely change our statistical view of the situa‐
tion?

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice: Madam Speaker, I thank my col‐
league for his very interesting and specific question.

Yesterday, I attended an event organized by Stop Ecocide
Canada, a group advocating a new legal concept of environmental
accountability. An American was there to talk about responsible in‐
vestment funds and the use of tax measures to effect change. He
spoke about the social, environmental and public health impacts
that should be taken into account when it comes to the cost of ex‐
ternalities. I think that is in line with my colleague's question. I
think that we should incorporate that into our vision and analysis.
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[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I am wondering if the member could provide his thoughts
with regard to consistency. The Conservatives are saying they want
to get rid of the price on pollution, but at the end of the day, we
have other provinces, in particular British Columbia and Quebec,
that have a price in place. If they were to get rid of the price on pol‐
lution on a national basis, does the member believe that the Conser‐
vatives would be obligated to compensate people in the provinces
of B.C. and Quebec to be fair?
[Translation]

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice: Madam Speaker, I thank the parlia‐
mentary secretary for his question.

This is a complex issue because we have different systems. Que‐
bec has had a carbon exchange in place for a number of years now.
The funny thing is that the carbon exchange was implemented by
Jean Charest when he was premier of Quebec, and he recently ran
for Conservative Party leader, so that idea came from someone
within their own ranks.

We do need to think about it. The important thing is that we take
action. The systems may be different, but what I want and what the
NDP wants is for all of the provinces to make an extra effort be‐
cause, right now, we are not doing enough. The federal government
has this small measure, but unfortunately, it should be doing a lot
more and putting an end to oil and gas projects.
[English]

Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Madam
Speaker, I am pleased to rise to speak to this motion.

I am struck by the fact that we are here, yet again, debating a
Conservative motion to cancel a climate policy. It is like Ground‐
hog Day, except in this case, every time the Conservative ground‐
hogs poke their heads out of the ground, the weather is hotter, the
wildfires are more severe and the floods are more frequent. This is
taking place, of course, against the backdrop that my friend from
Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie described very eloquently. In Nova
Scotia, wildfires are raging. In Alberta, there are still 61 wildfires. I
checked the portal last night to see how many there are. To date this
year, they have had 555 wildfires in that province, and it is only
June.

This debate is taking place against the backdrop of oil and gas
corporations raking in eyewatering profits, historic profits, profits
so great that the CEO of Shell, one of the biggest oil and gas com‐
panies in the world, said that we should tax them. Of course, these
profits drive inflation and make life more expensive for average
Canadians.

This is the backdrop against which we are having today's debate,
yet on Monday I listened to a Conservative colleague from Red
Deer, a very decent guy, talk about how climate change is not real,
how CO2 is not a problem, how the people who warned us about
things like acid rain in the seventies and eighties were snake oil
salesmen, and how, without climate change, we would not have
rivers. This is the kind of discussion we hear coming from the party
that has put forward the motion before us today.

This particular Groundhog Day, the Conservatives' target is
something called the clean fuel regulation, a regulation that the
government has proposed to reduce the carbon intensity of liquid
fuels, including gasoline and diesel. The fuel regulations account
for 26 million tonnes of greenhouse gas reductions in the govern‐
ment's emission reduction plan, which, putting aside the merits of
the actual policy, indicates that it is being called on to do some
heavy lifting in reaching the targets. We know how much difficulty
previous Liberal governments have had in meeting their targets.

I think that Canadians should look at this motion before us with
some skepticism. I will lay out a couple of reasons why.

The first one is the language that the motion uses. I think we
have a responsibility as parliamentarians to communicate clearly
and accurately to the people who we represent when we talk about
policy, particularly policy that is so important and that can be com‐
plex. The Conservatives are calling a regulation a tax, knowing full
well that regulations and taxes are different things. We know this. If
we call everything the same thing, it does not work. That is the pur‐
pose of language, to differentiate between different kinds of things.

I cannot imagine why they would be doing this. The only two
reasons I can come up with is, first, they don't know the difference
between a regulation and a tax. That cannot be the case because I
know that many of my hon. colleagues are intelligent and educated
people, so that cannot be why. What could the other reason be? Of
course in this place it is against the Standing Orders to intentionally
mislead the House, so that cannot be the reason. I cannot think of
why they would want to conflate two very different kinds of poli‐
cies: taxes and regulations.

Perhaps, Madam Speaker, you know what that third reason might
be.

The second reason I think that Canadians should be very con‐
cerned about the motion in front of us is because the party propos‐
ing it, the party calling for this policy of the Liberal government to
be cancelled, to be axed, has not provided an alternative. This is a
pattern that we see. We just heard it from our colleague down the
way. They say, “Oh, no, this plan doesn't work. We need a real, ef‐
fective plan.” They never bring forward that real, effective plan so
we can evaluate it against the plan that the government has put for‐
ward.

Granted, the government's plan has many shortcomings. It
should be evaluated and it should be costed out, but the official op‐
position never puts forward a plan that can be costed out or evaluat‐
ed. In fact, the one time that it brought forward a climate plan that
could be evaluated, it contained a lot of the same policies the Liber‐
al government has put forward. I would love to read some of those.
I am going to get to that a little later in my speech.
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Of course, this motion rests heavily on and draws heavily from a
recent report from the Parliamentary Budget Officer, and the many
challenges with that report have been well documented in the media
and by climate policy experts. I wish that the PBO had provided an
explanation as to why he chose the highest possible cost estimate,
the uppermost bound, as the basis for his estimations of cost.
The $531 per household is not the expected cost. It is the maximum
cost. Of course, there are many things that could prevent that maxi‐
mum cost from being reached. For instance, the update of electric
vehicles could be faster than expected or the biofuel industry could
advance technology and innovate at a greater pace. All of these
things are not only possible, but likely.

Most important is that the PBO's report was silent on the cost of
inaction. There is something called “the social cost of carbon”,
which in 2020 was estimated by our public service as being $54 a
tonne. We cannot compare the costs of the proposal in front of us to
cancel a climate policy against the option of no action at all. That is
not a fair comparison. We are talking about an existential threat, a
threat that everyone in the House has acknowledged in this debate
and previous debates. Therefore, we can only compare the clean fu‐
el regulations the government has proposed against alternative poli‐
cies, yet the Parliamentary Budget Officer, in a footnote, states very
clearly that it is outside the scope of his work to compare the clean
fuels regulations to other alternative policies that may achieve a
similar end.

Finally, the PBO has not explained in adequate detail what other
scenarios may take place. We know there is great uncertainty about
the path forward when it comes to climate action and how this poli‐
cy interacts with other policies. There is a great amount of uncer‐
tainty, and overly simplistic conclusions, such as the one we have
received, do not serve the public interest.

It is surprising, and this has been raised previously in this debate,
that the Conservatives do not like market-based mechanisms be‐
cause, of course, that is the party that worships at the altar of the
almighty market, yet the two policies they criticize the most are
both market-based mechanisms that leverage the power of markets
to find the most efficient and the least-cost way to reduce emis‐
sions. This is what economists say is the path forward.

Personally, I am agnostic. What I want to see are effective poli‐
cies that drive down climate pollution and give our kids a chance at
a decent, stable future. However, we do not hear policies like that
coming from the Conservative Party. All we hear is criticisms of
the policies that have been put forward by so many experts.

I was looking at the 2021 Conservative election platform, and I
want to read members a passage because I find it quite interesting.
It says in that platform:

We’ll finalize and improve the Clean Fuel Regulations to reduce carbon emis‐
sions from every litre of gasoline...we burn, turning them into a true Low Carbon
Fuel Standard.

Boy, that sounds very familiar. It goes on to read:
Our improvements will include:

Basing our Low Carbon Fuel Standard on British Columbia’s policy to achieve a
20% reduction in carbon intensity for transport fuels....

The policy from the government reduces the carbon intensity by
15%, yet in the last election, the Conservatives were proposing the
same policy, but with a 20% reduction. Therefore, I am not sure
how we get this weather vane of Conservative policy. As I pro‐
posed before, maybe that weather vane itself could be a source of
renewable energy that could drive down emissions. If it were not
for all the hot air, that might be an opportunity.

I am perplexed. If not these policies, then which ones? When are
the Conservatives going to put forward a plan? Having no plan is
not an option at this juncture.

These aspects should concern all Canadians, and we do need to
focus on affordability, but we need to have a serious debate in the
House about serious matters. I am deeply troubled by the fact that
the Conservative Party continues to conflate basic concepts to con‐
fuse Canadians on a topic that has so much import for our country
and our world.

● (1205)

Mr. Bob Zimmer (Prince George—Peace River—Northern
Rockies, CPC): Madam Speaker, it was interesting to hear my
NDP colleague across the way. This is from a party that just had a
motion this week to talk about foreign interference, that it was go‐
ing to tackle it, and then, within hours, it had backed down and said
that that it was not going to pull the government down, it is not that
serious and it is still going to support the government.

The question is about the carbon tax. He gets convoluted and
caught up in whether it is a regulation or a tax, but in the end, what
happens is that it costs his citizens in Skeena—Bulkley Valley a lot
more. What I am hearing from Skeena—Bulkley Valley residents is
that he does not get it. They have plans that do not actually reduce
emissions but still keep charging Canadians more and, with the new
tax, even more.

When is the NDP actually going to listen to its constituents and
deal with the real issue of affordability in Canada?

● (1210)

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Madam Speaker, Skeena—Bulkley Val‐
ley is a beautiful spot. It is just to the west of Prince George—
Peace River—Northern Rockies.
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On that topic, I want to talk a little bit about my colleague's rid‐

ing. My colleague represents Prince George, an excellent communi‐
ty full of wonderful people, which has seen a number of invest‐
ments that relate very directly to the clean fuel regulations his party
is attacking in this motion, including a major potential investment
by Canfor in a biofuel facility in Prince George, which would em‐
ploy hundreds of people and create millions of dollars of economic
development. I wonder what that company thinks, because the
clean fuel regulations are driving the innovation that it is proposing
in his community.

Mr. Patrick Weiler (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea
to Sky Country, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I agree with just about ev‐
erything my hon. colleague mentioned. While it is frustrating that
we keep having this debate, it does give us an opportunity to talk
about climate policy.

We know that our province has many successful climate policies,
but we know the climate crisis and the biodiversity crises are inter‐
twined. One area where I have been very frustrated to see a lack of
change in policy in our province is the continued logging of old-
growth trees. I put forward a motion that would ban old-growth
logging on federal lands and the export of old-growth logs and their
products, while we work with the province to move toward more
sustainable forms of forestry, including supporting conservation.

I was wondering what my colleague thinks of this motion, and if
he would be willing to support it—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member for Skeena—Bulkley Valley.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Madam Speaker, it is a very good point. I
took note of his motion. He will not be surprised to learn that I sup‐
port increasing the protection of old-growth forests in British
Columbia and around the world, because of course, they are impor‐
tant sources of biodiversity and play an important role in protecting
our climate.

On the topic of biodiversity, though, there is an important tie-in
to the clean fuel regulation that we are debating today, which is
that, if we rapidly increase the production of biofuels, we need to
ensure that safeguards are in place so it does not impact biodiversi‐
ty, especially when we are using wood products to create those fu‐
els, and so it does not impact food security when we are using
farmland to create—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member for Drummond.

[Translation]
Mr. Martin Champoux (Drummond, BQ): Madam Speaker, I

thank my colleague for his speech. Earlier we heard the Conserva‐
tives touting carbon capture technologies, and we often see the Lib‐
erals doing the same. However, just about every scientist in the
world criticizes those technologies. The Conservatives praise this
technology a lot, saying that it is a cure-all, a miracle, and that, in
the end, it will mean oil sands development is not so bad for the en‐
vironment.

This morning, I heard a Conservative MP push the envelope
even further, incredibly enough. He talked about the forestry indus‐

try. We know that trees capture carbon. This MP asked whether we
should also tax the forestry industry because trees capture carbon.

When misinformation like that is sent out to the public, does it
not make things even more confusing for citizens? Does it not
make the job even harder for those who want to provide correct in‐
formation?

[English]

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Madam Speaker, I would agree with my
colleague that attempts to confuse or conflate different issues and
different topics is not helpful in the context of such an important
debate.

When it comes to the forest industry, we need to ensure that our
forest practices are truly renewable. It is an industry that my family
has worked in for years and years. If done properly, and if practised
sustainably, it can be a renewable resource that actually helps our
climate.

We are not there yet. We need to get there.

Mr. Clifford Small (Coast of Bays—Central—Notre Dame,
CPC): Madam Speaker, these are sad times for rural Canada, and
specifically for rural Atlantic Canada, its people and industries that
depend on fuel to move everything.

The Liberal-NDP coalition has decided carbon tax 1, which will
add 41¢ per litre to gasoline when fully implemented, is not enough
of a beating to lay on Newfoundlanders and Labradorians and Mar‐
itimers. I stand here today on behalf of the good people of Coast of
Bays—Central—Notre Dame and on behalf of my province and all
of Atlantic Canada to support our Conservative motion.

I will be sharing my time with our hon. Leader of the Opposition.

On behalf of all these people in Atlantic Canada who are down‐
trodden, I stand here to support our Conservative motion to recog‐
nize the failure of carbon tax 1 and to immediately cancel carbon
tax 2.

Carbon tax 2 is cleverly disguised as the clean fuel standard. The
costly coalition will argue that carbon tax 2 is not a tax. What is
next? Will income tax be called the “income standard” or will the
harmonized sales tax be renamed the “harmonized sales standard”?
We do not know where all this is going, but the Liberal-NDP mar‐
riage, which is rumoured to be entering some period of marriage
counselling not long after the honeymoon, will never run out of cre‐
ative ways to tax us. That is one thing that is guaranteed.

Carbon tax 1, let us face it, is a complete failure. Not one single
solitary emissions reduction target has been met. In fact, our emis‐
sions are higher than they were in 2015 when our country started to
head for the toilet.



June 1, 2023 COMMONS DEBATES 15163

Business of Supply
President Biden recently stood right here just a few feet from

where I am standing right now. He is a close personal friend of the
Prime Minister. He has decided not to place a carbon tax on fuel in
the United States, and guess what, U.S. emissions have dropped
since 2015.

For us here and for people in my home province of Newfound‐
land and Labrador, they are going to pay an extra $1,316 per year
by the time carbon tax 1 is fully implemented. Carbon tax 2, by the
time it is fully implemented, will be another $850 a year for fami‐
lies. Can I get a drum roll for the grand total? There is no drum roll
as they cannot be proud enough to give that a drum roll. The total
is $2,166 per year.

P.E.I. does not have anyone on this side to represent it and stand
up for it. For the poor people of P.E.I., it is going to cost those
folks $2,081 a year.

I referenced net because these Liberals, including Liberal MPs
like those from St. John's South—Mount Pearl and Long Range
Mountains, claim that we will get more back in rebates than we will
pay. These two federal ministers from Newfoundland are thrilled,
according to a SaltWire article from this past November 22. Imag‐
ine our own federal representatives in this cabinet thrilled about the
extra costs being placed on the lives of their people.

Liberals will tell us that Conservatives are presenting fake num‐
bers. Earlier today I heard exactly what my hon. colleague said
when he blamed us for using fake numbers. These are not magical,
illusionary or fabricated figures. These are figures that were calcu‐
lated by the PBO, who is a Liberal-appointed official. According to
the PBO, carbon tax has an inflationary effect.

Guess who else said that tax was inflationary? It was the Gover‐
nor of the Bank of Canada. Our federal members, including the
member for St. John's South—Mount Pearl, who was sick and tired
of hearing about the cold winter and what we are doing about it, do
not believe the PBO or the Governor of the Bank of Canada. It is
unbelievable. They are expecting the people they serve to believe
them instead of experts. Atlantic Canadians are not buying what the
Liberal government is selling.
● (1215)

The Liberal premier of Newfoundland and Labrador, Andrew
Furey, close personal friend of the Prime Minister, and three other
Atlantic premiers wrote to the Prime Minister last fall begging him
not to place the carbon tax on home heating fuel. The silence was
deafening.

Last week, the same four premiers reached out to the Minister of
Environment and asked him to not implement carbon tax 2. Once
they realized that the PBO had identified the big hit that it was go‐
ing to make to the pocketbooks of Atlantic Canadians, the premiers
went to work.

Will the Prime Minister and his climate-change wingman listen
to the premiers of Atlantic Canada, or will they barrel ahead with
no regard for the people who gave them 32 seats in 2015?

This new tax, disguised as a standard, will cost families in New‐
foundland and Labrador $850 a year when it is fully implemented.

Who besides seniors and families is going to pay? The answer is
simple: everyone will pay.

Carbon tax 1 is crippling the mining, forestry, tourism, and oil
and gas industries in Newfoundland and Labrador, and that effect
will accelerate as we move toward 2030. Carbon tax 2 will be
charged on all fuel in these industries and this new tax will even be
placed on fuel used by fishermen to land their catch and haul
around their gear as they endeavour to feed their families in this
challenging environment.

Farmers are going to pay as well. Not only are these failed tax
policies impacting the bottom lines of household and manufactur‐
ing industries, now our farmers and fishermen are taking on added
costs that will affect their bottom lines.

Farmers and fishermen feed families. Taxing their operations
with the new standard is an attack on the livelihoods of farmers and
fishermen, and it is a threat to our food security in this country. At a
time when people are struggling to survive, the tone-deaf, costly
coalition strikes again.

Madam Speaker, you might be thinking to yourself, “Where is
the member's seal skin bow tie?” I did not wear it today. My clothes
today represent the people I represent.
● (1220)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The member cannot refer to props even if they are very discreet.

The hon. member has two and a half minutes left.
Mr. Clifford Small: Madam Speaker, that is not nearly enough

time to express the disgust that the people in Newfoundland and
Labrador have for the way the people who are here representing
them have been voting.

We have come with motions to get rid of the carbon tax, to re‐
duce these inflationary taxes, and now we have another one com‐
ing: the standard. Will these members from Newfoundland and
Labrador, my six colleagues across the way, vote with their people?
This is the $64 question. Are they going to vote to diminish the tax
burden that is hauling them down and making them suffer?

The six Liberal MPs who sit over there were not sent here to in‐
flict suffering on the people of Newfoundland and Labrador. They
were sent here to represent them, to bring them up and to make
their standard of living better.

An. hon. member: And they are.

Mr. Clifford Small: Madam Speaker, I just received a little
heckling. Yes, the Liberals have done a great job over there. They
delayed the Bay du Nord project by four years. They put well over
100 conditions on the Bay du Nord project. We are now going to
lose three years of royalties on nearly 800 million barrels of oil a
year because of the great work they have done.

I implore the six members from Newfoundland and Labrador to
vote with the goodness in their hearts that I am sure they have.
They need to stand up for the people of Newfoundland and
Labrador and vote yes to our Conservative motion.
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Mr. Terry Duguid (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Environment and Climate Change, Lib.): Madam Speaker, it
is just bizarre, because the Conservatives want to take a tool off the
table that is going to fight climate change and put more money in
people's pockets. By the way, the Conservatives campaigned on a
clean fuel standard and on a price on pollution, and they are sitting
there, straight-faced, and it is just bizarre. They never talk about the
cost of climate change. There was a $4-billion impact from hurri‐
cane Fiona. Houses were washed into the sea. Lives were lost, and
the Conservatives are even mocking our measures to transition
away from dirty foreign oil to heat pumps. What have they got
against heat pumps?

Mr. Clifford Small: Madam Speaker, what a character. What do
I have against heat pumps? I do not have anything against heat
pumps, but what I do have something against is that team of Liber‐
als over there that is destroying our country. They are at it again.
Bay du Nord was delayed by three years. There is close to 800 mil‐
lion barrels of oil per year, the cleanest oil in the world, that we are
going to lose the royalties on, which we desperately need to fund
our health care and pave our roads.
[Translation]

Ms. Louise Chabot (Thérèse-De Blainville, BQ): Madam
Speaker, I am the member for Thérèse-De Blainville, not for New‐
foundland and Labrador. As we know, whether we are in New‐
foundland and Labrador, Quebec or anywhere else in Canada, the
main reason that should motivate us to be here is to help signifi‐
cantly reduce the impact of our carbon footprint on citizens.

What does my colleague think and what does he have to say to
his fellow citizens about the costs generated by the failure to act on
climate change, which is affecting their living conditions and their
health?
[English]

Mr. Clifford Small: Madam Speaker, I really appreciate that
question, because we have a great project that was built in the six‐
ties, the Churchill Falls hydro project, which has contributed lots to
reducing emissions and has contributed a lot to the province of
Quebec as well. Quebec has done very well off it. We have been
partners, but not quite so equitably from our point of view. Howev‐
er, going forward we have lots of hydroelectric resources in New‐
foundland and Labrador that we can produce. We can use technolo‐
gy, not taxes, to reduce greenhouse emissions and to try to mitigate
this climate change. We cannot deal with what China is pumping
into the atmosphere. That is something that the Liberals can help on
with their Chinese friends.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Madam
Speaker, I was just on Wikipedia, and I note that my friend from
Newfoundland and Labrador ran for the first time, winning by a
narrow margin, in the 2021 election on a platform that included the
following, and I will just read it:

We’ll finalize and improve the Clean Fuel Regulations to reduce carbon emis‐
sions from every litre of gasoline...turning them into a true Low Carbon Fuel Stan‐
dard [and]

Our improvements will include:
Basing our Low Carbon Fuel Standard on British Columbia’s policy to achieve a

20% reduction in carbon intensity for transport fuels...

That member just ran less than two years ago on a policy that
sounds to my ear an awful lot like the policy he would be can‐
celling with the motion before us. Can he explain the difference?

Mr. Clifford Small: Madam Speaker, my hon. colleague is no
doubt a smart individual, but I will tell members who is even
smarter than him. It is his soothsayer who is telling him what I
campaigned at the doors with. I will tell members what I cam‐
paigned at the doors with. I said to the people of Coast of Bays that
I am going to fight for their salmon farming industry and that I am
going to stand up in the House of Commons and support New‐
foundland and Labrador's aquaculture industry and not let it get de‐
stroyed, like my hon. colleague is trying to do in B.C.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Leader of the Opposition, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I appreciate the chance to follow the great mem‐
ber from Newfoundland and Labrador, a man who has a stronger
and more honest and powerful voice for Newfoundland and
Labrador than all other MPs from that province combined. He un‐
derstands that his job is to be the voice of Newfoundland in Ottawa,
not the voice of Ottawa in Newfoundland. Indeed, that is all of our
roles.

Here we are today in a country where nine in 10 young people
believe they will never be able to afford a home, something that
would have been unimaginable eight years ago. There are 1.5 mil‐
lion Canadians eating at food banks, and one in five are skipping
breakfast, lunch or dinner because they cannot afford the cost of
food. What do the Liberals, the NDP and the Bloc think is the rem‐
edy for all of that? It is a 61¢-a-litre carbon tax.

Let us go back, though, and examine the history of this tax. First,
the Prime Minister said that it would give people more money than
they pay, a tax that makes them better off. He said he would send
out cheques to give people back the money they paid. It turns out
that the Parliamentary Budget Officer he named proved that people
will end up paying approximately $1,500 more in taxes than they
get back in rebates. Then the Prime Minister said the tax would
never go above $50 a tonne, but what he realized was that his tax
was so ineffective at tackling emissions that he would have to raise
it more than triple that $50. Of course, that news came out after the
election rather than before.

Another falsehood is that he said this tax would help us meet our
emissions reduction targets. He has missed every single target he
has set. He did not even meet them in the year 2020, when Canadi‐
ans were locked down and banned from using their automobiles.
Even then, his tax was so ineffective that it did not reach the targets
he set. Those are three falsehoods on which he built the tax in the
first place.

When the first tax failed, what was his solution? It was to bring
in another one. If it failed once, do the same thing all over again.
The definition of “insanity” is doing the same thing over and over
again expecting to get a different result.
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The Liberals now have a second carbon tax. The first one will

take the price of a litre up 41¢ and the second will bring it up an‐
other 17¢, to a total of 58¢ a litre. However, they are not done yet.
They want to charge HST on the tax and the tax, to get it up to a
full 61¢ a litre in taxes. We can imagine, then, that a cost of a litre
of gas will be two dollars, three dollars or maybe four dollars if the
Prime Minister has his way.

We should keep in mind that higher gas prices are not a bug; they
are a feature of Liberal Party policy. The goal is to raise gas prices.
That is not a secondary consequence. It is the policy, and it is a pol‐
icy supported by the NDP and the Bloc Québécois. The NDP,
which pioneered the carbon tax, brought it to B.C. and has raised it
in that province higher than anywhere else, is voting with its Liber‐
al bosses in Ottawa to more than triple the carbon tax on British
Columbians.

What are the consequences of a tax on energy? When one taxes
energy, one taxes everything, because everything has to be dug,
built, moved, cooled and heated using energy. Let us start with
food. If we tax the farmer who grows the food and the trucker who
ships the food, we ultimately tax the food itself. This is at a time
when food price inflation is at a 40-year high.

We just got more evidence. The Prime Minister told us inflation
is on the decline. Worry not; it is all over. The nightmare has ended
and inflation is going away. What happened in the month of April?
Inflation shot up again. Why did it shoot up in April? What hap‐
pened in the last part of March? There were two things. One was
that the finance minister introduced $60 billion of new inflationary
spending, or, as she called it, gas on the inflationary fire, two days
before the start of April. Then the carbon tax hit on April 1, April
Fool's Day. The joke is on Canadians. The tax hits, the deficits hit
and inflation is back on the rise. It is cause and effect.

● (1230)

However, they are just getting started. The tax right now is only
14¢ a litre. We used to say “triple, triple, triple”, but it is not triple
anymore. The Liberals want to quadruple it and more, from 14¢—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Madam Speaker, it is quadruple, quadru‐
ple, quadruple, quadruple. There is a tongue twister, but it is going
to be even more painful to pay than to say.

We have families already living in poverty, and we know that the
rich guys will be fine. They have no problem. According to the Par‐
liamentary Budget Officer, this latest carbon tax will hit the poorest
people the worst. Those with the least will pay the most, because
energy constitutes a bigger part of their family budget. Rich people
spend a smaller amount of their family budget on energy.

We know that it will affect the single mom, the truck driver, the
barber and the student who is trying to scrape together an ex‐
tra $4,000 or $5,000 a year as part of his 25-year plan to save for a
down payment. Those are the people who will end up paying this
tax, and for what? Canada places 58th out of 63 nations in the cli‐
mate change implementation index. We are behind the rest of the
world. According to this index, China has a better record than the

Liberal government. It is worse than the dictatorship the Prime
Minister so admires when it comes to climate matters.

We get all the pain and none of the gain. If the Liberals want a
real plan for climate change, why not technology and not taxes. Let
us speed up and lower the cost of carbon-free energy.

● (1235)

[Translation]

Let us cut through the red tape and allow Quebec to build hydro‐
electric dams. This would allow Quebeckers to double the amount
of electricity available for electrification. Under my leadership, the
government will allow Quebec to speed up construction of this
green energy network.

[English]

We could approve the wave power that Nova Scotia was attempt‐
ing to permit with a private sector company, using tidal forces to
bring electricity to the great shores of Nova Scotia and power its
grid with lower emissions. I would have approved that in a mil‐
lisecond. The bureaucratic gatekeepers blocked it for years, and the
company got up and left. I will green-light green projects like that. I
will green-light nuclear energy, allowing for small modular nuclear
reactors to electrify places like Alberta, Saskatchewan and New
Brunswick. They have already signed memoranda of understanding
to move forward with nuclear power, but not if it takes 25 years to
get it permitted.

What kind of safety and environmental knowledge would we
gain in the last 17 years of that process that we could not gain in the
first three years? Why not compress the work? Yes, let us protect
safety. Yes, let us protect the environment. However, let us do it
quickly, because our environment and our energy grid cannot wait.

Finally, for carbon capture and storage, we would incentivize our
mighty energy sector, which is the most advanced, sophisticated
and ethical in the world, to reinvest some of its growth in cleaning
its operations so we can have the lowest-emitting energy sector
anywhere in the world and can put that carbon right back in the ge‐
ological structures from whence it came.

All of these things are possible if we have a government in Ot‐
tawa that gets out of the way, green-lights green projects and incen‐
tivizes reinvestment of market revenues back into clean, green tech‐
nology. The Liberals' philosophy is very different. If it moves, they
tax it. If it keeps moving, they regulate it. When it stops moving,
they subsidize it. That is a nonsensical approach.
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What we have here is common sense. The common sense of the

common people, united for our common home: their home, my
home, our home. Let us bring it home.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader
of the Government in the House of Commons (Senate), Lib.):
Madam Speaker, a lot is said in this House, when we have debates
on this topic, about the fact that all members of the Conservative
caucus who sit here today ran on pricing pollution in 2021. Howev‐
er, the Leader of the Opposition sits in a special club, a club that is
joined by five other Ontario MPs, six from Alberta, one from B.C.,
one from Manitoba, one from New Brunswick, one from Quebec
and three from Saskatchewan. This is a club of MPs who not only
ran on it in 2021, but also ran on it in 2006. In 2006, the member,
along with all the other MPs I just referenced, ran on Stephen Harp‐
er's plan to develop and implement a North America-wide cap and
trade system for greenhouse gas and air pollution.

The member has now run, with other members from the Conser‐
vative caucus, on pricing pollution twice. Could he explain the flip-
flop?

● (1240)

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Madam Speaker, we have stood for ex‐
actly the same thing the entire time. When Prime Minister Harper
was in office, he did not implement a carbon tax. He thoroughly
and forcefully rejected the carbon tax the Liberal Party has pro‐
posed. Instead what he did was incentivize technology. That is why
we reduced greenhouse gas emissions while growing the economy
in this country. For example, we worked with the Province of Al‐
berta and its tier system, which encourages large industrial energy
companies to reinvest in reducing the intensity of their emissions.
They succeeded, reducing emissions per barrel by approximately
30%.

This approach works. By using market forces and competitive
technology, our free enterprise system can reduce emissions and
build a cleaner, greener future that brings powerful paycheques
home to Canadians.

[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ):
Madam Speaker, according to what the Leader of the Opposition
said at the beginning of his speech, nine out of 10 young people be‐
lieve they will have difficulty buying a house and becoming home‐
owners. That is certainly true. We need to take action on that and
develop social housing, among other things.

However, that is not today's topic. We are talking about the car‐
bon tax and the fact that the Conservative Party is constantly call‐
ing for all environmental measures to be completely abolished. He
talks as if everyone else in the House of Commons is completely
unreasonable and out of touch, when, in my opinion, it is quite the
opposite.

My question for the Leader of the Opposition is this. Does he
recognize that members of the House are capable of taking reason‐
able action, by voting in favour of Bill C-234, for example? I asked
the question this morning and did not get an answer. Does he agree
that we were reasonable in voting for Bill C‑234?

What is he going to do for the 10 out of 10 young people who are
asking us to take action on climate change?

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Madam Speaker, are the members of the
Bloc Québécois capable of being reasonable? Perhaps they are, but
they certainly are not acting like it. We do not know why they are
hardly ever reasonable. The members of the Bloc Québécois agree
with the Liberals and the New Democrats on almost every political
issue, except the location of the nation's capital. That is the only is‐
sue they disagree on.

The member mentioned that I said that nine out of 10 young peo‐
ple cannot buy a home. He says that has nothing to do with the car‐
bon tax. I am sorry, but houses need to be heated, and heating re‐
quires energy. The carbon tax increases the cost of home heating,
which means that many young people cannot afford a home. That is
one of the reasons we want to eliminate this carbon tax.

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Madam Speaker, I want to quote a document, which reads
as follows: “We’ll finalize and improve the Clean Fuel Regulations
to reduce carbon emissions from every litre of gasoline...we burn,
turning them into a true Low Carbon Fuel Standard. Our improve‐
ments will include: Basing our Low Carbon Fuel Standard on
British Columbia's policy to achieve a 20% reduction in carbon in‐
tensity for transport fuels”.

That comes from the Conservative Party election platform, so it
is rather strange for the leader of the official opposition to be rising
in the House today to contradict his own political platform. I would
like him to explain how he thinks he can lower greenhouse gas
emissions by increasing the fossil fuel production.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Madam Speaker, we are still against the
carbon tax. The member will never be able to quote any statement
made by me at any point in my political career that supports a tax
on carbon. I have always been against it and I still am. The New
Democrats want to raise taxes and income tax on the backs of the
working class. The New Democrats are for the ultra rich, whom the
government makes richer. We stand for ordinary folk, the people
who work.

● (1245)

[English]

Mrs. Rechie Valdez (Mississauga—Streetsville, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I will be sharing my time with the member for Winnipeg
North.

Since I am speaking today on June 1, I would be remiss if I did
not say happy National Indigenous History Month—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

[Translation]

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Or‐
der. Can we show the hon. member the respect she is owed and lis‐
ten to her while she gives her speech?

[English]

The hon. member for Mississauga—Streetsville.
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Mrs. Rechie Valdez: Madam Speaker, I would be remiss on

June 1 if I did not say Happy National Indigenous History Month,
Deafblind Awareness Month, Filipino Heritage Month, Italian Her‐
itage Month, Portuguese Heritage Month and Pride Month.

To go back to the topic at hand, I am very pleased to have the
opportunity to discuss this important subject today. The Canadian
economy is doing well in the face of global economic challenges,
with more than 900,000 Canadians working today than before the
pandemic and an unemployment rate close to a record low. Howev‐
er, we are well aware that many Canadians continue to struggle
with the cost of living. Since 2015, the government has been mak‐
ing important investments to grow the economy, strengthen
Canada's social safety net and make life more affordable for Cana‐
dians. These investments have included the tax-free child benefit to
support about 3.5 million families annually, an enhanced Canada
workers benefit and a 10% increase in old age security payments to
seniors aged 75 and over, among others.

In budget 2023, we outlined how our government will provide
new targeted inflation relief to Canadians, including the grocery re‐
bate, to support the many individuals and families who are strug‐
gling to put food on the table because of the rising cost of groceries.
The new one-time grocery rebate will deliver targeted inflation re‐
lief for 11 million low- and modest-income Canadians and families
who need it most, with up to $467 for eligible couples with two
children, up to an extra $234 for single Canadians without children
and an extra $225 for seniors, on average. The grocery rebate will
be delivered to eligible Canadians on July 5, 2023, by direct deposit
or cheque, through the Canada Revenue Agency. By targeting the
grocery rebate to Canadians who need it the most, the government
will be able to provide relief without making inflation worse.

We all know that inflation is still too high, and the steep increase
in interest rates has caused economic pain for many Canadians, in‐
cluding small businesses, which need to pay more for their lines of
credit. We saw the pandemic lead to an increase in people using
credit cards when they shop. Canadian small businesses pay fees to
process these credit card transactions, with the largest component
being the interchange paid to credit card issuers.

However, I am pleased to be able to say that the Government of
Canada recently announced that, in budget 2023, it will be deliver‐
ing a commitment to lower credit card transaction fees for small
businesses by finalizing new agreements with Visa and Mastercard,
while also protecting reward points offered by Canada's large banks
for Canadian consumers. For qualifying small businesses, Visa and
Mastercard have agreed to reduce interchange fees for in-store
transactions, to an annual weighted average of 0.95%, and to re‐
duce interchange fees for online transactions by 10 basis points, re‐
sulting in reductions of up to 7%. As a previous small business en‐
trepreneur myself, I am happy to say that these new agreements
will help most small businesses in Canada.

More than 90% of credit card-accepting businesses in Canada
will qualify for the new lower rates and see their interchange fees
reduced by up to 27% from the existing weighted average rate.
These reductions are expected to save Canadian small businesses
about $1 billion over five years. Small businesses will also have
free access to online fraud and cybersecurity resources to help them
grow their online sales while preventing fraud and charge-backs. In

concrete terms, a small store with $300,000 in annual credit card
sales should see interchange savings of $1,080 per year. The new
rates will come into effect in the fall of 2024 to allow time for sys‐
tems to be updated.

Another important measure in the budget includes working with
regulatory agencies in provinces and territories to reduce junk fees
for Canadians, including higher telecom roaming charges, event
and concert fees, excessive baggage fees and unjustified shipping
and freight fees. These costs can add up very quickly. It is impor‐
tant to ensure that businesses are transparent and fair with prices for
Canadians.

The budget also takes action to crack down on predatory lending.
Predatory lenders can take advantage of some of the most vulnera‐
ble people in our communities, including low-income Canadians,
newcomers and seniors, often by extending loans with very high in‐
terest rates. With budget 2023, our government is taking action by
proposing to lower the criminal rate of interest by reducing the an‐
nual percentage rate from 47% to 35% and imposing a cap on pay‐
day loans.

Another way the government is taking steps to support low-in‐
come Canadians is through automatic tax filing. Having hosted a
free tax clinic in my office during tax season, I know first-hand that
this will go a long way for all our constituents.

● (1250)

We want to ensure that Canadians can easily file their tax returns
in order to receive the benefits to which they are entitled. Since
2018, the Canada Revenue Agency has delivered a free and simple
File my Return service, which allows eligible Canadians to auto-
file their tax returns over the phone after answering a series of short
questions. Budget 2023 announced that the federal government
would increase the number of Canadians eligible for File my Re‐
turn—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member for North Okanagan—Shuswap has a point of or‐
der.

Mr. Mel Arnold: Madam Speaker, I would ask the hon. member
about the relevance of her speech. All she has spoken about here is
budget 2023; she has said nothing in relation to the order of the day,
the—
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The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):

She is making references to some of the issues. As the hon. member
knows, we have a lot of leeway in what members can discuss in
their speeches.

The hon. parliamentary secretary.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, on that point of order,

maybe the Conservative member does not know what his opposi‐
tion motion says, but the fourth point says, “making life more ex‐
pensive for Canadians [is] a cost of living crisis”. The member is
speaking directly to the cost of living.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): We
are not going to enter a debate on the issue. I have already said that
the hon. member has some leeway, and I am sure she will round it
out to the motion in question.

The hon. member for Mississauga—Streetsville.
Mrs. Rechie Valdez: Madam Speaker, as I said, budget 2023 an‐

nounced that the federal government would increase the number of
Canadians eligible for File my Return to two million people by
2025, which is almost triple the current number.

My son Kyle is about to graduate from elementary school, and I
am thinking forward to when he enters university and what he is
going to be paying for his education. We know that the higher cost
of living means that students still need support to afford an educa‐
tion and pursue their dreams. Budget 2023 proposed enhanced sup‐
port for students for the 2023 school year. This includes increasing
Canada student grants by 40%, providing up to $4,200 for full-time
students; raising the interest-free Canada student loan limit
from $210 to $300 per week of study; and waiving the requirement
for mature students, aged 22 years or older, to undergo credit
screening in order to qualify for federal student grants and loans for
the first time. This would allow post-secondary students to access
up to $14,400 in enhanced Canada student financial assistance for
the upcoming school year. Students with disabilities and depen‐
dents would also receive an increase in Canada student grants.

Post-secondary education is expensive, and the government is
committed to ensuring that education remains accessible and more
affordable for Canadians, so that future generations can seek higher
education. That is why we will be working with students in the year
ahead to develop a long-term approach to student financial assis‐
tance in time for budget 2024.

Unfortunately, for too many Canadians, including young people
and new Canadians, the dream of owning a new home is increas‐
ingly out of reach. In budget 2022, the government committed to
introducing a tax-free personal savings account, a new registered
plan to give prospective first-time homebuyers the ability to
save $40,000 on a tax-free basis. In budget 2023, the government
delivered on this commitment by allowing financial institutions to
start offering this plan to Canadians on April 21, 2023, a few
months ago.

These are just a few examples of how we are making targeted
and responsible investments to build a stronger economic future for
all Canadians.

Mr. Warren Steinley (Regina—Lewvan, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I join with my colleague, whom I work with on the agri‐

culture committee, in wishing everyone a happy Filipino Heritage
Month. We have a large Filipino community in Regina, and I say hi
to all my friends back home.

I have a simple question for my hon. colleague. Could she tell
me how much carbon taxes 1 and 2 will reduce emissions in
Canada? Is there a number that the Liberals have? They have not
met many emissions reduction targets yet, so what will carbon tax‐
es 1 and 2 do? What is the number in terms of how much emissions
will be reduced?

Mrs. Rechie Valdez: Madam Speaker, I enjoy working with the
hon. member on the agriculture committee.

I just want to state that, from the national inventory report that
was recently published, Canada's climate policies are starting to
bend the curve on greenhouse gas emissions. Canada is leading the
G7 emissions reduction since 2019 and produced 53 million tonnes
less of carbon in 2021 than in 2019. That is the equivalent of taking
11 million cars off Canada's roads. Our plan is working. We are tak‐
ing action to ensure that we push toward our 2030 emissions reduc‐
tion target.

● (1255)

[Translation]

Mr. Denis Trudel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, BQ): Madam
Speaker, I have a question for my colleague, who seems awfully
pleased with her government's program to help the least fortunate.
Yesterday, along with other members of the House, I sponsored a
Food Banks Canada event. The people in that organization do not
think things are going very well at all.

Let us look at some of the numbers. Requests for food assistance
have gone up by 20% since 2021 to 2.2 million per month. In Que‐
bec, 671,000 people used the food bank network every month in
2022, a 9% increase. There has been a 43% increase in food ham‐
per services since 2019, and 60% of requests for food hamper ser‐
vices come from households whose main source of income is social
assistance, old age security or employment insurance. There has
been a 25% increase in requests for food hampers from households
whose main source of income is an old age pension.

Does my colleague think there are some pretty serious poverty
issues we need to get to work on right now?

[English]

Mrs. Rechie Valdez: Madam Speaker, I want to give a shout-out
to the Mississauga Food Bank for its amazing work in giving back
to the community and providing our communities with food.
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As I mentioned, or outlined, earlier in my speech, today, we have

designed budget 2023 to have the biggest impact on those who
need it most. We have made so many different options available to
constituents to assist them in this time of need while avoiding exac‐
erbating inflation. Again, we are committed to providing a brighter
future for Canadians through these different measures.

Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Madam Speaker, with
regard to green energy and the Stellantis battery plant, the decision
is still pending. The auto industry stretches from all the way from
Windsor, Ontario, here into Quebec. Can my colleague outline
more specific supports that will be available for not only the OEMs,
being the original manufacturers, but also the supply chain?

Mrs. Rechie Valdez: Madam Speaker, as a part of the auto cau‐
cus, I hear all the different concerns that we get from the auto in‐
dustry. I am looking forward to continuing to work with different
members in this House to continue to put policies and legislation in
place that can help, especially, with enhancing electric battery
plants that are coming into Canada. They can also help with differ‐
ent investments, such as those from Stellantis and Volkswagen.

Mr. Kevin Vuong (Spadina—Fort York, Ind.): Madam Speak‐
er, I want to read into the record an analysis by the Hon. Dan
McTeague. He spent 18 years serving in this place as a Liberal MP,
and he now serves as the president of Canadians for Affordable En‐
ergy. He states, “The Clean Fuel Standard is simply another tax
grab by this government that will raise the cost of everything with
no benefit to the environment.” He adds, “It is shocking that this
government insists on moving forward with another ineffective tax
during a time of soaring household costs”.

What is my colleague's analysis on how this tax is going to drive
up household costs?

Mrs. Rechie Valdez: Madam Speaker, I just want to state some‐
thing else on the record, which is this: Data from Public Safety
Canada shows that the average annual bill for disaster assistance
has been $430 million over the last three years. The total damage
from natural disasters in Canada has been $3.1 billion alone in
2022.

Given these substantial costs, inaction towards protecting our
planet and fighting climate change will inevitably affect us all, so
the clean fuel regulations are critically important. They are an im‐
portant part of Canada's overall approach to reducing emissions.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, one can imagine my surprise when I found out that the
Conservatives wanted to talk about a price on pollution again. I say
that tongue in cheek because, obviously, I am not surprised.

It is interesting. If someone has followed the debate on the price
on pollution, they will find that the first jurisdiction, I believe, in
North America, many years ago, that instituted the principles of a
price on pollution was actually a Conservative government in the
province of Alberta. The Conservative member applauds across the
way. He is quite right. It was a Conservative provincial govern‐
ment. I have to qualify this: It was a Progressive Conservative gov‐
ernment. There is a big, substantial difference between the Progres‐
sive Conservatives and the extreme right movement we now have,
which the leader of the Conservative Party heads today.

Let us fast-forward and imagine an international conference be‐
ing held in Paris. Countries from around the world convene in Paris
and come up with the idea of a price on pollution, and say that we
should be promoting it. Canada comes back from Paris and says,
“Look, some provinces already have some form of a price on pollu‐
tion, and what we need to be able to do is ensure that all provinces
are on the same level playing field, in essence, and are dealing with
the environment.” We established a program that allowed for
provinces that had plans in place to have those plans respected as
long as they met certain targets. We still have provinces today that
have their own programs. In other words, the price on pollution that
we have today is, in fact, applied to most provinces and territories
but not to all provinces. British Columbia and Quebec are examples
of that.

If we look at it from that perspective, we now have the Conser‐
vative Party of today, that far right movement. What is it saying?
As has been pointed out on numerous occasions in the past, the far
right party of today is very different, even from the party of 2021.
The leader, at that time, had a policy platform, and in that policy
platform, he was able to reverse the Conservative position that
came out of the Paris accord. Coming out of the Paris accord, the
Conservative Party of Canada said that it did not like it. After a
great deal of debate, the Conservative Party changed its mind and
told Canadians that. It said to Canadians that it had changed its
mind and that it now supported a price on pollution. People do not
have to take my word for it; they can actually look at the party poli‐
cy platform of the Conservative Party in 2021 and they will find
that the Conservatives supported a price on pollution.

Let us fast-forward. The Conservatives dumped that leader and
adopted a new, shiny leader, the member for Carleton. The member
for Carleton now comes out saying that the Conservatives have
changed their opinion. It does not matter that it was an election
platform issue that all 338 candidates had incorporated in the last
federal election, saying that they supported a price on pollution.
That is just pushed to the side because the Conservative Party, that
right-wing party today, wants to be able to have a bumper sticker
that, in essence, says that it is going to get rid of the carbon tax.
There are inconsistencies even in that, if we think about it.

● (1300)

I will use the province of British Columbia as an example. From
coast to coast to coast, the new, shiny leader of the Conservative
Party is telling people that the Conservatives are going to get rid of
the price on pollution. What about the province of British
Columbia? The Conservatives say they are going to get rid of the
price on pollution in the rest of Canada, but they are not doing it in
the province of British Columbia. What is the member for Abbots‐
ford going to be telling his constituents? Will he say that what the
leader of the Conservative Party is saying does not apply to British
Columbia, or is the Conservative Party going to be consistent and
say it will subsidize and compensate the residents of British
Columbia because the rest of Canada is getting that so-called tax
break?
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The Conservative Party is intentionally misleading Canadians in

many different ways, all because it wants a simple bumper sticker
saying that it is prepared to abandon principles the traditional, pro‐
gressive party actually supported. It supported them, whether
decades ago or in the last federal election, because the principles of
a price on pollution are, in fact, effective; they work.

The Conservatives can talk all they want about emission con‐
trols. It does not take away the principles of what a price on pollu‐
tion does as an incentive. When the Conservative leader says he
will get rid of the so-called carbon tax, he does not tell Canadians
that, along with the tax, he will get rid of the rebate portion. I
would like to reflect on the residents I represent in Winnipeg North.
The Conservative Party will take away, from more than 80% of my
constituents, a net gain because of the price on pollution. In
essence, he is reaching into their pockets and taking money out of
them, while, in the same breath, he is trying to tell them he is giv‐
ing them a tax break. It is completely inconsistent. This is not the
first time, when we really take a look at what the Conservative Par‐
ty of Canada is proposing. It just does not make sense. It is not
good for the environment. It is not good for the economy. It is not
good for supporting Canada's middle class. However, I guess it will
fit on a bumper sticker, and the leader may be able to fool some
Canadians. That is the driving force behind this.

It reminds me of another idea he had when he was running for
the leadership, which was cryptocurrency. Do people remember
that one? Those who would have followed his advice would have
lost thousands of dollars. In some areas, individuals may have lost
60% of their life's earnings if they had invested in cryptocurrency.
We had today's leader of the official opposition advocating for it.
He still has not apologized for that piece of wisdom, which turned
out to be a total failure.

I think there is a responsibility of the Conservative Party. One of
my colleagues said that its leader has now been the leader for more
than 250 days. I do not know the actual number, but we still do not
have an environmental policy coming from the Conservative Party
of Canada.

On this side of the House, we consistently announce programs
that will assist in protecting our environment, whether by the ex‐
pansion of conservation sites, the expansion of national parks, the
banning of single-use plastics, making zero-emission vehicles more
affordable or the idea of planting more trees. These are the types of
things we are talking about, and the price on pollution is a major
part of what a progressive government needs to do in order to pro‐
tect our environment, support Canadians and build a healthier econ‐
omy. We are building greener jobs. A good example of that, and
there are many examples one can give, is the Volkswagen battery
plant. It is going to be the largest factory in Canada. The Conserva‐
tives are opposing even that.
● (1305)

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Madam
Speaker, the member brought up the issue of planting trees, so I
would like him to clarify this for the House and for Canada. Under
the two billion trees program the Liberals have promised, how
many of those two billion trees have been planted? Specifically, in
my riding, I have been trying to get any organization to qualify for
this bureaucratic process that is filled with red tape. I have gone to

the municipalities. We tried to band together with local conserva‐
tion groups, and the feedback I got from my counties when they
reached out to the Liberal government was that they cannot qualify
as they do not meet the requirements. I live in a rural area that is
willing to plant all sorts of trees to help deal with reducing carbon
emissions in this country, yet the program seems to be failing. Can
the member provide some clarity?

● (1310)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, I have two quick
points. The member referred to an election platform issue. Is this
not somewhat ironic, when the election platform issue of the Con‐
servative Party was to support a price on pollution? If we look up
the word “hypocrisy” in Webster's Dictionary, we can see that we
might want to incorporate this as an excellent example.

The second point I would make is that we should remember that
all trees start from a seed. We cannot just wish for a tree to be six
feet tall. It takes—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member for Longueuil—Saint-Hubert.

[Translation]

Mr. Denis Trudel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, BQ): Madam
Speaker—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Or‐
der.

Can we let the hon. member ask his question?

The hon. member for Longueuil—Saint-Hubert.

Mr. Denis Trudel: Madam Speaker, I find the current debate a
little pathetic. I hope that everyone in Quebec is watching the de‐
bate we have been having since 10 o'clock this morning. Quebec is
strongly committed to the fight against climate change. Quebeckers
know that this is a serious, major threat, and they want to take ac‐
tion to address it.

This is a pathetic spectacle. On one side, we have a government
that is absolutely incapable of taking action. Since the Liberals
came to power, Canada has been one of the worst performers in the
world when it comes to tackling climate change. Our greenhouse
gas emissions have continued to rise since the Liberals came to
power. That is the Liberal record.

On the other side, we have the Conservatives, who are saying
this morning that we need to do even less. They are proposing that
we do less about the biggest challenge of our time. It is a bit pathet‐
ic.

Then they wonder why there are 32 Bloc Québécois MPs. It is
because Quebeckers are strongly committed and want governments
to act—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
must let the hon. parliamentary secretary respond to the comment.
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The hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the Govern‐

ment in the House of Commons.
[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, the member can say
whatever he wants when he stands to speak, but the reality is quite
the opposite in terms of what the member is saying about the gov‐
ernment.

I listed a number of initiatives the Government of Canada has
taken over the years that are making a positive difference. In work‐
ing with provincial jurisdictions, we have been able to accomplish
some great things, and we will continue to work with the provin‐
cial, territorial and indigenous governments to ensure that our envi‐
ronment is protected, while advancing our economy, building on
good-quality, middle-class jobs and providing an economy that
works for all Canadians.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Madam
Speaker, the Liberals like to talk about heat pumps, so I will ask a
heat pump question. By my estimation and the numbers I have seen
from experts, Canada needs about 500,000 additional heat pumps
by 2030 to meet its target. How many heat pumps did the Liberals
incentivize under the greener homes program in the two years since
it was launched? It was 438. I did the math, and, by my calculation,
it is going to take 1,000 years at that pace to hit their 2030 target.

Can the parliamentary secretary square the math for me and tell
me whether Canadians are going to have to wait 1,000 years to hit
the target?

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, the greener homes
program does more than just heat pumps. It provides Canadians
from coast to coast the opportunity to improve the condition of
their homes and assists by having the pumps put in. Not only will
Canadians take up and use those incentives, but I suspect a good
number of Canadians will also move forward even without the in‐
centives. We need to encourage both, and I believe we are working
in the right direction.
● (1315)

Mr. Jasraj Singh Hallan (Calgary Forest Lawn, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I am going to be splitting my time with my amaz‐
ing colleague and good friend, the member for Sarnia—Lambton.

It was a scam all along. It was never sold as advertised. This car‐
bon tax scam, in 2015, was sold to Canadians as a scam that the
Conservatives called out all along the way.

First Liberals said it was a levy. They said it was a levy for one's
Chevy, that they wanted to charge us for driving our Chevys around
rural Canada to get from job site to job site and job site to home.
They said that it would make Canadians better off. That was the
other scam they sold with carbon tax scam 1.0. They said that
Canadians would get more into their pockets than what they paid.
That was the scam.

Thank God we have a public budgeting officer. Who should we
believe? Should we believe the public budgeting officer the Liber‐
als appointed themselves or should we believe a drama teacher, the
Prime Minister, who has the most scandals of any prime minister in
Canada's history?

Should we believe the public budgeting officer, whose job is to
tell the truth and expose any scandal or any mistruths being told in
any type of reporting or should we believe an environment minis‐
ter, who is the only one in this House I know of who has been in an
orange jumpsuit?

Should we believe the public budgeting officer or should we be‐
lieve a finance minister who said she would not fuel the flames of
inflation and who just months ago took a big $63-billion jerry can
of inflation of fuel and threw it on the inflationary fire she started
herself?

Who should we believe?

The misinformation continues from the Liberal-NDP costly
coalition, which continuously says Canadians get more into their
pockets and are much better off. The reality is that after eight years,
the carbon tax scam 1.0 is still a scam. It will cost on average every
single Canadian household, every struggling Canadian household,
around $1,500 each. This is at a time when we see inflation out of
control because the Liberal-NDP government spent out of control
and spent more money than all governments before it combined,
making inflation out of control. We see rents out of control and
mortgages unaffordable, going up by the day, because it could not
stop spending Canadians' money.

Then the Liberals sold this other scam that it would magically fix
the environment and that the weather would start getting better, the
more they charged Canadians for this scam. They said that they
would be fix all the problems we see around the world with cli‐
mate. The reality is that was a scam all along too, because Canada
ranks 58th out of 63 countries in its climate plan. This is behind
China, of all countries, the same country the Prime Minister ad‐
mires because he admires that basic dictatorship. Although Canada
produces much less emissions than China, we are still behind it.
That just goes to show how big a scam this was from day one.

Let us now talk about the realities of what Canadians are going
through today. As I said, we see inflation out of control. Food infla‐
tion is out of control. We see mortgages have doubled since the
Liberal-NDP government has taken over. We see rents that are out
of control. There is not enough housing. One in five Canadians are
skipping meals today because they cannot afford to eat and heat
their homes. There are 1.5 million Canadians visiting a food bank
in a single month in this country. I could not have imagined when
my family and I moved to this country that this would be what
Canada is today, a country where one can have two or three jobs
and still not be able to afford eating and heating one's home.
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● (1320)

Not only has the Liberal-NDP government caused the price of
food to go up, it added to that price, because of the carbon tax
scam, which has made it more expensive for farmers to grow food,
to transport it and to store it at the grocery store. At the end of the
day, Canadians are having to pay those costs, at a time when one in
four Canadians are saying they have to borrow money to meet their
basic necessities. This is not the Canada my family and I moved to
so many years ago. Like other immigrants who came here, we were
looking for hope, hope for a better future and a government that
wanted to support them, not continue to kick them down and take
more from them while giving less back.

This carbon tax scam is hurting Canadians and Canadian house‐
holds. It takes more out of their pockets, leaving them with even
less. We see parents and single moms having to choose between be‐
ing able to afford tutors for their children or feed them nutritious
food three times a day at minimum. They are making choices they
have never had to make before. What did the Liberal government
do? It added a second carbon tax scam on top of it, one without any
phony rebates. Now, on average, every single Canadian household
in this country is going to spend $2,000 on these carbon tax 1.0 and
2.0 scams combined. This is the Liberal-NDP solution to a problem
it created for struggling Canadian households.

Canada is in a dire situation. I will quote some statistics from a
representative of the Daily Bread Food Bank who came to the fi‐
nance committee on May 17. Before the pandemic it saw 60,000
clients a month, during the pandemic it saw 120,000, but in March
2023 it spiked to 270,000 visits.

I will quote Neil Hetherington, from the Daily Bread Food Bank,
who stated:

The underlying reasons for this are complex, but I can summarize them in one
sentence: People do not have enough income to afford the rapidly rising cost of liv‐
ing.

The Liberal-NDP government not only made housing impossible
to find in this country, but its out-of-control spending made mort‐
gages and rents go up. Now it wants to take even more from Cana‐
dians who are struggling. It is impossible for anyone to be able to
survive today. I have spoken with newcomers who have said that
they find it impossible to stay in this country when they came here
looking for hope.

Hope is on the horizon. We are going to get rid of these carbon
tax 1.0 and 2.0 scams. We are going to make sure we build more
green, clean projects in this country to bring down the cost of our
energy. We are going to make sure we are supporting families, not
taking more from them. We will leave more in their pockets. We are
going to bring home more powerful paycheques by lowering prices
and making sure we get rid of the carbon tax scam.

We need to make sure our immigrants, newcomers and young
people can all see the hope of a better future in this country, and we
will see that hope when the member for Carleton becomes the
Prime Minister of this country.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader
of the Government in the House of Commons (Senate), Lib.):
Madam Speaker, the member is incorrect when he said that we
have not been doing our part in the world when it comes to reduc‐

ing emissions. As a matter of fact, between 2019 and 2021,
Canada's GHG emissions dropped by 9%.

Conservatives will quickly say it was the pandemic that slowed it
down. The problem with that argument is that our economy contin‐
ued to grow during that time, so we are indeed bending the curve
on GHG emissions, despite the fact we continue to see economic
growth.

Would the member like to reflect on his comment and perhaps
provide more truth in his next statement?

● (1325)

Mr. Jasraj Singh Hallan: Madam Speaker, the only thing bend‐
ing about that member's statement is the truth. The Liberals are
talking about lower emissions during a lockdown. It is absolutely
ridiculous to think that we can take this member seriously when
they are bragging about a lockdown that brought down emissions.

Actually, what they did do was make sure that we have the worst
growth in all of the OECD developed countries. Canada will be
performing the absolute worst, and yet their solution to all of this is
to tax Canadians even more and make sure there are going to be
more people going to food banks and borrowing more money just
to meet their necessities. This is the out-of-touch policy—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member for Berthier—Maskinongé.

[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Madam
Speaker, we no longer know how to put it, but I will repeat the
question that I have asked many times and to which I have yet to
receive a response: Are the member and his party aware of the exis‐
tence of climate change?

As we speak, there are towns in Quebec that have been evacuat‐
ed because of forest fires. Now the Conservatives want to remove
any incentive that will improve our performance and say that, since
climate change exists, then the tax serves no purpose. The carbon
tax was just created. We have to give the transformation time to
take effect.

We agree with the fact that measures are needed for low-income
Canadians. However, if the Conservatives get rid of this tax, what
are they going to do? That is my big question.
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[English]

Mr. Jasraj Singh Hallan: Madam Speaker, does the Conserva‐
tive Party believe that climate change is happening? Yes, to answer
his question. However, do we believe that taxes are the way? Well,
the Liberals, the Bloc and the NDP are proof that charging more to
Canadians for a carbon tax scam is not working when emissions go
up. They have not met a single emission target that they set for
themselves. It is these failed policies that continue to not help the
environment, the economy or Canadians. We are going to turn that
all around and we are going to bring hope over this hurt that this
collective has brought on Canadians.
[Translation]

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Madam Speaker, I am always surprised by the Conserva‐
tives' rhetoric as the planet is literally burning.

Canada is ranked 39th for per capita greenhouse gas emissions
but 10th among countries for greenhouse gas emissions. If we want
to abide by the Paris accord, the average per capita emissions
around the world should be two tonnes per year, and yet each and
every Canadian emits 17.5 tonnes. Does my colleague not think
that there is considerable work to be done and that using market
tools could be one solution?
[English]

Mr. Jasraj Singh Hallan: Madam Speaker, since it is my NDP
colleague who asked the question, I want to take this time to con‐
gratulate the people of Alberta who rejected the failed smear-and-
fear tactics of the NDP government. Albertans overwhelming re‐
jected the Liberal-NDP government that was once in power from
2015 to 2019 once again.

I want to remind the House that, in 2019, when the UCP formed
government, the number one bill that Albertans overwhelmingly
put the party into power with was to get rid of this carbon tax scam.
I want to congratulate Albertans on the great job and huge victory
by Danielle Smith and her government. We are looking forward to
working with them when we have a Conservative government at
the federal level and the provincial level, and we are going to have
a strong confederation.

Ms. Marilyn Gladu (Sarnia—Lambton, CPC): Madam Speak‐
er, it is always a pleasure to rise in the House and especially today
for this opposition day motion, which talks about how the first car‐
bon tax would increase the price of gas by 41¢ a litre and how the
second, the clean fuel regulations, would add 20¢ more to that
when sales tax is included. This will further exacerbate the cost of
living issues that people are facing across the country.

What I want to do today in my speech is talk about what the car‐
bon tax will do, talk about what it will not do and talk about what
real solutions should be offered.

First of all, what does it actually do? It increases the price of
things. It is not just the price of gasoline that is going up, because it
is an escalator. For example, if we look at food, it has increased in
price, on average, by 12%, but some items of food are up 30% and
40%.

When we are talking about a farmer who is producing the food,
they will have to use more diesel and fuel to heat their barns and

take care of growing their products and drying them. There is a car‐
bon tax on that. To make it worse, there is a tax on the tax. The Lib‐
erals are applying tax on top of that, and it is a substantial amount
of money. We are talking about $150,000 for a farmer. That is a real
thing that they obviously have to pass on to the consumer.

Then they are shipping the product to a processing facility, and
there is a carbon tax on that and a tax on the tax. Then at the pro‐
cessing facility, depending on the type of processing facility, there
is a carbon tax on emissions. Then we are talking about shipping it
to the grocery store. Again, that is another carbon tax and a tax on
the tax. Then we get to the grocery store, and it has to be put in re‐
frigerators. If the Liberal do not buy them, that is another expense,
but then they are spending more energy trying to keep the products
preserved.

What is happening is this is hurting individuals. Before the pan‐
demic, the data reported said that half of Canadians were with‐
in $200 of not being able to pay their bills. Let us think about that.
Then fast-forward to where we are now, where we have added a
second carbon tax that is estimated, according to the Parliamentary
Budget Officer, to cost each individual $538 a year. Half of Canadi‐
ans were within $200 of not being able to pay their bills every
month, and now the Liberals have added $600 more. That is on top
of the estimated cost of the already existing carbon tax, which the
Parliamentary Budget Officer says, depending on the province we
live in, is between $1,500 and $3,000 a person.

By the time all these taxes, carbon taxes and the tax on the tax
get to an individual, we are talking about $4,000 per Canadian.
That is a substantial amount of money. If we break that down by
month, we are talking $300 a month, which puts us way over the
50% of people who could not pay their bills if they had an increase
of $200.

The Liberals are going to say that Canadians get back more than
they give, but we know that is not true. I have seen my climate ac‐
tion rebate cheque come to me, $128.55 four times a year. Adding
that up, it is nowhere near $4,000. It is absolutely a misrepresenta‐
tion of the facts to say the government is giving Canadians more
back. No, it is not.

I am getting calls at my office, continually, from individuals who
are saying they cannot afford to pay their bills and are losing their
house. I have a lot of seniors in my riding, and some of them have
had to go back to work at 74 years of age in order to afford heating,
gasoline, groceries, the whole thing. That is what the carbon tax is
doing. It is adding to inflationary pressures that we already have
from the out-of-control spending happening on the other side. That
is what the carbon tax does.
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Let us talk a little about what it does not do. It does not reduce

emissions. It is a tax plan; it is not an emissions plan. If we look to
who has met their Paris targets, our neighbours to the south have
met their Paris targets, and they did it through emissions reduction
technology and switching to fuels like nuclear, LNG and lower-car‐
bon fuels. These are actual, concrete solutions. They put capital in‐
centives in place so that businesses would put emissions reduction
technology in place. That is how they did it, and they did it in four
years.

If we look at where we are, we were supposed to reduce our tar‐
gets by 30% from the 2005 level. The 2005 level was 732 mega‐
tonnes and we are now at 670 megatonnes. In 20 years, we have re‐
duced 60 megatonnes, but the target we have to get to is a reduction
of 538. We are nowhere near the plan.
● (1330)

In the approach the Liberals have, they talk about tree planting.
They are going to plant two billion trees. Do members know how
many trees we already have in Canada? We have 318 billion trees
in Canada and this is two billion more. More trees are always bet‐
ter, but the reality is that recent reports said the Liberals have plant‐
ed less than 2% of these in years. It is because the program that was
introduced does not work.

I know a great group, Climate Action Sarnia-Lambton, that
wants to plant trees. I approached the minister and said that we
have lots of volunteers who are willing to come out. They have all
the tools. We just need the money to get the trees and get them in
the ground. Do members know what I heard? We have to plant
10,000 trees or we cannot get any money. We have to start some‐
where with a program that works a little better than that. That is
what the carbon tax does not do.

I have heard this a lot in the discussion today during the debate:
Well, what about the wildfires and what about the floods? We are
seeing severe weather events and we are seeing them at a frequency
that we have not seen before. However, Canada is less than 2% of
the carbon footprint of the world. We could eliminate the whole
thing and we are still going to get all of those wildfires and all of
those floods, because we have countries, like China and India, that
are building coal plants. China is 34% of the footprint.

What would be better is if we exported Canadian LNG. We could
reduce the global footprint by over 10%. We could reduce five
times our existing footprint. That is real climate action. Instead, 12
LNG projects have been shut down by the Liberal government.

The Germans approached us. Germany decided to go down the
green energy path, and they found out that it was so expensive that
they got rid of it and went back onto coal and LNG. They ap‐
proached us to get a contract with us for $58 billion, which we re‐
fused. The Australians used to have a carbon tax. They got rid of it.
It made everything more expensive and it did not help them meet
their goals.

We have a situation where countries are in need of our fuel. We
are the most environmentally responsible producers of LNG in the
world, but we cannot get anything built because a Bill C-69 project
approval thing was put in place. We have seen the disaster that the
government is making with the Trans Mountain project. It was sup‐

posed to be $7 billion and is up to $30 billion, and it is not even
built yet.

The carbon tax hurts Canadians. It inflates their costs. People
cannot afford to live. They are struggling. I know that Liberal MPs
are hearing this from their constituents and they need to listen.

What we need to do is have emissions reduction technology, get
on lower-carbon fuels, export them to the world and work together
to get a better planet. That is what we need to do and that is the vi‐
sion on this side of the House.

● (1335)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader
of the Government in the House of Commons (Senate), Lib.):
Madam Speaker, if I heard the member correctly, she said that she
wanted a tenfold increase of Canadian fossil fuel extraction in order
to supply other parts of the world. Can she confirm that this is in‐
deed what she is suggesting? Perhaps I heard her wrong and she
would like to correct the record.

Ms. Marilyn Gladu: Madam Speaker, it would be my pleasure
to correct that.

Basically, if we build all of this LNG capacity to ship fuel to oth‐
er places in the world, it will increase our footprint from 1.6% to
about 3.2% to 3.6% depending on how much we build. However, it
will reduce the overall global footprint by 15% by getting places
like China and India and the emerging world off of coal. We go up
by less than 2% and the world goes down by 15%. That is a noble
goal.

[Translation]

Mr. Denis Trudel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, BQ): Madam
Speaker, there is a lot of chit-chat happening around me. I would
ask the gentlemen to let me speak.

Regarding my colleague's speech, we have heard a few times this
morning that the Conservatives' plan is to rely on technology—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
Can we show the hon. member the respect he deserves and let him
ask his question?

The hon. member for Longueuil—Saint-Hubert.

Mr. Denis Trudel: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleagues for
allowing me to speak. It is so very kind of them.

I heard many Conservative members talk about relying on tech‐
nology. The Liberals have had a plan for seven years, but as many
people have pointed out this morning, it is not working. Some of
my Conservative friends are saying they are going to rely on tech‐
nology, but what technology are we talking about?

In the budget, the Liberals introduced tax credits to help the five
biggest oil companies, which made $220 billion in combined prof‐
its in 2022, to engage in greenwashing and carbon capture. Howev‐
er, carbon capture does not work.



June 1, 2023 COMMONS DEBATES 15175

Business of Supply
What technologies are my Conservative colleagues talking about

when they say they are going to invest in technology?
[English]

Ms. Marilyn Gladu: Madam Speaker, let me talk as a chemical
engineer about some of the things I have seen that are very effec‐
tive at reducing emissions.

When I was the director of engineering at Suncor, for example,
we had emissions reduction programs in place for all the refineries.
We were able to reduce our GHG emissions by 25%. We were basi‐
cally capturing the emissions and recycling them. Then there is car‐
bon sequestration. Canada is a leader in this technology. It is a great
carbon sink. That is a way of getting there.

In terms of energy, 40% of the energy in Ontario is nuclear. Of
course, nuclear is carbon-free, so expanding into small modular nu‐
clear reactors, especially in the emerging world, which is on coal
and heavy carbon fuels, is a great idea. I also mentioned LNG sup‐
planting coal. It is a lower-carbon fuel and is environmentally re‐
sponsibly produced here.
● (1340)

Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Madam
Speaker, the last time the Conservative Party had a costed and mod‐
elled climate plan, it included both a price on carbon and a low-car‐
bon fuel standard, two policies they are now saying they would not
proceed with. My question to the member is this: When is the Con‐
servative Party going to release a new modelled climate plan that
replaces those policies with policies she claims are going to be ef‐
fective?

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Madam Speaker, I cannot hear if they
are—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
Can we allow the hon. member to finish his question so the hon.
member for Sarnia—Lambton can answer it?

The hon. member for Skeena—Bulkley Valley.
Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Madam Speaker, maybe I will start again

so I can clearly articulate the question.

Given that just two years ago the Conservatives ran on a plat‐
form that included carbon pricing and a clean fuel standard, what
do they intend to come forward with that would replace those,
which just two years ago they said were adequate policies? I do not
understand.

Ms. Marilyn Gladu: Madam Speaker, it is important to note that
Conservative policy is typically set by the grassroots, and our poli‐
cy has always been to oppose a carbon tax. Members can remember
we had a leader with a different vision, and he is no longer the lead‐
er. Members can take what they want from that.

We have always been opposed to a carbon tax. The grassroots
members are opposed, and they are opposed because they know it
does not work. Even the cap and trade program in Quebec has not
reduced emissions. It does not work, so we need to get technology
solutions in place.

We will come up with a plan. We are expecting an election pretty
soon, and if the NDP would do its part and help push the Liberals
for a public inquiry or pull the agreement, we would be there with
our plan.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader
of the Government in the House of Commons (Senate), Lib.):
Madam Speaker, they are all opposed to pricing pollution because
54% of their base does not even believe in climate change.

I find it interesting that earlier, the member for Calgary Forest
Lawn said, in answer to a question, that Conservatives believe in
climate change. I almost fell out of my seat and gasped. The mem‐
ber for Abbotsford started to heckle me from the back. The reason
why I almost fell out of my seat is because the member for Calgary
Forest Lawn probably was not listening when the following was
said by the member for Red Deer—Mountain View just two days
ago in the House. He said—

An hon. member: Time.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: I have 20 minutes, so buckle up.

Madam Speaker, the member for Red Deer—Mountain View
said:

I mention that because it has been 60 years of catastrophic snake oil salesmen
predicting different things that could happen. They have predicted how, in 10 years'
time, we are going to have cities flooded, how we are going to have all these issues
and how animals are going to go extinct. We hear that all the time.

Every once in a while, I go to Drumheller. I take a look at a sign above the
canyon there saying that, 10,000 years ago, we were under a kilometre of ice. If one
wanted to talk to the Laurentian elites, Montreal actually had two kilometres of ice
over top of it at that time.

This is where it gets really good and I hope the member for Ab‐
botsford is listening. He also said:

In the 1960s, we were talking about global climate cooling, and we had every‐
body scared then as well. In the 1970s, we spoke about acid rain and concerns exist‐
ing around that. In the 1970s and 1980s, it was all about global climate warming. In
the year 2000, it was Y2K. Since global warming and global cooling did not seem
to match what was happening in reality, we now simply talk about climate change.
When we think about the environment, we think about the things that have to be
done.

He later continued:

Things change; the climate changes. That is how we got our rivers. I know I deal
with the effects of climate change right now when I have to go out into my field and
pick rocks, because that is how they got there. These are the sorts of things we have
to realize. Things do change.

That was his Conservative colleague speaking in the House, the
member for Red Deer—Mountain View, just two days ago.
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I apologize to the members for Abbotsford and Calgary Forest

Lawn for almost falling out of my seat when I heard the member
for Calgary Forest Lawn say that Conservatives believe in climate
change. Now there might be a really interesting caveat there that
they are neglecting to mention as to whether they believe that hu‐
mans have caused climate change. The member for Red Deer—
Mountain View clearly told the House that it has been changing. He
just says that it is okay because it is just part of the cycles of earth
and nature.

The question is whether they believe that humans have caused it.
I think that is where there is going to be a problem, with the grass‐
roots, as the member for Sarnia—Lambton referenced, as 54% of
them said at the last Conservative convention that they do not be‐
lieve in climate change.

Imagine that in a political party in the 21st century, in the year
2023, when we have fires raging on the east coast and we have fires
in Alberta. We are literally witnessing the impacts of climate
change on a daily basis in this country, and they are still throwing
their hands up in the air saying that none of that is true, we did not
cause climate change and this is all normal, folks. Nothing to see
here.

Again, I apologize profusely to the member for Abbotsford if I
offended him when I almost fell out of my seat after listening to the
rich rhetoric coming from the member for Calgary Forest Lawn.

Nonetheless, what I find really interesting, which has been said a
couple of times in the House today, if not more than that, is the
number of times Conservatives have brought forward a motion on
our price on pollution. Do colleagues know how many times they
have brought forward this motion since this Parliament was formed
a year and a half ago?

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Twice.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Twice? No, it is more than twice.

Mr. Warren Steinley: Eight, or 10?

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, I understand that even
my Conservative colleague across the way cannot even keep track,
but guess what. It is more than eight.

Mr. Warren Steinley: I said 10.
● (1345)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, this is the 10th time
Conservatives have brought forward a motion about pricing pollu‐
tion. It is a motion that has been defeated in the House not nine
times but 10. Do members know who has voted against it? Every
political party except the Conservative Party has voted against it.

I often think to myself, from time to time, because of the grow‐
ing similarities between the Conservatives and the Bloc members,
that we have the Bloc-Conservative coalition here. They say the
NDP-Liberal coalition. We can start saying the Bloc-Conservative
coalition. However, not even their coalition buddies in the Bloc will
agree with them on this issue. Even the Bloc Québécois members,
as right wing as they have become in recent months, if not years,
believe that climate change is real and that we have to price pollu‐
tion.

It is a very basic, fundamental concept that, if we want to change
market behaviour, we put a price on something. This is economics
101. This is the fundamental rule people are taught about supply
and demand and affecting market decisions, in an introductory
course to economics. However, somehow, the political party in the
House of Commons, the only party that cannot understand that, also
happens to be the party that purports itself to be the saviours of the
economy. The only party in the House of Commons that somehow
understands how an economy works is also the only party that dis‐
agrees with countless numbers, hundreds and thousands, of
economists who say that this is the way to do it. The Conservatives
disagree with the basic fundamental principles of how an economy
works, but somehow they like to build up this image that they are
the ones who know what is best for the economy.

I should make it very clear that, although I am talking about
Conservatives right now in the current context, I am really speaking
about these particular Conservatives. These particular Conserva‐
tives are even further to the right than the Conservatives with
whom I was elected in 2015. Members will remember that it was
only a year and a half ago that all of the members of Parliament
who are Conservatives ran on a platform that actually said that they
wanted to price pollution.

I have here with me, in both official languages, the plan. It is
called “The Man with the Plan”. This is the Conservative Party
platform from 2021, which is something I am sure all Conserva‐
tives are very proud of because they ran on it.

Madam Speaker, I do have it in both official languages, so with
your indulgence, I would seek unanimous consent from the House
to table, in both official languages, the Conservative platform.
Could I have unanimous consent?
● (1350)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Is
there unanimous consent?

Some hon. members: No.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, wow, I am really sur‐

prised.
Mr. Philip Lawrence: Madam Speaker, I just have a brief point

of order. I know the member is very passionate, but he has been
yelling for an extended period of time, and our interpreters could be
hurt by this. I would just ask him to maybe—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
do take the hon. member's point, and I ask the hon. member to per‐
haps be a bit softer in tone.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, I apologize to my col‐
league. If I am too loud for him, perhaps he could leave and watch
this later on CPAC to make sure he does not miss a moment of it.

I find it amazing that I just sought the unanimous consent of the
House to table, in both official languages, the Conservative Party
platform called “The Man with the Plan”, which outlined its plan,
and it was Conservatives who yelled no and will not let me table
that.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: They are embarrassed about it.
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Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, it does sound like they

are embarrassed about it.
● (1355)

How about I read what it says in the platform? In the 2021 plat‐
form, it says, “Canada’s Conservatives will work with the
provinces to implement an innovative, national, Personal Low Car‐
bon Savings Account. This will put a price on carbon for con‐
sumers without one penny going to the government.” That sounds
familiar to me. It goes on to say, “It will be completely transparent
and engage consumers in the process of building a lower carbon fu‐
ture.”

There were 338 Conservative candidates, 18 months ago, who
went door knocking throughout this country and sold this plan to
Canadians. Since they were elected, they have brought forward op‐
position motions against their very own plan 10 times. Talk about it
being extremely embarrassing. They are trying to run away from
their plan. I am absolutely amazed by it.

Despite the fact that there are over 100 Conservative MPs in the
House who were part of that and believed in that, there is also a re‐
ally special group of Conservative MPs in the House. These mem‐
bers are above and beyond those who ran in the last election.

Those members are, starting with the Leader of the Opposition,
the member for Carleton; the member for Edmonton—Wetaskiwin;
the member for Edmonton Mill Woods; the member for Grande
Prairie—Mackenzie; the member for Red Deer—Mountain View,
who everyone will remember I quoted earlier; the member for Red
Deer—Lacombe; the member for Banff—Airdrie; the member for
Abbotsford, who was heckling me; the member for Selkirk—Inter‐
lake—Eastman; the member for Fundy Royal; my neighbour, the
member for Lanark—Frontenac—Kingston; the member for Nia‐
gara West; the member for Oshawa; the member for Renfrew—
Nipissing—Pembroke; the member for Wellington—Halton Hills;
the member for Prince Albert; the member for Regina—Qu'Ap‐
pelle; and the member for Carlton Trail—Eagle Creek.

What club do these members belong to? They belong to a differ‐
ent club. They belong to a club that not only ran on pricing pollu‐
tion in 2021, but also ran on it in 2008 under Stephen Harper. Can
anyone believe that? I have that platform too, in both official lan‐
guages. Perhaps, with unanimous consent, they will allow me to ta‐
ble the 2008 Conservative platform in both official languages.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
Does the hon. member have unanimous consent?

Some hon. members: No.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, wow, I cannot believe

that. The Conservatives have now rejected, not once but twice, my
attempts to table their very own platforms.

Well, I guess I will just have to read it. Listen to Stephen Harp‐
er's commitment that the member for Abbotsford and all the mem‐
bers I referenced, including the member for Carleton, ran on in
2008. It said:

A re-elected Conservative Government led by Stephen Harper will implement
our Turning the Corner action plan to reduce Canada's greenhouse gas emissions in
absolute terms by 20 per cent over 2006 levels by 2020. We will work with the
provinces and territories and our NAFTA trading partners in the United States and

Mexico, at both the national and state levels [here is the good part], to develop and
implement a North America-wide cap and trade system for greenhouse gases and
air pollution....

For those who do not know what a cap and trade system is, it is
basically an alternative to the pricing mechanism that we have now.
However, I cannot believe that we now have not only MPs who
were hypocrites in 2021, but now we have hypocrites from 2021
and 2008 elections, including the member for Abbotsford, who I
understand used to be the minister of the environment.

People will sometimes ask what the cap and trade system is,
which I think is a very good question to ask, because there is a
slight difference between that and our existing pricing mechanism.

The cap and trade system was actually brought about in North
America a number of years ago. It was started by the Western Cli‐
mate Initiative. In 2007, California, New Mexico, Oregon and
Washington started what was known as the Western Climate Initia‐
tive. Later on, Montana and Utah joined. After that, Ontario, Que‐
bec and B.C. got into the cap and trade program.

The cap and trade program is slightly different from pricing pol‐
lution, but it effectively does the same thing. It encourages compa‐
nies within those jurisdictions to trade off their emissions and effec‐
tively lowers emissions. This is exactly what Stephen Harper was
talking about in his 2008 platform commitment. He wanted to im‐
plement that system that had been developed by the Western Cli‐
mate Initiative. He wanted to bring it in.

Now, guess what happened? Stephen Harper got elected, but do
members think he delivered on that commitment?

An hon. member: I bet he flip-flopped.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, he flip-flopped, that is
right. He did not deliver on that commitment. However, instead
what we ended up seeing were the provinces going alone. The
provinces said, “Well, if Stephen Harper, the Prime Minister of
Canada, cannot take a federal initiative on this, something he ran on
and was elected on, we will do it on our own.” That is when On‐
tario and Quebec went to see Arnold Schwarzenegger, the governor
of California, signed the deal and essentially became part of the cap
and trade.

Flash forward to our newest premier of Ontario, Doug Ford, who
got elected.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, yay for Doug Ford;
amazing. If we can believe it, Doug Ford is even more progressive
than these guys.

However, I will conclude with this: Doug Ford got out of it.
What did we see in the process? What have seen since then? We
saw Quebec move so much faster and further ahead in terms of
emission reductions via electric vehicle stations and protecting our
environment. Now, Ontario is lagging behind.

I look forward to continuing after question period.
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[English]

ITALIAN HERITAGE MONTH
Ms. Patricia Lattanzio (Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel, Lib.):

Mr. Speaker, today marks the beginning of Italian Heritage Month
here in Canada. Over the next 30 days, we will have the opportuni‐
ty to celebrate and honour the richness of the Italian language, cul‐
ture and heritage. From generation to generation, Italian Canadians
have visibly and vastly contributed to the economic growth of our
country and marked the history of Canada with their many achieve‐
ments.

Tomorrow, June 2, is also an important date for Italians here in
Canada and around the world, who will celebrate the 77th anniver‐
sary of the Italian Republic. Indeed, it was on June 2, 1946, that
Italians voted to embrace democracy and to form the republic as we
know it today. It was also the first time women were allowed to
vote in a national election, marking the beginning of our country’s
long-standing embrace of liberal values.

Tanti auguri per una Buona Festa della Repubblica Italiana.

I wish everyone a happy Italian Heritage Month.

* * *
● (1400)

THE ECONOMY
Mr. Philip Lawrence (Northumberland—Peterborough

South, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Philip Cross, former chief economic
analyst at Statistics Canada, testified before the finance committee
that Canada has had its lowest GDP per capita since the 1930s. Yes,
that means we are languishing in the worst economy since the
Great Depression.

The reason is the Liberals' war on work. Excessive taxation and
regulation is punishing our entrepreneurs and our workers. Parents
and seniors are regularly facing marginal effective tax rates in ex‐
cess of 50%, which means that on the next dollar generated they are
often only getting 40¢, 30¢ or even 20¢.

Help is on the way: the common sense of the common people.
From my home, one's home and our home, let us bring it home.

* * *
[Translation]

VAUDREUIL-DORION HERITAGE WEEKEND
Mr. Peter Schiefke (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, Lib.): Oyez, oyez,

Mr. Speaker!

Lords, ladies, nobles and the good folk of Vaudreuil-Dorion will
gather again on June 8, 9, 10 and 11 for the 2023 edition of the
Seigneuriales. At this festival honouring the history of New France,
they will eat, drink, play and sing as they celebrate the rich cultural
heritage of our community, Vaudreuil-Soulanges.

In partnership with the City of Vaudreuil-Dorion and the Musée
régional de Vaudreuil-Soulanges and under the leadership of Chris‐
tiane Levesque and her team, the people of Vaudreuil-Soulanges

will have the opportunity to explore the local artisan fair and partic‐
ipate in the tall tales competition.

I therefore want to take this opportunity to invite all the lords and
ladies of Vaudreuil-Soulanges to join me at this festival. There will
be activities for the whole family, and, of course, everything our
seigneury has to offer.

* * *

LA JOURNÉE DE LA GASPÉSIE

Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Mat‐
apédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, every year on the first Thursday in June,
we celebrate Gaspé day. What a pleasure to celebrate the people of
the Gaspé and our magnificent region.

To show our affection and attachment to our home region, the
Stratégie Vivre en Gaspésie invites us to wear blue, enjoy the great
outdoors, listen to music of the Gaspé, enjoy local products, ex‐
press our creativity and share our love for the Gaspé with as many
people as possible.

This year a wide range of activities are on offer throughout the
peninsula from Sainte‑Anne‑des‑Monts to Matapédia, Gaspé,
Chandler, L'Anse‑à‑Beaufils, Percé, Grande-Rivière, New Carlisle,
Bonaventure and Carleton‑sur‑Mer.

Our Gaspé is more lively than ever, more vibrant than ever. Good
people with warm hearts fill our region with a zest for life every
day. I invite members to join me in celebrating the dynamism and
vitality of our region. I wish us a happy Gaspé day.

* * *
[English]

PORT SAINT JOHN

Mr. Wayne Long (Saint John—Rothesay, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
as Port Saint John celebrates its annual Port Days, excitement and
optimism reign supreme. Our government's $100-million invest‐
ments are supporting more than 100,000 TEUs of cargo and are
aimed at 150,000 by the end of the year. This will be the largest
volume of container traffic the port has ever processed and will ex‐
plode to over 800,000 TEUs in only a few years.

This has positioned Port Saint John as the fastest-growing con‐
tainer port on the eastern seaboard and in all of Canada. We are no
strangers to tourists through our port either. Just this week, Saint
John welcomed the fourth-largest cruise ship in the world. The Oa‐
sis of the Seas came to our port with over 8,000 passengers and
crew filling our uptown businesses, restaurants and tourist destina‐
tions.
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Federal investment in our port is driving our economic diversifi‐

cation and growth in Saint John—Rothesay. I am proud of the en‐
tire team at Port Saint John, led by CEO Craig Estabrooks and chair
Jack Keir, and I know our government will continue to stand up for,
invest in and deliver for Port Saint John.

* * *
[Translation]

CRIMINAL CODE
Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,

CPC): Mr. Speaker, traditionally, members' statements are used for
non-partisan purposes. I assure the House that today, my statement
will uphold that tradition.

When the government adopted Bill C‑5, I am sure that those who
supported it meant well. We now see, however, that we need to go
back to the drawing board.

We all agree that violent criminals deserve harsh sentences. Any
form of violence against women, children or any other person
needs to be taken seriously.

It is possible that some people saw Bill C‑5 as a way to modern‐
ize the Criminal Code, but in fact its application has been quite the
opposite. That is why I am introducing Bill C‑325.

This bill has two objectives. First, it will ensure that violent
criminals have no chance of serving their sentence at home. Sec‐
ond, my bill seeks to create an offence for violent criminals who
breach their parole conditions. There are currently no consequences
for breaching conditions. Everyone agrees that this is wrong.

We all have people in our lives who are dear to us. As elected
members, we must ensure that they are protected. Let us support
Bill C‑325.

* * *
● (1405)

WORLD MILK DAY
Mr. Francis Drouin (Glengarry—Prescott—Russell, Lib.):

Mr. Speaker, today we are celebrating World Milk Day. It is an op‐
portunity to thank our dairy producers who work tirelessly to sup‐
ply our country with dairy products of superior quality.

The Canadian dairy industry plays a crucial role in our economy
and in our food supply. It is an economic powerhouse in our re‐
gions.

Not only are our dairy products delicious, but they are prepared
with care, safely and sustainably. We are proud of the quality of our
dairy industry and its environmental innovation.

Today, we are celebrating the work of our farmers, producers and
processors. Their efforts ensure that we always have delicious milk
and beloved milk products such as butter, yogourt and cheese on
our tables

On this World Milk Day, I want to express my gratitude for these
dedicated individuals and thank them for their commitment to the
quality and sustainability of their products.

I wish them a happy World Milk Day.

* * *
[English]

2SLGBTQI+ COMMUNITY

Hon. Hedy Fry (Vancouver Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Liberal
governments have done more to advance equality for the
2SLGBTQI+ community in Canada, and globally, yet we continue
to see an alarming rise in hate directed at this community, both here
and abroad.

From 2020 to 2021 alone, there was a 64% increase in hate-moti‐
vated violence against this community in Canada. Queer and trans‐
gender Canadians are subjected to harassment, threats, vandalism,
swatting and assault.

In 1993, I ran on the issue of equality under the law for
2SLGBTQI+ persons and continue to champion this cause as our
government funds community organizations, banned conversion
therapy and redressed past wrongs to the Canadian Armed Forces.

What I have learned is that no one can take equality for granted.
Basic human rights can be removed easily by non-progressive gov‐
ernments. Be on guard as parliamentarians and act for queer safety.

* * *

PRIDE MONTH

Mr. Eric Duncan (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, as we begin to celebrate Pride Month, I want
to say I am thankful. I am proud to live my life as an openly gay
member of Parliament. As a then-29-year-old mayor in small town
rural Ontario, my public coming-out story could not have gone any
better. My family, friends and colleagues to this date have been ab‐
solutely wonderful and I am truly blessed.

I know that was often not the case for past generations, and sadly
for too many people today still. Many have lost their jobs, their
livelihoods, their family and friends. They risked everything for the
freedom to live and love as they were born. For me, during Pride
Month, I am reminded, through my lived experience, of my bless‐
ings and also of the struggles of others in tough times. Their sacri‐
fices and pain have made it easier for Canadians like me to share
my story and to have witnessed such progress.

Every person who shares their story opens new hearts and new
minds. I thank those who have fought and who keep fighting for a
better and brighter future. I wish everyone in Canada a happy Pride
Month.
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FILIPINO HERITAGE MONTH

Mrs. Rechie Valdez (Mississauga—Streetsville, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, the month of June marks Filipino Heritage Month, and on
June 12, Filipinos from around the world will celebrate Philippines
Independence Day.

From coast to coast to coast, there will be flag-raising cere‐
monies, cultural events and festivals. Filipino Canadians have made
tremendous contributions to this great country. It is an honour to
stand here on behalf of nearly one million Filipino Canadians to
mark this momentous occasion.

I want to thank my friend and colleague, the member for Scar‐
borough Centre, for advocating for Motion No. 155 to designate
June as Filipino Heritage Month in Canada. This would not be
made possible without her support, and the support of all the mem‐
bers of this House.

This month, I encourage everyone to learn more about our rich
Filipino heritage, culture, traditions and food. I want to send a spe‐
cial mention to the Filipino interns who travelled from across the
country to work here on Parliament Hill. I wish all Filipino Canadi‐
ans a happy Filipino Heritage Month.

[Member spoke in Filipino and provided the following transla‐
tion:]

Happy Filipino Heritage Month.

[English]

* * *
● (1410)

OIL AND GAS INDUSTRY
Mr. Greg McLean (Calgary Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, “bro‐

ken” is the only word to describe what happens to everything the
current government touches.

We are learning of yet another $3-billion loan guarantee required
to complete the Trans Mountain expansion so the Liberal govern‐
ment can sell it. It would not have had to buy it if it had not broken
the regulatory approval process in the first place. The list just keeps
getting bigger, with northern gateway, energy east, Teck frontier, 17
LNG terminals and, just in, Bay du Nord, which are all broken. The
cost to complete the TMX has quadrupled in the past decade,
to $31 billion.

The cause of all of these cost increases is not only inflation and
supply chain challenges but also incompetence.

I would say to the Prime Minister that he broke it. He bought it,
and then he broke it again, so he should get out of the way so the
Conservatives can fix it.

* * *

CARBON TAX
Mr. Dan Albas (Central Okanagan—Similkameen—Nicola,

CPC): Mr. Speaker, I recently heard from a local small business
owner who produces value-added goods found in many of our local
grocery stores. His products and ingredients come from Quebec and

Atlantic Canada, and he uses federally regulated trucking compa‐
nies to deliver these goods.

Unfortunately, those companies now charge fuel surcharges and
carbon tax fees on top of his invoice, which he shared with me. As
a B.C.-based small business owner, he not pays not only these fed‐
eral Liberal carbon taxes, but also the provincial NDP carbon tax
increases. To offset these taxes, he must raise his prices to his cus‐
tomers, resulting in further increases in food prices when his fin‐
ished value-added goods are shipped to grocery stores. This is di‐
rect evidence that the out-of-touch Liberal government is to blame
for rising food prices and made-in-Canada inflation.

Under the leadership of the member for Carleton, a Conservative
government will look to help struggling Canadians by cancelling
the carbon tax and ending this constant barrage of NDP-Liberal
policies on food prices.

* * *

ITALIAN HERITAGE MONTH

Mr. Francesco Sorbara (Vaughan—Woodbridge, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, today, Italian Canadians are proudly part of the chamber
and of the broader italo-canadese community ingrained in Canada’s
social fabric.

However, the journey was not an easy one. In 1933, 90 years
ago, the Christie Pits riot brought together Jews and Italians to fight
against discrimination. From 1940 to 1943, nearly 31,000 Italian
Canadians were considered “enemy aliens”, and almost 700 were
sent to internment camps. On March 17, 1960, the Hogg’s Hollow
disaster claimed the lives of five Italian Canadian construction
workers who were installing a water main under the Don River in
the city of Toronto. Nearly 2,000 Italian construction workers died
helping to build Ontario.

During Italian Heritage Month, we celebrate the rich culture, his‐
tory and traditions by sharing the stories of the brave Italian men
and women who immigrated to Canada in search of opportunities
but have never forgot their homeland.

La nostra storia is one of resilience.

[Member spoke in Italian]

[English]
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LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Uqaqtittiji, today is the first
day of National Indigenous History Month.

When the sun rises in the east, shines throughout Canada and sets
in the west, too many indigenous peoples are missing, murdered or
buried at the hands of governments.

Indigenous history is largely invisible in the House. There is
nothing I see that acknowledges that we sit on unceded Algonquin
Anishinabe territory.

All governments, past and present, have used incremental
change. Responses are always that more needs to be done.

I ask for two small but important land acknowledgements: first,
that the Speaker do one at the start of each day, and second, that all
standing committee reports publish them.

Let us start to make Canada's obligations more visible in order to
ensure that indigenous well-being is celebrated. Yes, I expect more
to be done in order for indigenous justice to be realized.

* * *
● (1415)

[Translation]

WORLD MILK DAY
Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Mr. Speaker,

today is World Milk Day, but I drink my milk every day just as I
like it, because, frankly, milk is better under any circumstances.

Milk is a rich and tasty source of nourishment, proudly produced
by people who continue to innovate, to produce more and better us‐
ing less, people who are protecting our planet and our future. Milk
is liquid gold.

I therefore invite all members of the House to enjoy this fantastic
product. Let us do right by our farmers by passing Bill C‑282
quickly and protecting their wonderful model, so that we can al‐
ways say “Never without my milk”. There is no need for modera‐
tion, because when it comes to milk, one glass is good but two is
better.

To anyone with doubts, remember that it is worth crying over. I
cannot imagine a better natural source of comfort.

In conclusion, milk is, and always will be, the best thing ever.

* * *
[English]

HOUSING
Mrs. Tracy Gray (Kelowna—Lake Country, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, residents of Kelowna—Lake Country are increasingly dis‐
turbed by a Liberal government, propped up by the NDP, that does
not seem to care that homelessness is on the rise. After eight years
of the Liberal government, rents and the cost of owning a home
have doubled, inflationary policies have poured fuel on the infla‐
tionary fire, interest rates are high and local food banks have 30%
more people reaching out for help.

Encampments have now become common sights across the coun‐
try, including in my community, but when I asked the housing min‐
ister what he thought about the average rent in Kelowna being
over $1,900 a month, he said “it does not matter”. Instead of ad‐
dressing crushing inflation and building homes, these left-wing
Liberal and NDP politicians would rather defend people's living in
tents. This creates safety issues for the greater community with po‐
tential fires and crime, and leaves vulnerable people to live in un‐
safe conditions where criminals prey on them.

An Auditor General's report noted that the federal government
does not even know whether its billions of dollars spent have im‐
proved outcomes for people experiencing homelessness or chronic
homelessness, or for other vulnerable groups. Every Canadian de‐
serves a safe place to call home.

* * *
[Translation]

CARL GILLIS

Hon. Greg Fergus (Hull—Aylmer, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 35 years
ago, I was a parliamentary page in the House. Many of my page
colleagues from 1988-89 are here with us today.

We are honouring the memory of one of our colleagues,
Carl Gillis, with a gift to the House of Commons.

[English]

On a beautiful day in May 1996, Carl went rollerblading along
one of Ottawa's famous paths. It was to be his last time. He suffered
a devastating fall, and the resulting injury was fatal. One of
Canada's brightest lights was extinguished. Carl was vibrant, smart,
caring and compassionate. We lost a dear friend. His family lost a
son, a brother, an uncle and a grandson, and I am convinced that
Canada lost a future prime minister.

Carl loved Parliament. He loved public service and parliamen‐
tary procedure. Even at the tender age of 26, Carl was committed to
making a difference as he embarked on his life in politics. Although
he was robbed of that chance, he still had an incredible impact on
everyone he met.

[Translation]

I hope that future pages will like this gift from the class of
1988-89 and know that they are part of a larger family of parlia‐
mentary pages.

[English]

I say, “Here's to Carl.”
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ORAL QUESTIONS
[Translation]

DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS
Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, Parliament passed a motion expressing its lack of confi‐
dence in David Johnston, the ski buddy, cottage neighbour and
Trudeau Foundation member that the Prime Minister tasked with
investigating Beijing's interference. In response, Mr. Johnston said
that he was working not for Parliament, but for the government and
the Prime Minister. That is the problem. Only 27% of Canadians
trust him to do the job.

Will the Prime Minister finally fire David Johnston and appoint
an independent judge for an independent inquiry?

● (1420)

[English]

Hon. Bill Blair (President of the King’s Privy Council for
Canada and Minister of Emergency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I believe it is unfair, and frankly offensive, to question Mr.
Johnston's allegiance.

His 50-year career in public service makes it clear that his loyal‐
ty is to Canada. I believe he represents the highest ideals of hard
work, dedication, public service and humility. We should all be
thankful that he perseveres in his commitment to service to Canada.

* * *

DISASTER ASSISTANCE
Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, I would like to thank the Minister of Emergency Prepared‐
ness for his briefing yesterday with regard to the wildfires. I know
that Premier Houston and other provincial leaders have been work‐
ing hard to protect public safety, to save lives and to minimize dam‐
age to property.

Would the minister please rise and give us an update? Since the
Government of Nova Scotia has asked for assistance, would the
minister give an update on what assistance the federal government
will provide?

Hon. Bill Blair (President of the King’s Privy Council for
Canada and Minister of Emergency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I thank the Leader of the Opposition for the question and
also for attending that briefing.

In an emergency when the safety of all Canadians is threatened,
it is all hands on deck, and it is important that we work together.
Premier Houston has, in fact, submitted a request for assistance. It
was immediately approved. We have been mobilizing the resources
Nova Scotia needs, and, in fact, many of those resources have al‐
ready been delivered. We will act as expeditiously as possible to
make sure Nova Scotians get the resources they need, and that we
respond positively. We will work very carefully and closely with
Premier Houston.

OIL AND GAS INDUSTRY

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, Newfoundlanders and Labradorians are in shock today
that the Bay du Nord project is now being delayed by three years,
and maybe forever.

The federal government killed two pipelines, bungled and mas‐
sively overspent on a third, killed the Teck frontier mine and
blocked 14 or 15 massive natural gas liquefaction projects that are
necessary to fight global climate change.

Will the government remove its gatekeepers so Newfoundlanders
and Labradorians can bring home energy production to their
province and our country?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as the Leader of the Opposition
well knows, I approved that project myself just last year. The com‐
pany announced yesterday that it is putting the project on pause for
three years because of market conditions.

That is the company's decision. We will take it as it is.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, whenever the government henpecks to death a natural re‐
source project, it forces the company to claim it has something to
do with market conditions. It does that by threatening them to do
more damage on other projects. We know the government did that
with TransCanada's national pipeline, claiming that it was the daily
price of oil that had caused the company to cancel a project that
would have been place for more than half a century. We know that
the price of oil has been stable now. We know that the energy de‐
mand is going to be continuing for at least half a century. We also
know the government kills projects like this.

Why will it not get out of the way and let Newfoundlanders and
Labradorians bring home paycheques for its people?

Ms. Julie Dabrusin (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Natural Resources and to the Minister of Environment and
Climate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, again, I would like to reiter‐
ate that this was an independent business decision made by
Equinor; it was not a cancellation. The decision was largely due to
market forces.

Let us also talk about the fact that, right now, we have introduced
legislation to diversify Newfoundland and Labrador's economy. We
have introduced Bill C-49, and it provides huge opportunities for
offshore projects, resource projects. That is what we are doing; we
are making sure we are diversifying and supporting the economy
right across our country.

* * *

NATURAL RESOURCES

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the problem is that the Liberals cannot get out of the way
to let people get things done.
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It is not just oil and gas. The fisheries department blocked a tidal

wave power project in Nova Scotia for so long that the private com‐
pany that was going to build it left to build it somewhere else. By
the government's own admission, it takes as long as 25 years to get
a mine approved. It is no wonder we do not actually produce any
lithium here in Canada. We have to import it from abroad. Yester‐
day, the resources minister tweeted a bunch of projects that are not
even started.

Why will the Liberals not get out of the way so Canadians can
get things done?
● (1425)

Ms. Julie Dabrusin (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Natural Resources and to the Minister of Environment and
Climate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we are getting good projects
done. I would like to highlight that, just earlier this year, we ap‐
proved two mines. James Bay lithium and Marathon palladium
were both approved under the government.

More than that, if we are looking at LNG projects, let us look at
Cedar LNG. It is a first nation-owned business, and it is something
that has been pointed out by that first nation as being economic rec‐
onciliation in progress. We are supporting good energy projects in
our country.

* * *
[Translation]

DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS
Mr. Alain Therrien (La Prairie, BQ): Mr. Speaker, the House

voted again yesterday in favour of a public inquiry into Chinese in‐
terference.

The three opposition parties stood up for our constituents, who
are demanding an inquiry. However, there is no inquiry because, as
David Johnston explained yesterday, his mandate comes neither
from the House nor from the people. His mandate comes from the
Prime Minister himself.

The Prime Minister said, no, over my dead body, the people will
not get an inquiry.

I know the Liberal members. They are democrats. Are they not
embarrassed that their leader is the only one fighting this inquiry,
but more importantly, the only one going against the entire popula‐
tion?

Hon. Pascale St-Onge (Minister of Sport and Minister re‐
sponsible for the Economic Development Agency of Canada for
the Regions of Quebec, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I must say, as a rela‐
tively new parliamentarian, I am extremely disappointed to see that
some elected officials here do not understand the importance of
protecting Canadian intelligence, as well as the people who work
on gathering this intelligence.

Protecting our democracy and protecting our institutions is the
responsibility of all of us. The responsible thing for the leaders of
the opposition parties to do is to get their security clearances, re‐
ceive their briefings and work with us to strengthen our democracy.

Mr. Alain Therrien (La Prairie, BQ): Mr. Speaker, it is not in‐
consequential: A foreign power is attacking our democracy.

Most Canadians are concerned and are calling for a public in‐
quiry. Most of the people elected by these Canadians are calling for
a public inquiry. Only one man, the Prime Minister, is going against
the will of the people. The Prime Minister's only supporter, David
Johnston, is an unelected individual who, by his own admission, re‐
ports only to the Prime Minister, and certainly not to Canadians or
their elected officials.

If we want to defend our democracy, we must start by respecting
our democracy. What does the Prime Minister not understand about
that?

Hon. Pascale St-Onge (Minister of Sport and Minister re‐
sponsible for the Economic Development Agency of Canada for
the Regions of Quebec, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we must not forget
that by obtaining their security clearance, the leaders of the parties
will have access to the secret information used by David Johnston.

The responsible thing to do is to debate the facts, and not just
opinions, get the security clearance, attend the briefings and then
work with the rest of the House to propose solutions to better pro‐
tect our democracy and our institutions, because foreign interfer‐
ence is everyone's business.

* * *
[English]

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS
Mr. Jagmeet Singh (Burnaby South, NDP): Mr. Speaker, wild‐

fires are raging across the country. We are seeing forest fires like
we have never seen before so early in the season. Regions in the
Atlantic are hard hit. The Prairies are hard hit, as well as northern
communities and the west. Communities are hard hit and impacted.

What is the government going to do to deal with what might be a
record-breaking year for forest fires and damage to communities?

Hon. Bill Blair (President of the King’s Privy Council for
Canada and Minister of Emergency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, we have seen a very significant number of fires in this
country. In fact, 2.7 million hectares of forest have been lost to fires
so far this season. We are working very closely with provincial and
territorial partners, and we are making significant investments.

I will also acknowledge that there is a great deal more work to
do.

* * *
[Translation]

HEALTH
Mr. Jagmeet Singh (Burnaby South, NDP): Mr. Speaker, we

are facing an opioid crisis that has killed a record number of people
across the country.

I have met mothers who have lost a child to this opioid crisis.
They requested a meeting with the leader of the Conservative Party,
but he refused to meet with them. That is disrespectful.

When will this government finally take action to save lives?
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Hon. Carolyn Bennett (Minister of Mental Health and Addic‐

tions and Associate Minister of Health, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is
shameful that the opposition leader is so committed to an outdated,
discredited and illogical bumper-sticker drug policy.

His fearmongering will increase stigma and cost lives. The su‐
pervised consumption sites he wants to close have prevented over
46,000 overdoses since 2017.

We cannot return to the failed Conservative ideology of the past.

* * *
● (1430)

[English]

DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS
Hon. Andrew Scheer (Regina—Qu'Appelle, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, in response to yesterday's vote, in which members of Par‐
liament, representing a clear majority of Canadian voters, demand‐
ed that he step down, phony rapporteur David Johnston said he is
not going anywhere. In fact, he said—

The Speaker: There are some words that have a meaning that is
just not really parliamentary. I am going to ask the member to keep
going, but remember that.

Please start from the top, with nice language.
Hon. Andrew Scheer: Mr. Speaker, in response to yesterday's

vote, where MPs, representing a clear majority of Canadians, voted
for him to step aside, rapporteur David Johnston said he is not go‐
ing anywhere. In fact, he said he does not work for Parliament or
Canadians; he said he works for the government.

That is the problem. He works for the same Liberal government
that benefited from Beijing's election interference. He personally
serves the Prime Minister, who chose to do nothing while Chinese
Canadians were bullied into voting for his Liberal Party. Nobody is
fooled by this sham of a process. When will the Prime Minister fire
his ski buddy and call a public inquiry?

Hon. Bill Blair (President of the King’s Privy Council for
Canada and Minister of Emergency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I am reminded once again that it is not only unfair but also
deeply offensive to listen to the member opposite question Mr.
Johnston's allegiance to this country. His 50-year career in public
service has made it clear to everyone that his loyalty is to Canada.
As I also said, and to quote former prime minister Harper, “[David
Johnston] represents hard work, dedication, public service and hu‐
mility.” Canada is blessed to have a man so dedicated to public ser‐
vice, persevering through this type of abuse.

Hon. Andrew Scheer (Regina—Qu'Appelle, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, Canada is cursed by a Prime Minister who tarnished that
man's reputation by involving him in this scandal.

The Prime Minister cannot be the one to decide how to investi‐
gate this scandal, because he benefited from it. David Johnston can‐
not decide either, because he is a family friend and a long-time
member of the Trudeau Foundation. Frank Iacobucci cannot be the
one to sign off on David Johnston's role, because he is part of the
Trudeau Foundation as well. Those are conflicts of interest.

Why is it that whenever the best interests of Canadians conflict
with the political interests of the Prime Minister, the Prime Minister
always chooses himself?

Hon. Bill Blair (President of the King’s Privy Council for
Canada and Minister of Emergency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, protecting Canada from the nefarious, hostile activities of
foreign-state actors is a priority for our government. We have taken
very significant action to protect Canadian institutions and, in par‐
ticular, our democracy. We recognize that there is more work—

The Speaker: Order. I am going to interrupt for a second. I am
going to ask for everyone to respect each other so that one side
does not see the other one is screaming. It goes both ways, and that
is the way we are going to enforce it.

The hon. minister, from the top please. Hopefully, we have some
peace and quiet and some respect in this chamber.

Hon. Bill Blair: Mr. Speaker, protecting Canada from nefarious
hostile activities of such foreign-state actors as China is a priority
for our government. We have taken significant action to protect the
integrity of Canadian institutions and, in particular, our democracy.
We recognize that there is more work to do, and we all have a re‐
sponsibility to stand up and protect our democracy. I would invite
all members to cease their attacks on some of the finest Canadians I
know and to unite in this important work.

Mr. Michael Cooper (St. Albert—Edmonton, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, yesterday, after this House voted non-confidence in the so-
called special rapporteur, the rapporteur issued a statement in which
he said that he does not answer to this House; instead, he answers
to the Prime Minister. Now that the Prime Minister's so-called rap‐
porteur has finally admitted that he is not independent, will the
Prime Minister end the charade, fire him and call an independent
public inquiry?

Hon. Bill Blair (President of the King’s Privy Council for
Canada and Minister of Emergency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, as I already explained, Mr. Johnston's 50-year career in
public service, culminating in his role as the governor general of
this country, has made it crystal clear to all Canadians that his loy‐
alty is to Canada—

The Speaker: I think everyone asked me to stop people from
heckling and shouting, but I am still hearing voices coming. I will
do it for each side. If members do not want me interrupting them
over and over again, we might have to change the way we do things
in here as far as the list goes. I expect quiet.

I am going to ask the hon. minister to start again.
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Hon. Bill Blair: Mr. Speaker, as I have already made clear, Mr.
Johnston has a 50-year career in public service, culminating in his
role as the former governor general of Canada. This has made it
crystal clear to all Canadians, and certainly to this House, that his
loyalty is to this country, to this nation, to Canada. His ideals of
hard-working dedication, and his commitment to persevere through
some of the, frankly, offensive criticism that is being sent his way,
is something for which all Canadians should be grateful.

We are very fortunate to have a man of his experience and values
leading this work on behalf of the nation.

Mr. Michael Cooper (St. Albert—Edmonton, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, his loyalty should be to the people of Canada and the
elected members of this place, not to the Prime Minister.

This House voted non-confidence, and Canadians have no confi‐
dence in the so-called special rapporteur because he is in a conflict.
He is a lifelong friend of the Prime Minister and a former member
of the Beijing-financed Trudeau Foundation. Yesterday, he admitted
that he does not work for Canadians; he works for the Prime Minis‐
ter.

Why will the Prime Minister not acknowledge this blatant con‐
flict of interest and fire his fake rapporteur?

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell (Parliamentary Secretary to the Min‐
ister of Intergovernmental Affairs, Infrastructure and Commu‐
nities, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the only thing fake in this place is the
Conservative outrage.

All Canadians expect opposition parties to work hard to criticize
government, but what Canadians also expect is that they do so with
information and that they are informed. By refusing to receive the
confidential information that was the basis of the Right Hon. David
Johnston's report, the Conservatives are living under a veil of igno‐
rance. However, Canadians expect that, on issues of national secu‐
rity, there are reasonable, responsible members in this House serv‐
ing their—

The Speaker: With the interference that I am still hearing, I am
going to try something different. The end of the list may be less
noisy.

The hon. member for Spadina—Fort York.

* * *

FOREIGN AFFAIRS
Mr. Kevin Vuong (Spadina—Fort York, Ind.): Mr. Speaker,

today marks 1,241 days since the IRGC murdered 55 Canadian citi‐
zens and 30 permanent residents among 176 people killed when
Flight PS752 was shot down. One of them was my friend.

Last year, on the 1,000th day, Iranian Canadians came to Ottawa
to get justice for those innocent victims and get action on Iranian
operatives who threaten and intimidate Iranian Canadians on our
own soil. They also wanted their government to finally designate
the IRGC as terrorists, but they got only useless platitudes.

On June 11, when they return to Parliament Hill, will they again
receive empty promises?

Mr. Maninder Sidhu (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minis‐
ter of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Iranian regime
bears full responsibility for the tragic downing of Flight PS752.

We are focused on the next steps, and we will continue to pursue
all available means for holding the Iranian regime accountable. Ac‐
tion is under way, under the Montreal Convention, and we are seek‐
ing binding arbitration. If an arbitration tribunal cannot be orga‐
nized within six months, we will then be able to move on to litiga‐
tion before the International Court of Justice.

We will not rest until the families have the justice, transparency
and accountability from Iran that they so truly deserve.

* * *

AIR TRANSPORTATION

Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Uqaqtittiji, communities in
Nunavut must rely on safe, affordable and accessible air transporta‐
tion. The government's new deal with Canadian North jeopardizes
the overall well-being of Nunavummiut. Raising prices would in‐
crease the cost of food and supplies and threaten the health care that
people in Nunavut rely on, which is already limited.

Will the government commit to keeping air travel affordable, so
northerners can access the services and care they need?

Hon. Omar Alghabra (Minister of Transport, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, our government understands the importance of accessible
and affordable air transportation to many regions of Canada, in‐
cluding the north. We have been working diligently with the airline
and the territories to ensure that the airline is able to maintain vi‐
able, efficient transportation. This will ensure that people who live
in the north are able to access that critical service.

* * *
[Translation]

DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS

Mr. Luc Berthold (Mégantic—L'Érable, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
what is the Prime Minister so desperately trying to hide from Cana‐
dians that he is willing to jeopardize the credibility of Canada's
democracy?

He insists on keeping his special rapporteur, long-time family
friend and member of the Trudeau Foundation. Why is he doing
that? Because he is satisfied with his work. In fact, David Johnston
did exactly what the Prime Minister expected of him. He imple‐
mented the Prime Minister's plan and sheltered him from a public
inquiry.

Will the Prime Minister finally admit that he knew in advance,
when he said that he would follow the recommendations of his rap‐
porteur and special friend, that he would not recommend a public
inquiry?
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[English]
Ms. Jennifer O'Connell (Parliamentary Secretary to the Min‐

ister of Intergovernmental Affairs, Infrastructure and Commu‐
nities, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, while foreign state actors try to under‐
mine our democracy, what do we see from the Conservatives? We
see nothing more than political attacks. Every single member of
this House and every Canadian should take the issue of foreign in‐
terference seriously, but the Conservatives do not offer solutions.
They do not offer recommendations. All they do is take cheap polit‐
ical and personal shots. Canadians expect more maturity from the
official opposition.

We are going to work hard to ensure that our democratic institu‐
tions are protected for all Canadians, because it is not a partisan is‐
sue.

The Speaker: It is getting noisy again. I am going to try the back
end of the list.

The hon. member for Bonavista—Burin—Trinity.

* * *

VETERANS AFFAIRS
Mr. Churence Rogers (Bonavista—Burin—Trinity, Lib.): Mr.

Speaker, our veterans represent the very best of us. The women and
men who served our country have done so with immense bravery
and selflessness, and they deserve the best care and support possi‐
ble. There are so many unique organizations across Canada that are
going above and beyond to help support our veterans and their fam‐
ilies. They are integral to veterans but also important pillars in our
communities.

Could the Minister of Veterans Affairs please share with this
House what is being done to support these organizations?

Hon. Lawrence MacAulay (Minister of Veterans Affairs and
Associate Minister of National Defence, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, last
week, I was at the Old Brewery Mission in Montreal to announce
over $6 million in funding for 21 organizations. Right across the
country, they are doing vitally important work to support our veter‐
ans and their families. These projects will help veterans in a wide
variety of ways, including by addressing homelessness, retraining,
employment and mental health and by supporting under-represent‐
ed veterans.

We will continue to work hard to ensure Canada's veterans have
the care and support they need and deserve.
[Translation]

The Speaker: The hon. member for Beauce.
[English]

Mr. Chris Warkentin: Mr. Speaker, we have this member here.
The Speaker: I am sorry, but that is not the way my list works.

There is a rule that says the Speaker decides who is going to speak
next.

I am going to ask the member to sit down. If the member for
Beauce wants to get up, he can get up. Otherwise, I will go to the
next name on my list.

I am glad the hon. member for Beauce got permission.

The hon. member for Beauce.

* * *
[Translation]

AGRICULTURE AND AGRI-FOOD

Mr. Richard Lehoux (Beauce, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is World
Milk Day, and I would like to recognize the hard work of all the
dairy farmers and processors from coast to coast.

These farmers work very hard. However, the second carbon tax
this government is proposing is putting farming prospects at risk
across the country. Canadians need farmers to put food on the table.

When will the Liberals wake up and cancel the second carbon
tax, so Canadians can feed their families?

Hon. Marie-Claude Bibeau (Minister of Agriculture and
Agri-Food, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I want to wish everyone a happy
World Milk Day.

I thank my colleague for giving me the opportunity to sincerely
thank all our dairy farmers across the country, who are working
very hard to ensure that we have sustainable agriculture.

Do members know, by the way, that our dairy farmers are com‐
mitted to building a zero-emissions sector? I would like to congrat‐
ulate them on their plan for sustainable development.

* * *

DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS

Mr. Luc Berthold (Mégantic—L'Érable, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
last night the special rapporteur admitted it himself. The Prime
Minister gave him his mandate and he could care less about the
vote in the House of Commons. I would like to quote from Le Jour‐
nal de Montréal:

…Mr. Johnston has obviously become Justin Trudeau's adviser.... As he under‐
stands it, his role is to protect his boss, the Prime Minister…even if it means sac‐
rificing his career and the reputation that goes with it. 

This was written today by Yasmine Abdelfadel in her column en‐
titled “Democracy's new enemy is David Johnston”. The Conserva‐
tives are not the ones saying this.

When is the Prime Minister finally going to put the former gov‐
ernor general out of his misery by ending this charade and launch‐
ing an independent public inquiry?

Hon. Pascale St-Onge (Minister of Sport and Minister re‐
sponsible for the Economic Development Agency of Canada for
the Regions of Quebec, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, earlier, my colleague
explained how, throughout his entire career, David Johnston has al‐
ways been dedicated to Canada, to Canadians, to serving the public
well.
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Now, I call on my colleagues, whether my Conservative col‐

leagues or those of the Bloc Québécois, to ensure that we respect
and protect Canadian intelligence and those who work to gather this
intelligence. I would ask that the party leaders go and get their se‐
cret clearance, that they sit in on the briefings, that we stop sharing
and debating opinions, and that we work with the facts to find solu‐
tions that are actually constructive for our democracy and our insti‐
tutions.
● (1445)

Mr. René Villemure (Trois-Rivières, BQ): Mr. Speaker, the op‐
position parties have been calling for a public inquiry into Chinese
interference since February. The Prime Minister refused and instead
appointed a special rapporteur, despite all opposition.

Three months later, we are at the same impasse. David Johnston
finally tabled his report, in which he blamed the media, the Canadi‐
an Security Intelligence Service, the opposition, everyone except
China or the government. That is why, yesterday, the House again
called for a public inquiry because the will of the people has not
been respected and because we are still stuck at the same impasse.

When will the government finally launch an independent public
inquiry?

Hon. Pascale St-Onge (Minister of Sport and Minister re‐
sponsible for the Economic Development Agency of Canada for
the Regions of Quebec, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the opposition parties
have access to all the information that David Johnston used to write
his report and make the recommendations that we have before us.
Now, the right thing to do is to get the security clearance to read the
report and then come back and talk about solutions for protecting
our institutions and our democracy.

Foreign interference is a threat to our country. It needs to be tak‐
en seriously in a non-partisan manner.

Mr. René Villemure (Trois-Rivières, BQ): Mr. Speaker, my
democracy is suffering, and I hope that I will not get an answer that
I have already heard.

I want to come back to what we learned the day before yesterday
about the member for Durham. The Canadian Security Intelligence
Service informed him that he was the target of a disinformation
campaign by Chinese authorities during the 2021 election. That is
important. We are talking about the leader of the opposition at the
time, someone who could have legitimately expected to become
prime minister, someone who was the leader of the party that got
the most votes in 2021. We are not talking about just anyone.

The interference is not targeting the government. It is targeting
our democracy as a whole. We are all concerned, and we are all
calling for a public inquiry.

What will the government do?
[English]

Ms. Jennifer O'Connell (Parliamentary Secretary to the Min‐
ister of Intergovernmental Affairs, Infrastructure and Commu‐
nities, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am really happy to see the Bloc so in‐
terested in this issue, but what Mr. Johnston's report actually said
was that he included an annex with all of the confidential informa‐
tion he reviewed. He provided it to party leaders and asked them to

receive their security clearance to review it and determine if his
recommendations from it were appropriate. However, what has the
leader of the Bloc chosen to do? He has closed his eyes under a veil
of ignorance and ignored the actual facts of the matter.

[Translation]

Ms. Marie-Hélène Gaudreau (Laurentides—Labelle, BQ):
Mr. Speaker, an NDP member, a Conservative member, and the for‐
mer leader of the official opposition have all been the target of
threats, and I am sure that others have been too.

However, the Prime Minister is telling us that the opposition is
creating a toxic climate. Come on. The toxic climate stems from the
fact that our electoral system is under threat and that the govern‐
ment only wants to talk about it behind closed doors without taking
action. Now is the time for transparency. Now is the time to shed
light on this issue. Now is the time for an independent public in‐
quiry.

When will the Liberals finally get that through their heads?

Hon. Pascale St-Onge (Minister of Sport and Minister re‐
sponsible for the Economic Development Agency of Canada for
the Regions of Quebec, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, now is the time for the
opposition leaders to set partisanship aside and receive the briefings
to which they are entitled, so that we can move on, discuss the facts
and discuss the solutions to be put in place because, as everyone
agrees, foreign interference poses a real threat to our country. It
must be taken seriously, but it needs to be done in the right way to
protect our intelligence and to protect our public service employees
who collect that intelligence.

They need to do the responsible thing and go get their briefings.

The Speaker: I must point out that I do not have the name of the
member for Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier on my list to ask questions.
I invite him to check with his whip.

The hon. member for Chatham-Kent—Leamington.

* * *
[English]

CARBON PRICING

Mr. Dave Epp (Chatham-Kent—Leamington, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the government's policies are akin to death by a thousand
taxes as Canadians watch their life savings bleed away. Gas prices
are draining their bank accounts, as Liberal carbon tax 1 adds 41¢
per litre and Liberal carbon tax 2 adds another 17¢ per litre. How‐
ever, do not forget that, just like adding salt to this open wound, the
government's GST is a tax on a tax on a tax. This combination will
add a whopping 61¢ to the price per litre of gas for Canadians.

I ask this again: When will the minister get the facts and stop the
tax?
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Hon. Randy Boissonnault (Minister of Tourism and Associate
Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we have to roll the tape
back, because not once, not twice, not three times, but five times in
just the last year the Conservatives have had the opportunity to re‐
duce taxes on Canadians. However, what did they do? Every single
time we vote to reduce taxes on Canadians, how do they vote?
Against. When we reduced taxes on workers, how did they vote?
Against. When we reduced taxes on the middle class, how did they
vote? Against. When we reduced taxes on people who just want to
pay their bills, how did the Conservatives vote? Against.

We know the plan, and we are going to keep delivering for Cana‐
dians.

Mr. Bob Zimmer (Prince George—Peace River—Northern
Rockies, CPC): Mr. Speaker, mothers in the north are having to
make very difficult decisions because of the Prime Minister's first
carbon tax, and now it is even worse with the new carbon tax 2.0.
This is from Northwest Territories MLA Jackie Jacobson: “we're
really hurting.... Single mothers are having to choose to buy Pam‐
pers or pay their cell bill, or pay their power bill, or pay to buy
food, and people are going without.” No mother should ever have
to make the difficult decision between buying food and keeping
their children warm in winter.

When will the Prime Minister finally axe his cruel carbon tax?
Mr. Irek Kusmierczyk (Parliamentary Secretary to the Min‐

ister of Employment, Workforce Development and Disability
Inclusion, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we know the rising cost of food and
groceries is having a challenging impact on families and single
moms. That is why we introduced programs like $10-a-day child
care, the Canada workers benefit, dental care and the Canada child
benefit to help make life more affordable for families, for moms
and for all Canadians.

[Translation]
Mr. Gérard Deltell (Louis-Saint-Laurent, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

Canadian families are struggling financially, but this government
continues to be overly keen, not to help people, but to take more
money out of their pockets with new taxes. There are not one, not
two, not three, but four taxes.

First, there was the Liberal carbon tax. Second, they taxed this
Liberal carbon tax. Then they invented the second Liberal carbon
tax and they want to tax it. People are being taxed one, two, three,
four times. It is outrageous.

Will the government understand that taxing struggling Canadian
families four times is really not a good idea?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I have to admit that it is very
disappointing to hear my hon. colleague opposite oversimplifying
the issue. He knows full well that the carbon pricing system does
not apply in Quebec.

Let us talk about carbon pricing. In 2021, not only did all mem‐
bers of the Conservative Party campaign in favour of carbon pric‐
ing, but 19 members on the other side campaigned in 2021 and
2008 to implement carbon pricing. They have reneged on their

promise twice. They are breaking the promises they made to Cana‐
dians.

That is not what we are doing on this side of the House. We are
working for Canadians. We are fighting climate change.

* * *
[English]

HEALTH

Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
the Minister of Health recently blocked reforms that would save
Canadians billions on their prescription medicines. The minister
said he did this because he wanted to be consulted by Canada's
drug price regulator but did not receive an invitation. In fact, docu‐
ments obtained by the health committee show he was invited at
least five times, and the minister's office either ignored or rejected
them.

Why will the minister not come clean with Canadians and just
admit that he refused to lower drug prices because big pharma told
him not to?

Hon. Jean-Yves Duclos (Minister of Health, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, as the member knows really well, we had discussions on that
just a few months ago. On July 1, we put into place some of the
strongest regulations ever put into place to regulate the prices of
patented medicines. This is great news because we are now going
to compare the cost of patented drugs in Canada to a new basket of
countries. It is a better basket of countries and excludes the highest
costs seen in the world, which are in the United States and Switzer‐
land. We look forward to doing more.

* * *

HOUSING

Ms. Jenny Kwan (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 200
residents of a west end Toronto building are taking action against
huge rent increases by their landlord. Their rent is being jacked up
by 40% this fall. Seniors on fixed incomes, workers and families
are worried sick they could end up on the street.

Under the Liberals, rents have skyrocketed. We are now seeing
rents double or even triple in communities. This is unacceptable.

Will the Liberals stop these renovictions, put people before prof‐
its and launch an acquisition fund for non-profits to keep rents low?
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Hon. Ahmed Hussen (Minister of Housing and Diversity and
Inclusion, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member knows that rent
subsidies and making sure rental rates reflect fairness are in provin‐
cial jurisdiction. However, we do believe we have a role in helping
vulnerable renters. That is why we introduced the Canada housing
benefit, which is helping tens of thousands of Canadian households
across each province and territory in Canada. That is why we intro‐
duced a top-up to the Canada housing benefit. It is why we are also
making sure we are building more rental supply, including more
supply of affordable rental units across the country.

* * *

CANADIAN HERITAGE
Ms. Jean Yip (Scarborough—Agincourt, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,

this year marks the centennial of the Chinese Exclusion Act, a
shameful chapter in our nation's history that we must not forget.

Can the Minister of International Trade tell this House how our
government is planning to commemorate the history of the Chinese
Exclusion Act and what steps it is taking to continue supporting
Chinese Canadians and their heritage?

Hon. Mary Ng (Minister of International Trade, Export Pro‐
motion, Small Business and Economic Development, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, 100 years ago, the Chinese Exclusion Act was passed in
this Parliament. It stopped Chinese immigrants from coming to
Canada, stopped families from reuniting, and caused racism and
harm. These same Chinese immigrants helped build Canada's rail‐
way to connect our country from coast to coast to coast.

I pay tribute to those whose strong advocacy repealed that law,
but it took 24 years. Our government is recognizing the centennial
as an event of national historic significance and we are commemo‐
rating it with a plaque. We must ensure that this never happens
again.

* * *

CARBON PRICING
Mrs. Shannon Stubbs (Lakeland, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Lib‐

erals' first carbon tax hikes the cost of gas and diesel, doubles heat‐
ing and makes groceries more expensive. A record 1.5 million
Canadians had to go to a food bank in one month, and one in five
Canadians skip meals just to get by. The Liberals will hit struggling
Canadians with carbon tax 2 anyway. It will add 17¢ a litre at the
pumps, and it will hurt the working poor and people with low in‐
comes the most.

Why do the Liberals not care and will they not axe their costly
carbon taxes?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, setting aside the fact that the
members opposite all campaigned to put in place carbon pricing in
Canada, let us look at what they are saying no to.

They are saying no to clean air and clean water. We were evacu‐
ating people in New Brunswick and in Quebec. We had to airlift
people outside of Fort Chipewyan last night because of climate
change. The Conservatives are saying let us make pollution free

again, and let us move away from the economy of the 21st century.
We are saying no.

We had the strongest economy of all G7 countries last year and
we are the country that has reduced its emissions the most of all G7
countries. We can fight climate change and have a strong economy.

Mrs. Shannon Stubbs (Lakeland, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Lib‐
erals say the carbon taxes are supposed to reduce emissions, but af‐
ter eight years, they have missed every target and they only went
down slightly once when governments locked Canada down.

To really help lower global emissions, Canada could export
LNG, but after eight years and 18 proposals, the only one getting
built was approved by Conservatives before. From oil and gas, to
critical minerals, to tidal power and to offshore opportunities on ev‐
ery coast, the Liberals hold Canada back. The world wants
Canada's energy and technology. The Liberals are out of touch and
Canadians are out of money.

When will the Liberals axe their harmful, failed, costly carbon
tax?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am sorry, but the member is
plainly wrong. We have not missed our target. The Conservatives
missed their target. I was in Copenhagen in 2009 when former
Prime Minister Harper committed Canada to reducing its green‐
house gas emissions. They did nothing.

We have reduced emissions by 50 million tonnes between 2019
and 2021, the best performance of all G7 countries. We did that
while creating millions of jobs in this country and having the
strongest economy of G7 countries.

Mrs. Kelly Block (Carlton Trail—Eagle Creek, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, after eight long years and out-of-control spending, what
are we seeing? More Canadians are using food banks, going hungry
and worried about how they are going to make ends meet. Carbon
tax 1 increases a litre of gas by 41¢ and makes everything more ex‐
pensive. Carbon tax 2 adds another 17¢ and more pain for Canadi‐
ans. If we add the GST, the price is 61¢ a litre.

Why is the Prime Minister so intent on pricing Canadians out of
a living?
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Hon. Randy Boissonnault (Minister of Tourism and Associate
Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I quote from the 2021
Conservative Party platform. It says, “Our plan will ensure that all
Canadians can do their part to fight climate change, in the way that
works best for them, and at a carbon price that is affordable...in‐
creasing to $50/tonne”. The document further states, “We will as‐
sess progress...[so] carbon prices [can be] on a path to $170/tonne”.

Either the Conservatives believe that climate change is real or
they do not, but there is one thing that is for certain: Canadians in
this country cannot believe a word that side says.

Mr. Richard Bragdon (Tobique—Mactaquac, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the carbon tax has been in place in some jurisdictions in
Canada now for nearly 15 years. The commissioner of the environ‐
ment admitted at committee recently that Canada has no metric by
which to measure whether there has been any reduction in carbon
as a result of its implementation.

With no results other than its diminishing effects on Canadian
pocketbooks, why in the world would the government place an ad‐
ditional carbon tax on their already weary and burdened backs?

When will the government finally listen to the common sense of
the common people and scrap this useless, regressive, ineffective
and punitive tax?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, unfortunately the commissioner
of the environment did not have the benefit of our latest national in‐
ventory report, which shows that we have the best performance of
all—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
The Speaker: Wait a minute. Both sides are talking to each oth‐

er. We are not at a party here. We are in the House of Commons, so
I want everybody to just calm down and listen.

The hon. minister can start from the top, so that we can all hear
his answer.

Hon. Steven Guilbeault: Mr. Speaker, as I was saying, when he
went to committee the commissioner of the environment did not
benefit from the information in our latest national inventory report,
which shows that we have reduced emissions by 53 million tonnes,
which is the equivalent of removing 11 million vehicles from our
roads, between 2019 and 2021. We are landing deals like Volkswa‐
gen. We are landing deals with Tidewater in B.C., with Imperi‐
al's $720-million plant in Alberta for a bio-refinery, with Federated
Co-op's $2-billion plant in Saskatchewan or with Braya's plant in
Newfoundland, which has received in the last few months $300
million.

* * *
[Translation]

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS
Mr. Mario Simard (Jonquière, BQ): Mr. Speaker, on Thursday,

the National Assembly unanimously demanded the disclosure of
documents from the Grenier commission. Let us not forget that this
commission had found that the federal government had engaged in
illegal spending during the 1995 referendum.

The National Assembly is missing some key documents from the
federal government. Ottawa is still refusing to disclose these
archives. The heritage minister was asked to collaborate, but in‐
stead he accused the four parties in Quebec City of living in the
past. Let us give him another chance. We are good people.

For the 125 elected members of the National Assembly, will he
open his archives?

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez (Minister of Canadian Heritage, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, I was talking directly to my friends in the Bloc
Québécois who are constantly looking for something to bicker over.

Speaking of bickering, or chicane in French, this makes me think
of the famous band La Chicane and one of their songs: The Bloc is
so “goddamn pissed” and there is “some resentment here”. They
have a lot—

The Speaker: Order. There are words we do not use. That term
is unparliamentary. I would like the minister to continue without
using sacrilegious language.

The Minister of Canadian Heritage.

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez: I apologize, Mr. Speaker. I was quoting
the song.

The Bloc Québécois is always looking for ways to divide people.
Why does it not work with the government to make a difference for
our families, our seniors, our young people, our businesses and the
environment? That would be a sign that they are here—

The Speaker: Order. The hon. member for Jonquière.

Mr. Mario Simard (Jonquière, BQ): Mr. Speaker, that is a lack
of respect for the National Assembly.

In history and in relationships, the one who tells the other that
they are trying to pick a fight is usually the guilty party. Everyone
knows that. The federal government is the one that has been ac‐
cused of illegal financing here.

The National Assembly is unanimous. It voted last Thursday to
investigate the illegal financing, not last year. We are not living in
the past. We are talking about last Thursday.

Will the minister play fair, respect the National Assembly, which
is unanimous, and open their archives?

● (1505)

Hon. Pablo Rodriguez (Minister of Canadian Heritage, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, I do not know what kind of relationships my colleague
has been in in the past.

To come back to the debate that concerns us, I have a great deal
of respect for the National Assembly. What is happening is that we
are respecting jurisdictions. Right now, there is a debate going on in
Quebec and we are talking about it. We respect all that.

However, the Bloc Québécois is trying to bring 30-year old argu‐
ments and debates up here. Why does it not focus on what we can
do together to help society, to help Quebec move forward? That
would be more productive than always trying to go back to the past.



June 1, 2023 COMMONS DEBATES 15191

Oral Questions
[English]

JUSTICE

Ms. Raquel Dancho (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
new stats out in Winnipeg show a very disturbing trend. After eight
years of a Liberal government, crime in Winnipeg is up by over
25% over last year, which includes a record 53 homicides, and the
Liberals have done absolutely nothing effective to address this. In
fact, they have made it worse with their dangerous and reckless
catch-and-release bail policies.

Winnipeggers deserve far better than this. When will the Liberals
reverse the damage they caused, clean up our streets and finally
protect our communities?

Hon. David Lametti (Minister of Justice and Attorney Gen‐
eral of Canada, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we have been working with
provincial premiers, provincial ministers of justice, provincial min‐
isters of public safety, and police associations across Canada to ad‐
dress questions about bail reform. We have done that. We have
tabled Bill C-48, which has the support of provinces and police as‐
sociations across Canada.

Saskatoon's police service deputy chief said, “It's encouraging to
see the voices of the community and the policing community across
Canada being heard”. He called it “a good move forward”. It is by
working together that we can address complex problems like bail—

The Speaker: The hon. member for Kildonan—St. Paul.

Ms. Raquel Dancho (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
the reality is that this bill will do very little to fix the problem that
Liberal minister and his Liberal government created.

Meanwhile, innocent Canadians are being murdered, abused and
violated on a daily basis in our communities. Conservatives know
that it does not have to be this way. Certainly, Winnipeggers de‐
serve far better than what that Liberal minister is offering them.

Last year, Winnipeg saw a 12% increase in knife attacks. Bear
spray attacks doubled in the last three years and property crime is
way up. We know that violent repeat offenders are behind most of
these crimes.

When will the minister reverse his dangerous catch-and-release
policies once and for all?

Hon. David Lametti (Minister of Justice and Attorney Gen‐
eral of Canada, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, there is no such catch-and-re‐
lease policy. In fact, what we have done in Bill C-48 is address vio‐
lent repeat offenders, including with knives, including with bear
spray. The Government of Manitoba, as well as indigenous peoples,
asked for that provision. We provided that, working with provinces
and territories.

We need to work together. The provinces have the administration
of the justice system as part of their portfolio, their jurisdiction. We
need to work with the provinces, not use meaningless rhetoric to try
to debase the problem.

[Translation]

PUBLIC SERVICES AND PROCUREMENT

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, now that Roxham Road is closed, the hotels
booked and paid for by the government are empty. Even though the
Prime Minister spent six years telling us that it was impossible to
solve the Roxham Road problem, we now see that it was feasible.
Now, we have learned that the government wants to renew the hotel
contracts for $14 million, adding to a total contract of $60 million
so far.

Why book hotels that will be empty now that the Roxham Road
problem is solved?

Mrs. Marie-France Lalonde (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister of Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, I very much appreciate my colleague's question, be‐
cause it allows me to further reinforce the idea that, on that side of
the House, what they were trying to do was virtually nothing.

We worked very hard to renegotiate the agreement between the
United States and Canada. We have always been there for people
who ask for help. We are already seeing concrete results regarding
asylum seekers. We will always be there for the well-being of all
the people who ask for Canada's help.

* * *

THE ENVIRONMENT

Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, water is our most precious natural resource. It is crucial to our
well-being and our economy. Canada has 20% of the world's fresh
water. It is both an asset and a huge responsibility.

Last week, the Prime Minister and the Parliamentary Secretary to
the Minister of Environment and Climate Change were in Winnipeg
to announce the creation of the new Canada water agency.

Can the Minister of Environment and Climate Change tell us
more about this important step toward protecting 30% of Canada's
water by 2030?

● (1510)

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for his
question and for all his work on the Standing Committee on Envi‐
ronment and Sustainable Development.

In the latest budget, we invested $750 million to protect fresh
water across the country. We have delivered on our promise to cre‐
ate an independent water agency, which will be located in Win‐
nipeg. By protecting water, we are protecting the health of Canadi‐
ans, our economy and our country's future.
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There is more to do, but we have already done a lot.

* * *
[English]

OIL AND GAS INDUSTRY
Mr. Clifford Small (Coast of Bays—Central—Notre Dame,

CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am disgusted. The people of Newfoundland
and Labrador are disgusted. After four years of Liberal delays, the
Bay du Nord project was approved with 137 onerous conditions at‐
tached.

Because of these Liberal shenanigans, we now have the Bay du
Nord project put on the shelf for three years. It is costing the New‐
foundland and Labrador economy $3 billion in royalties and rev‐
enues.

My question to the minister is this: Will he revisit the 137 oner‐
ous conditions or will he let this project die and let the province of
Newfoundland and Labrador—

The Speaker: The hon. parliamentary secretary.
Ms. Julie Dabrusin (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister

of Natural Resources and to the Minister of Environment and
Climate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, again, I want to reiterate that
this was an independent business decision that was based largely on
market forces.

Let us talk about the fact that Newfoundland and Labrador's op‐
portunities go well beyond one project and that is where we are
with them, to support them. In fact, we have, just this past week,
tabled a bill with the accord acts, to make sure they are able to take
advantage of offshore opportunities, including with wind and hy‐
drogen.

In fact, the member opposite would know that when the German
chancellor came to Newfoundland and Labrador, what he asked for
was hydrogen and we signed an accord for that.

Mr. Damien Kurek (Battle River—Crowfoot, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the Liberals label the carbon tax a “market mechanism” or
a “standard”, when in reality it is a fancy way of saying that the
centrepiece of their environmental policy is based on forcing Cana‐
dians to pay more.

Albertans are going to pay nearly $4,000 more per year when
both carbon tax 1 and 2 are imposed. Farmers would pay more
than $150,000 on average to fund this failed leftist ideological ex‐
periment.

Canadians need a break. Farmers need a break. When will the
Prime Minister finally listen to Canadians and axe the tax?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would remind my hon. col‐
league that he campaigned during the last election on putting car‐
bon pricing in place.

He is saying no to billions of dollars of investment already hap‐
pening in Canada, in Newfoundland and Labrador, Saskatchewan,
Quebec, Alberta and southern Ontario, in the new economy. That is
what Conservatives are saying no to.

We are saying yes to fighting climate change. We are saying yes
to having a strong economy.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[English]

CANADA BUSINESS CORPORATIONS ACT
The House resumed from May 31 consideration of the motion

that Bill C-42, An Act to amend the Canada Business Corporations
Act and to make consequential and related amendments to other
Acts, be read the second time and referred to a committee.

The Speaker: It being 3:13 p.m., pursuant to order made on
Thursday, June 23, 2022, the House will now proceed to the taking
of the deferred recorded division on the motion at second reading
of Bill C-42.

Call in the members.
● (1525)

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

(Division No. 343)

YEAS
Members

Aboultaif Aitchison
Albas Aldag
Alghabra Ali
Allison Anandasangaree
Angus Arnold
Arseneault Arya
Ashton Atwin
Bachrach Badawey
Bains Baker
Baldinelli Barlow
Barrett Barron
Barsalou-Duval Battiste
Beaulieu Beech
Bendayan Bennett
Bergeron Berthold
Bezan Bibeau
Bittle Blaikie
Blair Blanchet
Blanchette-Joncas Blaney
Block Blois
Boissonnault Boulerice
Bradford Bragdon
Brassard Brière
Brock Brunelle-Duceppe
Calkins Cannings
Caputo Carrie
Casey Chabot
Chagger Chahal
Chambers Champagne
Champoux Chatel
Chen Chiang
Chong Collins (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek)
Collins (Victoria) Cooper
Cormier Coteau
Dabrusin Dalton
Damoff Dancho
Davidson Davies
DeBellefeuille Deltell
d'Entremont Desbiens
Desilets Desjarlais
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Dhaliwal Dhillon
Diab Doherty
Dowdall Dreeshen
Drouin Dubourg
Duclos Duguid
Duncan (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry) Dzerowicz
Ehsassi El-Khoury
Ellis Epp
Erskine-Smith Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster)
Falk (Provencher) Fast
Fergus Ferreri
Fillmore Findlay
Fisher Fonseca
Fortier Fortin
Fragiskatos Fraser
Freeland Fry
Gaheer Gallant
Garon Gaudreau
Gazan Généreux
Genuis Gerretsen
Gill Gladu
Godin Goodridge
Gould Gourde
Gray Green
Guilbeault Hajdu
Hallan Hanley
Hardie Hepfner
Hoback Holland
Housefather Hughes
Hussen Hutchings
Iacono Idlout
Ien Jaczek
Jeneroux Johns
Jowhari Julian
Kayabaga Kelloway
Kelly Khalid
Khera Kitchen
Kmiec Koutrakis
Kram Kramp-Neuman
Kurek Kusie
Kusmierczyk Lake
Lalonde Lambropoulos
Lametti Lamoureux
Lapointe Larouche
Lattanzio Lauzon
Lawrence LeBlanc
Lebouthillier Lehoux
Lemire Lewis (Essex)
Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk) Liepert
Lightbound Lloyd
Lobb Long
Longfield Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga)
MacAulay (Cardigan) MacDonald (Malpeque)
MacGregor MacKinnon (Gatineau)
Maguire Maloney
Martel Martinez Ferrada
Masse Mathyssen
May (Cambridge) May (Saanich—Gulf Islands)
Mazier McCauley (Edmonton West)
McDonald (Avalon) McGuinty
McKay McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam)
McLean McLeod
McPherson Melillo
Mendès Mendicino
Miao Michaud
Miller Moore
Morantz Morrice
Morrison Morrissey
Motz Murray
Naqvi Nater
Ng Noormohamed
O'Connell Oliphant
O'Regan O'Toole

Patzer Paul-Hus
Pauzé Perkins
Perron Petitpas Taylor
Plamondon Poilievre
Powlowski Rayes
Redekopp Reid
Rempel Garner Richards
Roberts Robillard
Rodriguez Rogers
Romanado Rood
Ruff Sahota
Sajjan Saks
Samson Sarai
Savard-Tremblay Scarpaleggia
Scheer Schiefke
Schmale Seeback
Serré Sgro
Shanahan Sheehan
Shields Shipley
Sidhu (Brampton East) Sidhu (Brampton South)
Simard Sinclair-Desgagné
Small Sorbara
Soroka Sousa
Steinley Ste-Marie
Stewart St-Onge
Strahl Stubbs
Sudds Tassi
Taylor Roy Thériault
Therrien Thomas
Thompson Tochor
Tolmie Trudeau
Trudel Turnbull
Uppal Valdez
Van Bynen van Koeverden
Van Popta Vandal
Vandenbeld Vecchio
Vidal Vien
Viersen Villemure
Virani Vis
Vuong Wagantall
Warkentin Waugh
Webber Weiler
Williams Williamson
Yip Zahid
Zarrillo Zimmer
Zuberi– — 317

NAYS
Nil

PAIRED
Members

Anand Normandin– — 2

The Speaker: I declare the motion carried. Accordingly, the bill
stands referred to the Standing Committee on Industry and Tech‐
nology.

(Bill read the second time and referred to a committee)
The Speaker: I wish to inform the House that, because of the

deferred recorded division, Government Orders will be extended by
12 minutes.

* * *
[Translation]

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Mr. Luc Berthold (Mégantic—L'Érable, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I

can understand—
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The Speaker: I am asking everyone to keep quiet for a little

while, or at least not to talk as loudly. The hon. member for Mégan‐
tic—L'Érable.

Mr. Luc Berthold: Mr. Speaker, I can understand that, in the ex‐
citement of question period, the Speaker may find it difficult to rec‐
ognize me when I rise. However, for the Thursday question, I think
it is very important.

In fact, all my colleagues in the House of Commons cannot wait
for this very important moment when they will finally hear the gov‐
ernment's proposed agenda for tomorrow and next week, especially
given the heat we experienced today. I am talking about the weath‐
er.

Given that we will likely have some very long days next week, I
would like the government House leader to inform us of the tem‐
perature of the House for next week.

The Speaker: The Minister of Tourism.
Hon. Randy Boissonnault (Minister of Tourism and Associate

Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this is the first time that I
have had the honour to share with our very dear colleagues in the
House the message concerning the Thursday question. I am very
pleased to answer my colleague.
[English]

As members know, Bill C-47, the budget implementation act,
was reported from committee yesterday, so we will call it for the fi‐
nal stages of debate starting tomorrow and then continue early next
week on Monday and Tuesday.

We will also give priority to Bill C-40, the miscarriage of justice
review commission act, also known as David and Joyce Milgaard's
law; Bill C-48, bail reform; and Bill C-41, humanitarian assistance.
[Translation]

Finally, I would like to inform the House that next Thursday will
be an opposition day.

* * *
[English]

BUSINESS OF SUPPLY
OPPOSITION MOTION—CARBON TAX

The House resumed consideration of the motion.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader

of the Government in the House of Commons (Senate), Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, it is an honour to rise to continue my speech, which I
started before question period. I highlighted some very obvious
hypocrisies and these are hypocrisies that we have seen from the
Conservative Party of Canada.

I outlined for everybody what many of us have been talking
about in the House. The Liberals, the NDP and even the Bloc at
times have asked the Conservatives why they ran in an election in
2021 on pricing pollution, only to come to the House immediately
after that election and move virtually the exact same opposition
motion about carbon pricing that they are moving today, for the
10th time since that last election, when they ran on it.

What I found to be even more staggeringly offensive, or perhaps
a better expression would be concerning, is that there are a number
of Conservative MPs, and I believe the number, if I have it right, is
19 members of the Conservative Party, current members of the
House, who not only ran in 2021 on pricing pollution, but also ran
in 2008 on Stephen Harper's promise to bring in cap and trade,
which is another form of pricing pollution. It is a form that, I would
add, the province of Quebec continues to this day. As a result, Que‐
bec does not have the federal pricing mechanism that many of the
other provinces, such as the one I am from, Ontario, are subject to.

Members can think of how far to the right this particular brand of
the Conservative Party has come. This is not from Brian Mulroney,
because we know it is light years away from Brian Mulroney. Brian
Mulroney and Flora MacDonald, from my riding, were Progressive
Conservatives who cared about the environment. They were Pro‐
gressive Conservatives who fought for things such as saving the
ozone layer, and who worked with Americans to do that. Those
were Progressive Conservatives, the Progressive Conservatives of
Brian Mulroney.

Brian Mulroney brought 42 countries from around the world to
Montreal to talk about how to deal with acid rain. That was a pro‐
gressive Conservative party, but this party, in its current form, is
even further to the right than Stephen Harper. I do not know if
members are aware of this, and I just became aware of it this morn‐
ing, but there were ads run by the Canadian Renewable Fuels Asso‐
ciation at one time thanking Stephen Harper for the work he was
doing when it came to renewable fuels as a form of energy.

Here we are in 2023, with a political party, the Conservative Par‐
ty of Canada, that does not even believe in climate change. I would
argue that this is really just the Reform Party using the Conserva‐
tive name and the shade of blue. That might be offensive to some
members sitting in the House right now, but as I read out earlier, we
heard a statement from the member for Red Deer—Mountain View
just two days ago, in which he basically said that this is all cyclical,
happens every 10,000 years and there is nothing to see here. This is
the Conservative Party of Canada we are dealing with now.

We are in a world where it is so glaringly obvious that humans
have contributed to climate change, and where it is so obvious that
we need to actually do something about it. Rather than try to bring
forward policy, create ideas and bring forward suggestions to work
on protecting our environment, the Conservative Party of Canada
has brought forward 10 motions in the last 18 months trying to
eliminate the price on pollution, despite the fact it has already lost
two elections since it was introduced.
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● (1530)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, the member made reference to Conservatives losing an
election. What I think is important, for anyone who is following the
debate today, and we have heard it in questions and comments, and
during question period, is the fact that 338 candidates in the last
federal election, who were all Conservative candidates, had a plat‐
form, a platform that my friend and colleague tried to table earlier
today, which made it very clear that they were campaigning in
favour of a price on pollution. I am wondering if he could just dis‐
cuss that a little more, the details and his perception of that particu‐
lar promise.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, it is true. They might
disagree with it now, and to the defence of one member of the Con‐
servative Party, she, of the numerous times I have asked that ques‐
tion, was the one member who stood up and said she disagreed with
the policy they ran on in 2021. I will hand it to that one member. I
will not call her out by name right now because I do not want her to
receive any emails to her office to that effect, but every other Con‐
servative we asked the question of just completely skated around it.
At least they could stand up to say they ran on it in 2021, it was
part of their platform and it was a price on pollution, but now they
have changed their mind.

That would be so much more honourable than just trying to
avoid answering the question every time. I did try to table that plat‐
form, as the parliamentary secretary said. I tried to table the 2021
and 2008 platforms, in which they talk about pricing pollution, in
the House before question period. Do members know who yelled
out no to that, not letting me table them? It was Conservatives.
They would not let me table their own platforms.
● (1535)

Mr. Warren Steinley (Regina—Lewvan, CPC): Madam
Speaker, being an old hockey guy, I always appreciate the fourth
line grinder doing their role and doing what they have to do to
make sure they are part of a team, and I appreciate that member's
ability to stand on his feet to talk about nothing for 20 minutes. It is
fantastic, and I think he has a certain amount of skill at that. He has
found his role on his team, and I do not begrudge him that, because
he has that kind of talent.

I do have a simple question. I know the member talks about our
platforms from the last couple campaigns a lot. The Liberal plat‐
form promised not to raise the carbon tax to more than $50 a tonne,
ever. I am wondering how he goes back to his constituents and
rights that ship when he made that promise to them while door
knocking. I would also like to hear an answer on that. I appreciate
his fourth line talent.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, I will answer it, and I
think I have already answered it to that member and other Conser‐
vatives.

The policy changed. It is different now than it was then. Can
members see how easy it was for me to directly answer the ques‐
tion? It may have been a position we had at one time, and now the
position is different, but we are honest and open with Canadians
about that. The question is why that member and other Conserva‐

tives will not be honest and open with Canadians about how their
position has changed on climate change.

We will note that the member complimented me, in some form I
guess, by saying I spoke about nothing. He is a Conservative who
comes from a party where 54% of its base says climate change is
not real, and he is a Conservative who shares the same side of the
aisle as the member for Red Deer—Mountain View, who talked
about climate change two days ago as though it were just some‐
thing that happens every 10,000 years, as though there is nothing to
see here. Only a Conservative who shares that space would refer to
my dire plea to do something about global warming and climate
change as me talking about nothing.

Mr. Mike Morrice (Kitchener Centre, GP): Madam Speaker,
something I find infuriating about the motion, and we see have seen
this every time in the various versions of the same motion coming
to the floor of the House from the Conservative Party, is that it nev‐
er mentions the profits of oil and gas companies. The price on pol‐
lution went up 2¢ a litre in the last year. Wholesale margins, profits
of the largest oil and gas companies across the country, went up 18¢
a litre.

Why is it that the Conservative Party is not talking about this? To
go further, does the member support a windfall profit tax? We could
use those funds to invest in the climate solutions we need.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, the Conservatives do
not talk about it because that is who their base is. That is who do‐
nates to them. When they put forward 10 motions about getting rid
of the carbon tax, that is who they are targeting with those motions.
When the Leader of the Opposition comes in here to speak to that
issue, clips it afterward and puts it out there in an email blast, he is
talking to those people. That is why they will not talk about it.

To the member's other question about a windfall tax, I think it is
a very good discussion to have. I am completely open to it. I think
we need to look at absolutely every possible solution to fight cli‐
mate change, and I am more than willing to work with my col‐
league and other members of the House to see how we can go about
doing that.

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I will ask the parliamentary secretary the exact same ques‐
tion I asked the parliamentary secretary sitting beside him just a lit‐
tle while ago in the debate, which he did not answer.

How many trees have been planted by the Liberal government
under its promised two billion tree program? Once we get that
number, could the parliamentary secretary explain why the program
is so bureaucratic and difficult for communities, ridings, counties
and conservation groups to even apply and qualify for it? I ask be‐
cause I think this program is a good idea. We should be planting
more trees right across this great country we have, but nobody can
seem to qualify for the program, and the trees are not getting plant‐
ed.
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to tell the Minister of Public Safety of the parliamentary secretary's
role and position. The Minister of Public Safety yesterday in the
Senate did not even know the position existed here in the House of
Commons.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, I will start with the lat‐
ter comment and come to the beginning.

The Minister of Public Safety was responding to Senator Plett's
comment about me being a parliamentary secretary to the leader in
the Senate, which I am not. I am the parliamentary secretary to the
government House leader. That is to correct the first error he made.

Second, I will answer the member's question the exact same way
that my parliamentary secretary colleague did. I was here and heard
the whole thing. He started off by saying he found it very hypocriti‐
cal that the member would challenge us on a platform commitment
that we have only partially delivered on, given the fact that the
member ran on putting a price on pollution and is somehow oblivi‐
ous to that fact now. He does not think it is necessary to answer for
that while he makes these demands, and that is hypocritical.

To the other point, which is what my parliamentary secretary col‐
league said specifically, does the member not realize that if we
plant that many trees, we are not going to do it all at once? It is not
a linear graph. It is going to happen exponentially. Does the mem‐
ber realize that to create that many trees, we have to start with a
seedling? The seedling has to be properly germinated and turned in‐
to a tree to get to the point where we can actually plant it. I cannot
believe I am actually having this high school science discussion
with the member, but it is the reality of how trees grow.
● (1540)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, given that we are talking about the environment, I wanted
to highlight one thing that I know my friend is very much in tune
with. It is the idea of batteries.

We have seen the Volkswagen investment, with the types of
green jobs that are going to be there going forward. The govern‐
ment is assisting on that, working with other jurisdictions, investing
in Canadians and building a healthier, stronger, greener economy. I
know the member has further ideas, locally, that he has been advo‐
cating for very strongly.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, the future is in electrifi‐
cation. That is where it is going to be. There is a transition happen‐
ing before us, and there is nothing the Conservatives can do or say
to change that.

The real question is, where is Canada going to be in that regard?
Are we going to be leading at the forefront of it so that we can ex‐
port our technology and become prosperous as a result? Or are we
going to wait until every other country has done it and buy the tech‐
nology off them?

This government has set us up in such a way that we can bring
investments into Canada early on. We are taking a measurable risk
on that by investing in companies and letting them establish in
Canada and build their roots here. However, we will become the

exporters of that technology throughout the world. That is leader‐
ship. That is what the government has been doing.

[Translation]

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Ms. Alexandra Mendès): The
hon. member for Mégantic—L'Érable on a point of order.

Mr. Luc Berthold: Madam Speaker, following the member's
multiple requests today for unanimous consent to table the Conser‐
vatives' platform for two election campaigns, I am requesting unan‐
imous consent to table the Liberal Party's fiscal plan from the
2015 campaign.

[English]

It says, “We will run modest deficits for three years so that we
can invest in growth for the middle class and credibly offer a plan
to balance the budget in 2019.”

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): All
those opposed to the hon. member's moving the motion will please
say nay.

An hon. member: Nay.

Mr. Ziad Aboultaif (Edmonton Manning, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I will be sharing my time with the hon. member for Regi‐
na—Lewvan.

We need to start today with a bit of history. There is an expres‐
sion that says those who do not learn the lessons of history are
doomed to repeat the same mistakes. That appears to be true of the
government, which has never met a tax it did not want to increase.

The Liberal government first introduced its clean fuel standard in
2016. The effect on Canadians was noticeable. Some lower- and
middle-income homeowners found it difficult to heat their homes
due to the price increases associated with this standard. In effect, it
was a tax on those who could least afford to pay it.

Three years ago, the Department of the Environment put the di‐
rect costs of the clean fuel standard on Canadian households at $2.4
billion, and I am sure it is way more now. The Liberal-NDP plan
for the environment is not designed to combat climate change. It is
a plan to increase taxes.

The clean fuel regulations require liquid fossil fuel producers to
gradually reduce the carbon intensity of the gasoline and diesel they
produce and sell for use in Canada. That is a worthy goal, but what
happens to producers that do not meet that standard? They will be
taxed. What will they do when they are taxed? They will pass the
tax on to the consumer in the form of higher prices, which the Lib‐
erals do not mind because then they can add more taxes to the high‐
er prices.

With inflation already at historic levels, this new clean fuel regu‐
lations tax is a tax that Canadians do not need. Giving more money
to the Liberals to help them mismanage the Canadian economy and
the federal budget is not the way to fight climate change.
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seen their lives become more unaffordable thanks to the inflation‐
ary carbon tax. Now the Liberals are bringing in a second carbon
tax. Do they not understand that they are making life unaffordable?
Do they not understand that people are struggling to make ends
meet and that adding to that tax burden makes things worse, not
better?

I can see the looks on the faces of the Liberals. It is not hard to
tell what they are thinking as I say this. I know what their questions
will be when I finish speaking. They are going to ask me why I did
not mention that their government is offering Canadians a carbon
tax rebate, and whether I understand that the carbon tax does not re‐
ally cost anyone any more. If that is the case, why have it at all?

The truth is that the carbon tax is not offset by carbon tax re‐
bates. It is a source of government revenue, just like any other tax.
My Liberal friends do not want to admit that they find it better to
live in a dream world than admit their taxes are hurting the people
they are supposed to serve.

They do not want to hear about the numbers the Parliamentary
Budget Officer has given us. They do not want to talk about how
their first carbon tax is going to cost the average Canadian fami‐
ly $710 this year after taking their rebate into account. They would
prefer that I did not mention that once the second carbon tax is fully
implemented, the cost to the average Canadian family after rebates
will increase to $1,160 annually.

Let us talk about the true cost of carbon taxes. According to the
Parliamentary Budget Officer, the second carbon tax will cost the
average Canadian household an extra $573 per year without any re‐
bate, with families in some provinces facing costs as high
as $1,157. Both carbon taxes will have a net cost of up to $4,000
for each family depending on the province in which they live. The
combined impact of the two Liberal carbon taxes will be an extra
61¢ for every litre of gasoline at the pumps.

If the government was interested in economic growth, it would
scrap the new tax and the existing carbon tax. The Parliamentary
Budget Officer says the effect of the clean fuel regulations and the
existing carbon tax will not help grow the economy but rather will
shrink it. That is not what Canadians want from the government's
policies.
● (1545)

I have heard the Liberals' argument. They whine that the Parlia‐
mentary Budget officer was not being fair to them and that the PBO
only took the numbers into account when making his calculations.
The Minister of Environment and Climate Change has complained
that the PBO has not taken into account the technological change
the clean fuel regulations will help promote. I would love to hear
about those changes from the minister. What new technologies have
been developed as a direct result of this tax? My guess is the minis‐
ter does not understand that taxes do not stimulate invention.

If he wants new technologies, perhaps his government should try
to encourage a climate where businesses and individuals are free to
innovate. However, do not ask the PBO to calculate the benefits to
the economy of some imaginary technology. That makes no sense.
Perhaps in some Liberal fantasyland carbon rebates and carbon tax‐

es balance themselves, just as budgets do. In the real world, these
taxes hurt Canadians and provide no benefit to the economy or
ecology of the country.

Simply put, a tax is a compulsory contribution to state revenue
imposed on taxpayers in order to fund government spending. That
is what the clean fuel regulations are for. They are to fund govern‐
ment spending. They have nothing to do with combatting climate
change.

Unfortunately, the Liberals and their NDP allies appear to be
blinded by ideology and uncaring as to the needs of Canadians. It is
ludicrous to continually raise taxes at a time of high inflation and
when grocery prices are soaring and Canadians are finding it diffi‐
cult to make ends meet. The government is apparently determined
to push through this tax no matter who it hurts. The reality is that
the Liberal government's policies are fuelling inflation and making
people poorer, which is why one in five Canadians is skipping
meals and food banks are seeing record demand.

The Liberals have no plan that will actually help Canada reduce
its carbon footprint. The objective is to fund never-ending Liberal
deficits. This scheme will only hurt our economy, discourage in‐
vestment and increase the cost of everything in a Canadian house‐
hold.

As a Conservative, I oppose this tax and the burden it places on
Canadian families. This is not the way to fight climate change. The
way to fight climate change is through innovative technologies and
harnessing Canadian brainpower, not through increased taxes. A
Conservative government will govern with fiscal responsibility, axe
these taxes and bring home affordability for Canadians.

● (1550)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, in the next federal election, we are going to see Conserva‐
tives in British Columbia saying that they are going to get rid of
what they call the carbon tax, or the price on pollution, when in fact
in reality there is no federal price on pollution in the province of
B.C. They are going to intentionally mislead the residents of B.C.

Are the Conservatives going to compensate the people of B.C. if
they get rid of the price on pollution in Canada? They are not pay‐
ing for it right now; it is being done through the provincial govern‐
ment. Are they going to take the money away from the province
and give it to the people? How are they going to deal with the sense
of equity and fairness among the residents to B.C. if they cancel the
national price on pollution?
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Mr. Ziad Aboultaif: Madam Speaker, we believe that we should

not impose things on the provinces, as the government is doing to
Alberta specifically. We will not interfere with the way British
Columbia is doing its business now.

As for the calculation the member is speaking about, reason and
logic tell us that if something does not work we should not repeat it.
This carbon tax does not work. This carbon tax is not reducing
emissions. It has clearly become a tax rather than a climate solu‐
tion. That is why when we bring our own proposal to Canadians,
our own platform, it will be based on logic and on solutions that are
going to make a difference, reduce emissions and help reduce the
effects of climate change.

Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Uqaqtittiji, cutting the price
on pollution is not a solution that will stop pollution. Oil and gas
companies are among the corporations that are showing the greatest
profits. Why do the Conservatives prefer stacking the deck for bil‐
lionaire CEOs over helping working people in Canada?

Mr. Ziad Aboultaif: Madam Speaker, unfortunately, the argu‐
ments of the NDP always have no relation to the economy or busi‐
ness whatsoever. What we are proposing here today is to get this
tax out of the way and save Canadians money and make their life
much easier. That is not a climate plan; it is a tax plan when they
tax people to make them change behaviour, the way the current
government is doing.

While that is not doing the job and while this is not really help‐
ing to reduce emissions, we have to stop and think again, based on
reason and based on logic. When we think that way, we can make a
difference; otherwise, we are just having an argument that leads
nowhere.

● (1555)

[Translation]

Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Madam Speaker, I was
not expecting to ask a question, but I have one all the same.

My colleague is complaining about the fact that there are regula‐
tions on clean fuels. Here, he seems to take offence at the fact that a
producer who does not comply with the regulations will be taxed.

When I speed or fail to obey the law, I get a ticket. What should
be done with producers who breach the standards? Do we give
them a pat on the back and tell them to do better next time, or do
we tax them?

[English]

Mr. Ziad Aboultaif: Madam Speaker, it does not seem that Que‐
bec has this problem to begin with, so I am not sure where the Bloc
Québécois is coming from on this specific point. I am not suggest‐
ing, and I have not suggested ever, that we should really allow cor‐
porations or anyone to do whatever they want. We have to work
with everyone. That is why I spoke about technologies. That is why
I spoke about innovation. Those are going to be done only with
businesses that they know better and with us, to make sure we re‐
move any red tape and the gatekeepers from their way so they can
do their job. At the end of the day, we are all Canadians and we all
have to work with each other to achieve a worthy goal.

Mr. Mike Morrice (Kitchener Centre, GP): Madam Speaker, I
think the member for Edmonton Manning knows there is no second
carbon tax.

I want to ask specifically about what he has been talking about,
which is the economics of the climate crisis. We used to talk about
the future costs of inaction. Right now in this country, we have 179
wildfires in multiple provinces across the country. Does the mem‐
ber know the cost of climate-induced wildfires and floods from just
the last year alone?

Mr. Ziad Aboultaif: Madam Speaker, while the hon. member is
asking me, he should ask the government if the government knows.
The government members are not giving any information on any‐
thing. They just keep hiding in secrecy.

Mr. Warren Steinley (Regina—Lewvan, CPC): Madam
Speaker, it is a pleasure to join in the debate on our opposition mo‐
tion today, calling for the scrapping of the first carbon tax and
scrapping the second carbon tax as well to put more money back
into the pockets of hard-working Canadians.

I want to talk about the current state of affairs in our country. I
got a disturbing text from someone I have known for a long time
about how he sees what is happening in our country right now. He
said, “This country is basically parts of the Titanic sliding into the
abyss of the Atlantic. Five years ago, we would not recognize the
country we have today. I shudder to think what we will think of the
country that we will become in 2028.” This is from a hard-working
gentleman who has worked his whole life, and created a good life
for his friends and family.

He sees this country as continuously going in the wrong direc‐
tion. He wonders when people in this chamber are actually going to
stand up for Canadians and talk from a passionate point of view of
what hard-working, everyday Canadians see, which is our country
going in the direction it is going. I am going to try and do that a bit
today in the vein of our motion, and talk about taxes and what the
tax is really trying to accomplish.

The first carbon tax that was implemented after the 2015 cam‐
paign was supposed to reduce emissions across our country. It was
supposed to be an environmental policy. The problem with that is it
has had no environmental effects on our country. Over the last eight
years, the government has never hit an environmental target with its
carbon tax or any of its other environmental policies.

When the Liberals flew around on a junket to COP and they were
all eating caviar, it actually came out that Canada is the 58th coun‐
try out of 63 countries for environmental targets. The Liberals nev‐
er talk about that.

Let us talk about someone who is a hard-working Saskatchewa‐
nian. They are looking at their government that keeps asking them
to pay more and more because it is going to be good for the envi‐
ronment eventually. This person sees there are no results. They then
start to question whether this actually is an environmental policy at
all or if it just a tax-and-grab, and the government just wanted to fill
its coffers with more hard-earned dollars.
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the government gets money is by taking it from someone who
earned it in the first place, like through work or investment. The
government gets it through taxing the hard-working people. The
government does not earn anything itself. It takes and then it gives
back with the other hand.

That is the other argument on the carbon tax that our Liberal
friends and NDP socialist friends put forward, which is saying it is
revenue neutral. They have been saying this for years. The Liberals
and the NDP have been saying it is revenue neutral. I have never in
my life seen a government program run on a revenue-neutral basis.

Canadians never get back what they put in when they give to the
government. It goes to the government, it goes to the department, it
goes through many different hands and then out the other end
comes much less than what Canadians gave to the government in
the first place. The Parliamentary Budget Officer came out and said
what we have been saying since 2015.

Before that, I remember that Premier Wall said there is no such
thing as a revenue-neutral government program, and he was right.
The Parliamentary Budget Officer came out and said there is no
way eight of 10 Canadians are getting back more from the carbon
tax than they are paying.

It is not revenue neutral. It has had none of the desired environ‐
mental effects that it was supposed to have by making Canadians
pay more for everything. Then the Liberals say it is a market mech‐
anism. The NDP members are okay. They just want to take more
money from people who have earned it. Socialists always believe
the government can spend money better than the person who earned
it anyway. We will never feel that way.

Some Liberals are saying it is a market mechanism and they will
put in policies that will make people act differently. In my province,
where I come from, it is very hard to act differently when planting
in fields or harvesting. There are limited options for harvesters, and
many of them will continue to run on fossil fuels.

● (1600)

We cannot implement a government policy that would make that
process of planting, seeding and harvesting run differently, because
we have to use fuel in the machines. Maybe a generation from now,
there might be the capacity for electric combines and tractors. I
would like to see that technology, if it ever happens, but it is very
far away. So for a government to implement a policy, which it
knows would adversely affect the agriculture sector, adversely af‐
fect the oil and gas sector, because there are no other technological
options right now, is, quite frankly, dishonest.

The government cannot say that this is going to be a fair tax, be‐
cause it does hit provinces in our country differently. For example,
the carbon tax 2 that we have talked about in the last couple of days
is going to cost Saskatchewan people $1,117 net for a family. If we
add carbon tax 1 and carbon tax 2 on what a Saskatchewan family
is going to have to pay, it will be $2,840 more this year alone. A lot
of people may say, “What's $2,800?”, but to some families that is
grocery bills and new shoes for their kids. A lot of families could
use that extra $2,800.

These are not families who are not trying to be environmentally
friendly. In Saskatchewan and Regina—Lewvan, people have to
heat their homes when it comes to wintertime as it is pretty cold
and in July, it gets pretty hot and so people have to cool off their
homes. There are no options. When a government comes forward
and says that it is going to change the behaviour of Canadians with
this policy, there are just some behaviours that we are going to have
to continue to hold onto, such as driving the kids to hockey or
school. Rural Saskatchewan is a big place, and there are not many
options other than to drive. We cannot get an Uber in rural
Saskatchewan. There is no bus service. We need a vehicle and we
need to drive.

This is why we stand and talk about the carbon tax and lay out
some of the arguments, which my fellow Liberals and NDP mem‐
bers will throw back at me. This is why some of the people I repre‐
sent feel a little jaded when it comes to this government's policies.
They feel, over the last eight years, that they have really been left
behind in western Canada. It is getting tougher and tougher for peo‐
ple to see anything left from a paycheque at the end of the month;
heck, even halfway through the month some people run out of their
paycheque.

A lot of people have probably been to the lobby day on the Hill
when the food banks across Canada were here. I had an opportunity
to talk to the food bank CEO from Regina, and some of the num‐
bers are staggering. They call them “points of service” when people
come in to get food. In Regina, last year, there were 120,375 points
of service, which is a lot of people coming to get food in a city the
size of Regina. This year, there were 171,451, which is a number,
but these are people and these are families. That is a 42% increase.

When we hear about the budget being so good, that we have nev‐
er had it so good and that Canada is at the top of the G7 in numbers
for debt-to-GDP ratio, it does not really sink home. A lot of people
are asking: If the country is in such good shape and if the country
has so much money, why is there not more money in the pockets of
Canadians? Why do they not have more money to make it to the
end of the month if the government is doing so well?

I think that is a question that my Liberal colleagues and their ju‐
nior partners in the NDP cannot answer. They stand up day in and
day out, such as the finance minister, talking about how good it is
in Canada and how everyone should be happy. Except that one in
five Canadians are skipping meals. There are 1.5 million people us‐
ing the food bank every month. Food bank usage in Regina has
gone up 42%. There are students who are literally sleeping on
couches because they cannot afford rent. That does not sound like a
country that is doing very well.
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So, when we say that we should scrap the carbon tax 1 and the

carbon tax 2, it is on behalf of our constituents that we rise up and
talk about these issues and why we think they deserve to keep more
of their hard-earned money. At the end of the day, if the policy is
not working, it is literally the definition of insanity to keep on in‐
creasing it, doing the same thing and getting the same result.

● (1605)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader
of the Government in the House of Commons (Senate), Lib.):
Madam Speaker, I will pay the member the same compliment he
paid me, which is that he is very well versed. He knows how to get
up, stand on his feet and speak to a topic for an extended period of
time, and I appreciated him doing that today.

I have heard the member talk a few times in the past about the
decrease in GHG emissions in Canada. Between 2019 and 2021,
Canada actually decreased more of them, as a percentage, than five
out of the other six G7 countries. However, he always comes back
to that and says there was a pandemic then. Unfortunately for that
argument, since the pandemic, our economy has continued to grow
and we are still seeing those reductions. Can he explain how the
economy can grow and the pandemic can shrink them at the same
time?

Mr. Warren Steinley: Madam Speaker, it is quite sad that the
Liberals can only brag about lowering emissions during a time
when they locked Canadians down and they literally could not
drive.

Talking about the jobs they have created, they are not even at or
near where they were in 2017-18, because before that, they stripped
jobs out of the western oil and gas sector. They lost 100,000 jobs in
2017-18 in the oil and gas sector alone.

If they want to talk about when the economy was thriving, they
should figure out the economy of Canada. All of the provinces
should be involved in the economy. They should not just hit one
economy over the head again and again with poor policies that lose
jobs in that sector and then think they are growing the economy.
They should look at it as a whole-of-Canada approach and try to
make sure that all Canadians can go to work.

[Translation]

Mr. Mario Simard (Jonquière, BQ): Madam Speaker, I find it
hard to listen to my Conservative colleagues talk about carbon tax‐
es and people who are struggling to feed themselves and have to re‐
ly on food banks.

I find it hard because I have heard the member for Carleton, the
leader of the official opposition, say on numerous occasions that
some people are going to food banks and asking for medical assis‐
tance in dying. To say such ridiculous things reflects poorly on the
member and his credibility. It is hard to believe that the Conserva‐
tives really want to help people who are struggling.

Personally, I do not know anyone who goes to a food bank and
asks for medical assistance in dying. This empty rhetoric could be
hurtful to people who really are requesting MAID. Can my col‐
league comment on that?

● (1610)

[English]

Mr. Warren Steinley: Madam Speaker, I believe the member
does not know all Canadians. Our leader has given examples of
when this has happened at food banks. It is an admonishment of the
government and its junior partners, which hold it up sometimes.
Lots of times the Bloc will vote with the Liberals. It is quite dis‐
turbing to me that they vote with the Liberals. It is also disturbing
that Bloc members sit in the House and try to break up our country
every day, but they get to sit here.

We will keep on talking about our policies and platform, which
will move all Canadians forward, and they can talk about whatever
they want.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Madam
Speaker, I do not disagree with the hon. member that people are
suffering. They are struggling. They are desperately trying to get
by. However, there are those in this country earning such incredible
profits. A huge group of them is in oil and gas.

The NDP has used its opposition day motions to repeatedly call
for this House to support a windfall excess profits tax, but this Con‐
servative member has voted against it. I would like him to explain
exactly why he would do that when those profits, those taxes, could
go to supporting people, the same people who he says are suffering.

Mr. Warren Steinley: Madam Speaker, first and foremost, I
want to congratulate Danielle Smith and the UCP on their victory
over the NDP in Alberta a couple of nights ago. I do not know what
kind of party would have a leader lead them after two devastating
losses, but at least the member for Burnaby South has some compa‐
ny now, as Rachel Notley has lost two elections as well.

That is what the New Democrats do. They try to divide and sepa‐
rate Canadians. People who are running businesses and making ex‐
tra money could hire another person to go to work. That is why the
NDP continues to fail and is becoming more and more irrelevant
across Canada. The party should just stand for “no damn point any‐
more”.

Mr. Francesco Sorbara (Vaughan—Woodbridge, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, it is always great to rise in this House to speak to
important issues. We are speaking about climate change and how to
fight it, how to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and how to
strengthen our economy while improving our environment. That is
a very important conversation for Canadians here in Ottawa and
across this blessed country.

Before I begin my formal remarks, today the International Ener‐
gy Agency released its report on the global renewable energy mar‐
ket. One of the comments it made was that the forecasted capacity
of solar and wind is going to hit 4,500 gigawatts, which is the
amount of power output today produced by China and the United
States together. That is where the world is going.



June 1, 2023 COMMONS DEBATES 15201

Business of Supply
Before I continue, it is my pleasure to say that I will be splitting

my time with the hon. member for Milton, a wonderful riding just
west of mine. He will take the floor after I am done.

This renewable energy market report by the IEA goes to show
how much and how quickly the world is transitioning to renewable
energy sources. We must put that in context, because what we are
discussing here today is very relevant to that. We are discussing a
price on an externality that we want to reduce, as we say in eco‐
nomics, and it is very important that we continue to put in place
policies for that. This is one policy that our government has put in
place among a plethora of policies, whether it is tax credits for car‐
bon sequestration, clean fuel regulations or investing in the battery
sector in the transition for the auto sector, something I am very fa‐
miliar with.

There is a multitude of different pillars we have put in place that
will strengthen our economy and lead to a healthier and cleaner en‐
vironment. That is the future. That is where the world is going. The
United States is going there. China is even going there. Europe is
going there too. There will be 440 gigawatts of renewable power
added in the world this coming year according to today's report.

I will now get to my formal remarks on today's opposition mo‐
tion.
● (1615)

[Translation]

Madam Speaker, today I have the privilege of rising to address
my colleagues in the House of Commons to discuss this motion on
carbon pollution pricing.

Pricing carbon pollution is one of the most effective ways to en‐
courage the reduction of emissions and ensure the investment need‐
ed to decarbonize the economy. It allows industry, households and
companies to choose the best method of lowering their emissions
rather than leaving the decision up to the government.

Pricing carbon pollution is a pillar of Canada's plan for meeting
its 2030 targets and reaching net zero by 2050. Effective and com‐
parable pan-Canadian carbon pollution pricing is vital to meeting
these targets.

[English]

We must meet the objectives of 2030 and then those through to
2050.

[Translation]

Pausing the pan-Canadian approach to carbon pollution pricing
or changing it midstream would cause significant uncertainty, par‐
ticularly for the industry and for carbon credit markets. It would al‐
so curb much-needed investments in clean technologies such as
carbon capture, use and sequestration.

The impact that carbon pollution pricing has on the cost of ener‐
gy can be mitigated by returning revenues to households and busi‐
nesses and using other types of federal funds and programs.

This is the approach our government has taken. It is returning
90% of the proceeds from the federal fuel charge to Canadians in

provinces where it applies and where governments have not pro‐
posed their own plans that meet the federal model requirements.

In the Atlantic provinces, where heating oil will be subject to
carbon pollution pricing for the first time next winter, most house‐
holds in Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova Scotia, New
Brunswick and Prince Edward Island that will pay the federal fuel
charge will receive more in climate action incentive payments than
they will pay for the increased costs associated with the federal fuel
charge. For example, a family of four in Newfoundland and
Labrador will receive a $328 rebate every four months in 2023 be‐
fore they incur expenses as a result of the increased federal fuel
charge.

Our government is well aware of that increase. That is why we
made sure from the start that all families that have to pay the feder‐
al fuel charge will have the money to do so or to modernize their
appliances that use fossil fuels. When they get their quarterly cli‐
mate action incentive payments, Canadian households can use that
money however they want. For example, households could use
those payments to amortize the costs of carbon pollution pricing.
That is one of the reasons why those payments are being sent to
Canadians before they incur any expenses from the federal fuel
charge. Other households may take measures to reduce their energy
consumption and come out even further ahead, because they will
continue to receive the same amount in climate action incentive
payments while using less fossil fuels.

In addition to the climate action incentive payments, our govern‐
ment announced, in September 2022, half a billion dollars that will
be made available to Canadian households to help them abandon
costly home heating fuel, with a $250-million contribution to the
low-carbon economy fund and with a $250-million investment by
the oil to heat pump affordability program, a new component of the
Canada greener homes initiative, overseen by my colleague the
Minister of Natural Resources.

Or government is also helping small and medium-sized enterpris‐
es so that they can also modernize their equipment and their opera‐
tions in order to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions and mitigate
the impact of the federal fuel charge when it applies in their
province or territory. For example, $2.5 million of federal fuel
charge proceeds will be returned by my department through a new
program targeting small and medium-sized enterprises in trade-ex‐
posed and emissions-intensive sectors in provinces where the
charge already applied before 2023, namely Alberta, Saskatchewan,
Manitoba and Ontario.
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Through a jointly developed process, our government has also

committed to returning 1% of fuel charge proceeds collected in On‐
tario, Manitoba, Saskatchewan and Alberta to indigenous recipients
in those provinces under programs co-developed with indigenous
organizations.

Let me be clear. Our government has demonstrated time and
again that a majority of Canadians, over 80%, who pay the federal
fuel charge get more money back in climate action incentive pay‐
ments than they pay in charges in a year, which leaves them better
off financially.

In the provinces and territories that have created their own car‐
bon pollution pricing systems, the governments of those provinces
can use the proceeds of their own carbon pollution pricing as they
see fit. For example, they can use them for climate action incentive
payments, similar to the federal model, or to reduce taxes for their
taxpayers, if they wish.

The motion also cites carbon pollution pricing as one of the caus‐
es of inflation in Canada.
● (1620)

That is simply not the case. For example—
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I

must interrupt the hon. member.
[English]

I am really sorry, but we have to go to questions and comments.
[Translation]

The hon. member for Mirabel.
Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Madam Speaker, in

looking at the Parliamentary Budget Officer's report on the cost of
the biofuels measure, it is clear that these costs are quite high for
households, particularly in provinces like Newfoundland and
Labrador, Saskatchewan and Alberta. The provinces with the
largest oil and gas industries, and where people rely heavily on oil,
are basically paying for this measure.

Is it not time we helped these provinces and their governments
develop solutions so that, when there are new standards in the fu‐
ture, costs are lower for households? Is that not the solution?
Should they not be developing options for transportation, in partic‐
ular, which uses oil?

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Madam Speaker, I want to thank my
colleague for his question. It is very important.
[English]

For example, we put in place a goal to have a clean electricity
system by 2035. We will need to work with those provinces that are
not there yet. We will need to put in incentives to ensure they get
there. We need to have a clean electrical grid, much like the
province of Quebec does through hydroelectricity. Where that is not
the case in other provinces, we need to create incentives and so
forth for them to achieve those goals without penalizing the resi‐
dents of those provinces.

Mr. Randy Hoback (Prince Albert, CPC): Madam Speaker,
the question I have for my colleague regards affordability. One

thing we are hearing over and over again from Canadians is that
they cannot afford another carbon tax. They cannot afford any more
taxes as they try to just basically feed their families.

Would he not agree that it would be better, instead of doubling
down on the carbon tax, which has not produced the desired results
they were expecting, to look at other ways, such as what the U.S.
and Australia have? Why would he insist on doubling tax on a car‐
bon tax again when it is not working?

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Madam Speaker, I chat with my hon.
colleague from the Prairies quite frequently and consider him a
very good friend.

If we look at the numbers that have come out here in Canada in
where our emissions are going and, they are going down the right
trajectory. We are making those key targeted investments. The great
thing is that the private sector is making those wonderful targeted
investments in assets across this country in renewable power.

I believe there was an announcement today of foreign direct in‐
vestment by a Greek company to build the largest solar facility in
the province of Alberta, which would provide electricity for over
200,000 homes. We see the province of Alberta leading in renew‐
able investments and in investments where it is decarbonizing its
great petrochemical sector, and its great oil and gas sector, which
we know supports the livelihoods of hundreds of thousands of
Canadians throughout this country.

● (1625)

Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Uqaqtittiji, while we are talk‐
ing about emissions reductions and decarbonization, I wanted to
take this opportunity to ask about the Kivalliq hydro-fibre link
project, which was announced in the budget. No amounts were pro‐
vided as to how much the government would invest to ensure the
Kivalliq hydro-fibre link project can proceed. Could the member
please describe to the House what investments will be made so
Nunavummiut can contribute to decarbonization as well?

Mr. Francesco Sorbara: Madam Speaker, on what was in the
budget, obviously pieces from the budget flow into the budget im‐
plementation act, no. 1, and then most likely in the fall.

I hope to see more investments by our government in renewable
energy, much like we see on the report today from the IEA on the
renewable energy marketing in the world, here in Canada. We need
to continue that pace. We see it throughout the world. It has to hap‐
pen in northern Canada as well because we know the cost of living
in northern Canada and the use of such things as diesel needs to be
replaced with clean energy sources so we can lower greenhouse gas
emissions, which is a win for the environment, a win for the econo‐
my and a win for affordability for Canadians.
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Mr. Adam van Koeverden (Parliamentary Secretary to the

Minister of Health and to the Minister of Sport, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, it is an honour to rise today to discuss this Conservative
opposition day motion. The Conservatives have been quite persis‐
tent on talking about the price on pollution, and I just want to point
out, as we have many times, that they campaigned on a worse ver‐
sion of the price on pollution. They campaigned on a promise to
have some sort of a bank account where people would get deposits.
“The more you burn, the more you earn”, is how it was character‐
ized by many. The idea was that we would be able to spend the
money on things such as bikes and other non-emitting transport
methodologies, or whatever, but they failed in that attempt to con‐
vince Canadians they had a real plan for the environment.

They have not proposed any real plan to fight climate change,
and this is in the context of events in so many of their constituen‐
cies. It does not really matter who is representing a constituency,
but right now Canada is experiencing some of the worst wildfires
ever. That is a fact that is going to probably be worse in the future
due to climate change. Climate change worsens these wildfires. It
also makes them more frequent. The dryness in our environment
following the winter is influenced by climate change, and it is
something the Conservatives refuse to accept.

They refuse to accept that climate change is having an impact on
our environment, and these forest fires, as well as severe weather
events, continually have really devastating impacts on communi‐
ties, as well as our economy, so I just want to spend a moment to
thank firefighters across the country who are battling these blazes.
They are holding them at bay, in many cases. They are saving peo‐
ple from these horrible wildfires, and I thank them for their hard
work and their valiant efforts in providing that safety and doing
what they can to put out these fires. Canadians might feel helpless,
but on this side, we do not feel helpless. We are going to stand up to
focus on fighting climate change in the ways we can, with good
policies and with better plans for the future.

Notwithstanding that, on this Conservative opposition day mo‐
tion, there is only one Conservative in the House of Commons who
is interested—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
would like to remind the member that we do not mention presences
or absences in the House.
● (1630)

Mr. Adam van Koeverden: Madam Speaker, it would be remiss
of me to go on at all, but it is great to know that they are attentive,
at least.

Putting a price on pollution is both effective and an essential part
of any serious response to the global climate change. That is why
all parties in the House, all 338 members who were out knocking
doors in the campaign in 2021, committed to a price on pollution in
one way, shape or form. We all agreed at that time that climate
change was worth fighting, and that there were monetary, economic
instruments, such as cap and trade or carbon pricing, that actually
do the job.

Back in 2018, Ontario had just that. The Province of Ontario
used cap and trade. It was a very effective way of combatting cli‐
mate change and ensuring that our emissions are not unfettered. I

strongly believe that pollution should not be free. We pay for our
garbage when the town or city comes to pick it up. We pay for
sewage when we flush things down the toilet. We should also be ac‐
countable for what we put into the environment and into the atmo‐
sphere. The more we burn, contrary to what the Conservatives ran
on in the last election, the more we do not earn.

The more we burn, the more accountable we should be. Account‐
ability and personal responsibility is foundational to Conservative
thinking. I am surprised they spent so much railing against some‐
thing that Stephen Harper, Preston Manning and so many others
have proposed as very good ways to ensure we are fighting climate
change from an economic perspective.

We have seen carbon pollution pricing work all over the world.
In Europe, emissions are declining across industries thanks to car‐
bon pricing. It has been working in Canada as well. We have seen
emissions come down thanks to our carbon price. We have also
seen it work in British Columbia for over a decade.

I would also point out that the Liberals brought that forward in
2008, at a time when many members of the Conservative Party
were in that caucus. They thought it was a good idea to price car‐
bon back in 2008. Climate change is worse in 2023, so I do not
know why they have changed their mind and are now proposing
that we get rid of a price on pollution when it has been so effective
in British Columbia and Quebec. In Quebec, of course, it is cap and
trade, which is another effective way to do it.

However, the federal approach to pricing carbon pollution is de‐
signed with a focus on affordability. The goal is to reduce pollution,
not to raise any government revenue. It does not do that. That is
why we direct all proceeds from the federal system to remain in the
province or the territory where it came from, and is used to keep
life more affordable and to take climate action.

I actually have the PBO report open on my desk, on my laptop. I
was looking at which quintiles, which groups of Canadians, might
pay a little more as a result of carbon pricing. It is always the
wealthiest Canadians that tend to pay a little more as a result of
having an extra car or a larger car, having a larger home to heat or
having a more carbon-intensive lifestyle. Perhaps they tend to trav‐
el more often on airplanes. None of those things are bad. It is not a
bad thing to have a larger vehicle or a larger home, it just means
that people are probably going to burn more fuel and would have to
be more accountable.

I will say it again, accountability and personal responsibility are
foundational to Conservative thinking. I think it is very strange that
the Conservatives are railing against this.



15204 COMMONS DEBATES June 1, 2023

Business of Supply
Wherever federal fuel charge proceeds are returned directly to

households, eight out of 10 families actually get more back through
the climate action incentive payments than they face in increased
costs.

I would also just mention that, in the Toronto Sun recently, there
was an article in which the Parliamentary Budget Officer expressed
quite a lot of dismay at the misuse and mischaracterization of the
report. The Parliamentary Budget Officer does really important
work. Perhaps I will read a quote about the Parliamentary Budget
Officer. It says, “Yves Giroux said the report has to be put into con‐
text alongside the costs of all other climate policies, including do‐
ing nothing.”

The cost of doing nothing is actually the most expensive idea,
and that is pretty much what the Conservatives have been propos‐
ing, asking us why we do not just do nothing, get rid of the price on
pollution and do nothing, which is the way they would do it if they
were in charge.

Canadians do not want us to do nothing on climate change. They
want us to stand up and make sure that we are fighting climate
change and demonstrating to the world that fighting climate change
and growing our economy go hand in hand.

The Parliamentary Budget Officer said, “I am concerned at times
about looking at just one aspect of the report...looking at the big
picture...is highly preferable”. Doing nothing would be extremely
costly. He indicated that carbon pricing, as I said, is an effective
way to lower emissions and that we should be looking at the full
report, not just selecting little bits and pieces, and saying for the
highest quintile, it is going to cost them money.

● (1635)

The wealthiest Canadians tend to drive the biggest cars. The
Ford F-150, not the electric version, was the best-selling vehicle in
Canada over the last couple of years. Canadians tend to drive larger
vehicles for lots of reasons. That is not a sin, but there is a reason to
be accountable. That is what I think people ought to understand. It
is all about accountability and personal responsibility.

In 2023, quarterly climate action incentive payments for a family
of four are $386 in Alberta, $264 in Manitoba, $244 in Ontario
and $340 in Saskatchewan, so we multiply those by four. These
payments also go to households in the Atlantic provinces, where a
family of four will receive $328 in Newfoundland and Labrador, a
little shy of $250 in Nova Scotia and $240 in Prince Edward Island.
Families in rural and smaller communities are also eligible to re‐
ceive a 10% increase. It is also worth pointing out that they are tax-
free, and families can do whatever they would like with those
funds.

Pricing carbon pollution, as well as returning the proceeds to
Canadian families and businesses, is an effective and affordable
way to combat climate change while supporting the sustainability
of Canadian communities. By returning those proceeds from feder‐
al carbon pollution pricing to businesses and industries through de‐
carbonization projects and clean technologies, the Government of
Canada is also stimulating that green step forward towards innova‐
tion and a green and clean future through business. That includes

over $2.5 billion to small- and medium-sized businesses through
those types of grants.

Canadians want to take advantage of the significant economic
opportunities in the low-carbon economy, and that includes through
clean fuels. Countries and businesses around the world are making
a major shift to lower- and non-emitting fuels, and Canada is in a
powerful position to be the producer of those fuels in the future. I
am glad to see that we are taking steps in those types of innovations
going forward. We expect those regulations will pay dividends, and
the impacts are going to be positive on the overall ecosystem in
Canada.

I want to close by once again thanking all the brave firefighters
across the country, who are doing really hard and extraordinary
work. They are risking their lives for Canadians, as they save them
and protect homes from the destruction and danger of these horrible
wildfires in so many provinces and territories across our country.

Mr. Randy Hoback (Prince Albert, CPC): Madam Speaker, I
agree with my colleague. I want to extend my appreciation to all
the hard-working firefighters and folks who are out there in harm's
way, protecting themselves.

I appreciate the member's comments. He said that families in
Saskatchewan are getting roughly $1,360 back a year. However,
they are paying out $2,840 every year, so where is the difference
going? He talks about this being revenue-neutral; if it is, then why
are they not getting back the full $2,840? There is roughly
around $1,480 that is coming out of Saskatchewan and going some‐
where else. Can he tell me where that is going?

Mr. Adam van Koeverden: Madam Speaker, I think my col‐
league opposite is doing exactly what the Parliamentary Budget Of‐
ficer expressed dismay about in an article in the Toronto Sun just
recently. My colleague can look it up. It is picking and choosing
bits and pieces of the report and not seeing the big picture.

The point is this: There are costs to doing nothing, and there are
costs associated with every type of regulation or procedure we put
in place in order to combat these types of things. The cost of doing
nothing is extraordinary. We would see far more impacts of climate
change across this country, and that is what we would like to try to
avoid.

I would also like to say that we need to be an example for coun‐
tries around the world, to demonstrate that, if we build up a clean
and green economy, we are protecting the environment and the
economy at the same time.
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[Translation]

Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Madam Speaker, in the
House we often hear the Conservatives argue against carbon pollu‐
tion pricing by saying that the continued rise in greenhouse gas
emissions is proof it does not work. I have explained to my Conser‐
vative colleagues on several occasions, in the lobbies, that emis‐
sions could have risen even more if not for the carbon tax, but that
does not seem to have worked.

I know that my colleague is a talented educator. He knows that I
hold him in high regard because we have worked together in com‐
mittee for a long time. I think that if he explained it in his own
words, the message might get across.

Mr. Adam van Koeverden: Madam Speaker, I thank my col‐
league and friend for his question. I think my colleague from
Mirabel and I are friends.

I think it is fair to say that the only questions worth discussing in
this conversation are those of the Bloc Québécois, the NDP and the
Greens, because they also believe in climate change and in carbon
pricing, and we have the same goal.

I recognize that Quebec is way ahead of the rest of Canada.
However, facts are facts, and climate change is a reality. Canada
does not have much time to catch up with Quebec.
[English]

We are on the right path.
● (1640)

Mr. Mike Morrice (Kitchener Centre, GP): Madam Speaker, I
know the member for Milton would agree with me that we cannot
let motions like this one distract us from the real goal, which is act‐
ing on the climate crisis with the urgency it requires.

One way that the governing party is slowing us down in this ef‐
fort, though, is by directly funding the oil and gas industry, which is
the very industry most responsible for the crisis we are in. In last
year's budget alone, we added $3 billion more in subsidies to that
industry.

Could the member for Milton talk about what he can do to move
the governing party away from subsidizing the oil and gas industry
and toward investing in the real climate solutions we need?

Mr. Adam van Koeverden: Madam Speaker, I appreciate the
member for Kitchener Centre's sentiment. I would just quote Jean
Chrétien. He is so many people's favourite historical figure, al‐
though I do not call him a historical figure, because he is in good
health. I hope he is having a good day.
[Translation]

Jean Chrétien is an incredible voice for Canadians.
[English]

He said that, when a person is in the House, if the Conservatives
are saying they are being too socialist and the Greens and the NDP
are saying that they are being too Conservative, they might just be
getting it right. That is why I am a Liberal. I think there are great
ideas on both the left and the right, and I appreciate the great ideas
from my colleague from Kitchener.

One thing we can keep doing is listening to each other in the
House. I agree that we should not let nasty distractions like this mo‐
tion take away from the fact that we are in a climate emergency.

Mr. Rob Morrison (Kootenay—Columbia, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I will be splitting my time with the member for Prince Al‐
bert.

The rising inflation costs, housing costs, grocery costs and the
additional carbon tax are adding costs that have a direct effect on
Canadians, especially in rural Canada. The first carbon tax, includ‐
ing sales tax, will add 41¢ a litre. The second carbon tax, including
sales tax, will add 20¢ to a litre of gas. The combination of carbon
tax 1 and carbon tax 2 will mean that Canadians will pay an extra
61¢ a litre for gas. Making life more expensive for Canadians in a
cost of living crisis by implementing a second carbon tax demon‐
strates how out of touch the Liberal Prime Minister is.

The Parliamentary Budget Officer confirmed that both carbon
taxes will have a net cost of up to $4,000, depending on the
province in which people live. The House recognizes the failure of
carbon tax 1 and calls on the government to immediately cancel
carbon tax 2.

Not only are groceries more expensive in rural communities, but
there is also a distance to essential services, such as medical treat‐
ment. For example, a resident of Creston would have to drive to
Cranbrook for a medical appointment, for a 250-kilometre return
trip. If a specialist were needed, that would be a drive of 850 kilo‐
metres to Kelowna. That is a lot of fuel, and we can add to the com‐
plexity a senior who is on a very limited budget. Living in a rural
area also requires our food security to be delivered from Vancouver.
With diesel trucks transporting the product on a 2,000-kilometre re‐
turn trip, the new cost per litre skyrockets. Can we guess who pays
for the fuel increase? It is the rural residents, many of whom are on
limited budgets.

Let us start from the beginning of our food security. We can take
farming as an example. The carbon tax increase will have a direct
impact on the price of goods being produced. The higher the carbon
tax, the higher the price of vegetables, for example. Of course,
adding to the complexity and the price is a 30% reduction in fertil‐
izer. The farmer produces 30% less profit, and the cost increases
accordingly. For dairy farmers, the carbon tax to heat barns and
drive all the farm machinery adds significantly to the price of the
products. The price increase is then given to the store purchasing
the products.
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Let us talk about the stores. Our grocery stores receive the prod‐

ucts from the trucks. They pay the farmers for the products, the
trucks for the transportation and, just to add to the cost, the store
has to pay for the heat to maintain the operation of the store, includ‐
ing, of course, the carbon tax that they pay directly. Lastly, con‐
sumers come by. We must remember that it is rural Canada. Many
times, they have to drive several hundred kilometres, and they pay
the price of the products. This includes the farm carbon tax in‐
crease, for example, for heating barns and running farm machinery;
the transportation carbon tax increase, which is the distance be‐
tween the urban distribution centres and the rural grocery stores;
the grocery store carbon tax increase; and, of course, the carbon tax
for the fuel for the person to get to the store. It is no wonder that
rural Canadians are hurting so much with the carbon tax increases,
with additional costs on top of inflation. Again, many seniors are
on fixed incomes.

As an example, Mary in Creston had to decide to go to a grocery
store to buy food or drive to a medical appointment 240 kilometres
away, because she did not have enough money to do both. It is very
sad. Mary asked me if it is all because she lives in rural Canada.
Then there are Tara and Bill in Yahk, who drive their children to
school and recreation events throughout the Kootenays; some of
these events are in larger centres, such as Kelowna and Vancouver.
The carbon tax increases have put an end to many of those trips, as
they do not have the income to put fuel in their vehicle.

Many of the businesses in Cranbrook are trying to weather the
carbon tax increases to barely stay open. Of course, there has been
significant damage as a result of the opioid issue in Cranbrook, and
the groups this affects are non-profit organizations and businesses
that have always supported them. However, the carbon tax increas‐
es, along with inflation and the damage from criminal behaviour,
are making it difficult for our small businesses. The donations to
non-profits are getting smaller and smaller; in some cases, there are
no donations.

Another challenge we face is in transit in rural and urban centres.
In urban centres, there are trains, light rail transit, the SkyTrain, the
TTC subway, the OC Transpo light rail transit, the Montreal Metro
subway, extensive bus service, taxi and Uber-type personal trans‐
portation, and compact metro vehicles, even scooters, for point-to-
point rentals.

● (1645)

I know, having lived in the Lower Mainland and Vancouver for
many years, that transit is not only affordable but also convenient.
From talking with my daughter, who lives in metro Vancouver, I
know that many of her friends who are 30 to 40 years old do not
own vehicles. In fact, they do not have a driver's licence, and, in
many cases, have no plans to apply for one. When I talk with her
friends, I hear that many have lived in metro urban centres all of
their lives. Until I talked with them, they had not really understood
why rural areas are so different. This is a real challenge. The way of
life in rural Canada is a bit different than in our cities. In urban cen‐
tres, we do not have bus service. We do not have light rail transit.
We do not have sky trains and we do not have subways. In fact, in
many remote areas, there is no taxi service. Again, it is really chal‐
lenging for residents.

The answer for rural Canada is a vehicle: a gas car or a diesel
truck, especially in adverse weather conditions, like travelling
through the Kootenays. People are going through the Rocky Moun‐
tains, the Purcell Mountains, the Selkirk Mountains and the
Monashee Mountains all in one day. The additional carbon tax will
have the effect of residents not being able to attend medical ap‐
pointments, or they will have to pay extra to try to get groceries de‐
livered. Students will not be able to attend school events, or chil‐
dren will not be going to figure skating and hockey tournaments as
a result of the carbon tax increase.

I am a bit disappointed and, actually, surprised. I have had no re‐
sponse from the government with respect to assistance in funding. I
am working with a non-profit group on the feasibility of an electric
train from Cranbook to Yahk, Creston, Procter, Nelson, Castlegar
and Trail. It is a small, 24-passenger electric train to transport indi‐
viduals, for example from Nelson to Cranbrook for medical ap‐
pointments, because, many days, the highways close as a result of
avalanches, and many residents are elderly. It would also transport
tourists from the Cranbrook international airport throughout the
Kootenays, and the Nelson-Castlegar corridor is extremely busy,
with significant traffic increases. The end result would be to try to
reduce the carbon footprint.

All I asked for from the federal government, four times, was
enough funding to be able to make a comprehensive business case.
The Kootenay Rail Service Society has completed some back‐
ground research to support the electric train, with funding dedicated
to helping reduce carbon footprint. It is a fantastic opportunity for
the federal government to show leadership and provide funding to
complete the business case. The safety benefits are significant.

Here is a really positive project to reduce our carbon footprint,
with no support from the government, yet the government is spend‐
ing billions of dollars on buying legal guns from legal gun owners
and spending billions on getting a handle on our addictions and opi‐
oid crisis, which is truly an emergency. The 300% increase in opi‐
oid overdose deaths is truly evidence that we, as a government and
elected officials, need to step up and provide solutions and not
band-aids. The government spends billions on housing strategies,
yet the price of housing has skyrocketed. Even after spending bil‐
lions, there has been zero impact from those billions of dollars of
spending in Kootenay—Columbia.

The carbon tax is having a devastating effect in rural Canada and
on all Canadians. The proposed carbon tax increase will impose a
significant cost on rural residents.
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● (1650)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, it is interesting hearing the member talk about government
investments dealing with the environment, when we get the Conser‐
vatives constantly voting against it. They have ridiculed, for exam‐
ple, the Canada Infrastructure Bank, which does invest in large
projects. That is why it is there, and we have significant amounts,
hundreds of millions of dollars, invested in things such as electric
buses and so forth.

Has the member's group, or the group that he is referring to, ap‐
proached the Canada Infrastructure Bank? Does the member have
some sense of what the actual cost would be?

I am encouraged that we have a member of the Conservative Par‐
ty who is actually talking about how the government can assist in
electrifying our transportation industry.

Mr. Rob Morrison: Madam Speaker, yes, I have reached out,
and the actual cost, surprisingly, is about $400,000 to $500,000.
That is all the ask was, for doing the business case to show what the
carbon footprint would look like after we got the train installed. It
is a CPKC, formerly CP Railway, train, so we would have to work
with CPKC of course. That is quite a distance, if members know
the Kootenays. It needs to go from Cranbrook all the way to Nelson
and farther on.

There has been a lot of work done by the Kootenay Rail Service
Society. The members have been talking with different residents
about how much support there would be, and there is support
throughout the Kootenays to run with this electric train.

Maybe now that it is out here the member across the way can
give me a hand in getting some funding forward so we can go for‐
ward with that. I would appreciate that.
[Translation]

Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Madam Speaker, when
the biofuel regulations came out, parliamentarians asked the Parlia‐
mentary Budget Officer to assess the cost of that measure. When
the Conservatives read the Parliamentary Budget Officer's report,
they decided that there were indeed costs involved and that they
should oppose the measure.

Now I am trying to figure out whether they are spreading misin‐
formation or whether they simply do not understand the role of the
Parliamentary Budget Officer. Have they ever known a situation
where, when asked for a program costing analysis, the Parliamen‐
tary Budget Officer calculated something other than costs? Also,
based on their logic, should we oppose all measures whenever the
Parliamentary Budget Officer does his job?
[English]

Mr. Rob Morrison: Madam Speaker, we do listen to the PBO
actually, because the PBO has come forward with some cost analy‐
sis. I think I would rather listen to the PBO a lot of times than listen
to the government. So, yes, I do actually have some faith in the
PBO, and that is where we are taking some direction from. We do
research, and we want to make sure that what we are looking at is
fair and honest, and we are open to finding out what the costs are.

● (1655)

Mr. Gord Johns (Courtenay—Alberni, NDP): Madam Speak‐
er, I want to talk about what is fair, open and honest.

What is fair is making sure that big oil pays its fair share. We can
look to Britain where they have an excess profit tax of 25% on oil
and gas. Here in Canada, we cannot get the Liberals or Conserva‐
tives to charge a tax on excess profit on oil and gas, which is hav‐
ing record profits and at the same time is increasing prices for con‐
sumers, as the member alluded to in how that is impacting the cost
of goods.

What I find amazing are B.C. MPs who come here to the House
and they know that the carbon tax in Canada does not apply in
British Columbia, because we have our own carbon tax that was
created by the B.C. Liberals or the B.C. United, however we want
to call it. I think about the member for Pitt Meadows—Maple
Ridge who actually sat in the B.C. legislature that brought in the
carbon tax in B.C., but he comes here, sits in the House and rails
against it. It is quite unbelievable to see this.

The Conservatives always say that they are fighting for working
people, but eight out of 10 Canadians on the federal carbon tax will
get it back. The two out of 10 who will not get it back, they will not
tell us, but that is actually who they are fighting for: the two out of
10.

Will my colleague have the courage to push the government to
charge an excess profit tax on oil and gas and return it to Canadi‐
ans? Does he understand—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
have to give the member for Kootenay—Columbia the time to an‐
swer. He has 20 seconds.

Mr. Rob Morrison: Madam Speaker, I thank the member for the
comment. It is kind of ironic though that the Province of British
Columbia has to meet the federally mandated carbon tax increases
by 2030. So, yes, there is a lot of pressure put on B.C. to meet the
federal carbon tax.

To the second question on asking about taxing producers of ener‐
gy, we are not in government. I wish we were, because if we were I
would be glad to solve all of these problems. Unfortunately, we are
opposition. That would be a great question for the members in gov‐
ernment, not for the opposition.

Mr. Randy Hoback (Prince Albert, CPC): Madam Speaker,
that was such a great presentation from my colleague from Koote‐
nay—Columbia. I was going to ask him a question, but I will get up
and speak on the carbon tax, and I am glad we are getting a chance
to talk about that here today.
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I come from Saskatchewan. It is an agriculture province; it is a

forestry province; it is an oil and gas province; it is a province with
rare earth minerals; it is a province with uranium; it has a lot of
things going for it, yet with carbon tax 2.0, the province's GDP
would drop by almost 1%. There would be a 1% hit right off the
top with that tax coming into effect.

The average family in Saskatchewan, which has a rural popula‐
tion by majority, would pay $2,840 in carbon tax. We heard our
Liberal colleague talk today about how Saskatchewan families are
going to get $1,360 back every year. They are going to pay
out $2,800 to get $1,300 back. How can that be right? How can that
be revenue-neutral? It is not revenue neutral, and that is what peo‐
ple have been complaining about and saying all along.

I think of talking to my friend, Leonard, about the carbon tax. I
just need to sit down and say, “Leonard, what do you think of the
carbon tax?” and it is a 20-minute conversation going on to a two-
hour conversation. He lives in rural Saskatchewan. He has to drive
wherever he goes. He has no options to take a bus. He had no op‐
tions for electric vehicles, because he goes beyond 200 or 400 kilo‐
metres. There is no infrastructure for electric vehicles. He has no
options to take a train. What does he do? He has to drive. He looks
for the most fuel-efficient vehicle he can buy. He has already done
that, because it makes economic sense to do that. He looks for other
ways to save costs, so he tries to reduce the number of trips he goes
on. That is good, but the reality is that he has no choice.

The reality for farmers across Saskatchewan is that they have no
choice.

If I look at an agricultural producer, he is going to pay carbon tax
on the fertilizer coming into his farm; he is going to pay carbon tax
on the diesel used to plant his crop; he is going to pay carbon tax to
take off that crop; he is going to pay the carbon tax to ship out his
crop; and if he has to dry it, he is going to pay the carbon tax on
drying his crop.

Hopefully, the Senate will put forward the bill that would actual‐
ly give those costs back to farmers. I hope to see the day this House
approves that. That would be a step in the right direction to help
farmers, and indirectly would help Canadians with their food costs.

The reality is that when we look at these costs on a 5,000-acre
farm, it is going to be about $150,000 a year that farmers are going
to bear, which their competitors just across the line in the U.S. will
not bear, nor their competitor in Australia, nor their competitor in
Europe. Those areas do not have a tax as punitive as we do here in
Canada, so there has to be a better way.

Why do we need a taxing system to improve the environment to
the detriment of families? Can we not do both? Can we not have an
affordable economy, still attack issues in the environment and make
sure we do what we need to do to improve the environment?

We have seen the carbon tax have limited results and limited suc‐
cess. Going to carbon tax 2.0 would not do anything more except
make it worse. The Liberals are going to make it more expensive
for people do things. They are going to make it more expensive for
people to do things they have to do. They do not have a choice.
They do not have an alternative. Is there not a better way?

I look at the U.S. They are attacking climate change. They are
looking at ways to do it, but not with a carbon tax, because they un‐
derstand that a carbon tax is so hard on families and small business‐
es, that it is not an economical way to get the results we need to get
for our country. There are different ways of doing it, yet the current
government doubles down, and instead of actually looking at it in a
very serious manner and saying that they really look at the environ‐
ment and make improvements to the environment, they are just go‐
ing to take the money away from our farmers, small businesses and
families, and leave them with nothing. How are people supposed to
make the changes that need to be made to meet the environmental
requirements that are going to asked of them going forward?

If we pull $150,000 a year out of a farm, how does that farmer go
and make an improvement on his machinery? How does he make
an improvement on his yard, like putting in more solar panels?
How does he do the things he needs to do to become net zero by
2050? He cannot; he has just given all that money to Ottawa.
Where does it come from? There is no help coming back the other
way. It is a one-way street, and it is not help that is going to make a
farmer more profitable going forward. There is no reinvestment in
the industry, the rail system or the ports. We have seen nothing to
assist farmers along the way. It has just been a clear cash grab, and
that is really sad, because farmers could actually do a lot of things
with that $150,000.

● (1700)

Farmers in Saskatchewan were the first to do no-till. In fact, I
was with Flexicoil and Case New Holland, and they introduced the
technology. We were embedding carbon before carbon was really
even talked about. We were reducing fuel costs before reducing fuel
costs was being talked about. We were doing those things in the
1980s, 1990s and early 2000s, before it was even popular in the
House of Commons.

Farmers take care of the environment. They recognize climate
change. My dad, in the 1970s and 1980s, talked about climate
change. He talked about how the weather has been changing and
how things are different now than they were 10 years ago, 20 years
ago and 50 years ago. Climate change, to farmers, is nothing new.
Weather change is nothing new.

The reality is they want to do their part, but if we drain all of the
revenue out of their bank accounts, how can they? How can they
participate? How can they raise their families? What will the future
be like for food production and food security in Canada if they can‐
not operate and run a successful farm and if they cannot transfer
that asset down to their kids because it is not profitable?



June 1, 2023 COMMONS DEBATES 15209

Business of Supply
That is what is happening with the carbon tax 1 and the carbon

tax 2.0. Can we not do something different? Can we not find differ‐
ent ways to meet environmental requirements that actually do that?
Can we not put together an environmental and climate change plan
that does not penalize families, that does not hurt the mom and dad
who live in rural Saskatchewan when they want to take their kid to
the doctor or just go to town and buy groceries? Why are they the
target?

The reality is that there is some $1,480 difference in what they
get versus what they pay, so we are already hitting them there, and
then we have increased the cost of food and increased the cost of
everything else. The doubling down's impact on them is substantial.

If I lived in downtown Toronto, and I have no issue with people
in downtown Toronto, I would have all the options. I could take the
bus. I could take the subway. I could walk. I would have that abili‐
ty. I do not in rural Saskatchewan. That is what the government
fails to comprehend. We do not have the options in place.

I want to pivot a little to electric vehicles. I have nothing against
electric vehicles, but I live in rural Saskatchewan. We do not have
the infrastructure yet, although I believe that someday we will.
When I look at what the U.S. is doing in regard to emissions, the
U.S. did not prescribe what type of vehicle we need to drive to hit
emissions targets. It just set the targets. It went to the industry and
said, “Here are the targets and this is what you have to do.”

What did the government do? It should have done the same but it
did not. It said, no, it has to be electric vehicles. There is a problem
with that. What about hydrogen? What about new technologies we
have not even dreamt of yet? What about new ways of doing things
that actually meet those goals and solve the issues that the electric
vehicle does not solve?

How does somebody who lives 200 kilometres north of Prince
Albert charge their vehicle, get it to Prince Albert and get it home
in the same day? How do they do it when it is -40°C? These are
questions my constituents are asking. They are asking where the
charging stations are, where they will be and what will be involved.
If they get to a charging station, will they be able to plug in right
away or will they have to wait for 45 minutes before the guy in
front of them finishes charging? These are questions that should be
answered and talked about as we go down this path.

If we look at the U.S., it said to those in the industry to figure it
out. They are smarter than the government. They can figure it out
and tell us the best way. It may be hydrogen. It may be electric ve‐
hicles in certain areas. It may be something else. That is fine as
long as we hit the goals.

That comes back to the carbon tax. Why do we care about how
we do this as long as we hit the goals? When we see that something
is not working, why would we not change course? Why would we
not actually look at it in a different way and say this is not as good
a way of doing it as we thought it was going to be? In theory, it
sounds really great. In reality, it is killing our small businesses. In
reality, it is doing a lot of harm to our families. Can we not do
something different instead of doubling down on it?

That is the frustration Canadians have right now. We should be
listening to Canadians at the doorsteps and talking to them. Why

are the Liberals not looking for other alternatives to hit the environ‐
mental targets they put out, instead of just doubling down on some‐
thing that has not worked? That is why we are here today. We are
just telling them over and over again that the process they put in
place is not working. Look for something different. Can they not do
an environmental program without hurting Canadian small busi‐
nesses and families? Surely they can do that.

● (1705)

Mr. Adam van Koeverden (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister of Health and to the Minister of Sport, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I have a brief question, but first I have a comment.

The member mentioned electric cars. I do not think electric cars
are the solution for climate change. I think they are one of them. I
live close to a big city, so I drive an electric car. I enjoy it very
much. Madam Speaker and I were talking about an electric car pur‐
chase and I hope hers is going well.

That is not the point. The point is that there are ways that all of
us can participate in this. By the way, I looked it up, and Prince Al‐
bert has quite a few car charging stations already, so the next time I
come through Saskatchewan, I will stop and charge, we will have a
coffee and he will realize it is not all that bad.

My question is around what I was saying before about picking
and choosing. He has referenced a certain number, some $1,000
amount. I looked at the fiscal and economic impact for
Saskatchewan in all five economic quintiles. That is how much
people earn. In the first three quintiles, it is net-positive or net-neu‐
tral.

When I ask my colleague who he is standing up for when he is
saying this is going to cost people in Saskatchewan a lot more mon‐
ey, I want him to acknowledge that this is in the top two quintiles.
The top 40% of earners are the ones he is saying should pay no or
less price on pollution.

The money is going to people who really need it. Will he ac‐
knowledge that he is really only standing up for the highest 40% of
income earners?

Mr. Randy Hoback: Madam Speaker, what the member is say‐
ing is that it is not actually revenue-neutral. What he is saying is it
is turning revenue to somebody else.
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average family in Saskatchewan. That is where my numbers come
from. If he wants to parse them differently he can go ahead and do
that. The reality is that the average family in Saskatchewan is going
to receive some $1,480 less than what they pay. That is the reality.

When he talks about charging stations in Prince Albert, he is
right. I have nothing against electric vehicles. I think it is some‐
thing I am going to own somewhere down the road too. However,
the reality is that in Nipawin, Shellbrook, Tisdale, Melfort,
Smeaton, Kinistino and Carrot River, there is very little charging
capacity. These people all have to drive an hour and a half to two
hours to get groceries in some cases, so this does not work. Let us
put some thought into that before we mandate it.

[Translation]
Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Madam Speaker, today,

during a Conservative opposition day, I heard and carefully listened
to many unreasonable arguments. I have to say that, like my col‐
league, I represent an agricultural riding, and even though I do not
share his conclusions, there are several interesting elements in his
speech.

However, he told us that the carbon tax was a bad thing for our
farmers because our international competitors do not have a carbon
tax. He gave the example of Europe, which has an emission permits
trading system. His argument, therefore, does not really hold water.

Moreover, he is making up a second carbon tax based on the bio‐
fuels regulations. In that regard, in addition to the California stan‐
dard, there is a U.S. federal standard, and both Great Britain and
Europe have a standard. Everyone has standards.

Based on his arguments and his logic, I conclude that he ap‐
proves of the biofuels standard.

[English]
Mr. Randy Hoback: Madam Speaker, there is no problem with

standards provided that standards are equipped right across the
world and are not set in such a way that they create an unlevel play‐
ing field for our producers. That is what this has done. We have
done it to ourselves. Nobody has imposed this on us.

The reality is that there is nothing wrong with standards, but let
us have the same standards as the U.S., the same as Europe and the
same as our competitors. We do not have that. We pay more. We
compete in a marketplace with our hands tied behind our backs be‐
cause we get charged more by the government than anybody else
does around the world.
● (1710)

Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Uqaqtittiji, as I said earlier,
oil and gas companies are showing record profits. As an example,
Suncor only pays one-fourteenth of the full carbon price in the
scheme. I agree that carbon pricing is not the only solution. There
have to be many potential solutions, and we need to do better to
help protect the environment.

I wonder if the member agrees that protecting the pockets of bil‐
lion-dollar corporations is not the right approach for addressing this
issue.

Mr. Randy Hoback: Madam Speaker, I understand the chal‐
lenges the hon. member must face in the north and that the carbon
tax must present to her. However, the reality is that those compa‐
nies are spending billions of dollars on carbon sequestration. They
are changing their businesses to get to net zero. That is where those
profits are going. Those profits are going to pension funds that get
paid out to people right across Canada, like the CPP. Those profits
are distributed to the economy in different ways through investment
and reinvestment in Canada.

Saying we are going to grab them and give them to the govern‐
ment is a no go, sorry, because the government is horrible with
money. I would rather let companies pay it out in dividends and pay
it out in pension plans and have it distributed to Canadians that
way. I would rather see them spend some money on the environ‐
ment than give it to the federal government.

[Translation]

Mr. Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Madam Speaker, my re‐
gards to you and all our dedicated colleagues who are here in the
House with us.

I very much like being surprised. Today, I was very excited be‐
cause we knew there was going to be a Conservative opposition
day. Yesterday, I scratched my head and wondered what they would
talk about. I came up with three options: taxes, taxes and maybe
taxes. In the end, I was wrong.

The Conservatives are still talking about the carbon tax. So I will
make it easier for me by keeping seven or eight speeches on file.
When they have an opposition day, I will take out one of the
speeches and that should cover it.

This time, however, they invented a tax. They are talking about
the carbon tax. This tax exists; that is right, it is not a conspiracy.
They are saying that there are regulations on biofuels and that that,
too, is a tax. Anyone who took first year economics knows the dif‐
ference between a tax and a regulation because there is always a
chapter called “taxation versus regulation”. We teach the very
young that it is not the same thing. The Conservatives' speeches are
so made up that they made up a tax.

I wanted to take the time to thank them for their imagination.
They made me laugh. Obviously, when we look at the motion, we
see that the goal is to feed misinformation to the public. I showed
how absurd that is. The Conservatives oppose any suggestion, no
matter what it may be, that could actually have a positive effect on
the environment and the fight against climate change. The reason is
simple. It goes against the interests of the oil industry, and the two
are not often reconcilable.
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The Conservatives do not want us to put corn oil in gas. Basical‐

ly, that is what they are telling us. Before, they were saying that
Canada was importing oil from dictatorships. They said that we
needed ethical oil and that we should no longer import oil from
Saudi Arabia and Algeria because that was bad. Now, in Canada,
and particularly in Quebec, we almost exclusively use North Amer‐
ican oil. However, the government wants to take it one step further.
It wants to set a standard so that fuel contains fewer petroleum
products and more material from renewable sources. However, the
Conservatives are against that because they do not want anything
mixed into their oil. The worst part is that they do not even realize
that the people who will be asked to process the grains to make the
ethanol that goes into the fuel are business owners in their own rid‐
ings and their provinces.

Having said that, there are complaints about these types of regu‐
lations. There is truth to that. It is true that the environmental im‐
pacts of biofuels on the whole are modest because we have to grow
the grain, use the raw material, use agricultural land, process the
grain to produce, for example, ethanol. There are other formula‐
tions. Some countries make biofuel with palm oil, and so forth. The
fact is that biofuels include elements that are renewable but that
still pollute. This reminds us of the importance of reducing our de‐
pendence on fuel, whether or not it contains hydrocarbons. The im‐
pact of these regulations will be modest.

The Conservatives are right about the Parliamentary Budget Of‐
ficers' comments. They are right sometimes. The Parliamentary
Budget Officer said that this policy could be regressive. Why? It is
because producing biofuels is expensive. At first, to comply with
the standards, fuel distributors will have to produce these fuels, de‐
velop the infrastructure and purchase these biofuels. There will be
an impact on the price at the pump. Several projections demonstrate
that the cost will be passed on to consumers.

They are looking at me. We are talking about a tax that will be
passed on to consumers. Quite surprising, is it not? I am going to
play the role of teacher today. It is Thursday evening and we are
among friends. An economics course always teaches methods for
assessing the effect a tax, a production cost increase, will have on
consumers. Sometimes increased production costs, as is the case
with ethanol, are fully passed on, as in 100%. Sometimes it is 75%.
It is also possible that producers do not pass it on to consumers at
all. There are reasons for that. The tax or increased production cost
attributable to these regulations is passed on to consumers when
they have no choice but to buy the product, when there is no other
option. For example, if I decide to tax carrots but not turnips, those
who like both will buy more turnips.

● (1715)

In that case, producers will not be able to pass the tax on to con‐
sumers. However, in the case of oil, in some provinces, dependence
is so high that consumers will have to pay the full tax.

I have the Parliamentary Budget Officer's report in front of me. It
is odd, but the provinces where the tax is hurting the most are New‐
foundland and Labrador, Alberta and Saskatchewan. These are the
places that have had successive Conservative governments, where
few alternative sources have been developed, where the economy is

dependent on the oil industry and where people are generally ex‐
tremely dependent on the oil industry.

If we do not want these standards to drive up consumer prices, or
if we want it to be harder to pass these taxes on to consumers, there
are solutions. We can increase public transit, finance infrastructure,
electrify transportation and make the power grid more environmen‐
tally friendly. Of course, if we power electric cars with energy
made from coal or oil, it will not do much good. What we can do is
change behaviours. There are plenty of ways to offer consumers al‐
ternative solutions.

The Conservatives told us today that people would no longer be
able to live because of the cost. When we look at the report of the
Parliamentary Budget Officer, we see that provinces where there is
less of an impact on consumers and households are the provinces
where more alternatives have been developed. They are also the
provinces that are less dependent on oil. We are talking here about
Quebec and, to a lesser extent, Ontario and so on.

This shows one thing. We have provinces where, because of
Conservative way of thinking, they are chasing their tails, in the
sense that they are not developing any alternative solutions, which
makes people dependent on oil and gas. Since they are dependent
on oil and gas, these people will be hit hard if the government ever
imposed an economic policy against oil. Since these people will be
hit hard, the Conservatives are saying that these policies should not
be implemented. If these polices are not implemented, these people
do not change their behaviours, and it goes on.

We end up with the well-known Conservative model where the
Conservatives are always right. That hurts households because the
Conservatives are not doing anything, and they are not doing any‐
thing because it hurts households. They are against policies that
take aim at both the supply of and demand for oil, so the carbon
tax, which takes aim at the demand for oil, does not work. Then, all
of a sudden the regulations do not work.

To show how deeply ingrained this logic is in the culture of some
provinces, we need only look at what happened during the election
campaign in Alberta. The Conservatives won in Alberta, and a few
NDP members took seats. Do my colleagues know how many days
of the campaign were dedicated to the environment? The answer is
none. How much time was spent talking about the environment
during the leadership debates? Almost none. There was a left-wing
Albertan who is pro-oil. I heard the NDP yelling “Calgary” and
“Edmonton” at the Conservatives this week to irritate them, be‐
cause the NDP won some seats. It is the pro-oil NDP. Those mem‐
bers are pro-oil. There are clans in the NDP too.
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times seem sensible, but one bad motion leads to another bad mo‐
tion, which in turn leads to another bad motion, and so forth. This
makes the Conservatives believe that they are always right, but they
just keep going round in circles, as I just demonstrated. They are
number one in the world for contradictions. The Conservatives are
masters of contradiction. They are first in their class, perhaps even
world champions, or, as we sometimes say, they look like real win‐
ners.
● (1720)

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,
CPC): Madam Speaker, I am not so sure that I want to thank my
colleague for his speech, because he handed out a lot of insults. He
insulted the Conservatives non-stop. What is most fascinating about
this is that he wanted to lecture us. He always wants to lecture ev‐
eryone about economics, and he thinks he is better than everyone.
One fact stands out, and he even admitted it in his speech.

Whether we call it a tax or a regulation, these new measures will
result in a direct cost to Canadians. Is it simpler to talk about a new
tax? It is certainly easier for someone to understand it because we
do not give every citizen an economics course before explaining a
new item.

Can my colleague confirm that, in the long term, consumers will
be taxed or that the regulations will add an additional 17¢ a litre at
the pump, yes or no?

Mr. Jean-Denis Garon: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague,
whom I really like, for his question.

I think the Conservatives would probably have preferred a tax,
because a tax has one benefit that this type of regulation does not
have: It generates revenue that enables the government to make the
policy more progressive. That is exactly what they did with the car‐
bon tax, which is not perfect but does send money back to some
households.

The Conservatives are always whining about the carbon tax, say‐
ing it does not work. That forces the government to use other types
of measures that do not generate revenue and are even more regres‐
sive.

I have been teaching pretty much all my life, and, if my col‐
league does not appreciate my professional conditioning, I will for‐
give him. However, I think he might well benefit from an eco‐
nomics course.
[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, for me, it is the principles behind a policy of a price on
pollution. Often, the Conservatives say that the United States does
not have it, but there are actually a dozen or more states that do
have the principles of a price on pollution. Around the world, the
principles of a price on pollution are very much real.

However, the far right of the Conservative Party is now saying
that the principles of a price on pollution are wrong. I wonder if the
member could expand on the principles and how important it is to
use those principles to protect our environment.

[Translation]

Mr. Jean-Denis Garon: Madam Speaker, I will depart a bit from
my colleague's question, but not to avoid it, because it was excel‐
lent. We always come back to international comparisons, to what is
done elsewhere and the fact that our competitors have or sometimes
do not have taxes. That is indeed important.

Let me come back to biofuels regulations. Many studies in many
places have shown that it is a policy that does have a positive, but
modest impact on the environment. In the case of Canada, it is im‐
portant to make comparisons because if this policy is having a
modest impact elsewhere, it is because biofuels are replacing tradi‐
tional oil. The principle is that the dirtier the oil we use the more
effective the biofuels standard will be. Given that Canada produces
and consumes the dirtiest oil in the world, we may have the poten‐
tial here of making this standard much more useful than anywhere
else.

That is why we need to take the time to compare ourselves some‐
times. In this case, our dirty oil may well mean the standard will be
better.

● (1725)

[English]

Mr. Gord Johns (Courtenay—Alberni, NDP): Madam Speak‐
er, I find it just incredible that we are here debating a motion
brought forward by the Conservatives to remove the carbon tax. I
find it so incredible because they ran on a platform to put a price on
carbon, but they got elected, came into the House and then decided
that was not what they wanted to do.

It feels like Groundhog Day. This is the sixth allotted day that the
Conservatives have used to bring forward the exact same motion.
Meanwhile, the country is on fire. We are having fires in British
Columbia, Alberta and Nova Scotia right now.

Again, the oil and gas companies are making record profits. If
this were truly about helping people, they would want to charge an
excess profit tax on oil and gas.

My colleague talked about imagination. Instead of debating the
same issue over and over again, can he share maybe six items that
are more important that could be debated today, such as things that
might help seniors or veterans, or things that might actually tackle
the climate crisis or ensure that people have a place to live?

[Translation]

Mr. Jean-Denis Garon: Madam Speaker, the Bloc Québécois is
often criticized for the topics we choose for our opposition days. I
am not going to pass judgment on the topic. What I said was that I
was not surprised that it is always the same topic, but the Conserva‐
tives have the right to choose whatever they want to talk about.

That being said, we are definitely feeling the effects of climate
change. There are fires burning in Quebec today. I think we need to
show leadership and stop saying we will tax carbon when all the
other countries have implemented it. I think we can do better.
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The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): It being

5:27 p.m., it is my duty to interrupt the proceedings and put forth‐
with every question necessary to dispose of the business of supply.

The question is on the motion. May I dispense?

Some hon. members: No.

[Chair read text of motion to the House.]

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): If a
member of a recognized party present in the House wishes that the
motion be carried or carried on division or wishes to request a
recorded division, I would invite them to rise and indicate it to the
Chair.

[English]
Mr. Glen Motz: Madam Speaker, we would ask for a recorded

division.
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Pursuant

to order made Thursday, June 23, 2022, the division stands deferred
until Monday, June 5, at the expiry of the time provided for Oral
Questions.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, I suspect if you were
to canvass the House, you would find unanimous consent at this
time to call it 5:42 p.m. so we can begin private members' hour.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Does the
hon. parliamentary secretary have unanimous consent to see the
clock at 5:42 p.m.?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

[Translation]

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): It being
5:42 p.m., the House will now proceed to the consideration of Pri‐
vate Members' Business as listed on today's Order Paper.

PRIVATE MEMBERS' BUSINESS
● (1730)

[Translation]

CRIMINAL CODE
Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,

CPC) moved that Bill C-325, An Act to amend the Criminal Code
and the Corrections and conditional Release Act (conditions of re‐
lease and conditional sentences), be read the second time and re‐
ferred to a committee.

He said: Madam Speaker, I am proud to be here today to speak to
my bill, which I think is very important.

Bill C-325 is important because I know that many members of
the House of Commons realize that we need to do something to ad‐
dress the violence in our once peaceful streets and communities. As
parliamentarians, we work for the public and, of course, our role is
to pass laws that seek to improve the quality of life of our con‐
stituents.

I am sure that when he introduced Bill C-5, the Prime Minister
was trying to do the right thing. I sincerely believe that his heart
was in the right place, but we should all now realize that we need to
backtrack. This country belongs to all of us. We are not only re‐
sponsible for maintaining the quality of life it offers us, but we also
have a solemn duty to protect it from those who flout our laws.

Canada used to have an international reputation for being ex‐
traordinarily beautiful and safe. Shootings in broad daylight used to
be an other-country problem, but now, gangs are trying to establish
themselves all over the country. They know that laws like Bill C‑5,
which the House passed, make their criminal activity easier.

We are all politicians, but I am convinced that, when it comes to
Canadians' safety and matters of life and death, order and chaos,
justice and injustice, we all have the same point of view. All mem‐
bers of the House agree that violent criminals deserve tough sen‐
tences. All violence against women, children or any other person
must be severely punished.

The Prime Minister has 24-hour security. Everywhere he goes,
he is surrounded by highly trained security guards. When he goes to
bed at night, they stand guard in front of his house. The Prime Min‐
ister is probably the safest Canadian there is and, as Prime Minister,
he understands the importance of security. He too must see that it is
time to restore order in our society for the good of Canadians.

My Bill C‑325 has two objectives.

Under the first part of this bill, violent criminals would not have
the option to serve their sentences in the community. It is unthink‐
able that a violent criminal would have the luxury of serving his
sentence in the comfort of his home while watching Netflix, but
that is exactly what is happening in Quebec and across Canada.

The case of Jonathan Gravel is a good example. He received a
20-month sentence for sexually assaulting his former girlfriend, and
the court allowed him to serve his sentence in the community. It is
supposed to be a 20-month sentence, but he will actually serve
14 months.

As MPs, we all have a responsibility to do what we can to keep
Canadians safe. I do not know any woman who finds it funny that
our courts grant violent criminals the right to serve their sentences
at home. As we know, judges enforce the laws that are passed here
in the House.

Surely members have noticed that more and more notorious sex
offenders are serving their sentences in the comfort of their homes
while their victims are still psychologically traumatized and fearful
of meeting their abuser on the way to work or at the end of an aisle
at the grocery store.
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That is one of the reasons I am asking all members of the House

to support Bill C‑325. Victims deserve justice; they deserve to see
violent criminals put behind bars. Serving a sentence at home with
access to Netflix or Disney+ is not the best route to rehabilitation,
nor does it create the conditions necessary for serious reflection.

The second part of my bill would create a Criminal Code offence
for violent offenders who breach their parole conditions. It would
also require probation officers to report these breaches, which is not
currently the case. This provision would reduce recidivism among
violent criminals.

We all remember Marylène Levesque, who was murdered by a
killer who violated his parole conditions with impunity. Bill C‑325
would have put Marylène Levesque's killer behind bars immediate‐
ly, and a life would have been saved.

Then there is the case of Myles Sanderson, the murderer respon‐
sible for the knife attacks in Saskatchewan last September. Despite
being charged with 59 crimes, many of them violent, he was re‐
leased and did not hesitate to violate his release conditions because
he knew there would be no consequences. As a result, 10 people
were murdered. He should not have been released, but the current
law made it impossible to detain him, instead of ensuring the safety
of those who became his victims.

If members believe that victims and crime prevention should
come first, and that our justice system should not allow violent of‐
fenders to serve their sentences at home, then I implore them to
support Bill C-325 at second reading, as several organizations do.
● (1735)

The president of the Canadian Police Association, the Fraternité
des policiers et policières de Montréal, the founder of Montreal's
Maison des guerrières, the Fédération des maisons d'hébergement
pour femmes du Québec, the Murdered or Missing Persons' Fami‐
lies Association and Communauté de citoyens and citoyennes en
action contre les crimes violents, among others, have expressed
their support for Bill C‑325. They all support Bill C‑325

Earlier this year, REAL Women of Canada insisted that it is time
to reconsider the 1995 Criminal Code reforms on sentencing given
their failure to address the high rates of recidivism among indige‐
nous offenders and the ongoing threats to our families and to the
communities in which violent offenders are released on parole with
alarming regularity.

This is what the organization said:
In the spirit of reforming Criminal Code sentencing and offender rehabilitation,

REAL Women of Canada welcome the introduction on March 10, 2023...of Bill
C‑325, a private member's bill...

Bill C‑325 provides a much needed opportunity for changing the way in which
we protect our families and communities while also furthering the safe re-integra‐
tion of offenders into society, which is ultimately the best way to protect our fami‐
lies and communities. A full and frank discussion on Bill C-325 provides the poten‐
tial for much needed reforms and greater public awareness of the issues involved.

REAL Women of Canada looks forward to making submissions to the commit‐
tee once Bill C‑325 passes second reading and proceeding to a more thorough ex‐
amination of the recent shortfalls of the Parole Board of Canada to properly carry
out its mandate under the Corrections and Conditional Release Act. This includes
parole as well as the failure of the justice system to properly protect society from
dangerous offenders.

This examination should also take into account the impact of the proposed
amendments in Bill C‑325 on the existing statutory requirements under the Crimi‐
nal Code and the Corrections and Conditional Release Act.

What is more, the president of the Canadian Police Association,
Tom Stamatakis, said the following, and I quote:

The need to effectively target repeat violent offenders is significant because, as
front-line law enforcement officers know all too well, a defining reality of our jus‐
tice system is that a disproportionately small number of offenders are responsible
for a disproportionately large number of offences. The Canadian Police Association
has long advocated for statutory consequences for offenders who commit new of‐
fences while on conditional release, and this proposed legislation is a common-
sense solution that effectively targets those very specific offenders.

The Fraternité des policiers et policières de Montréal stated the
following, and I quote:

We welcome this bill which would strengthen public protection against violent
repeat offenders and prevent dangerous offenders from serving their sentences in
the community. The Montreal Police Brotherhood believes the justice system must
prioritize the safety of law-abiding citizens and this bill is clearly aimed at that goal.

I will close by saying that making Canadian streets and commu‐
nities safe again should not be done through a partisan process, but
a common-sense one.

I hope that all members of the House will support Bill C‑325.

● (1740)

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, as all members are aware, our judicial system is a joint re‐
sponsibility between provinces and the federal government. In fact,
we now have a bail reform bill before the House. There was a great
deal of consultation that incorporated the provincial legislatures and
others regarding the form the bill should take. As a result, it has
widespread support from many different stakeholders. Has the
member had any consultations with provincial jurisdictions in par‐
ticular? If so, could he give us a clear indication of what they have
been saying on this legislation proposal?

[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus: Madam Speaker, as my colleague could
see from the description I gave of the support that Bill C‑325 has
received, it is pretty unanimous.
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However, there is a distinction to be made. I think we often con‐

fuse things when we talk about bail. I know that the government is
in the process of making changes to the law with Bill C‑75. For my
part, I am adapting what was problematic with Bill C‑5. I am also
introducing something new that does not exist anywhere else in the
Criminal Code, namely making it an offence to fail to comply with
release conditions. That is parole, which is different from bail. Bill
C‑325 is not at all similar to what the government is currently
proposing.

Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Mat‐
apédia, BQ): Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for his speech
and for introducing this bill, which I think is extremely important.

I would like to focus on one part of his bill. He wants to add a
criminal offence for breach of conditions of conditional release for
an offence listed in Schedule I or II of the Corrections and Condi‐
tional Release Act.

I have Schedule I here, and it covers a lot. It lists a lot of of‐
fences, such as sexual assault and very serious crimes. It also in‐
cludes flight from a peace officer, failure to stop after an accident
and setting fire by negligence. Far be it from me to rank various of‐
fences as that is not my goal, but I wonder if the intent is too broad
in targeting all Schedule I and Schedule II offences.

Would my colleague be open to targeting certain offences in
these two schedules or does he really want to cover both in their en‐
tirety? I would like him to comment on that.

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for
her question. When I was working on the bill, I initially did not
want to create an offence for an individual on parole after being
jailed for a minor offence.

The simplest way was to take Schedules I and II of the Correc‐
tions and Conditional Release Act. There are many offences listed
in these two schedules. However, we must not forget that the law
also states that the judge can find an individual punishable on sum‐
mary conviction. Therefore, judges have some flexibility.

Yes, I would be willing to entertain certain amendments in com‐
mittee to this list, which is admittedly quite long. The objective is
truly to target high-profile violent criminals and repeat offenders.

[English]
Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Uqaqtittiji, when offenders

are rejoining the communities, if they do it on an early conditional
release, they are already required to report regularly to their parole
officers. I wonder if the member could explain how this bill would
improve a system that already exists.

[Translation]
Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for

the question. One part of this bill seeks to make it an offence when
an offender on parole breaches his conditions.

Far too often, violent criminals on parole, such as Eustachio
Gallese, who killed Marylène Levesque, do not care about respect‐
ing conditions. Parole officers do not have any power other than
writing reports. That is why the bill seeks to make it an offence
when a criminal breaches his parole conditions. This does not exist

at the moment and the Canadian Police Association has been call‐
ing for this for more than 15 years.

● (1745)

[English]

Ms. Iqra Khalid (Mississauga—Erin Mills, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I am here today to speak to the private member's bill, Bill
C-325, an act to amend the Criminal Code and the Corrections and
Conditional Release Act, on conditions of release and conditional
sentences. Let me be clear from the onset. I do not support this bill.

This bill would have significant negative impacts on the criminal
justice system, including exacerbating the overincarceration of in‐
digenous people, Black people and members of marginalized com‐
munities. This legislation is a backward step toward failed Harper
criminal justice policies, which were struck down by the Supreme
Court for being unconstitutional. I am proud to have supported the
Minister of Justice and our government to reverse these bad poli‐
cies.

Our approach to criminal justice prioritizes public safety and
fairness. We recently introduced Bill C-48, which would reform the
bail system to further these same objectives. Bill C-325's goals run
contrary to key reforms enacted in former Bill C-5, which aimed to
restore judicial discretion to impose fit and proportionate sentences
to help address Canada's overincarceration crisis. I was the chair of
the justice committee at the time that Bill C-5 was enacted through
my committee.

We heard from so many witnesses about the impacts and the im‐
portance of judges not only having the discretion of how sentences
are imposed, but also having the learning and the awareness of
what Canada is, what it looks like and how the diversity of Canada
is impacted with our judicial system. That includes ensuring that
there is a gender-based analysis plus. That includes ensuring that
judges understand and appreciate the lived experiences of people as
they are going through the criminal justice system. That gives
judges the right and the privilege, appropriately, to ensure that they
are providing the right sentences to the people who are going
through that system, sentences that are based on rehabilitation, not
punishment. That rehabilitation is key.

The numbers really speak for themselves. In 2021-22, indigenous
adults accounted for 31% of admissions to provincial and territorial
custody, and 33% of admissions to federal custody, while represent‐
ing only 4.3% of the Canadian adult population. Black adults ac‐
counted for 9% of the federal offender population, while represent‐
ing just 4% of the Canadian adult population. Black and indigenous
women are particularly overrepresented, together representing 60%
of the federal female offender population.
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The overrepresentation of these groups in the Canadian penal

system is absolutely unacceptable. It has gone on for way too long.
On this side of the House, we believe in the expertise of our judges.
Our criminal justice system works better when judges can tailor
punishments to suit the crimes and not when Ottawa creates overly
broad policies that force judges to rule against their best judgment
and their evidence. Bill C-325 would revert elements of our system
back to failed Harper-era policies that clogged our prisons, wasted
our resources and increased recidivism. This is dangerous, and it
cannot pass.

● (1750)

The Conservatives' approach to public safety is one dimensional,
unfortunately. They prey on fear to gain support for policies that
would unduly lock more people in prison while voting against pro‐
grams that address the root causes of those crimes. This is a recipe
for more crime, not less.

Bill C-325 would endanger communities. I am not sure why the
Conservatives think they know better than judges to evaluate public
policy risks, public safety risks, but judges know best as they go
through each individual crime. Conditional sentences can save lives
and rescue families from division and despair. Criminal justice is
not a one-size-fits-all exercise.

However, short-sightedness and fearmongering are the Conserva‐
tive way. Take their opioid crisis strategy, for example. They would
prefer to do away with evidence-based policies that target preven‐
tion, enforcement, treatment and harm reduction. They would pre‐
fer to build new prisons rather than solve the problem. Liberal poli‐
cies have saved 46,000 people from overdose since 2017. The opi‐
oid epidemic is a health crisis, and it must be treated as one.

Restoring restrictions on the ability of judges to issue conditional
sentences in appropriate situations would be a step backwards. We
know that policies like Bill C-325 produce negative, disproportion‐
ate impacts on indigenous people, Black people and marginalized
offenders. We refuse to undo the good work of former Bill C-5,
which fights this overrepresentation and creates a fairer Canada.
Allowing judges greater flexibility to order conditional sentences
does not create a risk to public safety, because the current frame‐
work requires sentencing courts to ensure that the sentence would
not endanger public safety and that it would be consistent with the
purpose and the principles of the sentencing.

When former Bill C-5 was studied before the House of Com‐
mons Standing Committee on Justice and Human Rights, the Cana‐
dian Bar Association lauded the removal of restrictions on condi‐
tional sentences as “one of the most important reforms in the crimi‐
nal law over the last decade.”

It is important to understand that giving judges greater flexibility
in their ability to impose conditional sentences does not mean that
all offenders will receive them. Individuals who pose a risk to pub‐
lic safety will continue to serve their sentence of imprisonment in
jail. Serious crimes will have serious consequences.

Removing these restrictions on judges allows them to issue sen‐
tences to lower-risk offenders that not only aim to punish and de‐
nounce their conduct, but also focus on rehabilitation within the

community. Evidence suggests this approach reduces future crimi‐
nality.

Further, these proposed reforms are contrary to the government's
commitment to fully implement the calls to action made by the
Truth and Reconciliation Commission, including call to action 30
to eliminate the overrepresentation of indigenous people in custody
over the next decade and call to action 32, which speaks to remov‐
ing restrictions on the availability of conditional sentences.

● (1755)

I realize I am out of time. I will say again that judges need to
have the discretion to give better sentences towards the aim of reha‐
bilitation. That is why I cannot support this bill.

[Translation]

Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Mat‐
apédia, BQ): Madam Speaker, we are debating a really important
issue, where every detail counts. I am not really on the same page
as my colleague.

Earlier this week, I went and congratulated the member for
Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles for introducing this bill, which
I think is important. It was important to address some of the gaps in
Bill C‑5, which was deeply flawed. It dealt with two completely
different subjects. I will come back to that.

The Bloc Québécois proposed splitting Bill C‑5 in two so that we
could address those two things separately. However, that did not
happen. Today, we are in a situation where we need to clean up the
mess.

As I was saying, I went and congratulated my colleague. I think
that is proof that the Conservative Party and the Bloc Québécois
can work together on public safety measures. That is what is hap‐
pening here in any case.

Bill C‑325 is a very short, rather simple and fairly effective bill.
As I was saying, it addresses some of the gaps in Bill C‑5. Howev‐
er, in this debate, some may have heard Conservatives say that Bill
C‑5 was passed with the support of the Bloc Québécois. I think we
need to put things into perspective here and remember the context.

First, let us recall that the purpose of Bill C‑5 was, one, to repeal
certain minimum sentences and allow greater use of conditional
sentences, and, two, to provide for diversion measures for simple
drug possession offences. Those are, as I have said, two completely
different things. We proposed splitting it, but that did not happen.
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We found ourselves in a slightly awkward situation because, on

the one hand, we were very reluctant to support the idea of wiping
out certain mandatory minimum sentences, particularly for crimes
committed with firearms. Let us not forget that, not that long ago,
we were working hard on a bill to improve gun control. It feels a bit
contradictory. On the other hand, we were in favour of diversion
measures for simple drug possession offences.

We figured that we would amend the bill in committee, and it
was my colleague from Rivière-du-Nord who proposed amend‐
ments that would have made it possible to keep the minimum sen‐
tences while giving judges the discretion to override them. In all of
this, we must not forget the judges and their discretionary power. I
think that, all things considered, it was a reasonable proposal.
Again, it was rejected.

It was at that point that my colleague from Rivière-du-Nord
promised that he himself would introduce a bill to correct the situa‐
tion. I absolutely agree with the member for Charlesbourg—Haute-
Saint-Charles, and I think we all agree that for certain crimes, con‐
ditional sentences should not be allowed. They should be prohibited
in most cases of sexual assault, for example, as well as for crimes
committed with firearms.

We know how the lottery works for private members' bills. My
colleague was lucky enough to introduce his bill before the Bloc
Québécois. Now, if both had been introduced at the same time, or if
they had been debated in the House at the same time, we would
have seen that they are extremely similar bills, with perhaps one ex‐
ception.

One singularly important concept in justice, which my Conserva‐
tive colleagues often tend to forget and which I mentioned earlier,
is judicial discretion. At this point, let us remember that even
Bill C‑5 allows judges the power to acquit a person, to hand down a
sentence to be served in the community or to hand down a sentence
to be served in prison. It is not true that the passage of Bill C‑5
means any offender will be able to serve their sentence in the com‐
fort of their living room. That is not true. Judges have the option of
a conditional sentence, but if they decide that the person should go
to prison, they will sentence the person to prison.

Let us not forget this extremely important element and remember
that conditional sentences are not automatic. Among other things,
the judge must consider the risk of reoffending and the impact that
a sentence served at home would have before rendering a decision.
Let us also remember that there are other factors to consider in a
trial. The Crown prosecutor can make a deal with the defence for a
sentence in the community if they feel the circumstances warrant it.
Let us remember that every case is different.

The bill that my colleague from Rivière-du-Nord intends to in‐
troduce will mention this particular judicial authority. His initiative
arose from the motion unanimously adopted by Quebec's National
Assembly in February to condemn the controversial legal provi‐
sions arising from Bill C‑5. The text adopted by the National As‐
sembly, which was moved by the justice minister, Simon Jolin-Bar‐
rette, accused Ottawa of setting back the fight against sexual vio‐
lence. I completely agree with the National Assembly's motion.

● (1800)

There has been a lot of criticism of Bill C‑5 since its adoption
because men convicted of sexual assault unfortunately take advan‐
tage of it, in a rather dishonest way, to try to serve house arrest. If I
had the time, I would come back to some cases that were widely
reported and that I imagine my colleague relied on to introduce this
bill.

Bill C‑325 has three clauses. It is a rather short bill, as I men‐
tioned. First, it seeks to create a new offence for breach of parole
conditions for certain serious offences, with a maximum sentence
of two years or at least make it an offence punishable on summary
conviction. Second, it would require those breaches to be reported
to the appropriate authorities. Third, it would amend the Criminal
Code to preclude persons convicted of certain offences from serv‐
ing their sentence in the community.

I will come back to the first point. We are talking about adding a
criminal offence for breach parole of conditions for offences listed
take in Schedule I and Schedule II of the Corrections and Condi‐
tional Release Act. I asked my colleague a question about this earli‐
er.

I have Schedule I in front of me. As I was saying earlier to my
colleague, there are offences that may be a little less serious. I do
not want to create a hierarchy of offences, but there are some rather
serious offences. Examples include commission of offence for ter‐
rorist group, using firearm in commission of offence, robbery,
prison breach, sexual interference, child pornography, bestiality, in‐
cest, and attempt to commit murder. There are others, such as dis‐
charging firearm with intent, criminal harassment, aggravated as‐
sault, sexual assault with a weapon, hostage taking, procuring and
so on. We can see that it is a long list of rather serious offences.

My colleague also referred to Schedule II, which lists mainly
drug-related offences. It refers to trafficking, importing, exporting,
cultivation, trafficking in controlled drugs, trafficking in restricted
drugs, and distribution and possession for the purpose of distribut‐
ing. This list is not quite as long, but it specifically lists drug-relat‐
ed offences.

The intent behind all this is to tighten the law in cases of breach
of conditions or statutory release. Statutory release is almost auto‐
matic when an offender has served two-thirds of their sentence.
Quite honestly, I agree with the concept, but perhaps less so for
Schedule II offences.

As I asked my colleague earlier, would it not be useful to look at
Schedule I and Schedule II and see whether any offences could be
added or removed? We could certainly add some if necessary. I
want to come back to Schedule II because, as I was saying, the
Bloc Québécois is in favour of diversion for simple drug posses‐
sion, so it would be a bit inconsistent on our part to include Sched‐
ule II in that.
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I am reading a rather interesting book right now on drug use and

the famous war on drugs waged by governments. A rather well-
known scientist in the United States explained that perhaps we took
the wrong approach from the very start. Even though we are invest‐
ing more and more public funds in this war, drugs are still avail‐
able, if not more so. Taking the example of the United States, he
said the following:
[English]

Today, the American taxpayer spends approximately $35 billion each year fight‐
ing this war. Yet the drugs in question remain as plentiful, if not more so, than they
were in 1981, when the sum total of America’s annual drug-control budget was a
mere $1.5 billion. What has changed is that now, each year, tens of thousands of
Americans die from drug-related overdoses.

[Translation]

Anyway, it is quite an interesting book. I know this is an emo‐
tional issue, particularly for my Conservative colleagues. To sum
up, if I could make one suggestion about Bill C‑325 at this point, it
might be to see which specific offences are being targeted in clause
1.

I know my colleague thought about the case of Eustachio
Gallese. That was one of the first cases I studied when I joined the
Standing Committee on Public Safety and National Security in
2020. Mr. Gallese killed a 23-year-old woman while on day parole
for the 2004 murder of his wife. He clearly violated his parole con‐
ditions by visiting massage parlours for sexual purposes, which was
illegal. He also dated women without notifying his parole officer,
which was also prohibited.
● (1805)

The Parole Board of Canada acted too late. It revoked Gallese's
day parole after the woman had died, when he was already in
prison and serving a life sentence.

I see that my time is up. I will come back to this at another time.
[English]

Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Uqaqtittiji, I will first ac‐
knowledge that I rise on Algonquin Anishinabe territory on the first
day of National Indigenous History Month.

I hope that during this month, especially, we all make an extra ef‐
fort to learn more about indigenous history in Canada. Indigenous
history needs to be more visible. As an Inuk from Nunavut, I have
observed how hidden Canada's treatment toward Métis, Inuit and
first nations is for mainstream Canadians. This has resulted in a lot
of ignorance and racism against indigenous peoples. We, as indige‐
nous peoples, generally continue to live on the fringes of Canada's
society, and we must take opportunities like this month to move
progress on the well-being of Inuit, Métis and first nations.

There are many contributing factors to keeping indigenous peo‐
ples on the fringes of society, including the criminal justice system;
decades of genocidal policies implemented by the federal, provin‐
cial and territorial governments; and the lack of trauma-informed
services provided by all governments.

Bill C-325, an act to amend the Criminal Code and the Correc‐
tions and Conditional Release Act, regarding conditions of release
and conditional sentences, is problematic for many reasons. As

such, the NDP will not support the passing of this bill. From what I
have learned, this bill proposes to amend the Criminal Code in
three main areas: conditional release, reporting, and sentences
served in the community, which emerged out of Bill C-5. I will
speak to each of these areas.

For conditional release, unfortunately this bill would not improve
or supplement improvements to the current system of conditional
releases. According to the Corrections and Conditional Release
Act, all offenders must be considered for some form of conditional
release during their sentence. This is their right. Further, it is inac‐
curate. This assertion is false, as even with the reform of Bill C-5,
judges are not allowed to sentence those who present a risk to the
public to serving their sentences in the community. Judges are not
allowed to grant bail to those who present a risk to public safety.

I take this opportunity to inform Canadians that conditional re‐
lease does not mean the sentence is shortened. It means the remain‐
der of the sentence may be served in the community under supervi‐
sion and with specific conditions. I will be clear: When there is an
early release, there are conditions that must be met, including re‐
porting to parole officers, especially when there are compliance is‐
sues. This addresses the second element of Bill C-325.

The third element of this bill, which I find is the most problemat‐
ic, is regarding prohibiting conditional releases in communities.
Proposals to amend section 145(5) and the failure to comply for a
conviction in relation to offences set out in Schedule I and Sched‐
ule II of the Corrections and Conditional Release Act are punitive
and overreaching. Bill C-325 would make all parole violations a
new criminal offence and would require parole officers to report all
parole violations, no matter how minor, to the police and the parole
board. This would result only in early termination of parole and in
offenders being released at the end of their sentence, without the
supervision they would have received if on parole.
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● (1810)

Dr. Ivan Zinger, a correctional investigator, reported in 2020 that
while indigenous people make up 4.9% of the total population, they
make up just over 30% of the people in Canada's prisons. This per‐
centage has increased over the last five years as rates of overincar‐
ceration are decreasing. Dr. Zinger further said that indigenous
women, racialized women and women who live in poverty are in‐
carcerated at even higher rates than their male counterparts. He re‐
ported that indigenous women make up 42% of the population in
women’s prisons. This is the fastest-growing prison population in
Canada as it has increased by over 60% in the last 10 years.

Bill C-325 would not improve conditions for marginalized Cana‐
dians, it would only further marginalize them. If this bill were truly
about justice, there would be proposals that addressed systemic
changes that are in dire need. We need to make sure the system can
focus effectively on those who present the greatest threats to public
safety, and stop the over-detention and overincarceration of indige‐
nous, racialized and marginalized Canadians.

New Democrats are committed to meaningful reforms to the bail
system. Unlike the Conservatives who pander to partisan fundrais‐
ing dollars, New Democrats are interested in using Parliamentary
time and resources in getting meaningful results for Canadians for a
more just and equal, as well as a safer, society.

Indigenous rehabilitation must be culturally sensitive and trau‐
ma-informed and further support integration into communities.
Other members have reminded all of us that there are truth and rec‐
onciliation calls to justice, specifically numbers 30 and 32. These
calls to action must finally be implemented.

Other examples that exist include the Tupiq program, which I
hope is implemented in Nunavut as it is currently a federal program
serving federal inmates outside of Nunavut. Tupiq could help to re‐
duce recidivism and it is a way for Nunavummiut to re-enter their
communities.

I thank Kosta H. Barka, and the article called “Attending to the
Needs of Inuit Inmates in Canada: Exploring the Perceptions of
Correctional Officers and Nunavut Officials” for this important in‐
formation.

In conclusion, the Conservative rhetoric on their “tough on
crime” approach does not protect victims. Bill C-325 would not en‐
sure justice for victims. As such, I repeat that New Democrats
would not support the passage of this bill.
[Translation]

Ms. Raquel Dancho (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I would like to begin by recognizing the hard work done
by the member for Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles on this bill
and on the issue of public safety.

Our justice system is broken. The catch-and-release policies that
the Liberal Party introduced in Bill C-75 and Bill C-5 have led to a
32% spike in violent crime across the country.

As the Conservative Party's shadow minister for public safety, I
meet with public safety workers from all across the country. What
am I hearing from police officers? They tell me we need to increase
funding. However, what they really need is to stop arresting the

same repeat offenders and violent offenders every weekend. Some‐
times the police are on a first-name basis with these individuals be‐
cause they have arrested them so many times. Sometimes they ar‐
rest them again the very next day. These repeat offenders get back
out on the streets and go right back to terrorizing innocent Canadi‐
ans by committing violent crimes.

We are seeing this in Vancouver. Last year, 40 individuals were
responsible for 6,000 violent crimes. It is easy to imagine how
much better police officers could do if those 40 individuals could
be kept behind bars. How many networks of drug traffickers, gun
smugglers, human traffickers and other complex criminal networks
could be dismantled if police were not forced to deal with the 40
people responsible for 6,000 incidents who are spreading fear
among Vancouverites?

It is the same thing in all the towns that I have heard about. Po‐
lice officers are exhausted and are suffering serious PTSD because
they are overworked. No amount of money can solve this problem.
The only solution is a government that focuses on fighting crime,
on jail, not bail, for violent repeat offenders, and on improving the
parole system to keep dangerous criminals behind bars.

Measures like those would definitely help the police fight violent
crime and would really bolster the fight against gun violence. That
is what the Toronto Police Service and the premiers of every
province and territory are saying. They all agree. They have written
to the Prime Minister many times calling for bail reform. These
kinds of measures would really have an impact on reducing gun vi‐
olence.

Instead, the Liberal government is spending an estimated $6 bil‐
lion on its so-called firearms buyback program, which is really a
confiscation program. That is where the Liberals are sending re‐
sources. That is their priority. A Conservative government led by
the member for Carleton would get Canadians results, clean up our
streets and reduce gun violence. That is our commitment to Canadi‐
ans.

We need a complete overhaul of the Liberal system, which has
caused violent crime to skyrocket across the country and has led to
innocent Canadians being killed by repeat violent offenders. The
member for Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles introduced Bill
C-325 a few weeks ago. This bill would fix the major flaws in Bill
C-5, which allows repeat violent offenders to serve their sentences
at home, and would keep Canadians safe in their communities.



15220 COMMONS DEBATES June 1, 2023

Private Members' Business
The bill makes three important changes to our justice system.

The first has to do with parole. Some inmates are charged with seri‐
ous and violent crimes, including drug trafficking or worse, yet
they are granted parole and face no consequences if they breach
their release conditions. The police may catch an offender breach‐
ing their conditions, but all they can do is submit a report to the pa‐
role officer. This bill amends the law to introduce consequences for
non-compliance with release conditions.
● (1815)

As far as parole officers are concerned, the bill requires them to
notify the authorities when one of their parolees breaches their con‐
ditions. If that happens, the parole officer must inform the police so
that an arrest can be made. These are violent offenders. This seems
like a common-sense policy to us. However, the reality is that it is
not currently mandatory to report repeat violent offenders who
breach their conditions.

Finally, this bill fixes the “Netflix sentences” created by Bill C‑5.
The third component of the bill seeks to correct the problem created
by Bill C‑5, that of allowing violent criminals to serve their sen‐
tences in the community by sitting at home watching Netflix.
Bill C-325 would strengthen the parole system by creating a new
offence for breaching conditions. It would require parole officers to
report breaches of conditions and would reinstate the old version of
section 742.1 of the Criminal Code, which was repealed by the Lib‐
erals' Bill C-5.

That bill made it possible for criminals convicted of aggravated
sexual assault to serve their sentence in the community. That is very
serious. I hope that this monumental error will be fixed and that the
Bloc Québécois and NDP members will support Bill C‑325. Those
violent criminals should not get to serve their sentences at home
while watching Netflix. They should be behind bars. I remind
members that because of Bill C‑5, a 42-year-old man managed to
avoid prison after committing a violent sexual assault.

Even a Quebec Crown prosecutor criticized the government for
Bill C‑5. He said that, right now, the Prime Minister and the Minis‐
ter of Justice probably owe victims of sexual assault an explana‐
tion, and that he could not remain silent about this regressive situa‐
tion.

It is clear that we cannot trust the Liberals to protect women and
children from violent repeat offenders. With the support of the Bloc
Québécois and the NDP, the Liberals are putting Canadians at in‐
creasing risk of becoming victims of violent crimes.

Only a Conservative government led by the member for Carleton
will make legislative changes to improve public safety with bills
such as Bill C‑325, proposed by the member for Charlesbourg—
Haute-Saint-Charles.
● (1820)

[English]
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐

er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, listening to what the member was saying, one can easily
draw the conclusion that the private member's bill is fully endorsed,
supported and part of the Conservative agenda, with this “tough on

crime” attitude Conservatives take on, particularly the far right
Conservatives, which is somewhat concerning in itself.

I want to view it from a different approach, and I do not know
how many times I heard this from the Minister of Justice himself,
that serious crimes deserve serious consequences. There is no doubt
the Government of Canada takes very seriously the issue of crime
in our communities, our safety and so forth. The actions to date by
this government have clearly amplified that.

The question I posed to the sponsor of the bill we are debating
this evening was related to the issue of consultation and the work
the member has done. Members will notice that, in the response to
the question I posed, the member did not work with the different
provinces and territories in consultation, or at least report specifi‐
cally on the provinces' contribution to the debate or the bill the
member has brought forward. I do not recall hearing the member
say it was provinces X, Y and Z, or a territory or indigenous leader‐
ship community supporting the legislation being proposed by the
member.

It is important that we recognize, when we talk about our judicial
system, that it is a joint responsibility between the provinces, terri‐
tories, indigenous leaders and Ottawa. To amplify that, I would
suggest that one only needs to look at Bill C-48, which is a very
important piece of legislation. Prior to it, Conservatives were jump‐
ing out of their seats saying that we had to get tough on bail reform,
and all that kind of stuff. While they were jumping from their seats,
the government was doing its consultations, listening and respond‐
ing to what the provinces and others were saying about the issue of
how we can work together to recognize the importance of having
bail reform. There was an opportunity.

Not that long ago we had the discussion in the House. I made the
suggestion, and it seemed that members on all sides of the House
were supporting the initiatives being taken in Bill C-48. I even cited
some very specific quotes because we all know that Bill C-48 is
very much a reflection of not only what the provinces and territo‐
ries in particular were saying, but also what politicians of different
political stripes were saying, as well as law enforcement agencies
and different advocacy groups. The government did its homework.
It did it through consultations. I do not think anyone was coming
forward, at least not that I am aware of, saying that conditional sen‐
tences should be outright turned into a criminal breach, if in fact
there is a violation of a conditional sentence, no matter how minor
it might be.

Again, I look to the introducer of the legislation and what we are
debating with Bill C-325. Does he realize that, by making it a crim‐
inal offence, which is what the legislation is attempting to do, it
could criminalize someone on a conditional sentence that does not
fall under the Criminal Code? If so, does he not have any issues
with that?
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● (1825)

One has to question the issue of our judicial system and its inde‐
pendence. They often talk about Bill C-5, which is an important
piece of legislation that ultimately enabled judges to have more dis‐
cretion with things like conditional sentences. The legislation rec‐
ognized that there are injustices, whether in Black or indigenous
communities. There is overrepresentation, and we need to be open
to alternatives.

I have more faith in our judges than I do in the Conservative Par‐
ty members, who tend to want to use the Criminal Code or a tough-
on-crime approach in order to generate more money for the Conser‐
vative Party of Canada or to appear on a bumper sticker. I believe,
as I stated at the very beginning of my comments, that serious
crimes deserve serious consequences. I also believe that having
conditional sentences for people who do not pose any risk to the
public can be a win-win.

Unlike the Conservatives, I recognize the fact that there is a re‐
volving door. We need to recognize that when we lock someone up,

eventually, they will come out. Looking at ways in which we can
minimize crimes and prevent them from taking place in the first
place should be a priority. It is a priority for the government—
● (1830)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): The hon.
member will have three minutes the next time this matter is before
the House.
[Translation]

The time provided for the consideration of Private Members'
Business has now expired and the order is dropped to the bottom of
the order of precedence on the Order Paper.
[English]

It being 6:30 p.m., this House stands adjourned until tomorrow at
10 a.m., pursuant to Standing Order 24(1).

Good night, everybody.

(The House adjourned at 6:30 p.m.)
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