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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Friday, June 13, 2025

The House met at 10 a.m.

 

Prayer

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
● (1000)

[English]

GOVERNMENT BUSINESS NO. 1—PROCEEDINGS ON
BILL C-5

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc (for the Leader of the Government in
the House of Commons) moved:

That, notwithstanding any standing order, special order or usual practice of the
House, Bill C-5, An Act to enact the Free Trade and Labour Mobility in Canada Act
and the Building Canada Act, be disposed of as follows:

(a) the bill be ordered for consideration at the second reading stage immediately
after the adoption of this order, provided that,

(i) two members from each recognized party, one member from the New
Democratic Party and the member from the Green Party may each speak at
the said stage for not more than 10 minutes, followed by five minutes for
questions and comments,

(ii) during consideration of the bill at second reading, the House shall not ad‐
journ, except pursuant to a motion moved by a minister of the Crown,

(iii) at the conclusion of the time provided for the debate or when no member
wishes to speak, whichever is earlier, all questions necessary to dispose of the
second reading stage of the bill shall be put forthwith and successively, with‐
out further debate or amendment and, if a recorded division is requested, the
vote shall not be deferred;

(b) if the bill is adopted at the second reading stage and referred to the Standing
Committee on Transport, Infrastructure and Communities,

(i) if the report on the striking of membership of Standing and Standing Joint
Committees of the Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs has
not yet been concurred in by the House, the whip of each recognized party
shall deposit with the Clerk of the House a list of their party's members of the
committee no later than the adjournment of the House on the day of the adop‐
tion of this order,

(ii) the committee shall meet on Tuesday, June 17, 2025, and on Wednesday,
June 18, 2025, at 3:30 p.m., provided that,

(A) the committee shall have the first priority for the use of House resources for
committee meetings,

(B) the committee shall meet until 5:30 p.m. on Tuesday, June 17, 2025, for the
election of the chair and vice-chairs, the consideration of routine motions gov‐
erning its proceedings, and to gather evidence from witnesses,

(C) the committee meet until 11:59 p.m. on Wednesday, June 18, 2025, to gather
evidence from witnesses and undertake clause-by-clause consideration of the
bill,

(D) all amendments be submitted to the clerk of the committee by noon on
Wednesday, June 18, 2025,
(E) amendments filed by independent members shall be deemed to have been
proposed during the clause-by-clause consideration of the bill,
(F) if the committee has not completed the clause-by-clause consideration of the
bill by 11:59 p.m. on Wednesday, June 18, 2025, all remaining amendments sub‐
mitted to the committee shall be deemed moved, the Chair shall put the question,
forthwith and successively, without further debate, on all remaining clauses and
amendments submitted to the committee, as well as each and every question
necessary to dispose of the clause-by-clause consideration of the bill, and the
committee shall not adjourn the meeting until it has disposed of the bill,
(G) a member of the committee may report the bill to the House by depositing it
with the Clerk of the House, who shall notify the House leaders of the recog‐
nized parties and independent members, provided that if the report is presented
on Thursday, June 19, 2025, the bill shall be taken up at report stage on the next
sitting day;
(c) the bill be ordered for consideration at report stage on Friday, June 20, 2025,
provided that,

(i) two members from each recognized party, one member from the New
Democratic Party and the member from the Green Party may each speak on
report stage motions for not more than 10 minutes, followed by five minutes
for questions and comments,
(ii) at the conclusion of the time provided for the debate or when no member
wishes to speak, whichever is earlier, any proceedings before the House shall
be interrupted, and in turn every question necessary for the disposal of the
said stage of the bill shall be put forthwith and successively, without further
debate or amendment, and, if a recorded division is requested, the vote shall
not be deferred, except pursuant to Standing Order 76.1(8),
(iii) the bill be ordered for consideration at the third reading stage immediate‐
ly after concurrence of the bill at report stage;

(d) when the bill is taken up at the third reading stage, pursuant to subparagraph
(c)(iii) of this order,

(i) two members from each recognized party, one member from the New
Democratic Party and the member from the Green Party may each speak at
the said stage for not more than 10 minutes, followed by five minutes for
questions and comments,
(ii) at the conclusion of the time provided for the debate or when no member
wishes to speak, whichever is earlier, all questions necessary to dispose of the
third reading stage of the bill shall be put forthwith and successively, without
further debate or amendment, and, if a recorded division is requested, the
vote shall not be deferred;

(e) on Friday, June 20, 2025, the House shall not adjourn until the proceedings
on the bill have been completed, except pursuant to a motion moved by a minis‐
ter of the Crown, provided that once proceedings have been completed, the
House may then proceed to consider other business or, if it has already passed
the ordinary hour of daily adjournment, the House shall adjourn to the next sit‐
ting day; and
(f) no motion to adjourn the debate at any stage of the said bill may be moved
except by a minister of the Crown.

● (1005)

He said: Mr. Speaker, this is the first chance I have had to speak
in the House since you became a chair occupant. Let me congratu‐
late you on this important honour.
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I rise today to speak to Bill C-5, the one Canadian economy act,

which I had the honour of tabling in this House last week. This
House is a place where, for generations, Canadians have placed
their hopes, confronted adversity together and shaped the future of
our country. Today, we do so again, facing challenges both new and
familiar. The time for resolute action is now.

At the first ministers' meeting last week in Saskatoon, premiers
unanimously expressed their spirited support for decisive move‐
ment on nation-building projects. There was a clear recognition that
this hinge moment is an opportunity to reunite with the can-do spir‐
it that envisioned and built, for example, the Confederation Bridge
or the St. Lawrence Seaway. In that spirit, I hope colleagues will
join us and recognize that this is an important moment to accelerate
the adoption of this legislation.

Canada stands at a crossroads. Global shifts and internal obsta‐
cles demand a clear and rapid response. The United States, our
closest trade and security partner, has become unpredictable and
undependable. It has imposed unjustified and illegal tariffs, remind‐
ing us that our prosperity cannot rely disproportionately on the sta‐
tus quo. However, in challenge lies opportunity. Canada's unity, re‐
solve and resourcefulness are obviously our greatest assets.
[Translation]

In the same spirit, I am honoured to speak to Bill C‑5, the one
Canadian economy act, a plan designed to remove barriers, redefine
our vision and open a new chapter in our national history. The time
for action is now.

From fishers in the Northumberland Strait to mine workers in
Whitehorse and innovators in Montreal, let this be the moment
where we come together and choose to build and achieve great
things. In the face of these new uncertainties, it is up to us to forge
our economic destiny.
● (1010)

[English]

One of the central pillars of this legislation is a new framework
for what we call projects of national interest, initiatives that will
move our country forward, reinforce our economic sovereignty and
drive prosperity in every region of the country.

For far too long, major projects, whether energy transmission
lines, critical mineral developments, pipelines or clean technology
projects, have been stalled by assessments, challenges, and overlap‐
ping and duplicative regulations. Investors, provinces and territo‐
ries, and the business community have said that it is too difficult
and takes too long to build important economically feasible projects
in Canada. This has led to potential missed investment opportuni‐
ties, lost jobs and a lack of competitiveness vis-à-vis our interna‐
tional counterparts. Our shared prosperity requires quick action.
[Translation]

This bill would introduce a new tool, a process for identifying,
prioritizing and advancing transformative infrastructure and devel‐
opment projects. To support this new process, the government plans
to create a new federal major projects office to coordinate, prob‐
lem-solve and fast-track projects of national interest, transitioning
from a fragmented approach to approval to unified, decisive action.

For projects of national interest like these, we are committed to
making decisions within a maximum time frame of two years, not
five years or more.

The Prime Minister has been very clear. Moving forward, we
will commit to a “one project, one review” approach. The days of
duplication and cost overruns are over. Federal, provincial and ter‐
ritorial authorities will all work on a single assessment to move
quickly, while remaining just as thorough and maintaining public
trust. Standards will be high. Only projects that strengthen Canada's
resilience, provide measurable economic benefits and are in line
with our environmental, social and indigenous reconciliation values
will receive this designation. Our goal is to put “Canada” and
“achievement”, not “Canada” and “delay”, in the same sentence.

[English]

Just as vital is the continued commitment by this government
that indigenous governments, partners and indeed indigenous peo‐
ples and communities must be engaged from the outset. Respect for
constitutionally protected indigenous rights, knowledge and priori‐
ties is obviously non-negotiable and is clearly enunciated in the bill
currently before the House. When we say partnership is the founda‐
tion, we mean exactly that. Whether in Inuvik, the Métis heartland
of Manitoba or the Mi'kmaq territory in Atlantic Canada, nation
building is only real if it is shared. That is why equity partnerships
for indigenous peoples will be supported and prioritized.

Environmental stewardship will also remain paramount. This bill
would not weaken any of Canada's core environmental statutes. In‐
stead, it is about considering whether major projects drive clean
growth and forge a sustainable legacy for the next generations.

The work of building a modern one Canadian economy does not
stop with flagship projects. Our prosperity also depends on remov‐
ing barriers that hobble Canadians' ability to trade, connect and
work wherever opportunity calls across our country.
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Let us talk about the reality facing thousands of small business

owners everyday. Let us say someone makes kitchen appliances
right here in Ontario. They might be investing in new refrigeration
or dishwasher technology that saves Canadians money on their
electricity bills, but even though they meet Ontario's stringent ener‐
gy efficiency requirements, they cannot say their product meets
federal standards for energy efficiency unless they have met all the
federal testing, labelling and compliance procedures. As a result,
they would not be able to sell their appliances across the border into
Quebec or Manitoba. It might take months or more to navigate the
federal process to prove their product is really as energy efficient as
they say or as the Ontario standards have confirmed. That can slow
things down and obviously adds cost.
● (1015)

[Translation]

The results of that are clear: unnecessary costs, regulatory confu‐
sion and a missed economic opportunity. Bill C‑5 is designed to en‐
sure that a product that meets provincial or territorial energy effi‐
ciency standards would meet comparable federal standards.

Under this bill, if a good is produced, used or sold in accordance
with a province's rules, it can move across the country without hav‐
ing to meet federal standards as long as it serves the same purpose.

Think about a Manitoba truck driver who has to deal not only
with provincial requirements, but also with additional federal rules
when crossing the border into Saskatchewan or Ontario. Paper‐
work, fees and compliance reviews are all barriers that slow down
our most ambitious workers and businesses.

This bill will remove those federal barriers. A good or service
produced in line with provincial or territorial regulations will be
recognized as meeting comparable federal standards for inter‐
provincial trade.
[English]

Labour mobility is also part of this bill. People in too many pro‐
fessions, like nurses, engineers, land surveyors and skilled trades
people, find their skills underutilized due to conflicting or duplicate
certification requirements. Where federal and provincial regulations
overlap, this legislation guarantees swift mutual recognition of
provincial and territorial credentials for federally regulated work‐
ers. This is about leveraging Canada's full talent pool, ensuring that
skilled workers can answer opportunity's call everywhere in the
country without bureaucratic delay. It is also about Canadians trust‐
ing each other. Every barrier we lift is a door opened to higher
wages, broader horizons and greater economic momentum.

With this legislation, Canada positions itself firmly to become a
clean and conventional energy superpower. Fort McMurray oil
sands will lead on both production and emissions reductions. Ed‐
monton and Sarnia are primed for leadership in hydrogen. New
transmission infrastructure will ferry Labrador's clean hydro to
Montreal and beyond.

We will mine, refine and finish uranium from Saskatchewan,
lithium in northern Quebec and cobalt from Nunavut, delivering re‐
sources the world needs from a reliable, sustainable partner.
Pipelines and port expansions will be built faster and smarter with

climate and community in mind, showing that economic and envi‐
ronmental progress are not at odds but intertwined. Canada will not
simply participate in the global resource economy; we will help de‐
fine it.

I would like to assure the House that this commitment to acceler‐
ation does not mean exclusion or diminution of environmental stan‐
dards or, obviously, our constitutionally enshrined obligations to in‐
digenous peoples. Every major project advanced through the
changes proposed in Bill C-5 will require real partnerships with in‐
digenous peoples. We have already announced that we are setting
up an indigenous advisory council. We will ensure that self-deter‐
mination, inclusion and respect are at the heart of this process.

● (1020)

[Translation]

Environmental protection measures are essential too. Projects of
national interest must facilitate clean, responsible growth, meeting
today's needs while leaving a healthy legacy for future generations.
This bill is driven by and focused on Canadians. It is for young ap‐
prentices in Lethbridge considering a career in biofuels, for power
line technicians in Thunder Bay and for health care professionals in
Moncton.

We are delivering what Canadians have always asked for: an
economy that rewards people who work hard and innovate, no mat‐
ter where they live. There has never been a better time for the world
to choose to do business with Canada. We offer a stable and pre‐
dictable political environment and a skilled and diverse workforce,
making us the best place in the world for investment and collabora‐
tion.

[English]

Where our allies seek certainty, reliable timelines or climate
leadership, Canada is ready to answer that call with our brightest
and our best. Let us capture this moment, one where trade flourish‐
es, dreams of workers and business owners can grow, and hope will
abound in every part of our country as we look to greater economic
prosperity together.

We have a real opportunity now, across political parties and re‐
gions, to unite behind the idea of delivering, not delaying. Let us
remove the barriers that keep us locked in 13 separate economies
instead of one growing, sustainable Canadian economy. Let us turn
the page and move forward with purpose, to get big things built in
this country once again.
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Philip Lawrence (Northumberland—Clarke, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, on April 17, 2025, the Prime Minister said, “Secondly, to
commit the federal government to do its part by Canada Day, so
free trade in Canada by Canada Day.”

Even if this legislation passes by July 1, we will still have many,
many barriers, some provincial and even some federal. Why did the
Prime Minister mislead Canadians?

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, the Prime Minister, of
course, did not mislead Canadians. Our colleague will know that it
is only within the jurisdiction of this Parliament or the Government
of Canada to remove barriers that are properly federal barriers to
free trade within Canada.

The provinces also have a series of measures that they are work‐
ing on removing. In fact, I have been very encouraged by provinces
signing agreements with each other and by provinces trying to lead
each other in who can move the fastest. Conservative premiers,
New Democratic premiers and Liberal premiers are doing this work
with the Government of Canada.

[Translation]
Sébastien Lemire (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, BQ): Mr. Speak‐

er, in his song Les Yankees, Richard Desjardins sang the following:

We come on behalf of Big Control
...
The president has ordered me
To bring peace to the entire world...

Basically, this is what indigenous people are being told:

We come as friends
But enough discussion
Now sign your submission...

The government sends a letter and gives grand chiefs five days to
relinquish their rights, so it can say that first nations have been con‐
sulted. However, I do not see that as consultation. Not every com‐
munity has been consulted. The government is ignoring the fact
that all nations have different ways of doing things. In my view, the
government is telling first nations and the people of Quebec how
things are going to be.

Does the minister agree that a little more time should be taken in
order to respect the spirit of reconciliation and consultation with
first nations?

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, I agree with the member
for Abitibi—Témiscamingue that we need to fulfill our obligations
with regard to consultation and partnership. I know how committed
my colleague is to indigenous peoples, and I really appreciate that.
That is something we have in common.

The five-day consultation he referred to is a consultation process
in a bill that is before Parliament and that would enable the govern‐
ment to designate projects as being in the national interest. The
government and private companies would then be able to conduct
extensive consultations.

We are building something, but these consultations obviously
have to happen before a project can be designated and approved.

● (1025)

[English]

Hon. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, we have a new Prime Minister, a new administration.
Coming out of the last federal election, we have been given a very
clear mandate: a healthy, stronger one Canadian economy for all re‐
gions of our country. This bill captures what I believe is the essence
of an election platform, and this is something that Canadians from
coast to coast to coast are behind.

Would the minister not agree that this legislation is a reflection of
a very important platform issue from the April 28 election?

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, I know that colleagues in
the House will be disappointed. I arrived at the last minute to give
this speech. I am told that the first speech has unlimited time. If I
had not arrived in time, colleagues could have heard the member
for Winnipeg North for possibly a few weeks on this bill.

My colleague from Winnipeg North is absolutely right. This
commitment to one Canadian economy, to getting big projects in
the national interest built quickly, was on page 1 of the Liberal plat‐
form. This should not surprise any parliamentarian. The govern‐
ment is in fact moving quickly on an obligation we have to Canadi‐
ans.

Matt Strauss (Kitchener South—Hespeler, CPC): Mr. Speak‐
er, I thank the minister for that overview of the bill. He mentioned
several times health care workers such as myself and how this bill
would allow them to go between provinces with greater ease. At
other points in his speech, he talked about federally regulated work‐
ers. From my reading of this bill, this would not make it any easier
for myself as a physician or for nurses to go and practise where
practice is needed.

Could the minister go on the record right now and explain how
this would actually affect health care workers in Ontario and other
provinces today?

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for
the question, and I absolute appreciate the challenge he has just
identified.

One of my friends for the last couple of decades is also a physi‐
cian, Andrew Furey, and he was the premier of Newfoundland and
Labrador until recently. He worked with Atlantic premiers because,
as my colleague has correctly identified, the actual certification of
physicians and other health care professionals is properly within the
provincial domain. Atlantic Canada got together and created an At‐
lantic physicians registry, led by the four provinces, which we think
is an example to the rest of the country. The Government of Canada
wants to encourage exactly that kind of work.
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[Translation]

Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I am not sur‐
prised that the minister is so fond of his own bill because it would
give excessive power to him personally. The minister will be able
to designate projects as being in the national interest, hold non-
binding consultations and have the federal government adopt envi‐
ronmental standards. Nothing would prevent the federal govern‐
ment from adopting the lowest environmental standard in the least
rigorous province. Essentially, that would result in the federal gov‐
ernment allowing one province to legislate in the place of another
province that is fulfilling its responsibilities, such as Quebec.

I would like the minister to tell us what the point of having
provinces is.

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, I obviously understand
the political aspect of my colleague's question.

I think we need to be careful before defining the responsibility
that the bill can assign to a minister. We have to be careful not to
exaggerate those circumstances. As I have said, environmental
standards and regulations will obviously be at the forefront, as will
consultation with indigenous peoples.

I would have thought my friend would be happy that the Govern‐
ment of Canada wants to work with BAPE in Quebec or with the
Quebec process so that major projects in Quebec get approved
more quickly, as a result of that partnership.
[English]

Hon. Patty Hajdu (Minister of Jobs and Families and Minis‐
ter responsible for the Federal Economic Development Agency
for Northern Ontario, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as the proud mother of
an operating engineer who is working on projects of national inter‐
est as we speak, I want to ask the minister if he can tell us a bit
about the reception of this bill by organized labour.
● (1030)

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, my colleague often
speaks about her son, who is an example of exactly the kind of
worker and skilled professional the country and, frankly, this gov‐
ernment want to support.

I was encouraged by conversations with labour leaders represent‐
ing not only the skilled trades but a series of other professions that
would benefit from exactly this kind of nation-building exercise.
Provincial premiers speak to labour leaders about the importance of
creating economic opportunity at a time when our economy is
threatened, and we are doing this for people exactly like my col‐
league's son.
[Translation]

Gérard Deltell (Louis-Saint-Laurent—Akiawenhrahk, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the minister on his re-election and on
introducing this bill.

He talked about the principle of “one project, one environmental
assessment”. That is a principle we agree on. Just 13 months ago,
we actually had a vote in the House on Bill C‑375, which had the
same exact goal. The Bloc Québécois agreed with the principle that
we had put forward, but, curiously, the Liberals voted against it.

As the legal experts suggested, our approach was to say that for
each project, federal experts and experts from the province where
the project was taking place should meet, work together and con‐
duct one assessment.

Is that exactly the approach the minister is proposing?

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, I thank my friend from
Louis-Saint-Laurent—Akiawenhrahk for his question. He just put
his finger on exactly what we want to do with this bill.

We have been very clear. The Prime Minister was very clear dur‐
ing the election campaign. Within six months at the most, we would
like to have exactly the kind of agreement that my colleague just
described to avoid duplication and to minimize costs for businesses,
provinces and Crown corporations that are proposing major
projects. We also want to use the expertise that provincial and terri‐
torial authorities often have and ensure that the federal govern‐
ment's expertise is complementary, that it adds value and that it
does not create obstacles that would duplicate or extend the project.

[English]

Shannon Stubbs (Lakeland, CPC): Mr. Speaker, where is
Canada after this last, lost, anti-development Liberal decade? Only
11 years ago, Canada became internationally recognized as home to
the richest and biggest middle class in the world, with more chil‐
dren lifted out of poverty than ever before. Heading into 2015, the
budget was under control, with a billion-dollar surplus, and
Canada's economy was the strongest in the G7, the last in and the
first out of the great global recession.

Today, Canada's economy has fallen behind those of our allies.
Productivity lags. Workers cannot make ends meet and wonder
whose job will be gone next. Canada's natural wealth sits idle in the
ground and offshore. Investment heads south and to other countries.
Families, and people with no one else to count on but themself, fall
further behind. Young people lose hope for their future and wonder
whether they will ever be able to afford a home, build up a nest egg
or actually capture their big dreams.

Communities lose opportunities and dwindle. Businesses close
due to excessive red tape, taxes, costs and constant uncertainty, and
they have to reduce their charitable and community contributions.
Violence, crime, mental distress and suicide, especially among rural
men, are on a steady rise.

Killing energy projects does not just cost jobs; it also costs com‐
munities. It takes away critical revenue to build roads and bridges.
It takes away revenue for critical supports for social programs; to
build arenas; to support health care, like the long-term partnerships
with the Lloydminster and Bonnyville regional health foundations
and energy companies; and to build schools and universities.
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Today, Canada works for the super-rich, the well established, the

elites, the well-connected, the big companies of all kinds, mostly
foreign-founded and multinationals. It does not work for the Cana‐
dian people who do the work, take big risks and build big projects:
individual entrepreneurs, small business owners, innovators, and
workers and contractors who fuel, feed and power this country for
our Canadian people. That is the Liberal legacy; the cost to Canadi‐
ans is real, and it is staggering.

Today, we as MPs find ourselves in an odd position. The very
same government that inflicted the last decade of anti-energy, anti-
private-sector death by delay and uncertainty on natural resource
workers and businesses in every corner of Canada, that harmed all
the secondary and tertiary sectors that depend on it everywhere,
that sent allies away in dire need of Canadian resources, and that
divided our country, pitting Canadians, provinces, businesses and
sectors against each other, suddenly claims to want big natural re‐
sources and infrastructure projects to get built in Canada, so it
brought in Bill C-5, with all kinds of big promises.

However, at its heart, Bill C-5 is really a glaring admission that
everything the Liberals have done for the last 10 years has made
Canada a place where the red tape and constantly changing goal‐
posts get to “no”, and nothing can get built efficiently or affordably.

The real question is this: Would the Liberals' Bill C-5 really
clean up the colossal mess the Liberals themselves have made?
Where are the projects held back by the lost Liberal decade? Where
are the investments that would have created prosperity for every
single Canadian? Where are the thousands of well-paid jobs for
Canadians everywhere, and especially in rural, remote, northern,
Atlantic and indigenous communities that need them most? Where
are the revenues for all three levels of government to fund public
services and programs, build public infrastructure and support com‐
munities?

Where has all that gone, and how much are we talking about here
anyway? Well, Canada has lost $670 billion in cancelled oil, gas,
LNG and pipeline projects alone since 2015, due completely to the
Liberals' anti-energy, anti-development messages, policies and
laws.

On Wednesday night, in committee of the whole, the minister
and I discussed Bill C-5 a bit. I suggested an obvious, immediate
first step, if the Liberals really want to get Canadians working and
building to strengthen Canada's economy and sovereignty, that
would not require weeks and months of delay, meeting after meet‐
ing, and press conference promises with very few details.
● (1035)

The minister said I brought up “hypothetical projects”, and he re‐
fused to say whether they met his factors for projects in the national
interest, which the Liberals themselves will decide. That was
alarming in itself, since the projects I mentioned are real projects,
with real proponents, that would offer real jobs with powerful pay‐
cheques for Canadians and long-term tax revenue for all three lev‐
els of government. Real businesses are paying real money and los‐
ing real time trying to get to build their big projects. The problem is
that they are stuck in one form of federal regulation or red tape
right now.

The immediate solution is blindingly obvious, without all the ex‐
tra rigamarole, uncertainty and time delays. What was extra weird
about the minister's evasion is that of the five vague factors the Lib‐
erals have outlined for Bill C-5, which they will use themselves to
decide what is in the national interest, two of these factors are that
projects must bring economic or other benefits to Canada and that
they must have a high likelihood of successful execution. Clearly
the top priority action, then, to fast-track efficiently should be all
the projects and proponents stuck in red tape right now by the Lib‐
erals' own conditions.

Where is the Crawford nickel-cobalt mine project near Timmins,
Ontario? It was proposed in 2020 but is stuck in the regulatory
mess the Liberals created. Where is the Troilus gold and copper
mining project in Quebec? It has been stuck in the regulator since
2023. Where are the Rook I uranium mine and Denison uranium
mine projects in northern Saskatchewan? They were proposed in
2019 and are both still stuck. Where is the Bruce C nuclear project
planned for Ontario? It is stuck in double layers of regulatory re‐
view.

It is no wonder Canada ranks dead last in the G7 for develop‐
ment. The projects are not only lost in red tape; they also seem to
be lost completely from consideration by the minister, since he was
so adamant on Tuesday night that they did not exist. They are five
projects, five chances to grow Canada's economy, five chances to
lead the world in energy, innovation, responsible resource develop‐
ment and indigenous opportunities.

Of course, it is not only those five projects. In fact, there are
dozens of major energy, nuclear, critical mineral and indigenous-
backed resource road proposals that are stuck in limbo right now at
the federal level. These projects are not theoretical; they have
names, investors and local support. They have involved years of en‐
gineering, technical, environmental and consultation work, risk and
investment.

The missing piece is a federal government with a will to fast-
track the assessments through the regulatory maze it created itself,
to approve them efficiently and to back proponents once they ap‐
prove them so proponents can actually build on their time and on
their dime. In Bill C-69, as would also be the case in Bill C-5, cabi‐
net is the final decision-maker, with all the power.
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Currently, both officials and ministers already have significant

sweeping powers to start, stop, restart, extend, delay and suspend,
and to change the rules and start all over again as many times as
they want. It is no wonder things cannot get built. The government
also has the power to fast-track the projects right now. Instead, it ig‐
nores all the real and ready projects, proponents and people, and
has brought in a short-term workaround of its own bad policies and
laws, Bill C-5.

The Liberals talk about emissions reduction and imposed electric
vehicle mandates, and they want so-called green growth, but they
stalled the very projects needed to make all that happen. We cannot
build electric vehicles without nickel, lithium and cobalt, currently
dominated by China. We cannot power a reliable, affordable mod‐
ern grid without uranium and natural gas. We cannot reduce emis‐
sions and build new technology without the innovation, jobs and
revenues that come from responsible Canadian resource develop‐
ment, mostly from traditional oil and gas, and from pipeline compa‐
nies.

Alberta is an example. By 2023, Alberta oil sands reduced emis‐
sions intensity while growing production by 96%. Alberta leads the
country in alternative energy development too, as in fact it always
has.
● (1040)

According to the federal government's national inventory report
from 2025, Alberta had the largest absolute reduction in emissions
of any Canadian province between 2022 and 2023. That is the truth
the Liberals will not tell Canadians. Albertans cut emissions not by
shutting down, but by showing up and building through free enter‐
prise, innovation and technology, getting better emissions reduction
results, real emissions reduction results, without killing jobs or
driving away investment. However, the Liberal government still
treats as problems not solutions Alberta and every province that de‐
velops resources, those of us in the so-called ROC, the rest of
Canada, that politicians in Ottawa usually ignore. The Liberals pun‐
ish the most responsible energy producers in the world and give a
free pass to foreign polluters. They celebrate emissions reductions
in Canada when they come from lockdowns, lost jobs and bankrupt
businesses.

Canadians cannot afford essentials because the government
drives up costs and imposes unrealistic targets on power and fuel. It
is worse when the facts do not fit the Liberals' narrative. When it
turns out that Alberta reduces emissions the most, the Liberals stay
silent. When LNG could displace coal from growing energy de‐
mand in Asia, India and Africa from B.C., or help secure European
energy needs and cut dependence on Russia, the Liberals turn allies
away. When western provinces want to build major projects or
northerners want to mine and drill offshore, the Liberals deny, ban
and delay. When Atlantic Canadians want to drill offshore, ship
LNG to Europe or have a pipeline to bring western oil to eastern
refineries so future generations of Atlantic Canadians can stay
home with jobs and abundant opportunities, the Liberals interfere
and then look away.

Let me pause here to tell members how important that issue is to
me, because the fact is that Atlantic Canadians and Albertans are
inextricably linked. We have helped build each other's provinces in

the best interests of all Canadians. I say that as a first-generation
born-and-raised Albertan and the daughter of a Nova Scotian and a
Newfoundlander.

The Liberals spend years talking about reconciliation, yet delay,
risk or kill pipelines, roads, mining projects and LNG opportunities
that so many indigenous leaders, elders, youth, entrepreneurs and
workers spent years negotiating with businesses to get jobs, to get
their own-source revenue and to do environmental oversight in a
good way. The Liberals claim to support first nations but deny them
the opportunity to own, to build, to partner and to profit. It is not
reconciliation when Ottawa decides who can build and who must
wait. It is not partnership when one side always says no. It is not
respect when indigenous voices are ignored because they want to
make their own development decisions and exercise their rights and
title.

The bill that we are debating today proves what Conservatives
have said all along: The Liberals' antidevelopment agenda kills
Canadian jobs, kills Canadian investment, weakens Canada's secu‐
rity, unity and sovereignty, and has made our country a risky place
where nothing can get built and where uncompetitive, pancaked
and incoherent taxes, laws and policies; uncertainty; and constantly
changing goalposts deter big projects from our own country.

Canadians deserve a plan based on facts and results, not vague
statements and delay from the same government that caused the
problems it suddenly now claims to want to fix. The consequences
of the Liberals' antidevelopment decade are growing poverty, not
prosperity, and fractured national unity. The Liberals pit Canadians
against each other and attack Albertan businesses in particular with
constant misinformation and myths.
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The reality is that when Alberta builds and grows, so does

Canada, and when Alberta is strong, so is Canada. Albertans have
been there all along with our friends from Saskatchewan and from
Atlantic Canada. We have just been asking the Liberals to help get
the country's top export from the industry that is still the biggest in‐
vestor in Canada's declining economy by far, whether the anti-ener‐
gy zealots like it or not, to more markets globally so Canada is not
dependent on the United States.
● (1045)

Ten years later, ten years of this lost last antidevelopment Liberal
decade, Canada faces economic, security and sovereignty threats
from our closest ally, the world's biggest economy, our biggest cus‐
tomer and now, because the Liberals held Canada back every step
of the way, our biggest competitor. Canadians cannot afford essen‐
tials, because the government drove up the costs of power and fuel
for everyone.

Make no mistake; it did not have to be this way. With all due re‐
spect, by which I mean almost none, the time to “build Canada”
and make our country self-reliant, secure, united and strong was the
last decade. The answer has always been to unleash Canada's natu‐
ral resources and increase production and export customers, as
Conservatives and only Conservatives have consistently and un‐
equivocally advocated the entire time. This was never actually an
even-sided theoretical or philosophical debate. It has always been
simply the fiscal and economic reality of our country.

Canadians deserve a government that backs them, not a govern‐
ment that blocks them and not a government that pees down our leg
and tells us it is raining. Bill C-5 is breadcrumbs and baby steps,
not a real breakthrough of Liberal-inflicted barriers on Canada. Our
country needs real change and long-term, concrete certainty for the
private sector and for Canadian workers to make us autonomous,
resilient and secure, as the Liberals say they want to do now, even
though they have been in charge around here for the last 10 years.

What would that actually look like? It would mean fixing the
fundamentals and repealing the failed “no new pipelines, never
build anything” bill, Bill C-69, which is rife with uncertainty;
which has no concrete timelines despite Liberal claims, arbitrary
and unrelated conditions, political interference and jurisdictional
overreach; and which the provinces, territories, businesses and in‐
digenous groups all oppose or want to overhaul. The Supreme
Court declared Bill C-69 unconstitutional for every single reason
that Conservatives, and it happened to be me, warned about during
the debates. However, Liberals ignored this entire Conservative
team, all the premiers, all the territorial leaders, the private sector
and the Senate and rammed it through anyway.

The government should repeal the shipping ban bill, Bill C-48,
which blocks dedicated export routes for Canada's much-needed
energy to countries with actual emerging markets that need Canadi‐
an energy and technology in Asia, like Japan, South Korea, Taiwan
and the Philippines, and to European allies like Germany, Latvia,
Ukraine, Greece and Poland.

The geopolitical security aspects of this issue, obviously, cannot
be overstated. That ban signals that shipping may be blocked by the
government off any coast, just like its offshore unilateral drilling
bans and antidevelopment zones on land and in water, but it stays.

Clearly, the Liberals are A-okay with Canada's allies and other
countries getting energy they will continue to want long into the fu‐
ture from the U.S. or from foreign regimes like Venezuela, Libya,
Iran and Saudi Arabia over Canada, with much lower environmen‐
tal, labour and safety standards and where the benefits usually only
go to a wealthy few.

The government should repeal the Canadian oil and gas cap that
will cut Canadian energy production by 5%, kill over 50,000 jobs
and remove over $20 billion from Canada's GDP. That is self-in‐
flicted sabotage that no other country in the world is doing to itself
and totally nonsensical for what is actually a radical anti-energy
government suddenly plagiarizing, like someone's thesis, the for‐
mer Conservative government's vision for Canada as an energy su‐
perpower.

While the minister and his Liberal buddies laughed when I asked
questions about job losses, Canadians stress, wondering where their
next paycheque will come from. In 2021, TD Economics projected
that of Canadian oil and gas jobs, up to 75% could disappear by
2050. The Liberals call it a transition for Canada. It is devastation.

● (1050)

The Liberals should repeal the globalist, top-down economic re‐
structuring, just transition plan in Bill C-50 that they already know
will threaten the livelihoods of 2.7 million Canadians and cause
labour disruptions, which is bureaucratese for job losses, for
642,000 workers in the transportation sector, almost 300,000 agri‐
culture workers, 202,000 energy workers and, get this, 193,000 in
Canada's important manufacturing sector, which is maybe more im‐
portant than ever before, given this world becoming more danger‐
ous and the global threats that Canada faces because this Liberal
government has failed us.
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The truth is, the future does not look brighter with the same gov‐

ernment pretending to be a new one. TD reports the unemployment
rate in Canada has risen to its highest rate since 2016, outside of
COVID, to 7%, and 100,000 jobs are to be lost by the third quarter
of this year. The job outlook for students is even worse, with a 20%
unemployment rate; that is the highest since the 2008 recession. In
fact, Canadian manufacturing has lost 55,000 jobs in a period of
only four months. This is not getting Canada on track; it is the con‐
tinued track record of the same Liberal government, and we know
what they say about lipstick on a pig.

It was not always this way. Under the former Conservative gov‐
ernment, Canada ranked fourth for ease of doing business of all
countries in the world. However, by 2020, with the Liberals,
Canada had fallen to 24th, behind Georgia and Thailand. Today,
Canada ranks near the bottom globally for construction permits,
property registration, securing electricity and cross-border trade. In
fact, Canada is ranked second worst in the OECD for construction
permit timelines because of the Liberals.

The Liberals' blocked projects, hiked taxes and doubled debt
have made Canada 30% less productive than the U.S. today. Since
2015, $5.6 trillion has left Canada for the U.S. That is not a coinci‐
dence; that is a Liberal consequence. The trend of Canadian invest‐
ment up in the U.S. and U.S. investment down in Canada is a his‐
toric anomaly caused squarely, and for the first time ever, by the
Liberals' damaging economic and energy policies.

Just last week, StatsCan reported a more than 5% decline in
forestry, fishing, mining, quarrying, and oil and gas since last
spring. Declines in primary and resource-producing sectors impact
everything else. Ontarians now face the worst unemployment, out‐
side COVID, since 2013. In April alone, Ontario lost 33,000 manu‐
facturing jobs. Tens of thousands of real people lost their jobs while
the Liberals patronized and laughed at opposition MPs fighting for
those workers. It is a travesty that it has taken global instability, ex‐
ternal threats, growing conflicts and a cost-of-living crisis that the
Liberals created for them to even appear to take notice.

Canadians now know, without a doubt, that energy security
means food, job and national security for Canada. Last year, the en‐
ergy sector contributed 7.7% of GDP, or $208.8 billion, to Canada;
446,600 Canadian workers, including 10,800 indigenous people, re‐
lied on natural resources. My point here is that none of this is acci‐
dental or externally inflicted on Canada. It is the direct result of do‐
mestic antidevelopment laws and policies. Canada's top global en‐
ergy and resource competitors have ramped up their production of
all kinds in the same time period, with much lower standards than
Canada.

We now arrive at Bill C-5. The current Prime Minister, who ad‐
vised the last one for half a decade and is well known for his global
advocacy to keep resources in the ground, has not actually ex‐
plained whether he has had some kind of major philosophical meta‐
morphosis, transformation and awakening from all his previous val‐
ues and views but nevertheless has met with premiers and business‐
es and suddenly claims to want to do what Conservatives have been
urging the gatekeeping, road-blocking, radical Liberals to do the
entire time, which is to build, build, build.

● (1055)

However, there are a lot of questions. Let us start at the begin‐
ning. As of right now, the Liberals say five factors will be consid‐
ered to determine whether projects are in the national interest. Bill
C-5 says a project must “strengthen Canada’s autonomy, resilience
and security”; “provide economic or other”, whatever that means,
“benefits to Canada”; “have a high likelihood of successful execu‐
tion”; “advance the interests of Indigenous peoples”; and “con‐
tribute to clean growth and to meeting Canada’s objectives with re‐
spect to climate change.”

Now, it is worth a a pause here to point out that most Canadians
would likely be shocked that these factors are not already part of
regulatory and cabinet decision-making and may rightly wonder
what the heck the government has been thinking about for the past
decade.

Also, it is worth noting that these concepts are broad enough that
any interpretation or any argument could be made about each factor
either way for any project, which is, of course, automatically and
inherently uncertain, and wide open to manipulation and ideologi‐
cal or politically connected decision-making. So much for objec‐
tive, technology- and sector-agnostic, predictable, clear, certain and
evidence-based decision-making in Canada.

As of right now, there is no public list of projects. Now, the
Prime Minister says he is getting lists from provinces, and some
premiers have said what their asks are, yet the minister claims there
is no list and that that will happen after Bill C-5 is law. The minis‐
ter specifically said on Wednesday, and I meant Wednesday earlier
when I said Tuesday, that “when the projects are designated, they
will be made public.”

Do the projects drive the legislation, or does the legislation drive
the projects? Do they have a list from premiers or do they not? No‐
body knows, because of mixed messages and misleading answers.
What is clear is that the whole thing is a politically driven and de‐
termined process, which is, actually, already exactly what the Lib‐
erals have been doing for the last decade. That is the opposite of
clarity and certainty—
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● (1100)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): Order. I have to
interrupt the member as it is 11 o'clock. We will now proceed to
statements by members, and the member will have time after ques‐
tion period to conclude her remarks.

STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS
[English]

ST. ANDREW ANGLICAN CHURCH
Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, it is

an honour to present my first member's statement in this new Par‐
liament. I will begin by thanking the people of Saanich—Gulf Is‐
lands for returning me to Parliament to work on their behalf.

I want to highlight an event that happened this week, which is
the reason I am participating remotely. As some may know, I am a
practising Anglican and try to follow the path of Jesus Christ in my
work. I am a parishioner at a little parish called St. Andrew Angli‐
can Church in Sidney, British Columbia.

This week, on Wednesday, June 11, we had the great honour of
our bishop, the Right Reverend Anna Greenwood-Lee, come to St.
Andrew's. She went up, believe it or not, in a cherry picker, in the
bucket, to the roof of the church hall to bless the solar panels. We
had prepared and worshipped together with a liturgy for the bless‐
ing of solar panels.

Those panels will save our parish $3,000 a year to go toward the
work to help the homeless and those who need support.

* * *

ANNUAL VETERAN'S SALMON DERBY
Sima Acan (Oakville West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

recognize the 12th Annual Veteran's Salmon Derby taking place on
June 14 in Bronte Harbour, Oakville.

Since its founding, this incredible event has grown from a local
initiative into a cherished tradition, bringing together Canadian
Armed Forces veterans, serving and retired; their families; local
businesses; and our community. More than just a fishing derby, it is
dedicated to the emotional well-being of those who have given so
much in service to Canada. It also raises critical funds for Veterans
Helping Veterans and the military family resource centre, which are
supporting those who stood for Canada and deserve our ongoing
support. This year's event will honour not only veterans but also
numerous COVID-19 responders, recognizing their dedication dur‐
ing some of Canada's most challenging times.

I thank the organizers, volunteers, sponsors and especially our
veterans and frontline heroes for their service and sacrifice. I wish
tight lines to all participating.

* * *

CONDOLENCES
Amarjeet Gill (Brampton West, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I rise in

the House with a heavy heart following the heartbreaking crash of
an Air India flight en route to London. My heart goes out to the vic‐

tims, their families and all those impacted by the devastating
tragedy.

In that same spirit of reflection, I wish to honour the legacy of
Peter Robertson, a dedicated public servant, educator and pillar of
the Brampton community. Mayor Robertson began his public ser‐
vice in 1976 as a regional councillor, and in 1991, he was entrusted
by the people to serve as mayor of Brampton, leading the city for
nearly a decade through a period of significant growth and transfor‐
mation. His leadership was defined by vision, principle and a stead‐
fast commitment to serving his fellow citizens.

Today, on behalf of the residents of Brampton West, I extend my
deepest condolences to his loved ones. His name lives on, not just
on Peter Robertson Boulevard, but in the countless lives he
touched. May his example of service, humility and vision continue
to inspire us all.

* * *

MUSQUEAM CANOE RACES

Wade Grant (Vancouver Quadra): Mr. Speaker, there are
many great places in Vancouver Quadra and none are more special
to me than the mouth of the Fraser River. From its headwaters hun‐
dreds of kilometres north, to where it enters the Salish Sea, it has
always been a special place for residents of Vancouver Quadra.
Over the years, it was used as our highway, and now it is being
used as a working river.

Many years ago, the Musqueam people, where I come from,
raced in what are called the war canoe races. They raced against
other first nations from Coast Salish territory, Washington State,
Fraser Valley and Vancouver Island. That went dormant for a num‐
ber of years until Elder Dick Louis and Kelly Louis brought it back
for the youth of the Musqueam people.

We now host thousands of spectators and hundreds of people
from across Coast Salish territory. That is going to happen this
weekend, June 13, 14 and 15, starting tonight. Everyone in the area
is invited to come down and enjoy as they reconnect with their cul‐
ture, share their culture with Canada and raise their hands to each
and every one of them.

Hay čxʷ q̓ə.

* * *

ITALIAN HERITAGE MONTH

Anna Roberts (King—Vaughan, CPC): Mr. Speaker, June is
Italian Heritage Month, a time to honour the dreams and sacrifices
of those who came before us.
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I am a proud granddaughter of Italian Canadians. My grandfather

came to Canada, with hope in his heart, to build a life rooted in
hard work, family and faith. I am deeply proud of my Italian roots
and incredibly honoured to represent the almost 40,000 Italian
Canadians in King—Vaughan who entrusted me to be their voice
here in Ottawa.

Auguri a tutti gli italiani qui in Canada e in Italia. Felice mese di
patrimonio italiano.

This is in honour of the Speaker.

[Member sang in Italian]

* * *
● (1105)

GOVERNOR GENERAL'S AWARD
David Myles (Fredericton—Oromocto, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I

am thrilled to stand in the House today to highlight the significant
achievements of Jeremy Dutcher, who is being awarded this year's
Governor General's National Arts Centre Award in recognition of
his extraordinary work as an artist, composer, activist, ethnomusi‐
cologist and language carrier.

A Wolastoqiyik member of the Tobique first nation, Dutcher was
born and raised in Fredericton and has been instrumental in pre‐
serving and sharing the Wolastoqiyik language and culture. He is
the only two-time Polaris prize winner, a Juno Award winner and
has performed on many of the most important stages around the
world.
[Translation]

From the bottom of my heart, I want to thank Jeremy for his art,
his values and his passion. As the region's representative, I would
like to congratulate Jeremy on his extraordinary achievements.

Kuli-kiseht, Jeremy.
[English]

Congratulations.

* * *

SUMMER EVENTS IN CARIBOO—PRINCE GEORGE
Todd Doherty (Cariboo—Prince George, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

it is that time of year again: It is rodeo season.

It is time to rope that dream, blow off some steam and head to
Cariboo—Prince George for the greatest shows on dirt. Starting this
weekend, there is the Prince George Western Heritage Society
rodeo and the 4th Annual Logan Parent Memorial Bulls & Barrels
in 100 Mile House. In two weeks, there will be the 97th annual
Williams Lake Stampede, the “wildest show west of the rocks,” and
then it will be the 56th Annual Quesnel Rodeo and Billy Barker
Days Festival.

It's not just a sport, it's our way of life.
It's the bulls and the blood, the dust and the mud,
The roar of the Sunday crowd,
The Let R Buck Saloon playing the music just a little too loud.
Bucking bronc fun under the hot Quesnel sun,
This summer in Cariboo-PG is gonna be fun.
It's boots and chaps, it's cowboy hats,

Wild horses and the smoke show.

It's the broncs and the blood, it's the steers and the mud,
We call it rodeo.

Yee-haw.

* * *

70TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE TOWN OF AJAX

Jennifer McKelvie (Ajax, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am honoured to
rise in this great House for the first time representing the beautiful
community of Ajax, which celebrates its 70th anniversary this year.

I want to thank the residents of Ajax for placing their trust in me,
and I want to thank my family and volunteers for their support.

I also want to recognize my predecessor, the hon. Mark Holland,
for his many years of service. We wish him well.

As Ajax celebrates this milestone, we recognize its place in his‐
tory and its vibrancy today. The area was home to Defence Indus‐
tries Limited, the largest shell-filling plant in the British Common‐
wealth during World War II.

With a new name needed for the town, a competition was held
among its employees, and they selected the name Ajax after one of
the ships that defeated the German battleship Graf Spee near
Uruguay in 1939. Today, many of Ajax's streets are named after
veterans who served on HMS Ajax, and it is home to innovative
businesses, the historic Pickering Village, the St. Francis Centre for
Community, Arts and Culture, and beautiful green spaces.

I wish Ajax a happy 70th anniversary.

* * *

MEN ENDING TRAFFICKING

Jacob Mantle (York—Durham, CPC): Mr. Speaker, this past
weekend in Jackson's Point in the town of Georgina, I attended the
10th anniversary of the charity Men Ending Trafficking, which was
founded 10 years ago on the simple understanding that the vast ma‐
jority of demand for sex trafficking in Canada is sadly driven by
men, and we need more men working to end that in Canada.

I heard heartbreaking stories of daughters stolen, lost and abused,
but also hopeful stories of those who, with help, were able to es‐
cape a life of exploitation. Through its safeguard program, Men
Ending Trafficking brings together teams of women and men to
come alongside victims as they navigate the criminal justice sys‐
tem.

I want to thank founder John Cassells and current executive di‐
rector Trevor Poplar for their tenacious efforts. I know all men in
the House will join me in working to end sex trafficking in Canada.



1020 COMMONS DEBATES June 13, 2025

Statements by Members
[Translation]

CANADA POST LABOUR DISPUTE
Marilène Gill (Côte-Nord—Kawawachikamach—Nitassinan,

BQ): Mr. Speaker, everyone is affected by the Canada Post labour
dispute. However, the government is making a mistake by siding
with the employer instead of supporting a lasting, negotiated settle‐
ment.

First, the government suspended workers' right to strike in De‐
cember. Then, yesterday, the Minister of Jobs and Families an‐
nounced that she will force employees to vote on Canada Post's
unilateral proposal instead of going to arbitration. This repeated
Liberal meddling has poisoned the collective bargaining atmo‐
sphere. Today, the Liberals are shutting down the dialogue by forc‐
ing a vote. It seems rather clear that the arbitrator has chosen the
winner of the game.

The Liberals' role is to act as guarantors of law, fairness and gen‐
uine social dialogue. They need to explain their involvement, which
is not conducive to a fair and lasting resolution of the dispute. More
importantly, they need to back down.

* * *
● (1110)

[English]

TRIBUTE TO A FATHER
Yasir Naqvi (Ottawa Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as we all

know, this weekend is Father's Day. I want to take this moment to
celebrate my father, Anwar Abbas Naqvi, who will be turning 90
on July 14.

What a remarkable life he has lived. He has always been a plan‐
ner and a visionary, and he has immigrated twice in his life, first at
the age of 19 from India to Pakistan and then later on to this beauti‐
ful country of Canada. He has always given the gift of education to
my siblings, my brother and sister, and I, telling us how important it
is to get a good education, work hard and give back to the commu‐
nity.

He took part in a pro-democracy movement in his younger days,
and spent nine months as a political prisoner, because he always
challenged the status quo. I want to take this opportunity for mem‐
bers to join me in wishing him a happy 90th birthday. May he live
many, many more years. Happy birthday, Daddy.

* * *

FREEDOM OF EXPRESSION
Rachael Thomas (Lethbridge, CPC): Mr. Speaker, freedom of

expression is the foundation of every other freedom. Without it, we
cannot challenge bad ideas, question authority or hold governments
to account. We cannot protect truth. Freedom of expression is the
oxygen of democracy. When governments decide to censor speech,
they begin to control thought itself. This path does not lead to safe‐
ty. Instead, it leads to silence, fear and eventually oppression.

In the last Parliament, the Liberals pushed Canada down that
path. Bill C-18 banned news from social media. Bill C-11 manipu‐
lated what Canadians can see and say online, and Bill C-63, a bloat‐

ed censorship regime, threatened to put in place an Internet czar
and sweeping new powers to police speech.

The Liberals claim that they have changed, that this is a “new
government”, but Canadians know better. The government does not
trust Canadians. They do not trust Canadians to think independent‐
ly, to speak freely or to make their own choices, but Conservatives
on this side of the House will always protect free speech, always
protect open debate and always stand for the rights and freedoms of
Canadians. We are here to continue—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): The hon. mem‐
ber for Orléans.

* * *
[Translation]

50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE FESTIVAL FRANCO-
ONTARIEN

Marie-France Lalonde (Orléans, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, yesterday,
we marked a historic moment: the 50th anniversary of the Festival
franco-ontarien. For half a century, this festival has been proudly
celebrating the culture, language and identity of francophones in
Ontario through music. It is an opportunity to bring together differ‐
ent generations, showcase local and foreign artists and celebrate the
wealth of our francophone heritage.

I thank the organizers of the Festival franco-ontarien for their
leadership and the many organizations in Ontario, like the Mouve‐
ment d'implication francophone d'Orléans, or MIFO, in my beauti‐
ful community of Orléans, that work tirelessly on promoting the
francophonie in all its forms.

For this special year, we applaud the festival's exceptional jour‐
ney and wish it many more years of success. Happy 50th anniver‐
sary to the Festival franco-ontarien. See you all at Major's Hill park
until June 14.

* * *
[English]

CANADIAN ENERGY SECTOR

Scott Anderson (Vernon—Lake Country—Monashee, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, after ten years of Liberal anti-energy laws, over 176
billion dollars' worth of energy projects have been scrapped. Bills
such as Bill C-69, the so-called “no new energy pipelines” law, and
Bill C-48, along with the job-killing carbon tax, have created so
much red tape and uncertainty that energy companies will not even
invest here anymore.

In the B.C. interior, countless families depend on the oil and gas
sector to put food on the table. Even our regional airports rely on
flight revenues tied to energy-related travel and investment, but be‐
cause of stalled pipelines, investment and job creation have dried
up, not just in my riding, but across Canada.



June 13, 2025 COMMONS DEBATES 1021

Oral Questions
If the Liberals are serious about making Canada an energy super‐

power, they need to repeal their own anti-energy agenda, lift Bill
C-69, remove Bill C-48, kill the industrial carbon tax and get Cana‐
dians back to work by finally tapping into our natural resources.

* * *

STEEL INDUSTRY
John-Paul Danko (Hamilton West—Ancaster—Dundas,

Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this week, a Hamilton steel mill permanently
shut down, putting 153 people out of work. Donald Trump's 50%
tariffs on steel and aluminum are unjustified and illegal, and are
now impacting the livelihoods of Canadian families.

Everyone in Hamilton knows somebody who works in the steel
industry. There are 10,000 Hamilton workers who are directly em‐
ployed in steelmaking and another 40,000 who are employed in as‐
sociated industries. These are good-paying, Canadian jobs that are
supporting hard-working Canadian families, and they are now at
risk because of Donald Trump's misguided, illegal trade war with
Canada.

While discussions with the U.S. are ongoing, all retaliatory mea‐
sures are on the table. We are taking steps to stop the dumping of
cheap foreign steel, and we are investing in new Canadian markets.
I want to assure the workers in Hamilton and across Canada that
our government is doing everything possible to fight back, protect
jobs and support Canadian steel.

* * *
● (1115)

PUBLIC SERVICES AND PROCUREMENT
Michael Kram (Regina—Wascana, CPC): Mr. Speaker, many

Canadians are struggling with the ever-increasing cost of groceries,
record food bank use and rising unemployment. However, one
group of Canadians is not struggling at all, namely the Liberal-
friendly insiders at GC Strategies.

This two-person company billed taxpayers for $64 million over
106 contracts, often for work that was never done. However, GC
Strategies did not act alone. According to the recent Auditor Gener‐
al report, under the Liberal government, security requirements were
not enforced, contracts were not monitored and federal organiza‐
tions did not follow procurement policies. While Kristian Firth and
Darren Anthony were getting rich, their Liberal accomplices were
getting promoted to the front benches of the House of Commons.

On Monday, will the Prime Minister support our Conservative
motion to put taxpayers first and get Canadians their money back?

* * *

PUBLIC SAFETY
Sonia Sidhu (Brampton South, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, building

safe communities and neighbourhoods takes a collective effort, and
our Liberal government is making positive progress by working to‐
gether with all levels of governments and partners.

Through our investment and collaborative approach, in the Peel
region, there was a 60% drop in auto thefts in 2024 and an addition‐
al 45% decrease in the first quarter of 2025. Just this week, Peel

Regional Police and CBSA seized over 50 million dollars' worth of
cocaine in one of the largest drug busts in their history, a clear mes‐
sage that crime will not be tolerated in our communities.

However, more work needs to be done. Our government is taking
community safety very seriously. That is why our government is
strengthening laws, cracking down on repeat violent offenders and
taking action on auto theft, home invasions, human smuggling and
drug trafficking. We will continue to show leadership by working
with our communities to build safer neighbourhoods for all Canadi‐
ans.

ORAL QUESTIONS

[English]

PUBLIC SAFETY

Philip Lawrence (Northumberland—Clarke, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, Israel has the right to defend itself, including by disarming
Tehran's nuclear program. We should hope that this is the end of the
regime's nuclear program and that the great Persian people can now
rise up to reclaim their country from the totalitarian regime. Sadly,
anti-Semitism has been on the rise here in Canada.

Can the government please tell us the extra steps it will take to
protect Canada's Jewish community from anti-Semites, who might
use the recent events as an excuse for violence?

Hon. Robert Oliphant (Parliamentary Secretary to the Min‐
ister of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member's
question is important on two fronts. It is important to remember, al‐
ways, that Israel has the right to defend itself. Israel has the right to
continue to make sure that it is safe and secure.

At the same time, the government is committed to taking action
against the scourge that is anti-Semitism every day in our world.
We will continue to stand up and defend Jews in this community to
make sure they are safe.

* * *

PUBLIC SERVICES AND PROCUREMENT

Philip Lawrence (Northumberland—Clarke, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, in the Auditor General's scathing report on Tuesday, we
learned that the Liberals failed to put in place the necessary safety
procedures and controls to safeguard Canadian taxpayers' dollars.

The result was $64 million to the arrive scam's primary contrac‐
tor, GC Strategies. Canadians work so hard for their money. When
will that money be returned?

Will everyone in the House vote with Conservatives to get Cana‐
dians' money back?
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Ryan Turnbull (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of

Finance and National Revenue and to the Secretary of State
(Canada Revenue Agency and Financial Institutions), Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, we thank the Auditor General for her work. Obviously, we
can all agree in the House that misconduct of any kind in our pro‐
curement processes is completely unacceptable. It is notable that
we have terminated all contracts and suspended security clearance
for GC Strategies. An investigation and assessment were undertak‐
en, and GC Strategies was deemed ineligible for receiving govern‐
ment contracts for seven years. This matter has been referred to the
RCMP, and the legal matter is ongoing.
● (1120)

Philip Lawrence (Northumberland—Clarke, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, we hear those same talking points over and over again.
However, the only guarantee we can have that taxpayer dollars will
actually be protected is a change in leadership. Liberals keep get‐
ting rich. Canadians keep getting the tax bill.

Why, in all heavens, were the ministers promoted instead of
fired?

Ryan Turnbull (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Finance and National Revenue and to the Secretary of State
(Canada Revenue Agency and Financial Institutions), Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I know that all of us can agree in the House that miscon‐
duct of any kind in our procurement process is completely unac‐
ceptable. That is why our government has acted on this matter. An
investigation was undertaken by OSIC. The company in question
has been deemed ineligible for receiving any federal government
contracts for seven years, and the matter has been referred to the
RCMP. Legal action is ongoing.
[Translation]

Jason Groleau (Beauce, CPC): Mr. Speaker, this week, the Au‐
ditor General released a scathing report on ArriveCAN's main con‐
tractor, GC Strategies. This two-person company, which is now un‐
der investigation by the RCMP, received a staggering $64 million.
The worst part is that we do not even know if it did any work.

The Conservatives have introduced a motion to ban this compa‐
ny for life. Will all members of the House vote to ensure that Cana‐
dian taxpayers get their money back?
[English]

Ryan Turnbull (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Finance and National Revenue and to the Secretary of State
(Canada Revenue Agency and Financial Institutions), Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I am more than happy to repeat this as many times as the
members opposite would like me to. Our government has taken a
firm stance on this matter and has said that any misconduct of any
kind within our procurement processes is completely unacceptable.
We have made improvements to the integrity of the system, based
on the Auditor General's report and recommendations. We have
made sure that GC Strategies can no longer receive any government
contracts for seven years, and the matter has been referred to the
RCMP for legal action.
[Translation]

Jason Groleau (Beauce, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we are not asking
for a seven-year suspension, but a lifetime suspension. The budget

was $80,000. The actual cost was $64 million, paid to only two
people. That is 800 times the planned budget. It makes no sense.
The taxpayers of Beauce and Canada are the ones stuck with the
bill.

Why do the Liberals reward politicians instead of punishing
them?

[English]
Ryan Turnbull (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of

Finance and National Revenue and to the Secretary of State
(Canada Revenue Agency and Financial Institutions), Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I know that all of us in the House can agree on one thing,
which is that the integrity of our procurement processes is of ut‐
most importance. It is taxpayers' money that is in question, and we
take that matter very seriously. We have conducted an investigation
through the office of supplier integrity and compliance. They
deemed GC Strategies to be ineligible to receive any federal gov‐
ernment contracts for seven years, and we have referred this matter
to the RCMP for legal action.

[Translation]
Jason Groleau (Beauce, CPC): Mr. Speaker, that is yet another

question with no real answer.

What would happen to a Canadian family if it spent 800 times its
budget on housing and living expenses? It would go bankrupt.
What would happen if a private company exceeded its budget by
800 times? An executive would be fired. Why is it acceptable for
Ottawa to spend Canadians' money without any concrete results?
Families in Beauce deserve much better.

Will the Liberals vote in favour of our motion to strike GC
Strategies from the list, yes or no?

[English]
Ryan Turnbull (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of

Finance and National Revenue and to the Secretary of State
(Canada Revenue Agency and Financial Institutions), Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, misconduct of any kind in our procurement process is
completely unacceptable. This is why we are making changes to
ensure the integrity of our system. We have made sure GC Strate‐
gies has been terminated from all contracts and that its security
clearance has been suspended. The investigation of OSIC has
deemed it ineligible for any federal government contracts for seven
years. The matter has been referred to the RCMP, and legal action
is under way.

* * *
[Translation]

GOVERNMENT PRIORITIES
Yves-François Blanchet (Beloeil—Chambly, BQ): Mr. Speak‐

er, the Fisheries Act, the Indian Act, the International River Im‐
provements Act, the Canadian Navigable Waters Act, biodiversity
acts and regulations, the Official Languages Act, the Income Tax
Act and the Canada Labour Code are all acts and regulations that
the minister would be allowed to suspend arbitrarily thanks to Bill
C‑5.
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At the very least, does not the entire framework for regulating

economic activity in Quebec and Canada deserve thorough study in
committee?
● (1125)

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc (President of the King’s Privy Coun‐
cil for Canada and Minister responsible for Canada-U.S. Trade,
Intergovernmental Affairs and One Canadian Economy, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, the leader of the Bloc Québécois knows full well that
we just finished an election campaign during which the Prime Min‐
ister, our party leader, asked Canadians for a clear mandate to ac‐
celerate projects of national interest. That is precisely what the bill
before the House of Commons will do.

However, to suggest that the government would scale back envi‐
ronmental impact assessments and consultations with indigenous
peoples is false. We will do the opposite of that through a mecha‐
nism that allows for agreements with the provinces.

Yves-François Blanchet (Beloeil—Chambly, BQ): Mr. Speak‐
er, that is what the law says.

With all due respect, Quebeckers seem to have voted out of fear
of the Conservative agenda. They decided to go that way, and it
even cost us some seats. Now the Liberal government is taking the
Conservative agenda and implementing it. That is not what Que‐
beckers voted for.

I assume that all opposition parties want to work. Why not allow
elected officials, who all want to work hard, to do some serious and
thorough work in committee on a bill that will fundamentally trans‐
form the regulatory and economic fabric of Quebec and Canada?

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc (President of the King’s Privy Coun‐
cil for Canada and Minister responsible for Canada-U.S. Trade,
Intergovernmental Affairs and One Canadian Economy, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, it will come as no surprise that I do not agree with my
friend from the Bloc Québécois when he says that we have adopted
a purely Conservative policy.

On page 1 of our election platform, on the very first page, we
talk about building one Canadian economy out of 13 and ensuring
that we can once again carry out major projects that are in the na‐
tional interest. That is why NDP, Conservative and even CAQ pre‐
miers agree with this approach.

Alexis Deschênes (Gaspésie—Les Îles-de-la-Madeleine—Lis‐
tuguj, BQ): Mr. Speaker, the Prime Minister is imposing a gag or‐
der on Bill C‑5, which would give him the power to make decisions
about energy projects by order in council, with no regard for Que‐
bec or social licence. He is also rushing the passage of Bill C‑4. He
is appointing ministers without a mandate letter stating his inten‐
tions, and he has ended Justin Trudeau's tradition of answering all
questions in question period on Wednesdays. In short, there is no
debate, no transparency and as little accountability as possible.

Do the Liberals really think this is what Quebeckers expect from
a minority government?

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc (President of the King’s Privy Coun‐
cil for Canada and Minister responsible for Canada-U.S. Trade,
Intergovernmental Affairs and One Canadian Economy, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, I see that our friends in the Bloc Québécois miss our

former leader and prime minister, Justin Trudeau. I think that is im‐
portant to note.

On the contrary, we have introduced a bill in Parliament that
specifically enables the Government of Canada, in partnership with
the provinces, territories and indigenous peoples, to build major
projects that will drive the Canadian economy forward and allow
for significant development in renewable energy.

That is what Canadians expect from this Parliament.

* * *
[English]

PUBLIC SERVICES AND PROCUREMENT

Lianne Rood (Middlesex—London, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the
Auditor General confirmed what we already knew: $64 million was
handed to a two-person company with no proof of work done, no
security clearances, no deliverables and no competition. This was
about enriching Liberal insiders, not about serving Canadians.

Will everyone in this House stand with taxpayers and vote for
our Conservative motion to get Canadians their money back?

Ryan Turnbull (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Finance and National Revenue and to the Secretary of State
(Canada Revenue Agency and Financial Institutions), Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, we can all agree in this House that the integrity of our pro‐
curement processes is of utmost importance. Certainly, taxpayers
are owed some answers.

This company has been referred to the RCMP, and legal action is
under way. We have also ensured that it can no longer enter into
any contracts with the federal government for seven years.

Lianne Rood (Middlesex—London, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the
Liberal way is that the harder someone betrays Canadians, the more
their friends reward them.

The Auditor General laid out a staggering failure. Some 82% of
GC Strategies contracts brought no value for Canadian taxpayer
money, yet Liberal ministers were all promoted under the new Lib‐
eral elitist Prime Minister.

Canadians are paying the price for corruption while insiders cash
cheques for doing nothing. Is this corruption the Liberal definition
of merit-based appointments?

● (1130)

Ryan Turnbull (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Finance and National Revenue and to the Secretary of State
(Canada Revenue Agency and Financial Institutions), Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I am happy to repeat for my colleagues again that GC
Strategies has been deemed ineligible by the office of supplier in‐
tegrity and compliance to enter into any contracts with the federal
government. The matter has been referred to the RCMP. Legal ac‐
tion is under way.
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Steven Bonk (Souris—Moose Mountain, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

the Auditor General confirmed that GC Strategies, a two-person
company, was paid $64 million by the Liberal government. In near‐
ly half the cases, there is not even proof that any work was done.
Departments ignored the rules and approved payments without de‐
liverables. That is not just mismanagement; it is a betrayal of tax‐
payers.

Will the Liberal government do the right thing and support our
Conservative motion to finally get Canadians their money back?

Ryan Turnbull (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Finance and National Revenue and to the Secretary of State
(Canada Revenue Agency and Financial Institutions), Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, misconduct of any kind in our procurement process is
completely unacceptable. We agree with the members opposite.
That is exactly why we have acted on this matter. We have conduct‐
ed an investigation and assessment. The company in question has
been deemed ineligible for any federal government contracts for
seven years. The matter has been referred to the RCMP for legal
action.

Steven Bonk (Souris—Moose Mountain, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
while the Liberals were stumbling around clueless, GC Strategies
cashed in. The ministers responsible were not fired; they were pro‐
moted. Let that sink in: failure led to reward. This is a pattern with
the Liberals: Connected consultants profit, ministers fail upward
and Canadians are left holding the bill.

Why is it that with the Liberals, the more someone wastes, the
more they win, unless they are a Canadian taxpayer?

Ryan Turnbull (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Finance and National Revenue and to the Secretary of State
(Canada Revenue Agency and Financial Institutions), Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, misconduct of any kind in our procurement process is
completely unacceptable. That is exactly why we have acted on this
matter and ensured there is an investigation. The company in ques‐
tion is no longer eligible to enter into contracts with the federal
government. The matter has been referred to the RCMP. Legal ac‐
tion is ongoing.

Michael Cooper (St. Albert—Sturgeon River, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the Auditor General found no proof of work in nearly half
of the contracts awarded to GC Strategies. The Liberals gave mil‐
lions to GC Strategies to do literally nothing.

Taxpayers deserve a refund and deserve it now, so will the Liber‐
als support our Conservative motion to get taxpayers their money
back, yes or no?

Ryan Turnbull (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Finance and National Revenue and to the Secretary of State
(Canada Revenue Agency and Financial Institutions), Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, we agree, as I have said, that the integrity of our procure‐
ment process is of the utmost importance to Canadians. That is ex‐
actly why we have deemed this company ineligible to enter into
contracts for the next seven years. We have referred the matter to
the RCMP. Legal action is ongoing.

Michael Cooper (St. Albert—Sturgeon River, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, do members know what it is called when a company sub‐
mits an invoice and accepts payment for work that was not done? It
is called fraud. It is called theft.

Under the Liberals, GC Strategies robbed taxpayers for millions.
Will the Liberals finally take responsibility and vote with the Con‐
servatives to get taxpayers their money back?

Ryan Turnbull (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Finance and National Revenue and to the Secretary of State
(Canada Revenue Agency and Financial Institutions), Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, of course, misconduct in our procurement process, at any
moment, is completely unacceptable. That is exactly why our gov‐
ernment has acted on this matter. We have done so responsibly. We
have ensured the integrity of the system. We have ensured this
company can no longer do any business with the federal govern‐
ment for seven years. The matter has been referred to the RCMP
and legal action is ongoing.

[Translation]

Gabriel Hardy (Montmorency—Charlevoix, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, since yesterday, the government has been trying to give us
lightweight solutions to a problem that has cost taxpayers a lot of
money: the ArriveCAN app. The Liberals seem to have made a
habit of lighting fires, trying to put them out and then patting them‐
selves on the back for a job well done.

The most recent example is the $64‑million fiasco involving
public funds given to GC Strategies, a two-person company operat‐
ing out of a basement.

Will the government support the Conservative motion, issue a
lifetime ban on GC Strategies and go get Canadians' money back?

[English]

Ryan Turnbull (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Finance and National Revenue and to the Secretary of State
(Canada Revenue Agency and Financial Institutions), Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, it is great to rise again and answer this question. Obvious‐
ly, I have done so numerous times in this question period, and I am
happy to do so continuously for the remaining time that we have to‐
gether today.

GC Strategies is no longer able to enter into government con‐
tracts for up to seven years. That is an investigation that we trig‐
gered. The matter has been referred to the RCMP and legal action
is ongoing.

* * *
● (1135)

[Translation]

GOVERNMENT PRIORITIES

Xavier Barsalou-Duval (Pierre-Boucher—Les Patriotes—
Verchères, BQ): Mr. Speaker, Quebeckers did not give the Liberals
a blank cheque. They elected a minority government.
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However, by invoking closure on Bill C-5, the Liberals are es‐

sentially asking for a blank cheque. They want a blank cheque to
govern by decree, to decide everything related to energy projects
and to impose pipelines on Quebeckers without Quebec's consent
and without a serious environmental assessment. They also want
free rein to pass the bill without debate or study.

Will the Liberals respect Quebeckers and let Parliament do its
work?

Hon. Steven MacKinnon (Leader of the Government in the
House of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the message we received
from Quebeckers is reflected in the confidence they placed in 44 of
our Liberal colleagues here in the House who speak up on behalf of
Quebec every single day. They understand the urgency of the situa‐
tion with regard to our economy and the importance of prioritizing
job-creating projects across Quebec and Canada in order to build
one economy, not 13.

Long live Canada.

* * *

INDIGENOUS AFFAIRS
Sébastien Lemire (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, BQ): Mr. Speak‐

er, Bill C‑5, which the government is trying to push through using
closure, is an insult to indigenous peoples. The Liberals want to
give themselves the power to make all energy project decisions by
fiat. They are first going to approve projects in Ottawa and then,
when the decision is made and cannot be undone, they are going to
pretend to consult indigenous peoples. It is a charade and a direct
violation of indigenous people's right to self-determination, to their
territorial sovereignty and to reconciliation.

Will the Liberals step back, respect first nations, Inuit and Métis
and engage in meaningful dialogue?
[English]

Hon. Rebecca Chartrand (Minister of Northern and Arctic
Affairs and Minister responsible for the Canadian Northern
Economic Development Agency, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I want to ac‐
knowledge the concerns raised by indigenous leaders across the
country. Their voices matter. That is why we are investing in real
consultation, with $40 million to support indigenous engagement,
in addition to establishing an indigenous advisory council. This leg‐
islation would be an economic game-changer for indigenous peo‐
ples.

* * *

MARINE TRANSPORTATION
Tamara Kronis (Nanaimo—Ladysmith, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

the Prime Minister says he wants to “build, baby, build”, but he
cannot even get the B.C. NDP to build Canadian ships for Canadian
taxpayers in Canada. Instead, the Liberal government is letting BC
Ferries send good-paying union jobs to a Chinese shipyard, even as
China punishes our exporters with tariffs. What happened to “el‐
bows up”?

How is the Liberal government going to build one economy out
of 13 if it cannot even convince B.C. to support Canadian steel,
Canadian infrastructure and Canadian workers?

Mike Kelloway (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Transport and Internal Trade, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I share the op‐
position's concern regarding the procurement practices across all
levels of government, especially at a time when Canadian workers
are battered by tariffs from China and the United States. Now, more
than ever, we must support Canadian workers and industries, while
also working in close partnership with our allies and trading part‐
ners.

Of note, this particular project was not undertaken by the federal
government. BC Ferries is entirely under provincial jurisdiction.

Tamara Kronis (Nanaimo—Ladysmith, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
the government might like to put its head in the sand, but Canadian
workers are struggling, and China is deliberately targeting them.
Canadian canola, seafood and pork have all been hit with punishing
tariffs, and the government is standing by while a critical infras‐
tructure contract goes to a Chinese state enterprise.

China uses trade as a weapon and detains our citizens. Is it the
Liberals' economic strategy to let China take our jobs, jail Canadi‐
ans and punish our exporters while Canadian industries get left out
in the cold?

Mike Kelloway (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Transport and Internal Trade, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we have im‐
portant legislation, the one Canadian economy act, that is focusing
on creating one economy out of 13, which means Canadian goods,
Canadian services, mobility, people working across the country
with very little restrictions, and reducing trade barriers. When it
comes to this government, it is Canada first, always.

Aaron Gunn (North Island—Powell River, CPC): Mr. Speak‐
er, thousands of good-paying Canadian jobs were lost this week
when BC Ferries announced the purchase of four new ships not
from shipyards here in Canada, but from shipyards owned by the
Chinese Communist Party. This is despite BC Ferries receiving
more than $36 million in taxpayer money from the Liberal govern‐
ment, taxpayer money that is now subsidizing jobs in China, a
country that has kidnapped Canadian citizens and has unjustly tar‐
iffed our farmers and our fishermen.

Will the Liberal government stop pretending it is helpless, show
leadership and demand that these ships be built in the best country
in the world, right here in Canada?

● (1140)

Mike Kelloway (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Transport and Internal Trade, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I share the
concern and I share the outrage. The reality is that this particular
project is under provincial procurement standards, regulations and
oversight, but when it comes to this federal government and to ev‐
eryone in this chamber, it is going to be Canadian first, always.
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NATURAL RESOURCES

Warren Steinley (Regina—Lewvan, CPC): Mr. Speaker, hav‐
ing no pipelines means no jobs for hard-working employees at
Evraz steel in Regina. How can the Liberals get pipelines built if
they are looking for a consensus? What does consensus mean? Will
they use Canadian steel to build these pipelines?

Hon. Tim Hodgson (Minister of Energy and Natural Re‐
sources, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Prime Minister and 13 premiers
got together and agreed on five criteria to get projects of national
interest built. If the hon. member across the aisle wants to get peo‐
ple working in Saskatchewan, he should support the one Canadian
economy bill.

Warren Steinley (Regina—Lewvan, CPC): Mr. Speaker, can
members imagine driving to work every day wondering if that is
the day they are going to get laid off? For 10 years, the Liberals
have had antidevelopment policies, like Bill C-69, Bill C-48, the
emissions cap and the industrial carbon tax. These hard-working
men and women deserve a much better answer than that.

Will the government be like the old government? Is the new guy
the same as the old guy, with no pipelines? Pipelines deserve to be
built in this country. They run our economy. Will the Liberals use
Canadian steel in pipelines?

Hon. Tim Hodgson (Minister of Energy and Natural Re‐
sources, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as I said, if the hon. member wants to
get people working again, the one Canadian economy act is de‐
signed to get projects of national interest built. That would get
steelworkers back to work. That would get aluminum workers back
to work. That would get forest products industries back to work.
Please support the bill.

* * *

NATIONAL DEFENCE
Giovanna Mingarelli (Prescott—Russell—Cumberland,

Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this week, the Prime Minister announced that
Canada's new government is rebuilding, rearming and reinvesting
in the Canadian Armed Forces, and with the increase in defence in‐
vestment, Canada will achieve NATO's 2% target. Canada will lead
with values the world respects, the resources the world wants and
an economy that leads the G7.

Can the President of the Treasury Board share with the House
why these investments are so important?

Hon. Shafqat Ali (President of the Treasury Board, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I want to welcome the member for Prescott—Russell—
Cumberland to the House of Commons.

This new government has done what Conservatives never could.
We now have a plan to meet our NATO 2% commitment half a
decade earlier than scheduled. We promised Canadians the new
Liberal government would take bold and decisive actions. It is a
promise made and promise kept.

* * *

OIL AND GAS INDUSTRY
Ellis Ross (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

economists and most bankers know that investments go to countries

where they are welcomed. For 10 years, the Liberal government has
sent clear messages that investments in oil pipelines are not wel‐
come in Canada unless they are destined for the United States at a
discount. What is next, Canada's mineral resources?

Surely the Prime Minister knows that no one is building a
pipeline in Canada with Liberal anti-energy laws in the books, or is
it the Prime Minister's plan to keep Canadian oil and gas in the
ground?

Hon. Tim Hodgson (Minister of Energy and Natural Re‐
sources, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, in Saskatoon, the Prime Minister and
13 premiers got together to talk about how we build projects of na‐
tional interest. Those projects of national interest will include
roads, pipelines, transmission lines and renewable resources. If the
hon. members on the other side of the House wants to see many
projects built, they should support the bill.

* * *

NATURAL RESOURCES

Ellis Ross (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, diver‐
sifying our trade has been the goal of the current Liberal govern‐
ment, but an article posted last night by The Economist states that
the United States will be granted first right of refusal on Canadian
minerals.

Before going to Washington, Mr. Carney asked officials to list
the Canadian products that Mr. Trump needs the most. Rare earth
elements and critical minerals topped that list. It looks like the Lib‐
erals want to give first right of refusal on our critical minerals, lim‐
iting our ability to sell to the world and to diversify our economy.

Is the Prime Minister negotiating guaranteed access to Canada's
minerals to United States—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

● (1145)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): Order.

I would just remind members not to use other members' proper
names.

The hon. Minister of Energy has the floor.



June 13, 2025 COMMONS DEBATES 1027

Oral Questions
Hon. Tim Hodgson (Minister of Energy and Natural Re‐

sources, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, mining is crucial to our economy, and
with Canada facing American tariffs, we must support mine work‐
ers. That is why we will speed up permitting of new mines by cut‐
ting red tape and approving projects within two years. This will be
in Canada's national interest. This will make Canada stronger. This
will make us more sovereign.

* * *

OIL AND GAS INDUSTRY
Branden Leslie (Portage—Lisgar, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Lib‐

erals have flip-flopped on pipelines more than a fish out of water.
The Prime Minister claims he wants to make Canada an energy su‐
perpower, but talk is cheap. If he is serious, he must repeal a
decade's worth of the Liberals' anti-energy laws: the no new
pipelines act, toss it; the shipping ban, send it out to sea; the job-
killing oil and gas production cap, scrap it; and the industrial car‐
bon tax, kick it to the curb.

When will the Prime Minister realize that we will never get a
new pipeline built in this country without repealing the disastrous
Liberal anti-energy laws?

Hon. Julie Dabrusin (Minister of Environment and Climate
Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Prime Minister has been clear, and
we have been clear: To be an energy superpower, we need to make
sure that we are low-risk, low-cost and low-carbon.

When Conservatives were in government, they did not get
projects built, because they did not do environmental assessments
and they did not consult with indigenous peoples. If the Conserva‐
tives want to see things built, and built properly, I hope that they
will support us in working on projects of national interest that sup‐
port our country.

Branden Leslie (Portage—Lisgar, CPC): Mr. Speaker, that
sounds a lot like the cheap talk that I mentioned. The Prime Minis‐
ter said that he will support a pipeline if there is consensus, but his
environment minister is spinning an entirely different story.

This week, I asked her point-blank to define “consensus”, and
she shrugged her shoulders and said, “what consensus”. I am happy
to tell the minister what it means. Polling shows that three-quarters
of Canadians support an east-west pipeline, with premiers' also
backing the idea. If that is not consensus, what is?

Will the Prime Minister set the record straight, define consensus
for Canadians and tell us who, if anyone, holds a veto over a new
pipeline project?

Hon. Julie Dabrusin (Minister of Environment and Climate
Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, if the member would like to remem‐
ber the conversation on Monday evening, he will remember what I
actually said, which was that we saw an amazing moment of Cana‐
dians' coming together, with premiers and our Prime Minister all
talking about how we can do what Canadians have asked us to do,
which is to build a strong Canada. The division we see is from the
Conservatives.

We are going to work in favour of what Canadians want to see,
which is to build a strong, united, sovereign Canada.

Jonathan Rowe (Terra Nova—The Peninsulas, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, because of the government's economic failures, New‐
foundland and Labrador is once again dependent on equalization
payments from the west. Newfoundland's employment has been en‐
tangled with the west for decades. We understand that when the
west does better, all Canada does better, but in order for the west to
succeed, it needs to get its resources to market.

Will the current Liberal government repeal Bill C-69, which
stops new pipelines; repeal Bill C-48 that blocks our shipping ex‐
ports; and remove production caps so all of Canada can prosper?

Hon. Joanne Thompson (Minister of Fisheries, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I will echo what so many of my colleagues have said to‐
day: We are focused on building the economy in Canada, working
with premiers in provinces and territories and building a strong
Canada so that provinces like mine and the member opposite's,
Newfoundland and Labrador, which is rich in natural resources,
will be part of the projects that we will get built in record time and
that will benefit everyone in this country.

* * *

PUBLIC SAFETY

Todd Doherty (Cariboo—Prince George, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
after a decade of failed drug policies, increasing deaths and revolv‐
ing-door prisons, the soft-on-crime Liberals still do not get it. An‐
other drug bust in Williams Lake has resulted in a repeat offender's
being caught with so-called safe supply. He was arrested in the
morning and released the very same day.

If the minister will not take repeat offenders off the street for
good, will he at least stop giving them free drugs to sell?

Jacques Ramsay (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Public Safety, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the strong borders act would
combat organized crime, protect the integrity of our immigration
system and equip law enforcement with the tools it needs to
strengthen our border. Bill C-2 would also contribute to our crack‐
down on fentanyl trafficking with important measures to support
law enforcement, such as improving inter-agency intelligence shar‐
ing and empowering law enforcement to intercept and search ship‐
ments suspected of smuggling illegal drugs.
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MENTAL HEALTH AND ADDICTIONS
Todd Doherty (Cariboo—Prince George, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

Tyler Dunlap was 17 years old; Sidney McIntyre-Starko, 18; Eveli‐
na Baldelli, 16; Kamilah Sword, 14; Elliot Eurchuk, 16; Mathis
Boivin, 15; Darian Clayton-Fleet, 18; Nikkia Sugar, 15; Katherine
McParland, 19; Logan Williams, 16; Chayton Point, 13; and Brian‐
na MacDonald, 13.

The leading cause of death for youth in my province of British
Columbia is overdose. These are kids, and they are dying. If this is
not a crisis, what is?

Vince Gasparro (Parliamentary Secretary to the Secretary of
State (Combatting Crime), Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Canada's new
government takes the issue incredibly seriously. The fact of the
matter is that the global rise of fentanyl has torn through our com‐
munities and our families. That is why the government has commit‐
ted to hiring 1,000 new CBSA workers and 1,000 new RCMP per‐
sonnel to take the fight to the bad guys.

* * *

PUBLIC SAFETY
Anna Roberts (King—Vaughan, CPC): Mr. Speaker, auto

thefts are up 46%, and violent crime is up 50%. Just yesterday,
York Region police arrested four suspects in a violent auto theft in
Vaughan, where two of them were repeat offenders. This is a result
of failed Liberal laws like Bill C-5 and Bill C-75.

Even the mayor of Vaughan and the chief of York Regional Po‐
lice are calling for an end to catch-and-release madness. Would any
Liberal who thinks this is acceptable kindly explain this to the resi‐
dents of King—Vaughan?

Vince Gasparro (Parliamentary Secretary to the Secretary of
State (Combatting Crime), Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the fact of the
matter is that the new government is committed, like I said in the
previous question, to taking the fight to the bad guys. We are com‐
mitted to hiring 1,000 new CBSA workers and 1,000 new RCMP
personnel.

This comes back to the strong borders act. I expect the hon.
member to support us in making sure that the police services have
access to the resources they need.

* * *

FIREARMS
William Stevenson (Yellowhead, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it has

been five years since the Liberal government pushed through its or‐
der in council targeting responsible firearms owners with a confis‐
cation scheme. Zero individuals have had their firearms bought
back, yet gun crime has gone up 116%. As a person with an RPAL,
which, by the way, if the minister still does not know, is a restricted
possession and acquisition licence, I am baffled by the statistics.

Why will the Liberal government not focus on criminals, make
our streets safe and leave our responsible firearms owners alone?

[Translation]

Jacques Ramsay (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Public Safety, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the firearms buyback program is
a serious program to keep our communities safe. Some
12,000 weapons have already been bought back and 10,000 have
been destroyed. The buyback program provides fair compensation
to businesses, and soon to firearms owners.

We will be going to the RCMP depot soon to meet with members
of the Canadian firearms program and to hear their concerns in or‐
der to implement the program as quickly as possible.

* * *

NATIONAL DEFENCE

Bienvenu-Olivier Ntumba (Mont-Saint-Bruno—L'Acadie,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the people of Mont-Saint-Bruno—L'Acadie of‐
ten tell me how important it is to protect Canada in an increasingly
dangerous world. From east to west, from the Arctic to Quebec, we
have to deal with the global situation and create a strong Canada.

Can the Minister of National Defence share with the House the
investments that the new government is making in defence?

Hon. David McGuinty (Minister of National Defence, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for Mont-Saint-Bruno—L'Acadie
for his hard work. Our government has just presented a plan for the
reconstruction, re-equipment and reinvestment in the Canadian
Armed Forces.

The Prime Minister announced a generational investment of
more than $9 billion, which means that we will meet NATO's
spending target of 2% of GDP this year.

When it comes to an issue as important as Canada's defence and
security, Canadians can trust their new government.

* * *
[English]

HOUSING

Tako Van Popta (Langley Township—Fraser Heights, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, after 10 years of the tired, old Liberals, the cost of
housing has doubled, putting the dream of ever owning a home out
of reach for so many Canadians. It has also aggravated the home‐
lessness crisis, which, incidentally, the current housing minister,
when he was the mayor of Vancouver, said he would eliminate.

Today, with 28,000 British Columbians without secure housing,
many of them living on the streets, will the minister acknowledge
that 10 years of big spending announcements and photo ops has
failed to deliver real results for Canadians?
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Jennifer McKelvie (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Housing and Infrastructure, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I joined the
government because we have a credible plan for affordable hous‐
ing. We are building on the past success of the government in that
regard. Our first measure includes a cut to the GST for new home‐
owners. We are also looking to launch “build Canada homes”, and
we will be working alongside our municipalities to decrease devel‐
opment charges while making sure that municipalities remain
whole.

* * *

INTERNATIONAL TRADE
Clifford Small (Central Newfoundland, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

fishermen and farmers feed families. This season, Chinese tariffs
on harvests from the land and the sea are impacting the livelihood
of those who depend on markets in China. These tariffs are a direct
result of the Liberal government's bungling of trade relations with
China. The tariffs range from 25% on lobsters to 100% on canola.

My question for the Minister of International Trade is this: When
can farmers and fishermen expect the Liberal government to fix the
mess it has made so they can get relief from Chinese tariffs?

Hon. Maninder Sidhu (Minister of International Trade,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we will always defend our national interest in
the best interest of Canadians.

Last week, I sat down with the Minister of Commerce from Chi‐
na, Minister Wang, to talk about some of these issues that we are
working though, whether it is canola, beef or pet food. These are
some of the issues that came up at the table. We agreed to launch
the JETC, the joint economic and trade commission, to work
through some of these issues, because we know we need to contin‐
ue to open new markets for Canadians.

Clifford Small (Central Newfoundland, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it
is time for the minister to go to sea in a gale wind on a fishing boat
or to get some dirt under his nails on a farm with our hard-working
farmers. Clearly he has no respect for the people who toil to feed
their family and everybody else's family, and who play such a cru‐
cial role in food security for Canada.

Will the minister get relief from Chinese tariffs, or are fishermen
and farmers just collateral damage in a trade war that the Liberals
do not know how to fight?

Hon. Joanne Thompson (Minister of Fisheries, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I would like to say to my colleague across the aisle a re‐
peat of what was said in the last answer: The fact is that Canada is
working to protect workers.

Rather than slogans, misinformation and negativity, the Liberals
are actually doing the work of opening dialogue actively on the
ground, to ensure that the workers in Canada are protected. We will
have Canadians' backs.

Fares Al Soud (Mississauga Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the
new government is working to build new economic and security re‐
lationships. One of the most important sectors of economic and ex‐
port potential is defence. Earlier this week, the Prime Minister an‐

nounced a $9.3-billion investment. This is a generational invest‐
ment that will create thousands of jobs.

As part of the new government's plan to expand into new export
markets, can the Minister of International Trade tell the House how
he plans to help diversify defence and trade?

Hon. Maninder Sidhu (Minister of International Trade,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate the hon. member for
Mississauga Centre on his recent election win.

I recently attended CANSEC, Canada's largest defence trade
show, and it had over 40 international delegations present. It was an
opportunity for me to meet with industry leaders, connect with in‐
ternational delegations, and see world-class innovation first-hand.
The industry supports over 200,000 jobs in communities across the
country: Mississauga, Brampton and many others, including Hali‐
fax.

We have what the world needs, and I look forward to showcasing
Canada's aerospace and defence companies in global markets to
grow exports and create jobs here at home.

* * *
[Translation]

SPORT

Gabriel Hardy (Montmorency—Charlevoix, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, almost every major medical association has recognized
physical activity as a primary solution for preventing and healing
the vast majority of chronic illnesses in our society, including can‐
cer, cardiac disease, lung disease, diabetes and so on.

Our country is more sedentary than ever. Our young people are
moving less and less and hospitals are at a breaking point.

When will the government take a leadership role on physical ac‐
tivity so that we can shift to prevention instead of always waiting to
treat illness?

Madeleine Chenette (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minis‐
ter of Canadian Identity and Culture and Minister responsible
for Official Languages and to the Secretary of State (Sport),
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, indeed, prevention is very important for our
constituents. We will always work in collaboration with the health
care sector to find what it takes to truly improve our health through
sport.

We can be proud of all of our sport-related accomplishments. On
average, I walk 8.2 kilometres a day. I am an example of health
through movement.
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[English]

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Jenny Kwan (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the Prime
Minister and Pierre Poilievre both want to roll out the red carpet for
Prime Minister Modi to attend the G7 summit in Canada, knowing
that Modi refused to co-operate with the RCMP in the investigation
of the murder of Hardeep Singh Nijjar and other homicides on
Canadian soil.

The Prime Minister will not say if he knew that Jagmeet Singh's
life was in danger or that he was under surveillance by gang mem‐
bers suspected of working for the Indian government. Poilievre's
excuse is that he refused to get the security clearance, but the Prime
Minister has none.

Will the Prime Minister rescind the invitation and demand India's
full co-operation in the Nijjar murder and other cases?

Hon. Robert Oliphant (Parliamentary Secretary to the Min‐
ister of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the member has
raised several issues at the same time. Let me just say the G7 is a
huge opportunity for Canada to exercise leadership on the world
stage. Our sovereignty, our security and prosperity are tied to global
security.

At the same time, Canada is a country of the rule of law. We
have cases before the RCMP. We will continue to have those inves‐
tigations. We will continue to ensure that Canadians are safe at
home and abroad.

Heather McPherson (Edmonton Strathcona, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, Israel has bombed dozens of sites in Iran, including resi‐
dential homes, causing hundreds of casualties, including children.
Netanyahu is leading the region into yet another war in which civil‐
ians will pay the price. Canadians with loved ones throughout the
Middle East are terrified of what comes next. We need de-escala‐
tion, diplomacy and rule of law.

Will Canada condemn this latest escalation and finally commit to
real nuclear disarmament, or will they stand with the Conservatives
against international law?

Hon. Robert Oliphant (Parliamentary Secretary to the Min‐
ister of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I will begin by saying
Israel has the right, absolutely, to defend itself within the bounds of
international law. At the very same time, we have a responsibility
to de-escalate this situation. Our minister has been very clear that
this escalation will not help.

We have several priorities. We want to ensure hostages are re‐
leased. We want to ensure humanitarian aid is delivered. We want
an immediate ceasefire. Canada will exercise every diplomatic tool
we have to ensure that peace, in our ability, is brought to the fore.

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS

[English]

COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE

PROCEDURE AND HOUSE AFFAIRS

Michael Cooper (St. Albert—Sturgeon River, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to Standing Orders 104 and 114 and the motion
adopted by the House on Thursday, June 5, I have the honour to
present, in both official languages, the first report of the Standing
Committee on Procedure and House Affairs, regarding the mem‐
bership of committees of the House.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): Pursuant to order
made Thursday, June 5, the report is deemed concurred in.

(Motion agreed to)

* * *

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER

Hon. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I ask that all questions be allowed to stand.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

[English]

GOVERNMENT BUSINESS NO. 1—PROCEEDINGS ON
BILL C-5

The House resumed consideration of the motion.

Shannon Stubbs (Lakeland, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as I said be‐
fore question period, Bill C-5 is the opposite of inherent clarity and
certainty. The Prime Minister and the minister both claim the
projects that provincial and territorial premiers submit to federal
politicians, who will then themselves determine whether they are in
the national interest, will be approved within two years, except that
there is not a single concrete timeline in this bill.

This is familiar because it is the same claim the Liberals made
about Bill C-69, but they included much political interference and
many tools for the commissioner or politicians to start, stop, extend
and restart the reviews ad infinitum. There were no concrete time‐
lines in Bill C-69 either, but in Bill C-5, the words “two years” lit‐
erally do not exist.
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inance and economic threats so that they can start, just now, trying
to make Canada stronger, they should also look at the U.S. time‐
lines to make sure Canada can compete and beat the U.S. to ap‐
provals and to market. I am sorry to say that two years was definite‐
ly competitive with the IRA three years ago, when Conservatives
first called for the Liberals to match it, and it still is overall, but the
U.S. now has emergency permitting procedures that approve nucle‐
ar, oil and gas, mining and uranium projects on federal lands of be‐
tween 16 and 28 days. Its overall regulatory process is also set to be
expedited. If the Prime Minister says this is a crisis, he should
match his action to this crisis.

Bill C-5 does not impose two-year timelines by law in Canada,
but if policy decisions afterward do execute the two-year timetable
Liberals promise, that may end up keeping Canada lagging behind
anyway. I think it is safe to say that Liberals always and often do
too little, too late. The process is entirely secretive; that means
there is no clarity, timeline, certainty or trust in Bill C-5.

Indigenous leaders from all different perspectives are already
raising concerns. I have to say that it was quite astounding to watch
a colleague, one I admire very much, the former Enoch chief,
Treaty 6 grand chief and current Conservative MP for Edmonton
Northwest, question the minister about whether he understands and
has consulted with indigenous rights holders. By the way, I come
from Treaty 6 territory. The minister named important advocacy
groups for indigenous people but quite obviously either did not
know or could not affirm that he has consulted with actual rights
holders and titleholders. Even though one of the factors is to ad‐
vance the interests of indigenous peoples, he has not talked to them
yet. He is a decision-maker, by his own law, and courts have been
clear about the duty for decision-makers to be at the table with in‐
digenous leaders and to make a dynamic effort to address and miti‐
gate adverse impacts. I am not sure that the set-up of an indigenous
advisory council will stand up to challenge. All Canadians should
be concerned about this.

Meanwhile, Canadians wait, projects stay stalled in the queue,
billions in investments sit idle and families lose out on good jobs
because of Liberal delays, red tape and uncertainty. Bill C-5 does
not fix the real problems; rather, it gives a way for a select, politi‐
cally hand-picked list to circumvent all the laws and policies the
Liberals previously, and elsewhere, argued are just critical and are
the most crucial for the environment, economies, communities and
indigenous people. These are laws that the Liberals howl about any
time Conservatives dare to criticize, question or try to improve
them. The list includes the Fisheries Act; the Indian Act; the Inter‐
national River Improvements Act; the National Capital Act; the
Canadian Navigable Waters Act; the Migratory Birds Convention
Act, 1994; section 98 of the Canada Transportation Act; the Canada
Marine Act; division 3 of part 7 of the Canadian Environmental
Protection Act, 1999; the Species at Risk Act; the Canadian Energy
Regulator Act; the migratory bird sanctuary regulations; the Do‐
minion water power regulations; wildlife area regulations; the metal
and diamond mining effluent regulations; and the Liberals' own mi‐
gratory bird regulations, 2022.

Let us be honest. If the Liberals now want to ignore these laws
for their preferred projects, that confirms two things. First, these

policies have stopped development for years. Second, even if the
Liberals claim they will approve projects in two years, that claim
matters only if the projects survive legal challenges after approval,
so the proponents can build them on their own timeline and on their
own dime.

● (1205)

What happens afterwards is also crucial. What happens when ac‐
tivists challenge the approvals and exemptions in court? From the
list I just read, I dare say that there will be more than a few Canadi‐
an advocacy groups of all different kinds concerned about this plan.
What happens when those approvals and exemptions are chal‐
lenged? What happens when litigation and the weaponization of
bylaws and laws from other provinces and other municipalities halt
progress again? What will the Liberals do then? Will they attack
their own laws or retreat and refuse to enforce federal jurisdiction,
as they have done before, deliberately, to kill pipelines and other
projects?

Bill C-5 raises more questions than answers, and Canadians de‐
serve the truth. This bill sets up a process that will help a few and
leave most behind.

On Wednesday, the natural resources minister said, “I think what
we said is that we do not pick the projects.” However, he also said,
“projects bubble up from consultations between the federal govern‐
ment, provincial government, indigenous peoples”. When I asked
the same question again, about the ministers and cabinet as deci‐
sion-makers, the minister said, “the politicians do not pick the
projects.” However, it is clear from public communications after
meetings with premiers that they are, and Bill C-5 clearly says:

If the Governor in Council is of the opinion that a project is in the national inter‐
est, the Governor in Council—

It is otherwise known as cabinet.

—may, on the recommendation of the Minister, by order, amend Schedule 1 to
add the name of the project and a brief description of it, including the location
where it is to be carried out.

Well, that language confirms that the minister plays a direct role
and is the decision-maker. The minister can also remove projects
from the list:

 If the Governor in Council is of the opinion that a project named in Schedule 1
is no longer in the national interest, the Governor in Council may, on the recom‐
mendation of the Minister, by order, amend that Schedule to delete the name and
the description of the project.
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shows that political discretion, his discretion, decides which
projects stay or go, which project people win and which lose. Al‐
ready one wonders whether the responsible minister, after my en‐
gagement with him on Wednesday night, actually even knows what
is being proposed in his own bill.

Again, there is a public list of major resource and infrastructure
projects ready to go, real projects with real proponents that could be
deemed in the national interest and fast-tracked immediately. The
28 mining and energy proposals sitting in front of the regulators
could be fast-tracked right now.

It is also curious that one of the acts the Liberal government
could decide to sidestep through Bill C-5 is the Conflict of Interest
Act. Of course, the Prime Minister refused to disclose his own con‐
flicts or where he paid his taxes, and his businesses preferred to in‐
vest in pipelines and energy in the U.S. and overseas, not in
Canada. Already, this sure looks like the same scandal-plagued,
backroom-dealing Liberals, does it not?

It should also concern all Canadians that the plan in Bill C-5 is
for most of the specifics to be dealt with through policy and regula‐
tions afterwards, not transparently and clearly in the law: more in‐
herent uncertainty. This bill also mixes public and private infras‐
tructure, while the ministers will not give details about the projects.
Canadians would be wise to consider the lack of distinction and
whether the Liberals will continue their state corporate financing
schemes that always put taxpayers at risk while insiders benefit.

Canadians do not want backroom deals. They want a system that
works. They want government to clear the path for Canadian re‐
sponsible resource development by Canadian workers with Canadi‐
an materials.

The Liberals also keep talking about the need for consensus on
projects, and they mean especially for pipelines. However, neither
they nor Bill C-5 defines what that involves. Is it consensus from
the anti-pipeline environment and culture ministers? Is it consensus
from half the anti-energy Liberals who are still in the Liberal cabi‐
net while they try to sound like Conservatives and are actually dia‐
metrically opposed to what they have said and done for a decade? I
mean, it is amazing they can stand here and look at us with straight
faces and do that.

The Liberals claim they want consensus, but Canadians know
they do not even have it in their own cabinet, and Bill C-5 sets out
cabinet as the decision-makers. Is it consensus from all provinces,
even though some have already said no before and are saying no
again, even though interprovincial pipelines for export are indis‐
putably federal jurisdiction?
● (1210)

The Liberal government previously failed to enforce federal ju‐
risdiction and the rule of law, and let activists and other levels of
government weaponize laws and bylaws against proponents that al‐
ready had approval. That failure is exactly what forced the private
sector proponent for TMX to abandon its attempts to build, because
the federal government did not use its tools to give legal, political
and jurisdictional certainty for the private sector proponent to go
ahead, even after the government approved it after risking it, ended

up buying it and then created a costly, delayed, nationalized project.
It was a dangerous signal to all investors that Canada is a place
where the private sector cannot build and government will always
rely on taxpayers.

Are the Liberals aware that there is already a very strong consen‐
sus among everyday Canadians everywhere across the country that
Canada needs more pipelines? It has been that way for a long time,
but it is growing. It is higher than ever before. The latest data
shows 79% of Canadians overall, and guess what. Of Quebeckers,
86% want more pipelines for national energy security and re‐
silience. A supermajority of Canadians are in consensus, so it is
time for the Liberals to stop delaying, dithering and dodging if they
really mean all their suddenly new and plagiarized words about
wanting Canada to be an energy superpower.

Canadians can be forgiven for skepticism about the broad cate‐
gories for national interest projects that the premiers pushed the
Prime Minister and ministers to agree on. On the western Arctic en‐
ergy corridor, Conservatives have always fought for northerners to
make decisions, to get more revenue from resource development
and to increase Canada's defence and security capabilities in the
north, but the Liberals banned unleashing Arctic energy unilaterally
from a different country and indefinitely. They also imposed mas‐
sive antidevelopment areas that keep northerners from benefiting
from their own natural wealth in a place where there is a humanitar‐
ian, housing and food crisis and few opportunities for self-suffi‐
ciency that are not related to responsible resource development, if
only the government would let them develop resources.

As for the eastern energy partnership, these exact Liberals used
political interference, changing goalposts and conditions never seen
before or since, to force the proponent, which had spent $1 billion,
to abandon the nation-building pipeline that would have linked
Canada economically and physically for self-sufficiency, self-re‐
liance and national unity. They killed that east-to-west pipeline
even though private investors offered to fund it entirely. The
pipeline would have connected Canadian energy from coast to coast
for self-sufficiency, and they interfered to kill it because of political
pressure, even though it too was a proposal strictly in federal juris‐
diction.
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ly mean is connecting power among the Atlantic provinces, to
which Conservatives say that the natural resources committee told
the government to build interties in 2017. It did not, and then it
tried to study that all over again just a few months ago before
Christmas. Do members know what my advice is? Why do the Lib‐
erals not just try to get the really simple things done first?

As for a critical minerals pathway, in 2022, these same Liberals
announced a critical minerals strategy. How many new mines were
approved from it? There were zero. For example, Canada still does
not export a single teaspoon of lithium, none, while global demand
rises and China dominates the global production value and supply
chains. In 2024, lithium demand rose 30%, but Canada could not
provide it because mines in Canada take up to 25 years from con‐
cept to being shovel-ready under the Liberals. Why should Canadi‐
ans think that 2025's critical minerals pathway will be different?

Is the next stage nuclear? Premiers from all across the country
have called nuclear critical to Canada's energy future. Conserva‐
tives agree, but the Liberals have still not given a straight answer.
Do all nuclear projects qualify for investment tax credits to com‐
pete with the U.S., or will they only be accessible to a few, like
SMRs and large-scale plants, which are also important?

If the Liberals are serious about one project, one review, why do
they not fix the fundamental problem instead of the short-term Bill
C-5 queue-jumping workaround? For nuclear, for which Canada
has long been world-renowned and viewed as an expert by other
countries, proposals already face two reviews: an impact assess‐
ment and a full review by the expert Canadian Nuclear Safety
Commission. Why?

Why can there not be a one project, one review process like Con‐
servatives have always promoted to get things built? Why could the
minister not say definitively that the existing nuclear proposals
stalled in review right now are in the national interest? Canada can‐
not attract investment when the rules shift and are vague and politi‐
cized. Businesses and workers need clarity, not confusion and more
questions.

● (1215)

With respect to infrastructure for trade diversification, the gov‐
ernment cannot even get roads built, and the culture minister said
he does not think Canada needs anymore anyway. The Webequie
supply road project, the Marten Falls community access road and
the northern road link project, all backed and co-owned by indige‐
nous communities, which would unlock the Ring of Fire, remain
locked in the regulator right now.

Therefore, forgive Conservatives for suggesting that government
cannot unleash critical minerals if it cannot even get the roads built
to develop and transport them, and those roads are the place to start.
It is time to stop talking and start approving. Canadians deserve
leadership that actually sets attractive, competitive investment con‐
ditions so the private sector can build. The track record of the Lib‐
erals is the opposite.

There are projects that promise not only billions for our economy
but also jobs for our communities, paycheques for Canadians and

revenue for governments for infrastructure programs. Let us talk
about some of those numbers.

Here are some of the projects that have been killed by the Liber‐
als. The Grassy Point LNG project had a loss of $10 billion. The
West Coast Canada LNG project had a loss of $25 billion. The Au‐
rora LNG project had a loss of $28 billion. The Prince Rupert LNG
project had a loss of $11 billion. The Pacific NorthWest LNG
project had a loss of $11 billion. The Kwispaa LNG project had a
loss of $18 billion. The Énergie Saguenay LNG project lost $4 bil‐
lion.

The Frontier oil sands mine project had a loss of $20.6 billion.
The Aspen oil sands project lost $2.6 billion. The Dunkirk oil sands
SAGD project had a loss of $2.4 billion. The Muskwa SAGD oil
sands project had a loss of $800 million; the Carmon Creek oil
sands project had a loss of $3 billion. The Frederick Brook shale
project had a loss of $700 million. The Mackenzie Valley gas
pipeline project had a loss of $16 billion. The energy east pipeline
had a loss of $15.7 billion. The northern gateway pipeline had a
loss of $7.9 billion.

These are just a few examples of the lost $670 billion in can‐
celled or suspended projects on the same Liberals' watch. How can
the Liberals really pretend to play team Canada when they have
done everything possible to hold Canada back, especially when half
the cabinet ministers are exactly the same as the old ones?
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these projects, except there obviously was to the private sector pro‐
ponents ready to make major long-term investment and to all the
countries who want more Canada. The Liberals have let Canada's
competitors win, and they have made Canadians lose. It is not only
allies that have surpassed Canada and profited from it because of
the Liberals; it is also our adversaries and hostile imperialist
regimes that have out-gamed and outpaced the west, while politi‐
cians here dithered, virtue signalled and imposed policies and laws
that kill Canadian jobs, Canadian businesses, Canadian supply
chains and have made Canada more expensive, more vulnerable
and weak.

In March 2022, Latvia said it “would wholeheartedly support”
Canadian LNG to cut reliance on Russia. In June 2022, Ukraine
said it was seeking Canadian LNG. Years into Russia's invasion,
Canada still has no east coast LNG exports because their opponents
abandoned the three proposals just in the last couple of years in At‐
lantic Canada, probably in part because the Liberals kept saying
there was no business case. Some confidence the Liberals had in
Canada. Ten years of elbows down and resources in the ground
made Canada a target, and Conservatives warned them all along.

In August 2022, Germany begged for Canadian LNG, but the
Liberals rejected that ally. Then they made a deal with Qatar, which
hides Hamas and gets to rake in billions of dollars and drive in the
desert with fancy sports cars and Rolex watches, while Canadians'
food prices become the highest in the G7, unemployment rates sky‐
rocket and the Liberals' plan to ban internal combustion engines. In
December 2022, Poland looked to Canada for LNG to diversify en‐
ergy sources, obviously for its national security, but it got nothing.
In January 2023, Japan formally requested Canadian LNG. The
Liberals refused. In February 2023, one month later, Japan's ambas‐
sador said, “The world is waiting for Canada”. The Liberals keep it
waiting.

● (1220)

In May 2023, South Korea wanted Canadian LNG. The Liberals
did nothing. In March 2024, Greece's prime minister said it abso‐
lutely wanted Canada's LNG, but Liberals refused to grant export
licences. In April 2024, Poland's president said it would, of course,
buy Canadian LNG, if Liberals made it available. In May 2024, the
Philippines expressed interest in Canadian LNG trade and invest‐
ment. There was nothing from the Liberals. In November 2024,
Taiwan wanted to buy and invest in Canadian LNG, for obvious se‐
curity reasons and self-reliance in its region, which all Canadians
should care about. The Liberals blocked it.

In February 2025, Canada refused Japan's LNG request, also
with another obvious security implication. After Canada had re‐
fused Japan's LNG request in 2023, this is what happened in Febru‐
ary 2025: the U.S. delivered a multi-trillion dollar LNG deal to
Japan instead. Mexico has now flown past Canada for LNG ex‐
ports, while the U.S. is the top in the world.

The Liberals started with 15 LNG proposals in 2015. Only three
were approved, and only one is operational now. By the way, the
one that is operational now was approved by the former Conserva‐
tive government and then delayed, put through another review and

put at risk by the Liberals. We all are lucky that the proponent hung
in. The Liberals should not delay on approving its second phase.

During that time, during the loss of 15 LNG proposals in
Canada, the U.S. approved 28, with 12 approved, 8 under construc‐
tion and 8 operational right now. The U.S. is now the top exporter
in the world of LNG. Canada should have been ahead of it and a
key partner for North American energy and national security, but
the Liberals held Canada back with a distinctly elbows-down ap‐
proach, except against Canadians. They sure gave us one or two or
ten.

The Prime Minister says it is elbows up against the United
States, but year after year, the same Liberals handed the Americans
trillions of dollars from Canada on a silver platter. The U.S. must
remain Canada's top ally, with safe borders and integrated security,
and it is our top ally, but there is no doubt that because of the Liber‐
als, the U.S. is also our top competitor, as a result of damaging
Canadian domestic policy.

Conservatives have always been the consistent advocates for cer‐
tainty, clarity and competitive, fast approvals to make Canada
strong, self-reliant and united, so of course we hope—

An hon. member: Are you still going?

Shannon Stubbs: Yeah, I am still going. Mr. Speaker, of course
we Conservatives hope the government can show Canadians that
big, audacious, nation-building projects can get approved and built
in competitive timelines by the private sector, not by taxpayers. We
take seriously our constitutionally bound duty and role to oppose,
but we also take seriously our job to propose solutions in the best
interests of all Canadians, so I will now. The Liberals will need to
fix Bill C-5 and make it transparent, clear and certain.
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definition of national interest; transparency of the project list; ful‐
fillment of the duty to consult, not an advisory board; concrete two-
year timelines and a timeline on the final decision by cabinet after a
recommendation; application of the Conflict of Interest Act and
screens for politically connected insider proponents; and clarity
about the mandate for regulatory reviews to monitor and ensure ac‐
tual deliverables are achieved on time and on budget, hopefully not
on taxpayers' backs.

The real, fundamental, permanent solution for confidence and
certainty in Canada is to repeal, or amend significantly, all of the
acts and policies that the Liberals admit, through Bill C-5, are barri‐
ers to build, and not on a short-term, ad hoc, case-by-case basis, al‐
most all of the details of which would be determined after the bill is
law, through policy and regulations. That means politicians and bu‐
reaucrats would do all of this secretly and differently with each
project. I guess that approach fits, since neither the Prime Minister
nor the minister seem to be fond of answering questions from
Canadians, or maybe just from women. They both constantly repeat
that they will not negotiate in public about their interactions with
the U.S., which, by the way, Canadians deserve to know about.
Their MO already seems to be just like the old guys. It is backroom
deals, and that is what Bill C-5 is.

● (1225)

The government should cut Canada's industrial carbon tax that
punishes hard work, which none of our main competitors have. It
smothers Canadian steel, aluminum, natural gas, food production
and cement. It chokes competitiveness and forces companies to lay
off workers, move operations abroad and leave towns behind. That
is not “think globally, act locally” environmental stewardship; it's
economic self-sabotage. A Canadian government should put Cana‐
dian workers, Canadian industries and Canadian producers first.

The government should set a clear six-month target, with a one-
year maximum, to approve major projects, just as Conservatives
proposed. Investors cannot wait 10 years for answers or keep giv‐
ing the same information repeatedly to regulators to be denied or
sent back to the beginning at any time. Delay means defeat.
Projects need certainty. Workers need timelines. Resources need ac‐
tion. The government must stop talking and start approving.
Canada needs a Canada-first, multi-use, national energy corridor
and shovel-ready economic zones to unlock our potential, east to
west, north to south, pipelines, power lines, highways and rail built
to connect, not divide, built to move resources from the source to
the world, built for Canadian prosperity, sovereignty and unity.

Conservatives believe in common-sense solutions. Without a
doubt, Canadians deserve better. They deserve strong paycheques,
real jobs, energy independence, self-sufficiency, security and na‐
tional unity. Only Conservatives have fought to achieve Canadians'
ambitions and to restore Canada's promise through responsible re‐
source development, every single day, in every single way. Only
Conservatives will stand with the workers who power this country,
the families who depend on them and the businesses that need
them. Conservatives will fight for a real plan that unleashes Cana‐
dian potential, restores Canada's promise, strengthens our economy
and builds a proud, united, powerful and self-reliant Canada.

● (1230)

[Translation]

NOTICE OF CLOSURE MOTION

Hon. Steven MacKinnon (Leader of the Government in the
House of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I give notice that, with
respect to consideration of Government Business No. 1, at the next
sitting of the House, a minister of the Crown shall move, pursuant
to Standing Order 57, that debate be not further adjourned.

[English]

RESUMPTION OF DEBATE ON GOVERNMENT BUSINESS NO. 1

The House resumed consideration of the motion.

Corey Hogan (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Energy and Natural Resources, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I appreciated
the hon. member's comments. I particularly appreciated the list of
suggested improvements. It certainly deserved more than 30 sec‐
onds in a 22-hour speech.

The member made the comment that facts do not always fit the
narrative and that that was very concerning for her, so I just want to
put a few facts on the table that she omitted in her speech.

From 2015 to 2023, global oil and gas production grew 5%. Over
the same time, Canadian production grew 29%. That does not really
sound like Canada falling behind the world; it sounds like Canada
being a leader in the world.

From 2006 to 2015, the time of the last government, not a single
pipeline was built. That is another fact that I think needs to be on
the record.

Let us not talk about the past, because Bill C-5 is about building
the future. It is about building the strongest economy in the G7.
Even in a world that uses less oil, demand for Canadian oil will
continue to grow, because we and our partners work in an environ‐
mentally and socially responsible way. My home province of Al‐
berta understands this. That is why we were the first to introduce an
industrial carbon tax in 2008—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): Order. The hon.
member must have a chance to respond.

The hon. member for Lakeland.

Shannon Stubbs: Mr. Speaker, I welcome the Liberal member
for Calgary Confederation. I would like to say it is funny that he
started off by taking a jab at me about facts. Just so he knows, my
speech was minutes, not hours, but I thank him for that mansplain.
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government, four pipelines were built, Keystone phase 1, the Alber‐
ta clipper, the anchor loop, and the Line 9B reversal, as well as
dozens of pipelines within provinces in every part of the country.
Almost every single project the Liberals have risked, delayed and
let languish was actually proposed near the final years of the former
Conservative government, because proponents—

An hon. member: Ha, ha! That's not true.

Shannon Stubbs: Mr. Speaker, what is the member laughing
about? That is literally the timeline. He should learn the facts. Pro‐
ponents at that time had confidence that Canada was a place where
they could get projects built. Therefore, I thank the member for
his—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): Questions and
comments, the hon. member for Jonquière.
● (1235)

[Translation]
Mario Simard (Jonquière, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I listened atten‐

tively to my colleague from Lakeland, who has been a fellow mem‐
ber of the Standing Committee on Natural Resources for some
time. We are like an old married couple.

She talked about the Liberals' mismanagement of oil and gas
projects. It reminded me of the last Parliament, when my Conserva‐
tive friends used to talk openly about the costly Liberal-NDP coali‐
tion and the “Liberal Bloc”.

I wonder if the Conservatives are going to support a time alloca‐
tion motion, a gag order. If they do, we will end up with a new
coalition, a new cross-party alliance. What should we call this
coalition?
[English]

Shannon Stubbs: Well, Mr. Speaker, I sure do enjoy my time
with my colleague on natural resources. Even though we come to
almost every single issue from opposite world views, I do appreci‐
ate our respectful and collaborative working relationship, including
when we can work together to take on the Liberals as effective op‐
position parties.

Conservatives have always been the party that has advocated for
natural resources projects to be fast-tracked for the benefit of all
Canadians, and that is the position we continue to hold.

Cathay Wagantall (Yorkton—Melville, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
am concerned. The member mentioned something we hear and see
often, which is that there is too much discretion left to federal min‐
isters within almost every piece of legislation the government
brings forth. Of course, we are dealing with lobbying and insider
deals and all this type of thing, and yet, when it comes to these
projects, a major projects office will be put in place that aims to co‐
ordinate between the different departments required for project re‐
views.

This, to me, says that at that point, the provinces are out of the
picture. Should they be part of this decision-making for clear trans‐
parency on what is happening within these supposed projects that
are being put forward nationally?

Shannon Stubbs: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for all of
her advocacy for energy and resource workers, rural people and
those who live in remote and rural areas in Saskatchewan and all
across the country. What she has pointed out is exactly the inherent
uncertainty in this bill and exactly the questions that Canadians
have and the Liberals must answer.

The Liberals said it in the throne speech, and they are setting this
up now as if they have got the biggest, brightest idea ever, but it
was the former Conservative government in 2007 that established a
major projects management office nationally and also a major
projects management office specific to the west that brought the
provinces, territories and indigenous communities together for en‐
ergy development for the benefit of all of Canada. Therefore, it is
fair that Canadians really are asking whether they can trust the Lib‐
eral—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): Questions and
comments, the hon. member for Saanich—Gulf Islands.

Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, I
appreciated my hon. colleague's respect in appreciating working
with our friend from the Bloc Québécois. The Greens love working
with the hon. member for Lakeland too. People will be surprised,
perhaps, though not the member for Lakeland, to find that I voted
against Bill C-69 because I think it is really terrible legislation.

One of the things that I think the member for Lakeland and I
both believe, and we may find we agree, is that legislation around
environmental review should be based on factual criteria that are
established in law, not press releases, and that we should keep polit‐
ical discretion to an absolute minimum.

That said, I am wondering, since the member has read the legis‐
lation, Bill C-5, how on earth she can vote for it on this abbreviated
bulldozer time frame.

Shannon Stubbs: Mr. Speaker, it probably would surprise peo‐
ple that the hon. member for Saanich—Gulf Islands and I have had
a good working relationship from time to time, even though we,
too, disagree on many different issues or the approach to them,
based on our different perspectives and also on the differences be‐
tween the people we represent. That is the wonderful democracy
and diversity of Canada, is it not?

I absolutely, 100% agree with the member on this issue, just as
we agreed about Bill C-69. It is specifically why I am saying that
the Liberals must amend Bill C-5 to include transparency on the
project list and to ensure that all the things they say the bill will do
are actually in the law. As the member has pointed out, all that mat‐
ters is what is actually in the law. Hopefully, we all can work to‐
gether as opposition parties to get these guys to fix their
workaround.
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Hon. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I always find it interesting that the member opposite,
probably more so than any Conservative member, and maybe she
could even be the new leader of the Conservative Party at some
point, tries to portray a false impression that in the Harper horror
years, the Conservatives were able to develop an inch of pipeline to
tidewater. They did not. Not even an inch of pipeline went to tide‐
water.

When we take a look at Bill C-5 and the April 28 election, it is
important for us to realize that a very clear mandate was given to
all political entities in this House to build one Canadian economy.
Does the member not agree that the essence of—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): The hon. mem‐
ber for Lakeland.

Shannon Stubbs: Mr. Speaker, what I agree with is that we
should fast-track natural resources projects and major infrastructure
projects and ensure the private sector can get them built in Canada,
unlike in the lost antidevelopment Liberal decade.

I must mention to my colleague that I do enjoy our exchanges
and his personal encouragement, even though we often argue and
heckle each other back and forth and show each other no quarter, as
our constituents expect. However, I would point out to him, of
course, that the former Conservative government did approve a
dedicated export pipeline to Asia in the safest deepwater port with
the most direct access.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Shannon Stubbs: If I can, I will just finish, Mr. Speaker.

What happened? Then the court ruled, just as it did on the Liber‐
als' consultation, that indigenous consultation—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): Questions and
comments, the hon. member for Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot—Acton.
[Translation]

Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot—
Acton, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I want to begin by thanking the Liberals
and the Conservatives, who have so eloquently demonstrated,
through Bill C-5, why Quebec needs to become its own country,
even though even though we already had plenty of arguments to
support that.

We are witnessing another blatant multi-party attempt at nation-
building and using crises to further centralize power, which is sec‐
ond nature to Ottawa, as we have always seen throughout the
course of history. In the past, it was railways that were used as a
sign of national unity, and today it is pipelines.

Do the Conservatives plan to sue the Liberals for plagiarism?
[English]

Shannon Stubbs: Mr. Speaker, first, I will finish my answer to
the other question.

The dedicated export pipeline to Asia was approved by the previ‐
ous Conservative government. The court said there were insuffi‐

ciencies in indigenous consultation, just as it said about the Liberals
on TMX, and the then prime minister should have redone the in‐
digenous consultation with the 31 first nations communities that
wanted northern gateway and approved it—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): Resuming de‐
bate, the hon. member for Beloeil—Chambly.

[Translation]

Yves-François Blanchet (Beloeil—Chambly, BQ): Mr. Speak‐
er, I will be sharing my time with the member for Pierre-Boucher—
Les Patriotes—Verchères.

We are dealing with one of the most significant, if not the most
significant, moves toward centralization, encroachment and “fran‐
chising” of the provinces and Quebec for the benefit of the Prime
Minister's business plan. It all began when Donald Trump was
elected. Fear became a reality and a political tool that was used to
tell people to be afraid and to rally behind the former head of the
Bank of England. It worked, and we have an obligation to listen to
popular opinion. We understood that people were afraid of Donald
Trump. In Quebec, however, they quickly stopped talking about
Mr. Trump. Rightly or wrongly, people started talking about the
Conservative leader. This is not a value judgment, but the message
we received was that people did not want the Conservatives and
were afraid of the Conservative leader, because the party and its
leader were associated with ideas similar to Mr. Trump's. Once peo‐
ple realized the Conservative leader was unlikely to win the elec‐
tion, it was a bit late, but many people came back to us. We still
have a clear influence in this Parliament today, which will become
obvious in the House over time.

To steal votes from the Conservatives, the Liberal leader stole
their platform. The Liberals are talking about tax cuts, “drill, baby,
drill”, an impossible budget, and a financial framework that makes
no sense. Even today, Canadians got $4 billion in handouts without
a penny going to Quebeckers. The Liberals have proposed $6 bil‐
lion or more in tax cuts. Nobody knows anymore how many bil‐
lions of dollars are involved in the cancelled countertariffs, because
the countertariff dance is a bit hard to follow. The government is
talking about $9 billion that will go not toward strengthening our
military, but toward absorbing the F‑35 cost overruns. All this is on
top of the promise to increase spending, lower revenues and rebal‐
ance the budget with 2% growth. Many people have tried this be‐
fore, but none have succeeded. The math simply does not add up.
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of pharaonic proportions. A key component is oil and gas, includ‐
ing pipelines. That is not the only component, but it is part of the
plan. It is clear that, in the short term, for most, if not all, of the
pipelines, the private sector will not act alone. The government will
have to pay. The public will have to pay. Apparently, according to
the Minister of Industry, the government is disinclined to pay for
hydroelectricity. The Liberals will be able to make up their own
minds, because they just recruited the Prime Minister's pal, who
was in charge of Hydro-Québec. They brought him in, they are go‐
ing to have a little get-together so he can help them sort out every‐
one's money issues, and he will be privy to all their secrets. That
alone is a question worth asking.

However, it will be years before all those projects generate rev‐
enue for the government, and with all the spending I have already
mentioned, which will make Justin Trudeau seem like a frugal
mom, the deficits will be astronomical. The government is going to
act as though climate change does not exist. The people and fami‐
lies of Quebec and Canada are going to pay thousands of dollars a
year for repairs and adaptations for damage caused by climate
change, which everyone is suddenly pretending no longer exists.
They are going to be saddled with projects that will encroach on
laws, powers and regulations enacted over the years in relation to
the environment, indigenous rights, biodiversity, language and taxa‐
tion. The government will make that happen by giving a minister
who is not very far from the Prime Minister, and who will probably
be at the dinner with Mr. Sabia, totally discretionary powers, some‐
thing countries that are not particularly democratic can only dream
of.

● (1245)

However, the government's hasty actions quickly turn into im‐
provisation. Improvising with government affairs is a risky busi‐
ness. It is quite literally reckless, regardless of one's political affilia‐
tion.

That is not what Quebeckers voted for. I can already hear some‐
one saying that there are 44 Liberal members from Quebec. It is
true that there are 44 Liberal members from Quebec. There are also
11 Conservative members from Quebec, and God only knows who
would consider joining the other party. The Liberals did not present
a platform; they barely presented a business plan. Quebeckers voted
Liberal out of fear, rightly or wrongly, of the Trump-Poilievre duo.
Now the Liberals are adopting the Conservatives' ideas in an at‐
tempt to align themselves with the Conservatives and carry out the
Conservative agenda. No one can convince me that this is what
Quebeckers voted for. This is just what Quebeckers voted against.

The Liberals are kicking off their term by imposing time alloca‐
tion on a Parliament where they were elected by the will of the peo‐
ple to serve as a minority government. I do not think that the gov‐
ernment is going to get away with this so easily. I would like to be‐
lieve that the Conservatives will refuse to sell their souls to the Lib‐
erals, because this is not what Quebeckers voted for. They voted for
a Parliament that works for them and respects them. The size,
breadth, and unprecedented scope of this bill demand comprehen‐
sive analysis. This bill needs to be exhaustively studied in commit‐
tee, not skimmed on the fly one fine, sunny June 12.

If the government had nothing to hide, it would let us send this
bill to committee and preferably split it up, in keeping with its true
nature. All of us have been elected to work in a transparent manner.
We have all been elected to carry out a mandate given to us by the
people. The MPs who are not members of the government have
been elected to provide careful oversight and, at the very least, to
ensure, before they throw their support behind the government, that
bills have been carefully scrutinized and found to serve the com‐
mon good.

Today, nothing could be less certain. I therefore urge everyone to
forget about making deals, carry out the responsibility entrusted to
them by the citizens of Quebec and Canada and refer this bill to
committee for study by members of the House. We are willing to
contribute to that study. That is how the House is meant to function.

● (1250)

Hon. Steven MacKinnon (Leader of the Government in the
House of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, with all due respect, I
think that the leader of the Bloc Québécois is misreading the situa‐
tion. There was an election campaign, and we debated at length. We
even wrote on the first page of our platform that we would pass
such a bill before Canada Day. That is what we are doing.

Quebec and Quebeckers are facing an economic crisis of unex‐
pected magnitude. The signs are there. The province's credit rating
has been downgraded. Aluminum workers are certainly experienc‐
ing a crisis. Our supply chains and ports are struggling. Quebeckers
have asked us to take action, and that is what we are doing.

Does the leader of the Bloc Québécois not share—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): The hon. mem‐
ber for Beloeil—Chambly.

Yves-François Blanchet: Mr. Speaker, I share a lot of things, but
that is not one of them.

We missed out on a debate. Where was their boss? We usually
have our first debate on TVA in front of a large audience. Where
was their boss? I could have one tomorrow morning. I am always
up for a debate. We could ask Mr. Poilievre, who is not in the
House. I have invited him many times.

The Liberals promised to table the bill by July 1, and they have
done so. However, did they also promise to blatantly disregard the
rules of democracy and try to ram regulations down our throats that
they had never mentioned to anyone? There are details of this legis‐
lation that suspend fundamental laws preserving indigenous rights,
the environment and biodiversity and that suspend the rule of law
in Canada at the will of the Prime Minister and his best friend.

Gérard Deltell (Louis-Saint-Laurent—Akiawenhrahk, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the leader of the Bloc Québécois on his
election. As I have said many times in interviews and here in the
House, I want to congratulate him on his election campaign be‐
cause he ran a good campaign. That is what I think.
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cludes something we have supported for years, namely, a single en‐
vironmental assessment per project. The leader of the Bloc
Québécois will recall that 13 months ago, on May 12, 2024, we in‐
troduced a bill to that effect. We debated it, we had a vote, and the
Bloc Québécois supported the principle of our bill. Rather than
having one environmental assessment, followed by another that
might contradict the first and require more time, we wanted a single
environmental assessment, with the federal and provincial govern‐
ments working together. That is the principle we had put forward,
and the Bloc Québécois supported that principle.

Does the current bill include that same principle?

Yves-François Blanchet: Mr. Speaker, instead of environmental
assessments, the current bill could give the minister the ability to
arbitrarily circumvent them in the name of the “one economy”
myth. The Liberals are free to hope that Canada is one economy,
but they cannot say that it is, because every province is different. I
am sure my colleague will agree with me on that.

Every province and region has different economic bases. They
export to different markets and have developed different economic
tools. That is why we denounce this terrible move toward central‐
ization, especially since it gives a single minister the authority to
arbitrarily suspend laws that have been in effect for a long time.
Quebec must never give up the Bureau d'audiences publiques sur
l'environnement or dictate the duration of its work.

● (1255)

Christine Normandin (Saint-Jean, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I thank
my leader for his excellent speech. It is always a pleasure to hear
him speak.

I would like to hear more of his thoughts on the Liberals' line
about how they have 44 Quebec MPs in the House. We know that
the Prime Minister cavalierly disregards democracy and the role of
parliamentarians. There may be 44 MPs, but there could just as
well be 72 or 128 or 343, and they would all be shut down by the
gag order. What message does that send?

What message does it send when the government systematically
ignores the unanimous voice of 125 Quebec MNAs?

Yves-François Blanchet: Mr. Speaker, someone suggested earli‐
er that folks are missing Prime Minister Trudeau. I am not so sure,
but his government and this one have a few things in common be‐
cause they are the same. That is why the Prime Minister always
talks about the “new government”. At the end of the day, the only
new thing about this government is the Prime Minister.

As for those 44 MPs, supposedly Quebec loves them and loves
what they do and cannot stop talking about how amazing they are.
However, the 125 members of Quebec's National Assembly unani‐
mously said that there is no such thing as one Canadian economy
because we have our own institutions, and our institutions are valid.

Xavier Barsalou-Duval (Pierre-Boucher—Les Patriotes—
Verchères, BQ): This is a critical time, Mr. Speaker. Unfortunately,
I do not think people realize the extent of it. The public does not
understand, and neither do the members of this House.

We have only been sitting in this House for three weeks and the
government is already imposing a gag order, even though it is a mi‐
nority government. The bill under closure has not been debated.
There has not been a single hour, a single minute, or even a single
second of debate, and they are already imposing a gag order on us.

Normally, when a gag order is imposed, it is because Parliament
is deadlocked or because there is a real emergency, a fire is raging
and everyone agrees that it should be passed without a hitch. How‐
ever, that is not the case here. What is worse, they want to impose a
gag order on something that will be profoundly transformative.
Passing this bill will radically change how the federal government
functions and how major projects are approved once presented to
us. That, too, is cause for concern.

Even more concerning is that the wording of the motion states,
among other things, that parliamentary committees will have only a
day and a half to examine the bill, and that witnesses will be heard
at a time when it is no longer even possible to propose amend‐
ments. That is crazy, but that is what is being presented today and
what a majority of members in the House seem prepared accept, on
both the Liberal and Conservative sides. I am rather surprised by all
of this, because it is a denial of democracy. The government is try‐
ing to ram through a bill that was never publicly debated. Almost
no member of civil society has had the opportunity to carefully ana‐
lyze or comment on the bill, including the media and experts in the
various fields affected by the bill's provisions. The fact that the
government is already imposing a gag order on us is really very se‐
rious and problematic. Keep in mind that this is a major bill, not
some harmless little piece of legislation.

What is the aim of this two-part bill? We do not have a real prob‐
lem with part 1, despite the somewhat provocative way in which
the Liberals presented it. This part, which deals with the free trade
of goods and services and labour mobility, is ultimately not a bad
thing, since it involves the federal government withdrawing from
certain jurisdictions. The federal government is recognizing provin‐
cial jurisdictions and telling us that it will not get in the provinces'
way. The government is removing barriers. In fact, it is removing
its own barriers. I personally do not want any federally imposed
barriers, and I do not think many of my Bloc Québécois colleagues
do either, so that is a good thing and we support it.

Part 2 is another story. That part requires a very thorough analy‐
sis, and that is why we really want to split this bill. Part 2 of the bill
would essentially make it so that certain laws do not apply to major
projects that are deemed to be in the national interest. What are
those so-called national interest projects, and how will they be cho‐
sen? Well, we just do not know. The bill provides some indications,
but it does not specify exactly what those projects are, nor does it
define the criteria. The criteria in the bill are suggested criteria.
They are recommendations. The minister can choose whether to
consider them or not. It is up to him. That is absolutely crazy, but
that is how it is.
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In theory, the criteria are to strengthen Canada's autonomy, re‐

silience and security; provide economic benefits to Canada; have a
high likelihood of successful execution; advance the interests of in‐
digenous peoples; and contribute to clean growth and to meeting
Canada's objectives with respect to climate change. However, these
are non-binding objectives. The minister can basically do what he
wants in terms of the application of these criteria. The decision is at
his discretion. The minister makes a list, and that is that. He decides
which projects will be exempt from the law.

How do projects get on that list? It is done by order in council.
That means there is no public debate. No one can question whether
it is a good or bad project. The minister can wake up one morning
and decide that it is a good project. He does not need to ask any‐
one's permission. Actually, that is not quite true. He has to consult
the first nations and the provinces, but all he has to do is consult
them and that is it. He does not have to do anything else. He just
has to consult them and that is the end of it. What does it mean to
consult? It does not mean that everyone agrees. It does not mean
that Quebec agrees to be steamrolled. It does not mean that the first
nations agree to have projects imposed on them. It just means that
someone talked to them about it first. That is all that it means. On
the basis of consultation alone, the minister can decide that he has
enough information to proceed with an order in council and make
the project in question a priority. He can circumvent everything and
disregard laws that we thought were unassailable.
● (1300)

What happens when a project is on a list? The project is automat‐
ically approved. It had not even been analyzed when the Governor
in Council issued an order for the project to be added to the list and
approved. It stops there, no public debate, no questions. Before it is
even debated and reviewed, before any environmental assessments
are done, without any regard for processes, the project is automati‐
cally approved. That is real progress.

What legislation would not apply to these major projects? There
is a whole list in schedule 2 of the bill. There are 33 statutes, in‐
cluding the Fisheries Act, the Indian Act, the International River
Improvements Act, the National Capital Act, the Canadian Naviga‐
ble Waters Act, the Dominion Water Power Act, the Migratory
Birds Convention Act, 1994, the Canada Transportation Act, the
Canada Marine Act, the Canadian Environmental Protection Act,
1999, the Species at Risk Act, the Canadian Energy Regulator Act,
and the Impact Assessment Act. As if that were not enough, there
are also regulations that are not automatically applicable to these
major projects. We are talking about the migratory bird sanctuary
regulations, the dominion water power regulations, the wildlife area
regulations, the marine mammal regulations, the port authorities
operations regulations, the metal and diamond mining effluent reg‐
ulations and the migratory birds regulations, 2022. That is scary
enough. We might say that, with a list like that, anything goes.

However, that is not all. Clause 21 of Bill C‑5 states that the
Governor in Council may, by order, add any other act or regulation
to this schedule, without any public debate, without going through
Parliament and without consulting anyone.

What could those acts be? What acts could be affected? It could
be the Official Languages Act, and then bilingualism and franco‐

phone rights would no longer be respected. The government could
add the Canada Labour Code and not comply with it for these ma‐
jor projects. It could no longer comply with the Income Tax Act
and people would not have to pay taxes. It could no longer comply
with the Criminal Code. That is not written in the bill and it does
not say that the government will do that. However, if it chooses to
do so, the way this bill is currently written would allow it. That is
completely scandalous and unacceptable. I cannot believe that my
peers in the Conservative Party of Canada, or anyone else, would
support this and say that there is no problem, that they would hand
the government a blank cheque and that the government could do
whatever it wants for all eternity.

Worse still, it shows that this government is taking cues from the
government south of the border. What we were critical of and what
everyone wanted to be protected from was a government that acts
arbitrarily, imposes its agenda without consulting or listening to
anyone, and governs by decree. What we have before us is a gov‐
ernment that wants to govern by decree. How are projects chosen?
It is by decree. How are the criteria set? They are being set by the
minister alone. How can existing laws not apply to major projects?
They are excluded by decree. This government wants to govern by
decree, and now it wants to impose a gag order. It is unacceptable
for a Parliament to pass such legislation. This bill absolutely needs
to be thoroughly studied in committee by experts. This bill under‐
mines our democratic institutions and public institutions. Worse
still, it would put this government in untenable situations where it
could easily be influenced by lobbyists with their own particular
agendas. The minister would be very susceptible to this, because
there would be no one to block him and no checks and balances.

I could go on at length, but, unfortunately, I am out of time. In
conclusion, I would say that shutting down debate on the motion
before us is just one reason for that, so I would like to move an
amendment that could make it a little better.

● (1305)

The amendment reads as follows. I move:

That the motion be amended:

(a) in paragraph (b)(ii), by replacing the words “at 3:30 p.m.” with the words “at
10 a.m.”;

(b) in subparagraph (b)(ii)(B), by replacing the words “until 5:30 p.m.” with the
words “until 11:59 p.m.”;

(c) by adding the following after subparagraph (b)(ii)(C): “(D) the following
people be summoned to appear as witnesses for a minimum of one hour each at
one of the two committee meetings:

(i) the Prime Minister,

(ii) the President of the King’s Privy Council for Canada and Minister re‐
sponsible for Canada-U.S. Trade, Intergovernmental Affairs and One Canadi‐
an Economy,

(iii) the Minister of Transport and Internal Trade,

(iv) the Minister of Environment and Climate Change,

(v) the Minister of Crown-Indigenous Relations;”.
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All those people could come explain the bill to the committee.

We would also—
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): The amendment

is in order.

Questions and comments. The hon. Leader of the Government in
the House of Commons.
● (1310)

Hon. Steven MacKinnon (Leader of the Government in the
House of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, with all due respect, I be‐
lieve once again that the Bloc Québécois does not fully grasp the
current situation.

We are facing an economic crisis, caused in part by our neigh‐
bours to the south, and the symptoms are obvious: Quebec's credit
rating has been downgraded, and the aluminum sector is anxious.

What has happened in the past when Quebeckers have faced
crises? We rolled up our sleeves and did great things, undertook
great projects together. If we had listened to the Bloc Québécois at
the time, there would be no aluminum industry. There would be no
Montreal metro, nor would Expo 67 have come to be. Robert
Bourassa would not have been able to carry out his project in James
Bay.

There is a similar crisis today. There are similar challenges—
Sébastien Lemire: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order.

Would it be possible to grant the government the same amount of
time for questions as all the opposition parties get? I get the impres‐
sion that the government is not following the rules.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): Of course.

The hon. minister has a few more seconds.
Hon. Steven MacKinnon: Mr. Speaker, the Bloc Québécois

does not like learning lessons from history.

Would the member not agree that, when faced with challenges,
Quebeckers are capable of—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): Order.

The hon. member for Pierre-Boucher—Les Patriotes—
Verchères.

Xavier Barsalou-Duval: Mr. Speaker, what I find sad is that,
when faced with these challenges, what Quebeckers and Canadians
voted for in the last election was a minority government. When I
went door to door, a lot of voters said they hoped that people would
co-operate and work together.

However, what we are seeing is a government that is imposing
time allocation on a bill that would fundamentally change the way
the government operates. Should we accept this without asking any
questions and without anyone being able to look at what is in this
bill? To me, that is deeply concerning.

Gérard Deltell (Louis-Saint-Laurent—Akiawenhrahk, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, by the way, congratulations on your first full day in
the Speaker's chair.

I congratulate the member on his very interesting speech. He ad‐
dressed the issue of first nations. When it comes to energy or natu‐

ral resource projects, it goes without saying that the first nations
must be consulted, of course, but even more so, they should be
partners in the projects, partners in the prosperity. That idea has
been part of our campaign platform for many years.

What does the member think about including first nations as
partners in prosperity through energy and natural resources
projects?

Xavier Barsalou-Duval: Mr. Speaker, first of all, the first na‐
tions should be consulted beforehand. I think it is up to them to de‐
cide what they do or do not want to get involved with.

Second, there are serious issues with this bill. I find it worrisome
to see my colleague from Louis-Saint-Laurent—Akiawenhrahk
take all these very important elements so lightly. I hope he will
come to his senses before it comes time to vote.

Jean-Denis Garon (Mirabel, BQ): Mr. Speaker, my colleague
put it very well: Essentially, the bill requires the entire country to
blindly trust a minister who will not be bound in any way by envi‐
ronmental assessments.

I recall the fairly recent Bay du Nord project, which received un‐
favourable environmental assessments. In the end, even the envi‐
ronment minister at the time, who is now the Minister of Canadian
Identity and Culture, had to swallow his pride, listen to the industry
and grovel before it. Ultimately, this project went ahead, despite the
unfavourable assessments.

What does history tell us about how much we can trust this gov‐
ernment when it comes to the environment? Does it not show that
this bill is, in fact, a danger to the public?

Xavier Barsalou-Duval: Mr. Speaker, history has shown that,
whether the Liberals or the Conservatives are in power, they are
constantly beholden to oil companies and always work in their in‐
terests. It is pretty clear that this bill was most likely drafted in
close consultation with oil companies.

The other issue with this bill is that it goes far beyond environ‐
mental rules. It encroaches on provincial sovereignty and first na‐
tions' rights. It could even suspend all existing laws in Canada that
are not constitutional laws. That is what is in this bill.

Significant amendments are absolutely essential. Under the cir‐
cumstances, it cannot be passed under a gag order.

● (1315)

[English]

Kyle Seeback (Dufferin—Caledon, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I will
be sharing my time with the fantastic member for Northumber‐
land—Clarke.
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Before I talk about the actual merits of Bill C-5, I want to set the

stage a little. The so-called one Canadian economy act is being
brought in allegedly in response to the threats from the south, from
President Trump, but it is disingenuous, at best, to say that that is
what this is about. The crisis that is facing Canada is really a result
of the last 10 years of a pretty incompetent Liberal government, and
I will just talk about a few facts to back that up.

Let us talk about housing. Housing prices have become com‐
pletely unaffordable. Most young people do not believe that they
will ever own a home in their entire lifetime. In Ontario, my home
province, we now have one million people regularly using food
banks. This is a shocking increase from what it was a mere 10 years
ago, when the number of people using a food bank in Ontario was
about 350,000. Over the course of a decade of Liberal government
management of the economy, the number of Canadians who are us‐
ing a food bank has more than tripled. It gets worse because, again,
10 years ago, the number of people who were full-time employed
and using a food bank was about 8% of those using the food bank.
It is now 25%, so that has also tripled.

This is the backdrop of what has been going on in Canada after
10 years of the Liberal government. The Liberals like to say that
they are a new government, but in fact they are not. The govern‐
ment is almost entirely composed of the ministers who were re‐
sponsible for the files that created the challenges that exist today.

Now, the so-called one Canadian economy act talks about labour
mobility, which is a critical issue. For a tradesperson in Canada, it
is very difficult to go from New Brunswick or Newfoundland over
to Alberta, where there may be work, or from Alberta over to New
Brunswick or Newfoundland, if they are looking for work. This is
because there is no standard set of safety standards across the coun‐
try. Each province has its own safety standards, whether it is about
working in confined spaces or working from heights. People may
have certifications in their home province, but those certifications
would not be recognized when they move to another province for
work. That is a problem, because it could take them three, four or
five days to meet these allegedly different standards within their
trade, and therefore people would be going three, four or five days
without pay. I know. I have travelled across the country. I have met
with skilled tradespeople in the unionized sector, and this is a huge
problem. It is a big disincentive for people to actually travel across
the country to go where the work is.

When the Liberals talk about how we need to remove these inter‐
provincial trade barriers, labour mobility is a huge part, and there is
a simple solution. It is one that we actually proposed in the election.
We said we would create a blue seal standard for these things
across the country, so if people are certified to work from heights in
Ontario, if they met that standard, they could go from Ontario to
B.C., because they would have met this new standard.

The problem that we have is that the government did not do that
in this alleged labour mobility bill. The Liberals are not taking the
real step. It is just another example of a lot of talk. It sounds good
that they are going to improve labour mobility, but when we actual‐
ly look at the bill, it would not actually do anything it says. It
promises to improve labour mobility by recognizing provincial oc‐
cupation certificates federally. That would not help the plumber
who is trying to go from Ontario to B.C. for work. That actually

would not do anything for them. It is the same thing with any other
skilled trades. The Liberals had a real opportunity to do something
to make the lives of working Canadians better and to make labour
mobility easier, but of course they declined to do that, so this is a
major miss.

When the Liberals are talking about how we need to get the
economy moving, they should have taken real steps to improve
labour mobility, especially in the skilled trades. Those of us who
spend time meeting with our tradespeople, the people who build
and maintain this country, know that there is often a boom-bust cy‐
cle to that. The projects may be booming in Ontario when they are
not necessarily booming in Manitoba, so the ability to move from
one jurisdiction to another in order to be gainfully employed is crit‐
ical.

This is not a new issue. This has been talked about for almost a
decade, but the Liberals have lacked the political will to actually
create a standard that would be recognized by all provinces, a new
federal standard in the skilled trades for those types of safety
things, as I said, like working in confined spaces or working from
heights. If the Liberals did that, they would open up labour mobility
for our tradespeople at a time when they absolutely need it.

● (1320)

Projects that the Liberals say are going to be spurred along by
this piece of legislation have been delayed for a long time; they are
not moving forward. Many people in the skilled trades are finding it
hard to be employed, but they could be employed if they could
move from one province to another. This is an absolute failure by
the government, which says it is a new government that will take
on new challenges. The Liberals have absolutely walked away from
the challenge of labour mobility with this piece of legislation.

While we talk about the challenges with people in skilled trades,
I would be remiss, as the shadow minister for labour, if I did not
talk about the Liberal plan for modular housing. The Liberals now
tout this as the big solution to housing, which, of course, it will not
be, but one thing it would do for sure is take away jobs from our
skilled tradespeople, especially our unionized tradespeople in‐
volved in housing construction: the plumbers, the carpenters, the
pipefitters. They are the ones doing all the work to build houses,
and now the Liberals want to take that away and have modular
houses built in factories where there will be no skilled trades. This
is going to have a disastrous effect. We are not going to have Red
Seal carpenters working in a factory to build modular homes. The
members across are laughing, which displays their ignorance on
how the trades work and the general disregard the Liberal govern‐
ment has had for trades, especially for unionized tradespeople.
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This brings me to another point, which is that for the first time in

Canadian history, there is no minister of labour. This is a pretty
shocking discovery. The Liberals are going to say they have a guy;
he is the Secretary of State for Labour. However, it is like the per‐
son who sits at the kids' table at the wedding. They are kind of
there, but they do not really matter that much. They are not at the
big person table, which is the cabinet table.

What have unions said when they describe this? Joseph
Mancinelli from LiUNA said, “if the Canadian government wants
respect from labourers, perhaps let's start with a Minister of
Labour”. He went on to call it a “slap in the face”. This is what it
has been described as. Even CUPE said that it is “not just disap‐
pointing, but frankly insulting.” When we look at the lack of labour
mobility in the bill, which is allegedly supposed to help; when we
look at the Liberals pushing for modular housing, which will push
out the trades; and when we look at the fact that there is no minister
of labour, people in the labour movement know exactly where the
Liberal government stands. Do not even get me started on taking
away the right to strike through section 107 referrals. This is a gov‐
ernment that has absolutely no respect for labourers and unions in
this country, and the labour unions know it.

Now, let us talk about the one aspect of the bill that I find partic‐
ularly troubling, which is the ministerial designation. The minister
would get to pick the proponents of these projects. How could we
ever think this is going to go well from a government that was re‐
sponsible for the green slush fund and GC Strategies? Now the Lib‐
erals would get to pick the people who get these billion-dollar
projects.

Imagine the corruption and graft that will go on with a govern‐
ment that has been awash in nothing but corruption and graft for the
last 10 years. This will be corruption unlike we have ever seen. The
minister is going to say he is going to pick one company to do a
project. Can members imagine the corruption that is going to go
on? If GC Strategies was able to turn $60,000 into $64 million,
what is going to happen with a $1-billion project that a minister
gets to pick? The green slush fund was Liberal insiders giving mon‐
ey to other Liberals while the minister stood there and did nothing.
Actually, no, that is not true; the minister got promoted. The minis‐
ters responsible for GC Strategies got promoted too.

What did the Liberals learn? It is that turning a blind eye to cor‐
ruption gets rewarded, and now they say this is how they are going
to create the one Canadian economy. Yes, it is going to be one
Canadian economy for Liberal insiders who get to line each other's
pockets with these big fat contracts, just as they did with the green
slush fund and just as they did with GC Strategies.

The bill would unleash a tidal wave of corruption and graft that
the Liberals will hand out to all of their friends. It is not what Cana‐
dians need. It is not what unionized workers need. It is not what
tradespeople need. It is another big, fat failure by a corrupt Liberal
government, not a new Liberal government but the same old Liber‐
al government that is going to reward its same old buddies with
these big fat contracts.
● (1325)

Hon. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.

Speaker, wow, that was a mouthful coming from the member oppo‐
site. Talk about misinformation or just completely misguided.

If he wants to talk about housing, let us talk about the six houses
that Pierre Poilievre built when he was the minister of housing. We
still do not know where they are located. That is not to mention the
suggestion that there are no skills involved in developing modular
homes.

Let us get to the bill itself. We had a very clear mandate on April
the 28 to build one Canadian economy, and it is as straightforward
as that. This bill would make a difference. It is part of the discus‐
sions that have taken place with all the first ministers in anticipa‐
tion of our tabling the bill. Will the member get on side with reality
and what Canadians told parliamentarians?

Kyle Seeback: Mr. Speaker, I spent a good deal of my speech
talking about the opportunity for continued ministerial corruption
from a corrupt Liberal government, and the parliamentary secre‐
tary's push-back is that Pierre Poilievre built six houses.

That tells us exactly what is going to go on with the corruption,
with respect to this particular piece of legislation. His push-back on
the skilled trades was that there would not be any skills involved in
building a modular house. Of course there would; factory workers
have lots of skills. I talked about skilled trades.

Unionized skilled tradespeople will not be building modular
houses, which is also why we do not have a minister of labour; we
have the kids' table Secretary of State for Labour, which every
union in the country has criticized. They know exactly what direc‐
tion the government is going in. It is going to eliminate unionized
skilled trades with this kind of budgeting and with this kind of bill.

Cathay Wagantall (Yorkton—Melville, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
am wondering if my colleague would like to comment on the truth
about the fact that modular homes are being built by folks who are
part of the Prime Minister's community. Brookfield, which has
moved to the States and has no accountability here anymore, in
2021, actually spent $5 billion on one of the largest modular home
construction companies in the world.

Does the member think that might have something to do with
this?

Kyle Seeback: Mr. Speaker, the jokes on this write themselves.

We are talking about a bill that gives ministers the ability to pick
and choose who gets these billion dollar projects with a government
whose record on this is absolutely deplorable, whether it is GC
Strategies or the green slush fund. Now the Liberals are pushing
modular housing. Of course, Brookfield has a major interest in this.
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The Prime Minister has not disclosed his assets that he still has

from Brookfield. Let me ask this: Is it shocking that a Prime Minis‐
ter who probably still owns shares and options, etc., in Brookfield
is pushing for modular housing that would improve the profitability
of Brookfield? I am not surprised at all, and I do not think Canadi‐
ans are either.
[Translation]

Andréanne Larouche (Shefford, BQ): Mr. Speaker, before I
ask my question, I want to share an observation. What is happening
in the House right now is fascinating. The Conservatives and the
Liberals are making a show of arguing when, actually, the Liberal-
Conservative coalition is working together to impose closure on
this bill.

The Conservatives are saying that the Liberals stole their plan
and that is why they got elected. The Liberals are saying that they
were elected to fulfill their current mandate.

The truth is anything but. In my riding, and I think many of my
colleagues from Quebec can relate to this, people told me they were
going to vote Liberal because they were worried about getting a
prime minister who would act like Mr. Trump, in other words,
someone who would govern by executive order, with no regard for
democracy.

Ultimately, that is what we are seeing now. We have a Prime
Minister who wants to act by fiat and could not care less about
democracy, since imposing closure at this stage, without a single
second of debate, is unacceptable in a democracy.

How will my colleague be able to look at himself in the mirror
tonight if he votes in favour of this closure motion?
● (1330)

[English]
Kyle Seeback: Mr. Speaker, perhaps the member was not listen‐

ing to my speech. I was highly critical of this particular piece of
legislation because of its effects on unions and skilled trades and
the opportunity for government corruption and graft, which there is
a well-documented history of.

I am not sure I agree with the member's analysis of the election
results, but the voter is always right, and this is where we are. We
will continue to attack what I perceive as—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): Resuming de‐
bate. The hon. member for Northumberland—Clarke.

Philip Lawrence (Northumberland—Clarke, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, as this is my first opportunity to give a speech in the
House of Commons, with the indulgence of the House, I would like
to spend 30 seconds of my speech thanking my volunteers, my fam‐
ily, and my wonderful community for sending me back here for the
third time to represent the great people of Northumberland—
Clarke. I thank them all. Their contributions were immeasurable
and amazing.

Now I am going to talk about the business of today, which is Bill
C-5. Bill C-5 is divided into two different pieces of legislation or
parts. The first is the free trade and labour mobility act in Canada;
the second is the building Canada act.

The free trade and labour mobility act has also been divided into
two. There are two major initiatives within it. Both have to do with
federal standards. The first is to say that any product or service that
is authorized or licensed by the province would now be recognized
by the federal government. In a similar vein, any provincially rec‐
ognized profession would now be recognized federally.

The second part of the bill is with respect to the building Canada
act. The building Canada act has to do with getting projects built
that are in the “national interest” of Canada. This legislation is quite
ironic because it really says that all those walls, which were put in
place over the last decade to stop major projects, would be removed
if major projects were in the national interest. Why not just remove
those walls to begin with? However, I digress.

Most of my comments will be about the free trade and labour
mobility act. The member for Lakeland did a fantastic job. I recom‐
mend her short and pithy, but poignant, speech about the building
Canada act to anyone who has the opportunity to check it out. She
was right on point. However, when it comes to the free trade and
Canada act, I think it is important to look at a little bit of context.

Members should remember that not too long ago we had a feder‐
al election. Of course, one of the major themes or discussion points
in that election was what Canada's response would be to the Trump
tariffs, to the pressure coming from perhaps limited access to our
greatest trading partner. Both major parties said we should look at
trading more within Canada. Numbers such as $200 billion were
thrown out there as the amount of additional economic benefits that
could come from eliminating interprovincial trade barriers and in‐
creasing trade within Canada.

I just want to read a couple of quotes from the Prime Minister on
the election trail. On April 5, he said, “Our government has com‐
mitted to remove all federal restrictions on mobility by Canada
Day. Free trade in Canada. Free mobility by Canada Day”. On
April 17, the Prime Minister said, “Secondly, to commit the federal
government to do its part by Canada Day... So, free trade in Canada
by Canada Day”. On April 20, the Prime Minister said, “Our gov‐
ernment will do our part for free trade in Canada. We will legislate
the removal of all federal restrictions by July 1st. Free trade in
Canada by Canada Day”.On April 21, the Prime Minister said,
“And we'll work with the provinces to make sure all our health care
professionals can work anywhere in Canada, as part of a drive for
free trade in Canada by Canada Day.”
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It is pretty clear what the Prime Minister committed to. He com‐

mitted to having no interprovincial trade barriers by July 1, specifi‐
cally, neither provincial and federal. That is what free trade in
Canada by Canada Day means. The reality is that that will not hap‐
pen even if this legislation gets passed by July 1. The reason is that
the scope of this legislation is so very limited. It is limited to prod‐
ucts, services and occupations that are federal in nature.

The reality is that most products and services, or at least a large
portion of them, are regulated by the provinces. Most occupations
are regulated provincially. For example, if a nurse who was accred‐
ited in B.C. wants to move to Ontario, they have to be re-accredited
in Ontario. This legislation will not affect that. There will be a very
limited impact on labour mobility in Canada by July 1, even going
forward. With respect to products and services that is also usually
the case. The products are regulated at the provincial level. The
barriers then stop interprovincial trade from occurring.

I have a spoiler alert to everyone out there: The Liberals have al‐
ready broken a promise. We will not have free trade in Canada by
Canada Day.
● (1335)

There was a much more sensible approach. Instead of misleading
Canadians during the election, they could have done what our lead‐
er, Pierre Poilievre, did and actually have a plan that would work,
that would deliver real financial and economic benefits for Canada.

The first part would be to incentivize provinces. What is happen‐
ing here is that the government is failing to meet the moment. We
had an opportunity. Often, crises come with opportunities. There
was a silver lining. It was creating momentum towards free trade.
We saw the premiers working on their own accord to tear down
barriers, but the federal government could have had a big role.

In accordance with the Conservatives' campaign promise, the
government could have provided financial incentive. It could have
included in this legislation that if the provinces tear down x barrier,
they will get this much more money from the federal government.
The best part about this is that these types of benefits actually pay
for themselves. As Trevor Tombe and others have written, the fi‐
nancial benefit of actually reducing barriers, and not just making a
press conference or a show of it, is hundreds of billions of dollars.
The federal government could share some of the benefit from that
with the provinces, but it chose not to.

The other part is that the government could have worked with
provinces to create that Blue Seal program, allowing nurses, doc‐
tors and other health care professionals to work from coast to coast.
Instead, the government has sort of gone from elbows up to turn,
tuck tail and run. It continues to walk away from anything that is
difficult or hard. The government could have used the momentum it
had gathered, worked with premiers who are more than willing. I
must say, our premiers have done a great job in many respects to
tear down these barriers, but federal leadership here would have
been invaluable. However, once again, the government, well, it just
does not do “hard”.

For example, one thing the government could have done to make
major progress was work to eliminate various trucking standards.
This may not sound like the fanciest or the most exciting topic in

the world, but it is incredibly important, because nearly every prod‐
uct we receive that goes on the shelves goes in a truck at some
point.

Right now, we have a myriad of different trucking regulations,
from different weights to different safety restrictions. Some esti‐
mates put an increase in freight rates at 8%, affecting Canada's
GDP by $1.6 billion. If we were able to get a harmonized or mutual
recognition system in the trucking industry, that would literally
make almost every product in our country cheaper. At a time when
we see grocery prices going through the roof, and an affordability
crisis, would that not be something great for Canadians to have?

The Prime Minister could have made bold decisions. Instead of
these little baby steps along the way, he could have made bold
steps, such as repealing Bill C-69, which would have allowed
projects to be approved, which would have allowed those national
projects that have forever stitched our country together, a country
that started with the railroad that built our country. We need those
national projects both for our economy and also to bring us togeth‐
er, to unite us. Those projects will continue to be extremely difficult
in the absence of a repeal of Bill C-69.

Quite frankly, although the building Canada act may get more
projects built, would it not be more sensible to instead tear down
the framework of Bill C-69? The last decade has proven the gov‐
ernment cannot get major projects in place. Build it down, restart
the process, open up with a one-window project, not just for those
who are friends of Liberal insiders but for all Canadians, for all
proponents who are willing to throw down their hard-earned money
in order to build national projects.

Instead of the Prime Minister rising to meet the moment, to elim‐
inate all interprovincial trade barriers, to bring our country together,
to make our country greater and more prosperous, the government
decided to take the easy way out and make small revisions to inter‐
provincial trade that will not accomplish it. Instead of saving the
Canadian economy billions and creating more prosperity from coast
to coast, it will merely be another photo op, another wrong step
along the way towards interprovincial trade, towards making
Canada a truly free trade zone.

Here is to free trade in Canada on the Canada Day when Conser‐
vatives have a majority government.



1046 COMMONS DEBATES June 13, 2025

Government Orders
● (1340)

Hon. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, it was absolutely encouraging when we had the Prime
Minister gather with all the premiers in Saskatchewan, where they
talked about one Canadian economy. Let there be no doubt that this
legislation is substantial and does show the national government,
under the new administration, a new prime minister, taking a very
strong stand that reflects the will of Canadians, who gave us a man‐
date back on April 28. I believe it is an outstanding performance to
this point.

The member makes reference to labour, health care workers, for
example. The question I have for the member—

Andrew Lawton: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order, someone
who is not a member of this chamber was, a moment ago, taking
photos on the other side.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): I thank the mem‐
ber for the intervention. I was made aware.

We have asked about it to determine who the individual was and
whether they were taking photos. Obviously, non-members are not
permitted on the floor of the House of Commons, even behind the
curtains, and there is no opportunity to take pictures, period, by
members or non-members within the chamber. I will say that as a
reminder, and we are looking into what has gone on.

I will ask the hon. member for Winnipeg North to quickly finish
his question.

Hon. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I will get right to the
question.

I am sure the member understands that, whether it is nurses or
doctors, we have to have the provinces on side. They are the ones
that have to take down those barriers. It is one of the reasons we
have to have the provinces involved.

Would the member not agree that the provinces need to step up
to the same degree—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): The hon. mem‐
ber for Northumberland—Clarke.

Philip Lawrence: Mr. Speaker, I have, quite frankly, been proud
of the way the provinces have moved on this. My problem is that
during the campaign, the Prime Minister did not say the Liberals
would talk to the provinces and do their best. He said there would
be free trade in Canada by Canada Day. He misled Canadians, and
that is very troubling. It was a big part of the election campaign
and, quite frankly, he misled Canadians. That is just not right.

[Translation]
Claude DeBellefeuille (Beauharnois—Salaberry—

Soulanges—Huntingdon, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I listened carefully to
my colleague's speech and got the impression that he has
grievances against the government and that he disagrees with its ac‐
tions.

Did I misunderstand? Is this member preparing to vote in favour
of gagging debate on the important bill C-5?

[English]

Philip Lawrence: Mr. Speaker, I look forward to working with
the member to hopefully improve this piece of legislation.

The challenge here is that this is a baby step; it is a bread crumb.
We really needed a major leap. If done right, it could save hundreds
of billions of dollars and make the people of Quebec wealthier, but
unfortunately, the government has decided to take baby steps when
we needed a giant leap.

Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
would like my hon. colleague to expand a bit on the hypocrisy of
this programming motion, considering the former minister of inter‐
nal trade in the Liberal government, who is still in cabinet, just said
on February 5 that within 30 days, interprovincial trade barriers
would be eliminated.

Mr. Poilievre tabled a blue seal proposal over two years ago, and
now we are in a huge rush to put this bill through. The House could
have been reconvened in February, and we could have dealt with
this months ago.

Philip Lawrence: Mr. Speaker, the reality is that the Liberals
have been in power for the last decade. They did make a half-heart‐
ed attempt with the Canadian Free Trade Agreement in 2017, but
they have not been serious. If they had been serious, they would
have, in the decade they had to fix this, brought all the premiers
around the table and demonstrated the economic importance of
tearing down all interprovincial trade barriers and making sure that
Canada was strong.

Unfortunately, the Liberals have been focused on legislation like
Bill C-69, the gas cap and other legislation that is meant to weaken
the Canadian economy and has left us in a difficult situation, hav‐
ing the lowest GDP per capita since the Great Depression.

● (1345)

John-Paul Danko (Hamilton West—Ancaster—Dundas,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the member bringing up the issue
of labour mobility, something I have spoken about with Joe
Mancinelli many times. As a professional structural engineer li‐
censed in the province of Ontario, I can say it is a real issue for pro‐
fessionals to have provincial regulatory agencies and to not be able
to practise across provinces.

Would the member agree that the federal action on having one
Canadian economy would encourage further provincial action?

Philip Lawrence: Mr. Speaker, the reality is that the government
could have used the power of the bully pulpit and of the Prime
Minister to show true leadership by outlining a vision, to both the
premiers and all of Canada, of how we get to interprovincial trade.
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misled Canadians when he said there would be free trade in
Canada. What he should have done, which is what our leader did, is
put out a detailed plan to eliminate those barriers and get Canadians
the $200-billion benefit.

* * *

PRIVILEGE
TESTIMONY BY MINISTER OF ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES IN

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Shannon Stubbs (Lakeland, CPC): Mr. Speaker, speaking of
misleading, I rise with respect to the notice that I provided to you
under Standing Order 48, concerning the statements that the Minis‐
ter of Energy and Natural Resources made in a committee of the
whole on Wednesday evening.

In brief, the minister repeatedly denied, when questioned, that
politicians would be empowered to pick projects of national interest
under the Liberal government's project development legislation that
is now before Parliament. However, that is the very essence of what
Bill C-5 proposes to empower the government to do. As we know,
it is a contempt to mislead the House of Commons or any of its
committees deliberately.

I will therefore argue that the minister misled the committee of
the whole, giving rise to a prima facie contempt. First, the minis‐
ter's statements during the committee of the whole on Wednesday
evening flatly contradict Bill C-5 itself.

I asked the minister, “how do political, hand-picked projects give
investors certainty?” The minister replied, “the politicians do not
pick the projects.”

I asked again, soon after, for clarity, “the minister said earlier,
and kept trying to claim, that he does not approve projects, but his
own bill says he does. Is that not true?” The minister answered, “I
think what we said is that we do not pick the projects.”

These responses were clear and direct. They were answers to
very specific questions about whether the minister himself would
select projects deemed to be in the national interest through Bill
C-5, and the legislation shows that he would.

Bill C-5 would explicitly give the minister the authority to ap‐
prove or deny projects. This authority appears in several key provi‐
sions of the bill.

Part 2(c):
requires the minister who is designated under that Act to issue to the proponent
of a project, if certain conditions are met, a document that sets out conditions
that apply in respect of the project and that is deemed to be the authorizations,
required under certain Acts of Parliament and regulations, that are specified in
the document.

Further, clause 5(1) of the bill grants the Governor in Council
and cabinet the authority to designate projects as being in the na‐
tional interest, but only on the recommendation of the minister. It
states:

 If the Governor in Council is of the opinion that a project is in the national in‐
terest, the Governor in Council may, on the recommendation of the Minister, by or‐
der, amend Schedule 1 to add the name of the project and a brief description of it,
including the location where it is to be carried out.

The minister also holds the authority to remove projects from
schedule 1. That power is set out in the deletion clause:

If the Governor in Council is of the opinion that a project named in Schedule 1
is no longer in the national interest, the Governor in Council may, on the recom‐
mendation of the Minister, by order, amend that Schedule to delete the name and
the description of the project.

These provisions, directly from Bill C-5, make it absolutely clear
that the minister and the Governor in Council do pick the projects.
That is the fundamental mechanism of the bill.

House of Commons Procedure and Practice, third edition, on
page 82, provides a list of established grounds for contempt, includ‐
ing “deliberately attempting to mislead the House or a committee
(by way of statement, evidence, or petition)”. This point is reiterat‐
ed at page 112.

The importance of accurate information being provided to Parlia‐
ment has been underscored in a number of rulings, including that
made by one of your predecessors on March 3, 2014, at page 3430
of the Debates:

This incident highlights the primordial importance of accuracy and truthfulness
in our deliberations. All members bear a responsibility, individually and collective‐
ly, to select the words they use very carefully and to be ever mindful of the serious
consequences that can result when this responsibility is forgotten.

Speaker Milliken shared a similar view in a ruling on February 1,
2002, on page 8581 of the Debates, when he said, “The authorities
are consistent about the need for clarity in our proceedings and
about the need to ensure the integrity of the information provided
by the government to the House.”

There is a well-established test for determining whether deliber‐
ately misleading information has been provided, which, for exam‐
ple, the Speaker explained in his February 15, 2024, ruling, at page
21146 of the Debates: “It must be proven that the statement was
misleading; it must be established that, when making a statement,
the member knew it to be incorrect; and finally, it must be demon‐
strated that the member intended to mislead the House.”

In the circumstances, I would respectfully submit that all three
branches of this test can be made out. First, the content of Bill C-5,
which I cited earlier, plainly contradicts the minister's answers.

Second, the Minister of Energy and Natural Resources has been
held up by the Liberal government ever since the spring's election
as the man who is supposed to get major resource projects
launched. There can be no way that he is not intimately familiar
with the details of Bill C-5, the policy for which it stands and the
government's intentions for how to put it into effect.
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Third, we must recall the context of the minister's answers. He
was intensely questioned on the floor of the House of Commons for
four hours, on the Liberals' terrible record over the last 10 years in
the resource sector and trying to defend and spin his Prime Minis‐
ter's signature bill, which had already been attracting a significant
degree of scrutiny from all corners.

In any event, intention is not something that, I would respectfully
submit, requires ironclad proof like a confession. Indeed, the proce‐
dure and House affairs committee, at paragraph 15 of its 50th re‐
port, presented in March 2002, acknowledges that intention may
well be a matter for committee investigation:

As [then clerk of the House] Mr. Corbett explained to the Committee, it is not
uncommon for inaccurate statements to be made in the course of debate or Question
Period in the House. The issue is whether the statements were made deliberately,
with the intent of misleading the House or its Members. In the case where a Mem‐
ber later admits to having knowingly provided false information – as in the Profu‐
mo case – the issue of intent is clear. In the absence of such an admission, however,
it rests with the Committee to examine all of the circumstances and determine
whether the evidence demonstrates an intention to mislead.

Finally, there is just one further procedural point I should add.
Generally speaking, questions of privilege that arise in a committee
setting are supposed to come before the House only by way of a re‐
port from the committee first, but the nature of committees of the
whole, which are single-event bodies, complicates the ability to
raise concerns that arise out of their deliberations.

You will recall that in the early days of the COVID-19 pandemic,
the House frequently sat in committees of the whole. A similar
question of privilege arose, on which Speaker Rota addressed this
procedural angle in his July 22, 2020, ruling, at page 2701 of the
Debates, “I accept that the particular circumstances of this situa‐
tion, notably the challenge surrounding the committee of the whole
format, do make it appropriate to bring the matter to the Speaker.”

In conclusion, I would submit that the necessary thresholds have
been met here, allowing for you to make a prima facie finding.
Should you agree, in order to allow for the error to be fully and
properly cleared and to ensure appropriate respect for the overarch‐
ing importance of government accountability to Parliament, to all
of us who represent the people, I intend to propose referring the
matter to the procedure and House affairs committee for further
consideration.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): I thank the hon.
member for Lakeland for her intervention. The Chair will take it
under deliberation.

* * *

GOVERNMENT BUSINESS NO. 1—PROCEEDINGS ON
BILL C-5

The House resumed consideration of the motion.
Patrick Weiler (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to

Sky Country, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I want to mention that I will be
sharing my time with the hon. member for Guelph.

It is an honour to rise in the House today to speak to Bill C-5 to
create one Canadian economy. As this is the first time I have had
the opportunity to rise in the House to deliver a speech since the

election, I do want to express my sincere gratitude to the great peo‐
ple of West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to Sky Country for
putting their trust in me to be their representative. Whether some‐
one voted for me or not, I take it to heart each and every day that I
am here to represent them, to be their voice in Ottawa and to ensure
that the diverse needs of our region are met and are reflected by our
government.

I would not be here without the work of an incredible campaign
team led by Morgan, Leo, Norman, Chloe, Lilah, Lea, Natasha,
Maira, Kiran, Feiyang and so many more, including hundreds of
volunteers from all regions in my riding. I thank them for their long
hours, their dedication, their hard work, and their belief in me and
the work that we are doing. This victory is as much theirs as it is
mine.

I thank my parents and my sister for their support and want to
give a special shout-out to my nephews Haiden, Beckham and
Sawyer for bringing so much joy to the campaign. More than any‐
thing, I want to thank my wonderful partner, Anastasia, for being
there with me and for me every step of the way. I know this is a
hard job that requires a lot of sacrifice for me to be away from her
and from our home, and it is much appreciated.

This year, our country has been faced with an unprecedented
challenge in this lifetime with the election of U.S. President Donald
Trump and the unjustified and illegal tariffs he has wrought on our
country. It has been with a great sense of pride that our country has
come together in defiance of this threat. As a country, we realized
that we needed to diversify our trade around the world, as well as
build up our internal markets by tearing down interprovincial trade
barriers.

One of the Liberals' first orders of business since this election
was to table the one Canadian economy act. Canada's strength has
always come from its people, but too often, our economy has not
reflected that same unity. Outdated trade barriers, and fragmented
and balkanized regulatory systems have made it harder for Canadi‐
ans to build, innovate and thrive. We have been working with 13
provincial and territorial economies instead of one Canadian econo‐
my, and that has come at cost.

Whether it is a trucker trying to move goods across the provin‐
cial border, a nurse seeking work in another jurisdiction, or a busi‐
ness in B.C. trying to sell into the market here in Ontario, the mes‐
sage that we heard has been the same: It should not be this hard to
do business in Canada. The two parts of the one Canadian economy
act would change that. First, the free trade and labour mobility in
Canada act would remove federal barriers to internal trade and
labour mobility so that Canadians and businesses could move, work
and grow across the country with fewer obstacles.
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tivity and economic output because of fragmented internal markets.
A recent estimate from the Macdonald-Laurier Institute pegged the
cost of internal trade barriers at up to $200 billion in lost GDP. That
is not a rounding error. That is a missed opportunity the size of an
entire provincial economy.

Further, studies have shown that removing these trade barriers
could lower the prices that people pay for goods by up to 15%.
Needless to say, it is imperative and a no-brainer to move ahead
with these changes. That is just the macroeconomic picture. On the
ground, it is even more frustrating. Small businesses looking to
grow and access new markets across provincial lines face hurdles
that feel arbitrary. Workers trained to national standards find them‐
selves unable to cross provincial borders without getting recertified.
Consumers are facing fewer choices and higher prices.

● (1355)

The core idea of Bill C-5 is this: If a good, service or profession‐
al qualification meets the regulatory standards of a province or ter‐
ritory and those standards are comparable to federal ones, then it
should be recognized federally for the purposes of internal trade
and labour mobility. Canadians increasingly want to buy local, and
not just from their province. They want to buy Canadian. By sup‐
porting efforts to harmonize standards and expand inter-provincial
sales, we are giving consumers more choice and local producers
more reach.

Another area where we can expect gains is in the direct-to-con‐
sumer alcohol market. This would be a game-changer to ensure that
we have the amazing wines and microbrews from B.C. available
here in Ontario.

I want to acknowledge the work of our provincial and territorial
partners. This is not a federal-only story, even if this legislation is
only with respect to federal jurisdiction. From coast to coast to
coast, provinces are taking initiative. They are reviewing outdated
exceptions, simplifying regulatory frameworks and demonstrating a
growing willingness to work together.

Nova Scotia's free trade and mobility within Canada act, On‐
tario's memoranda of understanding with six other provinces to har‐
monize standards and reduce red tape, New Brunswick and New‐
foundland and Labrador signing bilateral agreements to improve
co-operation, and B.C.'s economic stabilization act are concrete,
collaborative steps that Bill C-5 complements perfectly.

Second, as the Prime Minister mentioned during the campaign,
Canada needs to do things that have not been imagined or were not
thought possible at a speed we have not seen before. We need to
seize the incredible opportunities at our disposal and build nation-
building projects, such as interprovincial electrical grid interties, to
better trade within Canada, and invest in ports to diversify our trade
away from the United States. The proposed mechanism to do that is
the building Canada act.

This new act would allow a single minister, after consulting with
the provinces and indigenous peoples, to declare projects in the na‐
tional interest and pre-approve them subject to conditions geared to
protecting the environment. The Prime Minister further declared

that projects would not be declared in the national interest and im‐
posed upon provinces that are not willing.

Make no mistake. Bill C-5 proposes extraordinary powers that
are justified in an extraordinary time. Many would agree we are in
that situation today. However, I would like to point out a few as‐
pects of the bill that should be studied at committee if it passes sec‐
ond reading.

First, while it is hard to think it was not that long ago, the first
ministers' meeting from just a week and a half ago produced a rig‐
orous list of criteria that would inform whether a project can be de‐
clared in the national interest. However, the way the legislation is
written would allow for unnamed factors to also drive decision-
making. This should be carefully scrutinized at committee.

Second, the legislation would give a minister the ability to ex‐
empt any national interest project from an existing law or regula‐
tion based on the advice of a minister. If this type of power is to be
in the hands of a minister, it is important that there be disclosure
and transparency in how that power is going to be used.

Third, the powers this legislation proposes are due to be valid for
five full years. We are currently living in a crisis, an extraordinary
circumstance brought on by the illegal and unjustified tariffs from
President Trump. I absolutely believe that if we talk to steel and
aluminum workers or workers in the automotive sector, they will
confirm just that. However, this legislation is due to be in effect be‐
yond that, beyond what will be at least one more federal election,
and we need to consider how this legislation could be used in bad
faith by a future government.

Where there are issues with existing environmental laws causing
undue and unacceptable delays in permitting projects in our coun‐
try, I believe they can be fully reviewed and amended, hopefully
obviating the need for these measures in the future. When a small
business in Squamish wants to ship products across the country, it
should be able to do that without running into arbitrary provincial
rules, likewise if a health care worker wants to practise in Sechelt.

I can see my time is running out. I thank all members for their
consideration. I look forward to questions.
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Jamie Schmale (Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I enjoy working with the member opposite on the indige‐
nous and northern affairs committee and hope he is returning there
so we can complete that work.

In the member opposite's speech, he talked a number of times
about interprovincial trade and reducing barriers, and what we have
heard pretty much all day and throughout this debate from members
opposite is that it just seems new to them, and all of a sudden, they
have this great big idea to reduce trade barriers that they have just
come up with. Meanwhile, we have been talking about this in the
opposition for years. We remember the “free the beer” campaign
and many others, where we were talking about reducing and elimi‐
nating barriers that hindered interprovincial trade. Also, there are
interties. At the natural resources committee, we did a study in
2018 about that.

Why have the Liberals failed to act?
● (1405)

Patrick Weiler: Mr. Speaker, I always enjoyed working with my
colleague from Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes on the indigenous and
northern affairs committee.

What I can say is that these are interprovincial trade barriers that
have long been a drag on our economy. I think it was in 2017 when
the free trade within Canada act was put forward, which dealt with
a lot of those ones. Frankly, there are constituencies within each
province that have prevented future action on this. Maybe one of
the only benefits we can think of from the threat from Donald
Trump is that it has led, finally, to provinces starting to reduce their
trade barriers, and it is an incredibly important role for the federal
government to support that and do everything within our power to
reduce them as well.
[Translation]

Alexis Deschênes (Gaspésie—Les Îles-de-la-Madeleine—Lis‐
tuguj, BQ): Mr. Speaker, when we pass a bill, there is usually a
reason. When we pass environmental protection measures, there is
usually a reason. It is to protect the environment.

My question for my colleague is this: What part of the Canadian
Environmental Protection Act section that deals with disposal of
pollutants in marine environments is unnecessary? Why do these
protections need to be bulldozed to allow major projects to go
ahead?

Patrick Weiler: Mr. Speaker, these are not normal times right
now. We are in an economic crisis, and we need to do things faster.

I also think the legislation will protect the environment, but we
need to put measures in place to make sure of that. I hope that when
this bill is referred to committee, these aspects will be studied fur‐
ther.

Hon. Greg Fergus (Hull—Aylmer, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, my
question has to do with removing interprovincial barriers and obsta‐
cles for businesses and any other entrepreneur or worker.

Does the member believe that removing these barriers is going to
benefit his riding, as well as businesses and entrepreneurs in
Squamish and across his riding in British Columbia?

Patrick Weiler: Mr. Speaker, yes, these measures will be a
tremendous boon to entrepreneurs in my riding. In my speech, I
mentioned Backcountry Brewing, a brewery based in Squamish. Its
beers are amazing, but they are not sold anywhere in Ontario. I
could think of more examples. I know other companies that manu‐
facture highly specialized materials for buildings. They will be able
to sell their services and products here.

I hope that this—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): The hon. mem‐
ber for Elgin—St. Thomas—London South.

[English]

Andrew Lawton (Elgin—St. Thomas—London South, CPC):
Mr. Speaker, I cannot help but notice that the Prime Minister has
moved the goalposts here. It was to be unequivocal free trade by
Canada Day. Now the government is saying, “Well, this is provin‐
cial, and that is provincial.” Why has the commitment not been
met?

Patrick Weiler: Mr. Speaker, the things that are within the fed‐
eral jurisdiction are the things that are covered in the act. The feder‐
al government cannot force the provincial governments to reduce
the internal trade barriers, but it has to act as a facilitator to do ev‐
erything it can to do that. The first thing that we can do is get rid of
those barriers and do what we can to encourage the provinces to do
that, and I think we are seeing a lot of progress, from what I men‐
tioned in my speech.

Dominique O'Rourke (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as a new
MP in a new government with a new Prime Minister, in a very new
Canadian and global context, I am very pleased to share my enthu‐
siasm for the one Canadian economy act, an act to enact the free
trade and labour mobility in Canada act and the building Canada
act. The act aligns with the goals outlined in the throne speech two
weeks ago, namely, to affirm our sovereignty, protect our economy
and build the strongest economy in the G7, and in so doing, to ad‐
vance reconciliation and take bold climate action.

The throne speech was the vision, the mandate letter set the pri‐
orities, and now, the legislation would start to drill down into the
execution. I hate doing the math, but it was 30 years ago that I
graduated with a degree in economics, A hot topic at the time was
interprovincial trade barriers. Since then, Canadians, under govern‐
ments of all stripes, have seen little progress in this regard.
Provinces were interested in protecting emerging sectors or jobs, or
customised standards and practices, or fees and tariffs, for a variety
of reasons that probably seemed reasonable at the time. They in‐
cluded different transportation rules, food safety standards, envi‐
ronmental regulations and professional certifications.
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is harder for businesses to operate across provincial lines. Here is
an example I heard about a couple of years ago. Court Desautels is
the CEO of the Neighbourhood Group of companies. It is a B Corp,
a group of restaurants in Guelph focused on spectacular food and
also on sustainability. In addition to that, part of Mr. Desautels'
commitment is to reconciliation, so he really wanted to ensure that
at least 10% of his procurement was with indigenous companies.
He found a great indigenous-owned winery in B.C. but could not
add it to the wine list in his restaurants. At the time, he could im‐
port wine from the U.S. but not from B.C. It just defies all logic.

I have been thinking about that story since I heard it. About 18
months ago, my campaign team asked me what I would like to
tackle if I were successful in gaining the trust of voters as Guelph's
new MP. I told them I would like to work on reducing interprovin‐
cial trade barriers, and they kind of laughed a bit, because apparent‐
ly I was not the first person in 30 years who had that idea. Howev‐
er, like Charlie Brown running for the football, I thought I would
give it a shot.

Now, the imperative is even more critical. With the U.S. wolves
at the door, threatening our sovereignty and our economic security,
we have what in change management theory is called a “felt need
for change”, and a renewed desire to reduce interprovincial trade
barriers. We are setting aside provincial and regional interests for
national interests to reaffirm our sovereignty; protect our industries,
jobs and workers; and build a stronger economy and, I am hoping, a
renewal and reaffirmation of the Canadian federation.

I applaud the leadership we are seeing from provinces, like the
historic agreement between Quebec and Newfoundland and
Labrador, which reached a monumental deal over power from the
Churchill Falls hydroelectric plant that could mean $200 billion for
each province over the long term. New Brunswick premier Susan
Holt is proposing a free trade zone within Atlantic Canada. B.C.,
Alberta, Saskatchewan and Manitoba have invited the territories to
join their trade pact, the New West Partnership Trade Agreement.

The leadership must come from the federal government, as well
as from the provinces. The winds of change are blowing. The polit‐
ical will for eliminating interprovincial trade barriers and building
nation-building projects exists; we saw it at the first ministers' con‐
ference in Saskatoon just last week, and it is exciting. To reiterate
from the Speech from the Throne, “this moment is also an incredi‐
ble opportunity. An opportunity for renewal. An opportunity to
think big and to act bigger.”

As our Prime Minister has said, we used to build things in this
country. I think about that when I walk past the historic Rideau
Canal here in the nation's capital, because there are actually a num‐
ber of very interesting parallels. The Rideau Canal was built for
military and strategic purposes in the early 19th century, after the
War of 1812, to be a secure inland water route for supplies between
Montreal and Kingston. Why is that? It is because there was a
threat from the Americans.

The canal then facilitated transport and exchange between two
provinces. The easier navigation brought settlement and develop‐
ment to the interior of Upper Canada. It facilitated trade and trans‐
portation at a time when railways had not yet been built, and it es‐

pecially became a vital commercial waterway supporting the move‐
ment of goods and people.

We have a history of infrastructure projects, and we will again
build a stronger, more competitive and more resilient domestic
economy from coast to coast to coast.

● (1410)

There is a significant difference in the approach to major projects
that is proposed in this bill, of course, and that is how we approach
projects and who stands to gain. The following criteria are essential
in the designation of major projects. They are to strengthen
Canada's autonomy, resilience and security. They are to provide
economic or other benefits to Canada. They must have a high likeli‐
hood of successful execution. More importantly, they have to ad‐
vance the interests of indigenous peoples through meaningful part‐
nerships and participation, and they must contribute to clean growth
and to Canada's objectives with respect to climate change. We can
accomplish many of these goals at the same time. These principles
are at the core of this legislation.

Over the past year, I have held round tables with Guelph busi‐
ness leaders, and their message is consistent: streamline regulation
and processes. This reflects the findings of the Canadian Federation
of Independent Business, which found that 85% of small business
owners said that excessive regulation, including interprovincial
trade barriers, hurt their productivity. More than a third of Canadian
business owners say that interprovincial trade is more difficult than
international trade. In our country, that has to be unacceptable.

The one Canadian economy seeks to address some of these con‐
cerns. With respect to the major projects, decision-making will also
be simplified. Instead of having multiple ministers rendering regu‐
latory decisions, there will be one designated minister responsible
for the decision. However, that does not preclude the required con‐
sultation with ministers, provinces and indigenous people to make
sure conditions are sufficient. Those conditions will be published;
there is transparency. The speed comes from a coordinated ap‐
proach, rather than a sequential one. This new bill helps provide
speed and certainty and is guided by the principles of transparency
and efficiency, all important factors to attract investment.
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During the election campaign, we promised that we would en‐

hance this aspect of our government. Three weeks later, we are al‐
ready facilitating processes while ensuring the respect of indige‐
nous rights and initiating bold climate action. We were elected on
the promise that we would deliver big projects to benefit Canadi‐
ans, and that is what we are doing. We are committed to a thriving
Canadian economy, including job creation and training more
tradespeople, and that is what we are doing.

Eliminating internal trade barriers across the country, whether in
federal, provincial or territorial jurisdiction, could grow our econo‐
my by as much as $200 billion or boost productivity by 7%. Each
year, 530 billion dollars' worth of goods and services are exchanged
across provincial and territorial borders. That is nearly 20% of
Canada's GDP. In 2024, one-third of Canadian businesses engaged
in internal trade. This supports jobs, expands markets for Canadian
businesses, increases consumer choice and helps make life more af‐
fordable for Canadians across the country. It is the eighty-twenty
rule. Canada must play to its strengths, and we are building a strong
Canada.

This legislation would ensure Canadian energy security, diversify
trade and ensure long-term competitiveness. At a time when the
world economy is being redefined and when our historic and most
trusted trading partner has engaged in a trade battle with us, this is
an opportunity, and now is the moment to lower trade barriers and
to engage in nation-building projects. It is time to create one Cana‐
dian economy. It is time to seize this moment. It is time to advance
reconciliation.

With this legislation, we are improving national supply chains,
boosting productivity and creating a more competitive investment
environment. That is a better future made real. This is what build‐
ing one Canadian economy looks like, an economy that promotes
reconciliation, supports clean energy and works better for everyone
everywhere in this country.

I invite all members of this House, all political parties, to support
this legislation. Let us get it done.

● (1415)

Ellis Ross (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is
no secret that tariffs actually made Bill C-5 as presented to the
floor. None of this really matters until we streamline all the legisla‐
tion, regulations and jurisdictional issues currently in place.

My question is on process. As the government negotiates with
the U.S.A. on trade, does the government negotiate provincial re‐
sources first, and then consult with provinces, or does the govern‐
ment get provincial consent before negotiating trade based on
provincial resources? Which is it?

Dominique O'Rourke: Mr. Speaker, I think we saw, at the first
ministers' conference just last week, the Prime Minister engaging
with very enthusiastic premiers, who have presented their ideas for
nation-building projects. That is where the conversation begins.
How that will now be assessed based on the five criteria remains to
be seen, and we are going to see that pan out in the regulation.

● (1420)

[Translation]

Hon. Greg Fergus (Hull—Aylmer, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Guelph
is certainly one of the most renowned locations for agricultural
product research.

Does my colleague think that removing interprovincial trade bar‐
riers will not only facilitate research, but also encourage commer‐
cial applications for research across Canada?

Dominique O'Rourke: Mr. Speaker, for farmers and farm prod‐
uct processors, removing interprovincial barriers is really essential
for marketing new products.

One very simple example comes to mind. A product that is certi‐
fied organic in Manitoba should be certified organic across Canada
without having to go through the process all over again. We are try‐
ing to allow marketing and open up new markets to give our pro‐
ducers easier access and to support their prosperity.

[English]

Jacob Mantle (York—Durham, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I listened
to my colleague's story of the company in her riding, but the great
irony of her speech is that this bill would do nothing for that com‐
pany because she described a provincial barrier, not a federal one.

We have heard a lot about that $200 billion. That is all trade bar‐
riers, not just federal ones. Will she give us a real, correct number
for what this bill would do?

Dominique O'Rourke: Mr. Speaker, all Canadians are going to
be looking to their provinces to continue to lead on eliminating in‐
terprovincial trade barriers. Leadership does not just come from this
place. We are showing leadership federally in eliminating inter‐
provincial federal trade barriers. We are seeing leadership from the
provinces on major unprecedented projects.

Every Canadian should be looking to their provincial leadership
and asking it to eliminate those barriers.

[Translation]

Marilène Gill (Côte-Nord—Kawawachikamach—Nitassinan,
BQ): Mr. Speaker, I listened to my colleague's speech, and I thank
her for her contribution to discussions in the House.
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She mentioned the project designation criteria several times. She

also talked about leadership. In her opinion, does leadership mean
not respecting the laws that were duly passed by the House of Com‐
mons? Does it mean not respecting provincial jurisdictions? I could
provide more examples. Being in government means showing lead‐
ership and being accountable. Does that mean disrespecting juris‐
diction and the laws duly passed by the House of Commons?

Dominique O'Rourke: Mr. Speaker, we are in the midst of a cri‐
sis the likes of which Canada has rarely seen in the past 50 years.

Leadership means having a clear vision and moving swiftly to
implement measures that will protect Canadians.

The bill lays out the role of the minister who is responsible for
making decisions and who is also responsible for consulting with
provincial counterparts, indigenous communities and other minis‐
ters before drawing up a list of criteria. Respect for all existing leg‐
islation passed by the House is baked into the bill.
[English]

Tim Louis (Parliamentary Secretary to the President of the
King’s Privy Council for Canada and Minister responsible for
Canada-U.S. Trade, Intergovernmental Affairs and One Cana‐
dian Economy (Intergovernmental Affairs and One Canadian
Economy), Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am honoured to speak in this
House about one of the first bills of this new government, which is
foundational for our vision and ambition, groundbreaking in scope
and unifying in its promise. I refer to the one Canadian economy
act. Today, I want to share a bold vision with members, a vision for
unity, for growth, for a Canada that does not sit on the sidelines or
take our destiny for granted.

Today, the world's economies are changing. Global relationships
are being tested. Our biggest trading partner, the United States, is
taking a new, more unpredictable course. However, the unjustified
tariffs issued by the U.S. administration have also presented
Canada with an opportunity. History has shown us what these mo‐
ments of challenge can become when a nation discovers its true
strength. It is in times like these that we must stand together as one
Canada, work together and move forward.

I will share the two key federal barriers that the one Canadian
economy act is proposing to knock down. First, the bill would help
remove federal obstacles that hold back the movement of goods and
services within our country. It would also allow us to address feder‐
al licensing barriers that make it harder for Canadian workers to
work wherever opportunity takes them. The free movement of
goods, services and labour is essential if we are to meet this mo‐
ment. Second, the one Canadian economy act offers us a path for‐
ward to growth and prosperity, so that projects of national interest,
projects that build this nation and benefit Canadians, could move
swiftly from the drawing board to the real world, where they would
have the power to make a difference in the lives of all Canadians. I
will speak to each of these elements further.

I will start by addressing the need to eliminate federal trade bar‐
riers, beginning with an example of how current national regula‐
tions make it challenging for Canadian business owners to sell a
simple item outside of their province or territory. For example, an
organic tomato farmer in Ontario can call their tomatoes “organic”
and sell them at farmers' markets across Ontario because they were

certified under Ontario's system. However, they may want to sell
those organic tomatoes in Quebec, a province that has its own or‐
ganic system.

A responsible grower, even when they have been doing every‐
thing right in Ontario, cannot legally call their tomatoes “organic”
in Quebec unless they obtain federal certification and go through
the extra paperwork and extra expenses. Rather than just putting
those tomatoes on a truck and getting them to shelves in Montreal,
they face extra steps, because provincial organic certifications are
not automatically accepted by the federal government. Our farmers
are doing things right; it is the system that puts up barriers where
there ought to be bridges. Under this bill, if a good is produced,
used or sold under a province's rules, it can move across the coun‐
try without needing to meet federal standards if it serves the same
purpose.

I would like to highlight the work the provinces and territories
are already doing to make it easier to sell goods and services to
each other, addressing provincial barriers. We need to continue to
work together at all levels of government and above partisan poli‐
tics. The one Canadian economy act builds on that co-operation. It
is not about encroaching on responsibilities or regulations of
provinces or territories. This is the government's effort to do its part
to make trade smoother at the federal level.

This legislation would allow the Government of Canada to lend a
hand in taking down roadblocks, because when every order of gov‐
ernment works together, there is no limit to what Canada can
achieve. Under this bill, if goods are produced, used or distributed
according to the rules set out by a province or territory, those goods
could be recognized as meeting comparable federal standards on in‐
terprovincial trade. We are also proposing to do the same thing with
federal trade barriers on selling Canadian services across our
provinces and territories. Under this bill, if a service is provided
following provincial or territorial rules, that service would be con‐
sidered in line with the federal rules on interprovincial trade.
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The second key element of this bill's barrier-reduction strategy is

labour mobility. This is a commitment to ensuring that every Cana‐
dian can put their talents to work anywhere in Canada without be‐
ing weighed down by complicated, costly barriers. This govern‐
ment is working closely with provinces and territories to allow
skilled Canadians, including nurses in St. John's, engineers in Ed‐
monton, carpenters in Wellesley and teachers and paramedics from
Trois-Rivières to Whitehorse, to move freely, taking their skills,
credentials and ambitions with them wherever opportunity calls.
The one Canadian economy act is about unlocking the true poten‐
tial of Canadian workers so that whether a person is a home builder
in Kelowna or a health care worker in Cape Breton, this country
stands behind them, values their training and welcomes their contri‐
bution.

● (1425)

When goods, services and Canadian workers can move freely
across our country, so do ideas, skills and opportunities. That is
what unity looks like, not just in words but in action. That is what
this bill is designed to deliver. When we break down barriers and
open new doors, we set the stage for something bigger: for projects
of national interest that will move this country forward.

We need to get projects approved faster and change our mindset
from whether to build to how to build. That is why we are propos‐
ing that Canada adopt a new approach to projects that will advance
our national goals, projects that shape the future of our country,
build our resilience in an uncertain world and strengthen our auton‐
omy and security. We need to do all of these things in a way that
still respects indigenous rights and protects our economy.

The one Canadian economy act is about more than increasing our
GDP; it is about investing in people. Let us rise to meet this mo‐
ment with clarity, with courage and with the conviction that the
next chapter of Canada's story will be written by those bold enough
to build it.
● (1430)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (John Nater): Before we ad‐
journ, I will wish a happy Father's Day to all fathers. Also, it is
Men's Mental Health Awareness Month, so I hope we will all take
the time to reach out to loved ones in our lives at this time.

It being 2.30 p.m., the House stands adjourned until next Mon‐
day at 11 a.m., pursuant to Standing Order 24(1).

(The House adjourned at 2:30 p.m.)
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