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● (1550)

[English]
The Chair (Hon. Karina Gould (Burlington, Lib.)): Good af‐

ternoon, colleagues.

I call this meeting to order.

Welcome to meeting number 39 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Finance.

Before we begin the meeting, I have a couple of items that I
would like to bring to members' attention.
[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): I have a point of order,
Madam Chair.
[English]

The Chair: The first is with regard to committee business. Com‐
mittee members would have received a budget request regarding
the study of pre-budget consultations in advance of the 2026 bud‐
get. The amount requested is $56,100. Is it the pleasure of the com‐
mittee to adopt this budget?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Excellent. Thank you.

I want to remind folks that we agreed a few weeks ago to host
our European Union counterparts tomorrow morning. This is a re‐
minder that an informal meeting with the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs of the European Parliament will be held on
Tuesday, May 26, 2026. That meeting will take place at 9 a.m. That
information will be sent to you shortly.

In advance of this informal meeting, the following motion must
be adopted:

That the committee meet in camera, in an informal meeting, with the Committee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs of the European Parliament on Tuesday,
May 26, 2026; that the committee defray the hospitality expenses related to this
meeting.

Is it the will of the committee to adopt this motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Excellent. Thank you very much.

We have a point of order from Monsieur Garon.
[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: Madam Chair, it's not exactly a point of de‐
bate, but please bear with me.

I wanted to suggest that the committee congratulate our col‐
league, Eric Lefebvre, who recently learned that he's going to be a
grandfather for the first time. I move that we do so.

The Chair: Is it the pleasure of the committee to formally con‐
gratulate Mr. Lefebvre?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
The Chair: Congratulations!

Is it a little girl or little boy?
Eric Lefebvre (Richmond—Arthabaska, CPC): We'll find out

in a week.
The Chair: Okay.

[English]

Are there any more? Would anyone else like to disclose that
they're becoming a grandparent?

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Chair: Mr. Kelly, congratulations. Was it a boy or a girl?
What's her name?

Pat Kelly (Calgary Crowfoot, CPC): It's Eliana.
The Chair: That's beautiful. Congratulations, Mr. Kelly.

On that lovely note, we are going to begin today's meeting.

I will remind you that today's meeting is taking place in a hybrid
format, pursuant to the Standing Orders. Members are attending in
person in the room and remotely using the Zoom application.

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

I would like to remind participants of the following points.
Please wait until I recognize you by name before speaking. For
those participating via video conference, click on the microphone
icon to activate your mic. Please mute yourself when you are not
speaking. For those on Zoom, at the bottom of your screen you can
select the appropriate channel for interpretation: floor, English or
French. For those in the room, you can use the earpiece and select
the desired channel.
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I would like to remind witnesses that committee members may
ask questions in either French or English. If you will need interpre‐
tation, please take a moment now to prepare your earpiece and se‐
lect in advance the listening channel you need to take full advan‐
tage of the time allotted for questions and answers. I will remind
you that all comments should be addressed through the chair.

Pursuant to Standing Order 83.1, the committee commenced its
pre-budget consultations in advance of the 2026 budget.

I would note for today's witnesses and for future witnesses that
we have heard from some of you that you are concerned that your
submissions are not yet published online. There is a reason for that.
They are going through translation. They will all be published on‐
line as soon as this process concludes, so do not worry about that at
all.

I would like to welcome our witnesses for this first hour.

From the Co-operative Housing Federation of Canada, we have
Tim Ross, director general. From Habitat for Humanity Canada, we
have Alana Lavoie, the principal director for government affairs.
From the Mechanical Contractors Association of Canada, we have
Ken Lancastle, chief operating officer.

With that, we will begin with Tim.

You have five minutes, Mr. Ross.

[Translation]
Tim Ross (Chief Executive Officer, Co-operative Housing

Federation of Canada): Thank you, Madam Chair.

I want to thank the committee members for having me here to‐
day. My name is Tim Ross, and I'm the CEO of the Co-operative
Housing Federation of Canada, or CHF Canada, which represents
co-operative housing across the country.

Canada has more than 2,200 non-profit housing co-operatives
that house over a quarter of a million people. Over the past 50-plus
years, co-ops have established a proven track record of providing
long-term, safe, affordable, resident-managed housing with deep
roots in communities.

[English]

Canadians are facing growing economic uncertainty and housing
insecurity. In that context, housing co-ops offer something increas‐
ingly rare: stability. For more than 50 years, co-op housing has de‐
livered just that: secure, affordable homes.

Our message to the federal government in this pre-budget con‐
sultation is clear. You hold the key to protecting and expanding ac‐
cess to affordable co-operative homes in Canada. Canada does not
lack for housing solutions. What we lack is policy scale and pre‐
dictability needed to deliver. Co-operative housing is one of the
proven models that the federal government can use right now.

Today, I'll make four brief recommendations for budget 2026. In
the context of a national housing strategy with many programs and
budgets expiring—and expiring sooner than forecast—there's a
need for greater certainty in the system.

First, it's imperative that the federal government renew rental as‐
sistance for co-op and non-profit housing for at least 10 years. Pro‐
grams like the federal community housing initiative and the Canada
community housing initiative are set to expire in 2028. Without re‐
newal, thousands of low- and moderate-income households living
in co-ops risk losing their homes.

Rental assistance is one of the most effective tools we have. It's a
nimble tool that ensures households pay no more than what they
can afford for housing: typically, 30% of income. It prevents dis‐
placement and homelessness, especially when life circumstances
change, and it's cost-effective. Supporting households in co-ops
costs significantly less than supporting the same households in
comparable market rents, because co-ops are permanently afford‐
able and more relatively affordable than market housing over time.
That's why rental assistance must remain a core pillar in the nation‐
al housing policy.

Second, we must also see continued and increased investment in
urban, rural and northern indigenous housing, taking a “for indige‐
nous, by indigenous” approach. We recognize the federal govern‐
ment's recent updates regarding funding for urban, rural and north‐
ern indigenous housing. We strongly encourage the use of a “for in‐
digenous, by indigenous” approach in deploying these dollars. This
will ensure the resulting housing is culturally appropriate and re‐
sponds effectively to the nature of housing need. As well, the scale
of housing need in indigenous communities is significant and sus‐
tained, and this investment is absolutely required.

Third, we must prioritize co-op housing in Build Canada Homes.
The co-op housing sector has thousands of units in our develop‐
ment pipeline, thanks to the momentum created by the co-operative
housing development program. This program has already commit‐
ted to nearly 2,800 new co-op homes, with roughly 1,500 now un‐
der construction. This is a great success story, but the demand for
the program greatly exceeds its funding envelope. This is a window
of opportunity to advance new shovel-ready co-op construction
through a strategic partnership with Build Canada Homes. To do
that at scale, non-market developers, including co-ops, need long-
term predictable funding and financing tools, along with workable
guarantees and security requirements.
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Lastly, let's protect the housing that's already out there and is af‐
fordable. The federal government should continue to enable the re‐
pair and renewal of non-market community housing. Many co-ops
and non-profits were first developed in the 1970s and 1980s and
now require repair and renewal. While some work can be undertak‐
en through commercial lending and refinancing, additional support
is often required, particularly for non-market homes whose original
federal operating agreements disallowed the generation of sufficient
capital reserves for capital renewal.

Federal repair programs have recently closed without a sense of
when or if they will reopen. These initiatives need to be recapital‐
ized or successor programs created. There is great uncertainty in
the marketplace right now. Without action, we risk losing afford‐
able homes faster than we can replace them. If we fail to preserve
these homes, we will lose affordable units faster than we can build
them.
● (1555)

Canada does not lack housing solutions. We lack the scale and
predictability needed to deliver. Partnering with co-op housing is a
strategic investment in Canada's future.

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

We'll continue now with Ms. Lavoie for five minutes.

Thank you.
[Translation]

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

Chair and members of the committee, thank you so much for the
invitation to appear today.

As mentioned, I am here to speak on behalf of Habitat for Hu‐
manity Canada and our 44 local Habitats across this country serv‐
ing in communities large, small and in the north. I'm also here to
speak on behalf of the families we serve—and the families we
could serve in the future—by providing them with access to afford‐
able home ownership.

Across the country, too many households are being priced out of
stable, suitable housing. There are options for them, and affordable
home ownership should be one of them. We are all facing increas‐
ing construction costs, financing and systemic barriers, and uncer‐
tainty over the flow of federal housing investments over time. We
see, every day, the impact of affordable home ownership and other
forms of stable housing—the stability it creates for families, the
freeing-up of rental supply and the way it helps communities re‐
main inclusive and resilient.

Today we have three recommendations to bring forward to this
committee that build on those you heard about from my colleague.

Our first recommendation is to build on the success we've seen
so far with the establishment of Build Canada Homes. It could pro‐
vide clearer targets and outcome metrics for the non-market hous‐
ing sector. We really see Build Canada Homes as an important step.

We see so much potential for it to play a meaningful role in increas‐
ing the affordable housing supply. However, the sector does need
clarity on how success will be measured, what affordability out‐
comes are expected and how we, as a sector, will be part of deliv‐
ery. Clear targets and transparent reporting would strengthen its
mandate and help us plan our projects with confidence. These tar‐
gets should click in, effectively, with the elements of my next rec‐
ommendation and that of Habitat for Humanity.

Our second recommendation is that budget 2026 lay the ground‐
work for the next national housing strategy, with a 10-year frame‐
work that starts imminently, as soon as possible, co-created with the
affordable housing sector, including a dedicated affordable home
ownership pillar. A robust path forward would address the real un‐
certainty we are facing right now, with projects stalling in the
pipeline for this year alone. This comes from the additional sunset‐
ting of existing national housing strategy programs. These long-
term frameworks will provide the certainty we need to assemble
land, build the partnerships we need to deliver, and scale our deliv‐
ery over time, while ensuring that support for non-market and the
broader community housing sector does not erode.

Finally, our third recommendation is that budget 2026 continue
to advance the examination of tax and financial levers that would
reduce the cost of delivering affordable housing. Federal action on
financing, risk sharing and de-risking some of the investments that
are needed in the sector, and additional tax measures—building on
the success of the GST exemption—would help us make a differ‐
ence in terms of achieving project viability. This could include
looking at measures that de-risk projects for non-market builders
and at existing tools in other organizations, such as the Canada
Mortgage and Housing Corporation. Apply those to BCH's work
with the non-market housing sector. This would allow us to bring
more projects to construction. If we want more affordable homes
built, we need to keep moving forward to address the underlying
structural barriers that slow delivery.

All of these elements, smartly assembled, would allow us to go
further as a sector.
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In closing—I will keep it brief today—Habitat for Humanity
Canada believes that budget 2026 could help strengthen Canada's
housing system by pairing ambition with clarity, as well as with
long-term certainty and practical delivery tools. We are asking the
federal government to give the non-market sector a clearer path to
scale, including for affordable home ownership, through measur‐
able targets for BCH, a long-term housing strategy with sustained
funding and additional levers to lower the cost of building and pro‐
viding more affordable homes.

Thank you so much for the opportunity to appear today. I look
forward to any questions.
● (1600)

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

Mr. Lancastle, we'll continue with you for five minutes.
Ken Lancastle (Chief Operating Officer, Mechanical Con‐

tractors Association of Canada): Thank you very much, Madam
Chair.

Good afternoon, members of the committee.

I very much appreciate the opportunity, like my colleagues, to be
here with you today. My name is Ken Lancastle. I am the chief op‐
erating officer of the Mechanical Contractors Association of
Canada or, as we will commonly refer to it, MCA Canada.

Our association represents mechanical, electrical and plumbing
contractors across the country working in the industrial, commer‐
cial, institutional, residential and service repair and maintenance
sectors of Canada's construction industry. This also includes indus‐
trial process contractors who are critical to turnaround and shut‐
down activities for Canada's industrial capacity. Simply put, our
members build and maintain the systems that Canadians rely on ev‐
ery single day and the systems that power our economy.

Just to put some of that into perspective, our sector accounts for
roughly 40% of all construction activity across the country. We sup‐
port more than 440,000 direct jobs, and the sector contributes more
than $63 billion annually to the Canadian economy. It's an econom‐
ic workhorse, and it's foundational to Canada's economic strength
and our future growth.

Today, as the country faces increased demand for housing and in‐
frastructure as well as industrial development, our sector is going to
play a critical role in delivering on that capacity, but we face persis‐
tent challenges, particularly with respect to labour availability and
productivity challenges.

Governments at all levels have taken important steps to address
labour shortages. These programs are incredibly welcomed by our
sector, but their full impact will take time while demand for con‐
struction is expected to rise in the near term. As well, construction
productivity continues to lag compared to other sectors of the econ‐
omy. Recent studies from Statistics Canada have demonstrated a
national productivity slowdown in the Canadian construction indus‐
try despite the amount of work required in the years ahead.

The next federal budget provides an opportunity to take targeted
action now, action that can remove impediments to business so that
our sector, which is so critical to infrastructure and housing devel‐

opment, can continue to build. MCA Canada has put forward four
practical recommendations.

First is tax relief on overtime earnings for skilled tradespeople.
Construction workers regularly put in additional hours to meet
project deadlines; however, those additional earnings are taxed at
the same marginal tax rate as regular income, ultimately reducing
the incentive to take on extra work. A targeted tax credit would pro‐
vide a meaningful incentive for certified tradespeople to work addi‐
tional hours, helping to address short-term labour pressures.

Second, expand the productivity superdeduction to explicitly in‐
clude construction. Construction is highly capital-intensive. It re‐
quires significant upfront investment in tools, equipment and tech‐
nology, yet tax recovery timelines limit the ability of firms to rein‐
vest. When budget 2025 introduced the productivity superdeduc‐
tion, construction was not clearly defined or included. Including
construction, equipment and technology would allow firms to in‐
vest in more efficient tools, technologies and processes while al‐
lowing firms to find economies of scale to meet the demand.

Third is enhanced support for tools and personal protective
equipment. Upfront costs remain a barrier to entering the skilled
trades, particularly for under-represented groups. Increasing the
tradesperson tool deduction to $3,000, indexing it to inflation and
expanding eligibility to include personal protective equipment
would reduce some of those financial barriers and support in‐
creased recruitment while making work sites safer and more inclu‐
sive.

Finally, strengthen federal prompt payment legislation. We rec‐
ommend amending the Federal Prompt Payment for Construction
Work Act to require the mandatory annual release of holdback on
multi-year projects. This holdback is often held until the substantial
completion of a project, but it can also mean that millions of dollars
are being kept from a project payment supply chain.

Some provinces such as Ontario have already adopted this ap‐
proach, but the federal framework has not yet addressed it. This
change would help to unlock some of that cash flow in the supply
chain and support the timely delivery of federal infrastructure
projects.
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In closing, Canada's mechanical, electrical and plumbing con‐
tractors are ready to meet the moment. At the end of the day, if we
want to build more housing and infrastructure, we need to unlock
the capacity that already exists in the system, and that's what these
measures are designed to do.

With that being said, I want to thank the committee again for the
invitation to speak here today, and I look forward to any questions
there may be.
● (1605)

The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Lancastle.
[Translation]

We're now going to start with Mr. Lefebvre for six minutes.
[English]

Eric Lefebvre: Am I the first one?
The Chair: I'm sorry...no.

Ms. Cobena, you have the floor for six minutes. Go ahead.
Sandra Cobena (Newmarket—Aurora, CPC): Thank you.

I'd like to thank our witnesses today for their remarks. There's a
lot to ask here, but I would like to start with Mr. Lancastle.

In your opening note, you mentioned that you're concerned about
labour shortages, but of course we are also seeing reports that up to
100,000 construction jobs are at risk in Ontario alone. Could you
comment on what is happening in the industry and what the dynam‐
ic is that's causing these two issues to occur?

Ken Lancastle: It's important to recognize that, as a national as‐
sociation and a national industry, construction is subject to regional
and episodic variations. You will hear stories about some regions
slowing down, while at the same time other regions are actively
asking for more people. Again, the nature of the industry is highly
regional and episodic, so there are going to be stories like that and
numbers that appear like that.

Sandra Cobena: What's happening in Ontario specifically, then?
That's where we see the contradiction.

Ken Lancastle: With Ontario, in particular, you can look to the
Toronto high-rise market as one of the markets where we've seen a
slowdown over the past couple of years where there wasn't a slow‐
down existing previously. Given the size and nature of Ontario—it
is a big province—there are lots of industries and regions that will
impact the nature of the construction industry in those regions.

Sandra Cobena: Are you concerned about further job losses
within the construction industry in Ontario? You mentioned that
high-rise construction has essentially stopped. Are you concerned
about that?

Ken Lancastle: It's important to recognize that if we focus too
heavily on just local regions, we're doing a disservice to the recruit‐
ment efforts that are going to be required for meeting the moment
and building up the workforce that we need for the future. This is a
once-in-a-generation opportunity to recruit the right people to the
right trades. I think it's important that we focus on where the work
is going to be and what the work is going to be so that we can dedi‐
cate the appropriate resources to ensuring that we are building
workforce capacity.

My fear is that if we focus on slowdowns, we are doing a disser‐
vice to some of these recruitment efforts that are required.

● (1610)

Sandra Cobena: I can understand that.

The reason why I'm asking is that I get calls from people who are
in the construction industry. Their shifts have been reduced from
full time, Monday to Friday, to just a couple over the week, and this
has been going on for a long time. Of course, when you think about
that in the long term, there will be a long-term impact on the indus‐
try, even if it's regionally. My riding is in Ontario—that's why I was
asking.

What will be the long-term impacts, and are you concerned about
job losses and the loss of the skilled labour within those industries?

Ken Lancastle: I think it's important to recognize that we are
concerned about job losses. BuildForce Canada is projecting a
shortage of 385,000 workers by 2034. There's lot of experience
leaving the industry. There is still a requirement to train the next
generation. It is a concern that we are going to see job losses among
those who will not be available to train the next generation.

This is a little bit outside the scope of what was contained in our
pre-budget submission, but as an industry as well as as govern‐
ments at all levels in society, I think it's incumbent upon us to really
have a conversation about what types of skilled tradespeople are
going to be required to meet the moment. I don't think it's enough,
at times, to say we need more skilled tradespeople. I think it's im‐
portant that we focus on what trades are going to be necessary to
build the infrastructure required to build a stronger Canadian econ‐
omy.

Sandra Cobena: I'm interested in your request, in your opening
remarks, that taxes on overtime be removed. Do you have any num‐
bers on how much this would save workers?

Ken Lancastle: We don't have any specific numbers on how
much this would save workers. Conceptually, the industry is look‐
ing to unlock the capacity that currently exists within the system.
We are aware of the skilled trade shortages that we're anticipating
to experience over the next decade. These recommendations were
about unlocking the capacity that's already there.

Sandra Cobena: Thank you for that.

I will direct some of my questions to Ms. Lavoie.

We have seen that housing starts are still roughly 55% below the
need to restore affordability. Are you concerned that the rate of de‐
velopment is still not enough to restore affordability anytime soon?
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Alana Lavoie: Realistically, at the moment, yes, I think there is
definitely a concern that if we don't start to see the ability to move
projects forward very soon—particularly targeted, non-market, af‐
fordable projects—we are going to see challenges to returning to
affordability.

It's also about the need to plan for that kind of acceleration that
we also need to start even getting close to returning housing to af‐
fordability. Right now, we're in a moment where the tools seem to
be starting to be there, but we need the capacity, as a sector, to step
on the gas and ignite our transformative scale and building.

Sandra Cobena: Of course, we have massive price and interest
rate fluctuations, which contribute to the issue, with slow building
times and volatile demand. Can you describe what the state of the
housing market has done to families you've worked with over, say,
the past decade?

The Chair: Be very brief. You have about 15 seconds.
Alana Lavoie: It has made it harder for them to even step over

the threshold of a home that they own, and it has made more of
them require the kind of programming that Habitat delivers in order
to have the assistance to get through that door.

Sandra Cobena: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you very much, Ms. Lavoie.

Thank you, Ms. Cobena.

We'll continue now with Ms. Martin for six minutes, please.
[Translation]

Danielle Martin (University—Rosedale, Lib.): Thank you to
all three of you for being here.

We all know that affordable housing is a very important issue for
our government and, obviously, for you, so I'm very pleased that
you're here.
[English]

I understand that all of you are asking for that mix of ambition,
clarity—as you put it, Ms. Lavoie—and predictability, which is
sometimes hard to deliver in a budget cycle, but it's understood that
it's a really important set of goals.

I want to zero in a bit. I may need to move you along, just to
make sure I get through all of my questions, so forgive me if I have
to do that.

On this question of scale and predictability, of course predictabil‐
ity requires a time horizon that makes accountability more chal‐
lenging. I want to drill down into this question of accountability
measures that you spoke to, Ms. Lavoie. What do you think are the
accountability metrics that should exist, both on the part of govern‐
ment and on the part of the sector, if we want to try to accelerate
affordable housing accessibility in Canada?
● (1615)

Alana Lavoie: Thank you so much. It's a great question.

From my perspective, it's understanding that there are going to
be unit targets. It's the very straightforward question of “How much
are we building a year?” and, to your colleague's point, “How many
starts do we have a year?”

It's also this question: Is the affordability landing in the right
place, and are the tools that are being made available by govern‐
ment the ones that can actually allow us to deliver, as a sector, the
level of affordability that's required to move people into the hous‐
ing they're looking for?

Then, I think that a third piece is tracking suitability. Are we
building what people need, when they need it, in the places that
they need it? Let's just make it easy on ourselves to coordinate all
that while having a progressive sense of what we're trying to
achieve, both in the near term as well as over the duration of a strat‐
egy.

Danielle Martin: Thank you.

I want to pick up on this question of making sure that our sup‐
ports are landing in the right place.

This is maybe for you, Mr. Ross, but you should all feel free to
jump in. I represent University—Rosedale, which is a very cultural‐
ly diverse riding in the heart of downtown Toronto. I wonder what
you can tell us about what we know about who currently accesses
and who uses co-op housing in Canada's cities. Does that popula‐
tion represent the diversity of our cities?

Tim Ross: Thank you very much for the question.

The answer is, generally, yes. The composition of co-operative
housing is representative of our communities. We're just on the
cusp of finalizing a demographic study of persons living in co-oper‐
ative housing, so stay tuned. We'll be able to get even more granu‐
lar on that.

Co-ops are home to community members from all walks of life.
Particularly in the member's riding, there are a significant number
of households that are currently uncertain about their stability and
security of tenure in co-ops, due to the expiry of rental assistance.
We are hoping to see some clarity on that in the very near term so
that co-ops can continue to provide the security, affordability and
community that co-ops are so well known for.

Danielle Martin: I appreciate that because I know that in my
own riding—for example, in Kensington-Chinatown—there's a fair
amount of co-op housing for which it's particularly important that
we think about what it means to provide a culturally safe environ‐
ment for people.

I look forward to the results of that study, and maybe I'll ask you,
when you get them, to share them with the committee. That would
be helpful because we want to make sure that we're matching, as
we've heard, our investments to the need and ensuring that we're
getting the full representation of diversity in Canada, including, of
course, indigenous communities.
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I'm curious about mixed-use models. Maybe this is for Ms.
Lavoie or Mr. Ross. What models should we be looking at that you
find particularly inspiring in the mix of different kinds of support‐
ive housing? I'm thinking about elder care, young families, these
kinds of models in which we're trying to mix it up a little in these
ways, rather than having hard and fast silos or categories of hous‐
ing. How might we think about that in a budget context? That's for
either of you.

Tim Ross: I can offer some tangible examples of some projects
in our development pipeline that were cruising towards co-op hous‐
ing development program funding and financing. A number of
projects integrate child care and commercial space. Some projects
are partnered with very well-known, pan-Canadian community or‐
ganizations that deliver important services in the community.

Co-ops are really great because not every community organiza‐
tion that has a housing need needs to go out and specialize in hous‐
ing. Co-ops can do that. We partner with organizations like Inclu‐
sion Canada to create more localized partnerships and inclusive
housing communities.

Danielle Martin: I'm personally very attracted to those models,
as I know many of the people who live in my community are. Are
there things that we need to be aware of, from a budgeting perspec‐
tive, if we're talking about housing, but in fact these buildings are
being used as multi-use spaces in a community?
● (1620)

The Chair: Answer in 10 seconds or less.
Tim Ross: Be aware of projects that have funding that's condi‐

tional upon delivering a community space or a community amenity
that's time-limited. We're still waiting for the housing funding to
fall into place.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Ross. We're going to have to end it
there.

Danielle Martin: Thank you.
[Translation]

The Chair: Mr. Garon, you have the floor for six minutes.
Jean-Denis Garon: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I'd like to thank all the witnesses for being here with us.

Mr. Lancastle, your association recently hailed the Team Canada
Strong workforce training initiative, which was announced in the
economic update. However, in Quebec, Minister Jean Boulet ex‐
pressed concern that this initiative encroached on Quebec's jurisdic‐
tion because Quebec has had an agreement with Ottawa since 1997
that gives it full jurisdiction over workforce training.

As such, I was wondering if you would be in favour of Quebec
getting its share of the funding and continuing to take charge of
training with existing industry groups. That way, there would be no
additional bureaucracy and no duplication. Plus, with the market
being what it is these days, it would ensure that training initiatives
are rolled out quickly.

Ken Lancastle: I will answer in English, if I may.
[English]

Thank you very much for the question.

I can't speak to the specific policy. As an association, we're hear‐
ing from our members from across the country that the more we
have these conversations around the skilled trades, the better things
are going to be for our industry and building that workforce capaci‐
ty. There are a lot of intricacies in terms of the policies that still
need to be developed alongside industry and governments at all lev‐
els.

[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: I'm going to interrupt you. It's okay if you
don't have the answer.

The point of the question is that Quebec is a special province, be‐
cause it received full jurisdiction over this matter in 1997. That's
why it might be appropriate to consider the need to transfer the
funding to the Government of Quebec.

I have another question for you about the tax credits you suggest‐
ed.

You said that some construction workers might not accept new
jobs or work on new construction sites because their additional
earnings would be taxed at the highest marginal rate. You recom‐
mended a targeted tax credit, but such a credit wouldn't be based on
the highest marginal rate, so it seems to me that the solution you're
proposing would fail to address the problem you're raising from a
tax perspective.

Why suggest a tax credit that would probably be granted based
on the lowest tax bracket rather than the highest marginal rate?

[English]

Ken Lancastle: With respect to the tax credit, it's important to
understand that in terms of our thinking, the approach was never
meant to alter any payroll systems. It was meant to be as straight‐
forward as possible for the CRA to implement. It doesn't alter
labour standards or collective agreements.

It's a flat, per-hour credit depending on hours worked. A full-
time year is considered to be 1,500 to 2,000 hours, from the CRA's
perspective. The credit is applied to the hours worked above and
beyond that 2,000 hours. It's not meant to alter any existing CBAs
or labour agreements.

[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: Thank you very much.

Mr. Ross, we know that the real estate market has seen signifi‐
cant increases in construction costs, rents and so on in recent years.
The market got out of hand. There was high demand and low sup‐
ply. We are aware of the problem, and all the parties are proposing
solutions to address it. Demand is greater than supply. I think we all
recognize that.
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We're often told that it takes a certain proportion of non-market
housing to maintain a degree of affordability. Co-op housing is a
type of private sector supply. They're private housing units. The dif‐
ference is that they're non-market and less susceptible to specula‐
tion.

Ultimately, what proportion of non-market housing, such as co-
op housing, should there be in, say, Quebec, to ease pressure on the
housing market and have a tangible impact on rent prices?

Tim Ross: Thank you for the question.

According to a number of studies, 20% of the housing supply
should be non-market to regulate housing prices across Canada.
[English]

There's a need to develop at least 20% of new homes as non-
market, community-based, co-op and affordable housing.
[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: Thank you.

You talked about two things. One was that rental assistance
should be renewed, and another was that the co‑operatives didn't
have enough money to be able to repair and maintain buildings.

Do I understand correctly that, if rental assistance isn't renewed,
co-operatives won't be able to set rents high enough to build a con‐
tingency fund and do maintenance? Also, if it's not renewed, you'll
be back here at some point to ask for money to maintain these
buildings. At the end of the day, if rental assistance isn't renewed,
the taxpayer will pay twice.

Is that analysis accurate?
● (1625)

Tim Ross: It's true that ongoing rental assistance provided by the
federal program increases the ability of co-ops to access commer‐
cial financing for their renewal.
[English]

However, it is very important to indicate that there are still long-
standing and larger capital repair backlogs across the entire non-
market housing portfolio due to the policy and programmatic con‐
struction of federal and provincial programs. Even if we can in‐
crease the revenue capacity of co-operatives, there are still some‐
times capital gaps that need to be closed. That's where that more
targeted renovation and renewal funding can make a big difference
in bringing them into a good state of repair for future generations.
[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Garon.

[English]

We will continue now with Mr. Kelly for five minutes, please.
Pat Kelly: Thank you, Chair.

I'd like to put my first question to Mr. Lancastle and ask for a lit‐
tle more detail.

Could you supply some more information about your fourth rec‐
ommendation about holdbacks and prompt payment? Were you re‐

ferring to projects that are federally funded? Were you also talking
about the entire construction industry? I know there's variation
among provinces. Could you maybe unpack some of the details
about the holdback system?

Ken Lancastle: Certainly. With most construction contracts, the
law of the place of the work will apply to the construction contract.
In a federal context, any federally procured construction project is
governed by the Federal Prompt Payment for Construction Work
Act. That's the prompt payment legislation that applies on federal
projects. In each province, the building or construction act or the
lien legislation will typically govern those holdbacks and those
holdback releases.

Ontario just conducted a review of the Ontario Construction Act,
which was by and large the precursor to the federal prompt pay‐
ment legislation. In that review, they've now implemented that an‐
nual release of holdbacks on multi-year projects.

Again, typically a holdback will be about 10% of the construc‐
tion contract that is held in trust until the substantial completion of
the project. The challenge that the industry runs into, and particu‐
larly trade contractors and their supply chain, is that 10% could be
millions of dollars sitting there that could be reinvested into either
newer projects or new tools and technologies. By implementing
that annual release of holdbacks on multi-year projects, we're just
freeing up capital within the supply chain.

The owner still has all the lien mechanisms in place as far as the
contract is concerned. There's no additional risk to the owner. It just
frees up the capital.

Pat Kelly: Okay.

If the project is financed by market lenders, banks or any other
lender, they will have a say on the holdback as well. They would
build that into the deal. Is there a difference or something specific
to federally procured projects that you want to make recommenda‐
tions about for this committee?

Ken Lancastle: There's no specific difference outside of the fact
that we're seeing the leadership happening at some provincial levels
on this particular issue. We feel as though if the federal legislation
could meet those standards on the prompt payment legislation, it
would help to demonstrate across the country some of that leader‐
ship on this particular issue.

As I said, Ontario just recently did their review of the Ontario
Construction Act. Other provinces are either actively engaged in
their own prompt payment regimes or looking at prompt payment
legislation. Providing that leadership from the federal level, espe‐
cially given the number of large federal projects that we anticipate
in the years ahead, helps again to free up that capital.

Pat Kelly: You're recommending that the federal government
adopt the system that Ontario has just undertaken.
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Ken Lancastle: That's right.
Pat Kelly: Okay. Thank you.

I'll switch now to Habitat for Humanity.

In your opening remarks, you talked about affordability mea‐
sures. I think you were talking about some of them in the context of
the cost for your organization to build. Do you have anything else
that you might want to add about the affordability measures for the
end-user of the home?

We've seen a tremendous increase in the price of housing and the
price of rental housing. As Canadians increasingly can't afford the
rent and can't afford to buy a home, they become driven into non-
market housing. They can't afford market housing.

What are some affordability concerns you see that contribute to
the high cost of building—of construction—as well as the high
costs for the actual consumer, who needs to be able to afford a roof
over their head as well as their other necessities?
● (1630)

The Chair: You have 30 seconds.
Alana Lavoie: I can do it.

Thank you for the question. I appreciate it.

Obviously, our costs as a provider—costs that any other builder
of housing is facing right now—are increased construction costs,
the challenges around labour costs, which have been highlighted by
the person beside me here, the materials and supply chain disrup‐
tions and the lending costs as well. The whole suite for how we get
things built has increased.

Obviously, as a non-market builder, that has implications. As a
private market builder, that would have implications. Also, then, for
our families, the prices are going up. Again, the cost of borrowing
to buy a home has gone up for them, but incomes frankly have not
kept up at the same pace.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Lavoie.

Thank you, Mr. Kelly.
[Translation]

Mr. Lavoie, you have the floor for five minutes.
Steeve Lavoie (Beauport—Limoilou, Lib.): Thank you,

Madam Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses for being here.

Housing is such an important issue. I got into politics a year ago,
and this really is the issue people talk about the most, week after
week, in my riding, Beauport—Limoilou, which is in Quebec City.
I'm glad you're here today to discuss it.

Mr. Ross, you talked a lot about predictability. That's the word
I've heard the most often in every committee over the past year, es‐
pecially when we're talking about finance and trade.

Build Canada Homes was launched a little over a year ago, and
we're already seeing announcements about things like low-cost
loans, long-term financing and a bigger housing supply, among oth‐
er things. There are several things in the economic update.

Do these initiatives address the needs you listed a little earlier,
and if so, how?

Ms. Lavoie can add her comments after your response.

Tim Ross: Thank you for the question.

It's very important to recognize that Build Canada Homes has a
lot of potential to help ease the housing crisis.

[English]

We are working very closely with Build Canada Homes currently
to identify a pathway to invest in the pipeline of projects that were
catalyzed under the co-operative housing development program.
We have 15,000 units in feasibility and predevelopment, 5,000 of
which are shovel-ready within the next 12 months.

On the predictability issue, we're days and weeks away from be‐
ing in a situation where projects may stall or collapse. We are hop‐
ing that we can develop an investment framework successor to the
co-op housing development program, so that we can continue to de‐
liver the good-quality affordable homes that communities all across
the country need.

[Translation]

Steeve Lavoie: Ms. Lavoie, you were talking about something
similar: increasing housing supply and fast-tracking housing starts.
Are these initiatives meeting the needs in part or in full?

I really appreciated hearing the word “potential” because Build
Canada Homes was established just a year ago. That means we can
do more with it.

Do you feel that the economic update contains measures that
help meet the needs?

Alana Lavoie: Absolutely. My response is practically identical
to Mr. Ross's. We are waiting and working with Build Canada
Homes to see how we can coordinate to invest in Habitat for Hu‐
manity Canada projects. However, as my colleague indicated, there
are several projects on hold. If we still don't have any information,
300 housing projects will be abandoned within a few months. On
the other hand, if the tools are put in place quickly, the change will
be truly profound for us.

So, we're waiting and working hard on this.

● (1635)

Steeve Lavoie: When you talk about the tools to be implement‐
ed, you're referring to the tools that have been announced, aren't
you?

Alana Lavoie: Yes. I'm talking about the tools within the Build
Canada Homes framework.

Steeve Lavoie: Okay, thank you very much.
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Mr. Lancastle, in your opening remarks, you mentioned the fa‐
mous productivity super-deduction for manufacturing companies.

I'm curious, and this is the kind of question I ask regularly: do
you have a very concrete example of how a measure like that would
apply to the construction sector? When I say a concrete example, I
really mean a specific benefit—A or B—that this deduction would
provide.
[English]

Ken Lancastle: On Friday, I received a phone call from a mem‐
ber who was asking if this applied to him. There are questions.
Construction, being highly capital-intensive, has a lot of similarity
to the manufacturing industry, which was where the productivity
superdeduction was really focused. He called me and asked if this
was something that he could take advantage of. I didn't have any
clarity for him. I said that I was happy to find out more information
for him, but it wasn't explicitly referenced in the productivity su‐
perdeduction.

The industry, similar to manufacturing, requires a lot of capital
equipment that is quite highly capital-intensive, but with very slow
tax writedowns on it.
[Translation]

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Lavoie.

I thank the witnesses.

To conclude this hour, I give the floor to Mr. Garon for two and a
half minutes.

Jean-Denis Garon: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Ms. Lavoie, Quebec is the only province that has long had per‐
manent programs for the construction of social and community
housing. It is well institutionalized. The rules are clear. At home in
Mirabel, the community sector is familiar with the system.

In the federal government's previous strategies, there was a real
desire to standardize all policies, particularly Canada's National
Housing Strategy, which meant that negotiations with Quebec took
a long time and that funding was frozen for three years. We always
add this second layer of bureaucracy, whereas in Quebec, the sys‐
tem works relatively well. However, it needs funding.

Mr. Ross and Ms. Lavoie, I listened to your response to
Mr. Lavoie's question. I found you both very diplomatic. What I
gather from your response is that there is potential and the tools are
there, but that you fear, to some extent, that what happened in the
past might happen again—that there will be instances of duplica‐
tion, that people will dither, and that projects will be abandoned.

Do you agree that the programs in Quebec are working and need
funding, that this is a matter of jurisdiction for the Quebec govern‐
ment in many respects, and that avoiding the creation of duplicate
programs and placing greater trust in existing programs in Quebec
will allow for the creation of housing more quickly?

Alana Lavoie: That's a very good question. Habitat for Humani‐
ty Canada has only very recently joined the conversation on afford‐
able housing in Quebec. So, it's only very recently that we've start‐
ed working with the Quebec government on home ownership.

I'd like to see how Quebec's systems and the tools offered by
Build Canada Homes will actually work together to accelerate the
creation of affordable housing.

Jean-Denis Garon: Very well.

Mr. Ross, here is the message we are sending to the government
today: Don't repeat what you did with Canada's national housing
strategy, and make sure we don't waste three years on this.

[English]

Tim Ross: I would say it's really important to recognize that
we're in a transition right now. With Build Canada Homes focusing
on new builds and innovation and delivery, let's not forget that a
significant number of federal programs are at their end and no
longer have a budget.

One of those major things is our federal-provincial and federal-
territorial agreements. Provinces and territories are very important
delivery partners in addressing the affordable housing crisis. I cer‐
tainly recognize the competencies of Quebec and that long track
record of delivering community housing.

● (1640)

The Chair: Thank you very much.

[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: Thank you.

[English]

The Chair: Colleagues, that concludes this hour. Please join me
in thanking our witnesses.

We will now briefly suspend as we prepare for the next panel.

● (1640)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1645)

The Chair: Colleagues, I'm delighted to welcome everyone
back. We will resume the meeting.

I would like to take a moment to welcome our new witnesses.

From the C.D. Howe Institute, we have Alexandre Laurin, vice-
president and director of research, who is joining us by video con‐
ference. From Generation Squeeze, we have Dr. Paul Kershaw, pol‐
icy professor at the University of British Columbia's school of pop‐
ulation health. From the Montreal Economic Institute, we have Re‐
naud Brossard, vice-president, communications, and Gabriel
Giguère, senior policy analyst. Also, from the Canadian Shield In‐
stitute for Public Policy, we have Kaylie Tiessen, chief economist,
who is also joining us online.

I would like to remind participants of the following points.
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Please wait until I recognize you by name before speaking. For
those participating via 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 the appropriate channel for interpretation: floor, English
or French. Those in the room can use the earpiece and select the de‐
sired channel.

I will just remind the witnesses that committee members may ask
questions in either English or French. If you will need interpreta‐
tion, please take a moment now to prepare your earpiece and select
the listening channel you need in order to take full advantage of the
time allotted for questions and answers. I will also remind everyone
that all comments should be addressed through the chair.

All virtual witnesses have conducted a mandatory witness on‐
boarding test.

We will now begin with opening statements from our witnesses.

We will begin with Mr. Laurin from the C.D. Howe Institute,
please.
[Translation]

Alexandre Laurin (Vice-President and Director of Research,
C.D. Howe Institute): Thank you, Madam Chair.

Members of the committee, it is a pleasure to participate in your
pre-budget consultations.

The C.D. Howe Institute is an independent, non-partisan public
policy research institute based in Toronto. Each year, we publish
approximately 50 studies, which undergo a rigorous peer-review
process.

The institute also publishes its own annual pre-budget recom‐
mendations document, titled “Shadow Budget”. In our pre-budget
document, we have often emphasized two things: the need for
greater fiscal discipline to limit the growth of public debt, and the
need for tax reforms to stimulate economic growth and investment.

Today, I will focus my remarks on the issue of tax reform.

Last March, Jack Mintz, my colleague Nicholas Dahir and I pub‐
lished a study proposing an ambitious reform of the Canadian tax
system. The study is titled “‘Big Bang’ Tax Reform: Unleashing
Growth in the Canadian Economy” and is available on our website.
Since the study is in English, let me continue my remarks in En‐
glish, as it is much easier for me.
[English]

As you know, Canada's economic performance over the past 10
years or so has been weak. Business investment is also low and
productivity growth is weak. Gross national income per capita is
not growing fast enough. I'm sure you've heard that many times al‐
ready.

Our message in our tax reform study is simple: The country
doesn't need another small tax change here and there. What we
need is to send a strong message through a major structural tax re‐
form. We rely more on income tax than any other G7 country. High
income tax reduces incentives to invest, work more, take risks and
grow businesses in Canada. I'm sure you've heard that before.

High taxes also encourage tax planning instead of productive
economic activity. We are also running large government deficits.
Any tax reform needs to be revenue-neutral, at least in the short
term. We're not proposing large new deficits. We're proposing a
better tax structure for growth.

Our proposal has four main parts to be implemented at the same
time. I'll go through them very quickly.

First, lower personal income tax. We propose reducing income
tax rates and reducing the number of tax brackets from five to
three.

Second, we need to simplify the personal income tax system. We
propose a new, simplified $10,000 credit allowance that would re‐
place most credits and deductions. This optional allowance would
allow a simplified tax return that would fit on a single page. I must
also say that lower-income households would benefit dispropor‐
tionately from that allowance.

Third, we need a more neutral corporate tax system. We propose
reducing the general corporate income tax rate to 10% while elimi‐
nating most special preferences and carve-outs. Another option
would be to tax profits only when they are distributed, not when
they are reinvested in the business. There are two options there.

Fourth, we would need to raise less economically harmful taxes
to cover the revenue shortfall. We would raise the GST or introduce
a new payroll contribution, with an exemption at the lower-income
level.

Our goal is straightforward: It is to encourage growth in the
Canadian economy. Our estimates suggest that our reform would
raise Canada's GDP by roughly 2.5%, which would support wage
growth and higher government revenues in the long term. Our esti‐
mates suggest that the reform would be distributionally neutral at
the household level and would not increase inequality. That was an
important result for us.

In short, if Canada wants stronger growth and higher living stan‐
dards, small tax tweaks will not be enough. What we need is a real
tax reset.

Thank you. I would be happy to take questions.

● (1650)

[Translation]

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Laurin.
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[English]

We will continue now with Dr. Kershaw for five minutes, please.
Dr. Paul Kershaw (Policy Professor, University of British

Columbia School of Population Health, Generation Squeeze):
Good afternoon.

Thank you, Chair and members, for the invitation. On behalf of
Generation Squeeze, an organization working to improve well-be‐
ing for all generations, I have one straightforward message. Canada
is within reach of the most significant improvements to affordabili‐
ty and income security in decades, and we can do it without raising
tax rates or increasing the deficit, but only if Ottawa redirects bil‐
lions in subsidies currently flowing to retirees with six-figure in‐
comes towards Canadians who have greater financial needs.

Here's what we could do. Imagine allocating $5,000 to every one
of the 400,000 retirees below the official poverty measure and vir‐
tually eliminating seniors' poverty. We can do that. We could, for a
million young people struggling to afford housing, give an annu‐
al $3,000 subsidy. We could say to a million post-secondary stu‐
dents facing a $1,200 hit to the Canada student grant that we won't
make that cut. We could add another 100,000 child care spaces sub‐
sidized at $10 a day and meet Ottawa's target of 250,000. We could
go and invest substantially to reduce youth unemployment, say,
turning the youth climate corps from a pilot of $1,000 into some‐
thing that's supporting tens of thousands to give young people lead‐
ership and job training and make our communities more resilient.

We could do all of that by modernizing Canada's largest income
security program: old age security. According to the spring eco‐
nomic update, in 2024, we spent $80 billion on old age security. By
the end of the decade, it will reach $109 billion. It absorbs more
new public spending than any other program in the federal budget
by a whopping order of magnitude, and a surprising 16% of it goes
toward retirees who already have six figures, a subsidy that, for
those couples, often exceeds $18,000. By 2030, the share of that
funding alone will reach $17.5 billion, even after taking account of
the current clawback rules.

That $17 billion is big. It's more than twice what we are doing
for $10-a-day child care. It's 10 times the amount of money put into
making homes more affordable in the recent spring economic up‐
date. It dwarfs all spending on grocery supports, trades training and
clean growth combined. Remember, this is just the portion of OAS
going to financially secure retirees with six-figure household in‐
comes. At a time when Ottawa projects deficits of about $50 billion
annually for years to come, this $17 billion can no longer be justi‐
fied as the best use of public dollars, so it's time to trim. It's time to
trim OAS benefits, but only for retirees with household incomes
above $100,000, reducing their subsidies by, on average,
about $3,000 after taxes.

This change would protect OAS or improve it for 80% of retirees
while reducing subsidies for simply the top 20% who now receive
OAS. Very importantly, it would not cut OAS spending. We're
proposing to only slow its growth. Rather than have it reach $109
billion by the end of the decade, we're talking about it reaching
more like $100 billion. That $9-billion savings is enough to pay to
eliminate seniors' poverty, improve rental affordability, help stu‐

dents and all of the other things that I summarized a moment ago,
and do so all at once.

Canadians are ready for this change. Polling consistently shows
that three-quarters of Canadians, including three-quarters of re‐
tirees, support it. Canada cannot build a resilient economy while we
allocate $17 billion in subsidies to flow to those who have more fi‐
nancial security, even as poor seniors and younger Canadians strug‐
gle to afford the basics. For that reason, we are calling on Ottawa to
modernize old age security in budget 2026 this fall to unlock the
largest improvements to affordability and income security in
decades, and to do so to benefit young and old alike.

Thank you. I look forward to your questions.

● (1655)

The Chair: Thank you, Dr. Kershaw.

[Translation]

Mr. Brossard, you have the floor.

Renaud Brossard (Vice-President, Communications, Montre‐
al Economic Institute): Good morning, everyone.

I would like to thank you for inviting me here today. My col‐
league Gabriel Giguère and I are very pleased to be here to partici‐
pate in the pre-budget consultations.

Two observations, directly related to fiscal policy, have caught
our attention: first, the unsustainable trajectory of our public fi‐
nances, and second, the decline in Canadian entrepreneurship, par‐
ticularly over the past decade.

The chronic deficits of recent years have undermined our public
finances. Interest expenses on the debt have risen, from approxi‐
mately $25 billion a decade ago to just under $60 billion in this
year’s budget. This increase stems from two factors: rising interest
rates and—naturally—the growth of the debt on which that interest
is charged.
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Unfortunately, all signs indicate that the deficits fuelling this sit‐
uation will persist. Earlier this year, researchers at the Montreal
Economic Institute, or MEI, modelled the trajectory the Canadian
budget would take over the next decade. The findings are alarming:
if nothing changes, the federal deficit will grow to reach $117 bil‐
lion in 2035—nearly double the deficit projected for this year. In‐
terest payments on the debt will exceed $90 billion, and the debt
will reach $2.4 trillion—that is, $2,400 billion—which sug‐
gests $900 billion in new federal debt over the next decade. This is
a clear sign that current deficits are neither temporary nor under
control.

In order to bring spending growth below revenue growth and re‐
store a balanced budget within a reasonable time frame, we recom‐
mend that the government adopt a spending reduction plan that is
much more ambitious than the one currently in place. In practical
terms, this could mean an extended hiring freeze, systematic use of
natural attrition, a review of the mandates of departments, agencies
and programs, as well as increased reliance on efficiency gains
made possible by new technologies. Here, the aim is to contrast this
with the period of unbridled expansion that the Canadian public
service has experienced over the past decade.

While this expansion of the state has had an impact on its spend‐
ing, it is also important to recognize that it has affected our en‐
trepreneurial sector. Such expansion typically entails increased reg‐
ulation and higher taxes, two factors with a documented negative
impact on entrepreneurship. Another negative effect of this state
expansion, one that is less frequently discussed, concerns human
resources. This is an aspect that is not discussed enough, but one
that deserves consideration.

When the government expands rapidly, it competes directly with
the private sector for the recruitment of skilled workers: analysts,
managers, specialized professionals, technology experts and so on.
All these talents represent not only a pool of future employees, but
also future entrepreneurs. When an economy directs a growing
share of its workforce toward public administration rather than pri‐
vate investment and business creation, it has direct long-term con‐
sequences for its ability to innovate.

In 2015, Canada had 803,000 self-employed individuals with
paid employees—that is, entrepreneurs. Last year, that number had
fallen to 716,000. This represented a decrease of more than 10% in
the absolute number of entrepreneurs, while the population grew by
15% over the same period.

While the massive hiring of civil servants over the past decade
has had an impact, it is not the sole cause of this decline in en‐
trepreneurship. Increased regulation has made starting a business
more complex. Announcements of capital gains tax increases and
tax changes affecting small businesses have contributed to creating
a hostile environment for entrepreneurship and to delaying certain
investment projects. Additionally, the introduction of a new higher
personal income tax rate in 2016 has made it more difficult to raise
the capital needed to start a business. This echoes the comments
made by my colleague Alexandre Laurin on this subject.

This decline in entrepreneurship is affecting our economic
growth, which has been sluggish in recent years, as well as govern‐

ment finances. Fewer entrepreneurs means less wealth created, and
therefore fewer good jobs, and, ultimately, less tax revenue.

If we want Canada to return to a stronger growth trajectory, bet‐
ter spending management will not be enough. In fact, we must also
restore the conditions that make entrepreneurship attractive by ad‐
dressing the decisions of the past decade that have contributed to
the decline we are seeing.

Thank you very much for your time and attention.

● (1700)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Brossard.

[English]

We will hear from our last witness for this panel. That is Ms.
Tiessen from the Canadian Shield Institute.

You have five minutes.

Kaylie Tiessen (Chief Economist, The Canadian SHIELD In‐
stitute for Public Policy): Thank you very much, Chair Gould,
Vice-Chairs Hallan and Garon, and members of the House of Com‐
mons Standing Committee on Finance. Thank you for the opportu‐
nity to present to you today.

I'm here representing the Canadian Shield Institute for Public
Policy. We're a new organization devoted to policy ideas that
strengthen Canada's economic prosperity and sovereignty. We pay
very close attention to what we call “sovereignty beats”. Here's a
fun one: Between 2016 and 2024, Canada's budgets used the word
“sovereignty” an average of three times per year. Last fall, when
Minister of Finance Champagne tabled his budget in the House of
Commons, the document mentioned sovereignty 57 times. That's a
nineteenfold increase. We're going to have to wait a few months to
find out what the number is in 2026, but it's a safe bet that the fed‐
eral government will still be working to bolster Canada's sovereign‐
ty in a very volatile world.

Another thing we think about a lot is what sovereignty actually
means. At the Canadian Shield Institute, we argue that governance
is the root of sovereignty. We need to have the capability and ability
to govern our territory, our economy and our society to be truly
sovereign.

By this measure, digital sovereignty must be the most urgent pri‐
ority for the federal government today, because we don't have it.
Too often, we have seen governments respond to digital sovereign‐
ty concerns with data residency requirements: If the data centres are
on Canadian soil, then that's a job well done.
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Unfortunately, it's not so simple. Digital platforms require digital
policies and governance institutions that engage with the data, IP,
technical standards and platform economics that define the digital
realm. Canada right now doesn't govern the activity that happens
inside a data centre or in the cloud, so it doesn't matter where the
servers are physically located. Canada has spent decades ceding
control of our digital infrastructure to foreign private actors. Our
daily communications, cloud storage, software systems, productivi‐
ty tools, AI platforms and public sector technology stacks are over‐
whelmingly owned and operated by foreign firms. This dependency
has direct economic, privacy, national security and democratic con‐
sequences. Canada has world-class researchers, strong universities
and deep reserves of AI talent, yet the most commercially success‐
ful AI systems are owned and scaled elsewhere.

Canada funds research, but the intellectual property ends up
owned by foreign firms. Canada generates valuable data, but for‐
eign platforms monetize it. Canada procures technology, but that
procurement frequently entrenches foreign hyperscalers rather than
builds domestic capacity. In fact, we often count wholly owned for‐
eign subsidiaries as being Canadian firms. This is a profound fiscal
and economic strategy failure. Existing and future public expendi‐
tures must build Canadian-owned capacity, or we will compound
the problem we're seeing today.

In the Canadian Shield Institute's written submission, you'll find
detailed policy recommendations for how Canada can better govern
the digital economy. Through clear governance, we believe we can
capture the value of our own innovations. We also explore these
ideas in even more detail through our ongoing policy series, “Foun‐
dations of Digital Sovereignty”.

In brief, we recommend that the Government of Canada act on
six priorities: establish a whole-of-government digital sovereignty
strategy, create a national data trust, modernize federal privacy and
data legislation, establish an innovation asset bank, create a strate‐
gic sovereign compute entity, and build a strategic standards agen‐
da.

The common denominator among these recommendations is
governance. In order to meaningfully engage with the digital econ‐
omy to drive prosperity and productivity growth, we need to govern
how Canadians engage with the digital realm and how the digital
realm engages Canadians. This ethos must be suffused in our na‐
tional institutions, in our trade agreements and in our approach to
governance systems like technical standards.

Digital sovereignty cannot be an afterthought. We're long past
the point where technology is just one sector of the economy. To‐
morrow, from coast to coast to coast, when Canadians get up and
go to work, their jobs are going to involve a screen. Whether you're
a plumber, a farmer, a banker, a child care worker, a musician or
even a member of Parliament, your job today involves using soft‐
ware systems, databases and other digital technology tools.

If Canada is content to let the digital realm be governed by for‐
eign hyperscaler companies or by other governments around the
world, we will all be the poorer for it.

● (1705)

We believe Canada is ready to meaningfully assert our
sovereignty in the digital realm, and we're really proud to present
these policy ideas today on how to move forward in the 2026 feder‐
al budget.

I look forward to your questions. Thank you very much.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Tiessen.

We will begin this round with six minutes from Mr. Kelly.

Pat Kelly: Thank you.

Wow, those were some great opening statements. I'm going to try
to get to as many of you as I can, but I want to start with Mr.
Brossard.

You say that you have modelled and projected the deficit out to
2035, something that the budget does not do. I've questioned the
minister many times about the trajectory that we're on.

With some of the time now, could you elaborate a little bit? You
say $117 billion by 2035, over $90 billion in debt service cost.
That's without new programs or new commitments. Could you con‐
firm and expand on that?

[Translation]

Gabriel Giguère (Senior Policy Analyst, Montreal Economic
Institute): Of course.

In fact, in this paper, which was prepared by our colleague
Trevor Tombe, a research associate, we built a model based on the
budget that was tabled in November 2025. We looked at nominal
GDP growth, which was projected at 3.8% annually, and extended
it through 2035, taking into account revenues that are often linked
to economic growth, particularly taxes, as we know. We also found
that the commitment to reach military spending equivalent to 3.5%
of GDP would drive spending up very sharply. We see an increase
of $100 billion.

When we added it all up, we arrived at a deficit of $117 billion,
which is quite alarming, because today we have a deficit of $65 bil‐
lion or $66 billion, and we see that it will not fall below $50 billion
by 2030. When we look at the period from 2030 to 2035, we see a
reverse trend where the deficit increases. This is alarming in that,
even if we do not add new programs—which, in reality, has been
the federal government's natural tendency for several years, and
even over the past year—we will reach a deficit of $117 billion.
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I believe this reality—that is, a projected deficit of $117 bil‐
lion—also highlights the importance of reducing spending, particu‐
larly in the bureaucracy. We have seen an increase of more than
100,000 public servants since 2015, with the arrival of Justin
Trudeau's government and the Liberals. We are seeing a slight
downward trend, but it is largely insufficient.
[English]

Pat Kelly: That's an important point. This deficit is 100% on this
government. They inherited a balanced budget, something that they
don't like to acknowledge, and they have created a structural deficit
now that even without new programs will just continue to acceler‐
ate. Is that a fair assessment?

Renaud Brossard: Absolutely. If it was not for all the new
spending we've seen in the last decade, we would have a balanced
budget and probably a significant surplus right now.

The problem is that money has been spent. We have used it to
hire bureaucrats. We've used it to create a bunch of new different
programs. Canadians are not necessarily seeing a lot of those re‐
sults. We have 100,000 more bureaucrats, but the passport office is
still as much of a mess as it's always been.

In essence, we have added a whole lot of new spending. If it was
not for that, we would be in a balanced budget. What is the most
troubling is that we have a number of areas where we've been say‐
ing for a long time that spending pressure is going to increase our
budget. Right now, we're seeing one with the size of our military.
The fact that this government is committed to increasing its military
spending to 3.5% of GDP by 2035, if I remember correctly,
that's $100 billion right there. That's not even considered in the cur‐
rent budget. That's going to have a significant effect on our deficit.
● (1710)

Pat Kelly: Thank you very much. I really want to get other wit‐
nesses in.

Dr. Kershaw, thank you for coming to committee. I recall your
committee appearance, I believe it was about this time five years
ago. We were talking about housing then. You had some very pow‐
erful testimony.

What can you add now to your observations on affordability for
young people with respect to housing, five years after your testimo‐
ny then?

Dr. Paul Kershaw: Let's pick up on the conversation about a
structural deficit. There is no doubt the federal government has a
structural deficit, but it is not entirely of the Trudeau government's
making. I think we need to recognize that what's driving the deficit
is the growth in old age security, which was absolutely predictable.
We knew that the baby boomer population would get older, and we
needed to prepare a revenue system for it. We did not. As a result,
OAS over the last decade is up $40 billion. It's going to go up an‐
other $20 billion. That is effectively the scale of the deficit we're
dealing with.

That has huge implications for investing in younger people,
which is why I am suggesting we need to trim back the OAS subsi‐
dies we deliver to those who have six-figure household incomes in
retirement, so that we can dramatically scale up money for housing,
for post-secondary, for child care or for youth employment. There

is a direct trade-off right now with the subsidies that are $17 billion
in total soon for those who are retired and have six-figure house‐
hold incomes, and then we have very little left over to invest in
younger generations.

Pat Kelly: Thank you. I only have 45 seconds left. I want to get
the C.D. Howe Institute into this.

In your opening statement, you said, “I'm sure you've heard [it]
before,” but maybe not all members of the committee have heard it:
weak investment, weak growth and weak GDP growth over the last
10 years.

Can you provide the committee, for context, some statistics
around the weakness that we have seen over the last 10 years in the
Canadian economy, and what the productivity shortfalls we've had
have led to?

The Chair: Answer in 30 seconds, please.

Alexandre Laurin: On gross national income per capita, which
is the best indicator we have for prosperity, from 2015 to 2023 what
we have in our studies is a cumulative growth of 2%, and that's
lower than any other advanced economy. It's much lower than the
average of high-income economies, which was 11% or 12%. Basi‐
cally, we're not going anywhere in terms of our prosperity com‐
pared to most advanced economies, and a lot of people have said
that—

The Chair: I'm sorry, Mr. Laurin. That's the time we have.

Thank you, Mr. Kelly.

[Translation]

Mr. Leitão, you have the floor for six minutes.

Carlos Leitão (Marc-Aurèle-Fortin, Lib.): Thank you very
much.

Mr. Laurin, tax reform is indeed extremely important. You men‐
tion that you want this to be done without affecting the govern‐
ment's total revenue. So this is not a way to generate additional rev‐
enue, but rather to change the composition of its revenue. There
would be less income tax and more consumption taxes. I would ful‐
ly agree with that.

Now, I'd like to talk about your second suggestion, which is sim‐
plifying the system. You suggest reducing it all to just one page. I
find that extremely interesting. Can you give us a few more details
on that?

Alexandre Laurin: Yes.
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Part of our reform would involve providing a tax credit in the
amount of $10,000. That's 15% of $10,000, after all. In fact, it's
a $10,000 tax abatement. It would be optional and would replace a
very large number of credits and deductions. There would be six
basic tax credits or deductions remaining, including for charitable
donations, for the integration of corporate income tax, for the basic
personal amount, for contributions to the Quebec Pension Plan, and
for contributions to an RRSP. Everything else would be replaced by
this $10,000 amount.

We have calculated that nine out of 10 taxpayers would be better
off taking this $10,000 rather than any of the other options offered
by the tax system. Lower-income families would benefit even more
from this new $10,000 amount, because they often make less use of
these special tax credits and deductions.
● (1715)

Carlos Leitão: That's fine, thank you.

Regarding the increase in the Goods and Services Tax, or GST,
what do you propose? Is it an increase of one or two percentage
points?

Alexandre Laurin: It's much more than that. In fact, this
new $10,000 credit, which would replace other credits, would be
very costly—$14 billion—because many low-income families
would benefit from it. It's necessary, because we can't just cut taxes
for the wealthiest without doing something for the less fortunate.
However, there is a fairly significant cost.

As for the GST, we have calculated that this would require an in‐
crease of 2.8 percentage points. Another possible option is a
3.2% payroll tax, which could be more proportional, because we
could exempt, for example, the first $15,000 earned. So, there is a
certain degree of proportionality, and it applies more broadly, even
to the wealthiest. So there are two options.

Carlos Leitão: Okay.

Don't you think that the payroll tax could have a negative effect
on hiring? Couldn't that discourage companies from hiring people?

I understand that it would increase investment, but—
Alexandre Laurin: The empirical studies conducted in Canada

that we have reviewed—some of which were carried out by CIRA‐
NO researchers, I believe—have not identified any major impacts
on investment or the economy. It should be noted that payroll tax
rates in Canada are low, and they would remain low. Therefore, we
do not expect there to be significant effects on the economy, com‐
pared to other taxes.

Carlos Leitão: Okay, thank you very much.

[English]

Dr. Kershaw, I think I'm running out of time here, so I'll be
quick. You mentioned that “Canadians are ready” for the big reform
in OAS. What makes you say that? I kind of agree in general with
the principle, but—

Dr. Paul Kershaw: We did polling in March 2026, most recent‐
ly, that showed what we also found in October 2024, that three-
quarters of Canadians, including three-quarters of retirees, support

the idea. There's consistency across political parties, across regions
and across household incomes.

You can also look at the thought leadership. The idea is endorsed
by the Globe and Mail editorial board, by the publisher of The Hub
and by the lead reporter for the National Observer. That's the sort of
centre, right and left of our mainstream media. You have Basic In‐
come Canada Network endorsing it, and then you can read the Fras‐
er Institute.... That convergence is rare.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Kershaw.

Thank you, Mr. Leitão.

[Translation]

We will continue with Mr. Garon for six minutes.

● (1720)

Jean-Denis Garon: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I thank all the witnesses for being here today.

I will start with you, Ms. Tiessen.

We are dealing with a government that, after changing prime
ministers, abolished the digital services tax to please Presi‐
dent Trump, who, for his part, wants to please Silicon Valley. We
are dealing with a government that has decided not to implement
the 15% minimum tax, in part because it displeases the U.S. gov‐
ernment, which, for its part, wants to please Silicon Valley. We are
dealing with a government that is clearly extremely reluctant to en‐
sure any digital sovereignty whatsoever for Canada.

You have submitted a brief and you are enthusiastic, but do you
think they will want to listen to you?

[English]

Kaylie Tiessen: Yes, I do, because we continue to hear that
sovereignty, digital sovereignty specifically, is incredibly impor‐
tant. When you listen to any radio program or podcast or you watch
TV, the advertisements are real, and there are many, but what we
need underneath the conversation and talking points we're seeing is
actual governance of what's going on. That's the next step in this
process.

We have an AI sovereign compute strategy. Let's embed a digital
sovereignty governance strategy inside there so that we can actually
see the value capture we need in order to avoid this anemic eco‐
nomic growth we've heard about already today, so that we can
strengthen Canadian companies to compete in the digital world and
so that we can strengthen Canadians' ability to control or protect
their data and make sure it's used for their benefit instead of against
them.

[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: Thank you very much for sharing your en‐
thusiasm with us. I hope it will be contagious and spread through‐
out the room.
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Mr. Laurin, essentially, you are proposing a tax reform so that
there are fewer tax brackets and everything is simpler. We would
tax consumption more through sales taxes, because taxing income
and providing deductions for contributions to a registered retire‐
ment savings plan or a tax-free savings account, among other
things, is a form of consumption tax. So you have your own version
of this.

However, you're telling us that we need to tax income less and
tax consumption more. So, in that spirit, you're telling us that, in
light of the recent rise in gas prices, you wouldn't have granted an
excise tax holiday on gas.

Am I right?
Alexandre Laurin: This is a slightly different question, but the

answer is easy: No, I would not have granted this excise tax holi‐
day, because of the cost, which is still considerable. We are running
a deficit, and it is future generations who will have to bear the cost
of this temporary exemption.

Jean-Denis Garon: That's the answer I was looking for.

So, I imagine that would have been part of your $10,000 tax
credit, which is intended to help people.

Alexandre Laurin: No.
Jean-Denis Garon: First you talked about fiscal discipline. You

told us we might have to tighten the budget a bit and reduce the
deficit. You didn't talk about eliminating the deficit, but you did say
we'd have to tighten things up.

Do you think Canada is currently in a financial position to deal
with a pandemic like COVID‑19, as we saw in 2020, without it
leaving significant, lasting effects?

Alexandre Laurin: Another pandemic that would increase the
debt by about 13 percentage points would have very detrimental ef‐
fects, yes. We're nearing the limit where another major crisis like
that would have very serious consequences. It would significantly
increase the debt and interest costs, affect credit rating agencies,
and so on.

The issue is that we don't know what level the net debt, as a per‐
centage of GDP, would have to reach to push us into a new finan‐
cial crisis. No one knows, but—

Jean-Denis Garon: I'll stop you there, because I have another
question.

I understand that we're in a vulnerable position. I really appreci‐
ated what you said. For example, you recommended that profits not
be taxed except when they're redistributed. So there wouldn't be
any immediate tax on profits.

I'd like to hear your proposals on how to reduce tax evasion and
aggressive tax planning by multinational companies. I'm thinking in
particular of the use of transfer pricing to take advantage of tax sys‐
tems where tax rates are lower.

In your document, what do you recommend specifically with re‐
gard to profit taxation in order to ensure that Canadians aren't taken
for a ride?

● (1725)

Alexandre Laurin: It's true that the second option, that of taxing
profits only when they've been distributed, completely changes the
corporate tax regime. In the study, there is a full page outlining var‐
ious other provisions that must also be implemented to protect the
tax base.

Jean-Denis Garon: What about tax evasion? I have 14 seconds
left.

Alexandre Laurin: If tax rates are reduced, there will inevitably
be less tax evasion.

Jean-Denis Garon: If we tax these companies less, they won't
want to rob us anymore.

Voices: Oh, oh!

Alexandre Laurin: It will reduce incentives.

The Chair: Thank you to you both.

These exchanges are always interesting.

[English]

Ms. Cobena, we will continue with you for five minutes, please.

Sandra Cobena: Thank you, Madam Chair.

My questions will be directed to the C.D. Howe Institute.

Mr. Laurin, in your recent paper, you wrote about the govern‐
ment's sovereign wealth fund, and you concluded with “This new
sovereign wealth fund will not resolve Canada's investment chal‐
lenges on its own.” Could you expand on that? What exactly do
you mean by this?

Alexandre Laurin: We don't know a lot of the details right now
about the sovereign wealth fund anyway, but what I meant is what I
presented today, basically. What we need is something that is much
more aggressive: a reform that signals a change that is much more
important than just a $25-billion-or-more sovereign wealth fund
that is more money borrowed being reinvested. There are all sorts
of ways the government already does that. We don't know yet how
that sovereign wealth fund would be different from what is already
done, but I presume it will be. We'll know when we know it.

It's not a lot. When we calculate the investment impact of our re‐
form, it's much greater than $25 billion, obviously; it's enormous.
That's because of the size of the Canadian economy and the size of
private investments already in the economy. The point of the last
sentence you just read is that we need a big bang reform. We need a
big bang in this country much more than just saying, well, the gov‐
ernment is going to invest in those projects, which he will be
choosing, these amounts, etc.

It's okay, and it helps, but it's not nearly enough.

Sandra Cobena: You also note in your piece, of course, that it
isn't the lack of capital availability that's the issue with poor invest‐
ment in Canada. It's the regulatory regime that is blocking develop‐
ment. Can you speak more specifically about this?
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Alexandre Laurin: One reason we have the Major Projects Of‐
fice is that there are a lot of regulatory hurdles on major projects in
Canada, and we want to speed the projects up. The fact that there's
red tape and a lot of regulatory issues within the private sector for
blocking private sector investment is not new. The point we're mak‐
ing is that it's another aspect.

Government could fix the issues instead of choosing a few
projects that deserve to move forward and be fast-forwarded. It's
good that the government's doing this, but if it went forward even
further and concentrated on the source of the problem, we would
have even more investments. That's the point here. This sovereign
wealth fund is one initiative, but it's small in comparison to the
challenge that we're facing.

Sandra Cobena: Of course, what we know is that the seed mon‐
ey for this fund is $25 billion of debt. Are you aware of any other
country that has set up a wealth fund through debt?
● (1730)

Alexandre Laurin: To be honest, I haven't researched substan‐
tially what other countries have done regarding sovereign wealth
funds. You could label them differently. It's possible that other
countries have done it, but I don't know.

Sandra Cobena: There's some very high-level research that I
did. The only country that I found was, in fact, China. What is typi‐
cally the source of funds, then, for sovereign wealth funds, based
on what your research has told you so far?

Alexandre Laurin: The ones that we know and are popular are
the sovereign wealth funds from oil-producing nations, including
Norway. There's also some kind of sovereign wealth fund in the
province of Quebec, where the dividends from Hydro-Québec are
reinvested in the generations fund. That's another type of sovereign
wealth fund where there's a dedicated revenue source, and the Que‐
bec government has recorded surpluses many years during the time
that it has had the generations fund. We can't say that all of these
investments were from a situation of deficit. They were not in many
years. That's another example.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Laurin.

Thanks, Ms. Cobena.

We'll continue now with Mr. MacDonald for five minutes.
Kent MacDonald (Cardigan, Lib.): Thank you, Madam Chair.

I'll start with Mr. Laurin with the C.D. Howe Institute.

You spoke a lot about major tax reform right away. I was won‐
dering what you feel are our biggest challenges in Canada to our
long-term economic competitiveness. Is tax reform the first thing
we have to do, or are there other issues we have to address?

Alexandre Laurin: There are certainly other things we have to
address. When I do my own research, I concentrate on fiscal and
tax policies. It's something that I have read repeatedly and some‐
thing that I became convinced of—that we need a more competitive
tax system in Canada. We are a little bit off base, as I said, with re‐
spect to the amount of revenues as a proportion of our economy
that we collect from income taxes, corporate and personal.

Other advanced economies, most of them, even the European
ones, collect less. It's just something that has happened and, I be‐

lieve, something we would benefit greatly from changing. It doesn't
mean necessarily collecting less revenue. It's just changing the
structure of the tax system. That's something that I hear repeatedly
that needs to be done. I don't know if that's the greatest factor hurt‐
ing our competitiveness, but I know it's a major one.

Kent MacDonald: I thought you were maybe going to answer
“productivity”. That leads into the next question.

To offset productivity and the low rates of productivity in
Canada, we put in the tax superdeduction. That's generally aligned
with the manufacturing incentive for more manufacturing. In the
previous hour here, we heard from the speakers who suggested
adding it into the construction trade.

I meet with a lot of agricultural representatives. They'd like to
see the tax superdeduction in the agricultural community, because
everything we're going to do to increase productivity is going to be
capital-cost extensive. To offset this, we have to have some type of
tax credit in place so that individuals and businesses will invest.
Can you comment on that?

Alexandre Laurin: Private capital investment per worker is
lower in the United States and Canada. That's been the case for
many years. It's also now lower than the average of the OECD.
Therefore, we lack investment. You're right that the accelerated de‐
preciation that has been introduced is for manufacturing and equip‐
ment. It's mostly the manufacturing sector that benefits from it, but
it does leave out a lot of other sectors.

For example, if you look at our study, the marginal effective tax
rate on new investments in the manufacturing sector is negative
with the superdeduction. This means that on that return on invest‐
ment, from investment in manufacturing, there's practically no tax,
so it's negative. However, in other sectors like construction, it's
20%. It's the same for transport. Transportation is higher, wholesale
trade is higher, retail trade is higher and services are higher. It's not
neutral.

● (1735)

Kent MacDonald: I'm going to jump in because I want to get
another question in, if I can. Thank you for your answer.

On old age security for seniors, your $100,000 may seem like a
high number, but I don't think it is. Is it a flat rate for Canada? Did
you do any comparisons where living costs, electricity rates and the
price of a litre of gasoline are higher?
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I'm looking at Atlantic Canada because I represent Atlantic
Canada. We have a higher proportion of seniors who retire in At‐
lantic Canada. Maybe they put in their productive years somewhere
else in the country, but then we have to deal with that. Did you do
any analysis that way?

The Chair: Please give a very brief response of 20 seconds.
Dr. Paul Kershaw: It's a flat rate across Canada, as it is for the

Canada child benefit. I would ask you how we justify phasing out
the CCB at $81,000 of household income, when we wait un‐
til $185,000 for retirees, regardless of where they live in the coun‐
try.

The Chair: Thank you very much.
[Translation]

To conclude this hour, I give the floor to Mr. Garon for two and a
half minutes.

Jean-Denis Garon: Thank you.

Mr. Kershaw, I understand your proposal. Since I don't have
much time, I don't want you selling it to me a second time. I just
want to ask about a principle.

People have taken the current old age security program rules into
account when planning their retirement. Those rules were part of
their planning. Do you think that changing them immediately
would be unfair to those who are retiring? Should your proposal ap‐
ply to future generations of seniors? My question is about the prin‐
ciple.
[English]

Dr. Paul Kershaw: Clearly, the polling, including in Quebec,
doesn't support that idea. People, including retirees, are supportive
and open to making the change. I don't think that principle should
get in the way.
[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: All right.

Gentlemen from the Montreal Economic Institute, I'd like to ask
you about the sovereign wealth fund.

Maybe it's just a semantics issue, but shouldn't a sovereign
wealth fund have funds?

Renaud Brossard: In general, yes. This type of fund essentially
draws on budget surpluses and specific revenue streams. In this
case, it would essentially be financed through borrowing, or at
least, by taking on new debt that we wouldn't otherwise have in‐
curred.

Jean-Denis Garon: All right. So there aren't really any revenue
streams. It's a “fund without funds”, as La Presse put it today.

Mr. Laurin, I'll end with you.

You speak with economists and academics in the business sector,
where you're well established. Before the Prime Minister an‐
nounced this sovereign wealth fund, which will eventually be fund‐
ed through interest-bearing debt, did anyone come to you and say
that there was a need for such a fund? Was there an existing de‐
mand? Did this come from business circles?

Who was calling for this, before the Prime Minister and Minis‐
ter Champagne came up with it? Can we have a list? If one exists,
can you submit it to the committee?

Alexandre Laurin: No, I don't exactly have a list, but—

Jean-Denis Garon: Is that because it doesn't exist?

Alexandre Laurin: Investors made the request. There include
institutional investors, such as pension plans. It is, in fact, some‐
thing they have asked for. First, they asked for projects in which
they could invest. Now that those projects exist, if the government
participates alongside them, it will, of course, reduce risk and make
those projects more profitable—

Jean-Denis Garon: It makes them less risky.

Alexandre Laurin: Yes.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Laurin and Mr. Garon. We have to
stop here.

I'd like to thank all the witnesses.

We're going to suspend the meeting before welcoming the next
group of witnesses. We'll be back at exactly 5:50 p.m. in order to
have a bit more time.

Thank you, everyone.

● (1740)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● 

[English]

The Chair: Welcome back, colleagues. We will resume the
meeting.

I would like to welcome our next panel of witnesses.

From the Canadian Bankers Association, we have Alex Ciappa‐
ra, vice-president and head economist, financial stability and bank‐
ing policy. He is joined by Hartland Elcock, assistant general coun‐
sel and vice-president. From the Canadian Bitcoin Consortium, we
have Koleya Karringten, executive director. From Canadian Web3
Council, we have Morva Rohani, executive director. From Wealth‐
simple Investment Inc., we have Jessica Oliver, head, government
and regulatory relations.

Welcome, and thank you for joining us.

I would like to remind participants of the following points before
we begin. Please wait until I recognize you by name before speak‐
ing. For those participating via video conference, click on the mi‐
crophone 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 the appropriate channel for interpretation:
floor, English or French. For those in the room, you can use the ear‐
piece and select the desired channel.
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I would like to remind all of our witnesses that committee mem‐
bers may ask questions in either French or English. If you will need
interpretation, please take a moment now to prepare your earpiece
and select the listening channel you need in advance in order to
take full advantage of the time allotted for questions and answers.

I remind you that all comments should be addressed through the
chair. All virtual witnesses have conducted a mandatory witness on‐
boarding test.

Now, each of you will have five minutes for your opening re‐
marks.

We will begin with the Canadian Bankers Association, please.

Alex Ciappara (Vice-President and Head Economist, Finan‐
cial Stability and Banking Policy, Canadian Bankers Associa‐
tion): Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

Good afternoon and thank you for the invitation to address the
committee's study on pre-budget consultations in advance of the
2026 budget.

My name is Alex Ciappara, vice-president and head economist of
the Canadian Bankers Association. I'm joined by Hartland Elcock,
assistant general counsel and vice-president.

The CBA is the voice of more than 60 domestic and foreign
banks operating in Canada. It advocates for public policies that
contribute to a sound, thriving banking system to ensure Canadians
can achieve their financial goals. Canadian households, businesses,
employees, governments and shareholders—a significant portion of
whom are Canadians—all have a stake in a growing, vibrant bank‐
ing sector. Banks help families buy a home and save for retirement.
They help small businesses grow and thrive while providing eco‐
nomic benefits to all Canadians today and into the future.

For instance, Canadian banks have approved $1.7 trillion in resi‐
dential mortgages and an additional $1.9 trillion in business credit.
Banks employ close to 300,000 Canadians and contribute $74 bil‐
lion to Canada's economy. Lastly, they have paid $16 billion in tax‐
es to all levels of government in Canada and $29 billion in dividend
income to investors in 2025. It is from this perspective that we
come to you today as partners in building, protecting and empower‐
ing Canada for Canadians.

Our pre-budget submission makes six recommendations that ad‐
dress these objectives. For instance, to help Canadians build, our
recommendations regarding prudential regulation and tax reform
will promote productivity growth in Canada. Lagging productivity
levels risk wage stagnation, put pressure on public services, in‐
crease production costs and diminish global competitiveness. Ad‐
justing the prudential capital framework will enable banks to flow
even more capital to individuals and businesses to support jobs and
economic growth domestically and to compete effectively interna‐
tionally.

Furthermore, we recommend that the government action its com‐
mitment to review the corporate tax system, including reviewing
the removal of sector-specific taxes, such as those on the financial
sector.

To help protect Canadians, our recommendations address fraud,
scams, money laundering and terrorist financing. The CBA has
been a leader in bringing together approximately 50 public and pri‐
vate partners, including regulators, financial institutions, telecom‐
munications providers, law enforcement and digital platforms, in
forming the Canadian anti-scam coalition to advance coordinated
education, awareness and prevention initiatives.

We believe the federal government's national anti-fraud strategy,
announced in budget 2025, is a critical step toward a unified cross-
sectoral response. In addition, we believe the government must im‐
plement an income-verification solution to address mortgage fraud.

Similarly, we believe Canada's AML and ATF framework must
continue to evolve into a fit-for-purpose framework that more ef‐
fectively targets money laundering and terrorist financing. The fi‐
nancial crime environment is rapidly changing. Criminal networks
are increasingly sophisticated. Technology is advancing and geopo‐
litical dynamics are fluid. The AML and ATF regime must be ready
to respond to these challenges. This is why we are supportive of the
government's announcement regarding the establishment of the fi‐
nancial crimes agency. We have additional ideas to improve the
system.

Lastly, to empower Canadians, our recommendations include
better ways to promote competition and measures to reduce internal
trade barriers. We believe budget 2025's announcement to prohibit
fees on investment and registered account transfers across institu‐
tions and to require timely transfers of investment funds must apply
to all plan providers so that it benefits all Canadians. In order to do
this, the Income Tax Act must be leveraged to implement this pro‐
hibition so that it applies to all financial institutions and helps all
Canadians.

Similarly, Canadians right across this country can benefit from
the reduction of internal trade barriers. The IMF estimates that such
barriers are equivalent to an average annual tariff of 9%. From a fi‐
nancial sector perspective, this means eliminating duplicative, over‐
lapping or fragmented requirements in favour of harmonized frame‐
works that promote clear, consistent rules nationwide and stream‐
line compliance, particularly in the areas of AML and ATF, privacy,
market conduct of payment service providers and over-the-counter
derivatives.
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In conclusion, the CBA appreciates the opportunity to contribute
to the committee's study on pre-budget consultations for the 2026
budget to help build, protect and empower Canadians. We look for‐
ward to your questions.
● (1805)

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

I might just take a moment to salute the CBA's anti-fraud and an‐
ti-scam work. Thank you for doing that.

Alex Ciappara: Thank you.
The Chair: I would now like to invite Ms. Karringten, from the

Canadian Bitcoin Consortium, to give her opening remarks.
Koleya Karringten (Executive Director, Canadian Bitcoin

Consortium): Ms. Chair, honourable members of the committee,
according to the Canadian anti-fraud centre's latest annual report,
crypto ATMs account for only 2.2% of the reported fraud losses in
Canada. These risks are real and they must be addressed, but the
numbers show that a blanket prohibition may not be the most tar‐
geted or effective response.

My name is Koleya Karringten. I'm the executive director for the
Canadian Bitcoin Consortium. The consortium is the largest nation‐
al industry association representing responsible participants across
Canada's digital asset sector, including operators, technology
providers and compliance-focused businesses. We engage regularly
with federal and provincial governments, including through Fi‐
nance Canada's advisory committee on money laundering and ter‐
rorist financing and broader economic policy forums.

I'd like to acknowledge the Government of Canada's continued
focus on strengthening Canadian integrity and protecting Canadians
from fraud. Those are objectives that we share, and we support ef‐
fective, enforceable policy that improves oversight and reduces
harm.

The spring economic update also highlights the growing rele‐
vance of digital assets, including stablecoins. This is an important
development. Stablecoins are increasingly being considered global‐
ly as part of modern payment infrastructure, with implications for
settlement efficiency, cross-border transactions and financial inno‐
vation.

As Canada considers its approach, there is an opportunity to en‐
sure that policy supports both financial stability and economic com‐
petitiveness. Jurisdictions such as the United States, the United
Kingdom and the European Union are actively developing regulato‐
ry frameworks that bring stablecoin activity into supervised envi‐
ronments. Maintaining alignment with these developments would
be an important way to ensure Canada remains a competitive and
credible financial jurisdiction.

From our perspective, the principle is straightforward: Where ac‐
tivity is brought within clear regulatory frameworks, it becomes
transparent, more observable and more enforceable. Where it is
pushed outside of those frameworks, visibility and control are re‐
duced.

That same principle applies to the committee's consideration of
crypto ATMs. We are concerned that a blanket prohibition may not
achieve the intended policy outcome but may, instead, reduce visi‐

bility for regulators and law enforcement. Where compliant opera‐
tors are removed, activity does not disappear. It shifts to less trans‐
parent channels with fewer reporting obligations and fewer points
of intervention.

Australia shows what targeted regulation can look like. In 2025,
AUSTRAC introduced strict new conditions for crypto ATM opera‐
tors, including transaction caps, mandatory KYC, and independent
audits. We know what this looks like because Australia did it just
months ago, and it's already delivering better oversight and stronger
protections.

In that context, the policy objective should be to retain and
strengthen oversight within the system rather than displace it. Re‐
sponsible operators today already apply meaningful safeguards.
These include full identity verification for transactions, transaction
monitoring, blockchain analytics, fraud detection measures and
structured reporting aligned with FINTRAC's requirements. In
practice, this allows certain forms of activity to be traceable, re‐
portable and actionable from an enforcement perspective.

A blanket prohibition would remove that layer of visibility while
also impacting Canadian small businesses, including independent
retailers who host these machines. Our recommendation is, there‐
fore, focused on being practical. The consortium urges this commit‐
tee to recommend against a blanket ban on crypto ATMs in favour
of a mandatory national compliance standard with a reasonable
transition period for certified operators. This standard could include
robust KYC, transaction limits, fraud prevention controls, licensing
requirements and stronger enforcement tools.

The consortium stands ready to support the work immediately.
We can provide technical input, share compliance practices and
contribute to informed policy development alongside Finance
Canada and FINTRAC.

Ms. Chair and members of the committee, our objective is
aligned with yours. Effective policy should reduce harm while pre‐
serving visibility, enforceability and confidence in the system. With
the right approach, Canada can achieve this balance while remain‐
ing competitive in a rapidly evolving financial landscape.

Thank you for your time. We'd be pleased to answer any ques‐
tions.

● (1810)

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Karringten.

We will proceed now with Ms. Rohani for five minutes, please.
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Morva Rohani (Executive Director, Canadian Web3 Coun‐
cil): Good evening, Chair, vice-chairs and honourable members.
Thank you for the invitation to appear today.

I'm Morva Rohani and I'm the executive director of the Canadian
Web3 Council. We represent companies building digital finance
and payment technologies in more than 190 countries, and they're
all committed to responsible innovation in Canada.

We support the government's efforts to protect Canada's econom‐
ic sovereignty and to position Canada for long-term growth. Stable‐
coins are an important part of that effort.

I want to start with a definition of “stablecoins”. They're digital
money designed to hold a steady value, typically one dollar. They
allow people and businesses to send payments faster and more
cheaply than traditional methods. Think of them as digital cash that
moves instantly around the world.

The problem is that Canadians are using American digital dol‐
lars. Right now, 98% of the $350 billion in stablecoins worldwide
are U.S. dollars. When Canadians use these American stablecoins,
their money backs U.S. government debt instead of Canadian gov‐
ernment debt. This weakens our economy.

According to the FCAC, 4% of Canadian adults already hold sta‐
blecoins. Most of those are likely denominated in U.S. dollars. The
opportunity here is that a trusted and robust Canadian dollar stable‐
coin system can strengthen our economy. It can deliver three bene‐
fits.

First, it lowers costs for businesses and consumers. Stablecoins
move money faster and more cheaply than traditional banking,
helping us to boost productivity.

Second, it creates stronger demand for Canadian government
bonds. Stablecoin issuers must hold reserves to back their digital
dollars. If those reserves are Canadian treasuries, it creates steady
demand for our government debt.

Third, it enables easier trade with Europe and Asia. Canadian
dollar stablecoins connected to global payment systems can help
businesses trade with partners beyond the United States.

Unclear rules, however, are holding Canada back. Right now,
different regulators treat stablecoins differently. Some see them as
payment methods. Others see them as investments. Others see them
as commodities. This confusion makes it harder for Canadian com‐
panies to build here.

Meanwhile, the U.K. and the EU have clearer rules. The U.S. is
moving very quickly. If Canada doesn't act, our entrepreneurs will
build elsewhere and Canadians will keep using American stable‐
coins.

Here today, we want to discuss three of our recommendations.

First, create clear and consistent rules for stablecoins across all
Canadian laws. Different laws currently treat stablecoins different‐
ly, creating confusion for businesses and tax complexity for users.
We recommend that Canada clearly define stablecoins as payment
instruments under federal law. This would reduce red tape, make
Canada more competitive and increase demand for Canadian gov‐

ernment bonds. The U.K. and the EU already treat stablecoins this
way. Canada has to keep pace with these economies.

Second, allow stablecoin providers to offer reward programs.
Current rules prevent stablecoin issuers from offering rewards like
cash back or loyalty points, but credit card companies do this every
day. This puts Canadian stablecoin providers at a disadvantage
against foreign credit card networks and American stablecoin is‐
suers.

The U.S. CLARITY Act, which allows for stablecoins to offer
reward programs, is advancing to the Senate. The White House is
supporting it. If it becomes law, it would be structurally more at‐
tractive for Canadians to use and hold U.S. stablecoins. We recom‐
mend narrowing the restriction on interest and yield payments so
that Canadian stablecoins can compete fairly. This will encourage
more Canadians to use Canadian dollar stablecoins instead of
American alternatives.

Third, we recommend that we work with other countries to rec‐
ognize each other's rules. Canadian stablecoin issuers want to serve
customers in Europe and Asia. Foreign issuers want to serve Cana‐
dians. If each country requires completely different compliance, it
becomes too expensive and complicated.

We recommend that Canada work with key trading partners to
recognize equivalent regulations. Having mutual recognition on sta‐
blecoins with other countries will let Canadian companies do busi‐
ness more easily overseas while ensuring that foreign providers
meet Canadian standards.

The result of that would be a larger market for Canadian dollar
stablecoins, supporting trade diversification and strengthening our
dollar's role in global payments.
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To close, I would just say that we have an opportunity to lead
here. A trusted Canadian dollar stablecoin can lower costs for busi‐
nesses, strengthen demand for Canadian government bonds and
support trade with Europe and Asia. Together, these outcomes
would protect our economic sovereignty, but we have to act quick‐
ly. If we delay, entrepreneurs will build their companies elsewhere
and Canadians will keep using American stablecoins. Our economy
will be weaker for it.

Thank you so much. I welcome your questions.
● (1815)

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Rohani.

We will now hear from Ms. Oliver from Wealthsimple Invest‐
ment Inc.

Jessica Oliver (Head, Government and Regulatory Relations,
Wealthsimple Investment Inc.): Thank you.
[Translation]

I'd like to thank the committee for inviting me to appear again.
[English]

Wealthsimple is Canada's leading financial innovator. We serve
more than four million Canadians and we hold $150 billion in as‐
sets on their behalf. More than one in five Canadians aged 18 to 40
use Wealthsimple, and that reach gives us insight into a generation
that policy-makers are trying to reach and who are very present in
the issues that this committee considers.

Several reforms are now within reach. These reforms would give
Canadians genuine control over their money through the ability to
move their money where they want, when they want, without
penalty or delay, as well as give them control over their financial
data, with the ability to have a full picture of their financial situa‐
tion and the ability to consider options to improve decision-making.

I'll touch on three options raised in our pre-budget submission: a
ban on investment account transfer fees, a real-time payment rail
and an open banking framework. These are interconnected. They
are standards and infrastructure that exist in every peer country,
countries that also care about stability, security and productivity.

The most urgent of these, in our view, are account transfer fees.

How much should it cost for a Canadian to move their savings
from one provider to a better one? The industry's answer at the mo‐
ment is $150 per account. Wealthsimple's answer is zero. We ab‐
sorb the $2.20 it costs us to process an outgoing transfer.

This is what it means in practice for a 24-year-old earning an av‐
erage wage who's done the right things. She has opened a TFSA, an
RRSP and an FHSA, and she saves diligently. She finds a provider
that better suits her needs and decides to move her accounts. It
costs $150 to transfer a single account, which is more than 2% of
the average TFSA balance at that age. She's charged $450 in total
to switch over, and if her former institution is in no hurry, she may
wait months for that money to arrive.

Last year, 28% of inbound transfers to Wealthsimple took longer
than 20 business days to settle. The slowest 10% took more than
five months. Shopping around and changing financial providers is a

fundamentally optimistic decision. It means you believe there is
something better. That inexplicably slow and expensive process
erodes trust and breeds cynicism.

Since budget 2025 announced a ban on these fees, Wealthsimple
clients alone have been charged nearly $50 million by other institu‐
tions, and we estimate that Canadians are paying more than $1 mil‐
lion per day. Every day of delay has a price, which is paid by peo‐
ple saving for a first home, for retirement or for their children's ed‐
ucation.

Second, on payments modernization, for a small business owner
who today waits days for a payment to clear or pays a steep fee to
settle a foreign transaction, real-time payments and stablecoins
change that calculus. The infrastructure is ready to make things eas‐
ier for that small business owner. What matters now is on-schedule
implementation.

Finally, as others have mentioned, none of this succeeds without
trust. Financial fraud is a serious and growing problem, and Cana‐
dians deserve better protection. We support the creation of the na‐
tional anti-fraud strategy and the financial crimes agency, and in
particular the attention being paid to all regulated entities, including
digital and social media platforms, where most financial scams be‐
gin.

We know our clients are engaged too. Every time we launch new
security features—for example, the ability to add a layer of friction
in an ID verification when you send an e-transfer that is not from
your work or home—we see strong uptake in those measures. Tech‐
nology gives our clients options, and they avail themselves of them.

In short, the financial system Canadians deserve is within reach.
What we need now is the resolve to finish the job.

● (1820)

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

We will begin now with six minutes for Mr. McLean.

Greg McLean (Calgary Centre, CPC): Thank you, Madam
Chair, and let me thank all our witnesses here today. There has been
very good input so far, and we're going to appreciate all the com‐
ments you can give us on what needs to change going forward.
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The first question is for the Canadian Bankers Association.

You talked about your book of business, with $1.7 trillion in
mortgages and $1.9 trillion in business loans in Canada. Is that cor‐
rect?

Alex Ciappara: Yes.
Greg McLean: Okay, so let's call it roughly 45% in mortgages

and 55% in business loans. Is that about right? Yes.

However, housing takes up only 11% of the Canadian economy,
so do you think you're a little overlayered on personal real estate?
Should more of your funds be invested in businesses across
Canada, or is that risk profile not good in Canada at this point in
time?

Alex Ciappara: That's a great question. I think it gets to the
heart of the productivity crisis that we're challenged with right now.
Unfortunately, because of the way the capital risk weights are set
up right now, banks devote less capital to mortgages than they do to
businesses.

In terms of capital regulation, there are standardized and ad‐
vanced models. We've been pushing hard for OSFI to review the
risk capital models, and that's why we're very supportive of OSFI's
review of the standardized capital risk weights. We've seen their
proposal to reduce capital risk weights on business loans from 85%
to 75%, and we'd like to see that implemented.

Greg McLean: Thank you. I apologize that I have little time. I
have a whole bunch of questions for the other members.

I'm going to jump to the issue of money laundering and the fi‐
nancial crimes agency.

I've been a member of Parliament for six and a half years now,
and we've been moving on this financial crimes agency and anti-
money laundering legislation for that entire six and a half years. We
don't know what's taking so long, but we do want this to move very
quickly.

Can you tell us what has held up the government on this so far?
Hartland Elcock (Assistant General Counsel and Vice-Presi‐

dent, Canadian Bankers Association): I would contextualize by
saying it is a big lift to get the legislation before Parliament and ac‐
tually introduce the financial crimes agency. We're very impressed
that the government has put that forward, and we're strong support‐
ers of it, particularly the structure of it.

Greg McLean: Let me suggest that you're easily impressed. I've
seen it in front of the House of Commons a number of times so far
in a bunch of budgets.

Let me ask one of your colleagues.

Ms. Karringten, what do you think of the anti-money-laundering
laws and regulations that are coming forward? Are they something
new, and how do they fit into your universe?

Koleya Karringten: Sitting on the Department of Finance
Canada's anti-money-laundering and terrorist financing committee,
I would say that there are some fairly robust frameworks currently
being implemented. I have heard of the stand-up of this committee,
and I applaud that they want to form it.

From my understanding, there are about two individuals who are
currently sitting on it. I'm curious about how the expansion and the
mandate are going to engage. There's going to be a fair bit of com‐
munication needed among the different entities of FINTRAC, the
Department of Finance and different committees. It's hard for me to
properly formulate anything on it, because I haven't seen—

● (1825)

Greg McLean: Let me try to move on to the issue of regulation.

The banks and a lot of our financial institutions are overseen by
the Office of the Superintendent of Financial Institutions. It's actu‐
ally the Bank of Canada that oversees cryptocurrency or stablecoin
as a payments instrument.

Given that the likely issuer of a cryptocurrency will be the Bank
of Canada, do you think that it serves the cryptocurrency ecosystem
in Canada well if the regulator is also a competitor?

Koleya Karringten: No, I do not believe that it serves the
ecosystem. I believe it should be through independent retailers,
such as what Tetra is working to do, or Transactix or Stablecorp. I
don't believe that allowing a regulator to also be a competitor cre‐
ates a fair playing ground for innovative businesses in Canada that
are trying to introduce new products to the market.

Greg McLean: Thank you.

I'm going to move to Ms. Rohani now on the same question.

Ms. Rohani, if the central bank digital currency proposed by the
Government of Canada in its latest budget comes to pass and there
is no ability to make payments or get rewards for investing in that
CBDC, what is the impetus to move over from the yield-paying or
reward-offering digital currencies offered elsewhere through the
U.S. dollar?

Morva Rohani: I would say that the Bank of Canada is the right
prudential regulator for stablecoins. We support that, but I agree
with Ms. Karringten that a regulator should not also be a competing
issuer. That creates a structural conflict that disadvantages private
Canadian issuers from day one.

On a note of being precise, a CBDC and a stablecoin are differ‐
ent products. CBDC is central bank money issued directly by the
Bank of Canada. A stablecoin is a privately issued payment instru‐
ment backed one to one by reserves.

My understanding is that the Bank of Canada has also paused
their active CBDC work and that their focus right now is on private
Canadian dollar stablecoins under federal oversight—
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The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Rohani. I'm going to have to end it
there. That concludes our time.

Thank you, Mr. McLean.

Before I go to Mr. Sawatzky, Mr. Elcock, when you speak next,
the interpreters want you to lower your mic a little bit. Thank you
very much.

Next is Mr. Sawatzky for six minutes.
Jake Sawatzky (New Westminster—Burnaby—Maillardville,

Lib.): Thank you, Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses for coming today.

Ms. Oliver, I have some questions.

Over the past few years, the federal government has taken steps
to strengthen the consumer protection framework, including en‐
hanced oversight of financial institutions and expanded tools for
consumer awareness. In this context, could you speak to how effec‐
tive current consumer protection measures have been in supporting
Canadians?

Jessica Oliver: Wealthsimple is a securities dealer. Our principal
regulators are the Ontario Securities Commission and CIRO. We
obviously follow the FCAC in their work on consumer protection,
but I don't know that I could speak intimately to their oversight be‐
cause we operate primarily.... Aside from AML and payments
through the RPAA and through FINTRAC, I'm not that familiar.

Jake Sawatzky: No worries.

Until recently, banks would make hundreds of millions of dollars
off people by charging them various fees. Can you tell us how
much the recently announced cap of $10 for non-sufficient fund
fees or providing access to accounts for no more than four dollars
per month will save Canadians?

Jessica Oliver: The FCAC, in its consumer protection measures,
has service standards for the transfer of registered investment ac‐
counts that actually apply to both federally regulated and provin‐
cially regulated entities. The obligation is to “strive” to make these
transfers in a timely fashion. To “strive” is, I would say, insufficient
in our experience, given, for example, the five-month delay in 10%
of our transfers.

When it comes to the NSF fee cap, we don't charge NSF fees.
There was a long delay between the announcement of that con‐
sumer protection measure and its actual implementation. Our strong
encouragement to the government is that while Canadians have ap‐
plauded the commitment to ban those account transfer fees, the ban
should be implemented without delay, because it is difficult to un‐
derstand why it's taking so long to implement.
● (1830)

Jake Sawatzky: There have been concerns around slow transfers
and high exit fees, as you mentioned in your opening remarks. How
do you see open banking improving data portability and reducing
barriers for consumers?

Jessica Oliver: I'm going to be so excited, because there's a lot
happening. It's all coming together at a similar time.

There have been questions before about who's asking for this.
When it arrives, we will all see very clearly that you couldn't know
to ask for something that you hadn't experienced, but when you ex‐
perience it, you won't be able to believe that you used to have to
send your university tuition payment a week in advance to avoid a
late fee. The real-time rail will let you work until the end of your
shift at midnight on the day your tuition is due before you send it,
or your utility bill or what have you.

As for open banking, it's the ability to see your full financial pic‐
ture, including your workplace pension, which fewer and fewer
Canadians have but it's an example of something that you wouldn't
necessarily see, even if you have everything at one financial institu‐
tion. It gives the ability to share certain things with your spouse so
that you can plan for your future and take advantage of all these
amazing tools that exist to budget and make decisions based on
your unique circumstances.

We have had a good, stable system, but a pen is a pen. There's a
paintbrush. There's a pencil. There are other ways folks can choose
to get their message across.

I think there are going to be insights. If you own a home before
the age of 35, if you have a workplace pension and if you get paid
an amount you know you can count on every two weeks, you don't
have to apologize for it, but you do have to recognize that this is
not the experience of the majority of people. It's not all people. It's
not the experience of the majority of people, and—

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Oliver. We have to end it there.

Thank you, Mr. Sawatzky.

[Translation]

We'll continue with Mr. Garon, for six minutes.

Jean-Denis Garon: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I thank the witnesses for joining us.

Ms. Rohani, I understand that Canadian digital sovereignty is im‐
portant to your organization. Many telecommunications companies
that appeared here said they were disappointed that the productivity
superdeduction, as the Liberals call it, is nothing but an accelerated
depreciation policy, as is the case in many places. The difference is
that when the government implemented this policy, it chose the
winners, in this case six sectors, which means that today, when
companies develop fibre optic networks in Canada, they don't have
access to this superdeduction.

Do you think this superdeduction should apply to Canadian com‐
panies developing fibre optics?

[English]

Morva Rohani: Thank you so much for the question.
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If you're referring to an analogy.... I represent only digital asset
firms, so I can't really speak to telecommunications matters. If your
question is about extending some of those benefits to other indus‐
tries, I'd be happy to answer the question.
[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: I was referring to the importance of offering
this deduction to strengthen our digital sovereignty and Canada's fi‐
bre optic network. It's okay; we can come back to it.

I'd like to turn to the representatives of the Canadian Bankers As‐
sociation, whom I welcome.

We work a lot with your colleagues in Quebec, and you're always
there to keep us informed. You always answer our call. Thank you
very much. We disagree on certain things, especially on how to
handle fraud. In the United Kingdom, the regime provides that
banks are, in fact, responsible when someone is the victim of bank
fraud. That has encouraged banks to invest.

I know you're doing a lot of work to raise awareness across the
ecosystem. However, in the United Kingdom, banks are held re‐
sponsible. That has prompted them to invest heavily in fraud pre‐
vention, resulting in an 80% reduction in cases.

Do you think an 80% reduction is a success?
● (1835)

[English]
Alex Ciappara: Thank you very much for the question. I'll pass

on your regards to my colleague Eric.

In terms of the fraud issue, our preference is to look at Australia
as a leader country. They've put in place a multisectoral group of
companies and organizations to fight fraud: telecommunications,
digital platforms, banks, law enforcement and governments. We've
seen a decline in fraud in Australia, and we'd like to import that
same model into Canada.

We've seen that 85% of frauds start from telecommunications
and digital platforms. It's critical that we have them on board as
part of this fight. This is why we're supportive of the national anti-
fraud strategy. It's because they do exactly that.
[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: You referred to a study by the International
Monetary Fund, or IMF, according to which interprovincial barriers
are equivalent to tariffs of 9%. Are you referring to the IMF's
econometric study that is purely theoretical and in which provincial
geography and governments don't exist?

I wonder if you're referring to the same study, because the IMF
study that I read doesn't say what you're saying.
[English]

Alex Ciappara: I believe it is, yes.
[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: It'd be a good idea to read it correctly before
quoting it, otherwise it generally misleads Canadian voters.

Ms. Oliver, let me put on my economist hat. You're talking about
fees and you're being very diplomatic. I think Wealthsimple is try‐

ing to break into the banking market, which isn't easy. It's hard to
change banks in Canada. Customers are captive. Even though there
are a number of businesses, the Canadian banking community is
concentrated. It meets a number of criteria of what we could broad‐
ly call a monopoly.

Do you think there's enough competition in the Canadian bank‐
ing sector?

Jessica Oliver: I don't think it's controversial to say there's not
enough competition in the Canadian banking sector. We need more.

We often tell our colleagues in the federal government that we
now administer $150 billion worth of assets for our clients. Just
provincially, because we're a brokerage and not a bank, we've been
able to attract one million customers and $1 billion of assets. We
offer something like a bank account—

Jean-Denis Garon: You have partners, right?

Jessica Oliver: Yes.

Jean-Denis Garon: You agree it's very difficult for you to enter
that market.

Jessica Oliver: I like that comment.

Yes, it's difficult, but in terms of leveraging deposits, lending
money or compliance, we can't say whether there are too many or
not enough regulations, because we don't do that work. We trust the
banks for that. We ask them if they're going to pay us a higher in‐
terest than they're paying their retail customers, and the answer is
yes.

Jean-Denis Garon: To be able to offer these products, you had
to be creative and quite innovative. You can't just break into that
market. It's difficult, even for a company that has the financial sup‐
port you have, for example.

Jessica Oliver: That's true.

Generally, in the past, a business started as a bank, then added
payment processing services, investment services and credit card
services. That was the model. However, we started with investment
services, then added credit card services, but didn't become a bank.
To create competition, businesses don't have to be banks if they
want to be big. If the services we offer our customers—

[English]

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Oliver.

We're going to have to conclude it there.

[Translation]

Thank you, Mr. Garon.

[English]

We will continue with Mr. Lawrence for five minutes, please.

Philip Lawrence (Northumberland—Clarke, CPC): Thank
you, Madam Chair.
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Ms. Oliver, I have a couple of questions for you. After having a
little hiatus, I'm back as a guest at the finance committee. I can't re‐
member how many times I've asked you about open banking, fees
and real-time rail. I think we have to be going on a decade of these
things not being done.

Where would you rank Canada in broad terms among G7 peers
when it comes to fees, real-time rail and open banking?
● (1840)

Jessica Oliver: I'm going to lean into your colleague's descrip‐
tion of me as diplomatic and say that I see a lot on the horizon for
us.

It is not new information to share that Canada will be the last of
the G7 countries to have real-time payment settlement and is one of
the last on open banking.

Philip Lawrence: It was said in the panel before and is said in
every pre-budget consultation that Canada has a huge productivity
issue. We have simple things to fix that.

Would you agree with me that getting real-time rail and getting
open banking would boost Canadian productivity?

Jessica Oliver: Yes.
Philip Lawrence: Thank you.

We talk about the fees. The spring update talked about them, but
they haven't put in any type of legislation yet to eliminate those
fees. Is that correct?

Is it your position that it should be done?
Jessica Oliver: Yes. The budget committed to banning the fees,

and the spring economic statement committed to introducing regu‐
lations for consultation in the coming weeks. We expect that any
time now.

Philip Lawrence: Ms. Oliver, don't you agree with me? Why do
we need to consult? We either ban the fees, or we don't. We're not
getting into the details of cryptocurrency here. This is pretty simple
stuff. What are we consulting on here?

Jessica Oliver: Yes. Well, I would agree with—
Philip Lawrence: I'm not blaming you, by the way.
Jessica Oliver: No.

I would agree with you. There is no legislation at the moment to
ban fees, yet Wealthsimple has chosen not to levy those fees.

Our execution is exclusively digital unless the other institution
requires it, which is just a couple of percentages of the time. In
terms of inbound transfers, 45% of the inbound transfers that we
get are by fax, mail and paper cheque. We think that if other institu‐
tions want to use those outdated methods, they should be responsi‐
ble for the cost, not their clients.

Philip Lawrence: Speaking of those other institutions, we hap‐
pen to have the CBA right here.

I'll put some of Ms. Oliver's assertions right to you gentlemen
here. As a spoiler alert, I'm a bit on her side.

Do you agree that closing fees should be eliminated?

Alex Ciappara: Yes, they should be eliminated for all financial
institutions.

Ms. Oliver talks about the 24-year-old who saves for a house, re‐
tirement, maybe, or school. They could be doing all the right
things, but if their investments are with, say, a provincially regulat‐
ed financial institution not captured by the Bank Act, they will still
have to pay those fees.

What we're suggesting is that prohibition gets put into the In‐
come Tax Act, so it applies to all financial institutions, not just
banks.

Philip Lawrence: Thank you for that.

I'm going to go next to you, Ms. Karringten.

I think it's well known that crypto ATMs were used for negative
purposes; however, the government has come in with a very heavy-
handed solution in just banning them all. I believe it was your testi‐
mony that it is possible to have a solution whereby we stop the
fraud but continue to allow acceptability for crypto ATMs.

The other part is that if we are overly negative to cryptocurrency,
don't we risk having billions of dollars of investment not come to
Canada?

The Chair: You have 20 seconds.

Koleya Karringten: Oh, goodness. Thank you for your ques‐
tion.

The Canadian anti-fraud centre has identified that 2.2% of fraud
occurs on bitcoin ATMs, and our organization has effectively been
attracting multi-billion-dollar investment deals into Canada. We
have about $10 billion pending right now in terms of bitcoin ATMs.
I do urge the government, considering there was zero consultation,
to actually consult with bitcoin ATM operators and figure out how
compliant they are before introducing a ban that they had no notice
was coming.

● (1845)

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Lawrence.

[Translation]

Mr. Lavoie, you have the floor for five minutes.

Steeve Lavoie: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses for joining us. Their comments are
very interesting, and my colleagues have asked very interesting
questions.

I'd like to start with the representatives from the Canadian
Bankers Association.
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I'm glad you talked about productivity. Actually, my colleague
already talked about the superdeduction introduced in the last fed‐
eral budget to help sectors and businesses with machinery and im‐
prove productivity. We need to help our businesses. Things are
moving quickly, and Canada has always been a laggard when it
comes to productivity. Measures have been adopted to help our
businesses improve their productivity.

My question is about banks: What are you doing? How do you
adjust?

As we know, our reality has changed, and I'm not the one saying
that. We've probably lost our ability to make predictions. We live in
a world where unpredictability is likely to remain for a long time.
We went through that during the pandemic: lines of credit and in‐
ventory had to be adjusted because things had changed.

What did the banks do? In the current unpredictable reality, what
do you plan on doing to keep pace and allow Canadian businesses
to continue to adjust in terms of productivity and market develop‐
ment, among other things? Are there things we've known about for
decades, but that you're going to move away from in the current
model?
[English]

Alex Ciappara: You started your question around tax policy, so
I'll begin there.

The last review of the Income Tax Act was in the 1960s, when
manufacturing was a leading economic sector in this country. Now
IT has taken over, and it's very much an IT-based economy. I think
we need to review the corporate tax policies, and the government
actually believes as much. It made a commitment to review corpo‐
rate tax policies in its last—
[Translation]

Steeve Lavoie: I'm sorry to interrupt, but my time is running out.

I'll ask my question again: How are banks adjusting? I'm not
talking about the government.

How are you adjusting now, or how will you adjust in the com‐
ing days, months or years to ensure your lending models support
businesses and sectors? The government says it wants to invest in
defence. These are the kinds of sectors that need to be opened
quickly.

That was more my question.
[English]

Alex Ciappara: A couple of years ago, the banks joined together
and started up the Canadian Business Growth Fund because they
identified that there was a gap in growing innovative companies.
They all contributed to the Canadian Business Growth Fund, and
it's been stood up.

We've also been advocating on behalf of the industry to lower
risk weights for businesses. I received a question earlier about lend‐
ing to businesses. As an advocacy organization, we've been trying
to get the regulator to reduce risk weights so that banks don't have
to hold as much capital when they're making loans to businesses.
Banks already have authorized $300 billion in financing for SMEs.

Their approval rates are about 90% for SMEs, so they're very will‐
ing to lend.

We've also been advocating for reducing risk weights on venture
capital companies. This is where a lot of the innovation is coming
from, which you alluded to, to improve productivity. We're hoping
OSFI will take us up on that policy request.

Those are a couple of examples.

[Translation]

Steeve Lavoie: Thank you.

Ms. Oliver, in the last budget, we asked that the $150 fee, in par‐
ticular, be eliminated. Quickly, do you think we're not going far
enough?

Jessica Oliver: No. The promise was to eliminate the fees, but
also to speed up the process. I think it's totally necessary and we
should start with that. Provincial regulations evolve more quickly
and are more iterative. I think it's another way of doing business in
2026, but it's important the government—

● (1850)

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Oliver. I have to cut you off there.

Thank you, Mr. Lavoie.

To finish off this hour, I'll give the floor to Mr. Garon for two and
a half minutes.

Jean-Denis Garon: Thank you very much.

Ms. Oliver, I'd like to talk about stablecoins. The government has
tabled a framework bill on the matter, and now the question is
whether stablecoins should be regulated by the provincial regulato‐
ry authorities or the federal government.

From what I understand—and I'd like to know if I'm right—pay‐
ment tools fall under federal jurisdiction and securities fall under
the jurisdiction of Quebec and the other provinces. Some of the cri‐
teria that allow us to determine whether we're talking about a secu‐
rity include whether there's a return and the possible speculative na‐
ture of the instrument. This means if a stablecoin generates a return
or is speculative, such as the Bitcoin, it must be regulated by the
provinces.

The federal framework is explicit: There cannot be a return. That
implies the provinces must regulate stablecoins if there's a return,
but since stablecoins are backed by assets that generate a return,
that raises concerns. That's a long question, but I really want to
know if I understand correctly.

How can we develop these payment tools while ensuring they
can generate a certain return, even if the return is predictable, stable
and risk-free, while respecting provincial jurisdictions?
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[English]
Jessica Oliver: Because of time, I'm going to speak in English

so that I can go faster.

We were absolutely supportive of the stablecoin act from just our
own experience. Our clients already hold U.S. denomination stable‐
coins on our platform. We see that, whereas the vast majority of the
assets they hold with us on the investment side are buy and hold,
250% of the total stablecoins that we typically hold move on and
off in a given month, so the behaviour is very different, as you say,
as a payment instrument.

We have encouraged the provincial government, which is our
principal regulator, to make it clear that a federally regulated stable‐
coin, in a one-to-one back that meets all those requirements, is not a
security and is not covered under, for example, the Ontario Securi‐
ties Act.

There is still a role for provincial jurisdiction. For example, the
Tetra project that Wealthsimple and Shopify and National Bank and
Shakepay are invested in is an Alberta regulated trust company, and
they are the issuer—

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Oliver. We're going to have to end it
there.

On behalf of the committee, I would like to thank all of our wit‐
nesses for this hour. We will take a very brief suspension as we pre‐
pare for our final panel of the evening.

Thank you.
● (1853)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1900)

[Translation]
The Chair: Colleagues, we need to get started, because at

eight o'clock, we have to stop for a very important reason. I know
all Quebeckers have an important game to watch at eight o'clock,
and maybe—

Greg McLean: Not just Quebeckers.
The Chair: I know. All Canadians are going to do something ex‐

tremely important tonight at eight o'clock. This means we have to
start to finish on time.

[English]

With that, I'd like to welcome everyone back and welcome our
final panel of witnesses for this evening.

We have Huw Williams, director of public affairs for the Canadi‐
an Automobile Dealers Association. We have Helen Tooze, the se‐
nior policy researcher for the Canada Climate Law Initiative. We
have Brian Kingston, the president and chief executive officer of
the Canadian Vehicle Manufacturers' Association. We have Stefania
Seccia, executive director of advocacy and public affairs for the
Women's National Housing and Homelessness Network.

Before we begin, I would like to remind everyone of the follow‐
ing points.

Please wait until I recognize you by name before speaking. For
those participating via 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 the appropriate channel of floor, English or French for
interpretation. For those in the room, you can use the earpiece and
select the desired channel.

I would like to remind all of our witnesses that committee mem‐
bers may ask questions in either French or English. If you will need
interpretation, please take a moment now to prepare your earpiece
and select the listening channel you need in advance in order to
take full advantage of the time allotted for questions and answers.

All virtual witnesses have conducted a mandatory witness on‐
boarding test.

We will now proceed with your opening statements. Mr.
Williams, we will begin with you. You have five minutes.

Huw Williams (Director, Public Affairs, Canadian Automo‐
bile Dealers Association): Thank you, Madam Chair.

I say this for all our dealers in Quebec, Montreal and across
Canada, and it's the same in English and French: Go, Habs, go!

Voices: Oh, oh!

Huw Williams: That I get to say that on the parliamentary
record is a real pleasure.

First of all, thanks to all of you for being here. I've been watch‐
ing the committee all day. It's one of the great things about Parlia‐
ment that the MPs come together and try to find solutions. We have
dealers in your ridings, and we're certainly happy to have the op‐
portunity to talk to you today.

We have 3,500 dealers and 175,000 employees coast to coast to
coast, and we literally keep Canadians and Canadian businesses
rolling. We sell two million new cars, over three million used cars
and do 20 million service and parts appointments yearly. We're very
active in all of your communities.

With respect to what's going on with the United States, the Prime
Minister has called it a “rupture”, and indeed, auto dealers are right
at ground zero for that rupture. We're seeing the impacts. We are
being hit not just by the tariffs that have been imposed in retalia‐
tion. We're also hit by steel and aluminum tariffs, which are push‐
ing costs up through the roof. I'll say it here, on the record, that we
ran our first trade mission down to the U.S. to deliver the message
to the U.S. that these tariffs are hurting car dealers on both sides of
the border, hurting customers on both sides of the border and hurt‐
ing the car industry on both sides of the border. We have to be very
cognizant of that as we go forward.

I'm going to hit four areas of concern that we need to have ad‐
dressed while we're under pressure.
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The first is the luxury tax. You'll note that the government took
the luxury tax off private jets and yachts. We think it's close to non‐
sensical that we have kept that tax on luxury vehicles.

We've made the argument for a very long time now that we have
a perfectly balanced tax system in the country. If you buy a car that
costs more, you pay more—and significantly more. That's the way
the system should work. The system should not be picking winners
and losers. There used to be a luxury tax on jewellery. That was re‐
moved. I would suggest to the committee that just for equality, dur‐
ing a time when we're under pressure here, we need to remove the
luxury tax on automobiles, just as we've done with other products.
The HST is a perfect tax to address that.

Also, the luxury tax is a trade irritant with Europe. The Euro‐
peans held off on a trade deal with Australia because of the luxury
tax, and the Australians, in response to that, ended the tariff levy
and made adjustments for the luxury tax down there. Let's look at it
from that lens.

The EV mandate is the next issue that I think needs to be ad‐
dressed. The government made the right move on eliminating the
EV mandate. We're very pleased with that. The Prime Minister's an‐
nouncement was very welcome. We were very public about that.

The challenge now is that we need a process that consults with
the manufacturers on real and realistic targets for a path forward for
the future. The problem with the last EV mandate wasn't that we
needed an EV transition. Dealers are all in for an EV transition, but
we have to do it at a pace that makes sense for Canada. That can be
done only through consultations with the manufacturers.

I'll underline for you the third issue, which is in the heavy truck
industry. We have a real problem with the 2027 model year. The
U.S. administration has moved out of alignment with Canada. As it
stands now, without a really aggressive regulatory fix on the Cana‐
dian side, we will not be able to sell any heavy-duty trucks in
Canada, starting in model year 2027. The orders for model year
2027 start at the end of August, and we are facing a crisis. We sell
30,000 18-wheeler semi-trucks a year, and those keep construction,
agriculture and mining going. I saw several of them on my way up
to Parliament Hill today. You cannot build Canada without heavy
trucks. We need a fix there.

Finally, the technician shortage is an issue that I want to high‐
light for you. We have a worldwide shortage of technicians. Canada
and Canadian dealers have had to resort to bringing in temporary
foreign workers in this space: highly-skilled individuals who can
repair automobiles going forward. We're working hard to recruit
and retain and to support educational institutions, but in the mean‐
time, we need some latitude and an understanding that temporary
foreign workers in our sector are important to keep the country
rolling. Without them, we won't be able to service police, ambu‐
lance and other emergency vehicles. We need a pathway for those
temporary foreign workers to stay longer than their original con‐
tracts and a pathway to immigration.

Thanks for the time.
● (1905)

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

We will now continue with Ms. Tooze for five minutes, please.

Helen Tooze (Senior Policy Researcher, Canada Climate Law
Initiative): Thank you, Madam Chair and members of the commit‐
tee.

My name is Dr. Helen Tooze. I'm a senior policy researcher with
the Canada Climate Law Initiative, which is a collaboration be‐
tween law faculties at the University of British Columbia and York
University. The CCLI provides businesses, regulators, directors,
trustees and other fiduciaries guidance on climate governance, en‐
abling them to make informed decisions during their transition to a
net-zero economy.

We appreciate the opportunity to appear before you as part of the
pre-budget consultations. Our submission focuses on a central eco‐
nomic point. Climate-related financial risks are not abstract future
concerns. They are present, material and increasingly relevant to
Canada's competitiveness, investment environment and financial
stability.

Canada has an opportunity in the 2026 budget to strengthen con‐
fidence, attract capital and support long-term economic resilience.
To do that, we recommend three targeted measures.

First, the federal government should amend the Canada Business
Corporations Act regulations to require large and mid-sized federal‐
ly incorporated companies to include climate transition plans that
address climate-related risks and opportunities in their financial
statements. These plans help maximize opportunities by guiding
business strategy, informing capital expenditures and supporting
authorities' macromonitoring of transition and physical risks in the
financial system, as well as in the wider economy. As mandatory fi‐
nancial disclosures fall under the remit of the CBCA, it is the prop‐
er vehicle through which to make these changes.

It's important to note that this is not about imposing public dis‐
closure requirements on CBCA-registered businesses, but rather
about private disclosures only to their shareholders. Moreover, our
proposal will impact only the 2% of companies that already have
the scale and the resources to manage climate risks and provide in‐
vestors with the comparable, decision-useful information they re‐
quire. This leaves the vast majority of micro and small CBCA-reg‐
ulated companies unaffected.
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Second, Canada should make the made-in-Canada sustainable in‐
vestment guidelines mandatory. A credible taxonomy is essential
for attracting private capital, reducing greenwashing and providing
investors with clarity about which activities support Canada's tran‐
sition. Canada will require a significant annual investment to
achieve its net-zero goals by 2050. We're talking about around $140
billion annually. Voluntary guidance alone will not provide the cer‐
tainty needed to mobilize capital at that scale.

Third, the government should amend the pension benefits stan‐
dards regulations to require federally regulated pension plan admin‐
istrators to adopt transition plans and explain their climate re‐
silience policies and how they apply to the investment portfolios
they manage. Pension fiduciaries have a duty to prudently manage
risk over the long-term horizons as well as the short-term horizons.
Clear, baseline standards for climate governance would help protect
planned assets and beneficiaries. Together, these measures would
not dictate investment choices. Rather, they would improve trans‐
parency, comparability and accountability across the financial sys‐
tem. They would help direct capital towards resilient Canadian
businesses that support sustainable growth and align Canada with
leading international markets already moving in that direction.
They would also give the federal government an important opportu‐
nity to show leadership.

As Canada seeks to build new and enhanced economic relation‐
ships with middle powers and trusted partners, our climate-related
financial policy should be credible, comparable and consistent with
the standards emerging in those markets. Strong, clear rules on
transition planning, sustainable investment and pension governance
would signal that Canada is a reliable partner for long-term invest‐
ment in a sustainable economy. The 2026 budget is an opportunity
to make climate policy credible, predictable and economically prac‐
tical.

The CCLI urges the committee to recommend these measures so
that Canada can better manage financial risks, strengthen competi‐
tiveness and unlock the investment needed for a prosperous and re‐
silient future.

Thank you. I look forward to your questions.

● (1910)

The Chair: That's great. Thank you so much, Ms. Tooze.

We'll now continue with Mr. Kingston from the Canadian Vehi‐
cle Manufacturers’ Association.

You have five minutes.
Brian Kingston (President and Chief Executive Officer,

Canadian Vehicle Manufacturers' Association): Madam Chair
and committee members, thank you for the invitation to appear here
today as part of your consultations.

The Canadian Vehicle Manufacturers' Association, CVMA, is the
industry association representing Canada's leading manufacturers
of light- and heavy-duty motor vehicles. Our membership includes
Ford, General Motors and Stellantis. CVMA members have been
operating here in Canada for over 100 years. They're responsible
for most auto production in this country, having built 100 million

vehicles since 1945. Today, they are the largest employers, in‐
vestors and innovators in the auto manufacturing sector in Canada.

The consultation comes at a critical time for the Canadian econo‐
my. U.S. tariffs and trade uncertainty are weighing on both exports
and investment, weakening the growth outlook. The Bank of
Canada projects that the economy will remain in low gear for the
next three years, with annual growth below 2%. Trade disruptions
are particularly damaging to the export-dependent automotive sec‐
tor that operates based on an integrated North American supply
chain. Over 90% of Canadian vehicle production is destined for the
U.S. market. According to the Center for Automotive Research, a
U.S.-based auto think tank, U.S. tariffs are going to cost the auto
industry $188 billion U.S. over the next three years.

Considering this, securing access to the U.S. market is founda‐
tional to the success of the auto industry and the broader Canadian
economy. Simply put, there is no auto industry without U.S. access
and North American integration. Diversification cannot replace the
U.S. Canada's market is too small to justify large-scale manufactur‐
ing.

Our top priority is the removal of the U.S. section 232 tariffs, the
elimination of Canada's retaliatory tariffs and the renewal of our tri‐
lateral trade agreement, CUSMA.

In the face of these unprecedented trade challenges, Canada must
do everything possible to strengthen conditions for auto investment
by focusing on what we can control. We recommend the following
actions.

Number one is to eliminate the Canada-China strategic partner‐
ship. The agreement negotiated with China to allow 49,000 EVs in‐
to Canada—that's equivalent to 30% of EVs sold here last year—
will undermine Canada's auto sector and put the integrated supply
chain at risk. China does not adhere to many of the rules-based
trade and investment principles that have been foundational to the
success of the industry here, and there are no guardrails in this
agreement to ensure a level playing field for manufacturers that
have invested in Canada, or to protect Canadians from cyber-risk.
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Number two is to reduce regulatory complexity. Environmental
compliance costs now rival the tariff burden facing auto manufac‐
turers in Canada. Manufacturers must comply with duplicative EV
sales mandates, stringent emissions regulations and over 80 desig‐
nated material products or categories for extended producer respon‐
sibility regimes. These add costs and have marginal environmental
benefits. The federal government should ensure that regulations are
outcomes-based, applied once and designed to limit compliance
costs. If governments are to succeed in creating one Canadian econ‐
omy, action is required now to ensure one national approach to ve‐
hicle emissions regulations and EPR regimes.

Number three is to extend and amend the clean electricity and
clean manufacturing investment tax credit to 2040. Auto is a very
long lead-time industry, and an extension of the tax credit to 2040
would provide certainty for investment. To provide greater flexibil‐
ity, incentive and benefit, the ITC eligibility should be broadened to
include all qualifying manufacturing to incentivize large-scale in‐
vestments and the costs of new machinery and equipment.

Number four is to boost EV demand. The federal government's
EV affordability program, EVAP, was a critical component of the
automotive strategy that aimed to achieve 75% EV sales by 2035.
However, the program is set to expire in 2030. That's well before
the ambitious 2035 government target, so we recommend that bud‐
get 2026 provide long-term funding and a path forward for the in‐
centive to support both the 2035 sales target and the 2040 target
that the government has established.

In summary, budget 2026 should position Canada as one of the
most competitive jurisdictions in the world for auto manufacturing
and investment.

Thank you.
● (1915)

The Chair: That's great. Thank you, Mr. Kingston.

We will now conclude the panel with Ms. Seccia from the Wom‐
en's National Housing and Homelessness Network.

You have five minutes.
Stefania Seccia (Executive Director, Advocacy and Public Af‐

fairs, Women's National Housing and Homelessness Network):
Madam Chair and members of the committee, thank you for the op‐
portunity to appear today.

My name is Stefania Seccia, and I'm the executive director of ad‐
vocacy and public affairs at the Women's National Housing and
Homelessness Network. The people we represent—women, two-
spirit, trans and gender-diverse people navigating housing insecuri‐
ty across this country—deserve to have their experiences heard in
rooms like this one, so thank you for making the space for it.

The women's network started a little over five or six years ago in
a conference room with lived experts, scholars, researchers, hous‐
ing providers and academics who don't normally talk to each other
within the housing sector. We realized that there was no national
voice on women and gender-diverse housing issues across the
country that was unified. We decided to become that voice and to
do it through research, community engagement and movement
building.

We share this government's commitment to building Canada
strong, but that genuine strength comes from within. It's the kind of
strength required of a young trans person when they find them‐
selves homeless for being who they are, a mother with two children
fleeing violence in search of a safe place to call home, a newcomer
navigating the shelter system with no safety net to catch them, or a
couch surfer trading sex for shelter.

These are not experiences happening in isolation. They are the
direct result of stepping back from ambitious affordable housing in‐
vestments since the eighties and nineties, from co-ops, non-profit
development, social, non-market and deeply affordable housing.
Those past governments deferred the problem, and those costs land‐
ed elsewhere—in emergency rooms, in shelters, the child welfare
system and the criminal justice system—in more expensive and less
effective ways to address the core issue, and those very things have
become pipelines into homelessness itself.

I don't envy the position you are in, but you have an opportunity,
albeit an obligation, to make different choices—to invest in long-
term solutions that reach the people who need it most and to invest
upstream in stable and deeply affordable housing solutions that are
not gender-neutral.

This past year, as intervenors in the Neha review panel process,
we were part of one of the most significant participatory human
rights engagements on housing this country has seen. The panel
heard from over 500 individuals and groups. We went into shelters,
prisons, encampments and communities. It produced not just data,
but a real-time, on-the-ground account of what housing rights viola‐
tions look like for women, two-spirit, trans and gender-diverse peo‐
ple across the country. The panel delivered a road map of recom‐
mendations to address the gendered housing crisis.

Just last week, a landmark court ruling came down from the On‐
tario Superior Court of Justice that homelessness has been recog‐
nized as a ground of discrimination in Canada. The court was un‐
ambiguous, and in Justice Gibson's own words, he called for “in‐
creased resources from all levels of government and other stake‐
holders”, and of homeless folks, he said, “They are Us.”

I also want to note that this is linked directly to the international
agreements Canada has signed, where the progressive realization of
the right to housing means investing maximum resources possible
to address the issue.
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We need a revitalized national housing strategy after 2027, one
with an accurate definition of affordability and clear targets for
ending homelessness. We need Build Canada Homes to be a rights-
based delivery system that allocates at least 40% of deeply afford‐
able units to women and gender-diverse people, populations chroni‐
cally underserved and undercounted. We need the urban, rural and
northern indigenous housing strategy to be grounded in for-indige‐
nous and by-indigenous solutions and delivered by those communi‐
ties. We need sustained federal investment through WAGE to keep
the shelter and survivor-serving sector from collapse.

What we need and what this budget can deliver are clear time‐
lines, measurable targets and an unequivocal commitment to ending
homelessness.

We spent decades getting into this crisis, and we will not get out
of it in a single budget cycle, but you can signal that you are done
deferring. We are ready to build not just something that lasts but
something that is accessible, sustainable and gender-responsive.

Thank you.
● (1920)

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

[Translation]

We're going to start with questions.

Mr. Lefebvre, you have the floor for six minutes.
Eric Lefebvre: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you, witnesses, for joining us.

I'll start with you, Mr. Kingston.

You said there would be no automotive market without a U.S.
market, and the priority should be to renew the Canada—U.S.—
Mexico Agreement.

Why do you think that's the priority?

[English]
Brian Kingston: The Canadian economy and the Canadian auto

sector are totally dependent on access to the U.S. market. We can
talk about other suggestions to strengthen the economy domestical‐
ly to make Canada a more competitive place, but we build more
than we need and we export 90% of our production into the U.S.
It's the largest, wealthiest, most diverse economy in the world.

If we don't have access to the U.S., we simply don't have an in‐
dustry. All you have to do is look back to pre-auto pact times, 60
years ago, when we didn't have free trade in vehicles with the Unit‐
ed States. It was a much smaller industry and it was less efficient,
so it's fundamental. Without U.S. access, the industry is not what it
is.

[Translation]
Eric Lefebvre: You'll agree with me we should put more energy

into renewing the Canada—U.S.—Mexico Agreement, instead of
taking two or three trips around the world to try and find small
agreements.

[English]

Brian Kingston: I would agree with that. Diversification does
not solve our economic challenges. The Canadian economy is sub‐
ject to the gravity model of trade. You do the most trade with the
country that is the closest and has the largest economy. We happen
to sit beside the United States of America. That is where our priori‐
ty should be.

[Translation]

Eric Lefebvre: Mr. Kingston, on February 16, you said allowing
Chinese vehicles into the Canadian market was a bad idea. You're
saying the same thing today. You even said this agreement between
Canada and China should be terminated. Why?

[English]

Brian Kingston: It's a major strategic error. The Chinese do not
compete on a level playing field. They subsidize their industry to
the tune of $230 billion U.S., far exceeding any level of subsidiza‐
tion you would see here in North America. The average wage at an
assembly plant in China is between two dollars U.S. and four dol‐
lars U.S. an hour. At a Canadian, unionized, Unifor plant, it's $45
an hour, plus benefits and a pension. You simply cannot compete
with the Chinese because they're not playing by the same rules. By
allowing those vehicles in, we are going to undermine our own do‐
mestic industry at a very sensitive time.

On top of that, China is a major irritant to the relationship with
the United States, so we've put a vehicle-sized irritant on the table
at the worst possible time.

● (1925)

[Translation]

Eric Lefebvre: Do you think this agreement between Canada
and China is an obstacle to investment and development in the au‐
tomotive sector in Canada?

[English]

Brian Kingston: Absolutely. We're very fortunate to have five
OEMs that have invested here and employ Canadians. We're now
opening the door to Chinese manufacturers that have no invest‐
ments here, no footprint and no supply base, and no commitments
to make them. It's not only that. Chinese OEMs don't typically in‐
vest in the markets they want to access. That's not their model.
They ship. They have massive overcapacity in China, with two to
three times their own domestic demand. They take those vehicles
and dump them into countries that are naive enough to open the
door to them.

This is a huge mistake. They will not invest here. They will not
employ Canadians, and they will not create a Canadian supply
chain.

[Translation]

Eric Lefebvre: Thank you very much.
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You raised another issue. You said there's no cybersecurity mea‐
sure for the information and data that can be collected through Chi‐
nese vehicles. That's serious.
[English]

Brian Kingston: Yes. It's a significant cyber-risk. In 2024, the
government committed to putting in place rules around Chinese
connected and autonomous vehicle hardware and software to fol‐
low what the U.S. had done, but there's been no progress on that.
There are no rules or guardrails in place. These vehicles can collect
significant amounts of data. We don't know where that data will be
stored. They can also be controlled remotely, hence why the U.S.
has taken a very firm approach on Chinese software and is doing
everything possible to get it out of the supply chain.

We have no protections in place whatsoever, and these vehicles
are here now.
[Translation]

Eric Lefebvre: Thank you.

Mr. Williams, do you believe vehicles sold in this country should
be electric vehicles? Shouldn't we instead let consumers choose
freely whether they want an electric vehicle or a gas-powered vehi‐
cle?
[English]

Huw Williams: I would say we have to leave it to consumer
choice. That doesn't mean that we don't have incentive programs.
That doesn't mean that we don't work on infrastructure.

The challenge is that we've come a long way in terms of electric
vehicle technology. My biggest fear all along has been that when
we push that technology artificially, consumer uptake has to match
the actual product. For example, in some of the coldest parts of the
country, dealers have had to take back multiple vehicles because
they can't work in those climates. That problem is going to be
solved, but not today. For rural and remote communities, it's long
distances. We have to have a solution that's made in Canada, as op‐
posed to a solution that's forced through a pipeline.

People know I'm not anti-EV. In fact, we're very bullish on EV
technology. It's a great technology, particularly in urban environ‐
ments. It's great technology for second-car families, when one car
is used for longer distances and one car is used internally. However,
the planning behind the targets has to be done in conjunction with
what's possible.
[Translation]

Eric Lefebvre: Thank you, Mr. Williams.

By the way, I have to say I agree: I'm not against electric vehi‐
cles, but I think we have to give consumers the choice. When we
talk about travelling small distances—

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

[English]
The Chair: We will continue with Dr. Martin for six minutes.

[Translation]
Danielle Martin: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you to all the witnesses for joining us.

I'd like to start with Mr. Williams to talk EVs and climate.

[English]

You said that we're all in on the EV transition, and that you're
supportive of electric vehicles but at a pace we can manage. I think
we're all in agreement that there needs to be a balanced approach,
but of course we all know, based on our experience with all kinds
of industries, that sometimes the pace we want to move at is not
necessarily the pace that will slow climate change. There's an im‐
perative there that we're all trying to wrestle with.

If not mandates, then what? What can industry do and what can
government do to accelerate the pace of that transition, to make it
as rapid as possible but within the means of the capacity of these
vehicles at this time in terms of the technology?

● (1930)

Huw Williams: It's a great question, and I appreciate it. I think
we're all closer to the idea of consumer choice than not. At the end
of the day, again, my fear is that if one technology is pushed too far,
consumers will just hang on to older, higher-polluting vehicles,
which doesn't actually help the environment.

If you look at the rough numbers from over the past 20 years,
GHG emissions from the passenger and light vehicle market are
around 11%. That's been maintained. Even though we've had great
expansion in population and great expansion in on-road vehicles,
we're actually keeping steady with respect to the percentage of
emissions coming from the auto sector. The reason is that's it's driv‐
en by technology—having lighter vehicles overall, bringing alu‐
minum into the car, having more efficient engines. Electrification is
part of that. Every manufacturer is working on different models to
adjust to that.

I think the exciting thing about the Prime Minister's announce‐
ment is that it will be technology-neutral. If you bring in a technol‐
ogy that reduces greenhouse gases, it doesn't have to be electric. On
the electric side of the equation, the thing that I hear from dealers
across the country—I spend a lot of time travelling with dealers and
their customers—is that they don't have range anxiety anymore;
they have charging anxiety. I didn't make that phrase up. I heard it
in multiple different communities across the country. Consumers
love the technology, but they're worried about whether they can get
it charged at the right period of time. That charging infrastructure
has to match the point of adoption.

Danielle Martin: Right. I think that's why we're making major
investments into charging infrastructure. It's for exactly that reason.
Thank you.
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Professor Tooze, we haven't forgotten about you on Zoom. I
want to go to you about the proposed amendments you're putting
forward related to pension regulations requiring federally regulated
plans to be more transparent around climate.

Can you help us understand a little bit more about what we know
about how those funds would see that change, how the members of
those pension funds would see that change and how it would affect
their competitiveness?

Helen Tooze: Thank you for that question.

When it comes to pension plans, the climate governance we're
requiring is really already a fiduciary duty for them to consider cli‐
mate as a material financial risk. Feeding that into their pension
plans—the taxonomy would help a lot with this—you would end up
being able to demonstrate that for certain plans, the way they're in‐
vesting into climate-resilient infrastructure is greener and more sus‐
tainable. This would increase people's willingness to invest. It
would increase investments into climate-resilient areas. It would be
beneficial for intergenerational equity principles as well. We're fo‐
cusing on not just short-term gains but also long-term views.

Danielle Martin: Thank you.

I'm short on time here, Ms. Seccia, but I wanted to make sure I
asked you a question related to the important work you're doing
around gender equity and homelessness.

I think we all know and are aware that homelessness is a housing
issue first, but it's definitely not only that. I'm wondering if you can
speak to some of the non-housing collaborations that might be re‐
quired, particularly between federal, provincial and municipal lev‐
els of government if we want to address homelessness among wom‐
en and gender-diverse groups here in Canada.

Stefania Seccia: I think what we need to see, of course, is an
alignment. In the housing sector, we often talk about wraparound
service support as well. The issue is that we tend to take a very
wide approach. We tend to build shelters for women and gender-di‐
verse people escaping violence. We have a specific GBV-serving
shelter system that is siloed from the homeless-serving sector sys‐
tem. They're not talking to each other, and we find that a lot of
women—we've heard this across the country over and over again—
are falling through the cracks.

Our first point of order is always that we need all levels of gov‐
ernment, even within the federal government itself—all depart‐
ments—doing a better job of talking to each other when their ser‐
vices or funding overlap, to make sure as well that we're not mis‐
aligned when we are using.... Not to jump around too much, but
when we're talking about definitions, I talked about accurate afford‐
ability definitions. When we don't have that, we see lower percent‐
ages of the housing builds we're doing being deeply affordable.
They're not targeting the women in need.

The other thing we're seeing is that, in Build Canada Homes, al‐
though we support it, of course, our concern is that when the men‐
tion of women and gender-diverse folks comes up, we're talking re‐
ally about shelter and transitional housing spaces. However, what
we're seeing in shelter and transitional housing spaces is a revolv‐
ing door—

● (1935)

The Chair: I'm sorry, Ms. Seccia. I'm going to have to cut you
off there.

Thank you, Dr. Martin.

[Translation]

Mr. Garon, you have the floor for six minutes.

Jean-Denis Garon: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Mr. Kingston, you're saying that by signing an electric vehicle
agreement with China, Prime Minister Carney simply sanctioned a
Chinese dumping tactic. Is that correct?

[English]

Brian Kingston: Yes, that's correct. The vehicles will be
dumped. They're heavily subsidized and they'll be coming in at be‐
low-market rates. That's the Chinese export model.

[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: Thank you, that answers my question.

Mr. Williams, we recently met with representatives of the Recre‐
ation Vehicle Dealers Association of Quebec. They're dealing with
the retroactive application of the goods and services tax. Some ve‐
hicles purchased in Quebec cross the Ontario border and, for har‐
monization reasons, the CRA imposes a retroactive tax on the deal‐
ers in question. That's a problem.

Is that a problem for your member dealers as well? Were you
made aware of this situation? Is it fixed? The Minister of Finance
doesn't seem too interested in this file.

[English]

Huw Williams: No, but I can look into that for you if you'd like.
I think I would have heard of it.

[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: That's excellent. Thank you very much.

I'll now turn to Ms. Seccia, but anyone can answer.

Ms. Seccia, thank you for joining us. I read your brief carefully
and I think you have a great mission. I'm very sensitive to all the
challenges you're highlighting, particularly when it comes to dis‐
crimination and access to housing. It's understood there are multi-
faceted challenges, such as housing and access to health care. I un‐
derstand it's complicated.
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That said, in your brief, you urge the government to implement
all the recommendations of the Neha Review Panel, which would
involve imposing housing conditions on the provinces. I wonder
about that. The Bloc Québécois is never really in favour of those
kinds of conditions. I think when the federal government imposes
conditions on the provinces, it generally leads to barriers rather
than housing construction and better access to housing for people
from diverse backgrounds. Given the current relations between
Quebec and Ottawa, I don't think this is likely to help your cause.

What do you think?
[English]

Stefania Seccia: That's fair, absolutely. I think the important
thing to note, though, is that regardless of the conditions the federal
government puts on any province, at the end of the day, every
province and the federal government are duty-bearers to the rights
holders within their provinces whom they oversee. Whether it's the
federal government enacting certain conditions or not, what we're
hoping for is that there is an alignment. The condition of the hous‐
ing crisis in all streets across Canada—from where I'm from in
Vancouver to Quebec—is such that if we don't work together, if we
don't maximize the funding outputs and make sure we're providing
housing that is adequate and meets the need on the ground, we're
not going to end it.
[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: You understand my reservations. They often
stem from the desire to provide more housing and better access.

Ms. Tooze, in your brief, you say that when it comes to climate,
the federal government's climate commitments fluctuate. I'd like
you to explain what you mean by that, because Mr. Guilbeault, the
member for Laurier—Sainte‑Marie, is simply saying there are no
more climate targets. You say they fluctuate. What do you mean?

How have they fluctuated since Mr. Carney took office?
[English]

Helen Tooze: Thank you for the question.

I'm no expert particularly on that, but we found under the
Trudeau government that there was a lot more outward support for
climate movements and environmental regulation.

Prime Minister Carney is not as outwardly spoken. There have
been a lot of questions, when I speak to people, about what he is
doing. I think it's perception versus reality. Obviously, Mark Carney
has been very involved in the environment for many years. He
stepped into the Prime Minister role and has taken more of a re‐
laxed opinion on that. A lot of people are wondering—
● (1940)

[Translation]
Jean-Denis Garon: I understand your discomfort, because I

share it.

I'm going to ask you one last question about the importance of
developing a green finance taxonomy. The government keeps set‐
ting up committees, but, in the end, they never lead to anything.

Do you think we need another committee?

[English]

Helen Tooze: The good news is that what is making up our tax‐
onomy committees isn't government. Business Future Pathways is
made up of many organizations involved in the climate sphere.
These are experts who are passionate about what they're doing
when it comes to the taxonomy.

[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon: Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Garon.

[English]

We will continue now with Mr. Lawrence for five minutes.

Philip Lawrence: Thank you.

My questions will start with you, Mr. Kingston.

I've had the pleasure of meeting with representatives and many
of your members. A lot of the time the message is the same and it's
one that, quite frankly, scares me. They say to me, “Do you know
what? It's okay...for now.”

If things don't change, if we don't get renewed access to the U.S.
market, if we don't have changes that make your business more
profitable, how long are we looking at before there is a complete
decimation of auto manufacturing in Canada?

Brian Kingston: I'll start on an optimistic note. I do believe that
there's an opportunity to get an agreement with the Americans as
we head towards the July 1 CUSMA review date. It will likely take
longer than that, but the reason for my optimism is simple. Canada
is the largest export market for U.S. autos, by far. There is some‐
thing to be negotiated here, but we actually have to get to the table.

If we don't get any sort of agreement, manufacturers.... So far,
we're estimating that Canadian-built vehicles have been tariffed to
the tune of $5 billion. That is not sustainable. Companies cannot
continue to pay that. If we find ourselves through the summer and
into the fall with no resolution whatsoever, current production lev‐
els in Canada will be very difficult to maintain.

Philip Lawrence: I appreciate that. I can understand why per‐
haps you can't quantify that. I'll underline again the worry I have
for the members over there, as someone who grew up with their
parents all working at General Motors in Oshawa or the St.
Catharines plant. It is critical to the Ontario economy, where I come
from.

Let's talk a little bit, Mr. Kingston, about competing with the
Chinese EVs. I don't think most people fully understand—or I
would say, maybe the Prime Minister doesn't fully understand—
that when you're competing against a Chinese company, you are
competing against the entire Chinese state. You, as your manufac‐
turers, whether you're Toyota, General Motors or Ford, when you're
competing against the Chinese, you are competing against the en‐
tire resources of a country with close to a billion people.
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Would you say that is an accurate statement?
Brian Kingston: All you have to do is look at examples like

steel, aluminum, solar panels—you name the sector. If the Chinese
state decides that it wants to be a global, dominant player, they put
all of the resources of the central government behind it. Then they
use what is called “scale, dump, destroy”. They scale their industry
domestically, dump excess product into markets that will take it,
destroy that domestic industry and then you're totally dependent on
China. We see it in sector after sector, and the government has just
opened the door for this to occur in automotive.

Philip Lawrence: Finally, we'll talk a bit about the second point
you had, with respect to the environmental policies and emissions
controls. I'm the shadow minister for intergovernmental affairs and
interprovincial trade, so this is of particular importance to me.

Could you elaborate more on what the government could do to
make it easier for your manufacturers with respect to environmental
controls?

Brian Kingston: Right now, as companies manage all of these
tariff costs, we have to do everything possible to lower the cost of
doing business in this country. To give you an example from the en‐
vironmental side, an auto manufacturer that builds and sells cars in
Canada currently has to comply with an EV mandate in Quebec, an
EV mandate in British Columbia, a federal EV mandate—its repeal
has been announced, but it remains in force—and federal emissions
standards on top of that.

The cost of compliance in this country is enormous, and it makes
it very difficult to be competitive.
● (1945)

Philip Lawrence: Thank you very much, Mr. Kingston.

I'll leave it there, with a few words to my friends across the aisle.

It cannot be overstated how important auto manufacturing is to
Canada and our communities. It provides so many quality jobs. It
pays for minor league hockey. It pays for our communities. We
need to make sure that our auto manufacturers have access to the
U.S. market. That simply has to get done.

Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Lawrence.

We'll continue now with Mr. Leitão for five minutes.
Carlos Leitão: Perhaps we can start with you, Mr. Kingston,

along the same lines.

I'll remind everyone that we didn't start this. The United States
imposed tariffs, unilaterally and unjustifiably, on Canadian auto ex‐
ports and an industry that is highly integrated.

My question for you is more to get your opinion.

What are your folks in the United States saying about this? What
kinds of conversations are GM, Ford and Stellantis having with the
U.S. administration? Let's be clear. The U.S. President has said sev‐
eral times that he doesn't need Canadian cars. He's going to make
them all in the U.S. How is your industry dealing with this?

Brian Kingston: I was in Washington last month. Manufacturers
are constantly trying to find a way to get the administration to see

how damaging this policy is. To give you an example of the severi‐
ty of it, it is now more cost-effective to build a car in Japan or Ger‐
many, export it into the U.S. market and pay the 25% tariff. You
will still have more margin in that vehicle than if you build it in the
States, because not only do you have to comply with the costs of
bringing in a vehicle from outside, but you have tariffs on alu‐
minum, you have tariffs on steel and you have tariffs throughout
the supply chain.

They are making the case to the administration. I cited that $188-
billion U.S. tariff cost. That is on U.S. auto manufacturers. This is
not sustainable. It is not making American manufacturers more
competitive globally.

Unfortunately, there seems to be significant consistency in the
White House on this tariff policy. They are making progress. The
posted 25% rate is not the effective tariff that companies are pay‐
ing, but we clearly still have work to do.

Carlos Leitão: I would just add that, in fact, we are at the table.
We want to talk, but if the other side is not there, then we're talking
to the wind.

Mr. Williams, just this morning, we were having conversations
with the folks in the heavy truck industry. They were saying there's
a blockade on Canadian exports to the U.S. Since November, and
especially since mid-April, more recently, it's been almost impossi‐
ble to sell anything into the U.S., yet we import a lot of heavy
trucks from the U.S.

How are your industry, your group and your dealers managing
this?

Huw Williams: You make very good points.

First of all, on the trade issue, one thing you have to know is that
the Government of Canada isn't alone in this fight. All the industry
associations involved in the auto sector are spending a great deal of
time in Washington, D.C., pointing out that we're their largest cus‐
tomers. Canadian auto dealers and, by extension, Canadian con‐
sumers are the largest purchasers of American-made vehicles.
That's bigger than the next three countries—China, Mexico and
Germany—combined.

We've made this point state by state—for example, to congres‐
sional leaders in Indiana. Instead of a Subaru being built in Indiana
and going over the Canadian border, spec'd for the North American
market, Japan is now sending those same Subarus to Calgary. How
does that help Indiana? How does that help this integrated supply
chain? I can tell you that behind the scenes, I hear very good things
from both sides of the aisle in Congress. It's breaking into the pub‐
lic that's a problem.
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The second thing we did was work very hard with the National
Automobile Dealers Association in the States. During the first
Trump administration, they ran a campaign with us on auto tariffs
being bad for the car business, bad for consumers and bad for the
economies on both sides of the border. They're now engaged with
several other associations in delivering an anti-tariff message to the
White House, so there are glimmers of hope down there.

On the truck and trade issue, all the truck manufacturers are unit‐
ed over the lack of compliance I spoke about in my remarks. Those
compliance certificates that can't be issued anymore for the 2027
model year should be removed so we can get trucks flowing from
the U.S. Ninety-five per cent of the heavy trucks that are sold in
Canada are U.S.-made. It is a challenge, for sure.
● (1950)

Carlos Leitão: Thank you.

Time is flying. Perhaps I can go to Dr. Tooze.

You mentioned made-in-Canada guidelines. Could you add, in
the few seconds we have left...?

We don't have any seconds left. I'm sorry. I asked a question,
but....

Philip Lawrence: She's bringing down the hammer.
Carlos Leitão: I'll follow up on the made-in-Canada guidelines.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Leitão.

[Translation]

To finish this meeting, I give the floor to Mr. Garon for two and a
half minutes.

Jean-Denis Garon: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I'll continue with you, Ms. Tooze.

We heard from the Canadian Bankers Association today. Some
of its members invest heavily in oil to the point of being overex‐
posed, lend to the oil sector and engage in greenwashing. In the last
budget implementation act, the government amended the anti-
greenwashing law so these companies could, to some extent, mis‐
lead the public more easily.

What do you think about the banking sector's exposure to climate
risks, and how do you think it should be regulated?

[English]
Helen Tooze: The banking sector is quite well regulated when it

comes to mandatory disclosures because of OSFI, from that per‐
spective.

The anti-greenwashing bill hoped to help with ensuring that they
wouldn't greenwash. Their exposure to the oil and gas industry is a
known problem. They do need to diversify. This is where greater
transparency would help investors and the market know which
banks are heavily invested in oil and gas. With the possibility of
stranded assets, movement elsewhere would be helpful. You get
that push and pull. If they're transparent, investors and people who
go to them would realize that they are over-invested and, perhaps,
go to a bank that isn't in that way.

[Translation]
Jean-Denis Garon: Excellent.

Madam Chair, I won't have time to ask another question, because
I have about 20 seconds left.

I'll take a moment to say that the hockey game starts in seven
minutes, that Montreal last won the Stanley Cup in 1993, and that,
less than two years later, we almost won a referendum.

Canadians here in the room should therefore be careful before
choosing who they cheer for. Have a good rest of the day, everyone.

[English]
The Chair: With that, I would really like to thank our witnesses

for today, and I would like to thank all of the committee members
for hearing all of the testimony.

On behalf of the committee, go, Habs, go! I hope all of you get a
chance to watch the hockey game.

I look forward to seeing many of you again tomorrow.

The meeting is adjourned.
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