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● (1630)

[English]

The Chair (Hon. Karina Gould (Burlington, Lib.)): I call this
meeting to order.

Good afternoon, folks. Welcome to meeting number six of the
House of Commons Standing Committee on Finance.

Before we begin, I would ask all in-person participants to read
the guidelines written on the updated 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.

Today's meeting is taking place in a hybrid format, so I would
like to remind participants of the following points.

Before speaking, please wait until I recognize you. For those par‐
ticipating by video conference over Zoom, click on the microphone
icon to activate your mic, and please mute your microphone when
you are not speaking. At the bottom of your screen, you can select
the appropriate channel for interpretation—floor, English or
French. Those in the room can use the earpiece to select the desired
channel.

For members participating in person or via Zoom, please raise
your hand if you wish to speak. The committee clerks and I will do
the best we can to maintain a consolidated speaking order.

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

Pursuant to the order of reference of Thursday, June 12, and the
motion adopted on September 22, the committee shall resume con‐
sideration of Bill C-4, an act respecting certain affordability mea‐
sures for Canadians and another measure.

I would like to welcome our witnesses.

We have Alana Lavoie, national senior director of public policy
for Habitat for Humanity; and Krista Carr, chief executive officer
for Inclusion Canada.

Unfortunately, Peter Norman is unable to participate today, as his
headset is not compliant. If we do another study with witnesses, he
could appear at a later date, but he's not able to join us because the
sound check completed earlier was not satisfactory.

Without further ado, we will begin to hear from our witnesses.
They will each have five minutes for their opening remarks before
we open it up to the members for questioning.

With that, I am going to begin with Ms. Alana Lavoie.

[Translation]

Alana Lavoie (National Senior Director, Public Policy, Habi‐
tat for Humanity Canada): Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

[English]

Thank you so much for the opportunity to be here today. We do
appreciate the opportunity to come and speak with you.

I am here on behalf of Habitat for Humanity Canada. We are a
national charity, founded in Canada in 1985, in Winnipeg, in fact.
We work in every single province in the country as well as our two
northern territories and until recently, also in Nunavut. We build
homes, we build communities and we like to remind ourselves all
the time that we build hope. We do this through construction,
through repair, through financing, through skills training and of
course through advocacy. We are part of the global movement
Habitat for Humanity International, which operates in 70 countries.
We are very proud of our contributions in continents across the
world.

Today I want to speak about the GST exemption included in Bill
C-4, why it matters to Habitat and why it matters in the context of
Canada's housing affordability crisis. Between 2019 and 2025,
Habitat local affiliates, our 44 local affiliates, built steadily through
some of the toughest construction years we've seen, up to and in‐
cluding this one, serving over 5,000 individuals, including 3,888
children, every single one of whom was very excited to be able to
pick the paint colour of their bedroom, I can assure you. We have
done so with energy-efficient, accessible homes and, most impor‐
tantly, affordable homes—truly affordable homes—for home own‐
ership. We also through that period of time leveraged government
funding at least 2:1. Every dollar that comes into Habitat for Hu‐
manity gets put to good use in our communities and for families.
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We generated over $311 million in construction activity over that
time frame. We also generated $40 million in tax revenue. Over that
same time frame, our Habitats and our local families paid over $19
million in GST on the fair market value purchase of their homes.
We continue even now to pay between $15,000 in rural areas
and $80,000 or more in high-cost markets on every affordable
Habitat home that is sold. For every 100 homes upon which the
GST is charged, we could probably deliver up to another 13 to 15
homes, depending on the cost to construct in a given market. In
parts of the country, we are paying more in GST on Habitat-built
homes than we receive in federal government investment.

We welcome the proposed measure included in Bill C-4 to waive
the GST on homes up to $1 million for first-time buyers. This will
directly benefit our partner families. This will also allow us to rein‐
vest savings that don't go into the mortgage, or into our own costs,
into building more affordable homes, accessible homes and energy-
efficient homes.

We would urge the efficient review and passage of this provision,
as delays have real costs for families. We are also hopeful that, if
passed, the implementation of the provision will be applied retroac‐
tively to agreements of purchases and sales that are signed and that
were signed in May 2025. The summer and fall are very busy Habi‐
tat times, with many families taking big strides on their journey to‐
ward home ownership and moving through the purchase phase.
We've advocated for this relief on homes that are purpose-built for
affordable home ownership. There's purpose-built rental and there's
also purpose-built affordable home ownership homes. We are proud
to be the organization that provides those. They're sold at fair mar‐
ket value. The families pay no down payment and they pay no more
than about 30% of their income on mortgage payments. We figure
out the rest; we figure out the rest. Every dollar we save gets rein‐
vested into more homes and keeping the homes that we do have af‐
fordable over a long time.

These changes to the GST that are included in Bill C-4's propos‐
al, combined with our ongoing partnerships across all governments,
with the private sector, and through philanthropic participation and
donation will help us build even more, even in the face of exponen‐
tially rising constructions costs, slow municipal approvals—again,
slow municipal approvals—and an income gap that persists despite
some market shift improvements in certain areas.

● (1635)

We are committed to growing our impact. We are committed to
delivering more stability, continuing to contribute to Canada's GDP
and continuing to help families who can increase their income by
30% over comparable families who remain in rental. Now is the
time to deliver more homes—affordable homes—and we look for‐
ward to doing so with new tools and in partnership with the federal
government. We are closely watching the development of Build
Canada Homes, and are hopeful that our past experience delivering
a large portfolio of new, accessible and energy-efficient homes in
Canada through our partnership with CMHC over the last several
years will help inform this new way forward.

The Chair: Ms. Lavoie, could I ask you to wrap up, please.

Thank you.

Alana Lavoie: Thank you for the opportunity to speak with you
today. I look forward to your questions.

The Chair: Thank you so much, Ms. Lavoie, for your opening
remarks.

Next is Ms. Carr from Inclusion Canada.

Krista Carr (Chief Executive Officer, Inclusion Canada):
Chair and members, thank you.

My name is Krista Carr. I am the CEO of Inclusion Canada. I
speak today not only for our organization but also for a broader
coalition of disability organizations across this country. Our ask is
straightforward: Increase the base amounts for the disability tax
credit and the child disability supplement so that their dollar value
equals what they would be at 15%, now and in future years. Do not
let a general rate cut shrink disability supports.

We are here because Canada is about to make a policy mistake
that this committee can prevent. This summer, Canada launched the
new Canada Disability Benefit. It will provide up to $2,400 per
year to low-income Canadians with disabilities. While still not ade‐
quate, it is progress. But with this progress, at the same time, Bill
C-4 will now reduce the value of the disability tax credit. We can‐
not give with one hand and take with the other.

Here is what is happening. Bill C-4 lowers the lowest federal in‐
come tax rate to 14.5% this year and 14% next year. That same rate
is used to calculate the value of non-refundable tax credits, includ‐
ing the disability tax credit and the child disability benefit. When
the rate drops, the credit value drops correspondingly. Those num‐
bers may sound small in this room, but nearly one million Canadi‐
ans rely on this credit to help manage the extra costs of living that
come with a disability. For people already stretched far too
thin, $100 matters.

The fix is precise and durable. For 2025, increase the disability
tax credit base amounts by 3.45% to offset the rate reduction to
14.5%. For 2026 and later years, set an annual formula so that 14
times the adjusted base equals 15 times the indexed base for that
year. CRA already publishes indexed amounts annually. This is an
easy add-on to that existing process. It also future-proofs the credit
if rates change again. If the marginal rate goes back up, the formula
continues to work.
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The disability tax credit exists because Parliament recognized 40
years ago that Canadians with disabilities face unavoidable expens‐
es that others do not. The credit is not a windfall. It is a recognition
of reality. Wheelchairs cost money, accessible transportation costs
money, assistive technology costs money and the list goes on. This
credit helps to modestly offset some of those costs.

The principle here is simple. Disability supports should not
shrink to help pay for a general tax cut. We recognize that this is an
unintended consequence of Bill C-4. We support making life more
affordable for all Canadians. Keep the tax cut, but keep disability
supports whole.

This committee has the authority to act. The Speaker confirmed
in 2022 that amendments to non-refundable credits can be moved
directly, without requiring additional procedural steps. This can be
fixed at clause-by-clause.

Members of the committee, we are asking you to ensure that
when Canada helps families with affordability, it does not leave be‐
hind individuals and families affected by disability. Amend Bill C-4
to increase the base amounts for the disability tax credit and the
child disability benefit by formula. Keep the tax cut. Keep supports
whole.

Thank you very much. I welcome your questions
● (1640)

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

Thank you to the witnesses for their opening statements.

We will begin with the first round of questions.

Mr. Genuis, you have six minutes.
Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,

CPC): Thank you, Chair.

It's a pleasure to join all of you at the finance committee.

It's good to see the witnesses. I thank them for their testimony.

First off, Ms. Carr, could you clarify one aspect of your testimo‐
ny? Is it your calculation, therefore, that people living with disabili‐
ties will be net worse off as a result of this bill?

Krista Carr: Yes. I think it's an unintended consequence of a
bill meant to make life more affordable for Canadians. As a conse‐
quence of that, yes, in a net position they will be worse off than
they are now.

Garnett Genuis: It's not just that supports will be lost that par‐
tially offset the tax cut. It's rather that people will be net worse off
as a result. Thank you for that clarification.

This is something that I know we've spoken about in the past.
Have you engaged with the government on this request for a
change? What has been their engagement on this issue thus far?

Krista Carr: We have engaged with all parties on this bill, actu‐
ally, because we operate in a non-partisan way. We've had an excel‐
lent response from all parties. I do believe Minister Champagne
mentioned earlier this week that this is a recognized issue with the
bill and that he's committed to finding a solution. That is certainly
welcome news for us.

I think all parties have been very receptive and engaged on help‐
ing to try to find a solution to this.

Garnett Genuis: This may be more of a comment. I love to nerd
out on procedure whenever I have an excuse to.

Even if a committee makes an amendment that might otherwise
have been deemed beyond the scope, it is only struck out if that is‐
sue is brought to the attention of the Speaker. If all parties agree to
make an amendment.... I know that you made the case in your testi‐
mony that this is well within the scope of the bill, but that only be‐
comes a problem if one of the parties decides to bring it to the at‐
tention of the Speaker and argues for the exclusion of that item. It
only becomes a problem if there are people around the table who
are objecting to it.

I want to ask you about the experience of people with disabilities
in general accessing public services and health care and other kinds
of public services. It's important to me, and I think it should be im‐
portant to all of us, that people have their dignity affirmed when
they are accessing services and that they're treated equally. Can you
share in general terms how you would see the experience of people
with disabilities raising issues or seeking public services interacting
with the health care system? How would you evaluate how those
experiences are, based on what you're hearing from your members?

Krista Carr: In all transparency, since the bill was brought in
around track two MAID, which made people with disabilities the
only group eligible for medical assistance in dying when they are
not dying, that has certainly changed people's interaction with the
health care system quite dramatically. People with disabilities are
now very much afraid, in many circumstances, to show up in the
health care system with regular health concerns. MAID is often
suggested as a solution to what is considered to be intolerable suf‐
fering that happens to be caused by some of the things this commit‐
tee addressees, such as poverty and the situations that people with
disabilities disproportionately find themselves in compared with
other Canadians.

● (1645)

Garnett Genuis: That's very striking. I don't want to be accused
of putting words in your mouth, but it sounds as though I'm hearing
you say that people with disabilities who are interacting with health
care or seeking other kinds of public services are proactively being
offered MAID, when they are seeking completely different ser‐
vices.

Krista Carr: That is correct.

Garnett Genuis: Is that common? Are you hearing about that a
lot?

Krista Carr: Weekly.
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Garnett Genuis: You're hearing weekly complaints from people
who live with disabilities, who seek other kinds of services, and
who are asked by someone, “Well, have you thought about
MAID?"

Krista Carr: Yes.
Garnett Genuis: What do you think we should do about that as

legislators? Do you think we should try to stop government offi‐
cials from proposing MAID to people who are not seeking it but
who are seeking other kinds of supports and services?

Krista Carr: The disability community has made its case, and
the UN CRPD committee has affirmed, that Canada should repeal
track two MAID completely. In the interim, anything that anyone
can do to limit this from being pushed on people with disabilities
who are seeking support to live would be a welcome change.

That's probably not something this committee can deal with, but
in your individual capacity as legislators, I'm sure you can.

Garnett Genuis: I want to be clear that I agree with you about
track two MAID, but taking action in Parliament is a bit like build‐
ing a house on a desert island: You have to build with what has
washed ashore. You have to work within what is realistic. I don't
think a majority of Parliament would share your view or my view
on the track two MAID issue.

It's striking to me that you're saying that in the current reality,
you have people who don't want MAID and aren't looking for
MAID, but people in the system, people in authority, presume that
they should think about MAID, and people in those positions of au‐
thority are actually telling them that. Are people disturbed by this
when they contact you?

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Genuis. That's your time.

Mr. Leitão, we're going to you for six minutes now.

[Translation]
Carlos Leitão (Marc-Aurèle-Fortin, Lib.): Thank you very

much, Madam Chair.

Ladies, thank you for being here.

[English]

Just as a clarification, Ms. Carr, it was suggested when talking
about the issue of MAID that it was government officials who were
counselling people. I believe we're talking about the health care
system. In the health care system, we're talking about doctors and
nurses and so on. They are not—

Krista Carr: That's 100% correct—
Carlos Leitão: They are not government officials.
Krista Carr: —but we also have lots of very public stories that

have been published in the media about people working for Veter‐
ans Affairs who were suggesting MAID to veterans who were call‐
ing for support, so we do have some circumstances of it being gov‐
ernment officials. However, 99.9% of the time it's going to be in the
health care system for sure.

Carlos Leitão: That would be in the health care system, which is
also under provincial jurisdiction. Okay.

Let's get back to Bill C-4. You've raised a very valid point. In
fact, Minister Champagne, when he was before this committee,
mentioned that he has certainly been made aware of that issue and
of the unintended consequences of the tax cuts and that the Depart‐
ment of Finance is working diligently on resolving that issue.

I think, as you also pointed out, that this isn't rocket science. This
is something that can be fixed. Having been in government in an‐
other sphere, I know that sometimes these things happen. People
don't think of all those issues, but again, it can be fixed, and cer‐
tainly I will commit to you that we will find a way to fix it. It is not,
again, rocket science. It can be done and it should be done.

● (1650)

[Translation]

Ms. Lavoie, good day. You represent a very interesting organiza‐
tion.

You mentioned that, in addition to building affordable housing
for rent, it was also possible to build affordable homes for home
ownership.

We see what's happening in many places across Canada. You
represent a Canada-wide organization. Do you see different con‐
cerns between Toronto and cities in other provinces, for example
with regard to land prices? Do such concerns complicate the avail‐
ability of affordable housing in certain large cities, particularly
Toronto?

Alana Lavoie: Yes, absolutely.

In large communities, prices are certainly higher and municipal
processes are more complex. Land prices, workers' wages, and
family incomes are much higher than in small and medium-sized
communities. We also need to look at what is being built and how.
For example, in Toronto, Montreal and Vancouver, large buildings
are being constructed. However, for an organization like Habitat for
Humanity, it's far more complicated to build a multi-story building,
especially with new technologies.

In small communities, the challenge is more about building what
people really need. So, for families, we're not going to build micro-
condos. Instead, we'll need family or multi-generational homes. We
find the challenges related to community relations and construction
plans are a little different than in big cities.

Carlos Leitão: I really liked what you said at the start of your
presentation, meaning that we need to build homes and build hope.
Indeed, that's very important.

One problem that many cities, be they big or small, are experi‐
encing is homelessness.

You're experienced in matters related to access to affordable
housing. Could you tell us—

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Leitão. Your time is up.

Mr. Garon, you have the floor.
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Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Thank you, Madam Chair.

I want to thank our two panellists, Ms. Carr and Ms. Lavoie, for
their presentations.

Ms. Carr, you contacted all the parties on this issue. It's quite ob‐
vious; since we're talking about a refundable tax credit, the value of
which is calculated as a percentage, with the tax rate being part of
the calculation; if the tax rate is cut, the credit shrinks.

It made me rather sad, because I know that the introduction of
the disability tax credit was a long and difficult process. This mea‐
sure was announced almost five years ago, and the legislation only
came into force in 2023. Its implementation wasn't easy, and we
waited a long time for it. Even the Parliamentary Budget Officer
worked on it. Yet, now that's finally happened and the needs are be‐
ing recognized, it's being cut.

I get the impression that, for a long time, it has been difficult for
you to make yourselves heard. That is why, last Wednesday, I put
the question to the officials who came to testify. There was a won‐
derful show of openness and, moreover, just before the committee
meeting, the minister told us he would be looking into this matter
this week.

Has the minister or his office offered you a concrete solution?
● (1655)

[English]
Krista Carr: I think I got all of that.

No, we haven't yet been contacted.

We certainly have had the opportunity to meet with officials
from the Department of Finance. We have met with other officials
within government and within other parties.

As I mentioned this week, earlier, we heard, when all of you
heard, that there was going to be a fix coming, which is wonderful
news. We haven't heard directly from finance what that will be, at
this point, but we are hopeful that it will address the issue.
[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: Nonetheless, we need to follow up.

You already have the solution, meaning the tax formula, and I in‐
sist you submit it in writing to the committee.

We're aware of the problem you've been facing since June, and
it's now October. Nevertheless, you still had trouble making your‐
selves heard, even though you represent vulnerable people.

Do you think it'd be easier to get a meeting with the minister if
you were a bank or an oil company?
[English]

Krista Carr: I don't know that I'm necessarily qualified to com‐
ment on that because I've spent my working life in the non-profit
sector.

I find it's always difficult to meet with finance ministers, and I
think that's probably because everyone wants to meet with them.
It's probably difficult for everyone. I don't know if it would be easi‐
er for someone else to meet with the finance minister.

At this point, what I care deeply about is that the finance minister
is listening and hearing what we have to say. I'm hopeful that this is
what's happening at this point.

I guess that's all I can really comment on.

[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: You communicated with us, as you did with
all parties. You work well and in a non-partisan manner, so you're
right to respond in this way. However, I don't work in a non-parti‐
san manner all the time, so I can tell you that if you had been a
bank or an oil company, you would have received a call-back in
June.

There's a reason for this tax credit. You've been trying to get it
for a long time, but it's been an uphill battle.

When it comes to residential real estate investments, the costs of
construction, renovation, and property acquisition have risen signif‐
icantly. That said, other costs have also increased significantly for
people with disabilities. I'm not an expert in this area, but I can
think, for example, of home modifications, such as putting in eleva‐
tors and ramps, among other things.

What might the cost increase of modifying a first home for a per‐
son with a disability look like? I know there's obviously hetero‐
geneity, that there are all kinds of situations, but what has the cost
increase looked like over the past five years?

[English]

Krista Carr: I couldn't tell you exactly what the cost increase
has been. I would say that whether it comes to housing or whether
it comes to just living in general, costs have gone up substantially
over the last five years in a number of areas. Disproportionately,
unfortunately, supports for persons with disabilities, whether in in‐
come or otherwise, have not kept pace with that. We have seen the
poverty rates for persons with disabilities certainly get worse. It's
much, much, much more difficult to live a good life in community
with the extra costs that people face already. Then, when dispropor‐
tionately costs everywhere are going up, including the extra costs
of disability, they just compound upon each other. It makes it very
difficult.

This is why—I will make the case while I'm here at this commit‐
tee—we would love to see the Canada disability benefit, which we
are very happy about and super grateful for, continue to increase to
help Canadians with disabilities offset those costs.

● (1700)

[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Garon.

[English]

I understand that we're going back to Mr. Genuis.
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Mr. Genuis, I just want to remind you that we are studying Bill
C-4. I hope the questions are relevant to the study at hand.

Thank you.
Garnett Genuis: Thank you, Chair. I was responding to an issue

that the witness had raised.

Thank you for the warm welcome. It's good to be back, as you
said.

Ms. Carr, I'll go back to you.

I want to talk a bit about affordability and employment. Having
access to employment opportunities, wherever possible, is so im‐
portant for affordability. A few years ago, our leader had a bill
aimed at ensuring that people with disabilities were not punished
for entering the workforce.

I want to ask if there are particular impacts of the measures in
Bill C-4, in terms of what you've talked about, for people who are
receiving benefits and are working, and how those things interact
with each other. Also, what is your perspective on how we can en‐
sure that the benefits are structured such that people are not pun‐
ished—that is, they're not worse off—if they enter the workforce?

Krista Carr: I would say that certainly the disability tax credit
was put in place in the first place to help offset the cost of disabili‐
ty. Obviously, when you're living with a disability and you qualify
for the disability tax credit and you earn income, that tax credit
makes a big difference. In relation to that, I would just go back to
the argument we were just having about making sure that people
aren't negatively impacted or disproportionately impacted by a bill
that is certainly meant to make life more affordable for all Canadi‐
ans. We want to make sure that the net effect stays the same.

With regard to disincentives to work, which is what I think
you're getting at, it's certainly not necessarily related to this bill, per
se, but when we look at things like the Canada disability benefit,
for example, and look at the working exemptions and that type of
thing, there's a lot work we could do in making sure those exemp‐
tions are higher and people can keep more of their money. Especial‐
ly for persons with disabilities who are trying to get back into the
labour market and maybe cannot work full time, those exemptions
and those interactions between benefits become really critically im‐
portant to ensure that people can actually go to work, stay at work
and are better off by working.

Garnett Genuis: Sadly, in my view, the bill that our leader had
put forward in this regard was defeated. It would have been nice for
it to at least have been studied at committee and to pass—or at
least, if there had been support from other parties, nice for it to get
to that stage.

I'd like to give you a chance to share a bit of a message for em‐
ployers as well. I'm the shadow minister for employment. I talk a
lot to employers who tell me about challenges they have in finding
people with specific skill sets or in specific areas, even in a time of
persistently high unemployment. What would your message be to
employers about hiring people with disabilities, if that's not some‐
thing they've done before or if it's something that maybe seems out
of the box compared with what they've done in the past?

Krista Carr: I think there are tons of data—I know there are
tons of data—that support the fact that people with disabilities en‐
rich workplaces in ways that you would not necessarily always
think about. It's in terms of innovation, in terms of creativity, in
terms of retention and all of those types of things. It's even in terms
of the culture within a workplace and the amount of turnover of
other staff who do not have a disability: It's because they're in an
inclusive workplace.

At the end of the day, people with disabilities are ready, willing
and able to work. They want to work. They want to contribute to
society. Oftentimes what they need is someone to give them an op‐
portunity. There are tons of organizations across this country, Inclu‐
sion Canada being one of many, that are more than happy to assist
and support any employer who wants to start hiring inclusively and
bringing the huge and diverse talent pool that is within the disabili‐
ty community into people's workplaces.

● (1705)

Garnett Genuis: I'm up against the clock a bit, but are there any
additional areas where you see barriers to employment for people
with disabilities that we could address or propose solutions to?

The Chair: We have only about five seconds left for this round,
so we'll leave it there.

Thank you, Mr. Genuis.

We'll go to Mr. MacDonald.

Kent MacDonald (Cardigan, Lib.): Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses for coming today and for sharing this
information.

Ms. Lavoie, I really admire the role that Habitat for Humanity
plays in helping out with non-profits and homebuilding. I come
from P.E.I. I know that you have an active role there in P.E.I. I actu‐
ally have some acquaintances who have worked on your projects.
It's a very worthwhile mission you're on.

Given Habitat for Humanity's mission of enabling home owner‐
ship for lower-income households, I'm wondering how you feel
about these two measures that we've brought in with Bill C-4, the
GST and income tax cut. Is this going to bolster the capacity to
build more homes in regions like mine in Atlantic Canada?

Alana Lavoie: Regarding the GST, we have an absolute direct
correlation with our own ability to build. We know that, as men‐
tioned earlier, with the GST payout that is either not absorbed by
Habitat for Humanity affiliate operations or by our families in their
mortgages, that gets put right back into our fund for Humanity for
building. It goes right back into those. It's combined with ReStore
revenues. Everyone should visit a ReStore. Again, it's combined
with local donations, and it's combined with a Habitat build gift-in-
kind in partnership. Definitely we will see that.
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In terms of the income tax cuts that are proposed, I think any‐
thing that improves affordability for those with lower income has
the potential to put more stable housing within their reach, particu‐
larly when combined with the supply-side measures that we do in
terms of creating those purpose-built homes for affordable home
ownership, and then the interesting financing piece to accompany it
so that they can afford a mortgage within their means.

We do see benefits to both pieces, although we are very much fo‐
cused on how holding on to that GST will help us do more.

Kent MacDonald: I have another question on homebuilding.

As I talk to stakeholders, especially the non-profits, they talk
about the need for coordination federally, provincially and munici‐
pally. With the supports that are there now, what would you see that
the federal government, provincial governments and municipal
governments could do to make homebuilding more affordable and
faster?

Alana Lavoie: Oh, my. That's a big question, but thank you.

I think there are lots of different pieces. First of all, ensuring that
the funding that is offered by each order of government can work
together is one piece. There are some things the federal government
can deliver very effectively. There are other things the provincial
governments are more directly involved in, and of course there are
measures and instruments in the hands of local governments for
which they are best equipped. Let's make sure those are working to‐
gether in timing as well as in terms of being able to stack and click
together. It's all about Lego, really.

It's the same with regulatory requirements and timing on those.
We want to make sure that as funds flow from one order of govern‐
ment to incent new housing supply, they're not being delayed and
held up at a local level. We've seen developments over the last cou‐
ple of years where there has been some success at getting local gov‐
ernments to move a little bit faster as federal funding has flowed
through the housing accelerator fund, for example, and the rapid
housing initiative. I think using the various tools that the federal
government has in its hands to help line up the pieces will be in‐
credibly important for organizations like Habitat and for other non-
market housing providers to be able to really move and scale in the
way we need to, to meet the need.

Kent MacDonald: Thank you.

Ms. Carr, you talked about the negative effects of the tax cut.
When Minister Champagne was here on Monday, he mentioned it
in his comments, and the previous member mentioned that he was
looking for solutions. I'll commit as well to helping him find those
solutions.

Could you review the safeguards that you mentioned in your
preamble that will make sure that people aren't shortchanged with
the tax cuts, the 14.5% this year and then 14% next year?

● (1710)

Krista Carr: I think what we're suggesting—

The Chair: Please answer very briefly. You have about 10 sec‐
onds left.

Krista Carr: If you increase the base amount of the DTC—I
forget the percentage we put in our brief—that should offset any
negative impact that the tax cut would have.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. MacDonald.

[Translation]

Mr. Garon for two and a half minutes.

Jean-Denis Garon: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Ms. Lavoie, you talked about all the initiatives your organization
has put in place to help people, especially young households, be‐
come first-time homeowners. Frankly, it's impressive. The hard part
is getting into the market. Once you're on the train, it keeps moving
forward and generates capital gains.

However, I feel that, in recent years, there have been two types
of support measures. The first measure was building social housing.
We had asked that the money go to Quebec to finance off-market
housing. The second measure, which targeted people able to build
equity, was the creation of the first home savings account, or FH‐
SA, and the enhancement of the homebuyers' plan. Often, these
people are helped by their families, by their parents. According to
statistics from the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, or
CMHC, there has been an increase in the number of first-time home
buyers whose down payment comes in part from their family.

The Bloc Québécois feels that there is still a category of people
who are somewhat excluded from programs, namely those who
won't be moving into social housing, who are currently tenants but
who are unable to save for a down payment or put money into an
FHSA, for example. We therefore propose that the government fi‐
nance the down payment, interest-free, and that it be repaid in sub‐
sequent years. This could be done through CMHC. These people
could then jump on the bandwagon and become homeowners. This
would subsequently free up rental housing, thereby promoting
movement in the market.

What do you think about a proposal like that?

Alana Lavoie: We find that proposal very interesting. However,
we already have a solution, which is to invest in Habitat for Hu‐
manity. That's exactly what we do: We don't require an initial down
payment, but rather add it to the mortgage. Families pay a reduced
mortgage, and we cover the rest of the costs as part of our program.
We already have a lot of experience in this area. We have pro‐
grams—

The Chair: Thank you very much, Ms. Lavoie and Mr. Garon.

[English]

Mr. McLean is next.

Greg McLean (Calgary Centre, CPC): Thank you.
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Madam Lavoie, thank you very much for your testimony and for
all that your organization does for affordable housing in Canada.

You state, as I noted in your submission, that the gap in Canada
between the price of homes and what people earn has doubled since
1987. It's safe to say that the bulk of that gap has occurred in the
past 10 years. Would you agree?

Alana Lavoie: I don't have that statistic in front of me. I don't
think that one was in my brief necessarily, but we have certainly
seen an acceleration and a gap for the families that we serve.

Greg McLean: Thank you.

“No other G7 country has seen such a stark deterioration in hous‐
ing affordability.” That's a quote from your website, actually.

A lot of this is inflation, and a lot of inflation is driven by gov‐
ernment policy, of course. However, as far as housing goes, infla‐
tion shows up in a few ways. The price of a house includes things
like mortgage costs, which historically are actually still pretty low
compared to where we've been in the past, although higher than in
the last couple of years.

There are also building costs, and those building costs include
goods and labour. There's demand-pull inflation and there's cost-
push inflation, but then there's a third one, which is the land.

Which of these factors—the goods, the labour and the land—do
you think is the one that increases housing costs the most?

Alana Lavoie: In our experience, it's very market-specific.

Again, in our highest-cost markets, that could be a matter of
land. In the areas where—
● (1715)

Greg McLean: If I may, I think most journalists have come out
and said that it's now land speculation that drives 35% of the cost.

One of the other charges in there, of course, with regard to land
in civic areas, is government charges. There are significant amounts
of taxes and civic charges at all three levels of government. They
now account for about 35% of the cost of homes, which is a signifi‐
cant increase over what it was even 10 years ago.

Is that impacting your operations at all?
Alana Lavoie: Fortunately for us at Habitat for Humanity, we

are often exempted from some of those fees and charges. One of the
advantages of investing in non-market homebuilders is that we get
additional financial efficiency.

Certainly it is a challenge for our private market partners, and
we, in our work that we do with them, can appreciate that it has be‐
come a growing challenge.

Greg McLean: Would you say that the places where you build
your homes are places where your competitor builders would be
paying these 35% charges?

Alana Lavoie: Certainly. They're facing a lot of charges them‐
selves.

Greg McLean: All right. Thank you.

The government has announced a $13-billion Build Canada
Homes project. That $13 billion is going to go into competition

with other homebuilders, of course, with $13 billion being thrown
into the housebuilding pool, if you will. Do you think that's going
to have some cost-push inflation on other homes that are being
built, such as the ones you build?

I'm saying there's only a limited amount of lumber, drywall and
labour available for this effort.

If you can give me your comments, I'd appreciate it.

Alana Lavoie: I can, absolutely. Thank you so much.

With regard to Build Canada Homes and the investments that are
being proposed at the moment, we are cautiously optimistic that the
initial focus on non-market housing will help insulate somewhat
from an initial inflationary push, from that perspective.

I think it's a smart strategic move to actually begin with the non-
market sector, where the deepest housing need is, and to work with
those kinds of builders, again going back to purpose-built homes,
which seems to be a theme for me today. We are building purpose‐
fully for affordability, and not so much at the whim of the broader
market systems, in the same way.

Greg McLean: As you know, most of the market housing being
built is out of reach for most people.

The thing about government policy, in all respects, is that gov‐
ernment policy affects everything. If the government is running sig‐
nificant deficits ad nauseam going forward, it's going to affect in‐
flation, and then inflation is going to affect your house prices, and
therefore the affordability mix is going to be very clear for the peo‐
ple you serve.

How bad do you think that's going to be, if you take a look at
what's coming forward from this government's continued escalating
deficits?

The Chair: You have 20 seconds for a response.

Alana Lavoie: Looking at broader inflationary pressures is a lit‐
tle bit out of my remit—I'm a housing nerd myself—but I do think
we have to be mindful that affordability could continue to be a
challenge and make careful strategic choices as we move forward.

The Chair: Thank you.

We'll go to Mr. Turnbull for the last round of questions in this
discussion.

Ryan Turnbull (Whitby, Lib.): I'm last but not least, right?

Ms. Carr, I'll start with you.

Thanks to both witnesses for being here. I admire the work of
both your organizations greatly.
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I want to ask you a question. It's a bit of inside baseball, in terms
of how legislation is done in this House. I know that before I got
into federal politics, over six years ago, I wouldn't have known ex‐
actly how that happens.

Your proposal is to increase the amount of both the disability tax
credit and the child disability benefit by 3.45%, and that would
compensate for, essentially, the diminished taxable income that is
used to calculate those two benefits. Is that right?

Krista Carr: Yes.
Ryan Turnbull: If, for some reason, a solution were deemed out

of scope.... The minister indicated in this committee that they were
looking at solutions, and I know that's true because I'm the parlia‐
mentary secretary. What I wanted to say to you is that if the solu‐
tion you're suggesting were deemed out of scope for Bill C‑4, be‐
cause of how Parliament works, and there was some other mecha‐
nism used, does it matter to you, or do you...?

I think you're focused on the outcome. I think you're focused on
making individuals who have that limited income, who live with a
disability, whole. Is that correct?

Krista Carr: That is correct.
Ryan Turnbull: You don't really care what mechanism is used in

order to solve that problem as long as you get the result you're
looking for. Is that right?

Krista Carr: That is true.

I would say that the solution put forward, the solution that we've
recommended, is the one that we believe will future-proof it as it
goes up or as it goes down. Hopefully it won't go back up, but we
don't know what will happen in the future.

Having said that, the outcome is the main focus, and the outcome
should be that there would be no disproportionate impact on people
with a disability or on their families. If finance has another way of
doing that, one that gets the same outcome, then we would certainly
be happy with that.
● (1720)

Ryan Turnbull: I appreciate that. Thank you very much. That
was the clarity I was looking for.

Ms. Lavoie, I am going to you now.

I want to shower you with praises for Habitat for Humanity's
work. I've been able to make announcements in Peterborough and
Haliburton, and there's a project of 48 units that will be under con‐
struction in 2026 in my community of Whitby. I've been to key cer‐
emonies that your organization does, which are literally the best
thing. If anybody hasn't been to one of those, I highly recommend,
if you ever have a chance, to go to a ceremony where individuals
get the keys to their new home.

I also want to acknowledge your work on Habitat ReStore, which
is a social enterprise and is part of my background and my experi‐
ence from my past life. I really love that you're generating revenue
in a charitable business that essentially provides revenue to help
you do the great work that you do, making dreams of home owner‐
ship a reality for people.

Your model of second mortgages is really unique. I've studied
that. I've had lots of conversations. I think replicating that through‐
out.... In some ways, I think the federal government's initiative of
Build Canada Homes is looking at organizations like yours as the
innovators who have paved the way to understand how we can do
deeply affordable home ownership in non-market housing, so I
want to thank you for all of that leadership.

I also want to mention the housing accelerator fund in Whitby.
I've heard other parties sometimes criticize that and say that it's just
adding bureaucracy. It has actually helped to build housing in Whit‐
by. I know the GST rebate that we've proposed is something Habi‐
tat for Humanity actually advocated. I wrote a letter advocating it to
the former minister of finance on your behalf, so it's great to see
our government, under this iteration of Parliament, moving forward
with it.

With all of that said, I want to ask you now about your specific
change, which is very surgical in allowing you to build even more
housing. I know you advocated the GST cut because it will allow
you to build a lot more housing. I think you mentioned that in your
opening remarks. However, I want to ask you to go over it, because
it's a bit of a technical shift to move to.... What are you proposing?

Alana Lavoie: Essentially, with the GST rebate, it will potential‐
ly reduce the overall total mortgage that a family has to carry or
that Habitat has to absorb. By not having—

The Chair: I'm sorry, Ms. Lavoie. We have only a few seconds.
Could you wrap up quickly?

Thanks.

Alana Lavoie: Yes.

Essentially, we'll be able to put that fund into building and we
will translate taxes into a home.

The Chair: I would like, on behalf of the committee, to thank
our two witnesses for joining us today and for their testimony.

We are going to briefly suspend while we change over to the next
round of witnesses.

[Translation]

Thank you, everyone.

● (1720)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1730)

[English]

The Chair: Colleagues, welcome back.

We'll resume the meeting now. I will ask folks to please take
their seats.

A mandatory witness onboarding test has been conducted for all
virtual witnesses. I would like to make a few comments for the ben‐
efit of the new witnesses.
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Please wait until I recognize you by name before speaking. For
those participating by video conference, click on the microphone
icon to activate your mic, and please mute yourself when you are
not speaking. For those on Zoom, at the bottom of your screen you
can select floor, English or French as the appropriate channel for
interpretation. For those in the room, you can use the earpiece and
select the desired channel. I'll give a reminder that all comments
should be addressed through the chair.

To our new witnesses, welcome. You will have five minutes for
your opening remarks, after which we will open the floor to ques‐
tions.

I'd like to introduce the three witnesses we have for the second
hour of the study of Bill C-4.

We have Ian Lee, who is an associate professor at the Sprott
School of Business at Carleton University. We have Carolyn Whitz‐
man, senior housing researcher at the University of Toronto School
of Cities. Joining us online is Amanda MacKenzie, director of pub‐
lic affairs, advocacy and strategic communications at March of
Dimes Canada.

Mr. Lee, we will begin with you. You have five minutes. Thank
you.

Ian Lee (Associate Professor, Sprott School of Business, Car‐
leton University, As an Individual): Thank you very much,
Madam Chair.

First are my disclosures.

Number one, I don't belong to or donate money to any political
party, nor do I allow any lawn signs during any federal, provincial
or municipal political campaigns.

Number two, I was a commercial banker in the last half of the
1970s and the early 1980s, working as a mortgage manager at the
BMO main branch, just across the street, except it's now part of the
parliamentary precinct, I believe, the Macdonald building. I worked
there for many years. Then I became a commercial credit officer
and lent millions to homebuyers to buy houses and SMEs.

Number three, I don't consult to the housing construction or fi‐
nancial services industries at all.

Finally, number four, I've taught the strategy and policy capstone
course for 35 years.

As with many Canadians, I have a deep personal interest in the
question of affordability, which I believe is primarily an issue of
housing affordability. I do not see affordability as an issue of
marginal tax rates for the bottom quintile, who have mostly been
removed from the PIT, the personal income tax, rolls by successive
federal governments going back many years. It's difficult empirical‐
ly, in my opinion, to argue that there's a lack of social program sup‐
port for the bottom quintile in Canada, given the very sharp pro‐
gressivity in our tax and redistribution system, documented repeat‐
edly by the C.D. Howe research institute and the Fraser Institute.

In my judgment, based on my decades-long review of StatsCan
income statistics and the Gini coefficient of income inequality,
which has flatlined for decades per the OECD, the affordability
problem is not a tax issue or an income redistribution issue. The ev‐

idence suggests to me that some municipal governments—not all—
have created higher barriers to new housing construction and espe‐
cially to single-family home construction in the suburbs.

The reason this is critical is that for 2,000 years, cities in Eu‐
rope—which I have visited over 100 times over 40 years of teach‐
ing, and I later visited many of the cities in the U.S. and Canada—
grew in concentric circles at the edges. However, in the past 20
years, a new critical vocabulary was created that pejoratively char‐
acterized the urban growth of the last 2,000 years as “urban
sprawl”, suggesting that creating new suburban projects on the
edges of cities was poor public policy.

However, throughout Canada's history, young people typically
bought their first home on the very edge of the city, because land
values and home values were much cheaper in the burbs than in the
urban core.

I did it myself. I bought my very first townhouse in 1976 on the
very last street at the very edge of the southern part of Ottawa. It's
called Hunt Club, by the way. I couldn't afford to buy anywhere
else. There was literally nowhere else. Forget Toronto, I couldn't af‐
ford to buy in Ottawa. I was just tapped right out.

Having lived in Ottawa all my life, but having visited many large
American cities and many mid-sized Canadian cities over the past
40 years and having studied average housing prices and municipal
permitting data by city, I know there are significant differences in
average housing prices between cities.

Restating it to be a bit provocative, perhaps, I do not believe
there is a national Canadian housing crisis, but there is, I assure
you, a housing crisis in Canada's 10 largest cities—the GTA, Van‐
couver, Ottawa, etc.

By contrast, when one examines Moncton, Winnipeg or eastern
Ontario—where I grew up as a boy, in Lanark County—or the rural
Maritimes or rural western Canada, the data reveal prices at or of‐
ten well below $500,000, in the $300,000 or $400,000 range. I can
drive 20 minutes from here and show you houses in Kemptville for
half a million dollars, but if I go down to Prescott, Ontario, which is
60 minutes from the national capital of this country,
they're $250,000 to $300,000.
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As lumber and building materials are national prices set in na‐
tional markets, this suggests there's something else causing the dif‐
ferences. Indeed, the CHBA, the Canadian Home Builders' Associ‐
ation, provides excellent data on average timelines for housing de‐
velopment by cities. What the trend data revealed—and I've studied
it intensively, because I'm so fascinated by this—is that the worst
record for municipalities in our country for delays in permits and
higher development charges are the largest cities, the Torontos, the
Vancouvers, the Ottawas and so forth.

Before anyone leaps to the conclusion, “Well, of course; these
cities are bigger and more complex”, I've also examined permitting
averages and housing prices in some large American cities, such as
Phoenix, which is comparable to Toronto, and southern U.S. cities
of equal size to our larger cities, and they build houses far more
quickly and far less expensively.

My very own sister, who's an American, just bought a house in
Omaha, Nebraska. It's a four-bedroom house on a corner lot. It's a
beautiful nice big house of 2,500 square feet. It cost $350,000. You
can't buy an outhouse in Ottawa for that.

What must be done to address the housing shortage of over four
million homes per CMHC? I urge that the Government of Canada
develop a policy of a fiscal clawback of the annual transfers to the
community-building fund if the cities fail to approve an agreed-up‐
on number of homes.
● (1735)

The Chair: Mr. Lee, you have about 15 seconds left. Could you
wrap up?

Ian Lee: Okay, I'll just wrap up.

Then we have to reform the zoning laws, slash development
charges and try to address the deep generational discord and deep
anger felt by our young people towards us older people.

Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you so much, Mr. Lee.

Ms. Whitzman.
Carolyn Whitzman (Senior Housing Researcher, University

of Toronto School of Cities, As an Individual): Thank you for the
opportunity to speak today as a housing policy analyst on Bill C-4.

Finance mechanisms, and not only taxation, but affordable hous‐
ing financing, are key to the goal of the “progressive realization of
the right to adequate housing”, with an emphasis on persons with
the “greatest need”, as outlined in the 2019 National Housing Strat‐
egy Act. I'll be focusing on part 1 of the bill, reducing the income
tax on the lowest marginal rate, and on part 2, implementing a tem‐
porary GST rate rebate for first-time homebuyers.

As my colleague said, the biggest expenditure for most house‐
holds is their housing. The housing assessment resource tools
project, with which I was affiliated, has developed household in‐
come categories to analyze core housing need across Canada. In
fact, this has been adopted by the federal government.

Core housing need means that the household is spending more
than 30% of their income on housing costs and/or are overcrowded
and/or are in homes in a state of substandard repair. Ninety per cent

of households in Canada in core housing need are in unaffordable
housing. Almost four of five households in core housing need have
low household incomes, below 50% of the median in their area. Al‐
most all of the remaining households in core housing need have
moderate incomes, between 51% and 80% of the median in their
area.

A taxable individual income of $57,375 would be in the low-to-
moderate range in most parts of Canada, so a tax deduction at that
lowest rate would primarily assist low- and moderate-income
households at most likelihood of core housing need. So far, so
good.

A single person earning $57,375 could afford $1,434 in monthly
housing charges. However, in most large cities across Canada, the
average monthly asking rent for a one-bedroom apartment as of Oc‐
tober 2025 is well above that amount. In Vancouver, the asking rent
for a one-bedroom apartment is over $2,500, and in Toronto the
asking rent for a one-bedroom apartment is $2,300.

Even though rents have dropped 6% and 5% respectively in
those markets over the last year, a small tax decrease will not make
up for rents that are over 50% too expensive. If that individual
earning $57,375 is a single parent requiring a two-bedroom apart‐
ment, she—and in most cases, it is a she—would have to pay an av‐
erage of $2,600 in Halifax or $2,300 in Montreal.

The most likely type of household to be in core need is the single
mother, according to the HART data, and there's no city across
Canada where an average rent is affordable to a household reliant
on one full-time minimum-wage job. The measure proposed in part
1 is not unhelpful, but it is insufficient to the goal of making life
more affordable for Canadians.

This brings us to part 2, the proposal to remove the GST for first-
time homeowners. The average price of a home in Canada as of
August 2025 is a little over $664,000, which is a 2% increase over
the previous year. The traditional measure of ownership affordabili‐
ty is the median multiple, which means that the median home price
shouldn't be more than three times the median household income.

Canada's median multiple was between 2.5 and 3 until about
1985. It's now close to 8 across Canada, to 12 in Toronto and to al‐
most 15 in Vancouver. For a household to afford an average home,
they would require a household income of over $220,000, which is
about 2.6 times the average household income, as well as a down
payment of over $100,000, so a million-dollar home is unaffordable
to any household other than ones in the top income decile.
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A 5% discount on a home that is 260% too expensive for a medi‐
an-income household is probably an ineffective measure to the goal
of making life more affordable to Canadians, so the measure that is
proposed in part 2 isn't particularly helpful for the goal of making
life more affordable to Canadians.

What tax measures would help make life more affordable for
Canadians?

Well, it's a perfect time to strengthen the new rental housing pro‐
tection fund—
● (1740)

The Chair: Ms. Whitzman, you have about 15 seconds, if you
could wrap up, please.

Carolyn Whitzman: Okay. I'll stop with the measures that might
increase affordability and leave that for the question period.

Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Whitzman.

Now I'm going to Ms. MacKenzie, please, who's joining us on‐
line.

You have five minutes.
Amanda MacKenzie (National Director, Public Affairs, Ad‐

vocacy, and Strategic Communications, March of Dimes
Canada): Good afternoon, Chair and members of the committee.
Thank you for the opportunity to speak about Bill C-4 today.

I'm Amanda MacKenzie, the national director of public affairs,
advocacy and strategic communications at March of Dimes
Canada.

March of Dimes Canada is a leading national charity committed
to championing equity, empowering ability and creating real
change that will help people with disabilities across the country un‐
lock the richness of their lives. Together with our partners, we
serve, connect and empower people with disabilities to participate
fully in life and in their communities on their own terms.

I'm here to address the impact of Bill C-4's proposed 1% reduc‐
tion in the lowest federal personal income tax rate on people with
disabilities in Canada and specifically those who rely on the dis‐
ability tax credit, the DTC, and the medical expense tax credit, the
METC.

I very much want to thank Krista Carr, Kurt Goddard and the
team at Inclusion Canada for their leadership on this file. Inclusion
was the first to identify this issue in our community, and their anal‐
ysis has been widely referenced, including in my own notes. I've al‐
so included with my notes a recent analysis of this issue by the Li‐
brary of Parliament.

Bill C-4 will reduce the lowest federal tax rate to 14% over two
years. Everyone loves a tax cut, but the problem is that it actually
results in an effective tax increase for those who receive federal
non-refundable tax credits, including the DTC and METC, due to
the method of calculation for both credits.

The DTC and METC amounts are calculated as eligible amounts
multiplied by the lowest federal PIT rate. Thus, a 1% decrease in

the PIT rate would directly lower tax savings by approximately 1%
of the claimed amount per claimant.

For people with disabilities, this means that the very benefits de‐
signed to offset the additional cost of living with a disability are
eroded. For example, the value of the DTC will drop by approxi‐
mately $51 in 2025 and by $101 in 2026 per claimant. The METC
will also see a proportional reduction.

This is not just a technical adjustment. It's a real loss for nearly
one million people with disabilities in Canada who depend on these
credits to help make ends meet. While all recipients of non-refund‐
able tax credits will see their effective value reduced, people with
disabilities are disproportionately impacted. They rely on additional
disability-specific credits to offset the cost of being a disabled per‐
son in Canada, estimated by the UN to add 30% to the cost of liv‐
ing. The Library of Parliament's analysis shows that a parent with a
disabled child is the most impacted, with the DTC value eroding
by $79.90 in 2025 alone as a result of the lower DTC base amount.

I'm here today to ask you to amend Bill C-4 to increase the base
amounts of these tax credits to ensure their value is protected and
that people with disabilities across Canada are not paying more to
get a tax cut. This erosion of disability supports is not just a matter
of fairness. It has broader policy implications. The DTC is a gate‐
way to other federal and provincial and territorial benefits, includ‐
ing the Canada disability benefit, the child disability benefit and the
registered disability savings plan. Reducing the DTC's value risks
undermining access to these essential supports.

At March of Dimes Canada, we're particularly concerned with
benefit take-up. We know that DTC uptake rates are low because of
how barriered the process is. We're working with our partners, like
Inclusion and others in our community, to spread awareness about
the DTC and how to access it through benefit navigation services
the federal government is funding. We're also working on projects
to train frontline service delivery staff and caregivers in the basics
of the DTC, how to access it and how to talk about it.

People with disabilities need to know what they're eligible for,
like the DTC and other important benefits that Parliament decided
they should have. Anything that puts a barrier in the way of this
must be rectified. The solution is straightforward and affordable.
Our preferred option is to amend Bill C-4 to increase the base
amounts for the DTC and related credits, offsetting the reduction in
the tax rate.
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In closing, Bill C-4 as currently drafted provides less help to
those who need it most, delivering a quantifiably smaller benefit to
people with disabilities. We urge the committee to amend Bill C-4
to restore the value of disability-related credits and ensure all Cana‐
dians benefit equally from tax relief.

Thank you.
● (1745)

The Chair: Wow, Ms. MacKenzie. That's a perfect five minutes
on the dot.

Now we're going to have the first round of questions.

I'm going to turn it over to you, Mr. Kelly, from the Conserva‐
tives.
● (1750)

Pat Kelly (Calgary Crowfoot, CPC): Thank you to all the wit‐
nesses for those opening statements.

I'm going to begin with you, Professor Lee, and allow you to per‐
haps finish your thought. At the very end of your opening state‐
ment, when you ran out of time, it sounded like you were beginning
to talk about how the federal government ought to claw back trans‐
fers to municipalities that fail to issue permits and approve develop‐
ment, which is something that we ran on in the last election.

This was something that was quite dear to us, so I'll let you finish
your thought on that.

Ian Lee: Yes. Thank you.

The reason I've come to that conclusion—and this isn't some‐
thing I'd advocate, you know, like I just woke up one morning and
said “this is a cool idea”—is that I was in mortgage lending a long
time ago, and believe me when I say that I lent millions and mil‐
lions of dollars. I've refinanced probably one-third of The Glebe—
home renos, gut the house and rebuild it—so I'm very aware of the
municipal level.

Maybe I'm flattering everyone here, I don't know, but I don't
think the federal government is the problem. I don't think the
provincial government is the problem. I didn't say that they can't
change and can't do things that are better, but I think the fundamen‐
tal problem in municipal housing shortages is, in the largest cities,
the municipality.

I urge every one of you to read that annual report. It's produced
by a consulting firm on behalf of the Canadian Home Builders' As‐
sociation. The numbers are subject to audit. They're using a lot of
CMHC data. The numbers on the average days to permit and so
forth just leap off the page.

To me, they're really the block. The block is the 10 largest. It's
not all the cities. I think StatsCan says there are 27,000 municipali‐
ties in Canada. We're talking about the 10 that are the problem.
They happen to be the biggest.

Pat Kelly: Okay. On the affordability crisis, the local crisis of af‐
fordability you spoke of, you said that it's not national because it's
not in every single community in Canada, that it is in primarily the
largest cities, but we also see it really in almost the entire interior of

British Columbia, which would include cities outside of that, and
we also have southern Ontario.

Really, is it perhaps fair to say that the only places not affected
by this housing affordability crisis are generally places that have
very limited economic opportunity, places that people have to move
from to access employment or business opportunities?

Ian Lee: That's a very good point. You're right. In the smallest
towns.... There's very little opportunity in Prescott. I grew up out‐
side of Carleton Place, in Beckwith Township. There weren't a lot
of jobs there in those days.

If you look at the map that's published by WOWA, it really is in‐
structive to look at the average house prices across this country.
Winnipeg's is $400,000. This is 2025 data. Hamilton's is $775,000.
They have them for every city in Canada. There are profound dif‐
ferences. The differences are there and, of course, Toronto, the
GTA and Vancouver are by far and away the worst.

Pat Kelly: Let's talk about those two places.

We had testimony on Monday that suggested housing starts are
in free fall, that there is a 90% collapse in condo pre-sales and a
70% collapse in single detached home pre-sales.

Today's non-pre-sale is, two years from now, a housing start that
doesn't happen. What does this say to you about the future of the
affordability crisis in these large cities?

Ian Lee: As you know, I am a numbers person. All I do is eat
data all day long. That's all I do. I study StatsCan and CMHC data
because, I guess, I'm old enough. That's my kick.

I study this data, believe me, and two years from now it's going
to be much worse. The situation in the GTA, in Vancouver and in
Ottawa is going to be much worse, because there's a lag effect. It's a
pipeline effect. What's going into the pipeline now is far below
what we need.

Pat Kelly: All right. Inaction by policy-makers at all levels, in‐
cluding the federal government over the last 10 years, has brought
us here.

I have one last point. We'll see how much I have time for.

You've said that the lowest-income quintile is not helped by the
reduction in taxes. We support the tax measures contained in this
bill, but agree that they will not provide affordability relief for all
Canadians and that much more needs to be done. I'd like you to
comment on that.

For the people who need help the most, is there any help in this
bill?

Ian Lee: I don't believe so. I'll be very frank.
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Again, I've lent money. There's the price of the home, and then,
of course, they put the test on you on whether you have the mini‐
mum equity needed. Also, of course, you have to pass the income
tests. On the total—pardon the jargon—the TDSR and the GDSR,
which are the two income tests, if you don't have the income, you're
not going to get the mortgage.

Having a tax reduction at your marginal tax.... Remember the
bottom quintile. Again, this is C.D. Howe data taken from
StatsCan, which is taken from CRA data. Just so everybody under‐
stands where StatsCan is getting the data, they're getting it from the
filings of all the employers in Canada.

The bottom quintile is paying, I believe, 5% of total taxes in the
country. That's a good thing. We're all in favour of that, but the
point is that they're paying very—
● (1755)

Pat Kelly: I have another question, if I may.
The Chair: You have about 30 seconds.
Pat Kelly: I want to get Ms. Whitzman in.

We talk about how this bill will not help the people who need it
the most to be able to qualify for a mortgage. I was 22 years in the
mortgage business, so yes, the debt service ratios are not going to
work there. That means people cannot buy a home. They need to
rent, and now we see that rents are beyond the reach of these same
people in the bottom income quintile.

I'll give you the last word, Ms. Whitzman, on affordability for
renters.

The Chair: Unfortunately, Mr. Kelly, that is exactly six minutes,
so Ms. Whitzman will have to answer that another time.

Mr. MacDonald, we'll turn to you for six minutes.
Kent MacDonald: Thank you, Madam Chair, and thanks to the

witnesses.

I'll go to Mr. Lee first.

Welcome. You're familiar from your appearances on TV. I think
you were commenting quite often on my evening news programs.

We were talking about housing costs, and I don't deny what
you're saying, which is that the cost of land in large municipali‐
ties—that's one of the factors—has driven up municipal costs
again. However, I'm reaching out as a representative of Atlantic
Canada. I come from the agricultural sector. For many years, agri‐
culture has been building with prefab products, prefabs out of fac‐
tories. Obviously we're doing that because it expedites the process
of building and brings costs down, overall, for transportation and
that type of thing. In Atlantic Canada, we have a limited labour
market, and transportation costs are a lot more.

I want your thoughts on prefabricated manufacturing of housing
components in Canada. Could that accelerate building the housing
that we need to do?

Ian Lee: I do appreciate the question. If you had asked me that a
few years ago, I would have said no. I would have said that they're
just mobile homes. I had a pretty negative view, and I did, full dis‐
closure. I have come around partly because of the technological in‐

novations in development of mobiles. They're not what they were
10 or 20 years ago in the technology. I actually went out and met a
business in the city that is making them. When they're put together,
it's very difficult to tell that they're prefab.

They've made enormous strides in the technology. I'm talking
about the package of the technology and the materials. I think it's
now viable and part of the mix for addressing the housing shortage.

Kent MacDonald: I'll go next to Ms. Whitzman.

You've spoken often about the need for consistent long-term fed‐
eral leadership on housing. I wonder about our approach in this leg‐
islation, using tax policy to lower the costs—the GST, the income
tax bracket reduction. Is this sending out a signal that we're taking a
stand and that we're going to accelerate construction? What's your
opinion on that?

Carolyn Whitzman: I would like to say a couple of things to be‐
gin with. The first is that my name is pronounced “whitesman”, and
that I was a full professor before I retired in 2019, but that's neither
here nor there. Also, I was on the federal industrial committee on
homebuilding, so ask me about modular.

In any case, I think that the measures outlined in Bill C-4 are
probably not the most effective measures either to get homebuild‐
ing happening again, Mr. MacDonald, or to ensure the affordability
for all Canadians.

I think that Build Canada Homes has some promising directions.
I would agree with Madam Lavoie, who spoke in the last session,
about using Keynesian-type economic stimulus to get non-market
housing. That in many cases works from less of an expectation of
profit and more of an expectation of social mission, and that might
be from investing in non-market housing, as Build Canada Homes
is doing. It might be a more effective measure in terms of dealing
with the absolutely disturbing number in housing starts and also in
pre-sells for condominiums, which I can get into further if you
wish.

● (1800)

Kent MacDonald: I'll apologize first for the mispronunciation.

Maybe you could weigh in on the prefab components as an in‐
strument to accelerate housing.

Carolyn Whitzman: Land costs have gone up. There was a dis‐
cussion in the last session about land costs. Keep in mind that land
costs are going to be very different as a proportion, depending on
whether it's a single-family home or an apartment building. An
apartment building will be using land more intensively.
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Both construction costs and labour costs went up during COVID
and after COVID, and they will only continue to go up with the
continuing trade stuff that's going on with the U.S. It's really impor‐
tant for Canada to develop its own homebuilding industry that takes
the raw materials produced in Canada, such as lumber, steel or con‐
crete, and creates finished products in Canada, as opposed to the
current situation where well over 50% of materials come from the
U.S. Quite often, raw materials are sent to the U.S. and then sent
back in a final form to Canada.

I think that the industrial construction industry is a really promis‐
ing direction. I think that the centre at UNB in Atlantic Canada is
doing an amazing job of coordinating initiatives. That is one of the
ways to bring down costs in a clear and relatively short-term way.

Kent MacDonald: Thank you very much.
The Chair: You have about 15 seconds left.
Kent MacDonald: That's not very much time. I'll cede that time

to someone else.
The Chair: Perhaps I will also apologize, Dr. Whitzman, be‐

cause I'm sure the committee members took their cue from me and
my pronunciation. Thank you for clarifying that.

Carolyn Whitzman: No problem. I just thought I'd mention it at
some point.

The Chair: It's all good. We like to appropriately address folks.
[Translation]

Mr. Garon for six minutes.
Jean-Denis Garon: Madam Chair, in fact, I get six minutes and

15 seconds to speak.

I thank our witnesses for joining us.

Mr. Lee, you ended your opening remarks with policy proposals,
but you didn't have time to finish. It reminded me of the days when
the Conservatives were ahead in the polls, a long time ago, and
when the leader, Mr. Poilievre, was touring Quebec and calling the
mayors of our cities idiots and incompetent. He insulted everyone.
He said that if we weren't building, it was the fault of Quebec mu‐
nicipalities, and that Ottawa should punish them by withholding
money. I would like to point out that Quebec municipalities cannot
do business directly with Ottawa, because it's against the law in
Quebec.

Despite the fact that you didn't contribute to the Conservative
platform, that was your proposal. Have I got that right?
[English]

Ian Lee: I won't deal with the politics. That's beyond my do‐
main. I just deal with the data, the numbers.

Let me state something. It's very obvious. Every one of us knows
this. The municipalities control the permitting, and they control the
zoning. It's not the federal government. It's not the provincial gov‐
ernment. It's right down at the end. Believe me, I've renovated my
house many times. I've gone through the zoning process. I've gone
through the permitting process.

In Canada, in the big cities, it's very bureaucratic. It's very de‐
layed. The numbers are showing it. You can say, “Well, those are

just big cities, and they should have a different comparator.” Yet,
when you look at a city of the same size in the States—not even the
same.... They're literally five times faster.

[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: Mr. Lee, I understand you have renovated
your house several times, and I respect your renovations.

The provinces are asking for infrastructure transfers. In Mirabel,
in my riding, there is a water shortage. In municipalities along the
south shore of Montreal, they're almost limiting the number of toi‐
lets per unit because they don't have the infrastructure.

Currently, the transfers to the provinces for federal infrastructure
are so low that the Quebec government, because of the tariff crisis,
had to advance itself the money to implement its infrastructure
plan. Quebec's credit rating was downgraded as a result. The same
thing happened in four provinces. The money is here in Ottawa, but
infrastructure transfers are being cut.

I'm being political because that's what we do here, and that's
what you do indirectly. People say the provinces are incapable of
doing their job and blame the permits. However, when there's no
water, when infrastructure is outdated, when Ottawa's coffers are
empty, when our rating gets downgraded, when provincial rates are
increasing and we're unable to build, it's not because of the permits.
The permits aren't responsible for the lack of water, Mr. Lee. I'm
sending this message to the government too.

We need a program to renew a single, unconditional infrastruc‐
ture transfer envelope. Some people say we should punish cities for
their incompetence. Where do you want to make cuts? I say this to
the Conservatives too, who sometimes say such things. There's no
more money in the infrastructure fund. Where are you going to
make cuts to upset the provinces and upset the cities? I'm sending
the message. This isn't a question, it's a political message.

I'll now turn to Ms. Whitzman.

Ms. Whitzman, there's a lot of talk about affordable housing. The
definition of affordability means a household should not pay more
than a certain percentage of its income for housing. However, I'm
no expert on this subject. When I look at these amounts, they seem
considerable to me. Sometimes I even wonder how families are
able to make ends meet. Quebec employs a social housing model.
We have co-ops and all kinds of management models to give house‐
holds access to housing at a reasonable price.

In your opinion, what will the future models of social housing
be? Can the non-market approach be effective in limiting specula‐
tion in our cities?

● (1805)

Carolyn Whitzman: My apologies, I'm going to respond to your
questions in English.
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[English]

For a long time, Quebec was absolutely a leader in Canada. It
had the lowest rates of homelessness. It had the lowest rates of core
housing need. That's changed. It's changed for a couple of reasons.
One is that people are running to Montreal and to other parts of
Quebec because of unaffordability in other parts of Canada. Rents
have gone up 72% in Montreal in the last five years.

There's one possible approach, which comes from France. In the
year 2000, the national government set non-market housing targets
of 20% for every municipality. They were increased in 2016 to
25%. Paris has voluntarily taken on targets of 30%. It's not just the
federal targets. It's also a great revolving loan fund, which I'd be re‐
ally happy to talk about at some point. It's also a lot of money for
acquisitions, such as a rental protection fund, which is just now get‐
ting started in Canada but has had a huge impact in British
Columbia.
[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: There is, for example, the right of first re‐
fusal. When buildings are put up for sale—
[English]

Carolyn Whitzman: Yes, and Montreal has been doing great
things with pre-emptive housing rights, absolutely. These are all
promising directions in terms of housing that's affordable to low-in‐
come, moderate-income and middle-income people.
[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: Madam Chair, I'll cede my remaining time
to the next speaker.

The Chair: All right.
[English]

Ms. Cobena, we'll go over to you, please, for five minutes.
Sandra Cobena (Newmarket—Aurora, CPC): Thank you,

Madam Chair.

Mr. Lee, I am particularly interested in your background. Of
course, as a former lender myself, we share that experience, but al‐
so, just in reviewing your biography, I see that you were the first
western professor to teach in a post-communist country. What an
experience of a lifetime. I'm very interested to hear your experi‐
ence, and I have some questions on that, if I may.

Would you agree that when governments centralize housing deci‐
sions, the results are slower builds, structural inefficiencies and less
fiscal transparency?

Ian Lee: Yes. The first time I went was in March 1991. I went to
Warsaw because the Government of Canada provided for it. Joe
Clark was the minister, and Prime Minister Mulroney announced a
program of support for Hungary and Poland, for just those two
countries. We got a grant from external affairs to set up a business
school in Warsaw.

I had never been to a non-western country—I had been to the
Caribbean, like many Canadians—but I went there with unbeliev‐
able naivety, and I was just unbelievably shocked. The quality of
the housing was unbelievably bad. The idea that they treated the en‐
vironment better in the centrally planned economies.... I saw them

pour chemicals on the ground in those countries. I didn't just go to
Poland. I taught in Ukraine many times. I taught in Romania many
times. I taught in Russia. It was common across those countries that
the housing stock was lousy, terrible. As for the water and the in‐
frastructure, one day you would get up, and there would be no hot
water. There would be no water in the shower.

It was very poor, and of course, there was no transparency. Even
though I went right after the collapse, it was still de facto a central‐
ly planned communist country for another two to five years until
they transitioned. The transition wasn't overnight. The housing
stock was the shocker for me, because I was sleeping in private
homes. I wasn't staying in a hotel. We were renting from local peo‐
ple. This was my first experience living in a non-western country,
and it was a shock. It was a real culture shock for me. I had trav‐
elled all over western Europe before that. It was quite the experi‐
ence going to a non-western country.

● (1810)

Sandra Cobena: Thank you.

Talking about Canada, when the federal government declares it‐
self a builder now—it wants to centralize building—do you think
that creating another bureaucracy would be the right answer to alle‐
viate the serious housing crisis that we have right now?

Ian Lee: I want to nuance my answer. I am not talking about
non-profit housing or social housing. That's not my domain. That's
the domain of my distinguished colleague beside me. I don't study
non-profit housing or social housing. I don't study it. I'm just talk‐
ing about private for-profit housing, which is the vast majority of
the housing units in our country. If you want to look at the housing
stock, CMHC—shout-out to CMHC—produces some of the most
fantastic stats I've ever seen anywhere. It's really good data from
their chief economist and their assistant economist.

To your point, I don't mean this to sound ideological. I have an
enormous respect for the Government of Canada. My father was 42
years in the government, and my partner was in it for 35 years. I
have relatives in the Government of Canada. I am not anti public
servant. I am a public servant as a public professor in a public uni‐
versity, but I don't believe it's the government's role to build houses.
They're the referee of the hockey game. Their job is not to tell Sid‐
ney Crosby when to shoot the puck. Their role is not to own the
hockey team. Their role is to make sure they call penalties when
somebody is cheating in the hockey game. The private sector just
does a better job of building houses, or building cars, or building
hamburgers.

Sandra Cobena: Thank you for that.

Would you also agree then that the private sector in a market-ori‐
ented model—not federal agencies—are better equipped to deter‐
mine the types of homes and where they are needed?
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Ian Lee: You're touching on something I ran out of time to talk
about. By the way, young people.... I have 250 students a year in
five courses with 50 students per class. All I deal with are young
people, and oh boy, they are angry at us. They are really, really an‐
gry at us.

To your point, I want to get these stats out very quickly that—it's
either StatsCan, Immigration or Canada Border Services—75% of
all of the immigrants to Canada locate in five cities. Whether it's a
million a year or half a million a year, I'm not going to get into that
debate. Where I am going with this is that the people I'm criticizing
at the municipal level are really pro densification. Okay, that's fine,
but we're talking about putting three-quarters of all of the immi‐
grants into five cities, in the urban cores. This doesn't make sense.
When you look at the polling data, it's across the board. It doesn't
matter what your ideology or your political partisanship is. The vast
majority of Canadians want to have their houses in the burbs. They
want their place in the sunshine out in the burbs.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Lee. I'm going to have to stop you
there. We have to move on to the next round.

Thank you, Ms. Cobena.

Mr. Sawatzky.
Jake Sawatzky (New Westminster—Burnaby—Maillardville,

Lib.): Thank you, Chair, and thank you to all of the witnesses.

Dr. Whitzman, I appreciate your being here and your leadership
in pushing forward this evidence-based housing policy.

To come back to your introduction, you mentioned some mea‐
sures that might increase affordability. I just want to make sure that
you finished that train of thought. Are there any other points you
wanted to make on that front?

Carolyn Whitzman: In terms of tax measures, it might be worth
looking at the capital gains tax in relation to REITs, with the provi‐
so that now is the perfect time to be buying private-sector housing
that's at risk of losing affordability. We lost about 500,000 afford‐
able, purpose-built rental units between 2011 and 2021 in the pri‐
vate sector.

Right now, REITs do have preferential tax treatment. There has
been some discussion of taxing REITs at corporate tax rates. I think
it might be worthwhile to look at ways to give REITs a break if
they sell some of their older stock, which they very much want to
do. If you look at B.C.'s rental protection fund, half of the apart‐
ments sold last year in B.C. were bought by the rental protection
fund for operation by non-markets, which are much more likely to
keep rents affordable in the long term while undertaking necessary
repairs and are much less likely to evict tenants on the grounds of
renovation or demolition. It would be possible to come up with a
favourable tax treatment of REITs that sold some of their older
stock, especially if they were to use the proceeds to develop new
purpose-built rentals. That would be a very good tax treatment way
of dealing with things.

Thank you for your comments, Mr. Sawatzky. You have to know
that, if you want, you could really have a duelling prof situation in
the next few minutes, because I have some slightly different takes
from Professor Lee's.

● (1815)

Jake Sawatzky: Maybe we'll get there if we have enough time.

We have two things on the go here. There is the change of the
fall budget cycle. This was meant to sync some major funding deci‐
sions with the construction season. Then we have Bill C-4, which is
affordability tools and putting those on the table.

I want to get your take on the timing and predictability for con‐
verting policy into housing starts with regard to the change to the
fall budget cycle.

Carolyn Whitzman: That's a really tough question, and I'm not
sure that I'm best suited to answer it.

I think there are so many things happening so quickly right now
at the federal level. I do spend a lot of time talking to bureaucrats. I
was a bureaucrat for a while. Right after the fall budget, they're go‐
ing into the spring 2026 budget. There is currently planning for the
national housing strategy 2.0. Federal-provincial agreements end in
2027, as does most of the national housing strategy. It's everything
all at once when it comes to timing.

To get to your point, I would say that any developer, whether
they be a non-market developer or a market developer, thrives on
certainty. They thrive on quick answers. I would 100% agree with
Professor Lee that approval times and a great deal of uncertainty
over zoning are a powerful brake on housing starts right now.

Jake Sawatzky: Thank you.

The curiosity is really getting to me, so maybe I'll see if we have
enough time for this duelling prof situation. Maybe you could give
your thoughts on that.

Carolyn Whitzman: I would agree with Professor Lee that de‐
velopment charges are a huge problem. Development charges come
out of a huge infrastructure deficit, which comes out of about 50 or
60 years of us not using infrastructure wisely. By using infrastruc‐
ture wisely, I mean sprawl. I mean that the affordability that he
talks about was purchased at the expense of a lot of highways, a lot
of water lines and a lot sewer lines that are not being used efficient‐
ly, not to mention public transit lines that are not being used effi‐
ciently.

The Chair: Professor Whitzman, can you wrap up in 10 sec‐
onds?

Carolyn Whitzman: I would be happy to wrap up right now.

We need to use our infrastructure much more efficiently, so I
don't think that just continuing to build on the periphery or asking
people to drive until they find a cheap place is a good direction to
go in.

The Chair: Thank you, Dr. Whitzman.

Thank you, Mr. Sawatzky.

[Translation]

Mr. Garon for two and a half minutes.
Jean-Denis Garon: Thank you, Madam Chair.
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I always find it funny when the Liberals repeat the minister's
message telling us they're changing the entire budget cycle to bring
certainty to the construction industry. Yet, they didn't table a budget
before or after the election. Instead, they introduced a ways and
means motion and proposed measures in Bill C‑4 to help people
buy property. However, since the budget hasn't been tabled yet,
people simply don't have the money.

We're still debating this issue in October, but the Liberals must
follow the construction industry's cycle. Winter's coming. So I
commend them for repeating the minister's message. However,
nothing about this makes sense, it's basic logic.

Ms. MacKenzie, the issue of the disability tax credit goes far be‐
yond the disability tax credit itself. Government officials said so
here last Wednesday, and they're right: All refundable tax credits
are calculated in the same way. The tax rate is multiplied by a max‐
imum limit. If the tax rate goes down, the value of the tax credit
goes down. That's generally how the calculation is done. It's not an
error, it's an unintended consequence. Many other tax credits are
calculated in the same way. Their value will be affected by the re‐
duction in personal income tax.

Do you think we should review the way refundable tax credits
are calculated in general? Would this ensure that this type of conse‐
quence disappears when personal income tax is changed?
● (1820)

[English]
Amanda MacKenzie: Yes, I very much think we should. I'll

note that the disability tax credit and the medical expenses tax cred‐
it are non-refundable, so folks are not receiving any additional
funds. They're just having their tax bill lowered. There is discussion
around how, for the community and the financial security of people
with disabilities, the disability tax credit should be refundable.

We need to have a formula. I'm not a technical expert on this, but
it's common sense to me to have a formula that ensures a tax reduc‐
tion results in a real tax reduction for everybody who is eligible for
other federal benefits and credits that are available in the tax sys‐
tem.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. MacKenzie.

Merci, Monsieur Garon.

For the final round of questioning, I believe we are going to both
Mr. McLean and Mr. Stevenson for five minutes.

William Stevenson (Yellowhead, CPC): Thank you to the wit‐
nesses. I will try to be succinct with my questions.

As a CPA in public practice for the last 26 years, I've spent a lot
of time with the tax system. It is self-reporting, so for a lot of it, the
government is relying on the taxpayer to give out certain informa‐
tion, but sometimes that information is not always available to
them.

I'll start by looking at affordability. You have both spit out a lot
of information and statistics, but I'll start with Dr. Whitzman.

Do you know how many first-time homebuyers are buying a new
home? Do you have a number?

Carolyn Whitzman: That is a really good question. I do not
have that statistic on hand.

Ian Lee: I don't have it. I'm sorry.

William Stevenson: The reason I'm asking is that, as most of us
in here should know, GST does not apply to a used home; it applies
only to new builds. If we have GST applying only to brand new
homes for first-time homebuyers, I would submit that it applies to
less than 5% of the actual buyers, if that. That might even be high.
Looking at this as a program that is not applicable to 95% of the
population, it's not really there. We don't have the numbers, so I
can't ask about that.

Mrs. MacKenzie, I know you guys like to make sure that they
don't lose the non-refundable tax credit. Was there any discussion
about changing it to an actual deduction or a refundable tax credit,
instead of it being a reduction in income at that end of it?

My personal thought is that those people who receive it are not
paying that much tax anyway, so it doesn't really matter where on
the tax return we're going to give it to them. I'm just wondering if
you've looked at the other options.

That's probably the rest of my time, so I'll leave it there and cede
the floor.

Amanda MacKenzie: First of all, Mrs. MacKenzie was my
mom.

In terms of folks who are benefiting from the disability tax cred‐
it, there is the actual taxation issue. For us, it's more about how this
is yet another barrier if people think it's not as worthwhile as it's
purported to be, even if they are not paying a lot of tax. It turns out,
by the by, that the Library of Parliament, in its analysis, found that
the most impacted are people who are earning on the low end.

● (1825)

William Stevenson: That's good. I was just wondering if you
had asked that question about a different method of doing it instead.
That's all.

Amanda MacKenzie: The questions are out there in the com‐
munity around whether it should be a refundable tax credit or a de‐
duction, as you talked about. Right now, we're living with the sys‐
tem we have, the Canada disability—

William Stevenson: It's okay if you don't have the actual answer
for that one. That's fine.

Amanda MacKenzie: It's chatted about.

William Stevenson: I'll cede the rest of my time to Mr. McLean.

Greg McLean: Quickly, Mr. Lee, you talked about urban sprawl
and the burbs versus the core.

Where is the more valuable land?

Ian Lee: The most expensive land in any city is in the downtown
area.

Greg McLean: The crisis is in the 10 largest cities in Canada.
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Ian Lee: That's right.
Greg McLean: It's a crisis because of downtown zoning. Land

speculation is a large part of that. Municipal fees are the other large
part of that, as far as the increase in land....

Who profits in land speculation? It's land speculators.
Ian Lee: Okay.
Greg McLean: There you go. Thank you.

This being the case, follow the money. Who's making money in
the process, other than municipalities, governments and specula‐
tors? It's not the Canadian public that's being messed around with
here. It is effectively the public that's paying money to certain peo‐
ple.

Do you think the government understands the notion of how
speculators make money?

Ian Lee: I don't think any government does. I really don't.
Greg McLean: Thank you very much.

The last thing I want to ask you about is the withdrawal of the
carbon tax.

The carbon tax withdrawn in this budget is the consumer carbon
tax.

Does it matter if you have a consumer carbon tax or an industrial
carbon tax built into the cost of everything in government?

Ian Lee: No. That's because it gets passed down through the val‐
ue chains of all the companies in the industry. Ultimately, there's
only one taxpayer and they're called the end-user, which is us. We
pay all taxes, including corporate income tax. That's been studied to
death by the OECD.

Greg McLean: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. McLean.

Mr. Turnbull, you have three minutes.
Ryan Turnbull: All right.

Thanks to all the witnesses.

Ms. MacKenzie, I want to say thanks again for your advocacy. I
don't know if you had a chance to hear the previous panel, but we
had Inclusion Canada here, which I think represented some of the
views you probably share.

I just want to make sure you were aware that Minister Cham‐
pagne, the Minister of Finance, was at committee on Monday. In
his comments, I think he attempted to be reassuring to the disability
community regarding the Department of Finance looking at options
to solve an issue we take very seriously, which your organization
has rightfully pointed out, the income tax cut in this bill.

I want to reiterate something I said earlier. I think many stake‐
holders.... I confess that, before I entered federal politics, I had very
basic knowledge on how legislation is done. I did not know the inti‐

mate details. The result is what I think the disability community is
advocating for, which is to be made whole and not to be worse off
after historic gains, such as finally getting the Canada disability
benefit.

Are you ambivalent about how the government makes the dis‐
ability community whole, or are you tied to a very specific mea‐
sure?

Amanda MacKenzie: That's a very good question.

As long as people with disabilities who are accessing these two
credits are not worse off as a result of a very well-intended tax cut,
I'm not particularly wedded to any method of doing so. I think that
making sure it stands the test of time is the thing we're most con‐
cerned about. We don't have to go through this all over again with
any subsequent tax cuts.

Altering the method by which the DTC is calculated is probably
the best way to go in order to make sure there aren't any further is‐
sues. Proactivity is a nice thing.

Ryan Turnbull: Thank you for that response.

I know I'm pretty much out of time.
The Chair: You have 30 seconds.

● (1830)

Ryan Turnbull: I really enjoyed the comment Ms. Whitzman
made about duelling professors. I was excited to get you two spar‐
ring a little bit here, but unfortunately, we're out of time.

Ms. Whitzman, I think you were on one of the pre-budget con‐
sultations that I did on housing. I want to thank you for the great
feedback you provided in that process. I really appreciate your ex‐
pertise.

To you, Mr. Lee, as well, I appreciate your comments today. I
don't agree with everything you said, but we don't have time to in‐
terrogate you now.

I really enjoyed having both of you.

Thank you very much.
The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Turnbull.

I will also add my gratitude to the three witnesses we had for this
hour. Thank you for taking time to be with us and share your per‐
spectives.

Before we adjourn, I'd like to wish all members a very happy
Thanksgiving. I hope you enjoy time with your families, and I look
forward to seeing you when we come back.

Do we have agreement to adjourn the meeting?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Thank you.

 







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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

https://www.noscommunes.ca


