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● (1100)

[English]
The Chair (Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis,

Lib.)): Good morning, everyone.

Good morning, Commissioner. It's a pleasure to see you at our
committee once again.

There is a whole list of people who are part of this meeting today
as witnesses or resource people. I'm going to put good manners
aside and not introduce everyone, because I think that would take
us to almost the end of the meeting. You're all very welcome, and
I'm glad that you could all make it.

Before we begin, I have one small order of committee business
to take care of, which I'm hoping will take only about 20 seconds, if
not less. I would like to ask members if they would like to adopt
the—

Mr. Dan Mazier (Dauphin—Swan River—Neepawa, CPC):
Chair, I do have a recommendation for the amendment. I'm not try‐
ing to hijack—

The Chair: It was unanimously adopted.
Mr. Dan Mazier: It's about the Atlantic report. It is that the

committee hold three witness meetings by the end of 2023 on the
tidal power projects in Atlantic Canada, a motion adopted by the
committee on September 26, 2023. The committee unanimously
said, yes, we should do this study. Just add it as point seven. That's
all I'm asking for.

The Chair: I don't know if there's going to be agreement on this.
I'm holding a “future business” meeting on Thursday with the com‐
mittee. Our meeting on Thursday is future business. Perhaps we
could discuss it then.

Mr. Dan Mazier: Okay.
The Chair: We'll need a discussion probably much greater than

what we could have at the moment.
Mr. Dan Mazier: Very good.

Thank you.
The Chair: Go ahead, Commissioner DeMarco, with your open‐

ing statement.
[Translation]

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco (Commissioner of the Environment
and Sustainable Development, Office of the Auditor General):
Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I would like to recognize that this meeting is taking place on the
traditional unceded territory of the Algonquin Anishinaabe people.

We're happy to be here today to discuss the five performance au‐
dit reports that were tabled in the House of Commons in April of
this year. With me today are Nicholas Swales, James McKenzie,
Kimberley Leach, and Jean-François Nadeau, who were responsi‐
ble for the audits.

Our first audit focused on whether Environment and Climate
Change Canada, Fisheries and Oceans Canada, and Parks Canada
met the timelines set out in the Species at Risk Act for developing
the documents that are required to support the recovery of wildlife
species at risk. We also wanted to know whether the objectives set
out in the recovery strategies and management plans were being
met.

[English]

Overall, we found that the three organizations' efforts to plan and
report on the recovery of species at risk were slow and lacking, and
that objectives were being met for less than half of all species for
which there was sufficient data.

What this means on the ground is that 416 of the 520 species at
risk that had been reassessed since 1982 either showed no change
in status or had entered a higher risk category. In other words, in
more than four decades, the status had improved for only about one
in every five species at risk. We also found large backlogs of
progress reports that are intended to keep departments accountable
and show whether the actions being taken are having a meaningful
impact.

● (1105)

Turning now to our second audit, which also focused on species
at risk, we found that Environment and Climate Change Canada did
not have a proactive approach to providing the minister with timely
advice on using discretionary powers to protect wildlife species and
their habitats.

[Translation]

The Species at Risk Act allows the federal government to step in
when provinces and territories are failing to effectively protect
species at risk and their habitats on non-federal lands. Since the act
came into force almost 20 years ago, a total of 3 emergency orders
have been issued, and all were the result of pressure from sources
external to the federal government.
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I will turn now to our audit of forests and climate change. The
federal government launched the 2 Billion Trees Program to
counter climate change, enhance biodiversity, and support human
well-being.

We found that, given the number of trees planted so far, this pro‐
gram is unlikely to succeed unless significant changes are made. As
well, even if the 2 billion tree goal is achieved, the program’s initial
targets for carbon sequestration by 2030 and 2050 will not be met.

[English]

Although Natural Resources Canada nearly met its goal to plant
30 million trees in 2021, the department fell well short of its 2022
goal of 60 million trees. Delays in signing agreements with planting
partners have not only significantly challenged the department's
ability to plant the number of trees it had planned for 2022 but will
also affect subsequent years, which have much more ambitious
goals.

Since the end of our audit period, we understand that some
progress has been made in signing additional agreements. However,
the department announced it is now counting trees planted under
another department's program—which has different objectives—as
part of the two billion trees program. If this program is no longer
focused on planting two billion incremental trees, its benefits will
be reduced.

[Translation]

In our audit of emission reductions through greenhouse gas regu‐
lations, we examined whether Canada achieved its targets and con‐
tributed to the country’s long-term climate change mitigation goals.
Environment and Climate Change Canada did not know the extent
to which the greenhouse gas regulations we examined contributed
to meeting Canada’s overall emission reduction target. This was be‐
cause the department’s approach to measuring emissions did not at‐
tribute results to specific regulations. The department recognized
that it's challenging to do so because of interactions between policy
measures.

[English]

When we looked at individual regulations, we found mixed re‐
sults. The regulations aimed at reducing emissions from power gen‐
eration achieved their targets, but some of the regulations that
aimed to reduce emissions from vehicles did not. The department
was also very slow to develop new regulations, such as regulations
about clean fuels.

Our last audit examined whether the Office of the Superintendent
of Financial Institutions Canada incorporated climate-related finan‐
cial risks into its risk management systems and frameworks for fed‐
erally regulated financial institutions and pension plans.

[Translation]

We found that, although OSFI has recently made meaningful
progress toward integrating these risks into its supervisory frame‐
work, full implementation is years away. In addition, OSFI did not
view its role as including the advancement of the Government of
Canada’s broader climate goals. There is an opportunity for OSFI
to consider how to adapt its role to further Canada’s whole-of-gov‐

ernment approach to sustainable development and fighting climate
change.

[English]

Our reports show that climate change and biodiversity are intrin‐
sically linked, and that these two crises need to be addressed
through decisive and concerted actions. Government has in place a
range of policy tools to better protect wildlife, restore habitats, re‐
duce greenhouse gases and better prepare for climate change. The
question I ask is whether the government will step up for our sake,
for nature and for future generations.

Mr. Chair, this concludes my opening statement. We would be
pleased to answer any questions the committee may have.

Thank you.

● (1110)

[Translation]

The Chair: Thank you, Commissioner.

We'll move on to the first round, starting with Mr. Deltell.

Mr. Gérard Deltell (Louis-Saint-Laurent, CPC): Thank you
very much, Mr. Chair.

Ladies and gentlemen, thank you very much for being here, and
welcome to your House of Commons committee. Good morning,
colleagues.

Like all Canadians, we recognize that climate change is real and
that it has a real impact on the lives of the men and women who
live here in this country and around the world. Because humans are
partly responsible for this situation, humans bear much of the re‐
sponsibility for fixing it. There are several ways to measure our im‐
pact and, more importantly, to achieve our emission and pollution
reduction targets.

In that regard, Report 5, “Emission Reductions Through Green‐
house Gas Regulations—Environment and Climate Change
Canada”, is quite intriguing, to say the least. I'd like to read what I
think is the most striking part of it:

Overall, we found that Environment and Climate Change Canada did not know
the extent to which the greenhouse gas regulations we examined contributed to
Canada’s overall emission reductions. This was because the department’s ap‐
proach to measuring emissions did not attribute emission results to specific regu‐
lations. As well, we found that the department was too slow to develop the
Clean Fuel Regulations, jeopardizing the pace of Canada’s emission reductions.
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Reading that makes me wonder why the current government has
spent years doing things if it doesn't even know the outcomes.
Spouting lofty principles is one thing, but when there are no results
to back them up, that's another. Plus, when they can't even figure
out what the results mean, it's a waste of time. This is not a new
issue. We've all known about climate change for 25 or 30 years
now, and we're aware of the need to take action.

Can you help me understand why, after all these years, Environ‐
ment Canada can't even perform a rigorous scientific analysis of the
effects of our policies and the impact of pollution reduction, which
is what all Canadians want?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Thank you.

It goes without saying that policies, regulations and so on inter‐
act. Even so, it's possible to measure or estimate the impact of each
policy, each act and each regulation more accurately than what
we're seeing now.

Those interactions shouldn't prevent the department from doing a
better job of assessing how effective strategies and policies are at
achieving their goals. Once drafted, each regulation or strategy has
an objective, such as reducing greenhouse gas emissions by a cer‐
tain number of megatonnes. However, as you said, Canada's emis‐
sions have gone up instead of down over the past 25 to 30 years.
We've been having these problems for three decades now.

That's why we offer recommendations so the department can im‐
prove its approach to things like modelling and estimating rather
than fall back on the interactions excuse. I know that those interac‐
tions exist and that it's probably impossible to get precise answers
about each and every policy, but it is possible to do better.

That's clearly something they need to do so that Canada can fi‐
nally hit a target after 30 years of missing them.

● (1115)

Mr. Gérard Deltell: In that same report, you say that methane is
what worries you most. Specifically, the report says, “This is wor‐
rying because methane has 25 times the warming potential of car‐
bon dioxide over a 100-year period.”

The government is unable to accurately measure whether every‐
thing it says it's been trying to do for the past eight years has had
any real impact. The question remains. How can you accurately
measure whether the policies implemented over the past eight years
have produced results or whether the results the government claims
it has achieved are real?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: That question should be put to depart‐
mental representatives so they can explain their approaches.

What we found was that there are problems with their estimates
relating to methane and emissions from forests. We made a number
of recommendations in reports 1 and 5 to help them improve their
approach to measuring methane and emissions from forests. How‐
ever, I would suggest you ask the departments what they intend to
do to come up with better estimates of methane emissions and net
emissions from forests.

Mr. Gérard Deltell: Thank you.

How can anyone really measure the consequences of pollution in
Canada when our biggest neighbour, the United States, is so near‐
by? Consider very dense industrial areas like Detroit, Michigan, a
city located very close to the Canadian border. How can anyone de‐
termine that pollution in Canada is generated by Canada and not by
our neighbour?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Pollution and greenhouse gases certain‐
ly do cross borders, and they have a major impact everywhere.
Emissions are the same whether they come from Canada or Detroit.
What matters is that all countries, including Canada and the United
States, need to reduce their emissions.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

I have to apologize. I've just been informed that the representa‐
tives of the five departments and agencies who are here with us to‐
day want five minutes for opening remarks.

I'll ask the committee members if they would rather end the first
round of questions before giving the representatives a chance to de‐
liver their opening remarks or have them deliver those remarks now
before Mr. Longfield, Ms. Pauzé and Mr. Bachrach get their turn.

Ms. Monique Pauzé (Repentigny, BQ): That's unfortunate for
Mr. Deltell because he didn't hear all the departmental presenta‐
tions. Does he think that's fair?

Mr. Gérard Deltell: Ms. Pauzé, I really appreciate your concern,
but I feel I accomplished what I wanted to. Thank you.

The Chair: Okay, thanks.

I would now ask the representatives of the five departments and
agencies to deliver their opening remarks. You have up to five min‐
utes. Again, I apologize for this.

Ms. Bouchard, you have the floor.

Ms. Nicole Bouchard (Director general, Biodiversity Man‐
agement, Department of Fisheries and Oceans): Good morning
Mr. Chair and committee members.

My name is Nicole Bouchard and I am the Director General of
Biodiversity Management at Fisheries and Oceans Canada. I appre‐
ciate the opportunity to appear before this committee on behalf of
the department to speak to the follow-up audit on the recovery of
species at risk.

The Commissioner’s report raises awareness of the global biodi‐
versity crisis and challenges the government and its partners face in
delivering the best possible conservation outcomes. On behalf of
my department, I'd like to thank the Commissioner for his work and
acknowledge the report’s conclusions.
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● (1120)

Moreover, Fisheries and Oceans Canada has agreed with the rec‐
ommendations put forth in the audit report and is taking action to
address them. These measures will help the department more effec‐
tively plan and report on the recovery of species listed under the
Species at Risk Act. This will contribute to species recovery and, in
turn, to the commitments Canada made under the Kunming-Mon‐
treal Global Biodiversity Framework to halt and reverse biodiversi‐
ty loss by 2030.

Recovery documents are planning documents that describe what
needs to be done to arrest or reverse the decline of a species. These
documents can be seen as the building blocks for recovery, the
foundation. The department relies on robust scientific information
to guide the recovery planning and implementation process.

[English]

Moreover, recovery planning doesn't happen in a vacuum.
Rather, it depends on the co-operation and meaningful participation
of a number of partners and stakeholders, including indigenous
people and communities, provincial and territorial governments,
wildlife management boards, industry, academic institutions, NGOs
and the public.

Engaging partners and stakeholders through the recovery plan‐
ning process sets the stage for the successful implementation of re‐
covery measures. Per the Species at Risk Act, the protection and re‐
covery of aquatic species at risk is a shared responsibility. Partner
and stakeholder buy-in is essential to future leadership, collabora‐
tion and participation in advancing water stewardship and recovery
projects across Canada.

[Translation]

The audit report highlighted the need for continued efforts to
complete outstanding recovery documents and progress reports.
Fisheries and Oceans Canada is working diligently and has made
progress on recovery planning. For example, as of March 31, 2023,
90% of listed aquatic species had a published recovery strategy,
compared to 80% in March 2020. Since 2018, Fisheries and Oceans
Canada has also produced 48 additional progress reports. In addi‐
tion, as of March 31, 2023, 98% of aquatic species with a critical
habit identified in a recovery document have a protection order,
compared to 54% in March 2020.

[English]

Internally, Fisheries and Oceans Canada has undertaken a review
of its recovery document processes with a focus on implementing
efficiencies, strengthening guidance, maintaining program capacity
and enhancing collaboration. In response to the audit's recommen‐
dation, DFO has started an analysis of available data and informa‐
tion to estimate the timelines and resources required to address
overdue recovery documentation. This analysis will further inform
improvements to the current recovery planning process.

The nature legacy initiative helped to lay the foundation for work
that is under way to transition the department from the historical
use of species-by-species approaches to multispecies approaches,
where it makes sense to do so.

[Translation]

In closing, Fisheries and Oceans Canada is committed to fulfill‐
ing its obligations under the Species at Risk Act, including with re‐
gard to recovery planning. The department will continue to develop
recovery documents within the timelines set out in the Act and to
work in close collaboration with all partners and stakeholders to
support species at risk protection and recovery.

Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll now go to the representatives of Natural Resources. I be‐
lieve Ms. Frison will be speaking.

[English]

Yes, go ahead for five minutes, please.

Ms. Monique Frison (Director General, Trade, Economics
and Industry Branch, Department of Natural Resources):
Thanks.

My name is Monique Frison. I'm a director general at the Cana‐
dian Forest Service at Natural Resources Canada. We want to thank
the commissioner for the audit on forest and climate change.

I just wanted to note that we agree with all but one of the recom‐
mendations from the commissioner. We are working very closely
with Environment and Climate Change Canada. We're working to‐
gether on those recommendations.

Forests and other nature-based solutions are an integral part of
the fight against climate change. Trees generate many long-term
benefits, including the revitalization of fire-ravaged areas, creation
of green jobs, enhancement of the well-being of Canadians, carbon
sequestration and habitat for diverse species.

As Minister Wilkinson has said, the commitment to plant two
billion trees is a “marathon....not a sprint”. The two billion tree pro‐
gram will yield the majority of trees planted toward our commit‐
ment. As it moves forward, we will keep our foundational principle
top of mind, which is to plant the right tree in the right place for the
right reasons.

The Government of Canada has made significant progress on its
commitment to plant two billion trees. In August, we announced we
had already planted over 110 million of those trees toward that
commitment. We have agreements signed or under negotiation to
plant 370 million trees by 2031, and there's more to come because
we will continue to fund projects that provide a wide variety of
benefits to Canadians.
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Provinces and territories are key partners for us in implementing
our objective of planting two billion trees. Minister Wilkinson has
engaged with his counterparts since this summer and the fire season
to reiterate his commitment to work collaboratively with them to
deliver climate change adaptation and mitigation solutions for
Canadians, not only to recover from the recent and past wildfires
but also to adapt for the future.

On forest carbon, we will continue to partner with Environment
and Climate Change Canada to produce world-class GHG estimates
using methodology supported by more than 100 peer-reviewed re‐
search papers. We continue our efforts to stay current with the latest
advancements in this field. For instance, budget 2023, as part of its
investments in forests and in forest workers, included funding to
improve our forest data and reporting. Our regular discussions with
forestry experts and stakeholders mean we are aware of the best
available science, data and best practices, as well as where we can
improve. Our modelling tools will continue to evolve thanks to
scrutiny by experts and peer-review processes.

We're proud that our reporting methods align with internationally
accepted practices, as the commissioner has noted. This means we
produce a “big picture” report that collectively reflects human im‐
pacts such as harvesting, regeneration, fire suppression and conser‐
vation. This method of reporting meets the reporting guidelines of
the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change,
and it reflects guidance from the Intergovernmental Panel on Cli‐
mate Change.

To conclude, there is no solution to climate change without
forests. Nature-based climate solutions are an integral part of the
solution. The good news is that interest remains high in tree-plant‐
ing among all our partners, whether they are municipalities, indige‐
nous communities and governments, private companies, or
provinces and territories.

I'll say this again: The process is a marathon, not a sprint, but ev‐
ery tree planted along the way to two billion provides benefits for
Canadians for decades.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.
● (1125)

The Chair: Thank you very much, Ms. Frison.

We'll go to Tara Shannon from ECCC.

[Translation]
Ms. Tara Shannon (Assistant Deputy Minister, Canadian

Wildlife Services, Department of the Environment): Thank you,
Mr. Chair.

[English]

Tara Shannon, assistant deputy minister of the Canadian Wildlife
Service at Environment and Climate Change Canada.

My colleagues and I are happy to meet with the committee today
to discuss ECCC's management action plan in response to the com‐
missioner's audit recommendations regarding the implementation
of the Species at Risk Act and Canada's greenhouse gas emission
regulations. I'm joined today by Derek Hermanutz, director general

of economic analysis; and Mark Cauchi, director general of energy
and transportation at ECCC.

The objective of audit report two, as the commissioner noted, fo‐
cused on whether ECCC, Fisheries and Oceans Canada and Parks
Canada met the Species at Risk Act timeline requirements to devel‐
op recovery documents and related implementation reports and
whether the objectives set out in said documents were met. The ob‐
jective of audit report three focused on whether Environment and
Climate Change Canada took a timely and evidence-based ap‐
proach to informing the Minister of Environment and Climate
Change's recommendations to apply the Species at Risk Act's dis‐
cretionary power provisions for terrestrial wildlife species on non-
federal lands.

The department acknowledges the recommendations for im‐
provement and is taking action to address them. The department is
committed to ensuring the efficient implementation of the Species
at Risk Act across all programming areas, which includes the use of
the safety net and emergency order provisions on non-federal lands,
as appropriate, and the timely development of recovery documents
for species at risk.

The Species at Risk report findings show that more must be done
to halt and reverse biodiversity loss. Canada is committed to work‐
ing collaboratively with provinces, territories, indigenous peoples
and stakeholders to protect and recover species at risk across the
country and to fulfilling its obligations under SARA.

In terms of report five, the objective of the audit report focused
on whether regulations administered by ECCC achieved their GHG
emissions reduction targets. The department appreciates the com‐
missioner's three recommendations, and we have implemented ac‐
tion plans to address them.
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Although Canada has made significant progress in implementing
GHG regulations as well as all the other measures in the 2022 emis‐
sions reduction plan, achieving our 2030 target of 40% to 45% re‐
ductions from 2005 levels and reaching net zero by 2050 will re‐
quire significant effort to accelerate emissions reductions. These
goals are being supported by an all-of-government approach, which
includes a wide range of policy instruments, ranging from regula‐
tions to using federal procurement to transform markets and provid‐
ing direct financial support to decarbonization projects, and the nu‐
merous investment tax credits announced in the last fall economic
update and budget 2023.

We are working to integrate the three recommendations from the
commissioner into our work as we implement our current regula‐
tions and develop new ones. The department is committed to con‐
tinuing to improve our ability to model the impacts of new mea‐
sures and to monitoring and reporting the impacts of existing mea‐
sures. This includes improving how we use sensitivity analysis in
our modelling.

In regard to the findings on methane, ECCC also committed to
continue engaging with British Columbia, Alberta and
Saskatchewan on the ongoing implementation of those provinces'
methane regulations. Ensuring that provincial actions deliver ex‐
pected results is a key feature of any equivalency agreement we en‐
ter into. This information will also be important when the existing
agreements expire and renewal is discussed.

In our action plan we also committed to addressing the commis‐
sioner's third recommendation to use the most recent measurement-
based data to improve the accuracy of the oil and gas sector
methane emissions we publish in the national inventory report. This
commitment was made in our most recent report.

We are happy to respond to any questions.

[Translation]

Thank you.

● (1130)

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Shannon.

Stéphane Tardif, Managing Director of OSFI's Climate Risk
Hub, you have the floor for five minutes.

[English]
Mr. Stephane Tardif (Managing Director, Climate Risks, Of‐

fice of the Superintendent of Financial Institutions): Thank you,
Mr. Chair and members of the committee.

My name is Stephane Tardif and I'm the managing director of
OSFI's climate risk hub. I'm joined by my colleague Theresa Hinz,
executive director of OSFI's regulatory affairs directorate.

OSFI is mandated to ensure the financial soundness and opera‐
tional resilience of the institutions under its supervision. We are re‐
sponsible for the prudential regulation and supervision of federally
regulated financial institutions and federally regulated private pen‐
sion plans. We supervise FRFIs with respect to their governance,
solvency, liquidity, safety, soundness and operational resilience.

It's my pleasure today to update you on OSFI's progress towards
addressing the commissioner's five recommendations regarding the
supervision of climate-related risks.

In March, we published guideline B-15, which sets clear pruden‐
tial expectations for the management of climate-related risks by
federally regulated financial institutions. It also communicates ex‐
pectations for climate-related financial disclosures and transition
plans that consider both physical risks and transition risks.

In June, to increase the breadth of our public outreach on cli‐
mate, OSFI launched the climate risk forum to continue raising
awareness and building capacity within Canada's regulated finan‐
cial sector with respect to responding to climate-related risks. We
recently used this forum to publicly consult on draft climate statisti‐
cal risk data returns—a new tri-agency initiative with the Bank of
Canada and the Canada Deposit Insurance Corporation. In early
2024, we'll also publish a “what we heard” report on OSFI's web‐
site through this initiative.

Yesterday, we published the draft methodology for a standard‐
ized climate-scenario analysis exercise that we will run in 2024.
This scenario analysis exercise will help over 300 regulated finan‐
cial institutions build up their capacity to conduct climate-scenario
analysis. We'll use the forum again to conduct consultations for this
work.

OSFI's new supervisory framework—which includes climate risk
as a transverse risk—will become effective in 2024 and will be
published on OSFI's website early next year. We have webinars
scheduled for regulated financial institutions in early November to
share more on requirements and timelines prior to the effective
date.

When we published guideline B-15 in March 2023, we signalled
that it would continue to evolve as standards and best practices ad‐
vance both internationally and domestically. To that end, we are
now working on changes to B-15 focused on disclosures, following
the publication this summer of the International Sustainability Stan‐
dards Board's S1 and S2 disclosure standards, which focus on gov‐
ernance, strategy, risk management, metrics and targets. We antici‐
pate releasing an updated version of B-15 in March 2024.
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To ensure an efficient and effective pension regulatory system in
Canada, OSFI has been focused on coordinating with the Canadian
Association of Pension Supervisory Authorities. CAPSA recently
completed a consultation for a draft risk management guideline.
The finalized CAPSA guideline on pension plan risk management
is expected to be published in March 2024.

Finally, this winter we will table OSFI's departmental sustainable
development strategy in Parliament and publish it on the OSFI
website.

These are just some of the highlights of the progress we have
made to date.

Thank you, Mr. Chair. I welcome questions from the committee.
● (1135)

The Chair: Last but not least, we have Ms. Lisa Young, director
of conservation strategy at Parks Canada.

Ms. Lisa Young (Director, Conservation Strategy Branch,
Parks Canada Agency): Thank you, Mr. Chair and committee
members.

As mentioned, my name is Lisa Young. I'm the director of the
conservation strategy branch within the protected areas establish‐
ment and conservation directorate.

Thank you for the opportunity to be here today and to share some
details concerning Parks Canada's responsibilities related to the
Species at Risk Act, also known as SARA.

The minister responsible for Parks Canada is a competent author‐
ity under the Species at Risk Act and is competent for over 260 ter‐
restrial and aquatic species at risk that frequent Parks Canada ad‐
ministered places. Parks Canada works in collaboration with Envi‐
ronment and Climate Change Canada and Fisheries and Oceans
Canada for a number of these species, as their range extends be‐
yond Parks Canada administered places. We have a strong species
at risk program, and we are in a unique position to support species
at risk through taking on-the-ground action in the places the agency
administers. Parks Canada works in collaboration with indigenous
partners and stakeholders, other government departments and
provinces and territories on many elements of this work.

Parks Canada works within the species at risk cycle of assess‐
ment, protection, recovery planning, implementation, and monitor‐
ing and evaluation to support species and conducts outreach and ed‐
ucation activities for visitors and Canadians. The committee may
wish to look at Parks Canada's website or YouTube channel for
some examples of our work.

While Parks Canada implements and enforces the Species at
Risk Act, many of Parks Canada administered places also offer ad‐
ditional protection, such as through the Canada National Parks Act
and associated regulations. We develop recovery strategies or man‐
agement plans for species that occur primarily on the lands and wa‐
ters that Parks Canada administers, and there is not a backlog for
these documents.

Parks Canada is working collaboratively with Environment and
Climate Change Canada and Fisheries and Oceans Canada on re‐
covery documents for species at risk that occur inside and outside

Parks Canada administered places and on a variety of guidance and
policy documents.

Parks Canada has developed 23 site-based, multispecies action
plans that address over 200 SARA-listed species across 55 places
administered by Parks Canada. These action plans set population
and distribution objectives and identify concrete measures that are
required to achieve those objectives.

Since 2018, Parks Canada has invested more than $20 million in
implementing SARA recovery actions. These investments address
85 species in 38 places. For instance, Parks Canada has invested in
re-establishing genetically pure populations of westslope cutthroat
trout in Hidden Lake in Banff National Park. This species is impor‐
tant as it is a native species with specific habitat needs, such as a
cold, clean freshwater environment, and for this reason they are
considered an indicator species. Their presence shows that habitats
and ecosystems are healthy. A four-step approach has occurred and
included identifying habitat refuges, removing non-native fish,
reintroducing native trout and monitoring for success. As a result of
this work, we are seeing westslope cutthroat trout swimming in
Hidden Creek for the first time in 50 years.

Following the species at risk requirements, Parks Canada has de‐
veloped and posted 19 implementation reports describing progress
made against delivering its multispecies action plans. As of spring
2023, 76% of the actions called for in Parks Canada's 23 action
plans have been implemented, and the work is ongoing.

Parks Canada thanks the commissioner for his reports and is act‐
ing on the findings from the report “Follow-up on Recovery of
Species at Risk” and the report “Discretionary Powers to Protect
Species at Risk”. Parks Canada is on track to address the recom‐
mendations, working in collaboration with Environment and Cli‐
mate Change Canada and with Fisheries and Oceans Canada, as ap‐
propriate.

I'd like to thank you again for the opportunity to be here today
and to share this information. I am happy to answer any questions.

Thank you.

[Translation]

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Young.

We'll pick up where we left off.

Mr. Longfield, you have the floor.

[English]

Mr. Lloyd Longfield (Guelph, Lib.): Thank you, Chair.

Thank you all for your presentations.
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It's difficult for us to ask questions in this limited amount of time
with all the experts in the field that we have at the table here. I want
to start with Mr. DeMarco on the structure of the audits around the
planting of the trees, looking at how far we go into the partners who
are at the table and possibly looking for some root causes as to the
delays in some of the implementations you noted in your report.

I'm looking in particular at Ontario, where my riding is and
where the Ontario government cancelled a program for planting
trees. They cancelled $4.7 million to Forests Ontario, which had an
associated 50 million trees attached to that program. That was done
in 2019. Then, in 2022, the federal government came to the table
with $12.7 million for Forests Ontario to plant 7.2 million trees.

The partner, Forests Ontario, would be an interesting one to talk
to. Is that somebody you would normally talk to in the course of
your audit, or would you look at the externalities that are causing
delays and what the root causes are?
● (1140)

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: We focused on the federal program, the
two billion trees. They do have partners that also partner with
provinces. There are several different tree-planting programs.

Our focus was on the two billion trees program for the first half
of this audit and then on forest accounting for the second half of
this audit.

At the two-year mark, which is when we did this audit in the
hopes of doing essentially a report card on the early return so they
could course correct and still meet the two billion trees target by
2031, we found that they were slow off the mark in creating the
necessary partnerships primarily with the provinces, because, as
you know, most Crown land in Canada in the provinces is with the
provincial Crown rather than the federal Crown. Essentially they've
designed a program where the federal government, in order to
achieve its objective, is an obligate collaborator with the provinces
and others. If they can't find enough dance partners, they can't com‐
plete the dance of the two billion trees, using that analogy.

They've made some progress since we've finished the audit in
those partnerships, but they have a long way to go.

Mr. Lloyd Longfield: I have very limited time, but would you
then work with the auditors in the provinces? I don't think Ontario
even has an environmental auditor you could partner with to see
whether their programs are going to be moving forward or being
audited.

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: There are commissioners of the envi‐
ronment at the federal level and in Quebec and Ontario. We do dis‐
cuss the audit topics that we're covering. Occasionally, we will do a
collaborative audit like on climate change in 2017 and 2018. We
work with them behind the scenes and also sometimes with a col‐
laborative audit such as the climate one.

Mr. Lloyd Longfield: That's very important. Thank you for
putting that out.

Ms. Frison, in terms of the trees that are getting planted, I was at
the arboretum at the University of Guelph last Friday, and I had a
walk through the arboretum, which is an amazing thing to be able
to do. They tie with arboretums around the world.

I'm looking at species at risk in terms of trees. I'm not sure, Ms.
Young, if that meets the SARA list or not. Species at risk include
trees but also would inform which trees need to go where. Working
with universities seems to be a missing piece, in that it's not just a
matter of taking all the seedlings of spruce trees and running
around the country. It's a very targeted program. Could you com‐
ment a little on that?

Ms. Monique Frison: The projects we've seen so far have quite
a variety to them. Some projects are planting spruce trees in large
areas outside of urban populations. Some projects are in local con‐
servation areas. Some projects are downtown. We have a project
with the City of Edmonton to plant a million trees in the city. For
every one of those projects, before we approve a project and before
we sign on with partner, we look at things like what kinds of trees
and what kind of expertise is going to helping plant and prepare the
ground and the soil to ensure the trees live, but we also look at is‐
sues around species at risk in collaboration with the Canadian
Wildlife Service as well as the trees themselves. We look at all of
those issues.

Mr. Lloyd Longfield: Thank you so much for the answer.

I want to flip over to OSFI with Mr. Tardif and the report on the
finances.

When you look at Canada's economy being one of the most
emissions-intensive in the world on a GDP and a per capita basis
and how exposed we are to climate-related financial risks, do you
tie in with the Parliamentary Budget Officer, who, in his last report,
didn't look at externalities like the financial risks around climate
change?

● (1145)

The Chair: Answer really briefly, please.

Mr. Stephane Tardif: Mr. Chair, we have not tied in with the
Parliamentary Budget Officer on his recent report.

The Chair: Thank you.

[Translation]

Thank you, Mr. Longfield.

Ms. Pauzé, you have the floor.

Ms. Monique Pauzé: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I want to thank everyone for being with us this morning.

Commissioner, I'll follow up on what my colleague, Mr. Deltell,
was saying about methane emissions. In your report, you said that
you can't tell if the regulations are working or if the desired out‐
come is being achieved.
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First, how is it possible that major sources of methane emissions
have been ignored? Methane produced during oil and gas extrac‐
tion, for example. The first set of requirements was supposed to be
implemented in 2020 and the second in 2023. Does this suggest at‐
tempts to track methane emissions in Canada have failed?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Emissions tracking in Canada is lack‐
ing. As I said earlier, methane emissions and how forests affect
emissions are two examples of areas where there are problems with
the estimates.

We don't know all the problems, but we recommended that the
departments try to improve things because this has implications for
both future and past emissions. We don't know Canada's exact base‐
line because there are a lot of unknowns about methane.

If both departments act on our recommendations, I hope we will
get a more complete picture that will include Canada's methane
emissions because they have a very significant impact on global
warming.

Ms. Monique Pauzé: Are you confirming that emissions from
oil and gas extraction are not currently being accounted for?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: It's not that the emissions are not ac‐
counted for at all. Efforts are being made to do that, but there are
deficiencies. The departments can give you more details and tell
you about the efforts they are currently making to try to address
those deficiencies and do more accurate accounting. That way, we
could have more accurate and effective regulations.

Ms. Monique Pauzé: Speaking of being more accurate and ef‐
fective, did I understand correctly that the department does mod‐
elling for each regulation? If it does, why can't you specify the
amount of greenhouse gases that each regulation helps remove?
There really seems to be an issue with the way methane is mea‐
sured.

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Yes. There are interactions but, as you
said, when regulations are proposed, they include an estimate of
how many megatonnes of greenhouse gas emissions they will avert.
We should try to do that as we implement the regulations, so that
we can make the necessary changes and keep from falling short
again on the 2030 target.

It's possible to make that estimate when the regulations are pro‐
posed. I know it's a challenge because there are interactions, but it's
better than doing nothing and wondering why we haven't met our
greenhouse gas reduction target in 2030.
● (1150)

Ms. Monique Pauzé: Why do the heavy-duty vehicle and engine
greenhouse gas emission regulations not seem to be working?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: We found that results vary from regula‐
tion to regulation. Some of them work well, but in other cases there
is a gap between the target and the results. The department should
explain to you in detail why there have been gaps like those to date.
I can tell you that the heavy-duty vehicle and engine greenhouse
gas emission regulations are up for review soon, and I believe the
review will include a new emissions reduction target.

Ms. Monique Pauzé: You also said that the federal government
intends to work together with the provinces, but if that doesn't
work, what additional measures or commitments should Environ‐

ment and Climate Change Canada look at to improve its assessment
of the regulations? It has to work with the provinces on this.

Perhaps this is a question for the department.

The Chair: Who would like to respond? Very quickly, please.

[English]

Mr. Mark Cauchi (Director General, Energy and Trans‐
portation, Department of the Environment): I heard three ques‐
tions. I'll very quickly try to answer them.

The first one is on methane. I appreciate the comment made. We
accept the auditor's report and are making efforts to improve how
we measure methane.

[Translation]

It's really complicated right now. All of our international partners
agree that the estimates for these emissions need to improve.

[English]

It's an issue that is very much globally recognized as a problem
and as a challenge. We are working—

The Chair: We'll have to stop there, unfortunately. We're up to
seven minutes now.

Go ahead, Mr. Bachrach.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): In the
interest of equity, Mr. Chair, I expect I'll get seven minutes as well.

The Chair: Equity is sometimes a very difficult and flexible
concept.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Thank you to our witnesses for appearing
today. This is an ambitious meeting in which we're trying to ask
questions about five different reports, so I'll try to be as succinct as
I can.

Starting with species at risk act, Mr. DeMarco, one sentence that
really stood out for me in your report was that the federal govern‐
ment has invoked emergency orders only three times. On all three
occasions it was due to pressure from external sources. Is that how
the species at risk framework is supposed to work?

What were those three sources of external pressure?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Yes, we are motoring through a lot of
reports today. I hesitate to tell you that we have five more coming
in a couple of weeks. Hopefully we'll be back for those as well, and
we're happy to do a deep dive on any of these issues in a specific
hearing, while we do the overview as we are today.
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With species at risk, remember that, especially for endangered
and threatened species, these are species that are already in, essen‐
tially, the equivalent of the emergency room of biodiversity. How‐
ever, in the history of SARA, we've seen only three instances in
which the emergency order power has been used and no instances
in which the safety net power has been used.

This lack of action and lack of use of these tools run contrary to
the urgent action needed on the biodiversity crisis. It wouldn't be a
problem if we were confident that the provinces and territories were
doing their part, as this is a matter of shared jurisdiction, but as the
statistics in our report note, the vast majority of the species that
have been listed since the 1980s are not in better shape than they
were. We know, on the ground and in the waters, that the problem
is getting worse. It's self-evident that these powers are being under‐
utilized, given that we have so many species that are at risk and not
recovering.

● (1155)

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Very briefly, is it a lack of political will?
Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: The way the Species at Risk Act has

been designed is unlike the Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act
or the Canadian Environmental Protection Act, in which the equiv‐
alent of the safety net, the equivalency provisions, apply automati‐
cally. The Species at Risk Act requires a positive government inter‐
vention in order to invoke the net. The status quo is that it's not ap‐
plied if there's a lack of action.

In this case it's a question for the department and the minister, ul‐
timately—and cabinet, I suppose—but the fact that these provisions
are not utilized even though there's a biodiversity crisis and a grow‐
ing list of species at risk shows you that Canada is not doing
enough to protect its biodiversity.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: I think there was a “yes” in there some‐
where—that it's a lack of political will. I'm reading between the
lines.

Just in the interest of time, I'm going to move on. There are also
serious concerns about the listing process. The concerns you've ex‐
pressed in your report are about species that have already been list‐
ed, but there's also a concern about the listing process for species.

I want to discuss specifically two runs of interior Fraser River
steelhead. In the Thompson River run this year, there were 371 fish
that came back. There should be thousands of fish. It's the eighth
lowest on record. In the Chilcotin River, 134 steelhead returned,
which is the sixth lowest on record. However, these runs, which are
genetically distinct, are not listed under SARA.

My question is for Ms. Bouchard from DFO. In 2018 a DFO sci‐
entist raised alarm bells about the editing of a report completed by
scientists regarding these two runs of steelhead specifically. Some‐
one from the Canada science advisory secretariat, which is essen‐
tially a secretariat that conducts the peer review of science advice
for DFO, warned that the changed document was undermining the
scientific credibility of the process. Essentially, the scientists put to‐
gether this document that raised alarm bells about interior Fraser
steelhead, and then someone in the deputy minister's office edited
the report to downplay the risks. That led to a decision by then min‐

ister Jonathan Wilkinson, in 2019, to not list interior Fraser steel‐
head.

Has the department taken any measures since then to prevent
non-scientific officials from editing scientific reports to downplay
risks and prevent the listing of species under SARA?

Ms. Nicole Bouchard: Unfortunately, I don't know that specific
event you're talking about. I don't have the information. It's not the
topic of the day, so I was not prepared for that.

As we know, we have a robust CSAS process—the scientific
peer review process. That's all I can say.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: How few fish would there have to be for
them to be listed under SARA?

Is that a question you can answer?

Ms. Nicole Bouchard: The listing process was also the topic of
a previous report.

All salmon populations are under assessment for a decision re‐
garding listing. We're doing the consultation, the science advice, the
socio-economic analysis of impacts and all those considerations be‐
fore we can make the listing decisions.

As you probably know, we also have the pacific salmon strategy,
where we are putting a lot of effort into the recovery of pacific
salmon.

The Chair: That takes us to six minutes.

We'll start our second round now with Mr. Mazier for five min‐
utes.

Mr. Dan Mazier: Thank you, Chair. Thank you to the guests for
coming here today.

Commissioner, in 2019, the Liberals promised to plant two bil‐
lion trees by 2031.

According to your estimates, will the government plant two bil‐
lion trees through their original program on time, yes or no?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Given the developments this summer, I
would say no, because it's no longer an incremental trees program.
It's becoming partly a tree-counting program instead of a tree-plant‐
ing program.

Mr. Dan Mazier: Thank you.

If the government somehow plants two billion trees, do you be‐
lieve that the government's emissions reduction targets through this
program will be met, yes or no?
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Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Again, because they're double counting
now with another program—the low-carbon economy fund—the
added value of the program has diminished to the extent that, right
now, of the 100 million or so trees that we just heard had been
planted, about half of those—49%—actually come from another
program.
● (1200)

Mr. Dan Mazier: Thank you.

Mr. Hermanutz, the commissioner mentioned the regulatory im‐
pact analysis statement for the government's clean fuel regulations.

Was the government given this analysis prior to approving the
clean fuel regulations, yes or no?

Mr. Derek Hermanutz (Director General, Economic Analysis
Directorate, Department of the Environment): Yes, that analysis
is part of the decision-making process.

Mr. Dan Mazier: The impact analysis stated that the clean fuel
regulations would increase the cost of energy and “disproportion‐
ately impact lower and middle-income” Canadians. Is this correct,
yes or no?

Mr. Derek Hermanutz: That is correct, yes.
Mr. Dan Mazier: The government was advised that the clean fu‐

el regulations would increase the cost of fuel and still proceeded
with them.

Mr. Derek Hermanutz: The estimated impacts in the RIAS are
for the full implementation of the regulations by 2030. There is
flexibility within the regulations in terms of different pathways. Ul‐
timately, the increase in costs will be determined by choices made
by refineries and which pathways and which compliance options
they choose to comply with the regulations.

Mr. Dan Mazier: There was no disputing that they were advised
that these fuel regulations would increase the cost of fuel.

Mr. Derek Hermanutz: Yes, the RIAS contains a cost-benefit
analysis, which showed that there's a net benefit to the regulation.
The benefits to society exceed the costs.

Mr. Dan Mazier: Okay.

Commissioner, the government tells Canadians that the environ‐
ment plan is working. They tell Canadians to trust them. They tell
Canadians not to worry, yet your report proves something very dif‐
ferent.

You mentioned that the government's emissions reduction esti‐
mates “were either overly optimistic or had no rationale.” On the
emissions reduction plan, you state that the government “was not
transparent in its reporting”. On the government's environmental
regulations, you stated that the department “could not estimate
whether any regulation had its intended effect.”

How can Canadians believe that this government's plan for the
environment is working?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: For the series of audits—and I'm going
to go back—from 2021 to now, during my tenure as commissioner,
the conclusion is on a net basis on the climate file. Canada's plans
have not been working over the past 30 years.

We will soon be tabling our initial analysis of the new emissions
reduction plan this November, which is over a year earlier than re‐
quired under the legislation. We're trying to lead by example by
meeting a deadline ahead of time with that report. We will have
more to say about that. We're happy to come back in November
once we table our first report under the net-zero act.

To date, I can tell you—and the graph that is on the cover of our
2021 report shows—that Canada's plans to date have not worked in
terms of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Greenhouse gas emis‐
sions are up from 1990 to now.

Mr. Dan Mazier: I will go back to Mr. Hermanutz. Did the gov‐
ernment conduct a specific analysis on how the clean fuel regula‐
tions would impact rural Canadians, yes or no?

Mr. Derek Hermanutz: The analysis includes regional break‐
downs by different provinces in Canada, but does not have a break‐
down of the impacts on urban versus rural.

Mr. Dan Mazier: Then for the regional, could you table those
results?

Mr. Derek Hermanutz: Yes, we can provide you with a copy of
the RIAS and the cost-benefit analysis contained within it.

The Chair: Go ahead, Mr. van Koeverden.

Mr. Adam van Koeverden (Milton, Lib.): Thank you, Mr.
Chair.

Thank you to all the witnesses and experts who joined us today.
It's a big group, and so far it's been cruising along pretty well. Actu‐
ally, I'm pretty impressed with how many folks we're managing to
hear from today, so thank you very much for your contributions.

My first question will be for Mr. DeMarco. The 2021 ERP clear‐
ly shows that, if other sectors exceed their 2030 targets in the emis‐
sions reduction plan, we still might miss our targets if emissions
from the oil and gas sector continue to increase. I have a couple of
questions with respect to the balance between emissions from elec‐
tricity production, which you said—and correct me if I'm wrong—
are coming closer to meeting their targets, and other sectors such as
transportation.

The question I would like to pose is whether or not you think it's
likely that emissions from the oil and gas sector, as well as electric‐
ity production and transportation, will possibly decline in the ab‐
sence of any regulation or emissions cap for the oil and gas sector. I
suppose the question with respect to electricity applies only to
provinces that use fossil fuels to produce electricity, but that's the
first half of my question to you.

● (1205)

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Okay. That's a big half. Let's try to cov‐
er off some of that.
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The question about whether oil and gas-related emissions.... The
two biggest sources of emissions in Canada are oil and gas and
transportation, as I think you are aware. Whether oil and gas emis‐
sions will decline...and they do need to decline for Canada to meet
its 2030 target and, obviously, meet the 2050 net-zero target.

Can they decline without the imposition of a cap? Is that what
you're asking? Conceivably they could because there are so many
different tools that you can use to reduce emissions. Whether it's a
regulation, a cap, an incentive or a carbon price, there are a whole
bunch of different tools. Our office isn't here to say which tools you
should use for every one, but I know that the federal government is
thinking of imposing an oil and gas cap. It could achieve reductions
through a range of different tools, though.

I should add, though, that this historical and present belief that
oil and gas production can continue to rise in Canada, especially
from the more carbon-intensive sources, but we could still have a
net reduction in emissions because of efficiencies hasn't been the
case. We've had increases in efficiencies over the last 30 years, but
the total volume of production has outpaced the efficiencies so that
many of those efficiencies are drowned out by the overall increase
in production.

Canada has to get a handle on that and either make vast improve‐
ments in efficiency or figure out something like a cap on emissions,
if it's going to actually add up to the 40% target in 2030 and net ze‐
ro in 2050.

Mr. Adam van Koeverden: I'm going to skip the second half of
my question just to focus on some of the things you mentioned
there.

You referenced some of Canada's more carbon-intensive oil and
gas products. We asked the CEO of Suncor to come to the commit‐
tee. He rejected our invitation. I would have loved to ask....

We continually hear that Canadian oil and gas is the cleanest and
lowest carbon-intensive in the world, but then sometimes when you
talk to others you hear another story. Can you tell us what some of
those more oil-intensive oil and gas products are in Canada, what
the balance is and how that's different from other countries' prod‐
ucts?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: To use an obvious example, the oil
sands, it takes a lot of energy just to extract the oil, usually by using
natural gas and other fossil fuels, which have their own emissions.
That's not even counting the fact that much of that fossil fuel is then
exported and combusted somewhere else, which also adds to cli‐
mate change. You get, essentially, a double whammy from the
emissions related to the extraction and production, and then you
have the emissions related to the combustion in a vehicle, a boiler
or a power plant overseas.

We can't continue to have this net flux of fossil carbon in the
form of coal, oil and natural gas go from underground or under the
seas into the atmosphere while thinking that we can somehow limit
warming to 1.5°C. If we keep having that transfer of fossil carbon
from underground into the atmosphere, the planet heats up. There's
no getting around that.
[Translation]

The Chair: Thank you.

Ms. Pauzé, you have the floor for two and a half minutes.

Ms. Monique Pauzé: Thank you.

I want to come back to the impact trees and forests have on emis‐
sions and climate change. The impact has been poorly assessed and
accounted for, and therefore we won't be meeting the targets. That's
clearly the case, and I believe you said it a couple of times. So how
could the government claim for years that its two billion trees pro‐
gram would help meet the 2030 emissions reduction target?

So far, 110 million trees have been planted, and it's estimated
that 317 million will have been planted by 2031 in this program
alone, not combined with others. Then again, this past summer's
wildfires destroyed plantations that were supposed to be included in
the two billion tree target. We know that trees only capture carbon
several years after they've been planted. However, the government
plans to plant trees mainly in 2029 and 2030. So how can they
claim that we're going to reach the two billion tree target?

● (1210)

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: It's still possible to reach the goal of
planting two billion trees, but that won't help reach the 2030 target.
There are issues, and one of the things I talked about was counting
the same trees twice in different programs.

If you look at exhibit 1.4 in our report one, you'll see that the two
billion trees will capture carbon, but it's going to take decades to do
it. So it's worth doing, yes, but it won't help meet the 2030 target. In
2040 and 2050, when those trees have matured, they will capture
more carbon, which will likely help a little to reach the 2050 target,
and a lot more after that.

Ms. Monique Pauzé: Ms. Frison, earlier you talked about tree
species. You talked a lot about coniferous trees, like spruce.

What comes to mind for me is monoculture. Again, I'll refer back
to this past summer's wildfires, which proved that monoculture was
definitely not a good thing. Has anything been done to address that?

Where the two billion trees are concerned, I can only conclude
that they were nothing more than a big empty election promise.

The Chair: Ms. Frison, there are 10 seconds left, so please be
brief.

[English]

Ms. Monique Frison: We did look at monoculture. Ninety per
cent of our projects so far have been with multiple species of trees.

The Chair: Thank you.

Go ahead, Mr. Bachrach.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
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Picking up on the trees, I do think it's a bit of a distraction given
the really deep flaws with the program.

Ms. Frison, I'm curious whether the commitment is to plant two
billion trees or to have two billion trees alive at the end of the com‐
mitment period in 2030-31. I talked to a tree-planting company that
was planting trees this summer during a class-5 drought in northern
British Columbia. His estimate was that 75% of them would die.

That's the question. Are we talking about two billion live trees at
the end of the period, or are we just putting two billion trees in the
ground and crossing our fingers?

Ms. Monique Frison: We are doing both. We want to plant two
billions trees. It's a whole-of-government commitment. We want to
increase forest cover by about the size of P.E.I. in Canada. That
would be the number of hectares that we would be planting.

We have a lot of measures in place to ensure long-term monitor‐
ing of those trees, as well as measures to ensure that when they go
in, the people who are doing it have the expertise and the capacity
to do it well. That's very determinate of whether a tree will survive,
making sure that it's planted well.

I hope that addresses your question.
Mr. Taylor Bachrach: It certainly clarifies the intention.

I think what's depressing is to hear the real shortcomings of this
program. Mr. DeMarco, who is a watchdog for the work your agen‐
cy is doing, said that it's become a tree-counting program, not a
tree-planting program. That's something that should concern every‐
one on this committee, and indeed all Canadians.

I'm going to try to squeeze in one more question because I know
time is limited.

Ms. Shannon, your agency is in part responsible for the methane
commitments. One of the mandate letter commitments is that
there's going to be a centre of excellence for the measure of
methane emissions. We haven't heard much about that commitment.
Is the centre of excellence coming, and if so, when?

Ms. Tara Shannon: I'll actually turn that question over to my
colleague Mark Cauchi.

Mr. Mark Cauchi: The government has announced its intention
to proceed with the centre of excellence. Work is ongoing at Natu‐
ral Resources Canada and ISED. We're jointly tasked with develop‐
ing the centre.

If you want more details you'd need to ask Minister Wilkinson's
staff.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Do you have an estimated timeline?
Mr. Mark Cauchi: I don't. Unfortunately, I can't provide you

with that, but the work is ongoing.
The Chair: Mr. Kram, you have five minutes.
Mr. Michael Kram (Regina—Wascana, CPC): Thank you to

all of the witnesses for being here today and for participating in the
most recent audits.

My question is about the “Forests and Climate Change” report,
which was released on April 20 of this year. Throughout the report,
the program is consistently referred to as the “2 Billion Trees Pro‐

gram”. I'll start with an easy question for the department: How
many trees is the two billion trees program supposed to plant?

● (1215)

Ms. Monique Frison: The commitment to plant two billion trees
is a whole-of-government commitment. The two billion trees pro‐
gram will plant the lion's share of those, between 1.85 to 1.9 billion
of those two billion trees.

Mr. Michael Kram: Okay, so the two billion trees program is
not going to plant two billion trees. Is that no longer the intent of
the program?

Ms. Monique Frison: Because it is a whole-of-government
commitment, the intent all along was to include trees that were
planted not only under this program but also under other govern‐
ment programs where the planting was incremental to business as
usual and where we could reliably count them. The low-carbon
economy fund was always part of the plan.

We intend to ensure that a lot of the benefits we report on, in‐
cluding the GHG estimates, are only based on those trees where we
are getting sufficient information to calculate that, which would be
largely under the two billion trees program.

Mr. Michael Kram: Why is it called the two billion trees pro‐
gram? Why not rename it the “billion and a half trees program” or
the “one billion trees program”?

Ms. Monique Frison: It's a good question. For us, we were try‐
ing to be clear about the intent and the whole-of-government com‐
mitment to rally interest among Canadians. We certainly see that in
the applications we get from indigenous governments, cities, small‐
er municipalities, conservation areas and individual Canadians
wanting to organize their communities around planting two billion
trees. It has worked as a rallying point around that commitment and
in trying to make that commitment happen.

Mr. Michael Kram: Page 6 of the report says that only 16.5 mil‐
lion trees were planted in 2022, which is well short of the goal of
60 million trees for that year. I would like to draw your attention to
a CBC article from August 2, with the following headline: “Ottawa
announces its 2 billion tree program is surpassing targets”. That is
not well short of what was in the auditor's report from just three and
a half months earlier.

Could you explain the cause of this miraculous turnaround in just
three and a half months?

Ms. Monique Frison: There were two things. One was that the
audit period ends a few months before the audit report is actually
released. It would have been released prior to our getting a lot of
the reporting from the previous planting season, the 2022 planting
season. For us, when we are putting all the numbers together in Au‐
gust, we're including planting seasons from 2021 and 2022, as well
as the LCEF numbers from planting in 2021 that we were able to
get reporting on.
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Mr. Michael Kram: The LCEF numbers, that's the low-carbon
economy fund program and not the two billion trees program?

Ms. Monique Frison: Yes, it is.
Mr. Michael Kram: Is the low-carbon economy fund program

part of the two billion trees program?
Ms. Monique Frison: We had always designed for the low-car‐

bon economy fund to form part of the two billion tree commitment
and the commitment to plant those trees. The low-carbon economy
fund was going to ensure that tree-planting by the provinces and
territories was incremental to business as usual, and it was going to
receive from the provinces and territories sufficient reporting for us
to rely on the numbers it had.

Mr. Michael Kram: Minister Wilkinson's press release from
August 2 says, “The planting of trees through the Disaster Mitiga‐
tion and Adaptation Fund,” which is from Infrastructure Canada,
“and with provinces and territories, to plant millions of new
seedlings under the Low Carbon Economy Fund are captured in
this effort.”

Mr. DeMarco, why were trees from these programs not included
in your audit of the two billion trees program?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Thank you for that question.

We're still considering whether to do a follow-up on it, because
of the vast change in numbers from what our audit team was pro‐
vided and what was publicly released in the summer.

If I can turn your attention to exhibit 1.3, I think this will help to
clarify things. As you know, in an audit, the department signs off on
the factual accuracy of our materials at the draft stage, before we
provide it.

This exhibit showed what they had planted in 2021 and what the
estimate was for 2022. They did not say that they had the equiva‐
lent of what you would call “trees receivable” or “accounts receiv‐
able” from the low-carbon economy fund in the number of 50 mil‐
lion, which would have doubled the numbers in here. They did not
say, “Oh, we're just waiting for the numbers. Hold on and we'll
have this.” We were told that this is what they were planting, and
we were told that the program was about incremental trees, not
double counting trees from other programs.

If I could just finish on this, Mr. Chair—
● (1220)

The Chair: Yes, just a couple....
Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: We fully recognize that the constating

documents, the originating documents for the program left it open
and that they could double count from other programs. However,
we specifically asked them what they were counting for 2021 and
2022, and there was no word about these other 54 million trees that
they have found since then.

The Chair: Go ahead, Madame Chatel.
[Translation]

Mrs. Sophie Chatel (Pontiac, Lib.): Thank you very much,
Mr. Chair.

First, I'd like to move away from the trees to get a better view of
the forest and talk about report four.

Mr. DeMarco and Mr. Tardif, I'd love to hear you talk about the
importance of green finance and transition finance, which are both
very important for Canada, especially transition finance. It's going
to play an absolutely essential role in directing the capital of major
Canadian and international banks and pension funds, which are
huge investors, towards businesses so they can position themselves
in the 21st-century economy. This is really a very central aspect of
our transition to a green and sustainable economy.

I'd love to hear from you on this. What do you have to say to
Canadians watching right now about the importance of your assess‐
ment of the report and, Mr. Tardif, about the importance of the Of‐
fice of the Superintendent of Financial Institutions in this absolute‐
ly fundamental role?

I'd like to hear from you first, Mr. DeMarco, and then from
Mr. Tardif.

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Before turning the floor over to
Mr. Tardif, I want to say that I'm glad to hear your question because
it's not only important that we have a green and equitable transition,
it's crucial. In fact, there's a new expression for this type of finance
in a bill.

As I said earlier, we can't keep putting the same volumes of car‐
bon into the ground and atmosphere without causing disasters like
wildfires and so on. The green transition is therefore important, and
it affects all sectors. It's not just an environmental issue, now it's al‐
so become a social and economic issue that impacts the financial
sector.

Mr. Tardif can tell you about the progress that the Office of the
Superintendent of Financial Institutions has made since tabling its
report in April about the transition of institutions regulated by the
office.

Mr. Stephane Tardif: I will try to answer your question,
Mrs. Chatel.

At the Office of the Superintendent of Financial Institutions, we
recognize that climate change and the global response to the threats
it poses can have a significant impact on the safety and soundness
of Canada's financial system.

The office's mandate, in accordance with the legislative frame‐
work established by Parliament, allows it to act to ensure that feder‐
ally regulated financial institutions manage the risks that climate
change may pose to their safety and soundness.

When it comes to green investments, we know that Canada's fi‐
nancial system will play a key role in this transition. The office has
an obligation to ensure that the financial institutions and pension
plans subject to its regulation are able to manage the risks arising
from this transition, but it does not manage the investment plans of
these institutions.



October 17, 2023 ENVI-77 15

Now I'll talk a little about the taxonomy that's developing within
government. Anything that helps inspire pride in the markets and
among investors will provide greater transparency in investments.
All these efforts will bring stability and foster Canadians' confi‐
dence in the financial system.

The office's guideline B‑15, which came up earlier, is about risk
management and quantification. It's not intended to encourage or
discourage certain investments.
● (1225)

The Chair: Thank you very much.

That brings us to the end of the second round. We still have
enough time for a full third round.

Mr. Leslie, you have the floor for five minutes.
[English]

Mr. Branden Leslie (Portage—Lisgar, CPC): Thank you, Mr.
Chair.

I'd like to start by saying that I think nature-based climate solu‐
tions are a good thing. It's something that is not really political. I'm
glad to see that the program looks to private landowners as part‐
ners, and I suspect it's an area that could be expanded. Folks who
live in rural areas—farmers and landowners—enjoy living with na‐
ture. They enjoy having wildlife around, and they have voluntarily
planted and protected trees on their properties for decades. In fact,
when I was very young, my own family planted about 10,000 trees
on old marginal land—an old railbed—because we wanted that. We
wanted to have habitat for wildlife around us.

In some ways, I feel bad for the departments trying to implement
this program because, as my colleague Ms. Pauzé mentioned, this is
very much political. I suspect the campaign war room in 2019....
When they were deciding this, it went something like, “Let's plant
200 million trees. That's a good idea. Let's plant 500 million. Let's
plant a billion,” and they landed on two billion as the number.

Aspirational as that may be.... I think that is something worth try‐
ing to do, but the department would have to talk to the nurseries, as
you outlined in your report, Commissioner. How do we gear up for
two billion saplings over the next couple of years? You talked about
the labour shortages in planting a lot of these trees. You talked to
real people and realized it's a very difficult task to find somewhere
in Canada an area the size of P.E.I. that's not on natural gas lines,
arable farmland or tundra, to plant successfully mixed, effective
forests.

Commissioner, my question to you is this: Do you think the de‐
partment has a plan with enough detail to figure out where we can
plant all these trees successfully, without doing the funny math of
counting other programs' trees?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: You can ask them whether they have a
plan.

I think they have agreements in place—agreements in principle
to get them to 300 million or 400 million at this stage of the two
billion. There are still plenty of years left, so they could do it.

Is there enough land in Canada to accommodate two billion in‐
cremental trees? Yes, there definitely is, but it should not be done in

a way that replaces natural grasslands, fills in wetlands or things
like that. Obviously, it should be in areas that have already been de‐
graded and that could benefit from not only tree-planting but also,
as we emphasized in our report, ecological restoration. Planting a
forest is much more important than planting a tree farm. There have
been recent scientific studies about the adverse impacts of tree-
plantation approaches that, sure, can maximize carbon sequestra‐
tion in some cases but might also have a net detriment for local bio‐
diversity and human well-being.

If they could dovetail the two billion trees program with the new
global commitment to the restoration goal that arose from the Unit‐
ed Nations Convention on Biological Diversity conference in Mon‐
treal in December, we could have reforestation and habitat restora‐
tion, as opposed to just counting trees and carbon.

● (1230)

Mr. Branden Leslie: On the application, I know that about 200
applications came in. Twenty-three, maybe more, have been signed
since the end of the audit period, and 71 are awaiting signing.

In your estimation, Commissioner, why does it take so long to
sign these deals? What is the actual hindrance—likely from the
public service side of things—that is getting in the way of these
agreements being signed faster? Do you think the remaining 100 or
so applicants from the first intake are on pace to be signed at any
time in the near future?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: I hate to pass the buck, but I have no
idea what causes the delays within the department right now. I think
the department would be best positioned to address that question.

Mr. Branden Leslie: I'm happy to have them answer, but I
would also ask this at the same time: How many public servants are
currently working on this program specifically, to try to implement
it?

Ms. Monique Frison: There are a number of reasons that it
takes a while to approve a project. I talked earlier about the right
tree in the right place at the right time and about survival rates as
well.

We look at all these things. Do you have permission to plant on
the land? That's about private land ownership and the ability to do
this. What are your plans for species? Who do you have involved?
Where are you going to get the capacity for advice on how to pre‐
pare the soil? In some instances, you're going to need....

What about access to nurseries? Where are you going to get your
seedlings? How is that going to work? What other permits do you
need to have? Do you know what permits you need to have for the
particular jurisdiction?
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There are lots of things we need to consider before we enter into
a new agreement with a partner to make sure we're getting that
right tree in the right place at the right time, and that's a lot of the
reason.

I can get back to you on the exact number of employees. I would
say it's about 50, but I'll get back to you.

Mr. Branden Leslie: It's all right. We'll get the actual number
later. Thank you.

There's quite a difference—
The Chair: I'm sorry, but we're out of time. I gave you a bit

more time there because it was interesting.

We'll go now to Mr. van Koeverden for five minutes.
Mr. Adam van Koeverden: My question's also about trees. In

fact, I am going to open with a statement. Over the weekend I took
part in a tree-planting event. I got really cold because it was freez‐
ing cold and raining. We planted about 200 trees as a group. It was
for the two billion trees program.

I just want to reinforce that community groups like Trees for
Halton Hills and Conservation Halton are inspired by the ambitious
proposal to plant two billion trees. They have and are currently still
looking for more solutions to plant them in urban areas, in suburban
areas, in already conserved areas and in areas that have been affect‐
ed by fire. I can speak for them today, because we announced a
couple of hundred thousand dollars for a quarter of a million trees.
They have quite a few trees in the ground already, and I can state
confidently that Conservation Halton is our greatest ally in the fight
against climate change in the Halton region and beyond. They're
doing great work.

I want to ask about mitigating fire risk and the loss of trees due
to wildfires. Could you provide us with some kind of estimate
about how many trees were lost, particularly mature trees, in this
year's remarkable and unprecedented wildfire season, and tell us
why, now more than ever, the two billion trees commitment is im‐
portant?

Ms. Monique Frison: We don't have a count for the number of
trees. We see that a little more than 18 million hectares were affect‐
ed by wildland fire this year, so it's quite a lot. It's far more than
we've experienced in the past. There were about 6,500 or more in‐
dividual fires across the country.

The two billion trees program can help in at least two ways,
probably more. One is that some fires we've seen in the last number
of fire seasons burned so hot that they burned the soil level: They
burned below the tree level and burned the bacteria. Those areas
will not regenerate naturally. You have to go in there and intervene
in order for those areas to regenerate. That's one way that two bil‐
lion trees can help.

The other way it can help is by encouraging provinces and terri‐
tories...or not encouraging them, because we know they're already
thinking about it, but supporting them in planting trees and thinking
about the ways they're managing their forests to ensure resiliency
and adaptation in the long run and to protect communities. For ex‐
ample, in the funding we recently announced with Yukon, they're
going to use their two billion trees contribution to create firebreaks

and some protection for some of the communities that might be af‐
fected in the future by fire.

● (1235)

Mr. Adam van Koeverden: That sounds like a really important
innovation. Thank you very much.

My second question is for Mr. Tardif, if I have time. Mr. Tardif,
you stated that OSFI should ensure that we have a strategy for ad‐
dressing climate-related financial risk that is as consistent as possi‐
ble among federally regulated pension plans.

Over the last couple of weeks I've read that two-thirds of Alber‐
tans are really frustrated and afraid that their pensions might be tak‐
en over by the province, and that a lot of those funds would un‐
doubtedly be reallocated and invested into oil and gas. Do you
share that concern, and do you think that providing some sort of
sub-sovereign or provincial pension fund would add risk to those
portfolios?

Mr. Stephane Tardif: Thank you for the question, Mr. Chair.

It's an interesting question, and I would say that I'm not well po‐
sitioned to comment on Alberta's initiative with regard to its pen‐
sion plans.

I can say this with regard to the work that OSFI is doing. They're
trying to ensure some consistency, some level playing field, be‐
tween the small percentage of assets under the administration of
federally regulated private pension plans, as well as working with
provincial regulators to ensure there's consistency in expectations
with the broader set of pension plans that are regulated by other su‐
pervisors in Canada.

I cannot speak to Alberta's specific initiative that you're referenc‐
ing in this question.

Mr. Adam van Koeverden: To make it a little bit more specific,
do you think that increasing investments in pension plans in car‐
bon-intensive industries would add or subtract risk from those port‐
folios?

Mr. Stephane Tardif: Increasing investments in carbon-inten‐
sive industries would increase risks to assets under administration
over long periods of time.

Mr. Adam van Koeverden: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. I
yield the rest of my time.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. van Koeverden.

Go ahead, Madame Pauzé.

[Translation]

Ms. Monique Pauzé: First, I'm going to make a comment on
tree plantations. After all the questions that have been asked, the
only conclusion I can come to is that people lied, the government
lied. The government knew full well that planting trees would not
contribute to achieving the 2030 reduction targets. It couldn't be
clearer.
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Now, I'd rather focus on report four. Maybe you can answer my
question, Mr. DeMarco, or perhaps Mr. Tardif can.

What concrete risks do Canadian financial systems run if they
don't address climate-related risks? We can see—and you said so in
your report—that in this respect, we're lagging behind the European
Union, particularly the United Kingdom. We're dragging our feet
here. So what are the very real risks of not addressing climate-relat‐
ed risks immediately?

You told us in your presentation that full implementation would
take years. However, we know that this is urgent. Can you give us a
little more detail on the risks?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: There are two categories: physical risks
and transition risks. Physical risks are simpler. We're talking about
floods, wildfires and especially infrastructure losses caused by dis‐
asters.

Transition risks are related to changes in the economy, the rules
and the legislation associated with the green transition. I believe
that Mr. Tardif could provide you with more details on those risks.

Ms. Monique Pauzé: Actually, because I have another question
to ask but I'd still like to get a response from Mr. Tardif, I would
ask you to please send us those details.

We know that the Canadian economy has one of the world's
highest rates of greenhouse gas emissions per capita relative to its
gross domestic product. Is Canada therefore more vulnerable to cli‐
mate-related financial risks?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Yes, Canada is vulnerable to those risks.
As we can already see, it's not a theoretical question. We now have
terminology to describe the intensity and frequency of disasters and
catastrophes, which are rampant.

That said, there are many opportunities in the abundant natural
and renewable resources we have, which can help us make the
green transition.
● (1240)

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Mr. Bachrach, you have the floor for two and a half minutes.
[English]

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Picking up where my colleague left off on report four, there was
one sentence in the “At a Glance” section that stood out to me. You
wrote, “In our view, OSFI should consider whether it is appropriate
to look beyond its current approach and find ways to advance
Canada's broader climate goals, as stated in the latest Federal Sus‐
tainable Development Strategy.”

I didn't have time to read that strategy in advance of this meeting,
but I wonder if you might elaborate a little bit on what you have in
mind when it comes to looking beyond the current approach and
advancing Canada's broader climate goals.

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Thank you for that question.

As of next month, the list of federal entities subject to the federal
sustainable development strategy moves from 20-something to
about 100, including OSFI and including our own office, actually.

All of these departments now have to put together what's called a
departmental sustainable development strategy. We've already had
one voluntarily, but the others will have to do their first ones.

That means outlining, department by department or entity by en‐
tity, because these aren't all departments now, how they will con‐
tribute to the federal sustainable development strategy. That new
strategy has 17 goals, which, as per our recommendations last year,
align with the agenda 2030 sustainable development goals of the
United Nations. OSFI now has an opportunity in its first depart‐
mental strategy next month to contribute to the whole-of-govern‐
ment sustainable development strategy.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Could you provide a couple of examples
of specific ways in which OSFI could make those contributions to
the larger project?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Yes. The most obvious one that any de‐
partment can do is to green its own operations so that its house is in
order. Everyone has been on board with that.

Since our audit, OSFI has taken more proactive steps in the cli‐
mate area to engage with its stakeholders and better incorporate cli‐
mate risks into the macroprudential framework. It's being more ac‐
tive than it was at the time of our audit. It was already improving
over the course of our audit, but my understanding is that since
then, and with the action plan tabled with this committee, they're
taking further steps to better address the climate issues in their
work, not just in their operations but in terms of their regulatory ca‐
pacity as well.

The Chair: Thank you.

We'll go now to Mr. Leslie for five minutes.

Mr. Branden Leslie: Thanks, Mr. Chair.

I have some questions regarding some of the costing and the par‐
ticular breakdown of the cost per tree. There seems to be some pret‐
ty wide discrepancies. I understand that there are elements of cost-
sharing between the provinces, and there's the potential for capacity
building and other costs associated with it. However, it looks like
for the provinces and territories it's a buck a tree. It's a little over
that on the private land. For indigenous-led it's $2.80 a tree. It's up
to close to $90 a tree on urban land, and it's $50 a tree on federal
land.

Recognizing that the federal land, given that we have capaci‐
ty...because we have other programs that are counting towards this.
Why in particular is the federal lands portion so high? Could you or
the department explain the breakdown and why these costs are what
they are for each of these various types of scenarios? If there's a po‐
tential for cost overruns, are there more amongst any of the differ‐
ent scenarios of where we'd be planting?
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Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: I can start with that and then pass it
over to the department.

Exhibit 1.2, which you're referring to, as well as exhibits 3 and 4
are all called into question now because of this development of
double counting other programs. Is the $3.2 billion price tag and
the breakdown that you talked about for two billion trees, or is it for
one-point-something billion trees, and therefore is the per-tree cost
having to be addressed? We don't know any of that anymore be‐
cause of this change in approach from what we were told during the
audit period.

The department can help or at least attempt to explain the differ‐
ences. I'll turn it over to them now.

Ms. Monique Frison: The estimates that you have and that were
in the audit report are generally in line with what we would see for
the two billion trees program. If you are planting smaller, younger
seedlings in a mass area where you don't have to do a lot of prepa‐
ration to the territory before you plant, then it's less expensive. If
you are planting an older tree, where it costs you more to buy it be‐
cause somebody has had to grow it, in a place where you have to do
a lot of preparation, then it's going to cost more. That's why you see
urban trees being more expensive.

You also might see some work that's more expensive because it's
part of habitat restoration work. That means there's a lot more work
around the planting of the tree to prepare the land, prepare the soil
and prepare the area.

I hope that covers it.
● (1245)

Mr. Branden Leslie: Thank you.

I have a last question to the commissioner before I yield my re‐
maining time to Mr. Kram.

You've mentioned several times the double counting. Why do
you think the government is doubling down on this double counting
plan of theirs?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: There are a lot of “doubles” in there. I'll
try not to engage in any doublespeak in responding to that.

I don't know what the motivation was, other than good news is
better than bad news. We unfortunately are sometimes the bearer of
bad news, but not always. Some of our reports indicate that things
are going smoothly.

Whatever their motivation was, it sounds today as though these
other two programs, the LCEF and the disaster program, aren't in‐
tended to contribute a large portion of the two billion trees. It's still
open to them to say that they'll revert back to planting two billion
incremental trees and keep it simple. That's something that's open
to them to do.

Mr. Michael Kram: Thank you, Mr. Leslie.

I would like to read one quick quote from Minister Wilkinson's
press release from the August 2 media event. He says:

Yearly planting numbers will fluctuate depending on a variety of factors like in‐
dividual tree species' life cycles, soil conditions, extreme weather events, such as
drought or wildfires, reporting timelines from program recipients and seasonal

climatic variation. For these reasons, the government will be adjusting the way
in which it reports on progress made under the [two billion trees] program....

What do these reasons listed—like “tree species' life cycles”—
have to do with counting trees from the other two programs?

Ms. Monique Frison: There are about four months of the year
where you can plant a tree in Canada, usually. In most places, it's
only those four months. Weather conditions, the conditions of the
territory where you plan to plant—one of your colleagues men‐
tioned really dry conditions earlier—will affect whether or not
you're going to. Fire seasons will affect, too, as with this past fire
season, whether people are able to plant.

When it comes to looking at progress, one of the things we have
to focus on, given some of the comments some members made
about how much work by the nurseries goes in, getting the seeds
and putting all of that and the land permissions in place, we really
have to focus on multi-term, multi-year agreements with partners,
where we're looking at providing them the certainty they need to set
up all those relationships they need to get the right tree in the right
place at the right time.

Because of that, we really need to not just look at what was
planted in the last planting season. We need to look at what all
those partnerships and relationships that we have in place over the
long term are to ensure we get to the end objective at the end of
2031.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Last but not least, we have Mr. Longfield.

Mr. Lloyd Longfield: Thanks, Mr. Chair.

I'll be sharing some of my time with Madame Chatel, who has
transferred into our committee recently from the finance commit‐
tee. We're both concerned over getting as much as we can on the
table around OSFI.

Before I get to OSFI, I also have to thank Mr. DeMarco for his
work with this committee when we did the climate change account‐
ability act—I can see Mr. Bachrach and Madame Pauzé here—and
that was a lot of really tough lifting that your department helped us
with. It's great to see that you're ahead of schedule on the audit
coming forward, because that was a concern we all had at that time.
It's going to be great to see those numbers coming to us.

When we look at OSFI—I'm going to Mr. Tardif—and the cli‐
mate change risks that financial and insurance institutes are looking
at.... I have the Co-operators head office in Guelph. Mutuals and
co-ops across Canada are all concerned over disaster mitigation and
the cost on their industry, which isn't picked up by the Parliamen‐
tary Budget Officer. Again, I just have to keep putting that in.
There are a lot of external costs that we have to be managing here.
How could you work with the co-ops and mutuals as part of our fi‐
nancial institutions in terms of helping them to mitigate or under‐
stand the risks they're taking?
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● (1250)

Mr. Stephane Tardif: Mr. Chair, that's an excellent observation
and an excellent question.

As you know, OSFI is responsible for the 350 or 400 institutions
that are federally regulated, but we are taking a very proactive ap‐
proach with our provincial counterparts. We're working with all
provinces to ensure they are at the table when we're developing
prudential guidance, for example.

I'm very proud to say that we are one of the only regulators in
Canada that have published prudential risk management guidance.
Yesterday, we published a standard on scenario analysis methodolo‐
gy.

Throughout all these processes, we partner with the provinces
and share as much information as we can to bring them along so
that there's a sort of pan-Canadian approach to regulating climate-
related risks, whether you're provincially regulated or federally reg‐
ulated. It's something that we're very conscientious about at the of‐
fice.

Mr. Lloyd Longfield: Thank you.

On the pan-Canadian climate change approach, the price on pol‐
lution, if that disappeared, if somebody axed the tax, just to use a
phrase, that would have a massive impact on the industries that
you're working with.

Mr. Stephane Tardif: I'm sorry. I had really bad audio at the be‐
ginning of the question.

Is it possible to repeat the beginning of the question?
Mr. Lloyd Longfield: On the pan-Canadian climate change pol‐

lution-pricing system we have in place, if the tax was axed, as one
party is asking for, that would have a massive risk impact on the
rest of the industry. Would that be a fair statement?

Mr. Stephane Tardif: Mr. Chair, I don't think I'm well posi‐
tioned to quantify the impacts of “axing the tax”, to use your term. I
apologize.

The Chair: I think what you're all talking about is removing the
price on carbon. No, I'm joking.

Mr. Lloyd Longfield: That was a good answer.

Now I'll flip over to Madame Chatel.

Thank you.
[Translation]

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

People are talking about protecting biodiversity and species at
risk on provincial and private lands, but what about public lands
like Gatineau Park?

Gatineau Park, which is in my riding, is Canada's second most
visited park. According to a study by the National Capital Commis‐
sion, the park is home to 90 species of plants and 50 species of ani‐
mals that are at risk. A legislative framework is therefore crucial so
that the commission can manage and protect the species at risk.

It's a good thing to tell the provinces and the private sector how
to manage their lands, but what more could the federal government
do on its own lands, for example in Gatineau Park, to lead the way
and ensure that biodiversity is protected?

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: Is the question for me or the representa‐
tive of Parks Canada?

Mrs. Sophie Chatel: It's for both of you, actually.
Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: For species at risk and biodiversity in

general, we absolutely need a system that represents protected areas
such as Gatineau Park, national parks and provincial parks. A goal
has been set to conserve 30% of Canadian land and water by 2030
to expand protected areas in Canada and around the world. This is
very important, because the degrading park habitat is the leading
cause of biodiversity loss. Species need their habitat to survive.

There are other factors involved too, including invasive species,
pollution and climate change, but protecting and restoring habitat
are probably what's most important in Canada to better protect and
recover species at risk.

Canada has a lot of work to do if it wants to reach this new 30%
target by 2030.
● (1255)

The Chair: Commissioner, I'd like to thank you and the witness‐
es representing the departments and the Parks Canada Agency. I'm
very grateful to you for the wonderful discussion we've had. I know
you will be tabling your fall report soon, on November 5, I believe.

Mr. Jerry V. DeMarco: It will be on November 7.
The Chair: Okay. I want to let you know that we've already tak‐

en steps to call you to appear shortly after you table your fall report.
We look forward to seeing you again.

Once again, I'd like to thank all the witnesses and members of
the committee.

I bid you good afternoon.

 







Published under the authority of the Speaker of
the House of Commons

Publié en conformité de l’autorité
du Président de la Chambre des communes

SPEAKER’S PERMISSION PERMISSION DU PRÉSIDENT
The proceedings of the House of Commons and its commit‐
tees are hereby made available to provide greater public ac‐
cess. The parliamentary privilege of the House of Commons
to control the publication and broadcast of the proceedings of
the House of Commons and its committees is nonetheless re‐
served. All copyrights therein are also reserved.

Les délibérations de la Chambre des communes et de ses
comités sont mises à la disposition du public pour mieux le
renseigner. La Chambre conserve néanmoins son privilège
parlementaire de contrôler la publication et la diffusion des
délibérations et elle possède tous les droits d’auteur sur
celles-ci.

Reproduction of the proceedings of the House of Commons
and its committees, in whole or in part and in any medium,
is hereby permitted provided that the reproduction is accu‐
rate and is not presented as official. This permission does not
extend to reproduction, distribution or use for commercial
purpose of financial gain. Reproduction or use outside this
permission or without authorization may be treated as copy‐
right infringement in accordance with the Copyright Act. Au‐
thorization may be obtained on written application to the Of‐
fice of the Speaker of the House of Commons.

Il est permis de reproduire les délibérations de la Chambre
et de ses comités, en tout ou en partie, sur n’importe quel sup‐
port, pourvu que la reproduction soit exacte et qu’elle ne soit
pas présentée comme version officielle. Il n’est toutefois pas
permis de reproduire, de distribuer ou d’utiliser les délibéra‐
tions à des fins commerciales visant la réalisation d'un profit
financier. Toute reproduction ou utilisation non permise ou
non formellement autorisée peut être considérée comme une
violation du droit d’auteur aux termes de la Loi sur le droit
d’auteur. Une autorisation formelle peut être obtenue sur
présentation d’une demande écrite au Bureau du Président
de la Chambre des communes.

Reproduction in accordance with this permission does not
constitute publication under the authority of the House of
Commons. The absolute privilege that applies to the proceed‐
ings of the House of Commons does not extend to these per‐
mitted reproductions. Where a reproduction includes briefs
to a committee of the House of Commons, authorization for
reproduction may be required from the authors in accor‐
dance with the Copyright Act.

La reproduction conforme à la présente permission ne con‐
stitue pas une publication sous l’autorité de la Chambre. Le
privilège absolu qui s’applique aux délibérations de la Cham‐
bre ne s’étend pas aux reproductions permises. Lorsqu’une
reproduction comprend des mémoires présentés à un comité
de la Chambre, il peut être nécessaire d’obtenir de leurs au‐
teurs l’autorisation de les reproduire, conformément à la Loi
sur le droit d’auteur.

Nothing in this permission abrogates or derogates from the
privileges, powers, immunities and rights of the House of
Commons and its committees. For greater certainty, this per‐
mission does not affect the prohibition against impeaching or
questioning the proceedings of the House of Commons in
courts or otherwise. The House of Commons retains the right
and privilege to find users in contempt of Parliament if a re‐
production or use is not in accordance with this permission.

La présente permission ne porte pas atteinte aux privilèges,
pouvoirs, immunités et droits de la Chambre et de ses
comités. Il est entendu que cette permission ne touche pas
l’interdiction de contester ou de mettre en cause les délibéra‐
tions de la Chambre devant les tribunaux ou autrement. La
Chambre conserve le droit et le privilège de déclarer l’utilisa‐
teur coupable d’outrage au Parlement lorsque la reproduc‐
tion ou l’utilisation n’est pas conforme à la présente permis‐
sion.

Also available on the House of Commons website at the
following address: https://www.ourcommons.ca

Aussi disponible sur le site Web de la Chambre des
communes à l’adresse suivante :

https://www.noscommunes.ca


