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● (1635)

[Translation]
The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier (Dauphin—Swan River—

Neepawa, CPC)): Hello, everyone.
Mr. Gérard Deltell (Louis-Saint-Laurent, CPC): Mr. Chair, I

would like to know if you have heard anything about Minister
Randy Boissonnault appearing before the committee. The last time,
we were discussing possibly in December. Do you have any more
details?
[English]

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): I'll turn to the clerk.

There are no updates on that.
[Translation]

Mr. Gérard Deltell: I would also like to know if you have any
news about Mark Carney potentially appearing.
[English]

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Is there any update on Mr.
Carney?

I'm sorry to report no updates on either one.
[Translation]

Mr. Gérard Deltell: The sooner the better.

Thank you very much.
[English]

Mr. Adam van Koeverden (Milton, Lib.): I have a point of or‐
der, Mr. Chair.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Go ahead, Mr. van Koever‐
den.

Mr. Adam van Koeverden: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Welcome to
the chair seat for the day.

I want to point out the unprecedented number of ministers who
have appeared at this committee over the last year. We've been very
fortunate with their availability, and I certainly hope it will contin‐
ue.

I think we received an update on Mr. Carney's availability at the
last meeting.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.
Mr. Branden Leslie (Portage—Lisgar, CPC): On a point of or‐

der, Mr. Chair, I would like to highlight the number of Liberal scan‐

dals that have led to the number of Liberal ministers coming before
this committee.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): I'll call this meeting to or‐
der.

Welcome to meeting number 129 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Environment and Sustainable Develop‐
ment.

Before we begin, I would ask that all in-person participants read
the guidelines written on the updated cards on the table. These mea‐
sures are in place to prevent audio and feedback incidents and to
protect the health and safety of all participants, including our inter‐
preters.

Today's meeting is taking place in a hybrid format. All witnesses
have completed their required connection tests in advance of the
meeting.

I would like to remind participants of the following points.
Please wait until I recognize you by name before speaking. All
comments should be addressed through the chair. Members, please
raise your hand if you wish to speak, whether participating in per‐
son or via Zoom. The clerk and I will manage the speaking order as
best we can.

I understand that Mr. Bachrach is going to be subbing for Ms.
Collins.

Ms. Laurel Collins (Victoria, NDP): That's for the last half-
hour.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Okay, that's good. We have
that out of the way.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted by the
committee on Tuesday, October 31, 2023—almost a year ago—the
committee resumes its study on environment and climate impacts
related to the Canadian financial system.

I'd now like to welcome our witnesses. Up to five minutes will
be given for opening remarks, after which we will proceed with
rounds of questioning.

We will open up with CIRANO and Ms. Hubert.

Welcome.
[Translation]

Ms. Anne-Marie Hubert (Fellow, CIRANO): Mr. Chair, I want
to thank you and all members of the committee for inviting me and
for the work you do for all Canadians.
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I also want to thank the Anishinabe Algonquin community where
I grew up in the Upper Gatineau region, and which continues to
share and preserve its unceded land for future generations. They are
a model to be emulated.
[English]

After 39 years at EY, I recently started the next chapter of my ca‐
reer with the Centre interuniversitaire de recherche en analyse des
organisations, CIRANO.

CIRANO provides a neutral, science-based forum that brings to‐
gether global and local scientists, investors, standard setters and
other stakeholders in the pursuit of one common goal, which is to
accelerate the building of local and global market infrastructure,
and the data and technology solutions required for sustainable fi‐
nance and sustainable growth.

Our work plan is designed to help turn five critical issues into
opportunities for our country.

First, public and private finance are required in support of transi‐
tions. Businesses are for profit and must deliver appropriate returns.
It's the same for investors. Public finance must be leveraged smart‐
ly to enable the attraction of the private capital required to drive
sustainable growth.

Second, support is needed for citizens impacted by transitions.
Some jobs will change and some jobs will disappear. Some juris‐
dictions are making more progress than others to get relevant dis‐
closure needed from employers to identify sectors, people and com‐
munities impacted by climate transitions. We will need similar in‐
formation for AI transitions in order to develop support programs
for people and communities impacted.

Third, global investors need consistent global sustainability dis‐
closure. They've joined forces at the international level with global
standard setters, IOSCO and central banks to get the information
they need.

Progress is happening much faster than expected. Global in‐
vestors are not waiting for country adoption to ask portfolio compa‐
nies to reduce their scope 1 and 2 emissions, and to utilize their
procurement power to engage with upstream value chains to reduce
scope 3 emissions and align with other sustainable procurement re‐
quirements. When organizations like Apple, Microsoft, Walmart,
Amazon, the City of Toronto or the City of Vancouver align their
procurement practice to meet investor needs, Canadian businesses
must adapt to keep access to market for their products.

Fourth, small and medium businesses feel the pressure from the
buyers of their products, who are asking for higher sustainability
maturity levels. SMEs need support to meet those new sustainable
procurement and financing requirements.

Financial institutions and most large buyers are spending a lot of
money to build technology platforms in support of SMEs. Some
global industry associations are investing in industry solutions to
ask for the same information in the same format for all suppliers
globally. Lack of coordinated efforts to do this in Canada results in
redundant costs and redundant requests for SMEs, which makes us
less competitive. All this could be reduced with coordinated leader‐
ship efforts.

Fifth is the overload of regulation. The last thing we need is
more regulations in this country. In the U.S., investors have worked
with the federal, state and municipal governments to ask for the
same baseline of sustainability disclosure. As a result, U.S. busi‐
nesses experience a lower cost of doing business and faster ap‐
provals for projects.

Our work at CIRANO will contribute in two areas. It will pro‐
vide evidence to support decisions and public policies that will ac‐
celerate rationalization and alignment of global sustainability stan‐
dards that can be leveraged for private and public finance, consis‐
tent attributes of sustainable finance products, transition finance, in‐
frastructure projects and carbon markets. We will also provide anal‐
ysis to identify and compare best practices, tools and other sustain‐
able growth accelerators to improve access to capital markets, re‐
duce trade barriers, reduce compliance costs for business and accel‐
erate project approvals.

I am proud of the voices of Canadian leaders from our scientific
and financial markets, standard-setting and labour organizations,
and first nations communities that are contributing to shape the
global rules of the game to transform financial markets.

● (1640)

We also need to speak with one voice to guide and support the
success of businesses and people in Canada. We at CIRANO will
do our share to help you drive coordinated efforts for success.

A country like Canada, with one of the best energy mixes in the
world, with natural resources, and with an educated and connected
population, can and should be a global leader in sustainable growth
and sustainable finance.

[Translation]

I will be pleased to answer your questions.

Thank you.

[English]

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Thank you, Ms. Hubert.

We're now on to Mr. Dubey for five minutes.

Mr. Akshay Dubey (Chief Executive Officer, CVW Clean‐
Tech): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I thank the members for inviting me to speak—what an honour it
is to do so.

First, I begin by acknowledging that we are gathered on the tradi‐
tional unceded territory of the Anishinabe Algonquin people and by
recognizing that Canada's oil sands reside on Treaty No. 8 territo‐
ries, home of the Cree and Denesuline peoples, and on the unceded
territory of the Métis peoples of the lower Athabasca region.
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I state clearly and unequivocally that climate change is absolute‐
ly the most critical and existential issue of our time. I'm often re‐
minded of the indigenous proverb, “We do not inherit this land
from our ancestors, but instead borrow it from future generations.”
It is imperative that public policy and private priorities focus on re‐
ducing the impact of industrial emissions, while at the same time
understanding that these topics affect many peoples' livelihoods.
Understanding the micro-level individual effects of these policies is
crucial for developing public policy that garners public support and
for ensuring the long-term stability that businesses need to make
these transformational investments.

I've been lucky, in my career, to hold different roles in corporate
finance within the resource industry. This includes time in invest‐
ment banking at a Canadian bank and at a prominent Canadian pen‐
sion plan, as well as now leading a clean technology innovator. As
a young person, I often struggled with my conscience, being part of
an industry often labelled as “dirty”. As my career progressed, I re‐
alized that it would be easy to leave the industry, but that simply
ignoring the problem, including through actions such as divestment,
won't solve it. Instead, we need to constructively work on solutions.

Specifically, fossil fuel use is a global demand-side challenge
versus a supply-side issue. By this I mean that as long as the world
continues to need energy, the world is going to look for sources for
that energy. Today, over 50% of that energy comes from fossil fu‐
els, with Canada making up just 6% of global oil supply. Just imag‐
ine if, tonight, every gas station were out of fuel. The entire country
would grind to a halt. Think about any disaster: The first place peo‐
ple rush to is gas stations. Energy is vital to human civilization.
While we have made impressive gains in renewable power, they
collectively make up only 17% of the world's energy needs today.

From a Canadian perspective, if we turn off the tap in Canada
and abandon the industry and those who work in it, we will see oth‐
er sources of fossil fuels replacing our production. This alternative
production will shift to other countries with more adverse environ‐
mental standards than Canada, where improvements are unlikely,
especially in regard to decarbonization. The sector also employs
over 900,000 people, which means there are hundreds of thousands
of families, many of whom indigenous and from western Canada,
whose lives are dependent on a healthy Canadian oil and gas sector.

At the same time, we must acknowledge that this sector is the
single largest source of Canadian emissions today, at over 30%.
This means we need to invest in solutions for the problems facing
our energy industry, including carbon emissions but also other key
issues, such as oil sands tailings ponds. We have the ability to con‐
tinue to deliver the energy the world needs while minimizing its
impact as the world transitions. This is the critical piece to me: We
are in an energy transition that may span decades, and we must uti‐
lize technology to improve our energy industry instead of simply
ignoring it in the short term.

At CVW CleanTech, we have a ready-to-deploy technology to
reprocess the waste or tailings from mining oil sands to recover ad‐
ditional hydrocarbons as well as critical minerals, including titani‐
um, zircon and rare earth elements. These critical minerals are cen‐
tral to the energy transition and national security, and they impact
things like nuclear energy, electric vehicles, renewable power and
the aerospace industry. By recovering additional oil lost in the oil

sands mining process, we also recover an important resource that
would otherwise be lost to tailings ponds, preventing an environ‐
mental liability for future generations.

Oil sands tailings ponds are also the single largest source of fugi‐
tive methane emissions in Canada and, potentially, the world. By
recovering these hydrocarbons, we remove the substrate for subse‐
quent methanogenesis, reducing those fugitive methane emissions
by over 90% and oil sands emissions by 5% to 10%, effectively re‐
ducing Canada's emissions by 0.5%.

Our company developed this made-in-Canada technology
through support from both the Alberta and federal governments,
which highlights the important role governments play in helping
drive innovation forward. We recently announced a partnership
with four indigenous communities in the Treaty No. 8 region, and
we are appreciative of our indigenous partners trusting us to move
forward with this important technology, which aligns with their
concerns about air and water quality in the region.

This underscores another important topic: the fact that economic
reconciliation with many indigenous communities, especially in
western Canada, is intertwined with the success of our resource in‐
dustries. The industry's lack of implementation of this ready-to-de‐
ploy technology highlights the gap that exists between innovation,
which is strong in Canada, and commercialization, with which the
country struggles.

The thought I'll leave you with is that public policy initiatives
must be designed to drive sector-wide innovation aimed at reducing
emissions, both through regulatory means that push the industry to
deploy feasible solutions and through incentives such as the an‐
nounced ITCs, which aren't fixated on the method of carbon reduc‐
tion but instead on the reduction itself.

● (1645)

I'm a strong believer that investing in human ingenuity and pro‐
moting innovation in Canada will help deliver the solutions we
need.

Thank you again, and I look forward to your questions.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Thank you, Mr. Dubey.

Now we move on to Ms. Péloffy for five minutes.



4 ENVI-129 October 30, 2024

[Translation]
Ms. Karine Péloffy (Lawyer and Sustainable Finance Project

Lead, Ecojustice): Mr. Chair, ladies and gentlemen of the commit‐
tee, thank you for inviting me to be here. I want to thank you espe‐
cially for undertaking this important study on the climate and envi‐
ronmental impacts related to Canada's financial system.

It is a dry and complex subject, which is too often left to bankers
and financial analysts. The fact that you are studying it nonetheless
indicates how important you consider this crucial matter to be for
Canadians today.
[English]

When I started my legal career in 2007 at Davies Ward Phillips
and Vineberg, one of Canada's top-tier corporate law firms, British
economist Sir Nicholas Stern was calling climate change the
biggest market failure the world had ever seen. Almost 20 years lat‐
er, despite the grandstanding and all the noise, we have not yet ad‐
dressed this great market failure that is climate change. Large Cana‐
dian financial institutions still operate, for the most part, as if the
climate crisis does not exist and as if the government efforts to curb
carbon emissions do not concern them.

Worse, Canadian banks are some of the largest investors in fossil
fuels: That is, they fund the very cause of the climate crisis, even as
the governments of the world came together in Dubai last year and
finally pledged to transition away from fossil fuels. This should be
a very clear signal that financing fossil fuels is unsustainable fi‐
nance.

Much of the conversation on how finance pre-empts climate
change focuses on disclosure of material risks—mostly, the risks
that climate change poses to their operations. Worryingly, an Ox‐
ford study earlier this year revealed that investors are “flying blind”
to the risks of climate lawsuits, even as court cases against pollut‐
ing companies, and the financial institutions that support them, are
mounting globally. By the time these lawsuits reach judgment,
which could amount to trillions of dollars in liabilities, the risks
will have materialized and it will be too late for the prudent risk
management that the current rules are meant to ensure.

Overall, the risk-based framework is ill-suited to address the cli‐
mate crisis. As a former Bank of England economist said, “Just dis‐
cussing risks, and assessing risks, does not mean we are actually
transitioning to net zero. Many firms may discuss risks—and do ex‐
actly nothing to advance the transition.”

We cannot afford to wait any longer for the financial industry to
realize its error in underestimating climate risk and to recognize its
fundamental materiality for all aspects of business decision-mak‐
ing.

The United Nations principles for responsible investment call
Canada a “low-regulation jurisdiction by international standards”.
We are dangerously lagging behind our more forward-looking trad‐
ing partners.

I was the legal architect behind the climate-aligned finance act,
introduced by independent Senator Galvez in 2022. This bill was
drafted on the advice of dozens of national and international ex‐
perts. It is informed by the best available climate science, financial

expertise and international practices. It is now before the Senate's
banking committee.

The CAFA has been endorsed by 120 civil society organizations
and by MPs from four different parties. Five petitions in the House
of Commons have been filed in support of this bill. The Financial
Times' “Moral Money” recently called it “one of the most interest‐
ing pieces of climate legislation...in the works anywhere.”

We need a financial sector that supports—rather than one that
works against, as is the case today—Canada's goals to reduce glob‐
al warming emissions. We need to regulate our way out of unsus‐
tainable finance. The time has come to mandate action and to stop
waiting for financial institutions to self-regulate.

The climate-aligned finance act introduces the regulatory ele‐
ments that we need.

First, financial institutions are to be aligned with Canada's inter‐
national and national commitments and produce credible climate
plans and annual reports on progress.

Second, they also need to avoid conflicts of interest at the board
level and leverage climate expertise while dealing with climate
change as a new, superseding public interest duty.

Third, the CAFA calls for new capital requirements that account
for systemic climate risks generated by the activities of financial in‐
stitutions.

The climate-aligned finance act is the missing piece we need to
align Canada's financial sector with a climate-safe future and to
foster a clean investment boom that will future-proof our economy.

● (1650)

[Translation]

I hope your report on the present study will shed light on this im‐
portant matter for Canadians and suggest possible solutions, includ‐
ing aspects introduced by the climate-aligned finance bill.

I look forward to your questions.

Thank you.

[English]

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Thank you, Ms. Péloffy.

Our final panellist for this round is Mr. Brooks. You have five
minutes.
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Mr. Richard Brooks (Climate Finance Director, Stand.earth):
Good afternoon.

I'm honoured to appear before the committee today. I'm appear‐
ing from the territories of the Haudenosaunee, the Wendat, the An‐
ishinabe and the Mississaugas of the Credit in Toronto.

My name is Richard Brooks, and I'm the climate finance director
at Stand.earth, which is a binational NGO working on climate pro‐
tection. Our climate finance program, supported by our one million
members, works to transform financial institutions from climate
laggards into champions advancing the energy transition.

As you all know, there's no community untouched by the devas‐
tating fires, floods and smoke of climate-caused disasters. When
one-third of Jasper burns, when Toronto, our financial centre,
floods repeatedly and when our country racks up over $5 billion to
date in climate-related damages this year alone, it's a risk to our
economy.

Just today, the World Health Organization endorsed the call from
The Lancet, the world's foremost medical journal, urging financial
institutions to divest from fossil fuels “to save lives”. The WHO's
director, Dr. Maria Neira, stated:

We are seeing record-breaking heat waves, droughts and food insecurity affect‐
ing millions of lives worldwide. Yet, we continue to pour trillions of dollars into
fossil fuels, which are driving these crises. It’s time to stop funding harm and
start investing in health.

Earlier this month, the University of Toronto's climate observato‐
ry released a groundbreaking report. It studied the financed emis‐
sions of 18 banks, pension funds and asset managers. These 18 fi‐
nancial institutions have financed emissions that are double
Canada's reported emissions and 100 times those of the city of
Toronto. Their $1.2-trillion of financing and investments in fossil
fuel companies in 2022 account for 1.4 billion tonnes of CO2 emis‐
sions. If they were a country, these 18 financial institutions would
be the fifth-largest emitter in the world.

In June, the CEO of the Royal Bank of Canada appeared before
this very committee. You'll recall he could not remember what his
salary was when asked repeatedly. He stated that 80% of RBC's
clients have transition plans, but he neglected to say that only 2%
of those clients have 1.5°C-aligned transition plans. That's the mag‐
ic number.

Dave McKay also couldn't recall that the bank had disclosed that
RBC's emissions from financing oil and gas companies are equal to
the emissions from all cars and light trucks in Canada every year.

CEOs from the other banks mentioned the need for a slow and
“orderly” transition, but there's nothing orderly about Canadians
fleeing fires. There's nothing orderly about towns being evacuated
and thousands being unhoused, yet our banks continue to finance
the cause of the problem—fossil fuel emissions—and claim that
phasing this down would be disorderly.

A report released just today, Urgewald's “Global Coal Exit List”,
revealed that over the last year, RBC, TD and BMO actually in‐
creased financing to coal-exposed companies. Canada is a founding
member of the Powering Past Coal Alliance. Why are our banks en‐
abling new coal deals?

Indigenous nations and disenfranchised communities in Canada
disproportionately bear the brunt of climate impacts. They're also
on the front lines of many of the financially risky, polluting oil and
gas projects that banks are financing and enabling. These include
projects like PRGT, Coastal GasLink, Rio Bravo and the pipelines
and gas lines associated with these.

A couple of weeks ago, Exxon issued a new bond. This was
long-dated to 2074. This bond is for general corporate purposes to
facilitate the company's drilling and digging for another 50 years,
long past the date of any net-zero plans and commitments in
Canada and beyond. There were four banks that underwrote this
bond. The Royal Bank of Canada, which has a 2050 net-zero com‐
mitment, was one of them. This is a clear example of a bank's CEO
misleading you, the public and investors by professing to help its
clients transition. That's a false rationale to enable fossil fuel giants
to pollute long past 2050. It is not orderly. It is not just. It is just
greedy.

We cannot reach our national climate goals, meet our internation‐
al commitments and protect our communities if our banks are not
on side with us.

Of the banks you heard from in June, TD is now known as the
top money launderer for drug cartels. RBC is under investigation
by the Competition Bureau for allegedly misleading consumers
about its climate claims and greenwashing. CIBC and BMO have
been fined for improper record-keeping, and Scotiabank was fined
for unlawful commodities trading.

We cannot trust voluntary actions by our banks. To date, they
have proven to be neither trustworthy nor accountable.

Here are the actions that my organization proposes you support
in your report and recommendations.

Embolden the commissioner of the Competition Bureau to use
his enhanced powers to investigate all of the banks. Move forward
and support the climate-aligned finance bill. Mandate climate tran‐
sition plans that are standardized and credible for all banks. The
banks have record profits right now. Tax them with a climate im‐
pact tax and have those funds dedicated to compensation for the cli‐
mate damages, which I named earlier. Incentivize further invest‐
ments by financial institutions in renewables and climate solutions.
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● (1655)

I urge you to issue a formal report and to include these recom‐
mendations in your findings.

Thank you for your time.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Thank you, Mr. Brooks.

Thank you, everyone, for your remarks.

I will now open up the floor to questions.

We will kick off the first round with Mr. Deltell.
[Translation]

Mr. Gérard Deltell: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. Congrat‐
ulations on the new role you are taking on today.

I want to say hello to the ladies and gentlemen attending today as
witnesses. Many thanks to them.

My question is for Mr. Dubey from CVW CleanTech.

We all know that climate change is real, that it is having strong
effects and that we have to adapt. We recognize that it is real, but
we must also recognize that we cannot radically change our way of
doing things overnight. We have to go in stages, which is what we
call the energy transition.

The most recent report by the HEC Montréal states that close to
19 billion litres of oil were consumed in Quebec last year, which is
a 7% increase. About half of that oil is from the United States, pri‐
marily Texas and Louisiana, while the remaining half is from Al‐
berta. I want to point out that neither Texas nor Louisiana con‐
tributes to equalization payments, while Quebec receives
about $14 billion in equalization payments, money that comes pri‐
marily from provinces that are developing their energy potential.

Mr. Dubey, since we are in an energy transition, I want to ask
you the following question.

If all oil production in Alberta were to stop tomorrow morning,
or if we didn't have the necessary funding to continue developing
what is happening and being done in Alberta, what would the im‐
pact be on consumption? Would it decrease or, on the contrary,
would the oil simply be produced elsewhere? All revenues would
then go elsewhere and ultimately that would not help the planet but
instead would help other countries.
[English]

Ms. Laurel Collins: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

Just on the translation, I'm not sure if there is a way to adjust the
volume of the actual speaking in the headset. You can make it out,
but the volume level of the floor, combined with the translation,
makes it a little hard to follow. It has been good in the past, but this
time it was just a little more difficult. I'm not sure if the IT folks
can adjust that.

Mr. Gérard Deltell: Was it because my microphone was a bit
too low?

Ms. Laurel Collins: No, I think it's the volume in here.
Mr. Lloyd Longfield (Guelph, Lib.): I think it might be that the

translators are giving us the English translation at the same time as

the English is being spoken. Could we just have the floor for En‐
glish? I keep flipping back to the floor when people are speaking
English so that I don't have two voices.

Ms. Laurel Collins: I'm happy if we proceed, but maybe the IT
folks can work on it while we're continuing our committee busi‐
ness.

Mr. Lloyd Longfield: It's better.

Mr. Gérard Deltell: Mr. Chair, if I may, I will not start from the
top, but I will just ask the last sentence of my question to get back
to where we were.

● (1700)

[Translation]

Mr. Dubey, my question is very simple. Canada is a fossil fuel
energy producer and we are all part of the energy transition. If oil
production were to cease in Canada tomorrow morning though,
would that reduce oil consumption or, on the contrary, would it re‐
main the same because that oil would be produced in other coun‐
tries, which would be very costly to Canada?

[English]

Mr. Akshay Dubey: Thank you for your question.

Essentially, as I said in my opening statement, the oil market is a
global supply-and-demand market. Canada makes up only 6% of
the global supply of oil. It is clearly a demand-side issue, where we
need to reduce the demand for fossil fuels over time, and supply
would respond to that.

In a situation, for example, where we decided that Canada was
not going to produce any oil and gas starting tomorrow, that supply
would simply be overtaken by another jurisdiction that also pro‐
duces oil. From that perspective, it wouldn't be the most effective
method for us to pursue decarbonization.

Instead—and I am a strong believer that we do need to decar‐
bonize—what we should be doing is investing heavily in innova‐
tions and technologies, especially those developed here in Canada,
that can help the decarbonization of oil production and oil use as
we transition. Along with many others in this room, I hope that the
transition is as quick and orderly as possible, but again, we need to
make sure that the transition happens in a way that makes sense.

[Translation]

Mr. Gérard Deltell: You have worked in the industry for many
years now. Can you give us a few examples of investments in new
technologies that are having a real and positive impact on reducing
greenhouse gas emissions?
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[English]

Mr. Akshay Dubey: In regard to the technologies that have been
deployed in the space, we have seen reduction in carbon emissions.
I have experience in both the mining space and the oil and gas
space. We're seeing, for example, the electrification of truck fleets.
In long-haul distances, where you see this in a variety of commodi‐
ties, that reduces carbon emissions significantly.

There is a copper company currently in Canada called Foran
Mining, which is building a mine that is going to be a carbon-neu‐
tral mine.

There have been a variety of technical innovations in the space,
but certainly more needs to be done. I think this is where it's impor‐
tant to have public-private partnerships to be able to move things
ahead that make sense for industry but also make sense for the
goals that we have as a society.

[Translation]

Mr. Gérard Deltell: As to the investments, some are backed by
considerable financial resources, but bank financing is of course
necessary.

In your opinion, should bank financing be facilitated for the de‐
velopment of high technology designed to reduce emissions?

[English]

Mr. Akshay Dubey: I certainly think there is a role for banking
to play in terms of reducing emissions, but, really, from my per‐
spective, that comes to the banks providing a helpful ecosystem for
innovation to take place here in Canada.

What we need to do is emphasize the fact that innovation is tak‐
ing place in the country. There are a lot of companies doing great
work out there, but the struggle in Canada has historically been
moving a technology from that development cycle, from a technical
readiness level of seven or eight, to something that's a commercial
technology. That's really where I would focus my efforts from a
policy perspective: How do we get these technologies over the
hump?

[Translation]

Mr. Gérard Deltell: Canadian engineers are working on finding
solutions.

In your opinion, can we find any solutions in Canada that can be
applied immediately to fossil fuel production here in Canada and
elsewhere around the world?

In short, it's a business opportunity, isn't it?

[English]

Mr. Akshay Dubey: Absolutely, there are technologies that
could be deployed right away. The technology that we have devel‐
oped at CVW for creating value from waste is one of them. It's a
ready-to-deploy technology. It's the result of 18 years of research
and development here in Canada. Really, it just requires the right
regulatory framework, the right incentive, but also the right empha‐
sis from industry to move solutions ahead.

That's really why I always stress that we do need to have this
partnership among innovators like us, industry and the government,
which sets the regulation and the incentives for industry.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Thank you, Mr. Deltell.

Ms. Chatel, you have six minutes, please.

[Translation]

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

To begin, I want to welcome all of our witnesses to the commit‐
tee today for our study on this extremely important topic.

My questions are primarily for Ms. Hubert.

Ms. Hubert, thank you for your excellent work in this very com‐
plex field. I know you have been extremely active in this field by
virtue of your ongoing work, as well as your passion, I might add.

On October 9, the government finally announced that it is putting
forward the taxonomy. We will have to wait though because it will
take 12 months. Nonetheless, they are putting forward a science-
based taxonomy, which is very important to meeting the target of
1.5°C in global warming. So that is encouraging. We are already
lagging behind, in my opinion, but we are moving forward.

We are also moving forward on mandatory disclosure of finan‐
cial information related to climate and the environment. These two
very important announcements are at the heart of green financing
and the transition.

I would like you to talk to us specifically about the role of disclo‐
sure and the International Sustainability Standards Board, or ISSB,
and the future interaction with that body. I would also like you to
talk to us about the consultation process of the Canadian Sustain‐
ability Standards Board, or CSSB, which will be closely involved
in this important step of mandatory disclosure.

On that note, Ms. Hubert, please go ahead and speak to us about
these matters.

● (1705)

Ms. Anne-Marie Hubert: Thank you.

First of all, I'll say a word about the taxonomy, which I think was
very well explained by Barbara Zvan. Whether a taxonomy is intro‐
duced or not, all investors will define what sustainable commit‐
ments and sustainable finance are.

As I mentioned, Canada has a better energy portfolio than most
countries in the world. By saying how we align our investments to
enable our industries to meet the target and by introducing disclo‐
sure to allow businesses to say so—we are not asking them to do
anything, we are simply stating what they are doing to be in a win‐
ning position. We're already going to be better than the others,
thanks to our energy portfolio. Not to do so would be to forgo mar‐
ket access.
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The ISSB, the International Sustainability Standards Board, has
set sustainability standards for the private sector, and they are
championed by central banks. North Korea and Russia are not par‐
ticipating. Along with the other participating countries, we will
have to think about our economy in terms of the 1.5°C target, or
we're going to face systemic risk to financial markets. The number
of climate incidents, the number of fires and the number of viruses
will bring down the insurance system. When you no longer have in‐
surance, you can no longer get a loan. We are seeing it in Florida,
where the insurance on a condo that cost $6,000 four years ago
cost $12,000 three years ago, and then $25,000, last year,
to $60,000 today. You can't get insurance anymore, so you can't get
a loan. We're starting to see that here as well.

Disclosure is essential to allow us to integrate climate as a factor
in all financial decisions. The ISSB is acting for the private sector.
Investors want that, but they also want to make sure that climate
plans don't cause damage to nature, to humans or to the communi‐
ties that will be affected, because that also has harmful effects on
the financial system. We are asking for disclosure, but let's first
make sure that we have, as a first standard, disclosure on the other
important things for which we can demonstrate the correlation of a
measure and the long-term performance for the private sector.

In the case of the public sector, another standard-setting organi‐
zation is the IPSASB, the International Public Sector Accounting
Standards Board. That organization created the Sustainability Ref‐
erence Group, whose members indicated that they would adopt the
same standards as the private sector all over the world and that they
would add requirements for the public sector. Whether we want
those standards or not, they are there. The investors behind the In‐
ternational Sustainability Standards Board have $55 trillion in man‐
aged assets. When they decide they want something or ask for
something, whether or not we pass regulations is of little impor‐
tance to our businesses. What's important is to join forces to help
our businesses make plans aligned with a Canadian taxonomy and
to help harmonize our economy for 2050, in addition to supporting
workers and businesses in the meantime.

There was a question earlier about proven technologies. The
United States has aligned all of its tax credits with technologies that
work and are cost-effective. They gave tax credits to accelerate the
use of these technologies. Texas is one of the most advanced states
on the planet. The U.S. is outpacing Europe.

To understand what is required, there needs to be science-based
collaboration, finance at the service of alignment to—

Mrs. Sophie Chatel: Thank you.

I would like to briefly come back to a very important point you
just mentioned, i.e., the risk of inaction in green finance and the
transition. If we don't take action through this type of finance, we
risk cutting ourselves off from financial markets and investments.

Can you clearly explain the risk of our government's inaction in
this area?

● (1710)

[English]

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Your time is pretty well up,
but if you can do it in 10 seconds, that would be great, or you can
table that reply.

Ms. Anne-Marie Hubert: It's losing access to capital markets
and losing access to markets for our products—pretty simple.

[Translation]

Mrs. Sophie Chatel: Thank you very much.

[English]

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Thank you, Ms. Chatel.

We are moving on to Madame Pauzé for six minutes.

[Translation]

Ms. Monique Pauzé (Repentigny, BQ): Thank you to all of our
witnesses for being here. This is indeed a very important study, be‐
cause we have learned that Canada is lagging behind in this area.

Ms. Péloffy, you worked closely with the senator on the climate-
aligned finance act. My question is for you. You talked about all the
support that the bill enjoyed.

Has the financial sector also shown any support for this bill?

Ms. Karine Péloffy: There are stakeholders in the financial sec‐
tor among the 120 organizations that support the bill. One of them
is Vancity, which is a credit union in western Canada. There is also
the Caisse d'économie solidaire in Montreal. Impact investment
funds have also supported the bill.

However, the major financial institutions do not officially sup‐
port it, although individuals within those institutions have told me
that we have to move forward. It should also be noted that another
commonality between the financial sector and the fossil fuel indus‐
try is that both industries are extremely effective at avoiding regula‐
tion.

Ms. Monique Pauzé: Yes. However, if we do nothing, what is
the risk to the financial system in terms of international competi‐
tiveness?

Ms. Karine Péloffy: As I think Ms. Hubert was going to say, the
funds will go elsewhere, where the regulatory systems are clearer
and it's easier to invest in solutions. We would therefore deprive
ourselves of funding for solutions.

There is also a financial risk for us as Canadians, because our
money—our pension funds, our savings—is invested in the fossil
fuel industry. About five years ago, we saw that foreign investors
had massively disinvested in Canadian fossil fuels, and Canadian
banks filled the gap. So now, not only are Canadians at risk of see‐
ing the entire world decide to invest in energy elsewhere, but they
are also at risk of permanently losing about $100 billion of assets
invested in the oil sands. It's our money that's on the line because
we took the place of financial institutions when they left.
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Ms. Monique Pauzé: When Senator Galvez came to testify be‐
fore this committee, she emphasized the concept of double materi‐
ality, that is to say the fact that climate change is having an impact
on financial institutions and that financial institutions are having an
impact on climate change.

Since Canadian banks rely on voluntary commitments and there
are people who sit on boards in both the banking and oil sectors,
what is your take on the huge challenge we will face?

Ms. Karine Péloffy: There are a lot of questions in there.

I do think there needs to be some sort of divorce between the fos‐
sil fuel industry and the financial industry to avoid real or apparent
conflicts of interest. Board minutes are not made public, so we
don't know how they manage this issue, but, from the outside, we
clearly see a problem.

In terms of materiality, there are terms floating around, such as
“double materiality”, “dynamic materiality” and “explosive materi‐
ality”. I had a lot of fun reading accounting texts. An accountant in
1972 called the materiality assessment an Alice in Wonderland ex‐
ercise. The former chair of the U.S. Securities and Exchange Com‐
mission even said that lawyers, accountants and business people get
materiality wrong all the time. That is why, in my opening remarks,
I said that this was not an appropriate standard. We are managing
not only a financial risk, but also an existential risk for life on earth.

Senator Galvez's bill calls for action. It's not just a matter of dis‐
closing, you have to be part of the solution. It's not enough to talk
about it or disclose the impact that climate change will have on the
entity; we also have to look at the entity's impact on the real world,
particularly in terms of its greenhouse gas emissions, and we have
to force action in order to reduce that impact and move towards so‐
lutions.
● (1715)

Ms. Monique Pauzé: So you're telling us that although banks re‐
ly on voluntary commitments and continue to fund fossil fuels,
Bill S‑243, if passed, could require them to take climate action and
be held accountable for their operations.

Ms. Karine Péloffy: Yes. The bill contains a number of key
measures. One is to set up an annual disclosure system, somewhat
like what is already being done everywhere, but on fundamental is‐
sues, so that we can really do things properly when it comes to
alignment with climate commitments. With all due respect, I think
it's much less complex than the other standards that are in place.
The questions we have to ask ourselves, albeit difficult, fit onto a
double-sided page.

Another key measure contained in the bill is the creation of a
new overriding duty to act in the public interest. This means that
the primary duty of a corporate executive would no longer neces‐
sarily be to maximize short-term profit for shareholders, which is
the misguided way that Canadian law is often interpreted. That's
what the law says in the United States. That's not really the case in
Canada, but we always ape the United States. In short, from now
on, an entity's main duty would be to respect the limits of the planet
so as to guarantee a safe climate for everyone, and then to make
profits. It would stop the destruction of land, air and water for
short-term gain, as some entities are doing.

Ms. Monique Pauzé: Do I have any time left, Mr. Chair?

[English]

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Madame Pauzé, the time is
up. Thank you.

Ms. Collins, go ahead for six minutes.

Ms. Laurel Collins: Thank you to all the witnesses for being
here today.

I want to start with Ms. Péloffy.

Can you talk a bit about the results we saw from the Australian
model for climate-aligned finance? Do you know of it?

Ms. Karine Péloffy: I know of an Australian court case, but I
don't think that's what you're asking about.

Ms. Laurel Collins: Okay.

Do you think Canada can meet its climate obligations if we don't
move forward with this kind of sustainable finance legislation and
switch from what seems like a voluntary approach to a more
mandatory approach?

Ms. Karine Péloffy: It's possible we might achieve our goals.
It's possible we might win the lottery. I think we need a stronger le‐
gal framework that makes this possibility a near certainty. I think
that's what climate-aligned finance aims to do.

As Mr. Brooks' presentation outlined, what's going on right now
is that we have Canadian financial institutions also investing in oth‐
er countries, in things they're no longer allowed to invest in here.
We have our own financial institutions investing against our com‐
petitive advantage.

Ms. Laurel Collins: On that switch between the voluntary to the
more mandatory, can you talk about what you see the impacts of
more robust legislative or regulatory tools being on pensions, our
economy and, more broadly, jobs and affordability?

Ms. Karine Péloffy: It's always hard to predict how things will
unfold. There are always unintended consequences, as the oppo‐
nents always love to say.

I think it would address the core issues we have today. There was
a study done by the Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives show‐
ing that, in 2022, record corporate profits were responsible for 40%
of the increased prices. All of those increased profits went to three
main sectors. Two of them were the fossil fuel industry, and the
banking and insurance industry.
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We might see less wealth concentration at the top. We'll hopeful‐
ly see better funding for companies like Mr. Dubey's. Hopefully, we
will have better jobs for Canadians. If we finance this, they forecast
2.2 million well-paying jobs in renewable energy.

We can think of this as the next industrial revolution. If we want
to decarbonize by, at the latest, 2050, the money needs to be there
long before then. We need to build that infrastructure, so the invest‐
ments need to be there long before then. That's why financing
needs to move first. It doesn't mean turning off the tap tomorrow
morning, but putting the money towards what we know has a fu‐
ture.
● (1720)

Ms. Laurel Collins: We saw OSFI bring forward the B-15
guidelines requiring financial institutions to improve their gover‐
nance and risk management practice. However, they fall short in
aligning us with Canada's climate commitments.

Can you talk a bit about how we could fill those gaps and what
needs to happen when it comes to climate-related risk disclosure?

Ms. Karine Péloffy: Yes. It was a good move on OSFI's part to
come up with those guidelines. Of course, they could go further. As
you highlighted, the commissioner of the environment and sustain‐
able development did a report on this and said that the approach in
B-15 remains “short of incentivizing the transition to a net-zero
emissions economy.” We understand that OSFI thinks its mandate
in that regard is limited. Other regulators elsewhere have a different
view of their mandates, even without legal changes. I definitely in‐
vite OSFI to have a broader interpretation.

That's something your report could recommend—that OSFI have
a broader interpretation of their mandate.

What the climate-aligned finance act would do, on top of what
OSFI is already doing, is mandate OSFI to look at impacts and at
reducing impacts. It would anchor everything in a 1.5°C frame‐
work. It would provide a lot of details. That two-pager “climate
test”, as we used to call it, provides a level of detail that is missing
in the guidelines. It mentions transition plans. It doesn't go into any
level of detail there. The measure most bankers absolutely hate is
increased capital requirements for microprudential and macropru‐
dential risks that investments in fossil fuels bring forward.

Ms. Laurel Collins: We have had a lot of conversations back
and forth in this committee and we have heard about divestment,
but also the inclusion of fossil fuels in the taxonomy. Can you
speak a little bit to why it might be important to ensure a robust tax‐
onomy when it comes to excluding fossil fuels and making sure
they're actually sustainable investments?

Ms. Karine Péloffy: I think if the taxonomy is to have any use‐
fulness for the investment community, it needs to be for a defence
against greenwashing. If the taxonomy itself greenwashes by paint‐
ing LNG as a solution, then it won't provide cover, I think, for in‐
vestors on that front.

Most importantly, defining sustainable finance is nice, but what
we're severely lacking is regulating unsustainable finance. We need
to first start regulating away from the damaging practices. Once
we've circumscribed what's bad and what we need to stop, then the
markets can actually do what they do best, which is innovate. We

first need to close the door to the problem so that the others can
flourish.

Ms. Laurel Collins: Thank you.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Thank you, Ms. Collins.

Now we're on to our next round, starting with Mr. Kram for five
minutes.

Mr. Michael Kram (Regina—Wascana, CPC): Thank you
very much, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to all the witnesses for being here today. My ques‐
tions will be for Mr. Dubey from CVW CleanTech.

Mr. Dubey, your company has developed some fascinating tech‐
nologies that can extract critical minerals from tailings ponds while
cleaning up the tailings ponds at the same time. That's excellent
work on your part. What I find concerning, though, is that your
company's business model depends on the continued existence of
the oil sands.

Would you say that environmentally friendly companies such as
yours run the risk of becoming collateral damage in this taxonomy
system?

Mr. Akshay Dubey: I'd say our technology has been developed
for the oil sands mining space, specifically tailings, both fresh tail‐
ings as well as tailings ponds that exist today. There is a future for
our technology that goes beyond just the current production of oil
sands, well into the future, dealing with this environmental liability.
At the same time, the majority of the economics delivered through
this technology is through, as you said, the recovery of critical min‐
erals, but also the hydrocarbons that are sitting in those tailings
ponds.

When we talk about taxonomies, I think we need to really think
about it from the perspective of being flexible, in that, if you just
said oil production was bad, you may not want to support our tech‐
nology, because we do generate revenue from selling barrels of oil,
but those barrels of oil are sitting in tailings ponds, which are a
large environmental liability, potentially the largest liability in
Canada. Having that flexibility to really understand what the tech‐
nology delivers is important in any system, regulatory or taxonomy.

● (1725)

Mr. Michael Kram: Generally speaking, do you feel that this
proposed taxonomy system is well understood in the business com‐
munity at large?
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Mr. Akshay Dubey: I think it's a very pertinent question. I'd say,
quite frankly, from my perspective, that the most I've heard about
this taxonomy is when I was watching other discussions from this
very committee, which gave me some background on the discus‐
sions that have been taking place. The only other forum where I've
really had some exposure to the discussion on taxonomy was the
Western Executive Council of the Canadian Chamber of Com‐
merce, where I sit as one of the CEOs, and really the only CEO
from a small or medium-sized enterprise, across the table from my
partners, who are CEOs of very large businesses.

From my perspective, it seems like a lot of this conversation has
been dominated by some of the larger players in the space. I think
it's important that we get some opinions from the small and medi‐
um enterprises in Canada as well, just given the fact that businesses
like ours make up close to 50% of Canada's GDP.

Mr. Michael Kram: If the oil companies with which you work
found it more difficult to access capital due to this taxonomy sys‐
tem, do you think that would make them more likely or less likely
to invest in these new technologies, such as the ones that your com‐
pany is developing?

Mr. Akshay Dubey: I'd say that anyone coming from a finance
background will tell you that to invest in risky technologies, first-
of-its-kind innovation or things that haven't been done before re‐
quires a cost of capital that allows money to flow into these solu‐
tions. Today, I'd say one of the bigger challenges that we have,
when discussing our technology with oil sands operators, is provid‐
ing that capital commitment for a first-of-its-kind deployment.

In that type of environment, again, I think it's really important
that we have this partnership between innovators, public companies
and the government to institute these technologies. In situations
where capital is leaving that sector, every single project that we're
looking at, whether it's traditional oil and gas, energy transition so‐
lutions or things to deal with their liabilities, will suffer due to the
lack of capital in the space.

Mr. Michael Kram: If this taxonomy system does have the de‐
sired effect of discouraging investment in oil and gas, and oil and
gas development, what do you think would be the outcome for your
business in particular and other businesses developing similar tech‐
nologies?

Mr. Akshay Dubey: Again, I'd say, from my perspective, that I
haven't spent as much time understanding exactly what the taxono‐
my has been proposing. I wouldn't want to sit here and say that it's
been proposed in a way that will disadvantage oil and gas invest‐
ments.

At the same time, though, what I do know is that our technology
does provide a solution for a very large environmental issue here in
Canada, both on the tailings pond side as well as the emission side.
I think it's critical that technologies like ours get the capital they re‐
quire. This is where I look to regulators and folks like you, who are
thinking about policy from a public perspective, to put in the poli‐
cies that will really help drive that innovation forward, solve the
problems that we need to solve and have the flexibility required to
be able to do that.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): You have 10 seconds.
Mr. Michael Kram: I'll cede my time, Mr. Chair.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Thank you, Mr. Kram.

Ms. Taylor Roy, go ahead for five minutes.

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy (Aurora—Oak Ridges—Richmond
Hill, Lib.): Thank you.

Thank you to the witnesses for being here.

I'm going to ask a broader question, because we've been studying
sustainable finance since the spring and have heard many expert
witnesses talk about the need for the financial system to work with
the government's goals, as opposed to against them.

While we've been studying sustainable finance, we have also un‐
dertaken a study on the Jasper wildfire complex, the disaster there.
That study has been very politicized, and it's turned into who's to
blame for the fire as opposed to looking at what can be done. It's
being extended by people who want to continue the politicization,
but there seems to be very little interest in looking at climate
change as an underlying cause or considering climate change and
how, in fact, this study on climate-aligned finance could help pre‐
vent disasters such as this going forward.

I'm looking for help understanding how it is that there are people
who ignore the science, who don't see climate change as a real issue
and seem to be more concerned with short-term profits than they
are with the future of the planet. How does that happen, the dissoci‐
ation that is there, and how can we do better in reaching out and
working with people who are perhaps skeptical about climate
change and the need for things like these taxonomies or your in‐
vestments, for example, in the type of thing you're doing?

Could you start, Karine?

● (1730)

Ms. Karine Péloffy: Of course.

I'm totally stepping out of my legal shoes and stepping into the
ones of someone who has been concerned about climate change for
a very long time.

I'm sorry; I'm very tired because of a young child as well.

This is information that is difficult to process and brings up fear,
and then fear can lead to rage or denial. I have felt it myself. After
engaging on this, I watched a documentary that said it was one big
swindle. My God, I felt good. I was like, “I don't have to worry
about everything that I love ending.” But it's not a swindle.

I understand that a lot of people decide to disengage, deny and
scapegoat people who are vulnerable and have very little responsi‐
bility in the problems, rather than really trying to hold accountable
the most powerful actors responsible for this issue in our society. I
think that's where the failure is. It's something to do with the diffi‐
culty of handling this psychologically.

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: Thank you very much for that.
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Mr. Dubey, you've worked in the financial field. You've worked
in structuring projects in the natural resource sector, and you now
have a great innovation to try to deal with the tailings ponds, which
are a great environmental liability for the oil companies and our
country, in fact.

How would you deal with that? How do you explain it, and how
do you help people see the need to get more financing into projects
like yours and away from traditional oil and gas production?

Mr. Akshay Dubey: I'd say that my perspective was very simi‐
lar. I had a very difficult start to my career in mining and invest‐
ment banking, working in an industry that's often been villainized
in terms of its environmental impact, and then transitioning to
working in oil and gas, and then a little bit of both. I've been in two
industries. At the same time, my personal realization, as I said in
my opening statement, was that we can certainly stick our head in
the sand and hope the problem goes away. We've seen a lot of insti‐
tutions go down the path of divestment.

I think the proactive approach here, which we should all be
thinking about, is that we're not going to be moving off oil and gas
tomorrow. I think we all know that's the practical solution. Is it five
years, 15 years, 50 years? That remains to be seen. There are a lot
of global decisions that will need to be made to get there.

I think what we need to do, in the very short term, is utilize any‐
thing that we can from an innovation perspective to make those in‐
dustries more sustainable. Oil and gas is never going to be a green
industry, necessarily. We can minimize the impact of that industry
while we go through this decade-long transition so it doesn't have
those impacts on the environment that we're all so worried about.

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: Thank you.

When the CEOs of the banks and the oil companies were here in
the spring, I actually asked the CEOs of the banks if they would be
willing to commit to only funding projects in the oil and gas indus‐
try that actually worked to reduce emissions. None of them were
willing to make that commitment. I understand the need to improve
that while we're making the transition, but it doesn't seem that the
appetite is there in our banking system for that either.

I'm just wondering if—
The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Your time is pretty well up.

You have two seconds left.
Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: Thank you. I'll cede my two seconds.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Madame Pauzé, go ahead

for two and a half minutes, please.
[Translation]

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

My question is for Mr. Brooks.

We know that all the banks, both internationally and in Canada,
are part of the Net-Zero Banking Alliance. However, Canadian
banks are also members of the Canadian Bankers Association and
the Canadian Chamber of Commerce, both of which are publicly
opposed to Canada's economic environmental policies.

We also know that banks are increasingly financing fossil fuel
companies.

In your opinion, would there be a way to move forward in this
kind of framework with people who basically have doubts about
climate change?

Mr. Richard Brooks: Thank you very much for your question.

[English]

This is where the issue of voluntary versus mandatory actions
comes into place. We have lots of initiatives like the net-zero bank‐
ing alliance, which is purely voluntary. We have other bodies that
are purely voluntary as well. There's a lot of urging action: “Let's
just get our financial institutions to do more, but let's not regulate
them.” We've spent a lot of time urging voluntary action, but we're
not getting that voluntary action from the titans of business you had
here in June: the CEOs of the big banks and the CEOs of the big oil
and gas companies. They could not commit to making the right lev‐
el of investments in climate solutions and renewables that we all
need to see, and they doubled down on the continuation of financ‐
ing of oil and gas to the same degree they've been doing since the
Paris climate agreement was signed.

I stated earlier that $1 trillion has gone into fossil fuels from 18
of the biggest financial institutions that are headquartered in Toron‐
to—my city—just in 2022, leading to over a billion tonnes of fossil
fuel emissions. This is why we need regulation. Voluntary action is
simply not enough. What I don't understand is how the CEOs of
these institutions can stand in the towers in downtown Toronto
when the sky turns orange, as it did last summer when we had the
fires across Canada, and look out their windows and say, “I'm going
to do another oil and gas deal, and I'm not going to choose to fi‐
nance renewables.”

You can look at the Royal Bank of Canada as a good example,
with $265 million—

● (1735)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): I'm sorry, Mr. Brooks, but
you're about 15 seconds over, unless you can wrap it up.

Ms. Collins, go ahead.

Ms. Laurel Collins: You can use 15 seconds of my time to wrap
up.

Mr. Richard Brooks: I was just going to say that at the Royal
Bank of Canada, for every dollar they put into fossil fuels, only 40¢
goes into renewables and climate solutions. That's a problem that
needs to be regulated away.
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Ms. Laurel Collins: Mr. Brooks, I want to put a couple ques‐
tions to you. One is about The Lancet, which just released a report
stating that climate and health are facing record-breaking threats
because of government inaction, and they're urging governments
and companies to divest fossil fuel investments. In 2023, fossil fuel
investments accounted for more than one-third of global energy
spending. The World Health Organization has stated that while in‐
vestments in fossil fuels are higher than ever, clean energy invest‐
ments and the critical funds needed to support the most vulnerable
nations are vastly underfunded.

Can you talk a little bit about some of these regulatory pieces,
the taxonomy and how critical it is that we move urgently but ro‐
bustly towards more sustainable options?

Mr. Richard Brooks: I think you hit the nail on the head there.
There's underinvestment in renewables and climate solutions, and
that has tremendous health impacts. Our energy transition is not
moving fast enough, neither in Canada nor internationally. Part of
the reason for that is that there's underfinancing happening at our
biggest financial institutions. That includes the big banks, the big
public pension funds and the big asset managers.

That needs to change, and it's only going to change—and meet
the need we have globally, as well as in Canada, to accelerate the
energy transition—through regulation. Simply putting out more dis‐
closures or more data, which is what a disclosure framework is, is
not going to change actions. That's where we need the regulation to
come into force, incentivize investments in renewables and disin‐
centivize investments in and financing of dirty energy projects so
we can move faster on this journey.

Right now, the banks and the pension funds are stepping on the
brakes when we're all trying to slam down on the accelerator, and
that's what's slowing us down.

Ms. Laurel Collins: Thank you.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Mr. Leslie, go ahead for

five minutes.
Mr. Branden Leslie: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'd like to start with Ms. Péloffy.

I appreciate your emotion. I also have a young child, so I'm also
tired a lot. I can certainly understand that.

I'd like to start by asking you this: Would you support legislation
that would force the Canada pension plan and other public pension
plans to divest assets from oil and gas?

Ms. Karine Péloffy: Yes.
Mr. Branden Leslie: Is this an issue that your organization has

raised with the government?
Ms. Karine Péloffy: I've been with my organization for six

months, so I'll use a lot of caveats, but I'm pretty sure the answer is
yes.

However, to answer the question you didn't ask, that is not what
the climate-aligned finance act does. Actually, it encourages en‐
gagement, and divestment is the last—

Mr. Branden Leslie: I appreciate that. I'm just curious to hear
some of your thoughts on behalf of the organization.

What was the response from the government when you raised
that with them or when your colleagues did, perhaps?

Ms. Karine Péloffy: They haven't done it, so I'm guessing the
response is negative.

Mr. Branden Leslie: What about financial institutions? Would
you support legislation that would make it illegal for financial insti‐
tutions to provide any more capital to oil and gas companies in
Canada?

● (1740)

Ms. Karine Péloffy: I think I would go the way that Ms. Taylor
Roy.... I think funding to resolve their environmental liabilities is
something that has to be done. We cannot leave tailings ponds
around.

Mr. Branden Leslie: You would support banning financial insti‐
tutions from lending capital to a company for any new projects in
the oil and gas space. Is that a fair assessment?

Ms. Karine Péloffy: Any new projects for fossil fuel combus‐
tion, yes, I would be against that, as is the International Energy
Agency.

Mr. Branden Leslie: Obviously, we're aware that the current
government is on track to raise, on a yearly basis, the current con‐
sumer carbon tax up to $170 per tonne by 2030. Do you believe
that the government should be more aggressive in its track over the
next six or seven years?

Ms. Karine Péloffy: I think where the government should focus
its attention—apart from climate-aligned finance, which is the topic
that I came to discuss—would be on actually increasing the indus‐
trial price on carbon. Under the output-based pricing system, or
OBPS, actually, the biggest polluting firms in this country pay a
very small fraction of the carbon tax because they say that they are
trade-exposed, whereas what we're actually going to see is that Eu‐
rope is going to go forward with carbon adjustment mechanisms
that will actually be detrimental to our industry if we do not in‐
crease our industrial carbon tax.

Mr. Branden Leslie: Has Ecojustice suggested that to the gov‐
ernment, and what was their response at that time?

Ms. Karine Péloffy: I'm pretty sure my organization has sug‐
gested it. If they haven't done it, I'm guessing they are against it.

We have to understand that the fossil fuel industry, over the last
15 years, on average, has had six meetings per working day with
the government, so it holds a tremendous amount of influence.

Mr. Branden Leslie: A colleague of ours, Charlie Angus, intro‐
duced a piece of legislation that would make it criminal to use cer‐
tain “terms, expressions, logos, symbols or illustrations” when talk‐
ing about the oil and gas sector.

In your view, are there any terms or logos that you think the gov‐
ernment should be criminalizing? You talked about greenwashing
earlier. Are there any particular logos that—
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[Translation]
Mrs. Sophie Chatel: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

[English]
Mr. Adam van Koeverden: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

Is this a five-minute round?
The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Yes. We have a minute and

30 seconds left. It's still green, so we're good.
Mrs. Sophie Chatel: Mr. Chair, I would just like to remind my

colleague that we are discussing green and transition finance, sus‐
tainable finance, so it's not logos. I'm sorry.

Mr. Branden Leslie: I'm here to find solutions to the problems
we're all trying to address.

Mrs. Sophie Chatel: To logos? Okay.
Mr. Branden Leslie: Do you have any specific thing we should

be putting people in prison for?
Mrs. Sophie Chatel: That's not on green finance.
Ms. Karine Péloffy: I do have an answer. I would support an ad‐

vertising ban for the fossil fuel industry, just as we've put in place
advertising bans on tobacco. The fossil fuel industry is polluting the
lungs of the planet, just like the tobacco industry was polluting our
lungs.

Mr. Branden Leslie: What about the agricultural industry?
Would you expand that? They have emissions. Should the ag indus‐
try be allowed to talk about its record in any way?

Maybe I'll frame it this way. How many other sectors should not
be allowed to tell their stories of the quality of work that their sec‐
tors are doing in terms of whatever environmental outcomes they
are trying to improve? What other sectors should be banned?

Ms. Laurel Collins: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

Can you just give us an update on the clock?

Other committee members seem to have different numbers.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Five minutes.... There are

42 seconds left.
Mr. Adam van Koeverden: It was a minute and 30 seconds two

minutes ago. Is your clock okay?
The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Continue on.
Mr. Branden Leslie: I don't have a clock—
The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): No, we're good.
Mrs. Sophie Chatel: Should I do the clock?
The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Continue on. You have a

minute left.
Mr. Adam van Koeverden: A minute left.... It's a five-minute

round.

An hon. member: Challenge the chair.

Mr. Adam van Koeverden: Yes. This is crazy.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Okay, I rounded up. It's 38

seconds. There you go.
Mr. Branden Leslie: Sure. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Do you have any comments about the other sectors?

Mr. Adam van Koeverden: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

I'm sorry, but I'd like to challenge the chair.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Are you challenging the
chair on time?

Mr. Adam van Koeverden: Yes. It's way over, man.

We all have our own clocks, too.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Look, they have 38 seconds
left. Let's finish the round. You guys get five minutes, as well.
We're running behind as it is.

Mr. Gérard Deltell: Folks, we lost the last two minutes talking
about time. Move on.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Okay, Mr. Leslie.

Mr. Branden Leslie: Go ahead, Ms. Péloffy.

Ms. Karine Péloffy: The fossil fuel industry is responsible for
80% of global warming to date. I think it deserves singling out in
terms of advertising bans. For all other matters of greenwashing,
this Parliament adopted changes to the Competition Act, which I
think, for now, sort of address the issue for the economy as a whole.

● (1745)

Mr. Branden Leslie: The government included nuclear energy
as part of their green bond framework.

Do you support the inclusion of nuclear energy in that?

Ms. Karine Péloffy: I can't answer that question.

Mr. Branden Leslie: Okay.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Mr. van Koeverden, you
have the last round of five minutes.

Mr. Adam van Koeverden: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

Ms. Péloffy, I'd like to start with you.

The line of questioning implied that a taxonomy would shut
down production, completely halt the production of oil and gas in
Canada, or even cause people to be thrown in jail, as was just im‐
plied by the Conservatives. That's a lot of hysteria about a list for
how we define “green” in Canada.

Would people be thrown in jail? Are we talking about shutting
down production just by having definitions for the words “green”
and “sustainable”?

Ms. Karine Péloffy: I believe there might be a certain degree of
confusion. The taxonomy is about defining things Canada will con‐
sider to be solutions. It will be a voluntary standard. It will definite‐
ly not put anyone in jail.

I think what your colleague was referring to, perhaps, was the
change to the Competition Act that you passed last June, where the
absolute maximum penalty—
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Mr. Branden Leslie: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

I could offer clarity. It's NDP MP Charlie Angus's private mem‐
ber's bill, as I said.

Mr. Adam van Koeverden: I hope my time has been paused.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): It has.

It wasn't a point of order, so go on with your questioning.
Mr. Adam van Koeverden: Thank you.

Thanks, Ms. Péloffy.

I'd like to ask Ms. Hubert the same question.
[Translation]

Ms. Anne-Marie Hubert: The answer is clearly no. Instead, we
need to support the transition of our industries.

Our Canadian investors even managed to get gas included in the
European taxonomy. You've seen the sustainable finance action
council report. The Canadian investors who have inquired about the
taxonomy want us to have a pathway to our 1.5°C target by sector
that reflects the economic reality and to be able to support compa‐
nies that are transitioning towards the targets. It's not a matter of
doing it overnight, but rather over time. Replacing coal with gas
now is positive. In 2030, we may have to move on to other things.
However, there has to be a transition. We're not at all saying to ban
oil and gas tomorrow morning.

Mr. Adam van Koeverden: Thank you.
Ms. Anne-Marie Hubert: Transition plans must be supported to

hit the targets.
Mr. Adam van Koeverden: Thank you very much, Ms. Hubert.

[English]

Mr. Dubey, could I ask you the same question? Do you feel as
though a taxonomy leading towards more information and better
definitions for these types of things would halt production in the oil
sands, or somewhere else?

Mr. Akshay Dubey: I'd say that, overall, providing information
through things like disclosure is important for the investment com‐
munity and the finance community, so they can look at the invest‐
ments they're making.

Regarding the taxonomy, I think it really comes down to the de‐
tails of that taxonomy and how much flexibility it provides so that
solutions like ours aren't all put in the same bucket as things that
may be viewed as the fossil fuel industry. It's about having that
flexibility.

Mr. Adam van Koeverden: Thank you.

Do you think investors or people in the oil and gas sector should
be concerned about criminality, as the Conservatives just suggested,
with respect to having a clearly defined taxonomy?

Mr. Akshay Dubey: Again, I don't have the background on the
bill that was brought up and the details behind it, so I can't answer
that question.

Mr. Adam van Koeverden: Okay.

I have a couple of other questions for you about the oil sands.

We had the CEOs of the banks here, and the CEOs of a couple of
the energy companies. I asked them about emissions intensity over
the last 15 or 20 years, particularly for oil sands products. We saw
that the oil and gas sector's emissions have gone up by about 11%
or 12% since 2005. That's been driven by oil sands emissions inten‐
sity. That means per barrel of oil. I know you know this, but that is
a lot more emissions. You mentioned that methane is a key driver
of those emissions in the oil sands.

Do you think the industry and the companies operating in the oil
sands region are likely to reduce their emissions intensity on their
own, out of the goodness of their hearts, in the absence of a truly
well-defined taxonomy, or will regulation and proper disclosure
drive that transition?

Mr. Akshay Dubey: Yes, I watched the testimony from the oil
sands CEOs who were here as well, and I think, similar to what
they said, that having the right regulatory framework is key to driv‐
ing those decisions. I think businesses need long-term stability to
make the investments to decarbonize their own operations. Path‐
ways Alliance is, obviously, something they have been talking
about quite a bit, which has large carbon reduction claims. Similar‐
ly, we can also deliver a 5% to 10% carbon intensity reduction per
oil sands site.

There are significant technologies that are available to these
companies but, certainly, having the right incentives and regulatory
framework would help move them ahead.

● (1750)

Mr. Adam van Koeverden: Thank you very much.

In an article here it says, “Regulation will complement existing
suite of financial incentives on offer for oil and gas companies that
invest in projects to reduce emissions”. At the same time, we see
that emissions intensity has gone up and that Canada's oil sands
have grown by 142%, largely driven by increased oil sands produc‐
tion, and that's, as it says, in the absence of regulation and a taxono‐
my. Is that your understanding?

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Give a very short answer.

Mr. Akshay Dubey: Well, we certainly don't have a taxonomy
in place, and those emissions have gone up, but I don't know if I
would draw that direct link.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Thank you, Mr. van Ko‐
everden.

Thank you to the witnesses for coming in.

Mr. Branden Leslie: On a point of order, Mr. Chair, I would like
to offer an apology. When I was discussing Bill C-372, Charlie An‐
gus's NDP bill, I said “prison”. However, upon reading the text, it's
actually “a fine not exceeding $1,000,000 or...imprisonment” of un‐
der two years, which is technically a jail, not a prison. I'm sorry for
being incorrect in my verbiage.
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The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Thank you for clarifying
that.

Thank you to the witnesses for coming out this afternoon.

We'll take a short recess to get ready for the next round.
● (1750)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1755)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Welcome back, everybody.

I call the meeting back to order.

We're going to start with Mr. Guénette for five minutes.
[Translation]

Mr. Jasmin Guénette (Vice-President, National Affairs,
Canadian Federation of Independent Business): Good morning.

My name is Jasmin Guénette, and I am the vice-president of na‐
tional affairs at the Canadian Federation of Independent Business,
or CFIB.

I would like to thank the members of the committee for this kind
invitation. I will deliver my opening remarks in French, but I will
be able to answer questions in French and English.

The CFIB represents 97,000 business owners from all sectors of
the economy across the country. Among our member businesses,
70% have nine or fewer employees, and 28% have between 10 and
49 employees.

Currently, the optimism index among Canadian entrepreneurs is
very low. This is according to our monthly “Business Barometer”
survey, which we have been using for a few decades now to assess
optimism.

Not only is the optimism index low, but the majority of en‐
trepreneurs would not recommend that Canadians start a business
because of the very high operating costs, economic uncertainty and
tax burden.

When we ask our members what factors are limiting their busi‐
ness's growth the most, a majority indicate that demand is not there.
In other words, consumers are spending less.

When asked about the top costs putting pressure on their busi‐
ness, our members cite insurance, taxes and regulations and payroll
taxes as the top three biggest costs.

It is important to note that borrowing costs have risen sharply in
recent years. What's more, the proportion of financing requests
from small and medium-sized businesses, or SMEs, has increased
significantly over the years. It went from 35% to 58% between
2012 and 2022. In addition, the approval rate for these applications
is 94% for medium-sized business owners, compared to only 77%
for microbusiness owners.

When the Bank of Canada began raising its key interest rate to
combat inflation, the share of small business owners struggling
with borrowing costs jumped from 21% in January 2022 to 39% in
May 2023.

To ensure the success of our entrepreneurs and our SMEs, public
policies, such as environmental ones, must avoid increasing the
regulatory, administrative, tax and financial burdens of our SMEs.
If we force environmental, social and governance criteria on finan‐
cial institutions or large businesses, they in turn could force them
onto their clients, which could lead to higher costs for SMEs and
make financing less accessible and more expensive.

We therefore ask parliamentarians not to impose new legislative
provisions on SMEs that would increase their costs and red tape.

Thank you.

● (1800)

[English]

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Thank you, Mr. Guénette.

Ms. Taylor, go ahead for five minutes.

Ms. Heather Taylor (Partner, Climate Change and Sustain‐
ability Services, EY Canada): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'd like to begin by acknowledging that I am in Toronto, which is
the traditional territory of many nations, including the Mississaugas
of the Credit, the Anishinabe, the Chippewa, the Haudenosaunee
and the Wendat peoples, and is now home to many diverse first na‐
tions, Inuit, and Métis people.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak with committee members
today and contribute to your study on environment and climate im‐
pacts related to the Canadian financial system.

I am an EY partner who is leading our sustainability work for all
levels of government in Canada. I have a public sector experience
that includes serving as the City of Toronto's chief financial officer,
and as an assistant deputy minister and chief administrative officer
in the Province of Ontario. I currently sit on the Canadian Public
Sector Accounting Board, and I'm working with the International
Public Sector Accounting Standards Board to help develop sustain‐
ability standards.

Many see environmental sustainability standards as a compliance
exercise or a “nice to have”, but they are a powerful economic tool
that is essential to grow Canadian companies and increase our pro‐
ductivity and international competitiveness. Over 20 countries, rep‐
resenting 55% of global GDP, including Canada, have announced
timelines for alignment to these standards or are already using them
as a basis for their own regulatory frameworks. In addition, the EU
corporate sustainability reporting directive is reshaping how com‐
panies evaluate the risks and opportunities of environmental, social
and governance issues. This impacts both European companies and
companies with substantial economic interests in the region.
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EY works with financial institutions across the globe to identify
the sustainable business opportunities, to consistently and transpar‐
ently engage with capital markets and to help them transition to the
economy of the future.

The private and public sectors must work in lockstep to ensure
that regulatory systems are aligned so that we can fully harness the
power of this economic opportunity. We know that markets don't
like uncertainty, and what we've seen is investors in capital markets
driving the need for increased disclosures to help assess risks. We
know with certainty that globally recognized and adopted financial
standards have created a consistent language that has enabled a
global marketplace.

Sustainability standards for both the public and the private sector
are needed to create a similar platform that allows comparison of
data and information. They provide clarity, help eliminate stake‐
holder confusion, and decrease uncertainty.

Over the last year, I have been working with some of the world's
largest pension funds and asset managers. They are committed to
invest in transition projects and seek jurisdictions that are commit‐
ted to transition investment and sustainability disclosure. They also
want the confidence that the investments will drive the intended
outcomes. Sustainability standards are already being used by in‐
vestors and banks to determine access to capital and cost of capital.
It's a simple supply-and-demand issue. More capital supply leads to
more affordable capital. A smaller access pool means less attractive
rates and more expensive costs that put Canadian businesses at a
disadvantage.

As jurisdictions around the world adopt sustainability standards
more quickly than Canada does, they are demanding transition and
risk disclosures. Canadian companies that participate in the disclo‐
sures will be more competitive from both a market share and a
growth perspective. Companies that do not participate in disclo‐
sures run the risk of being unable to participate in supply chains.
Canadian companies that export to jurisdictions that are further ad‐
vanced in the adoption of sustainability disclosures are at risk of
becoming ineligible for these business opportunities and losing
market share.

In closing, the alignment of public and private sector sustainabil‐
ity standards is essential for the economy. It will increase compara‐
bility, decrease uncertainty, and increase access to capital at com‐
petitive rates. Sustainability disclosures are essential for the econo‐
my and also good for the environment. I recommend that Canada
harmonize and adopt both the private and emerging public sector
sustainability standards.

Thank you so much for the opportunity to appear today.
● (1805)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Thank you, Ms. Taylor.

Now we have Mr. Scott, for five minutes.
Mr. Adam Scott (Executive Director, Shift Action for Pension

Wealth and Planet Health): Thank you very much for having me.

I'm Adam Scott, the executive director of Shift, a non-profit edu‐
cation and advocacy project focused on aligning Canada's financial
sector with climate. I'm joining you from Toronto, the traditional

territory of many first nations, including the Mississaugas of the
Credit, Anishinabe, Chippewa, Haudenosaunee and Wendat peo‐
ples.

I'm a career climate expert with more than 20 years of experience
working to solve this issue through research, policy and solutions.
Along with many other colleagues who have provided testimony
here, I was an author of a policy road map for a sustainable finan‐
cial system in Canada.

I'll start with the bottom line, reflected by many other experts
you've heard from: We simply cannot achieve Canada's climate
obligations without new policy to align our financial system with
science-based targets. The stability of our financial system and the
long-term growth of our economy are very much at risk here.

This isn't just a moral argument. It is a financial one. As you will
all appreciate as lawmakers, many of the most critical decisions
that determine Canada's progress on climate aren't actually made by
politicians. These decisions are made behind the closed doors of fi‐
nancial institutions and corporations in their day-to-day business.
Wherever capital is allocated, money borrowed, debt issued and fi‐
nancial investment decisions made, that's often where the rubber
hits the road on climate every single day in this country. How many
everyday financial decisions are being made through the filter of a
credible, science-based climate plan?

According to Oxford University's net-zero tracker, roughly two-
thirds of Canada's largest corporations have made a commitment to
net zero. However, that number is far lower when we look at the
wider corporate sector. Unfortunately, even among companies and
institutions that have made those commitments, they're rarely fol‐
lowed up with credible climate transition plans for achieving them.
Every single day, financial decision-making in Canada largely con‐
tinues with business as usual, financing climate failure and putting
the stability of our entire financial system in danger.

Expert colleagues at these hearings have highlighted, in particu‐
lar, the failure of Canada's largest banks to back up their net-zero
commitments with credible climate plans, especially with the obvi‐
ous requirement to end new finance for coal, gas and oil, while also
directing adequate capital towards credible climate solutions.
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At Shift, we focus on the climate plans of pensions, Canada's
largest asset owners. As long-term buy-and-hold investors, pen‐
sions are acutely vulnerable to climate risks and stranded assets.
While we're starting to see voluntary leadership and climate plans
emerging among some pensions—proof that credible climate plans
are real and very achievable—we also still see far too many pen‐
sion plans, like the Canada pension plan, refusing to set interim tar‐
gets, while continuing to make investments in fossil fuel expansion
that directly bet against climate safety.

We are also troubled by obvious governance failures on climate,
in particular the prevalence of directors cross-appointed to the
boards of fossil fuel companies and financial institutions at the
same time, creating the obvious potential for serious conflicts of in‐
terest when discussing this topic. This is an issue raised by others.

I hope that, by this stage in your study, you fully appreciate the
dangers of climate failure for Canada and the economy. This is al‐
ready causing damage to our economy, the global economy and our
ability to grow GDP. It is a headwind against GDP growth that,
without action, will get worse every single year. Canadian financial
institutions are highly exposed to stranded assets, which can lose
value suddenly as the energy transition already under way contin‐
ues to accelerate.

Thankfully, we have the tools available to modernize our finan‐
cial regulations on climate. The first building blocks are under
way—you've been talking about them already—and so is putting in
place a credible green taxonomy that excludes fossil fuels from
green or transition labelling. Greenwashing is already widespread
in financial circles, and we can't allow new loopholes for that to
continue.

Climate disclosure rules are also essential. It's very good to see
first steps announced to amend the Canada Business Corporations
Act for major companies to align with international climate report‐
ing standards.

This trend will need to continue at full speed. Those baseline
moves are not enough alone to align financial flows with climate
safety.

Along with many other experts, I'd direct this study toward the
need to adopt the measures found in the climate-aligned finance
act, which, as we heard, is a detailed, ambitious and practical
blueprint for moving past disclosure into regulating alignment di‐
rectly through a variety of measures.

I'll remind you again that this is an unprecedented situation. The
climate crisis continues to get worse, carrying with it complex and
potentially cataclysmic financial risks. Our brittle and dated regula‐
tory system is not fit in its current state to ensure that Canada's fi‐
nancial sector lives up to its reputation for stability and prudence.
● (1810)

I'll conclude by urging this committee to understand that the poli‐
cy reforms that we're calling for should really be seen as in‐
escapable, because they're ultimately required to protect the finan‐
cial system and to meet our climate goals. The question, really, is
when we will put them in place. Will it happen quickly enough?

Thanks very much.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Thank you, Mr. Scott.

Dr. Sarra, we're just going to do a little test with you. Maybe just
say where you are so that the translators can see how the levels
work.

Dr. Janis Sarra (Professor of Law Emerita, Canada Climate
Law Initiative): Good afternoon. I'm tuning in from Bowen Island,
British Columbia.

There's a very big echo.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): You might have to put up
with that.

How are things in translation?

Are you switched over to English on the interpretation part of it,
on the app, Dr. Sarra? Down at the bottom is interpretation. You
click on that.

Dr. Janis Sarra: Yes, I was on English, but they've had control
of my computer for the last 20 minutes. The tech people have been
trying to be helpful.

We had none of these troubles during the test.

Is it better now? Okay.

Well, if that's the hardest part of the afternoon....

● (1815)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Okay, go ahead, and let's
see what happens here.

Dr. Janis Sarra: Okay.

There's nothing like a little tech problem to throw you off. I apol‐
ogize; I haven't heard my co-witnesses as a result of that.

Honourable members, thank you for the opportunity to appear
before the Standing Committee on Environment and Sustainable
Development.

I'm a professor of law emerita at the University of British
Columbia, and I'm principal co-investigator of the Canada Climate
Law Initiative, or CCLI. It's a collaboration of the law faculties of
UBC and York University that analyzes the legal obligations of cor‐
porate directors and pension fiduciaries to manage climate-related
risks and opportunities.

We publish sector guidance working closely with national indus‐
try organizations, for example in real estate and mining, etc. We
have 70 Canadian climate governance experts, who comprise
CEOs, accountants, actuaries, lawyers and others, who volunteer
their time to give presentations to corporate boards on effective cli‐
mate governance.
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The importance of this committee's work, I think, cannot be
overstated. You've already heard evidence about the devastating
economic impacts of climate change, including that, last year alone,
climate-related events in communities across Canada cost more
than $3.5 billion in insured damage. Ensuring that we have the poli‐
cies to mitigate future harms and transition to a more sustainable
economy is something that I think we can all agree on, regardless
of political affiliation.

First, the CCLI applauds the Office of the Superintendent of Fi‐
nancial Institutions, OSFI, for its guideline B-15 on climate risk
management. It sets out key governance requirements for more than
400 federally regulated financial institutions. This guidance, which
was undertaken after extensive consultation with the financial sec‐
tor, sets the benchmark for what federal policy could achieve, and
that is creating transparency, integrity and certainty in the financial
system.

CCLI believes that three additional federal policies are necessary
to protect the Canadian economy.

The first is to amend the Canada Business Corporations Act, CB‐
CA, and/or its regulations. Since we submitted our opening state‐
ment, of course, there's been an announcement that the government
will move forward to enact legislation to require the largest Canadi‐
an companies to disclose climate plans.

For us, what's really important is to make sure that financial
statements include a transition plan to reach Canada's climate goals
no later than 2050, with five-year targets for emissions reductions
and annual reporting of progress. Disclosure of transition plans is
what will equip investors with the information they need to finance
such a decision at the speed and the scale required—and you've
heard some of that today—ensuring that we remain competitive in
the global economy.

Just as an example, if we applied it to the largest 1,102 compa‐
nies that have an average income of $389 million annually and av‐
erage assets of almost $1.5 trillion, and then, a year later, to another
6,000-plus companies, we would shift the Canadian economy, but
we would leave untouched 98% of all businesses. In other words,
we're not trying to suggest a burden on small businesses or micro-
businesses, but rather that the big players, who really do move our
economy, need to have a plan in place.

The second policy change would be to amend the pension bene‐
fits standards regulation and to require that plan administrators, un‐
der their current obligations, have a written statement of investment
policies and procedures, or SIPPs, as they're affectionately known,
to determine how their climate resilience policies pertain to the
plan's portfolio of investments and loans. They already have a fidu‐
ciary duty to invest the pension funds' assets prudently and impar‐
tially and balance intergenerational interests—people my age and
my grandchildren coming forward—in determining both short- and
long-term investments. It's really important, though, that they be re‐
quired to put their minds to this, and this policy change would be
very significant.

The third is to press for a rapid development of Canada's green
and transition finance taxonomy. It's important to remember that
this is a classification system. This is not a standard that's being im‐

posed. Rather, it identifies, as 40 other countries have already done,
what will constitute green finance and transition finance. An esti‐
mated $115 billion annually is required for Canada's low-carbon
transition, and a science-based taxonomy will create the market in‐
tegrity, clarity and interoperability, globally, necessary to accelerate
global capital to come and invest in Canada's businesses.

● (1820)

Investors are already looking for investment opportunities, and
Canada offers resources and expertise in critical minerals, clean
tech and a host of other areas that are sustainable. However, with‐
out a common classification system for investing in that transition,
capital will definitely flow to other jurisdictions that are ahead of us
in adopting it. More than 26 Canadian financial institutions have al‐
ready endorsed the sustainable finance action council's road map,
and it's important now to get that council in place before the end of
the year so that they can do their work.

With those comments, I'll leave you for the discussion.

Thank you.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Thank you, Dr. Sarra.

We'll start with the first round for six minutes.

Mr. Kram.

Mr. Michael Kram: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to all the witnesses for being here today.

My questions will be for Mr. Guénette, from the CFIB.

Mr. Guénette, if I understood your opening statement correctly,
even though this proposed taxonomy system would not directly im‐
pact small businesses, because it's being imposed on the financial
system, there is still a great deal of potential to have negative im‐
pacts on small businesses. Is that correct?

Mr. Jasmin Guénette: Yes, it's correct. We are particularly con‐
cerned because some of these environmental standards would make
it harder for SMEs, especially in some sectors like agriculture, to
access funds, because they would have to do additional reporting,
which would increase the amount of red tape and the cost associat‐
ed with accounting and accessing funds with financial institutions.

Mr. Michael Kram: What do the members of CFIB think about
additional red tape, additional paperwork when you apply for a
loan, additional disclosure forms and that sort of thing?

Mr. Jasmin Guénette: When we ask our members what is limit‐
ing their sales and growth, often the answer we get from small busi‐
ness owners across Canada, across sectors, is that the level of red
tape and the level of taxes make it harder for them to keep their
heads above water, especially in the current climate. Any policies
that would directly or indirectly impact businesses by adding red
tape or costs are not to be pursued, from the point of view of our
members.
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Mr. Michael Kram: We have had quite a few witnesses at this
committee study say that businesses are not doing enough to reduce
their environmental impacts, and therefore the government needs to
start imposing laws and regulations on small businesses. What do
you think the membership of CFIB would think about that ap‐
proach?

Mr. Jasmin Guénette: They would say that it's not fair to say
this statement to a small business owner.

We have done a report on environmental policies. Last year, we
released the report. Many of our members say that they care deeply
about the environment and that they do everything they can to re‐
duce their environmental footprint. However, it's not by adding red
tape or costs to their operation that they would be able to continue
what they are doing to reduce their environmental footprint.

Mr. Michael Kram: I believe the report released last year that
you referred to is called “Working Together: Developing Environ‐
mental Policy with Small Business in Mind”. Is that the report?

Mr. Jasmin Guénette: That's correct.
Mr. Michael Kram: In this report, small businesses said that

they have their own environmental priorities. Can you elaborate on
what the environmental priorities are?

Mr. Jasmin Guénette: Yes, and I have the report with me. One
is to increase recycling, for example. They want to make sure that
they recycle as much as they can or reuse as much as they can.
Renovating and reducing their electricity consumption, their energy
bills, is another measure that they take to reduce their environmen‐
tal footprint. There is reducing the usage of plastic and buying or
renting equipment that is greener. These are the kinds of things that
our members are saying they are doing to reduce the environmental
footprint of their small businesses.
● (1825)

Mr. Michael Kram: In this report, you identified that one of the
major reasons that small businesses are reluctant to reduce their
emissions is that they are uncertain if their efforts will make a
meaningful impact. Do you feel that this proposed taxonomy sys‐
tem would do anything to alleviate that uncertainty?

Mr. Jasmin Guénette: I'm not sure that it would. We have to un‐
derstand the reality for small business owners. They run small
shops. They are taking care of everything from financing to market‐
ing to HR. Many of them feel that, year after year, they just have to
deal with additional red tape and costs, making it more difficult for
them to have successful enterprises.

Mr. Michael Kram: In the conclusion of this report, you state,
“A small business lens should be applied to all environmental poli‐
cies to ensure minimal impact on small businesses”. Do you feel
that this should be the case with this proposed taxonomy system?

Mr. Jasmin Guénette: Yes.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): That's perfect. Mr. Kram is

out of time.

Mr. Longfield, you have six minutes.
Mr. Lloyd Longfield: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'd like to start my questions with Ms. Taylor. It's great to have a
representative from a multinational that's involved in finance, be‐

cause the harmonization globally is something that we've been
looking at within this study.

You made a comment about the harmonization standards be‐
tween private and public sectors. Could you elaborate on that har‐
monization between private and public sectors, and possibly on oth‐
er harmonizations that we're facing?

Ms. Heather Taylor: The harmonization that I'm referring to is
under financial reporting standards. Currently, the international
standards, as well as the proposed Canadian standards, are all
aligned to the private sector. What is going to be released tomor‐
row—as early as tomorrow—is specific standards that align to
those, but they are actually adjusted and tweaked and cater to the
public sector—to government, government entities, etc.

It is important that those two standards, in actual fact, are very
consistent because, at the end of the day, if we consider who our
stakeholders are, they are investors. Ultimately, it's about access to
capital and the attraction of investments into Canada, attraction for
governments or businesses, and to ensure that investors avoid con‐
fusion and that investors are privy to consistent language, informa‐
tion and data. It allows for increased comparability. That actually
decreases risks, and that is why I was stating that I felt it was in‐
credibly important that the harmonization be considered.

Mr. Lloyd Longfield: That's great. Thank you for that.

I'd like to expand on that, and then I'll go to Dr. Sarra for the last
part of my question.

When we look at programs we have around climate change pric‐
ing.... We have a carbon-pricing program within Canada, and there
are other carbon-pricing programs globally that, in the international
market, have consideration when we're looking at sustainability
programs. If we get out of step with the international community
with regard to that or these taxonomies, what's the risk that we're
then transferring to capital markets?

Ms. Heather Taylor: I just want to clarify that taxonomies and
standards are different. The taxonomies are the classifications of in‐
formation. The standards are the frameworks and the guidelines as
to how to report. Those standards, in actual fact, don't take into
consideration political policy or what different jurisdictions are do‐
ing. It is really about trying to come up with the foundation of how
information should be gathered and communicated to capital mar‐
kets, and that is all to assess risk.

● (1830)

Mr. Lloyd Longfield: However, it's within the language of a tax‐
onomy. I understand that standards are different from taxonomy,
but they both work together.

Ms. Heather Taylor: They do complement each other. The
foundation starts with the taxonomy, and then standards evolve
from that.

You're correct. The language is very important, and it is consis‐
tent, but the guidelines that we follow and that the international
community is following are really around standards.

Mr. Lloyd Longfield: Great, thank you.
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We won't go back and forth on taxonomy, because they're also
working on that, and Canada is quite involved with getting the in‐
ternational taxonomy straight.

Dr. Sarra, I was very interested in your comments around the
Net-Zero Emissions Accountability Act and how accountability
right now is on the public side but not as rigorously applied in the
private sector in terms of audits and requirements to meet the goals
of 2050. Could you expand on that? Am I reading you right on
that?

Dr. Janis Sarra: I'm not sure. I apologize, because I didn't hear
the other speakers, but I didn't refer to the net-zero act at all, so I'm
not sure about your question. I'm sorry.

Mr. Lloyd Longfield: I made a translation error. You were talk‐
ing about accountability and auditing every five years and making
sure that you're on target—which is the basis of the Net-Zero Emis‐
sions Accountability Act, something this committee worked on.

I kind of jumped in mid-conversation for you. I'm sorry.
Dr. Janis Sarra: No, that's wonderful.

It's very similar, in the sense that, in order to have an effective
climate transition plan to meet 2050 goals, there should be a stock-
taking at least every five years that would ask if you have met the
targets and if you are on track for interim targets. That should be
part of climate transition plans.

Again, just to emphasize, what we're talking about are the largest
corporations in Canada. According to the Forbes Global 2000 list
from the summer of this year, 90% of the big companies in Canada
by assets and profits are federally regulated.

Mr. Lloyd Longfield: Regulations would be matching, in terms
of how we audit ourselves and how business would be audited, so
that we match regulations.

Thank you very much.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Thank you, Mr. Longfield.

Madame Pauzé, you have six minutes.
[Translation]

Ms. Monique Pauzé: Good morning. I'd like to thank all the
people who are here to help us move forward with this study, which
isn't simple, but is extremely interesting and important.

Mr. Scott, in May 2024, Canada's National Observer published
the results of an investigation into the overlap between bank direc‐
tors and directors of fossil fuel companies. You yourself specialize
in pension funds, among other things.

Can you explain in more detail how having the same people ap‐
pointed to both the board of directors of a fossil fuel company and
the board of a pension fund can create a conflict of interest?
[English]

Mr. Adam Scott: Thank you for the question. It's an important
one, and it's one we're seeing as a real challenge to governance for
large financial institutions in Canada, which are trying to make dif‐
ficult decisions internally about how to change the way they're op‐
erating in light of addressing the climate crisis.

It's a particular blind spot when you have somebody who's ap‐
pointed as a director for a fossil fuel producer. They have a legal
responsibility to the shareholders of that company to maximize
profit for that company. If they're sitting simultaneously on the
board of, say, a public sector pension fund, which we see in a num‐
ber of cases right now, the expectation is that in discussions about
whether or not the fund is going to adopt net-zero plans, or if
they're discussing investment screens, phase-out strategies or any of
the subtle details around administering a climate plan, they're likely
in a conflict of interest situation and should be recusing themselves.

We don't know if they are stepping out, because board minutes
are—

● (1835)

[Translation]

Ms. Monique Pauzé: Do you have a very concrete example of
that?

[English]

Mr. Adam Scott: Yes. A good example would be PSP, the pen‐
sion provider for federal public employees. They have Miranda
Hubbs, who is simultaneously on the board of Imperial Oil. That
pension fund has yet to adopt a net-zero target, which is quite sur‐
prising in 2024 for an institution of that scale and size. We really do
wonder what governance problems exist there, and if this is maybe
a factor.

[Translation]

Ms. Monique Pauzé: When it comes to climate policy, how do
Canadian pension plans compare to their international peers?

[English]

Mr. Adam Scott: Canadian pension plans, while we do have
some that are leading on climate and that have moved quite far, are
still overall lagging behind the leading funds around the world.
We're nowhere near the top list of funds. In our own work, we've
examined the climate performance of pension funds in Europe, the
Netherlands, the U.K., France and the United States. They all have
much more ambitious and detailed climate plans, as well as clear
fossil fuel finance exclusions going forward. We've seen Canada
falling behind generally, perhaps with a few exceptions.

Canada is not leading in any way. We have quite a few pension
plans that have not even adopted the full climate commitments, and
a number of pension plans that have not adopted credible climate
plans to back those up and to achieve them.
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[Translation]
Ms. Monique Pauzé: I want to come back to the issue of direc‐

tors.

When it comes to pension funds, for example, since that's your
field, are there directors who are knowledgeable about climate-re‐
lated issues and who could speak out more often to influence their
organization?
[English]

Mr. Adam Scott: If I've heard the question right, the answer is
yes. One thing that's definitely needed in this area generally is to
make sure that governance is fit for purpose. The climate crisis rep‐
resents an existential crisis globally and a very acute financial risk
for institutions of this kind. Having some real climate expertise on
boards is an essential requirement.

As well, I know that organizations like the Canada Climate Law
Initiative have been offering training for all directors to have a
baseline knowledge of climate risk. This is something that we're
seeing an increasing number of institutions make a requirement,
saying that this is one of the board competencies they would like to
see, but this is something that can be improved upon through a reg‐
ulatory [Technical difficulty—Editor] sure that these institutions
have the expertise they need to thrive in the current environment.
[Translation]

Ms. Monique Pauzé: Earlier, I referred to what is being done
elsewhere in the world. We know that carbon tariffs have been put
in place in France and the United Kingdom. Are you looking at that
kind of thing? Are you concerned?
[English]

Mr. Adam Scott: It doesn't worry me. It's always been an under‐
standing in the international climate governance world that climate
will be enforced through trade in many ways. If a country wants to
take reducing emissions seriously, and it puts policies in place do‐
mestically, as we've seen in many countries in Europe, it's very log‐
ical that they would try to prevent other countries from selling into
their market with higher-polluting goods. That makes a lot of sense.
We see it in our work with large institutional investors and asset
owners. They have offices in Europe, the U.K., Asia and all of
these places, and active investments across the global economy.
They're already dealing with having to keep track of the completely
disparate climate policies that exist around the world.

The comments from Ms. Taylor are well understood: harmoniza‐
tion as much as possible. The standardization of policy is incredibly
helpful to make sure that we're actually able to navigate that diffi‐
culty. You have jurisdictions that are moving quite quickly. Europe
is moving on financial policy and on climate in a number of differ‐
ent areas quite dramatically faster than Canada is. This is an area
we're following—
● (1840)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): That's it for time, Mr. Scott.
I'm sorry.

Mr. Adam Scott: That's okay.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Thank you, Madame Pauzé.

Mr. Bachrach, welcome. You have six minutes.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Thank
you very much, Mr. Chair.

Thanks to the committee for allowing me to come back and sit in
for my colleague Ms. Collins.

I have some some questions for Mr. Scott.

The taxonomy has been mentioned several times. I understand
that the government has announced its framework, but not the tax‐
onomy itself yet. It's long overdue. Based on the framework that
has been released, I wonder if I could get your thoughts, and per‐
haps Dr. Sarra's thoughts, on what the strengths and weaknesses of
the framework are.

Mr. Adam Scott: We're strongly supportive of the taxonomy
overall. It's an incredibly important and essential tool. The provi‐
sions in the “green” part of the label that have been discussed so
far, the sort of rough framework, are fairly uncontroversial and
aligned well with international standards. I think we're all wonder‐
ing why it hasn't been implemented yet. It's quite late in the game.
We have been having these discussions for some time.

The controversial part of the taxonomy is around trying to insert
a transition label. This is still an ongoing area of disagreement
among experts. In principle, the idea of transition assets makes a lot
of sense. Being able to finance high-carbon companies through the
transition is something that we absolutely need to do, and there's a
lot more work to do there. However, there's still a risk that we're al‐
so going to be allowing inappropriate activities that are not aligned
with a science-based transition to receive that label, and that's
where there's still quite a bit of controversy and discussion to be
had. It's a fairly technical discussion, but fundamentally it comes
down to the question of whether the activity aligns with an actual
science-based transition on pace to zero emissions. I think that's
where we're still having some discussion on the margins.

Overall, I think this is a really important thing, and I'm really
glad to see that the process is going forward to get into the details
and get it enacted.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Thank you.

Dr. Sarra, do you want to comment briefly on the taxonomy
framework?

Dr. Janis Sarra: Yes. We're very supportive of the framework it‐
self. I think what's critical now is that the proposed council that
would actually make these decisions around “green” and “transi‐
tion” needs to be put in place, and it needs to include some provin‐
cial/federal advisory—in other words, a big tent approach. It needs
the scientists, the financial community and civil society to partici‐
pate, and it needs to do it very expeditiously.

The kinds of issues that Adam just referred to need to be done
based on science, based on fulsome discussion—and quickly. That's
where I think my concern would be, to just move more quickly. We
don't have the beginning yet. We just have the principles and the
road map, which are good, but we need to move forward.
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Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Shifting to Mr. Scott—pardon the pun—
your “2023 Canadian Pension Climate Report Card” highlighted
that even the most climate-aligned pensions in Canada are still lag‐
ging far behind many of our international peers, including the Unit‐
ed States. Why do you think Canada is lagging so far behind when
it comes to these pension funds?

Mr. Adam Scott: It's a tough conversation to have in Canada.
When you make a net-zero commitment, you're committing to a
science-based pathway. It's not just whatever you think that means;
it has concrete definitions. There are international experts who have
clearly defined what's required for a net-zero commitment from a
financial institution to be credible, and that's what we've been as‐
sessing for large financial institutions in our work at Shift.

One of the key provisions in there is to stop financing the cause
of the climate crisis, which is fossil fuels. That piece has been very
challenging in Canada, obviously, because of our entanglement
with the oil and gas industry.

It's a challenging discussion to have. It's not meant to be punitive
to any individuals, but it's the harsh reality of what climate action
requires. That's what's really holding back a lot of Canadians and
institutions.

Mr. Taylor Bachrach: Recently, the Ontario Municipal Employ‐
ees Retirement System and the Healthcare of Ontario Pension Plan
released climate strategies. What do these strategies look like?
● (1845)

Mr. Adam Scott: You get a long-term target in place and you
say you're going to commit to net zero. The next step is to say, what
are our benchmarks? We've been talking about five-year check-ins
and plans, so what's the five-year target to make sure that invest‐
ment decisions made today are made under that framework? You
have to make sure that you have a plan to engage the companies
that you own to make sure that they're aligning with your goals as
well. That's a credible engagement plan. You're looking through
and making sure that all of the investment decisions going forward
are made through a lens of those details, and you want to make sure
you have the expertise on board and you know how to understand
this challenge and to have that internally in your organization.

We're also seeing funds allocating more capital towards climate
solutions in their plans, and that requires a lot of skill, so that's an
area where we're starting to see a lot of funds moving as well.

It's a difficult process, but those are the sorts of details you will
see in a credible climate plan for an institution.

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

Dr. Sarra, you mentioned small and micro businesses. Our repre‐
sentative from the Canadian Federation of Independent Business is
also concerned and preoccupied with their needs, as am I.

In this conversation around sustainable finance, how should
small businesses understand this conversation and the impact that it
potentially poses on their operations, given that many small busi‐
nesses don't have a lot of flexibility or a lot of risk tolerance?
They're trying to eke out a living in small communities across the
country.

Is this conversation really focused on the biggest players in
Canada's economy, or should small businesses also be concerned or
at least paying attention to the direction this is going?

Dr. Janis Sarra: I think there are two aspects to that answer.
Certainly, the CCLI's view is that for some of the big businesses
there need to be parameters about what they're required to do, and
climate action plans are important. As I mentioned, 98% of busi‐
nesses would be unaffected by that in this country.

I think for small businesses, the taxonomy will be very helpful if
they're trying to do innovative work in clean tech, new mining tech‐
nology, etc. There's no question. We worked with the mining sector.
For example, we had done a mining guide, but then we did another
one with several industry organizations to look at really tiny busi‐
nesses that were doing either just exploration or exploration pre-de‐
velopment, to see what kinds of concrete steps they could take to
attract capital and to show that they have a commitment without
any sort of big mandatory standards.

I think it's partly a question of.... “Education” is not the right
word, but actually building capacity in the small, micro economy
by supporting them, as opposed to a top-down kind of thing. I think
there are huge possibilities there.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Dan Mazier): Thank you very much, Mr.
Bachrach.

I see we're out of resources and we don't have time for another
round, so I will adjourn the meeting.

Thank you to the witnesses for coming out.

Thank you very much.
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