L]

EVIDENCE
NUMBER 012
Monday, November 3, 2025
Chair: Michael Coteau

45th PARLIAMENT, Tst SESSION
Standing Committee on
Agriculture and Agri-Food

CHAMBRE DES COMMUNES

. HOUSE OF COMMONS
CANADA

= e

\IE- £ ”!‘:&.

g
gy
\\







Standing Committee on Agriculture and Agri-Food

Monday, November 3, 2025

® (1545)
[English]

The Chair (Michael Coteau (Scarborough—Woburn, Lib.)):
I call the meeting to order.

Welcome to meeting number 12 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Agriculture and Agri-Food. Today’s meet-
ing is taking place in a hybrid format, pursuant to the Standing Or-
ders. Members are attending in person in the room and remotely us-
ing the Zoom application.

Before we continue, I'd like to ask all in-person participants to
consult the guidelines written on the cards on the table. These mea-
sures are in place to help prevent audio and feedback incidents and
to protect the health and safety of all participants, including the in-
terpreters. You will also notice a QR code on the card, which links
to a short awareness video.

I'd like to make a few comments for the benefit of witnesses and
members.

Please wait until I recognize you by name before speaking or are
asked a question directly by a member. For those participating by
teleconference, click on the microphone icon to activate your mi-
crophone, and please mute yourself when you are not speaking.

For those on Zoom, at the bottom of your screen you can select
the appropriate channel for interpretation: floor, English or French.
For those in the room, you can use your earpiece and select the de-
sired channel.

I will remind you that all comments should be addressed through
the chair.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted by the
committee on Thursday, September 18, the committee is resuming
its study of the government’s regulatory reform initiative in agricul-
ture and agri-food.

I would like to welcome our witnesses joining us here today: Dr.
Charlebois, from the Agri-Food Analytics Lab; Serge Buy, from the
Agri-Food Innovation Council; and Ron Lemaire, president, Cana-
dian Produce Marketing Association.

I'll give each person up to five minutes for opening remarks and
then we'll proceed to the first round of questions.
We'll start with the Agri-Food Analytics Lab.

Sylvain Charlebois (Professor, Dalhousie University and Se-
nior Director, Agri-Food Analytics Lab): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you for the invitation, committee members.

I'll ask the committee to disregard my opening statement, be-
cause I actually wrote an opening statement for another session.
I've made some notes that are going to be relevant to today's ses-
sion about bureaucracy and the administrative regime that impacts
our agri-food sector's competitiveness overall.

I'll make three points to start things off today: Canada's competi-
tiveness compared with other G20 countries right now, taxation and
shrinkflation.

Let's start with point number one, Canada's competitiveness. Re-
cently, we had the pleasure to prepare a report with the firm MNP.
A document was submitted to the clerk in both English and French.

The abstract of the report is simply this: Canada's competitive-
ness is actually strong right now. Out of 20 countries, including
those in the EU, Canada ranks number seven within that group. It is
the number one country within the second tier. There are lots of
things that are going our way when compared to other countries,
and I would say traceability and food security overall.

Three things came up in our report that probably would warrant
some attention from the government.

First is that there is a tendency in Canada to use policy to build
competitive advantages to allow our farmers and processors to
compete. Based on what we've seen elsewhere around the world,
other countries don't necessarily use policy to build competitive ad-
vantages. It is our belief that if you do that, it simply is not a com-
petitive advantage.

Second is the lack of capital investment. From the public sector,
it's been quite decent in the last several years, in particular with the
superclusters. Protein Industries Canada is a good example of a su-
percluster that I believe is working well for our farmers and the sec-
tor, but the lack of private capital is really hurting our competitive-
ness overall when compared to other countries around the world.

Third is infrastructure. Our infrastructure is in dire need of in-
vestment. From ports to railroads to roads, there is a severe deficit
of investment across the country, from the Maritimes, where I am,
to B.C. Some of our ports are ranked the worst in the world when it
comes to efficiency.
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Point number two is about taxation. Our fiscal regime in Canada
is burdening our companies, farmers and consumers. A lot of prod-
ucts are taxed at the grocery story and taxed at the restaurant. I cer-
tainly would recommend that this committee look at taxation over-
all, from farm gate to plate.

The GST holiday policy earlier this year was a good example of
how fiscal policy can actually impact food affordability. Based on
our evaluation, when the GST holiday was implemented in Decem-
ber, it allowed for some opportunistic pricing to occur, meaning
that a lot of companies raised prices to occupy that gap, and when
the GST holiday ended in February, the GST was slapped back on
higher prices. We need to be careful with taxation, because it is a
powerful tool that is actually controlled by the government.

Point number three is shrinkflation. Because of shrinkflation,
there are more products being taxed. There are a lot of products that
are considered food, and when they get smaller, according to the
CRA rules, they become snacks, and snacks are taxable. A growing
number of products are being taxed at retail.

® (1550)

The worst part of shrinkflation, I would say, other than the fact
that consumers are annoyed by the practice, is that fact that Statis-
tics Canada's ability to assess inflation I think is flawed. We believe
that inflation often is underestimated by Statistics Canada. Because
of shrinkflation, when you look at the basket of goods, you often
see that quantities don't reflect exactly what's in the grocery store,
for one, and, based on our analysis, Statistics Canada often lags in
terms of assessing the true measure of inflation.

On that, I'll stop now and allow other witnesses to testify. Thank
you.

The Chair: Thank you very much, sir.

Next we'll go online to Mr. Buy.

Serge Buy (Chief Executive Officer, Agri-Food Innovation
Council): Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

On behalf of the Agri-Food Innovation Council, I would like to
express our sincere appreciation for the opportunity to appear be-
fore you today and contribute to this important discussion. We've
also submitted a written brief, which we hope you've received and
which outlines our key recommendations in greater detail.

In preparing for today's presentation, we consulted with our
members and stakeholders. Their insights, gathered through recent
outreach and ongoing dialogue, have shaped the perspectives that
I'll be sharing.

Let me begin by acknowledging a fundamental truth: Canada has
a robust and respected regulatory system. This reputation is built on
the dedication and professionalism of those working in agencies
such as the Canadian Food Inspection Agency, the Pest Manage-
ment Regulatory Agency, the Public Health Agency of Canada and
Health Canada. The provinces and their own agencies also play a
vital role in upholding those high standards.

Equally important are farmers and ranchers, whose commitment
to excellence is central to Canada's standing in global agri-food
markets. They depend on the work of those agencies, as well as the

innovation and investment from companies that bring new products
to market. Those companies invest heavily in research and develop-
ment, driving progress and helping our sector remain competitive.

That said, we must also recognize that our regulatory system
faces challenges. It's difficult, in fact, to find a parliamentary report
on agriculture, food exports, value-added products or innovation
that doesn't include recommendations to reform the regulatory
framework.

Many of those reports highlight the burdensome nature of the
current system and call for action to remove barriers to innovation,
trade and growth. While some progress has been made, such as the
much-needed changes introduced in the 2024 feed regulations,
there is still work to be done, as noted by the Animal Nutrition As-
sociation of Canada.

Let me share a few examples of the challenges our sector faces.

Some companies, despite having products approved in larger
markets, choose not to pursue approval in Canada due to the com-
plexity, cost and time involved. As the Beef Farmers of Ontario
have pointed out, this puts our producers at a competitive disadvan-
tage. The lack of coordination across jurisdictions creates unneces-
sary hurdles for Canadians. Take, for instance, the restricted feeder
cattle program, an example of how fragmented regulations can im-
pede progress.

How do we move forward? Our brief outlines two key recom-
mendations.

First, introduce updated governance standards for regulations, in-
cluding regular reviews, burden reduction targets, improved coordi-
nation across jurisdictions and greater transparency. Those mea-
sures will support innovation and reduce compliance costs.

Second, accelerate regulatory approval timelines for agri-food
products by increasing reviewer capacity, leveraging Al-assisted
risk screening and recognizing approvals from trusted international
jurisdictions. This will help avoid duplication, reduce delays and
enable faster market access for safe and innovative products.

The outcomes of those recommendations will be reduced compli-
ance burden; increased investor confidence; fewer barriers for small
businesses looking to innovate; greater public-private collaboration;
faster time to market for agri-food innovation; stronger collabora-
tion between regulators and investors; and improved capacity and
efficiency in regulatory agencies.
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One tangible and actionable solution would be to create a nation-
al agricultural regulatory council. This body, composed of federal
and provincial and industry representatives, could work collabora-
tively to identify and resolve regulatory inconsistencies, promote
harmonized standards, support joint innovation initiatives and fos-
ter regional innovation clusters. The result? A more streamlined, re-
sponsive and future-ready regulatory system.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak today. I look forward to
your questions and to working together to strengthen Canada's agri-
food innovation ecosystem.

® (1555)
The Chair: Thank you very much.

Next is Mr. Lemaire.

Ron Lemaire (President, Canadian Produce Marketing Asso-
ciation): Good afternoon, and thank you, Mr. Chair and committee
members, for the opportunity to appear on behalf of the Canadian
Produce Marketing Association.

The fresh produce supply chain is one of the most globally inte-
grated in the world. To ensure the ongoing viability of Canada’s
food system, we need a strong, cohesive domestic and internation-
ally focused regulatory framework that supports free and fair trade.
Canadian businesses rely on rules-based trading that enables the
movement of safe high-quality fresh fruits and vegetables across
provincial and international borders.

We're very supportive of the government’s red tape review,
which is both timely and necessary to strengthen our sector’s com-
petitiveness.

The CFIA’s recent omnibus regulatory package on labelling and
grade standards serves as a clear example of the effective regulato-
ry modernization achieved through consultation and collaboration
with industry. It also demonstrates the importance of federal leader-
ship, as many of the improvements included had been discussed for
years without resolution. It was only when a clear directive came
from the Prime Minister's Office and the Minister of Agriculture
and Agri-Food to prioritize regulatory reform that meaningful
progress was achieved.

The result of this leadership, combined with strong government
and industry collaboration, is a regulatory package that alleviates a
significant burden for the fresh fruit and vegetable sector.

We are encouraged by the renewed sense of urgency within gov-
ernment to address red tape and regulatory burden. At the same
time, we must emphasize the importance of industry consultation to
avoid unintended consequences in expediting regulatory reform.

For example, while the goal of improving internal trade is impor-
tant, applying the provisions of the Free Trade and Labour Mobility
in Canada Act too broadly risks creating new barriers to trade by
deferring to a patchwork of provincial and territorial frameworks in
critical areas such as food safety, plant protection and organic stan-
dards.

Canada’s Safe Food for Canadians Act and the regulations al-
ready provide a strong world-class federal foundation for food safe-
ty and quality, and it's essential that this framework be maintained.

CPMA therefore recommends that they be excluded from the appli-
cation of the new act to prevent unintended consequences that
could undermine food safety or erode confidence in Canada’s repu-
tation as a trusted supplier of safe food.

We also want to highlight the real-world impact that inconsistent
or regionally based frameworks can have on trade. For example,
Quebec’s Law 14, previously Bill 96, creates challenges for fresh
produce moving across Canada and into the country. The require-
ment to translate trademarks on packaging introduces significant
complexity and cost and is likely to lead to reduced availability of
fruits and vegetables for consumers when foreign exporters are un-
willing to modify their packaging to comply with province-by-
province rules.

In a world in which we want to reduce food prices and ensure
Canadians have access to healthy food year-round, this is exactly
the kind of costly requirement that a harmonized national regulato-
ry approach is designed to prevent. We have also seen first-hand the
challenges that arise from the overlapping of regulatory responsibil-
ity across departments, making it difficult for industry to navigate
processes and identify clear points of accountability. Greater cross-
departmental coordination would help ensure timely and consistent
outcomes for everyone.

Looking ahead, there are several key areas we'd like to note for
future work: expanding joint reviews for crop protection products,
as identified by the PMRA in their recent report; advancing regula-
tory co-operation and alignment with key trading partners in areas
such as plant health and being mindful of emerging issues like
packaging requirements; and applying a cross-department competi-
tiveness lens to ensure coordination across departments, reduce
consultation fatigue and improve the quality of industry input.

Finally, when we talk about the structure of regulation, whether
federal or provincial, we believe it’s important to provide the right
tool for the right issue and to consult with industry to help make
that determination. For trade-enabling areas like food safety, frag-
mented oversight would be deeply problematic. Consistency and
national standards are essential. In other areas, such as plastics re-
porting, where provincial mandates are clearly established and data
is already being collected, applying additional and duplicative fed-
eral plastics registry requirements creates administrative burden
and red tape for our food industry and, ultimately, added costs to
the end product, without benefit.
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In closing, we appreciate the opportunity to participate in this
important discussion. I look forward to questions.

® (1600)
The Chair: Thank you very much.

We appreciate all of the witnesses joining us here today.
We'll start with the Conservatives for six minutes.

I'll go to Mr. Barlow.
John Barlow (Foothills, CPC): Thanks, Chair.

Thank to our witnesses.

Mr. Buy, you were talking about the need to accelerate approvals
of certain products. That's interesting.

I had a meeting with the Alberta irrigation districts last week.
They have a herbicide they want to use and that they've been asking
for decades to have. In fact, it has been used in the United States
since the 1960s, but still, the PMRA has blocked approvals here.
We've also heard from the PMRA that it takes up to 12 years to get
products approved in Canada.

For the Innovation Council, have you done an analysis of the
economic impact these types of delays have had on innovators and
on the agriculture industry in Canada?

Serge Buy: No. Sadly, we haven't done that analysis, but we
have heard many times that the delays in approvals of products
have been detrimental not only for innovation but for our economic
competitiveness. That is indeed a significant challenge for every-
body.

John Barlow: You appeared before the committee in the last
Parliament, and we talked about the Liberals' border carbon tax,
which they had once again in their election platform. They are talk-
ing about implementing that again. With the current tensions with
our trading partner south of the border, would this be a good time to
implement a border carbon tax?

Serge Buy: No, I still don't think it would be. I think that at this
point most of the industry believes in a harmonized approach on
this. In the end, should we decide to go in that direction, I think it's
going to end up hurting our own Canadian consumers, drive infla-
tion even higher and create more challenges for everybody than
needed. I'm not sure taxes are the answer to everything in this case.

John Barlow: Yes, at that appearance, you recommended not
going ahead with the border carbon tax because of the inflationary
measures it would have and the increasing food costs for con-
sumers. Do you still stand by that recommendation?

Serge Buy: One hundred per cent.
John Barlow: Dr. Charlebois, thanks for being so nimble in your
presentation today.

On a similar line of questioning, you published a research paper
last year on the carbon tax and its impact on the supply chain.

They still have an industrial carbon tax in place. Have you done
any work in terms of the impact of the industrial carbon tax on the
supply chain and the food costs in Canada?

Sylvain Charlebois: Our study, if you recall, was focused main-
ly on the industrial carbon tax: the part that most consumers don't
see. That's been our concern from day one in looking at wholesale
prices.

Since the publication of both studies—because we published two
studies, two papers—the gaps between wholesale prices in Canada
versus the U.S.—food wholesale prices—have actually increased.
We believe that one factor driving this is the carbon tax, so we're
very concerned.

Of course, we're looking at food prices into 2026 right now with
“Canada's Food Price Report”. Again, at this point, we feel that we
actually may provide Canadians with some bad news for 2026. We
are expecting food inflation to continue to be a problem moving
forward.

John Barlow: Are you going to give us the answer before the re-
port comes out on December 4 on what the—

Sylvain Charlebois: Not yet—on December 4, I promise.
® (1605)

John Barlow: Okay. We have to wait. That's fair.

It's interesting that you raise this, because timing is everything.
This came up a number of times during question period today in
terms of the industrial carbon tax, the front-of-pack labelling and
the plastics on food ban, and the impact this has on food prices. The
Liberal ministers, in their responses, said that “here are the Conser-
vatives again, talking about imaginary taxes on food”, but you
yourself have said in your research that the industrial carbon tax
does have an impact on food prices.

Would you say the same about the front-of-pack labelling and the
P2 plastics ban? The Deloitte study said that, combined, there
would be about $14 billion in additional costs. Would you agree
with that assessment from Deloitte and that the industrial carbon
tax would have an impact on what consumers are facing on the gro-
cery store shelves?

Sylvain Charlebois: I would, yes. I do appreciate why the gov-
ernment is doing what it's doing—because it wants to better prod-
ucts and it wants to be seen as a good environmental steward—but
at the same time, with more policy come more red tape and more
cost.

This is the trap that we've fallen into several times over the last
few decades, and here we are now. If you look at, say, the G7 right
now, we're the only country within the G7 that has seen four con-
secutive months of a food inflation rate increase. We're not going in
the right direction right now.

John Barlow: I appreciate that.
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Mr. Lemaire, I know this is right up your alley. You've talked
about this a lot, too. Although the government is talking...these are
imaginary increases, I'm assuming that you would agree that a P2
plastics ban, the plastics registry and the front-of-pack labelling are
all having an impact on the costs that consumers are facing at the
grocery store.

The Chair: You have 30 seconds.

Ron Lemaire: [/naudible—Editor] driving change.

The other issue is that we should start looking at the administra-
tive burden with regard to the registry. Last week, Environment and
Climate Change Canada was at an event and noted that there were
only 1,000 companies registered for the plastics registry nationally.
The last time I looked, there were many more companies than
1,000.

Why don't we have a high pickup? It's because of the burden, the
cost and the challenge in actually understanding how they go
through the process when they're already involved in EPR pro-
grams in many of the provinces.

The Chair: Thank you very much.
Next, we'll go to the Liberals for six minutes.

MP Dandurand.
[Translation]

Marianne Dandurand (Compton—Stanstead, Lib.): Thank
you, Mr. Chair.

Many thanks to the people who made themselves available to
testify today.

Mr. Buy, in your opening remarks, you alluded to a national agri-
culture council that would be made up of the federal government,
the provinces and territories, and industry. Could you expand on
that a bit?

Mr. Lemaire, I would then like to hear your comments on the
subject, since you also alluded to something similar.

Mr. Buy, first of all, could you give us a better idea of what you
have in mind?

Serge Buy: Obviously, there are differences among the
provinces. In addition, some provinces sometimes have concerns
about what is being done at the national level. What we mainly see
from time to time is a lack of coordination and co-operation, caus-
ing pretty serious delays and concerns among innovators. You've
heard a bit about how some things are approved by some authori-
ties and not others.

The idea is to have a discussion forum or an implementation fo-
rum where decisions could be made about regulations and innova-
tion could be improved in this area. The idea has been put forward
by a number of people, and we are absolutely in favour of it.

Ron Lemaire: That's a good question, Ms. Dandurand.
[English]

We need federal-provincial alignment. The concept being put
forward by my colleague and others, I think, will provide us with

clear strategies to bring together not only federal-provincial regula-
tors but also industry to be able to talk to the challenges.

There was a comment made around the registration of new tools
for production in Canada. We're a market of 42 million people.
We're not significant enough for the complexity of registration and
the time and cost of implementation.

This isn't a new issue; this is a long-standing issue. How do we
bring together a strategy where we can have an acceptance of
equivalency with the right due diligence to implement? A regulato-
ry council that can begin looking at how we bridge not only that
area but others, whether it looks at regulatory infrastructure chal-
lenges we're having or at pest risk.... There is a range of tools we
can use.

I like to use the example of the Regulatory Cooperation Council
that was created years ago between Canada and the U.S. We need
to take a similar approach and bring that together within a Canadian
context.

® (1610)
[Translation]

Marianne Dandurand: That's very interesting. That brings us to
plastics reporting, which we hear about on a regular basis. I think
the industry is well aware of that and agrees with it. In fact, it is
already on board. Now we're adding a second layer, and there are
differences between the provinces.

Are the provinces currently at the same level when it comes to
plastics reporting?

How could this be applied at the federal level later on?
[English]

Ron Lemaire: At a federal level, the concept... As Dr.
Charlebois noted, the government is trying to do the right thing.
Everyone recognizes that. However, it's applying a stick when it
should be using a carrot and working with the provinces to take the
data. Not all provinces report in the same way, but the data is avail-
able. It takes a lot more time to navigate all the provinces—and
that's what I think happened here—which puts the burden on busi-
ness.

I can give you an example. Three of our Quebec members came
to us basically saying that they had to hire a full-time person just to
try to navigate the data and put that in place. That would have been
money that they could have saved and reinvested in the business in
other ways to drive more sales and more products into the Canadian
marketplace.

The give-and-take that's happening right now is a challenge. I
think that when you have data already existing at the provincial lev-
el, it's about how you mine that data and about how the federal gov-
ernment, through ECCC, works effectively to collect and generate
the data reports they need.
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[Translation]

Marianne Dandurand: I just want to make sure of one thing.
Does the need to have employees to do this work also stem from
the fact that the regulations aren't identical from one province to an-
other and that plastics reporting must therefore be done differently
in each province and also at the federal level?

[English]

Ron Lemaire: Yes, there is some diversity. This is part of the
harmonization of the EPR systems across the country, which is an-
other discussion that has to happen and that is moving forward, so
it's very complex. However, the opportunity is there to align those
pieces, because other challenges we're having right now are with
how these systems are provincially operating and whether they are
truly effective in delivering the sustainability outcomes that they
are supposed to be delivering.

The combination is twofold: Strengthen the EPR systems provin-
cially and expand more broadly, and bring the data from those EPR
systems into a national repository that you could then mine and use
to develop policy.

[Translation]

Marianne Dandurand: Do I have any time left, Mr. Chair, or is
that it?

[English]
The Chair: You have nine seconds.
[Translation]
Marianne Dandurand: I'll give the nine seconds to Mr. Perron.
[English]
The Chair: Thank you.
Mr. Perron, you have six minutes please.
[Translation]

Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé,
Mr. Chair.

BQ): Thank you,

Thank you to the witnesses for making themselves available to
be with us today.

Mr. Lemaire, I'll start with you. In your opening statement, you
said something that piqued my interest. You represent the Canadian
Produce Marketing Association, so you're speaking for all of
Canada. However, you told the committee that we should stop
translating food labels because it costs too much.

Do you realize that, if that were the case, about 25% of the popu-
lation would not be able to read the labels on the products they
buy?

Ron Lemaire: That's a good question.
Yves Perron: It is a good question, isn't it?
[English]

Ron Lemaire: It wasn't a comment around translating all of the
label. We have appropriate labelling laws in Canada that address
the French language rules and the identification of product to en-
sure that Canadians understand what they're purchasing.

The provincial rule that's being put in play is solely a trademark
discussion, an alignment around the trademark itself, which actual-
ly doesn't apply to the quality of food or the safety of the food. This
is where the rule goes beyond the requirement of a labelling direc-
tion that provides Canadians with clarity on what they're eating.

[Translation]

Yves Perron: I take your point, Mr. Lemaire. However, in life,
some things are essential. Canada has two official languages. Each
jurisdiction, particularly Quebec's, is fully entitled to legislate in
these sectors. Everyone on the committee agrees on harmonizing
standards across the provinces as much as possible. We all know
that certain essential local requirements will remain. That said,
sometimes things have a cost. For example, people who interpret
into English what I'm currently saying in French don't do this work
for free; it costs money.

I just wanted to add that caveat. That's the first time you've said
that, and it got a rise out of me. At the end of the day, we agree that
this is important and that people have the right to read labels prop-
erly, right?

® (1615)

Ron Lemaire: Yes. However, there are certain considerations.
[English]

In Colombia or Peru, they make a decision on whether they want
to sell to Canada a product we can't grow, and that's the challenge
we're having now, based on those regulations. It's not to have a dis-
cussion or a debate on language but to have a debate on opportuni-
ties for trade and for access to what new Canadians are looking for
in Canada. That's the bigger challenge.

[Translation]

Yves Perron: We could talk about this for a long time. I'm not
sure that the people of Alberta would like to see labels on products
in French only.

Ron Lemaire: That's different.

Yves Perron: Let's talk about something else that's more con-
structive.

A number of people have suggested setting up a national regula-
tory council or a new structure. We all want more coordination
within the country, without impinging on anyone's jurisdiction, of
course. | think I've been clear on that.

Apart from that, stakeholders have told me they fear the new
structures will be too onerous. Some have told me that they don't
want to see new structures set up because there are already struc-
tures in place. It's just that they're not effective. In short, they want
us to work to make the existing structures effective, not to create
new ones.

What do you think? Maybe we should work toward that. We
should improve the efficiency of the Pest Management Regulatory
Agency, for example, and reduce delays in that area. The resources
should go there, not toward setting up new structures.
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[English]

Ron Lemaire: Yes, efficiency is key. How do we drive efficien-
cies in the system? I think the questions around the regulatory bur-
den and efficiencies are hand in hand. You can't have one without
the other.

The bigger question comes back to this. How do we find effi-
ciencies in the system, and how do we do so in a way that has regu-
latory enablement? We heard already, through some of the discus-
sions, that to do so accelerated timelines on regulations to, again,
improve efficiencies and drive change. How are we looking at re-
dundancy of regulations—federal and provincial—and how are we
going to address those changes moving forward?

[Translation]

Yves Perron: Thank you, Mr. Lemaire. [ apologize for rushing
you a bit, but I want to hear from Mr. Charlebois as well on the is-
sue of whether we should focus on existing structures. Rest assured,
Mr. Lemaire, you said some things that I liked, including about the
existing registries in the provinces. We don't have to redo the work
and create new registries. You see, we're not such bad friends.

I'll let you give us your opinion on the matter, Mr. Charlebois.

Sylvain Charlebois: 1 somewhat agree with you on that,
Mr. Perron. In terms of bureaucracy, I'm not sure we need to make
governance even more onerous by setting up another entity. I'm not
comfortable with that.

However, I have always thought that our public policy approach
should be reviewed. As soon as a new law or regulation comes into
force, we have to assess the costs and benefits of our decisions. In
the past, the process hasn't been rigorous enough, so that's what I
would change.

Yves Perron: You're right, it doesn't happen all the time.

Mr. Buy, I'd like to hear your opinion on the same issue.

Serge Buy: To add to what Mr. Charlebois said, I would say that
we're not talking about setting up a new superstructure and adding
50 deputy ministers, assistant deputy ministers and so on to the bu-
reaucracy. The idea is to use the people who are already there to
improve coordination and co-operation, to work faster, more simply
and more efficiently, and to process some files more quickly.

I completely agree with you when you say that one of the first
things to do is review the effectiveness of the existing organiza-
tions. In fact, we've been asking for that for nearly 20 years and ap-
proaching the government to say that it has to be done. We could
give you many examples of inefficiency, duplication of work and
other problems.

That said, at the point when we move forward on certain issues,
it would be good to have a national structure to ensure coordina-
tion, while ensuring respect for provincial jurisdictions and every-
one's identity.

[English]
The Chair: Thank you very much.

Next we'll go to Mr. Epp for five minutes.

® (1620)

Dave Epp (Chatham-Kent—Leamington, CPC): Thank you,
Mr. Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses.

I'll start with you, Professor Charlebois. You identified...and I
know that there are sensitivities in the room around what we would
call food “taxes”, so I'll just change my language for the purposes
of the room and call them food “policies”. This is around the food
policy of the industrial carbon tax, the front-of-the-pack labelling
and the plastics registry. Two more on my list are the clean fuel
standards that impact fuel costs and obviously the deficits that in-
flate everything.

What other taxes are there specifically around food? You men-
tioned shrinkflation. You mentioned the under-reporting of food in-
flation, possibly because of shrinkflation. What other taxes are
there that are directly or indirectly impacting food costs for Canadi-
ans?

Sylvain Charlebois: We could look at corporate taxation, but
based on what we've evaluated with MNP in looking at G20 coun-
tries, Canada is actually already competitive. The challenge, of
course, is that we are in a vast country, so we have to make our
country immensely attractive to attract more investments. That's re-
ally the biggest problem we have, as far I'm concerned, when it
comes to innovation—creating opportunity for Canadians and at-
tracting more competition to reduce prices.

Dave Epp: Let me put some of your own words right back at
you about the valley of death and the distance between proof of
concept and commercialization. In your opening comments, you
talked about how public sector investment is seemingly not getting
the job done. Private sector R and D investment has dropped off
37% since 2023. Why?

Sylvain Charlebois: It's because we can't scale up businesses.
Dave Epp: Why?

Sylvain Charlebois: I was at Purdue University just a month ago
teaching a class to entrepreneurs. In the room, you had several
companies looking at investing. They know that they can actually
launch and scale up their businesses very rapidly, which very much
attracts VCs. In Canada we're very good at starting businesses.
We're not very good at keeping them.

Dave Epp: I'll switch to you, Mr. Lemaire, on the plastics reg-
istry and the interplay or interchange between federal and provin-
cial. It's a challenge in a whole bunch of situations.

What hasn't been coming into the testimony here with respect to
single-use plastics, as provinces look at that, is the idea of recy-
cling. Is there a linkage there? Is one of the problems that it's
provincially regulated in terms of the recycling aspect with plas-
tics? How do we address that?
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Ron Lemaire: Thank you, Mr. Epp.

On the concept of recycling, we have a systems issue with plas-
tics. This is the underlying challenge across the country. The sys-
tems issue is that we want to create a circular economy, but we
don't have the infrastructure and the modelling in play to do so, to
actually create enough resin and move forward.

When the tariffs were put on China by the U.S. around some of
their recycled content, all of a sudden there was a massive move to
try to buy as much recycled content as possible for plastic manufac-
turers, because it was going to be extremely expensive to move for-
ward. It's already a challenge with virgin resin.

We need to look at a system in Canada that looks at how we cre-
ate our own internalized model and drives business back to the in-
vestment. How do we get the capital and the private equity models
in place and move forward?

Atlantic Canada's Sustane is an operation that takes all sorts of
plastics. They put that into their operation and create new material
that can then be sold. They're actually selling it overseas. It's a $70-
million start-up and they're having a challenge to get there. That's a
good operational opportunity.

Dave Epp: Thank you.

I want to get one other thought in. Many of the challenges, in this
study particularly, we've dealt with for 10 years. It's a culture
change that we're looking for, specifically in the two agencies we're
focusing on: the CFIA and the PMRA. What is needed? I think of
the four Rs: right place, right time, right amount and right regula-
tions. Our regulations are good, but we're not fast enough in adopt-
ing them.

We're not fast enough. What is needed? I'll start with you, Mr.
Charlebois.

Sylvain Charlebois: I think it boils down to understanding exe-
cution and the value of execution. Industry is very good at innovat-
ing, but often is held back by regulations.

Whenever we actually decide to empower industry with new
technologies, we're not very good at communicating that to the
public, and then you hear that from them, as parliamentarians.
You're the ones who then will just step back and be more prudent
about what you're trying to achieve, which makes things even more
complicated.

This is really the trick here. It's to actually understand in lockstep
how we can have industry and regulators work together and com-
municate that to the public in real time.

® (1625)
Dave Epp: Thank you.
I know Mr. Chair is going to cut me off, so—
The Chair: I gave some extra seconds for the answer.
Thank you.

I'll go to MP Harrison for five minutes.

Emma Harrison (Peterborough, Lib.): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Countries such as Australia, the Netherlands and Singapore have
implemented agile regulatory frameworks to support agritech inno-
vation. What lessons can Canada learn from international models of
regulatory reform in the agri-food sector?

This is for Mr. Buy.
Serge Buy: Thank you.

Absolutely. You're entirely right. We don't need to recreate the
wheel. There are a lot of countries that have done stellar jobs in
looking at their regulatory systems. Australia is one. New Zealand
is another one.

Some European countries have done a great job, but at the same
time, if you go to Europe and ask them about their regulatory sys-
tems, some of them will tell you that, as an example, it takes six
permits to cut a tree on your property. That's for farms. They don't
want to get to there.... For the food research industry, it's a similar
thing. They see themselves as overburdened.

We are in a different spot. I do believe that we can certainly look
at other countries and look at other models. Australia is a great
model on the regulatory side, especially with its own structure,
which mirrors Canada's.

I also think that we need to go to a risk-based approach on some
of those regulations. You know, it's interesting. We had a confer-
ence a few months ago where an American presenter was talking.
Someone made a comment about their regulatory system compared
to ours. The individual said, ““You know, in the U.S., we have less
regulation, but we also have much more accountability from the ju-
dicial system, which makes innovators and businesses a little more
wary about doing the wrong thing.” The presenter said, “In the end,
we're fairly safe.”

It's the same way in Canada. It's not a bad idea to look at other
models and at the way things are done in other countries. I fully
support that. The only thing I don't support is wasting a lot of time
on more studies. Every year, we go back to the same questions,
with the same parliamentary committee meetings asking the same
questions and doing great reports with great recommendations
about this.

It's time to act. That comes with leadership. You are in leader-
ship. Let's show leadership and direct the fantastic people who
work in those agencies to do better faster.

Emma Harrison: Thank you so much for your answer.

Are there any specific international practices that you'd like to
see enacted in Canada?

Serge Buy: That's a broad question. There are a number of them.
We can probably provide a number of them to the committee at a
later stage. I would be a little bit remiss to go through a number of
them right now.

Emma Harrison: Thank you.
Mr. Lemaire, I'll ask you the same kind of question. Are there

any examples in the international community that you would like to
bring forward and discuss?
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Ron Lemaire: Yes. I'm happy to provide a list of options. To the
point that was just made by my colleague, we can see a lot of op-
portunities, especially out of Australia. We have to look at like par-
liamentary systems. Going back to the point on the judicial system
in different jurisdictions, that is a check and balance.

When we look at an example from here in Canada, we had a tool
that was presented, a private member's bill, by the former chair of
this committee. Bill C-359 provided the regulatory direction for ef-
ficiencies in registration and alignment. We don't have to go outside
the country. We had the mechanism ready to go. It just has to be put
in play.

Emma Harrison: Thank you.

I'll share my last minute with Ms. Chatel.

[Translation]
Sophie Chatel (Pontiac—Kitigan Zibi, Lib.): Thank you.

You mentioned some very important solutions, Mr. Buy. For ex-
ample, you suggested setting up a Canada-wide council, somewhat
like what is being done to facilitate harmonization between Canada
and the United States. The committee would very much like you to
send these solutions to us in writing. We're really looking for solu-
tions that would work and that would change the structure a bit.

Mr. Buy, you seemed to be saying earlier that even if we didn't
set up new institutions or a new bureaucracy, it would still be im-
portant to establish a regulatory council. Some witnesses mentioned
that the agile regulations table, which we have here, could be for-
malized.

Do you have an opinion on that?

® (1630)
[English]

The Chair: We have to stop there. Sorry.
[Translation]

Sophie Chatel: If it could be sent to us in writing, that would be
great.

Thank you.

[English]

The Chair: Let's go to Mr. Perron for two and a half minutes.
[Translation]

Yves Perron: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

The committee has heard from a number of witnesses who talked
about looking at what is being done elsewhere. It's coming up again
in the questions. We all agree on increasing efficiency. For exam-
ple, if we're testing a new molecule, why not partner with a trusted
neighbour? The partner would do one type of study, we would do
another, then we could combine our data. That would speed things
up. The problem here is the climate. Let's say that some tests are
done in the southern United States and others in Saskatchewan. The
climate isn't the same, the soil type isn't the same, so the reactions

can differ. There will be other types of testing to do, but we could
still make improvements.

How do we go about establishing such partnerships without hav-
ing to give up our independent decision-making power and without
putting the health and safety of our people and producers at risk?
That's also important.

I'd like to hear from all three witnesses on this issue, starting
with Mr. Charlebois.

Sylvain Charlebois: It kind of comes down to science, ultimate-
ly, because knowledge sharing is an integral part of science. I travel
for my job. My colleagues travel a lot as well. We are already
working with other partners around the world. We have been doing
so for a while now.

When products eventually come to market, we have to make sure
that they are compatible with our environment, our market and so
on, but it shouldn't take a year. For example, Health Canada could
work with the U.S. Food and Drug Administration, or FDA. In fact,
I think they already work with the FDA, but they could work even
more closely together. That would be a welcome development. It
must be said that there are a lot of products. Basically, there are a
number of businesses that never see the light of day because all this
takes too long.

Yves Perron: What do you think, Mr. Lemaire?

Ron Lemaire: My answer would be more or less the same as
Mr. Charlebois's.

Yves Perron: What about you, Mr. Buy?

Serge Buy: I also think there are a lot of things that can be done
quickly. Yes, you're right that there are regional and provincial dif-
ferences in conditions, but we could still coordinate and work to-
gether to get things done faster.

I also agree with my colleagues that we shouldn't redo every-
thing. There are great examples internationally, so we in Canada
can also move quickly to make some regulatory changes.

In terms of what was asked previously, we put forward a number
of recommendations in the document we sent you. I hope it was
handed out to you, since it was sent in both official languages last
week. I hope you received it.

[English]
The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll do two five-minute rounds, with one for the Conservatives
and one for the Liberals.

Monsieur Gourde, you have five minutes.
[Translation]

Jacques Gourde (Lévis—Lotbiniére, CPC):
Mr. Chair.

Thank you,

My question is for Mr. Charlebois.

You don't know me, but I've been aware of you for a long time
because we've been hearing about you through your research for
ages.
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I have a lot of questions and concerns about the grocery basket
assessment. You often talk about the effects of inflation on the gro-
cery basket. However, habits are changing. When the research or
study we are conducting on the effects of inflation on the grocery
basket is spread out over a 10-year period, for example, is it always
the same grocery basket, meaning a basket that contains the same
number of pounds of meat, vegetables, fruit, etc., or does the gro-
cery basket evolve?

It seems to me that Canadians' eating habits are changing based
on the price of food. Families have a budget and they tend to stick
to it. Sometimes they sacrifice food quality to buy cheaper food.

When the government conducts studies on the effects of inflation
on the grocery basket, does it take into account changes in eating
habits over months or years? We could conclude that, in 2024, the
increase in the price of groceries was 5% or 6%, but if we had tak-
en the same foods into consideration over the past 10 years, perhaps
the difference would have been 15% to 20%.

I am concerned that this could distort people's perception of real-
ity.

What do you think, Mr. Charlebois?
® (1635)

Sylvain Charlebois: That's a very good question.

Essentially, there is a battle between consumers and food infla-
tion. For example, when we say that food inflation is currently at
4%, that doesn't mean that people are spending 4% more. Con-
sumers are battling against that 4%. They will compromise on nu-
tritional qualities, especially when it comes to proteins. The items
at the meat counter are very expensive, so instead of going to the
meat counter, the consumer will choose a can of tuna or a vegetable
protein.

We've been monitoring prices very closely for 16 years. We've
adapted to consumer behaviour. Every year, we freeze consumer
behaviour in September or October to establish a percentage for our
forecast for the following year. I don't think Statistics Canada does
that. They have roughly the same standards and the same ratios for
meat, seafood, baked goods and so on. There aren't really any
changes that reflect reality. Conversely, we try to take them into ac-
count and inform the public as much as possible.

Jacques Gourde: However, you agree that, given the price of
food right now, dietary habits are changing. The grocery basket
tends to contain a larger amount of cheaper food because of the fi-
nancial reality of Canadian households.

Sylvain Charlebois: Yes. As Mr. Lemaire knows, the market is
very frugal right now. As a result, a lot of people will buy store
brand products. However, the nutritional value of store brand prod-
ucts is not the same as that of other brand products or fresh prod-
ucts found on the edges of the store, whose prices fluctuate greatly.
When consumers become extremely frugal, fluctuations like that
scare them.

Jacques Gourde: Over the past 10 years, the contents of the gro-
cery basket have evolved. People say that Canadians eat more fru-
gally, but unfortunately, they may simply be eating lower-quality
food.

Sylvain Charlebois: Yes, that's correct.

I wouldn't say that the content of the food basket has evolved,
but it has changed. Consumer behaviour has definitely changed—
prices have driven people to make different decisions.

Jacques Gourde: What is your forecast for the next five years in
terms of Canadians' eating habits?

Sylvain Charlebois: It's not so easy to make forecasts, and it's
even harder to do so over five years.

Based on my discussions with various distributors, I believe we'll
still have a very frugal market next year. Things will continue to be
difficult, especially when it comes to access to protein. The price is
going up for the whole meat trifecta—beef, chicken and pork—
which is rarely seen. That really hurts consumers, because protein
accounts for 40% of grocery bills.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much.
Last, we'll go to Mr. Connors.

You have five minutes.
[Translation]

Jacques Gourde: Thank you.
[English]

Paul Connors (Avalon, Lib.): Thank you.

Mr. Buy, if you remember the question that MP Chatel asked
you, could the collaborative work of the agile table that's already in
existence work with your agricultural council?

Serge Buy: I think there are ways to make certain things work
between the two. I think this is a good idea. It would need to be
looked at a little bit more in detail.

Paul Connors: Okay.

Mr. Lemaire, in your opening remarks, you talked about the chal-
lenges of moving produce from province to province. You men-
tioned how the federal government and the provinces need to work
together and need to align, and you spoke about a competitive lens.
Now I come from Newfoundland and Labrador. I'd like for you to
be able to elaborate on that a bit and, looking at it through the com-
petitive lens, tell us what that means.

Ron Lemaire: Actually, that's a wonderful question.
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I spent some time with Erin from Powell's Supermarket at meet-
ings last week, and the challenges she experiences in just bringing
fresh produce from the mainland into Newfoundland.... We have to
look at a few key pieces here. I think seasonal trucking weights are
something that we need to try to align. That's a good example of
spring weights. That changes the size of the trucks that can move
across certain provinces. That reduces efficiencies in the model.

Going beyond that, when we start looking at our infrastructure—
and Dr. Charlebois did talk a little bit about this—the infrastructure
discussion is key: our infrastructure, how we invest in finding regu-
latory alignment across the country and how we enable investment.
The investment in the Montreal port announced by the government
is key. The other piece that we have to look at is alignment across
all of our other modes of transportation to ensure the connectivity
of our country is done in a way that is cost-effective and efficient.
If we start building out on that model and start looking at a regula-
tory model that enables perishable food to be moved in the event of
a dispute, like we've seen at the ports, I think we will find a win.
When we can't move food, we see food insecurity rapidly increase.

® (1640)
Paul Connors: How do you foresee consulting with industry?

Ron Lemaire: This is a double-edged sword for industry. I've
spoken to some of you about how we were overly consulted in the
previous government, and that can be dangerous as well. It has to
be an appropriate amount of engagement with the industry to get
the necessary input, like we're doing today, but directly with the de-
partments to provide direction on what works and doesn't work.
What I noted in my statement is that, with direction from the Prime
Minister's Office and the minister in a very tactical, direct way, we
saw dramatic shifts on how the bureaucracy moves. In some cases,
there are systems that don't change quickly without clear political
direction. We've experienced that change in the last five months.
We need to continue moving that forward, and it has to be concise,
focused and enabling for the bureaucrats to understand they have to
act.

Paul Connors: Coming from industry and coming from a small
place where agriculture is not that large, sometimes I hear—and it's
officially when I was doing some work with the Canadian Federa-
tion of Agriculture—that farmers on the ground do not really think
that they're being consulted. You said that you were overconsulted
for the last little while. Can you explain how the farmers who are
actually doing the work are not being consulted?

Ron Lemaire: There are two things that have to happen. I work
closely with Scott Ross and Keith Currie at the Canadian Federa-
tion of Agriculture. Through our national organizations, providing a
voice to government is key, but you need to get out to the farms.
With the strength you have as elected members of Parliament—and
I say this more to every urban member of Parliament who is listen-
ing to this committee—Ileave the city, visit a farm and hug a farmer.

Voices: Hear, hear!

The Chair: Thank you to our witnesses.

We'll recess for five minutes and come back soon.

¢ (1640 (Pause)

® (1650)

The Chair: I'd like to make a few comments before we start.

For the benefit of the new witnesses, please wait until I recognize
you.

We do have a few folks on Zoom. At the bottom of your screen,
you can select the appropriate channel for interpretation.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted by the
committee on Thursday, September 18, the committee is resuming
its study on the government's regulatory reform initiative in agricul-
ture and agri-food sector.

As an individual, we have Evan Fraser. We also have the Canadi-
an Federation of Independent Business and the Alberta Beekeepers
Commission.

Thank you so much for being here today.

We'll start with Mr. Fraser for five minutes.

Evan Fraser (Director, Arrell Food Institute, University of
Guelph, As an Individual): Many thanks for this great opportuni-

ty.
The problem I'd ask you all to consider predates my career.
The Chair: One minute, Mr. Fraser. I'm sorry.
Mr. Perron, please go ahead.

[Translation]

Yves Perron: I'm sorry to interrupt the witness, but the inter-
preter has informed us that Mr. Fraser's sound was not approved by
the interpretation service.

Did Mr. Fraser provide a text that someone could read?
[English]

The Chair: Has Mr. Fraser been approved by the interpreter?

I've been told that Mr. Fraser was approved.

[Translation]

Yves Perron: We're told that he did not, Mr. Chair. There's a
technical issue.

® (1655)
[English]
The Chair: Let's suspend for a few minutes.

Thank you.
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® 1659 (Pause)

® (1700)

The Chair: I call the meeting back to order. Here is the situa-
tion: There are two tests that take place for sound quality. Our two
online witnesses passed the original test, but the second test was not
a go.

This is what we're going to do. Mr. Fraser has produced his
opening statement. Interpretation has said that, if he presents, they
can read the translation, so that's not a problem. Our witness
Phillips will have to produce her opening statement in order for that
to happen.

We will proceed, and when it's time for Q and A, interpretation
will let us know if the sound quality is acceptable.

We'll start in-house with the Canadian Federation of Independent
Business for five minutes, please.

Jasmin Guénette (Vice-President, National Affairs, Canadian
Federation of Independent Business): Hello. My name is Jasmin
Guénette. I am the vice-president of national affairs at the Canadian
Federation of Independent Business. I am joined by my colleague
Juliette Nicolay, policy analyst with our Ottawa team.

We thank the committee for its kind invitation.

I will make my remarks in English. My colleague will make her
remarks in French. We will be able to answer questions in both lan-
guages.

The Canadian Federation of Independent Business represents
100,000 small and medium-sized enterprises across Canada. We
have members in all sectors of the economy, including nearly 6,000
in the agricultural sector. We survey our members regularly to un-
derstand their top priorities.

Reducing the regulatory burden and paperwork consistently
ranks as the top priority for our members in agriculture. It is fol-
lowed by reducing the tax burden and protecting the supply chain.

A significant portion of the regulatory burden on small business-
es in the ag sector is imposed through the Canadian Food Inspec-
tion Agency, CFIA. We published a report last week revealing that
nearly three out of five SMEs say that the regulatory burden associ-
ated with the CFIA has increased over the past five years.

My colleague will share some of the key findings of that report
and the recommendations we are making.

® (1705)
[Translation]
Juliette Nicolay (Bilingual Policy Analyst, National Affairs,

Canadian Federation of Independent Business): Thank you,
Mr. Guénette.

SMEs have reported to us that the CFIA's rules and requirements
change quite frequently. As a result, companies must constantly
monitor, interpret and adapt to new directives. All of this hinders
their productivity and growth.

Administrative formalities are often difficult to understand and
ill-suited to the reality of small businesses. SMEs therefore regular-
ly rely on CFIA resources to try to understand and continue to com-
ply with them. Unfortunately, the agency's customer service is un-
satisfactory. The majority of SMEs rate it as fair or poor.

Many SMEs report that it is difficult to find good information on
the agency's website. That being the case, SMEs try calling the
agency. However, it is equally difficult to reach officers by tele-
phone and obtain adequate support.

Our members also reported inconsistencies between different in-
spectors and various inspections, which complicates their efforts to
remain compliant with guidelines.

It is therefore essential that the government reduce the adminis-
trative burden and red tape imposed on SMEs by the CFIA. We rec-
ommend implementing the two-for-one rule, meaning that for every
new rule introduced, two must be eliminated.

The CFIA must also improve its customer service, be subject to
more ambitious service standards and be transparent in disclosing
its performance.

With respect to the Pest Management Regulatory Agency, we al-
so want to tell the committee that several SMEs expressed frustra-
tion with the timeliness of assessments.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to share our views with
you today. We look forward to your questions.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Next we'll go to Mr. Fraser.

Evan Fraser: Thank you very much.

The problem I'd ask you to consider predates my career, and it
certainly may be as old as Confederation. I think we need to chal-
lenge ourselves to create a policy regulatory environment that fos-
ters more innovation in agri-food and, in particular, that captures
more of the value of our agricultural products.

When I was doing a Ph.D. on this topic in the early 2000s, farm-
ers around me were literally pulling out their crops and their hair
because they couldn't find processing markets. A huge amount of
our fruits and vegetables that became ripe every summer were
spoiled and were unable to be utilized. There was a logic then, in
the 1990s and early 2000s, based on free trade, that the California
producer could out-compete the Canadian producer for about 10 or
11 months of the year, so our processing sector moved to Califor-
nia.
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Today, though, that logic is changing again. The trade war and
climate change are unsettling the paradigms of the last three
decades, and I would say that innovations are giving our producers
and our processors the tools they need to do things in a very differ-
ent way.

Consider that robotic milkers and smart tractors are giving crop
producers and livestock producers the tools they need to produce
far more food than anybody else in the world, frankly, with fewer
inputs and emissions. New strawberry varieties bloom all year
round, and those plus low-cost LED lights mean that we can have
fresh strawberries any month of the year, anywhere in Canada.
Anecdotally, two weeks ago in downtown Toronto, I ate some moz-
zarella cheese that emerged from a brewing facility, not from a
cow's udder.

I think we need to remind ourselves that innovation lies at the
heart of the food system and that it is also intrinsic to our national
security, as well. I think if we get the policies and regulations right,
we can create a system that's more sustainable, more robust, that of-
fers healthy and affordable nutrition and that captures more value
of our raw products. To do this, I'd like you to consider four policy
objectives.

The first has to be the regulatory reforms, and in particular, regu-
latory reforms between the provinces and the federal government.
In B.C., for instance, agricultural land cannot be used for food-pro-
cessing facilities unless 50% of the product is sourced locally. This
means we will never see a blueberry jam factory on a blueberry
farm in British Columbia because, frankly, the sugar, the packaging
and whatnot come from outside of Canada.

The second policy area has to be training and innovation, and we
need to build on Canada's exceptional network of universities and
colleges to create a training platform that attracts the best and the
brightest minds. For too long, our robot engineer technicians, or
students studying robots, have been dreaming of working for
NASA, not realizing that there are actually better and better-paying
jobs in Leamington, for instance.

Luckily, we have progress. I'm thrilled because, just this year, the
team has received $16 million from ISED to launch a national
training platform on agri-food innovation. We're really excited
about that, and I'm happy to take questions about that.

The third area is that we need to de-risk private investment in
this space. Agri-food tech is not like normal technologies or normal
investments. It's linked to a growing season and a biological cycle.
Agri-food has a slower return on investment than other invest-
ments, so it is unattractive or less attractive to private equity and
venture capital. We can do things, though. We can help de-risk in-
vestments, and there's a tremendous policy agenda around de-risk-
ing investment in this space, which I'd be happy to provide details
on.

Finally, I think there's a really important, urgent need to better
align the work of our research councils with the needs of industry
so that we align NSERC, SSHRC and the CIHR funding and make
sure it responds directly to the needs of the emerging agri-food sec-
tor. We know that we are great at doing research as a nation, but we
are not particularly good at commercializing that research. One rea-

son, I believe, is that relative disconnect between research councils
and industry needs.

If we do these four things—create a more stable regulatory envi-
ronment, attract the best minds, de-risk investment and align the re-
search councils with industry—I think we have opportunities to po-
sition Canada as the world's pre-eminent powerhouse in the agri-
food sector, globally.

The Royal Bank agrees. In an article in the Western Producer, an
RBC executive stated that investments in this area were Canada's
“moon shot”. Justine Hendricks said that Farm Credit Canada calls
this our “generational opportunity”. I believe that is the case. I'm in
Calgary right now, working with ventures and start-ups in agricul-
ture, and my mind has been blown, for the last eight hours, with the
amazing ideas that are out there.

Thank you so much for the opportunity to speak with you today,
and I'm very excited to answer questions.

® (1710)

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Ms. Phillips, we're going to try, but if the interpreters have is-
sues, then we have to stop, and we'll figure out where to go from
there.

Please proceed.

Connie Phillips (Executive Director, Alberta Beekeepers
Commission): Thank you very much for the opportunity to present
at this hearing.

My understanding and familiarity with regulations and enforce-
ments come from over 30-plus years in agriculture and agri-food—
working for governments supporting private sector research, inno-
vation and competitiveness, and more recently working for the pri-
vate sector in Alberta's commercial beekeeping, pollination and
honey industries.

With this experience, I'm fully cognizant of the need for and val-
ue of food safety and related regulations throughout the supply
chain. In particular, after eight years of working in the private sec-
tor, my perspective and understanding of how regulations are im-
posed, and their impact on industry, has become very clear. My ob-
servation is this: In the agri-food industry, while the regulations are
critical to the credibility of Canada's agriculture and food produc-
tion industries, currently there are imbalances and inconsistencies
in policy development and regulatory enforcement, particularly
when managing risk, which is resulting in unreasonable barriers
and impediments to progress, innovation and competitiveness for
producers.
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From the perspective of the private sector, government ministries
set policies and regulations and then create agencies to implement
and enforce the regulations. In this way, the ministries have divest-
ed themselves of the responsibility of operations, and at the same
time have neglected the role of oversight of these agencies. This
oversight is critical for ensuring a balance of potential competing
interests.

Further, it appears that, especially in more recent years, the pri-
mary purpose of the regulatory agencies is to protect both them-
selves and the government. This results in a lack of consideration
for the industry's viability, sustainability and competitiveness. Both
the CFIA and the PMRA have stated recently that they do not have
a duty of care to consider the economic interests or impacts of their
decisions on industry or stakeholders. In other words, in making de-
cisions, both agencies have stated that neither has a legal obligation
to consider the socio-economic impact of their decisions. This is
having a significant detrimental impact on industries.

My next comments are derived from my more recent experience
in the beekeeping industry. I have three examples of where the reg-
ulatory and government systems are failing the industry.

First, Canadian honey competitiveness and value are being re-
duced by poorly controlled imports of fraudulent and adulterated
honey. Canada has a reputation as a transshipper now. As a result,
we are losing export markets. We require immediate implementa-
tion by the CFIA of more robust, mandatory, importer-funded, hon-
ey-adulteration testing with enforceable penalties.

The PMRA's slow, risk-averse and cumbersome approval process
is prohibiting the use of critical hive treatments to keep honeybees
alive. Those hive treatments have been proven effective and safe in
other reliable jurisdictions. Our request is for the PMRA's immedi-
ate review and approval of varroa mite treatments using the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency's data.

Third, 20 years ago, Canadian beekeepers lost 15% of their bees
annually. Now they lose, on average, 30% of their bees every year.
Imagine if the dairy and beef herds were losing 30% of their ani-
mals every year. The need for stock replacement is critical for the
survival of the industry and those crops that depend on honeybees
for pollination. Those countries currently exporting stock to Canada
have become increasingly risky to the viability of the industry,
which has been reporting packaged bees and queens that are dis-
ease- and pest-infested. A new risk, the Tropilaelaps mite, is now in
close proximity to Italy and Australia, and has the potential to dev-
astate the Canadian beekeeping industry. We request an immediate
review of those countries that import bees to Canada from outside
North America. Until those new risk assessments are completed
and include industry input, all imported stock from outside North
America should cease.

Overall, on an ongoing and structural level, beekeepers are ask-
ing for improved and more consistent application of the regulations
that encourage growth, innovation and long-term industry viability,
and a genuine science-based partnership.

® (1715)

We recommend establishing mandated working groups between
the commercial industry and regulators.

Thank you very much for your attention.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll go to the Conservatives and Mr. Gourde for six minutes.

[Translation]

Jacques Gourde: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Guénette, the Canadian Federation of Independent Business
just released a rather devastating report on the services provided by
the Canadian Food Inspection Agency. The report seems to suggest
that everything has deteriorated over the past five years. For exam-
ple, the Agency's services are less accessible and there is more pa-
perwork to complete. Your members are very disappointed.

However, we met with agency representatives and, according to
them, everything seems to be going well. They said they were
working closely with agri-food businesses and want to help them.

So those two statements are quite contradictory. We're very
pleased to see the other side of the coin today.

Can you tell us a bit more about that?

Jasmin Guénette: Yes, of course. I can begin with a preliminary
answer, and my colleague can add to it.

We did not speak with Canadian Food Inspection Agency work-
ers. We directly surveyed our members, who are entrepreneurs. We
asked them a long list of questions on the quality of the agency’s
services to determine, for example, which services they received
from the agency and how those interactions went. The survey re-
sults were published in a report last week. Generally speaking, the
answers indicated that the services it provides to small and medium
businesses need a great deal of improvement.

Juliette Nicolay: There are two key points.

First, the majority of small and medium businesses, meaning
58% of them, found that the Canadian Food Inspection Agency's
red tape increased over the last five years.

Then, when small and medium businesses want clarification on
how to comply with regulations, they try to use the agency’s web-
site, but don’t find the answers there. When they have to communi-
cate with the agency, they spend an hour on the phone. All that im-
pacts those businesses, because SMEs don’t have a lot of employ-
ees. They are the ones who have to take the time, when it could be
better invested in improving and growing the business.
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Jacques Gourde: Speaking of employees, I’m sure the Canadian
Food Inspection Agency added to its employees, but reduced its
services. In contrast, businesses often have to cut down on staff to
survive.

How do your members perceive this contradiction, based on your
survey results? Are they feeling frustration about that?

® (1720)

Juliette Nicolay: Based on our findings, only a quarter of our
members thought that service from the CFIA was good. However,
if an SME were in a situation where only a quarter of its clients
thought its services were good, it would be very bad for that busi-
ness. Indeed, our members expressed frustration about CFIA wait
times, officers’ attitudes and the time it took to get an answer once
they could get an officer on the phone.

It all suggests that a great deal of progress must be made to im-
prove customer service at the Canadian Food Inspection Agency.
One way to achieve this would be setting stricter standards, adher-
ing to them, and being able to clearly show if they’ve been met.

Jacques Gourde: You have 6,000 members in the agri-food sec-
tor. They contribute significantly to Canada’s gross domestic prod-
uct.

Could all the time lost because of the agency’s many standards
negatively impact our gross domestic product?

Jasmin Guénette: Obviously, the regulatory burden negatively
impacts Canadian businesses, not only in agriculture, but in all sec-
tors. When we ask our members about the main factors putting
pressure on their costs and operations, regulation is often number
one or listed in the top three.

Jacques Gourde: We often hear that Canada’s agri-food indus-
try has significant potential and the value of our agri-food produc-
tion could exceed $100 billion a year.

In your opinion, are there currently any barriers preventing the
fulfillment of this potential, be it on the level of investment or the
level of service provided by the government?

Jasmin Guénette: The budget will be tabled tomorrow. We hope
the government will announce tax measures to help businesses in-
vest more in their operations, machinery or equipment. We hope
these measures will help businesses develop and grow to serve not
only the Canadian market, but the international market as well.

Jacques Gourde: When it comes to rail and port infrastructure,
the government seems to treat farmers like second-class citizens.
However, that infrastructure is key for exporting products and mak-
ing sure they’re delivered on time.

Do you think the national priority should be to invest in this in-
frastructure to help the agricultural sector? Or should it be to invest
in passenger transportation infrastructure, as per the $250 billion
or $300 billion projects currently on the table?

Jasmin Guénette: Unfortunately, in recent years, several strikes
and labour disputes paralyzed ports in British Columbia, the Port of
Montreal, the St. Lawrence Seaway, CN and CPKC. Many work
stoppages made things complicated for businesses, endangered
their survival and had a very negative impact on their sales and op-
erations.

When we consult our members, as [ was saying in my remarks,
they tell us that maintaining a healthy supply chain is one of their
priorities. So, obviously, it is important for them that it not be com-
promised by the unexpected—

[English]

The Chair: We're going to stop there. I gave you an extra 40
seconds because of the interruption. I'm sorry, I had to cut you off.

Jasmin Guénette: I understand.

The Chair: Thank you.

Next, we have MP Chatel for six minutes.
[Translation]

Sophie Chatel: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.
Thank you to all the witnesses for being here today.

Mr. Fraser, I recently had the opportunity to meet with your col-
leagues to talk about your platform aimed at stimulating innovation
on farms. The government is very supportive of you in that regard.
We know that farmers have always been among those who innovate
the most, so it's good to hear about that kind of partnership.

You also mentioned earlier that the agriculture and agri-food sec-
tor was one of our most important economic drivers. That opinion
is shared not only by the International Monetary Fund, but also by
the World Bank and the OECD. However, you rightly pointed out
that your biggest issue is the regulatory burden, since it slows down
productivity and innovation.

I'd like to hear your thoughts on governance, since you gained
experience in that at the University of Guelph. Witnesses have told
us that structural changes are needed to solve the problem of grow-
ing regulations that are slowing down innovation. There was talk
about changing agencies' mandates.

However, to go even further, would it be possible to look for ex-
isting innovations? For example, the agile regulations table identi-
fied 150 problems for the sector. How can the government take ac-
tion and solve those problems in a sustainable and structural way?
Is there some governance that can be set up in that regard?

® (1725)
[English]

Evan Fraser: That is a wonderful question. Thank you very
much.
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The key thing to keep in mind is that agriculture is changing very
quickly. I agree with your earlier statement that, yes, farmers are
very innovative, and the pace of technological change is beyond
that that, say, an individual farmer, can keep up with. I look to ad-
vances in robotics or genomic technologies, which are proceeding
so quickly that it is very difficult for an owner-operator—even the
most innovative owner-operator—to stay up to date. There is an
enormous need to help position agriculture in order to embrace all
forms of innovation.

I sometimes say that the farmers of the future are just as likely to
wear a lab coat as they are to drive a tractor. I believe that—

The Chair: Mr. Fraser, can we pause for a second? I think we
have an issue.

Mr. Perron, please go ahead.
[Translation]

Yves Perron: The interpreter is telling us that the sound quality
is poor.
[English]

The Chair: Mr. Fraser, I'm going to have to ask you to stop. Per-

haps you can submit the answer to the committee, if possible. If
you have anything else you'd like to submit, please do so.

Unfortunately, there's some feedback that is causing a challenge
with interpretation.

Mr. Barlow, please go ahead.

John Barlow: Just so we're clear—and Ms. Phillips might have
the same issue—we can still ask the questions. However, they'll
have to provide their responses in writing.

The Chair: Absolutely.
Okay, let's go back.

[Translation]
Sophie Chatel: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Indeed, Mr. Fraser, you can submit to us in writing the possible
ways to avoid an accumulation of regulations, which hinders pro-
ductivity and innovation.

Earlier, you also mentioned a way to eliminate the risk associated
with investments in this industry. You said you'd be willing to give
us the details. I'd very much like to have those details, so I encour-
age you to attach them to your answer. The same goes for innova-
tion, as well as for the fourth point you raised, the research coun-
cils. Those are all good solutions, and it would be great to have
them in writing. We can put them in our report.

Mr. Guénette and Ms. Nicolay, thank you very much for being
here.

What structural measure could we implement in our governance
system to avoid the accumulation of regulations and take action to
resolve the 150 problems identified by the agile regulations table?
What's currently missing from our governance system?

Juliette Nicolay: One of the first ways to do that would be to
follow the two-for-one rule, meaning that for every new regulation
introduced, two others should be removed. That alone would make

it possible to remove a good number of regulations that have be-
come superfluous and have no particular purpose—

Sophie Chatel: Allow me to interrupt on that.

I understand that, but who will decide which two regulations will
be removed? How will that be determined? What I like about the
agile regulations table is that it involves sitting at the table with
producers.

® (1730)

Jasmin Guénette: To remove regulations, people in the industry
and our agri-business members have to sit down together to discuss
what's unnecessary and redundant.

Last year, we published a report on the regulations in Canada.
We estimated that they cost around $51 billion. However, it would
be possible to eliminate regulations and save $18 billion without af-
fecting the health and safety of workers and consumers.

To reduce red tape, it's possible to talk to the people who are di-
rectly affected by it to see what can be removed. There's currently
the one-for-one rule, but we don't know if it's being followed per-
fectly. If the goal is really to reduce red tape, it's important to adopt
the two-for-one rule.

For our members, it's equally important to improve customer ser-
vice. Rather than thinking about new structures, then, if our mem-
bers—

[English]

The Chair: I'm sorry, sir. I've given you an extra 15 seconds. It's
the way the questions are being laid out.

Mr. Perron, you have six minutes.
[Translation]

Yves Perron: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.
Thank you to the witnesses for being here.

Mr. Guénette, I'll let you finish your previous answer.

Jasmin Guénette: To improve services, we'd like to see a num-
ber of things.

First, there should be an easy-to-access, user-friendly website
that uses familiar language and where information is easy to find
for our agri-business members.

Second, when people call the Canadian Food Inspection Agency,
someone has to respond to them and give them accurate informa-
tion. As my colleague mentioned, sometimes contradictory infor-
mation is given from one inspection to the next, so that would al-
ready be a major improvement.

Yves Perron: Mr. Guénette and Ms. Nicolay, how do you ex-
plain that things are different from one inspector to the next? Is it
because the directives or standards are unclear? Is it because the
scope of their autonomy isn't defined well enough? Are there in-
spectors who take cases personally? We also hear a lot of examples
like that.
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Juliette Nicolay: What we're hearing is that the regulations are
unclear for SMEs, so maybe they're unclear for some inspectors
too. We've heard of a number of cases where farmers were told
completely contradictory things from one inspection to the next.
They had to adapt based on what they were told during a first in-
spection, and then they were told something that went in the oppo-
site direction during a second inspection. All of that not only leads
to costs, but also wastes time and causes stress. Ultimately, it has an
impact on our economy and even on entrepreneurship in general.

Jasmin Guénette: Let me add that we've heard the same kind of
comments about the Canada Revenue Agency.

Yves Perron: I'd held back from saying that. It's good that you
said it. It completes the picture.

You're saying that the regulations are unclear and that the direc-
tives given are inconsistent from one inspection to the next. Do you
have any concrete examples of that? If you don't have any right
now, could you provide us with a few concrete examples later,
without naming the businesses, of course? We don't want to com-
promise anyone. However, those examples would enable us to
clearly see the differences in the directives given.

Jasmin Guénette: Yes, we'll provide you with documentation
after the meeting. We have a list of what we call irritants. We note a
number of regulations that could be removed. Our report on the
Canadian Food Inspection Agency also includes a number of com-
ments from entrepreneurs about their experience. We'll certainly be
able to send you that information.

Yves Perron:
Mr. Guénette.

Thank you very much, Ms. Nicolay and

I'm really sorry that the witnesses who are joining us by video
conference are having sound issues. However, they'll understand
that we have to protect the hearing health of our interpreters. I'm
still going to ask them a few questions, and they can provide us
with their answers in writing.

Ms. Phillips, from what you said, I understood that there was a
major problem with the reciprocity of standards. We hear about that
problem all the time. It seems that nothing is ever implemented to
address that problem or control the situation.

We heard from fruit and vegetable growers who talked about car-
rots from China, where there are probably products in use that are
banned here. You're now saying that imported honey has been mod-
ified. If I've understood you correctly, we have to take action on the
reciprocity of standards. I'm going to admit that when we start ask-
ing questions about this, we realize that the situation isn't simple.
Three different agencies are managing this file, and every time we
question someone, we're directed to another agency. One thing we
could do to help our local producers, then, would perhaps be to
have a single agency in charge of reciprocity of standards.

You seem to like what I'm saying, Ms. Phillips.

Mr. Guénette, I don't know if you want to add any details on the
reciprocity of standards. Have you had discussions about it?
® (1735)

Jasmin Guénette: Generally speaking, we're talking about the
principle of mutual recognition: What's good for being produced,

consumed and sold in one province should also be available in all
the other provinces, without any other regulatory requirements.
That applies to all kinds of products, including food products.

Yves Perron: When you hear about products from abroad, I
imagine you're told that this is currently a problem for some of the
businesses you represent. You have agricultural producers among
the members of your organization. For example, our carrot ware-
houses in Quebec are full, and the prices are at their lowest, while
our major grocery stores sell carrots from China.

Jasmin Guénette: I think if you asked our agri-business mem-
bers about this issue specifically, they'd tell you that they really
want to see more of their products on the shelves so that they can
sell them. There's no doubt about that.

Yves Perron: Mr. Chair, I didn't start my clock, so you can let
me know when my time is up.

[English]
The Chair: You have 45 seconds left.
[Translation]

Yves Perron: Okay.
In that case, I'll quickly ask my question for Mr. Fraser.

You were saying that we're good at research, but we're bad at
commercialization. Mr. Charlebois told us something similar, and
I'm sure the representatives of the Canadian Federation of Indepen-
dent Business could add to that.

Could you send us a written recommendation that indicates what
we need to change to get better at commercialization? What do we
need to do so that our businesses and innovators don't just sell their
inventions or innovations, but develop them here, to enrich our
economy?

[English]
The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll do one final round.

We'll go four minutes, four minutes and two minutes, and then
we're done.

Mr. Barlow, you have the floor.

John Barlow: Thanks, Mr. Chair.

I have a question for Ms. Phillips along the line of Mr. Perron's.
Can you submit your response, Ms. Phillips?
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You were talking about fraudulent honey being imported to
Canada and the PMRA's and the CFIA's decision on bromide but
also the decision to extend the ban on importing bee population re-
placements. The CFIA, the PMRA and the Liberal government
have said they are going to make sure there is a food security and
economic lens on the decisions that these two agencies are making.

Can you tell the committee whether or not you feel that a food
security or an economic lens was placed on the decisions to extend
the ban and the delays on approving hive protection products?

Now, to the CFIB, I like the fact that you talked about the red
tape and the frustration amongst your members. I have a number of
businesses in my riding—I know all of us do—whose number one
irritant is the CFIA and the burden it's putting on their businesses.

One example is The Dutch Store, which I like to shop at. They
have had to hire a full-time person just to deal with the CFIA pa-
perwork, and, in fact, they are thinking of closing their business.
They have $2 million in revenue; it's not huge, but it's a good busi-
ness. The CFIA is banning them from importing a lot of products
because they're in the wrong-sized jar. We're talking pickles and
sauerkraut from renowned international businesses. To me, the
wrong size of jar has nothing to do with food security.

Are you getting feedback from members who are no longer in
business as a result of not being able to manage the paperwork
that's coming from the CFIA? Do you keep those kinds of records?

Secondary to that, do you know the impact on GDP or Canadian
economics in terms of losing some of these small businesses?

Juliette Nicolay: I'll respond to the first question.

We have not heard about businesses closing down because of
CFIA regulations, but we have heard of businesses having to stop
commercializing some products because of CFIA regulations. No-
tably, when the Safe Food for Canadians Regulations were imple-
mented, many small businesses didn't have the capacity to comply
with some of the regulations and couldn't import some products.

I can share with you specific examples later on.
® (1740)

John Barlow: If you could table that with the committee, that
would be helpful.

Previously, the Conservative government had a redress officer at
the CFIA so that when these things did happen, the business owner
could go to that redress officer and file a challenge to a decision by
the CFIA. The Liberal government removed that position in 2022
or 2023.

I know my colleagues like to talk about the agile regulations ta-
ble, but that's been in place for five years and no changes have been
happening. I don't understand the appreciation of that when 40% of
the complaints that went to the redress officer were found to have
reason to be followed up on.

Do you feel that reinstating the redress officer would bring ac-
countability back to the CFIA? Business owners would have a clear
door to go through to file these complaints or challenge these deci-
sions from the CFIA to ensure that they have a fair hearing and can
stay in business and make products available to Canadians.

The Chair: You have 30 seconds.

Jasmin Guénette: Businesses should have the opportunity to ask
for more information from the agency about decisions they are
making. Whether or not the office that you described existed, it's
very important that businesses can challenge the decisions.

This is one aspect we are recommending to ensure that business-
es can better understand decisions and challenge them if needed.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

You have the floor for four minutes, MP Connors.

Paul Connors: Thank you.

Mr. Fraser, I know you can't respond, but you identified four cat-
egories: regulatory reform, additional training, de-risking private
investment and aligning research with industry needs. I'd like to
have a bit more information. I hope that you do present, and some
other people have asked you for a written response. How could the
CFIA or the PMRA de-risk investment improvements that we could
do there? Is there something in that that could de-risk private in-
vestment? I'd be interested to hear that from you.

To the CFIB, you're doing great work, and you've always done
great work in collecting a lot of great data from your members. I've
been a member through prior businesses, and your surveys always
do great work, and it's very broad across the country.

I'm wondering, seeing that you're doing agricultural data collec-
tion, if there is a gap between the data that you collect and getting
to a level, besides meetings such as this, where the information can
be used to make changes or make improvements. Do you think
there's a gap with this in that process?

Jasmin Guénette: I'm not sure I fully understand the—

Paul Connors: You collect the data, and then you have the data
with your organization, but in order to make changes that the CFIA
and the PMRA...that data has to get out to other people. You pro-
duce reports and everything like that.

Do you think your data is getting to the right people?

Jasmin Guénette: We hope so. We communicate our work to
members of Parliament and civil servants. We are always available
to meet those impacted by our work.
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As a matter of fact, we have met the CFIA in the past, and we
have a meeting with them soon to share the content of our report.
We are always happy and available to share the data and to work on
introducing policy changes that will benefit small businesses in
Canada.

Paul Connors: Okay, that's great.

We've heard agile tables mentioned. Some people have recom-
mended some different things about an ag council or something. Do
you see that as something that we should be looking at?

® (1745)

Jasmin Guénette: There's already a lot of structure that busi-
nesses have to deal with. There are many regulatory bodies already
overseeing SMEs in Canada. I'm not sure that an additional body is
needed.

What we recommend in the report and the work that Juliette did
is to improve the work that the CFIA is doing and reduce the regu-
latory burden on SMEs that the CFIA is imposing on all members.

Paul Connors: If you haven't already submitted the report, I
hope you submit the report as well.

Jasmin Guénette: Absolutely, yes.
The Chair: Thank you.

The final two minutes go to Mr. Perron.
[Translation]

Yves Perron: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.
Mr. Guénette, we'll continue along the same lines.

In your opening remarks, you and your colleague said that there
should be a two-for-one rule: Every time a regulation is added, two
others should be removed. Do you think that's possible? That would
mean there would be a lot fewer regulations, so that might be inter-
esting, but I'd like you to explain that to me more. Logically, from
what I understand of your proposal, you'd like us to check which
existing regulations are repetitive and could be removed when
adding a regulation.

Have I understand your proposal correctly?

Jasmin Guénette: I can start answering your question, and
Ms. Nicolay can add to what I have to say.

First, I have to say that the regulations in Canada are very
opaque. If we were to ask anyone to tell us how many regulations
there are in Canada, no one would be able to answer. The first
thing, then, would be to have more transparency.

Second, we think that reducing regulations would be very benefi-
cial for the Canadian economy and SMEs. We can look to British
Columbia, for example, which has a similar rule in place. That
means the regulations have to be reduced, and for that to happen,
two regulations should be removed every time a new regulation is
introduced.

The first step would be to find out how many regulations we
have in Canada. Once we have more information, it will be easy to
determine which regulations could be removed.

Juliette Nicolay: One way to get greater transparency on the
number of existing regulations would be, for example, to expand
the scope of the administrative burden baseline to include policies
and legislation. At the moment, it includes only the regulations and
associated forms. We'd like it to go further and for the baseline to
also include policies and legislation.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you to our witnesses today. Thank you for
your patience, Ms. Phillips and Mr. Fraser. We appreciate you join-
ing us and your commitment to agriculture.

Go ahead, Mr. Barlow

John Barlow: I have just one quick thing before we adjourn. As
all of us have said, we're trying to get some good recommendations
out of this study. Ms. Chatel and I have talked about an ombudsman
or a redress office—whatever the title would be. We have asked
for a previous redress officer, Merril Bawden, to appear before
committee. The CFIA has refused to allow her to appear. She no
longer has that role, but she's still in the CFIA.

If we want to get the facts and see what would work, what
doesn't, what did work and what didn't, I think it would behoove
the CFIA to allow her to appear.

I think we have a couple of options here. I could just ask my Lib-
eral colleagues if they would approach the minister and see if she
would kind of give them a push or a green light to allow her to ap-
pear. Or we could send a letter from this committee asking the
CFIA to allow Ms. Bawden to appear and just give her experience
on what it was to be a redress officer, what worked in that role and
what didn't.

We're not trying to find any dirt here. We just want to know if the
ombudsman role and a redress officer is something we should con-
sider. I think it does not help this study for the CFIA to not allow
her to appear. Those are two options, but I'm open to other ideas.

Sophie Chatel: I was trying to find the contact information of
another redress officer, as well. I forgot her name. Maybe you could
help me find that name and contact information.

I would agree with my colleague, as we talk about an ombuds-
man. It's managing complaints that our producers have within the
lack of transparency that we've heard about in this committee. To
enhance that, what would be an organization or a key person,
whether that's an ombudsperson or a redress...?

I join my colleague. I think it's important that we hear. I'll work
with my colleague and the department to see if we can find a per-
son to speak on that issue.

® (1750)
The Chair: Mr. Barlow, please go ahead.

John Barlow: We have two other names. We'll provide those to
you.
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We have the same problem. We were trying to track down con- The Chair: Okay. You'll take it away and figure it out.
tact information and whether or not they still work for the CFIA or
outside government.

Is it the will of the committee to adjourn?
To your point, if we are talking about transparency and the diffi- !

culty with transparency, this decision by the CFIA is not helping
that argument by not allowing her to appear or if we can't find an-

. ‘ Some hon. members: Agreed.
other one.... We will work together to try to find someone who will.

Sophie Chatel: I'm sorry. I was not aware of that. We'll be work-
ing together to find a person to speak about that. The Chair: Thank you so much. The meeting is adjourned.
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