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● (1100)

[English]
The Chair (Mr. George Chahal (Calgary Skyview, Lib.)): I

call this meeting to order.

Welcome to meeting number 110 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Natural Resources.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted by the
committee on Thursday, June 6, 2024, the committee is resuming
its study of the Trans Mountain pipeline expansion.

Today's meeting is taking place in a hybrid format.

I would like to remind participants of the following points.

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

Now, I would like to welcome the witnesses who are with us to‐
day.

From the International Union of Operating Engineers, we have
Patrick Campbell, Canadian regional director; from Pipe Line Con‐
tractors Association of Canada, we have Kevin O'Donnell, execu‐
tive director; and from Trans Mountain Corporation, we have Mark
Maki, chief executive officer.

Mr. Maki will have to leave by 12:30; that's for your awareness,
colleagues.

You'll be given up to five minutes for your opening statements.
After that, we will proceed to our rounds of questioning. I use these
cards. Yellow is a 30-second warning, and the red card means time
is up. I will try not to cut you off mid-sentence.

We'll now begin with our opening statements.

For the first five minutes, we'll go to Mr. Patrick Campbell.

Go ahead, sir. The floor is yours.
Mr. Patrick Campbell (Canadian Regional Director, Interna‐

tional Union of Operating Engineers): Good morning.

My name is Patrick Campbell. I'm the Canadian regional director
of the International Union of Operating Engineers. It's an honour to
present here today before the committee.

Prior to being the Canadian regional director, I was the Canadian
pipeline director for the IUOE for nearly a decade.

The IUOE represents the heavy equipment operators and me‐
chanics, who play a critical role in unionized pipeline construction
in Canada. Any piece of heavy equipment, large or small, on union‐
ized pipeline projects is operated and maintained by our members
across Canada.

The Trans Mountain expansion project is 980 kilometres in
length. This 36-inch pipeline spans from Strathcona County, Alber‐
ta to Burnaby, British Columbia.

When you consider the terrain and highly technical nature, this
project had no shortage of technical challenges throughout con‐
struction. From the rigours of the Canadian wilderness to the chal‐
lenges of urban pipelining, as a project the complexities were im‐
mense. The project had an archeological component to it of a scale
never before seen in Canada.

Make no mistake, the successful completion of this project is a
Canadian engineering marvel, constructed through the toughest
pipeline terrain by Canadians for Canadians.

Place on top of these technical challenges the impacts of events
beyond the control of project management. Regulatory delays
pushed the construction timeline of the project into the busiest
pipeline construction window in Canadian history. This project was
forced to compete for contractors, subcontractors, equipment, sup‐
pliers and skilled labour with similar pipeline megaprojects, for in‐
stance, the Coastal GasLink project, which was 690 kilometres of
48-inch pipeline; the natural gas transmission expansion program,
which was taking place in B.C. and Alberta at the same time; and
several mainline pipeline projects in Ontario, not to mention LNG
Canada.

On top of technical and construction market pressures, add in the
impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic, which gripped the globe and
created challenges the project management team had never seen be‐
fore in ensuring that employees could safely continue to build the
project.
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In 2021, we saw the atmospheric rivers in B.C., which caused
flooding and mudslides in the region. Washouts exposed the origi‐
nal line 1, forcing it to shut down for close to a month. This shut‐
down brought to bear how vital this pipeline infrastructure is to
British Columbians. The flooding caused the Coldwater River to re-
route, destroying much of the already constructed right-of-way on
spread 5A. This caused a three-month delay in construction.

This accurately sets out those elements of the project that were
beyond the control of project management and contributed signifi‐
cantly to the cost escalation of the project.

I would now like to focus on an element of the project that was
well within the control of the original project proponent, Kinder
Morgan Canada: the labour procurement model. Despite the fact
that the four pipeline unions, together with our Canadian member‐
ship and our PLCAC contractors, have constructed over 90% of
any B or CER pipelines in Canada, and despite our having just
completed 100% of the Enbridge line 3 project, spanning over
1,000 kilometres, ahead of schedule, the original project proponent,
Kinder Morgan Canada, set out to construct the Trans Mountain ex‐
pansion project with no Canadian PLCAC contractors and no Cana‐
dian unionized pipeline construction labour.

This approach was in stark contrast to the Enbridge labour pro‐
curement model, which de-risked the entire line 3 by building their
project 100% union with a project labour agreement. This ensured
labour continuity for their entire line 3 pipeline replacement
project.

Eventually, out of necessity, the Trans Mountain project propo‐
nent engaged our contractors and members in order to complete the
project, and PLCAC contractors and our members constructed
spreads 1, 4B, 6 and 7A, representing four of the nine construction
spreads on the project.

The PLCAC four trades, now late to the project, developed a
PLA to cover the work on these four spreads, with terms and condi‐
tions less than those being paid on the CGL and the NGTL expan‐
sion projects, creating labour uncertainty.

● (1105)

Based on the reduced union rates, with the first union shovel hit‐
ting the ground on the project in June 2020, the reduced union rates
contained in the PLA were escalated by 2% in 2021and 2% in
2022. Those rates have been held since May 1, 2022, with our
members not having seen an increase to their compensation pack‐
age on this project since, despite many members still performing fi‐
nal cleanup to return the pipeline right-of-way to the same condi‐
tion they found it in.

The labour procurement model that was instituted on this project
well before the intervention of the federal government was ill con‐
ceived from the outset and, we would argue, presented yet another
significant costing challenge for the project. However, it was far
from the only challenge this project faced.

Despite all of these significant challenges, a world-class piece of
pipeline infrastructure has been constructed to the highest stan‐
dards, allowing Canadian energy to access new markets.

I am happy to answer any questions you may have regarding the
unionized labour component of this project.

● (1110)

The Chair: Thank you for your opening statement.

I now will go to Kevin O'Donnell from the Pipe Line Contractors
Association of Canada.

You have five minutes.

Mr. Kevin O'Donnell (Executive Director, Pipe Line Contrac‐
tors Association of Canada): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Good day, committee members.

My name is Kevin O'Donnell, and I am the executive director of
the Pipe Line Contractors Association of Canada. I have the honour
of serving tens of thousands of Canadian unionized pipeline work‐
ers as well as the innovative Canadian pipeline construction compa‐
nies that build our future.

Despite what has often been a convenient way to unjustly attack
one of our most important national assets and the workers therein, I
am attending today as a champion of Canada's energy workers and
our constructors.

I sit before you today as a proud pipeline professional for over 30
years. I am proud of Canada's energy workers and of their ingenu‐
ity, determination and expertise. I'm proud that they, every working
day, battle the elements, often for prolonged periods of time away
from friends and family. They employ their expertise. They build
an energy infrastructure that powers our incredible way of life here
in Canada.

I sit before you today proud of Canada's natural resource sector.
Since the 1950s, Canada's pipeline infrastructure has transported
millions of barrels of oil safely, contributing hundreds of millions
of dollars annually to Canada's economy and creating tens of thou‐
sands of sustainable union jobs. These jobs carry wholesome family
health and welfare coverage, defined pensions, excellent wages and
high commitments to safety and continuous training.

Further, Canada's pipeline industry and, more specifically, the
members of the PLCAC have been at the forefront of indigenous
reconciliation for years. We are the front lines. While conferences
in large cities do exchange and develop very important thoughts
and promises, and I attend them regularly, we have delivered.
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In fact, in the last seven years, our member contractors alone
have collectively invested over $3.3 billion directly into indigenous
businesses and communities. This includes direct hire and training,
joint ventures, supply chain purchases and community projects, as
well as charitable initiatives. The overlay of this is that we have de‐
livered sustainable methods for generational wealth, shared owner‐
ship of pipeline-related businesses and shared stewardship of pro‐
tecting our environment.

Committee members, I believe it is obvious that the world needs
energy, and that's a fact. That's a fact that isn't going to change any
time soon. I believe that Canada, the jurisdiction with the highest
safety and environmental standards, with shared partnership with
indigenous communities and the best human rights and workplace
safety regimes, should regain its role as a worldwide energy super‐
power.

Let's be sure, the world is waiting for us. We are leaders. We are
a cold weather nation that has flourished with ingenuity, genera‐
tions of hard work and a balanced approach to natural resource uti‐
lization. Now is the time to follow through on that responsibility.

However, as a result of Canada's inability to get projects ap‐
proved in an efficient manner, creating unpredictability in Canada's
marketplace, the world is forced to buy energy from other nations
with substandard environmental and social responsibility perfor‐
mance. That can and should change. We have a duty to get our safe
and abundant product to market, and, bar none, the safest way is to
do that with Canadian-made pipelines.

Honourable members, I do not believe that we should have end‐
ed up here today, but I do believe that now this is part of a neces‐
sary process. The Trans Mountain pipeline should never have land‐
ed in a position of government intervention, but we are here to en‐
sure that the conditions are course corrected and that we regain our
efficiency. The Trans Mountain pipeline has far surpassed the origi‐
nal cost estimates. I'm sure there's been significant testimony and
research exchanged, and I hope this will serve us all well in the fu‐
ture.

I offer my personal summary of the key causes. Let me call them
the four Cs. The first is COVID. We all know what a dramatic ef‐
fect it had on the world market, specifically energy markets, and the
ability to get projects completed. The second one is commodity
pricing and inflation—inflation spurred on by the Russian invasion
of Ukraine. Coastal gas is the third C. Again, there is lots of docu‐
mentation of the constraint on supply of labour and resources. I
think the last and most important factor was the cadence, the ca‐
dence of pipeline building. Traditional pipelines are built in a con‐
tinuous linear fashion, where we can exploit our decades of exper‐
tise and create efficiencies. That simply was not the reality for the
TMEP construction. The permit delays and ever-changing regula‐
tions and policies, as well as the burdens of reactionary require‐
ments, all led to unprecedented production inefficiencies.

● (1115)

All of these and others were the result of bad timing. In hind‐
sight, most, if not all, of these would not have occurred if the con‐
struction phase had a permitting process that worked properly.

As a result of these hearings and learnings, we should now recre‐
ate the conditions to enable the private sector to unleash the innova‐
tion and ingenuity of Canadian pipeline workers. I would submit
the primary factor is policy efficiency and certainty.

I look forward to your questions as we strive so that our associa‐
tion and our craft workers help ensure our industry does not find it‐
self in this situation in the future.

Thank you for your time.

The Chair: Thank you for your opening statement.

We'll now go to Mark Maki, from the Trans Mountain Corpora‐
tion.

The floor is yours. Please go ahead.

Mr. Mark Maki (Chief Executive Officer, Trans Mountain
Corporation): Thank you, Mr. Chairman and committee members,
for the invitation to speak today about our Trans Mountain expan‐
sion project.

Today, I represent the employees and contractors of Trans Moun‐
tain, as well as the 35,000 Canadians who worked on the project
over the last decade.

The original Trans Mountain pipeline, line 1, along with the ex‐
pansion project, comprises one of the most important, nation-build‐
ing pieces of infrastructure in Canada. The pipeline was built to
conform to the high standards of Canada. While appropriate, those
standards at times were difficult.

When the Trans Mountain project was first proposed, there were
three fundamental things we were trying to accomplish. The first
was to provide greater pipeline capacity out of the producing region
in western Canada. The second was to provide enhanced access to
markets for Canadian production. The third was to increase the
price realized by Canadians for their crude oil.

Let me move to the performance of the system since the expan‐
sion began its operation in May. In the five months since we began
operation in May, the pipeline has performed very well. We're very
happy with it, and it is meeting the three objectives I just talked
about.

The system's nominal capacity has increased from 300,000 bar‐
rels a day to 890,000 barrels a day. The system is performing very
consistently. We expect volumes to increase here in the fourth quar‐
ter, and more importantly, to increase over the next couple of years
in stages. The system will be full, we think, by 2028.

So far, the markets that are being accessed by Canadian oil are as
follows: the west coast of the United States, Korea, India, Japan
and China. As a reminder, Trans Mountain is the only sovereign
pipeline route to the Pacific Rim and the markets that are attached
to it.
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As a reminder as well, 80% of the pipeline's capacity is contract‐
ed under long-term contracts. In most instances, they are approach‐
ing 20 years and undertaken by some of the best companies in
Canada and other global players.

Over my nearly 40-year career in the pipeline space, Canada has
sold its oil into the markets at a discount. This has been a substan‐
tial transfer of wealth from Canada to other countries, especially
the United States. With the start-up of the expansion, the discount
on Canadian crude oil has improved. When you look at the fourth-
quarter differential now versus what it has been historically and
what it would normally be, it's about $10 a barrel better. That's a
substantial increase in wealth for Canada—greater tax revenue,
greater royalties—and it helps all levels of government.

I also want to highlight the benefit of Trans Mountain in terms of
the construction jobs. My colleagues on either side have talked a
little about this already. We prioritized hiring Canadian resources
wherever possible.

Over its duration, 35,000 people worked on this project. About
10% of those were indigenous—3,500 people. Much of the con‐
struction work was undertaken by either indigenous companies or
indigenous partnerships for about 20% of the contract value, or just
north of $6 billion.

We also took great care with respect to the execution of this
project, especially as it relates to the indigenous heritage resources
that were encountered during construction. In total, our engagement
involved over 140 nations or indigenous groups. We're very proud
of that.

We facilitated the investment of more than $150 million of capi‐
tal in the Western Canada Marine Response Corporation, hereafter
called WCMRC, which resulted in six new bases being developed,
43 new vessels, new equipment and more than 100 emergency re‐
sponders basically being added to WCMRC's resources. What this
means is that it halved the response time to an incident and doubled
the resources available to respond to any incident in the harbour.
That benefits every ship that transits, not just oil tankers—container
ships, cargo ships, cruise ships, etc.

I'll switch gears. There have been comments about writedowns in
value and toll levels in these hearings. I suspect we'll get into that
in the Q and A. In my time in the pipeline sector, there's one thing
that has really stuck with me, and that is the importance of being
both a disciplined buyer and a disciplined seller. When the time is
right, Canada can sell. The outcome that they should expect is the
recovery of the taxpayer's capital. That's the only thing the Trans
Mountain leadership team is interested in—that the taxpayer gets
back their value.

Briefly, I want to talk about the company's ESG commitments.
We are a believer in the net-zero target by 2050. Trans Mountain
will work to achieve that outcome.
● (1120)

In closing, I want to comment on Trans Mountain again. Trans
Mountain increases the access to world markets for responsibly
produced Canadian oil at a competitive toll. We do it in a way that
puts safety, the environment and the public at the forefront. This

project was worth the cost, and it will continue to demonstrate its
benefits to Canadians for decades to come.

We appreciate the opportunity to speak to this group today and
welcome the questions.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Chair: Thank you for your opening statements, and now we
will begin with our first round of questioning.

We will begin with Mr. Jeremy Patzer, for six minutes.

Mr. Patzer, the floor is yours.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer (Cypress Hills—Grasslands, CPC): Thank
you very much, Chair, and thank you very much, witnesses, for
coming.

Mr. O'Donnell, I want to start with you. You mentioned in your
opening remarks the $3.3 billion that has directly contributed to in‐
digenous businesses and communities.

I'm just wondering if you could just spend about 30 seconds ex‐
panding on that—maybe about a minute on what those investments
mean for communities, what those joint ventures mean and how
you have done that on your own without government intervention.

Mr. Kevin O'Donnell: I'll try to be quick, but it is a big story.
I'm very proud of the number, and I'm very confident in the num‐
ber.

I was CFO of a pipeline company for many years. I was respon‐
sible for accounting for $1 billion of that, so I'm very confident in
that $3.3 billion that we amalgamated from all of our direct regular
members.

What does it mean? They're longevity jobs. They're generational
jobs. Those are house-buying jobs. Those are car- and truck-buying
jobs. Those are joint ventures that have real and sustained liveli‐
hood as long as our energy sector continues on the path of stability.

Those can be measured very easily in the communities we've
gone through, the change in wealth, the change in perception of
wealth, and the change in perception of ownership and participa‐
tion.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Thank you for that.

On the stability bit, you mentioned you had your four Cs, and
one of them was cadence. You talked about changing. I think it was
changing regulations and permit requirements.

I'm just wondering if you could elaborate and expand on the un‐
certainty that you and your members faced in that regard.
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Mr. Kevin O'Donnell: One quick example would be ground dis‐
turbance. Ground disturbance plans would be traditionally submit‐
ted on a weekly basis on Trans Mountain. It was changed to a daily
basis, so there was not only the fact that you had to take time with
your crews and take time with your supervision to develop and
build, but it also led to greater administration and time consumption
of resources.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: As a pipeline professional, do you think
that was necessary?

Mr. Kevin O'Donnell: I would have to say that we've been
building pipelines for 70 years in Canada. I think we've done it very
well. I think there was a bit of overburden, or overkill.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Yes. I think you can look at the fact that the
first pipeline was built in 1951. It was built well, and it's been oper‐
ating well ever since and safely, without issues, so...yes.

I'm just wondering if you could talk a bit more about some of the
regulatory uncertainty you faced over time in this project here. I'm
just wondering if you could point to any specifics that were
changed. I know you mentioned the ground disturbance one. I'm
wondering if you could talk about any other regulatory uncertain‐
ties that you faced along the way.

Mr. Kevin O'Donnell: I think it was the acquisition of permits
and permitting. We have 1,000-plus kilometres that you have to tra‐
verse, and normally that's all ceded to you before you start con‐
struction, but the way this one was handled, there were 20 kilome‐
tre gaps and 15 kilometre gaps where you just couldn't gain effi‐
ciency, so those permits were not acquired on a timely basis. I think
everyone knows that one.
● (1125)

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Yes. Then you also talked about the con‐
struction of it. Normally you build it as you go. The building pro‐
cess was different.

I'm just wondering if you can talk about what that meant for try‐
ing to get things completed in a timely fashion, having to build it in
an irregular manner.

Mr. Kevin O'Donnell: Let's be honest. When you're building
pipelines through the flatlands, it's straight A to C with some zigzag
in the middle, and you're going to come up against anomalies for
sure, but in this one there was very little opportunity to build conti‐
nuity.

Again, that comes from lack of permit planning, lack of access to
construct. Frankly, there was, all the way through the project to the
end, ever-increasing demand for greater safety; there were greater
environmental concerns, and all of those were learnings. There
were learnings along the way, and I'm sure that there were benefits
to it, but there certainly was a large cost to it as well.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Yes. On that cost bit right there, when we
look at the cost overruns that this project had, the private sector
could and would have built this project. I'm just wondering if you
could talk a bit about the expertise that exists in the private sector
and how they could have built this project without the government
having to get involved.

Mr. Kevin O'Donnell: That's a big question, a good question.
Thank you.

Look at Canadian pipeliners, constructors, workers and craft
unions. They're experts in what they do, and they get better every
year. I'm certain that in my 35-plus years of pipelining, we didn't
become poor pipeliners the day this was awarded.

We should have been getting better at pipelining. Unfortunately,
given the circumstances as outlined, we didn't get a chance to ex‐
ploit that.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Yes. That's really unfortunate.

About the Canadian labour force.... The workers were all Cana‐
dian, I assume. Is that correct?

Mr. Kevin O'Donnell: I'm going to say that the majority were.
We definitely know that several international corporations came in
and brought management and supervision. For the craft workers, I
would say the vast majority had to be Canadians.

Certain expertise had to be imported for steep slope, which was
always the plan. Steep slope is not something that we do regularly
in Canada, but recent expertise was brought in for that, for sure.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you.

We'll now go to our next six-minute round and Mr. Schiefke.

The floor is yours, sir.

Mr. Peter Schiefke (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, Lib.): Thank you
very much, Chair.

As well, I want to extend a warm welcome to our witnesses for
being here.

I'll start my line of questioning with you, Mr. Maki. It's with re‐
gard to the cost overruns.

Obviously it's a question that a lot of Canadians have, including
many in my community of Vaudreuil—Soulanges. You mentioned
it a bit in your opening remarks, but can you perhaps expand on ex‐
treme weather events—the flooding that took place, for example—
and COVID? How did those contribute? Is there or was there a cal‐
culation already done about how much that actually contributed to
the cost overruns?

Mr. Mark Maki: Sure. In very broad strokes, Mr. Schiefke and
committee, what we call “exogenous factors”, which are things like
COVID, the atmospheric river and other events effectively external,
really resulted in about $9 billion of cost—big picture on the over‐
all project—just to give you a sense. About a third of the overrun is
really attributable to those types of factors.
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Broadly, I would say a couple of other things, though, with re‐
spect to cost. This is really from a reflection on a long career in this
space. When they looked at the original Trans Mountain pipeline
expansion proposal and what it was supposed to cost, and looked at
comparable projects that were proposed around the same time—
specifically, Enbridge's northern gateway project—they were in the
same time zone for cost.

What you saw over time as the projects were originally con‐
ceived, until, say, the termination of northern gateway, was that the
project costs moved in lockstep. If you look at other projects across
time, you see a substantial increase in costs, whether it was the Al‐
berta clipper project, which is a Canadian-U.S. project by Enbridge,
or the line 3 replacement, which followed about 10 years later,
there was a substantial increase in cost.

A lot of it had to do with how things are done now relative to
earlier points in time. This has been commented on by both gentle‐
men, either in their comments or in the Q and A. That is a reality of
part of the reason the cost has increased over time.
● (1130)

Mr. Peter Schiefke: Thank you.

I guess that's a good segue to you, Mr. Campbell.

I very much enjoyed listening to your opening remarks. From a
technical aspect, what were some of the challenges for the workers,
the Canadian workers who worked on this, whom you briefly men‐
tioned in your opening remarks? What are some of those technical
challenges that allowed for cost overruns, things that cost more just
because of the terrain, for example? Could you expand on that?

Mr. Patrick Campbell: I appreciate the question.

Kevin commented on the segmenting of the work. One of the
things that really need to be understood is that when you get into
urban pipelining, this is not anything like we have in the Prairies.
When we constructed the line 3 project, we had opportunities be‐
cause of our skilled members and our knowledgeable contractors.
We could employ ditching wheels able to produce in excess of 10
kilometres of ditch a day. Urban pipelining is a very different ani‐
mal, and just with respect to those kinds of challenges, it was very
difficult.

When you segment projects, the real cost there, the significant
cost associated with segmenting projects like that, is that the equip‐
ment, material and personnel then need to be moved about the
right-of-way to access and construct those areas that then have per‐
mits. In a traditional pipelining sense, that equipment would be de‐
ployed at the lay-down yard; that equipment would be engaged on
the right-of-way, and that equipment would be able to execute their
portion of the project right to conclusion.

When you're dealing with urban pipelining, or when you're deal‐
ing with breaks in what would be defined as a “traditional spread”,
all of that equipment, all of the personnel and all of the material re‐
quired for that next segment have to then be transported by our
brothers from the Teamsters to that next lay-down area.

Mr. Peter Schiefke: Would it be fair to say this was a unique
and very challenging build?

Mr. Patrick Campbell: It was incredible. When you look at line
3, they had budgeted that project at $8 billion. That's the project
where, as I've explained to you, you can get as far as 10 kilometres
a day through the Prairies using a ditching wheel. I would argue
that the initial cost estimates of this project from Kinder Morgan
Canada, from our perspective, were not based in reality.

Mr. Peter Schiefke: Thank you, Mr. Campbell.

I'd like to come back to you, Mr. Maki. I was glad to hear you
reference the environmental protections that were put in place. I
had the opportunity to see some of those in the vessels that were
put in place when I was in Nanaimo about a month and a half ago.

This is important for me as somebody who cares very deeply
about the environment, as well as for my constituents in Vau‐
dreuil—Soulanges.

What else was put in place to ensure that the environment was
protected should anything come about? Could you expand on that,
please?

Mr. Mark Maki: It's a good question.

First and foremost, on the marine side, the WCMRC reinforce‐
ments were a big part of the effort, with more response vessels,
more equipment on hand and more personnel to respond to a spill.
All of those are critical components.

Let's go back to the pipeline itself and the facilities. We have a
very comprehensive leak detection system on the pipeline. One of
the neat things we are installing is a high-technology fibre optic ca‐
ble along virtually the entire pipeline system. Once it's fully opera‐
tional, that will allow us to hear or sense either activity on the right-
of-way or a small leak or some other disruption in the system. One
of the great dangers to a pipeline is third party damage. The ability
to have a system that senses activity on the right-of-way is an in‐
credible addition to the full suite of leak detection and environmen‐
tal protection mechanisms on the system.

Mr. Peter Schiefke: Thank you very much.

Thank you, Chair.
The Chair: Thank you.

We'll now go to Monsieur Simard for six minutes.

The floor is yours.

[Translation]
Mr. Mario Simard (Jonquière, BQ): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Before I begin, I want to make sure that the witnesses can hear
the English interpretation of my remarks.

Can you hear me?

Some hon. members: No.

[English]
The Chair: We're just going to suspend for a moment until we

get this sorted out.
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● (1130)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1135)

The Chair: Monsieur Simard, the floor is yours. Go ahead,
please.
[Translation]

Mr. Mario Simard: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

My question is for you, Mr. Maki.

According to your regulations, as a Crown corporation, you are
accountable to the government. You certainly have to justify the
cost overruns on your projects. In addition, I'm sure you need to
validate the decision-making process you follow.

I remember that, in 2022, when the cost of the Trans Mountain
project went from $12.6 billion to $21.4 billion, the Minister of Fi‐
nance assured Canadians that there would be no additional public
funding for Trans Mountain.

Would you be able to provide the committee with documentation
that explains how the project is funded?

The cost of the project is now at $34 billion. Have you actually
done anything to obtain financing, in accordance with what the
Minister of Finance said in 2022? In other words, did you have to
turn to the debt market through financial institutions to finance your
project?

Are you able to share with the committee what your financing
structure looks like?
[English]

Mr. Mark Maki: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Mr.
Simard, for the question.

As I understand the question through the translation, you're ask‐
ing about the structure that's used to finance and about comments
made by Minister Freeland back in 2022.

I would probably direct anything related to Minister Freeland's
comments back to her.

Going to the financial structure and so forth, the way the compa‐
ny was financed originally was as an acquisition by the government
from Kinder Morgan. That acquisition was effectively done through
Canada Development Investment Corporation, or CDEV, as the
purchaser, and then funding was provided through CDEV and
through an intermediary company into Trans Mountain to pay for
the expansion project. The initial way that was set up was either as
a loan into Trans Mountain or equity into Trans Mountain.

I'm going to speak at the Trans Mountain level, so this is what
we see down below. Equity and debt are provided. When the minis‐
ter changed the financing model in 2022, the project had advanced
far enough, and the conclusion of the owner was that we could ob‐
tain financing from the public sector. Since that time, the company
has, through a consortium of the big Canadian banks plus one of
the U.S. investment banks, effectively financed the remaining con‐
struction on debt. That is how the project has been financed. The
big picture in terms of numbers—

[Translation]

Mr. Mario Simard: I'm sorry to interrupt you, but I don't have
much speaking time. I would like to clarify my question.

I'm going to ask you two very simple things.

First, are you able to provide the committee with a document in‐
dicating the project's financing structure? That could be very help‐
ful.

Second, if you obtained financing from financial institutions,
there are loan guarantees. Did the government provide them?

You probably read the report the Parliamentary Budget Officer,
or PBO, released at the time the project cost was estimated
at $21.4 billion. The report indicated that the project would not be
profitable. We had to forget the whole idea of taking the revenue
from the project and reinvesting it in clean energy.

The project cost is now estimated at $34 billion. However, I as‐
sume that the financial institutions will want to be paid back at
some point. How are we going to repay that debt? Who did it come
from? Who assumes responsibility? Is it the government?

I would like to get a clear picture of all the public funding that
has been granted to Trans Mountain. The Deputy Prime Minister
told us in 2022 that she wanted to change the structure and that
there would be no additional public funding. Clearly, that money
had to come from somewhere. Are you able to provide that infor‐
mation to the committee?

● (1140)

[English]

Mr. Mark Maki: Mr. Chairman, just to repeat back the question,
basically the question at the core is.... There were comments about
the project not being viable or the company not being viable. I
would say, first off, just simply that I don't agree with that at all.

Where you can get more transparency, though—and it is a bit to
wade through—is the corporate plans of both Trans Mountain and
its owner, CDEV, which are filed with the Treasury Board. Those
have all kinds of transparency about the financing and so forth as‐
sociated with the company and with the third party banks. There is
a guarantee in place by Canada of the borrowings. That is also well
documented inside the corporate plans.

Right now, with the company in operation and basically proving
itself every day, there are lots of avenues available to Trans Moun‐
tain to finance the company in a permanent fashion for the long
term. That will be worked on, together with colleagues inside the
Department of Finance, to find the optimal solution for Canada.

As I mentioned in my comments, one thing we're very focused
on at the company is making sure Canada gets back all of its capi‐
tal. The fundamental job one, after running the pipeline right and
safe, is making sure the taxpayer is kept whole. Full stop. That's
what we're focused on.
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[Translation]
Mr. Mario Simard: I would still like you to commit to provid‐

ing the committee with the documents relating to your financing
structure.

Thank you.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Simard.

We'll now go to Mr. Angus for six minutes.
Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Thank you,

gentlemen, for your participation.

I think one of the big questions I hear from people all the time is
about this $34 billion in taxpayers' money that was spent to build
this. It is being interpreted as a subsidy. Simon Fraser University's
recent study says that the cost of building this is hitting be‐
tween $581 and $1,248 per household, for every Canadian family.

Mr. Maki, you said that your priority is that we all get our capital
back.

How do we get that money back and when?
Mr. Mark Maki: That's a very good question. Thank you, Mr.

Angus, for that.

First and foremost, I do the math on that $580 or $1,250 and it is
basically an assessment by Simon Fraser University that's looking
at what they think the subsidy in the capital cost is and then divid‐
ing it by the number of households in Canada, and there are a range
of outcomes. The math is transparent.

With respect to getting back the full capital, I said in my com‐
ments that what the government really needs to be here is a disci‐
plined seller. Full stop.

As a disciplined seller, you do the following things: You do not
act in a hurry. You take your time. There are a number of uncertain‐
ties around the business that we need to clarify for the capital mar‐
kets. For example, there's a rate case ongoing that has to be behind
us. There is the concept of indigenous equity participation or eco‐
nomic participation in Trans Mountain. For a buyer, it will be im‐
portant to understand how that works.

Mr. Charlie Angus: I'm sorry. I have only a short period of time.

Would a disciplined seller sell it for the full cost of $34 billion,
or are we going to give it as a subsidy to a buyer?

Mr. Mark Maki: A disciplined seller, by definition, in my book,
Mr. Angus, gets back their full value.

Mr. Charlie Angus: That's what I wanted to hear. I'm asking
that because, on the question of these interim toll rates, which is
less than half of the cost, again, that strikes people as a serious sub‐
sidy. If this is so profitable and we're supposed to be getting our
money back, why are we giving away $12 to $13 in loss on every
barrel shipped in order to get customers?

Mr. Mark Maki: There is a long-term arrangement in place with
the customer community that governs, effectively, the tolling of the
expansion project and the company. With respect to the concept
of $12 or $13 being too low on tolls, like a lot of things, there are

lots of assumptions that go into that. One of the big ones will be
what the horizon is for the pipeline. How long is it going to be
around?

Mr. Charlie Angus: Are we going to subsidize it, then, for 30
years? It just doesn't make sense to me. I'm not a businessman, but
if I set up a business to make my money back and I subsidize the
people who use it by 50% and I tell the people I borrowed the mon‐
ey from that I'm going to pay them back, somehow that just doesn't
add up.

I'm switching gears here, because I don't have a lot of time.

What's the relationship between the TMX corporation and TMP
Finance?

● (1145)

Mr. Mark Maki: In the corporate plans of the company and of
CDEV, you'll see the structure, but TMP Finance basically is a
funding corporation into Trans Mountain Corp. It was a provider of
debt and equity funds for the original acquisition and for construc‐
tion up until the time that the company began to borrow from exter‐
nal banks to pay for the project.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Again, I'm not a businessman. I played in a
punk rock band. However, I have to ask myself something here.
You have a company set up that exists to hold debt, with no em‐
ployees. That looks to me like a shell company. I'm thinking that
Chrystia Freeland is a lot smarter than I am. Why would she set up
a shell company?

A shell company is not all that difficult to set up if you're going
to keep all the debt off your books. Then you could come to us at a
future meeting and say, “I'm guaranteeing we're going to get all of
our money back.”

Is it possible that TMP Finance was set up to hold the debt so
that the government can wipe the debt and then you can continue to
give the oil companies a subsidy of $11 to $13 a barrel because
they're not having to pay the full cost back?

Mr. Mark Maki: It's an interesting question, but I really can't
comment on what—

Mr. Charlie Angus: Is it that you can't comment, or you don't
know? Is this too hypothetical? This is a financial business case.
There's a business case that I have to go back to voters and say that
we put this money in and you're getting it back, but all the debt's
being held in a shell company.

Mr. Mark Maki: Sure. It doesn't matter whether it's the financ‐
ing company or an intermediary company; that's not an uncommon
structure in any corporate setting. There's nothing unusual about
that. What you have to look at, Mr. Angus, is very simple. Look at
the balance sheet of Trans Mountain. There's capital that's support‐
ing the asset side. There's $35 billion in assets. They are big, round
numbers. You have to get $35 billion of value for the company.
That's what you have to look at. It's very simple.

Mr. Charlie Angus: I agree, and that's why I'm really stuck on
why you would be giving such a haircut on the toll rates, because
that's how you make your money back.
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Again, I'm not in the business, but I'm looking at the Tsleil-Wau‐
tuth First Nation's report, where they said that since it wasn't recov‐
erable in tolls, there's no way that the CER or the National Energy
Board should have approved this. They wouldn't have approved it
from a private shipper if they couldn't say they were going to get
their money back.

How is it that you can go and get these approvals if you don't
have a financial plan that says the money's actually being made
back now that you're operating?

Mr. Mark Maki: The toll design that the company has em‐
ployed was designed to provide a very reasonable rate of return un‐
der all kinds of different circumstances, including the one that we
find ourselves in. Over the life cycle of the project, the return that
we expect to get in the project would be reasonable in any regulated
context. That is how we assess and see this project.

Mr. Charlie Angus: It's with a $13-a-barrel subsidy.

Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you.

We'll now proceed to our next round of questioning

The first speaker, for five minutes, is Mr. Falk.

Mr. Falk, the floor is yours.
Mr. Ted Falk (Provencher, CPC): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to all of our witnesses for your appearance here today
and for your testimony.

Mr. Maki, I would like to begin with you.

The project initially was purchased for $4.5 billion, with con‐
struction costs at roughly $5.3 billion, for a total of just under $10
billion. It quickly escalated to $12 billion. The next report was $20
billion; then it was $30 billion, and now it's $34 billion.

Can you confirm to this committee that this is the end cost of this
project?

Mr. Mark Maki: When we talk about the project cost, Mr. Falk,
in any context, we're always speaking about what we expect or
forecast at completion. The project cost forecast at completion is
somewhere between $34 billion and $34.5 billion. That should be
the final cost. Based on what we know today, it's someplace in that
range. I think our current working number is about $34.2 billion.

Mr. Ted Falk: The initial purchase and consideration for the
project would have included somebody doing their due diligence on
construction costs and firm fixed-price contracts.

Was that the case?
Mr. Mark Maki: That predates my time, but I can say with a

high degree of certainty, Mr. Falk, that there was in fact a very thor‐
ough due diligence process by the government when it bought the
system.

As I mentioned earlier in the Q and A, with Mr. Schiefke, if you
go back in time and look at costs of comparable projects at the
time, they would have seen other projects of similar scale and scope
that would have been costed at the same amount.

The world changed; that is the bottom line.

● (1150)

Mr. Ted Falk: I understand that, Mr. Maki, but on a $12-billion
project, you would have had some firm fixed-pricing, some fixed
contracts.

How do you then move from $12 billion to $20 billion to $30
billion to $34 billion, if you have fixed contracts with vendors, with
suppliers and with contractors? How in the world does that change?

I come from a contracting background.

Mr. Mark Maki: Yes. I would say, Mr. Falk, that some elements
of the contracts would have been fixed—primarily materials that
they would have bought early in the project. With respect to the rest
of the work, it was largely time and material. It was driven by the
amount of work that would have been encountered.

One of the big changes that would have been an element of
this—and this has been commented on by both gentlemen—is the
use of, effectively, poor-boy construction techniques. What that
means in pipeline parlance is basically that we don't get the
economies of scale from continuous cross-country pipelining like
you might see in eastern Alberta, Saskatchewan or Manitoba.

Instead, it was having to build, pick up, move, build, go back, fill
in, pick up and move, so efficiencies were never realized—

Mr. Ted Falk: That's as Mr. Campbell indicated in his testimony
as well. However, you would have had fixed pricing for different
segments of the project.

Did you commit to $12 billion without fixed pricing?

Mr. Mark Maki: There was no way.... There was no contractor
who would have done fixed pricing. That was Kinder's experience
at the time. They were working on the project, and the government
stepped in. There was very little fixed-price contracting on this. It
was time and material. That was how most of it was done.

Mr. Ted Falk: Wow. That's interesting.

I want to follow up a bit on what Mr. Angus was asking about
the financing there.

My understanding is that roughly $13 billion or $14 billion was
financed directly by the Government of Canada. Forgive me with
my numbers; they could be a little off. Also, there was $17 billion
of traditional financing through banks.

Would that bank financing have been available without the Gov‐
ernment of Canada co-signing the loan?

Mr. Mark Maki: It would have been available, probably at a
much higher cost than what was available with a government guar‐
antee.

Mr. Ted Falk: What is the cost of that financing?
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Mr. Mark Maki: It varies. It's typically tied to interest rates and
what you might see in the markets.

The last borrowings we did were in the neighbourhood of 5.5%
to 5.75%—something in that range. It changes every time we do a
draw.

Mr. Ted Falk: What kind of rate of return is the Government of
Canada getting?

Mr. Mark Maki: Please clarify that question a little.
Mr. Ted Falk: The Government of Canada has borrowed TMP

money, which finances TMX. What is the Government of Canada's
return on its investment?

Mr. Mark Maki: That'll play out, Mr. Falk, when the asset is
disposed of in the end.

Mr. Ted Falk: You said you are quite certain that the project will
be able to return the $34 billion to the taxpayer at some point.

What kind of toll is going to be required in order for that to actu‐
ally come to fruition?

Mr. Mark Maki: First off, as I mentioned in my comments and
in Q and A, it's important that the owner be a disciplined seller. If
they want to get their money back, they have to be disciplined. That
also means they have to walk away from the table if they get an of‐
fer from somebody and they don't agree with it.

With respect to the tolling level, we are in the process now of de‐
fending our tolls in front of the CER. The customers are taking is‐
sue with that. Others are saying the tolls that we filed for are too
low and are taking issue with that level.

The CER is going to have to sort all this out, but basically we
think what we have filed for...in fact, they should be about 50¢ a
barrel higher because of some elements of costs that have moved
since we filed our tolls in the middle of 2023.

Mr. Ted Falk: Is cash flow $34 billion?
Mr. Mark Maki: We think we're in the right, so we have to hold

those tolls.
Mr. Ted Falk: Cash flow is $34 billion.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Falk. I gave you a little extra time,

because Mr. Maki was wrapping up his answer, but you'll have an‐
other opportunity to follow up on that.

We'll now go to Mr. Jowhari for five minutes.

Mr. Jowhari, the floor is yours.
Mr. Majid Jowhari (Richmond Hill, Lib.): Thank you, Mr.

Chair, and welcome to our witnesses.

Thank you for your testimony, and I can see how proud you are
of the work that your members have done on making sure that, as
you called it, a piece of marble has been developed, and I can see
that pride in your faces. Please convey that to your members as
well, and thank you for making this project happen, given all the
challenges.

Over the last number of meetings, we've kind of established, at
least from my point of view, that there was a business case from a
benefit, whether it was downstream of the economy.... I was very

happy to hear that the margin now is $10. I recall that, at $9, it
was $258 billion, and if you divide that by the number of house‐
holds and the benefit that's coming in.... I'm not going to go there,
but there is a lot of benefit.

My line of questions is going to focus on the key drivers.

We've talked about how numbers have increased. We can talk
about whether the original number was properly done, properly es‐
timated or not, but what were the key drivers and what were some
of the key challenges? I think Mr. Campbell pointed to at least five
of those challenges. What was the impact on the timeline and cost?

I believe that Mr. Maki said that $9 billion accounts for a third of
these overruns. That's not under our control, but now that all the
numbers are out, if this thing was estimated at, let's say, $12 billion,
and now it's $34 billion, we are accounting for about $22 billion in
overrun. What were the key drivers, and how do you break down
those overruns by each one of those?

Who wants to start? Who feels more comfortable? Go ahead.
You have three minutes.

● (1155)

Mr. Mark Maki: We look at it as five buckets. There's similar
evidence that's included in our CER testimony by the company,
which is focusing on uncapped costs—in other words, costs that we
pass through to the shippers—but when you look at the whole
project, the same categories basically apply, so I'm going to go
through these five quickly.

Evolving and additional compliance requirements are one buck‐
et. That's about $5 billion, or about 19% of the increase, and I'm
going against the $7.5-billion estimate when the project was ap‐
proved to go ahead. Information maturity is about $7.2 billion,
about 27%—I'll come back to what some of these things are in just
a second—indigenous accommodations are $2.3 billion, 8%; stake‐
holder engagement and compensation is $3.5 billion or about 13%;
and the aforementioned exogenous factors total $8.9 billion, or
33%.

Those are five big buckets in our way of thinking.

Mr. Majid Jowhari: How much is that in total? I'm good at
math, but not that good.

Mr. Mark Maki: It's $27 billion.

Mr. Majid Jowhari: I'm sorry, could you repeat that?

Mr. Mark Maki: It's $27 billion. I'm talking in big, round num‐
bers from 7 to 34, just for sake of conversation.

With respect to the different categories, we talked about exoge‐
nous factors, COVID, fire, floods—things that are outside the com‐
pany's control. I want to go back to indigenous accommodations for
a minute, because it's relatively minor but very important.

Two good examples of this were the re-routing of the pipeline in
the Coldwater nation. Basically, we moved the pipeline route away
from the community, which is what they wanted, and we're all for
that.
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The other probably sizable one is south of Kamloops in B.C.
There's an area called Pipsell Lake or Jacko Lake, and there we
built five missile silos, which is an analogy, in the ground, and we
connected them with a subway. It was a very big undertaking in or‐
der to avoid disturbing the surface as much as possible, which was
incredibly important to the nation that was there. Those are a big
component of that $2.3 billion, those two things, but there also
were the archaeology programs and other things, which, again,
were incredibly important to the proper execution of this project.

I touched on information maturity. That was $7.2 billion, and
that was—

Mr. Majid Jowhari: Can you expand on information maturity? I
have about 30 seconds.

Mr. Mark Maki: Yes, I would say that it's about the data that
was available in terms of the construction plan. You know, urban
pipelining is an incredible challenge. Instead of being able to do 10
kilometres in a day, you were basically doing, if you were lucky,
100 metres, but you didn't know what you were going to encounter.
You knew it was going to be hard, but you had no idea how hard
until you got in and started digging, and you realized that you could
move a few metres a day, because you were having to cross all
kinds of utilities, services and so forth. It's an incredible challenge.

Mr. Majid Jowhari: I'm out of time.

Mr. Chair, can I ask Mr. Maki to submit those numbers, because
this is the very first time I'm getting a breakdown of the $27 bil‐
lion? How is it paired with that? I would appreciate it if Mr. Maki
could make that formal submission. I think those numbers were
very valuable for us.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.
● (1200)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Jowhari.

I will remind all of our witnesses that they can provide a submis‐
sion, if they did miss anything, directly to the clerk.

Mr. Ted Falk: Excuse me. I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

On that point, could I also ask Mr. Maki if he would provide the
committee with a breakdown of the original budget and the com‐
pleted cost, not line by line with minutiae detail, but by subcate‐
gories.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Falk. That's not a point of order, but
I think Mr. Maki did hear what you stated, and he will be able to
provide some information to the committee at a later date.

Do you have a point of clarification, Mr. Maki?
Mr. Mark Maki: Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just want to

be clear with Mr. Falk. The project is still under construction. We're
doing the remediation work, so it's not done yet. What you're going
to get will be a forecast. Just please understand that. It's not perfect;
it'll be a forecast.

The Chair: Thank you for providing that clarity.

Now we'll go back to our order. We'll go back to Monsieur
Simard for two and a half minutes.

[Translation]

Mr. Mario Simard: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Maki, I read the PBO's 2022 report because I was interested
in the pipeline issue. As the CEO of Trans Mountain, you've cer‐
tainly read the report. I assume you'd be interested to know that, by
early next month, the PBO should provide an update on those fig‐
ures.

Now I would like to go back to the 2022 figures. According to
the PBO, those numbers clearly indicated that the Trans Mountain
project was going to be a net loss for Canada and an unprofitable
undertaking. On the one hand, he attributed that to the skyrocketing
cost. At the time, it was $21.4 billion; now it's $34 billion. On the
other hand, there was the issue of delays. The PBO thought the
project would be complete in 2023, but it took until 2024. I don't
assume the PBO is going to find that the situation has improved.

Earlier, I heard you say that, in your opinion, the project was
profitable. I'd like to know what your statement is based on. Are
you able to demonstrate that to the committee? You have no doubt
done some projections.

I'd like to know how we have such different results. Personally, I
trust the PBO, but I also trust you. On the one hand, the PBO tells
us that, at a cost of $21 billion, the project is a net loss for Canada
and unprofitable. On the other hand, based on your analysis, at a
cost of $34 billion, the project can be profitable. I would like to un‐
derstand your reasoning a little better.

[English]

Mr. Mark Maki: As I understand the question, Mr. Chairman, it
really centres around the PBO report from 2022 and an update that
is forthcoming from the PBO on the Trans Mountain expansion
project, what they saw as value and how that would have changed
since the last study was done.

There are a few comments I'd like to make. First off, the project
is done. When the 2022.... Mr. Giroux commented on this in his tes‐
timony and said there were a number of things he would have to
update. The discount rate would be one, because the project's done.
The risk is lower. The project is in service. The tolling is higher as a
result of increases in costs in the uncapped areas of the project, so
the toll goes up. We'll have greater clarity on cost, for sure. Interest
rates will have an effect on what the discount rate is and how some‐
one may look at it. However, bottom line, I don't know what his
study will say.

My conviction is that we have to be disciplined sellers. I think if
we're disciplined sellers, Member Simard, we can get our capital
back. If we're not disciplined sellers, then the other outcome is
more probable, so we have to be a disciplined seller. That means if
we're not happy with value, we walk away.
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[Translation]
Mr. Mario Simard: Okay, thank you—

[English]
Mr. Mark Maki: That is going to be an important concept here.

In the meantime, while the owner has the asset and the rate cases
are getting behind us and indigenous economic participation be‐
comes a reality—
● (1205)

[Translation]
Mr. Mario Simard: Thank you, Mr. Maki. I can well understand

that you may be a disciplined seller, but let's just say that you
weren't very disciplined from a project management point of view.
We are talking about an oil and gas project whose cost has risen
to $34 billion. I find that over the top. In fact, I'm always surprised
to see that the media isn't all that interested in the issue, because I
think that in a decade or so, it will be seen as one of the Canadian
government's worst fiascos. That's one thing.

I just want to know if your project is profitable. I suppose that at
some point, someone might want to acquire the infrastructure. Is
there any discussion right now about Trans Mountain eventually
being sold by the Canadian government and taken over by a com‐
pany? Has anyone expressed any interest?
[English]

Mr. Mark Maki: There are many good points and questions
there. I'm not sure if I can fit it all in, but I'm going to do my best,
Mr. Simard.

Will there be interest in this pipeline from others when it comes
time to sell it? I absolutely believe so. Why? It is a strategic route
for Canada. There are big infrastructure operators in the country
that should be very interested. Some have said they're interested,
but they also comment they would like to put some uncertainties
behind us, and that goes to my point about being a disciplined sell‐
er. If you want to put them in a position to get the most money out
of them, you get rid of uncertainties, so that's fundamental, number
one. I will come back to that again and again. We have to be a dis‐
ciplined seller in order to get the money back.

With respect to how the media perhaps views this as one of the
worst fiascos, I would wholeheartedly, 100% disagree. This is an
important nation-building project. It has improved the pricing for
Canadian oil. That's a benefit to the whole country, and it is a big
economic positive for Canada, so I think the merits of the project
are the same as they always were.

I wish it hadn't cost this much, but that has nothing to do.... You
made a comment about management discipline. The unfortunate re‐
ality now, when I look at other projects that are proposed for con‐
struction in western Canada, is that they cost about the same per
kilometre as this one did. That's not a good sign. Something is not
right. We need to find a way to do big infrastructure projects more
efficiently than we are, because it's going to have an effect on ev‐
erything, whether it's an oil pipeline, a gas pipeline or an ammonia
pipeline for hydrogen, or electricity transmission, which will be
critical for the turnover of the economy to a more electrified ver‐
sion.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Maki. We're just over time. Hopeful‐
ly, you can finish that off in the next round of questioning.

I'm going to go to Mr. Angus for two and a half minutes.

Go ahead, Mr. Angus.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Thank you.

I'm going to get a clarification from Mr. Maki, and then I'm go‐
ing to move to Mr. Campbell.

Mr. Maki, we heard that the shippers think they're paying too
much with the discount that they're getting. Can you confirm that?

Mr. Mark Maki: Yes, the shippers are challenging the level of
the toll.

Mr. Charlie Angus: And you thought 50¢.... Did you say it
should be 50¢ per barrel higher?

Mr. Mark Maki: Yes.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Okay. When we're paying.... They're getting
a $13 break, so is 50¢ going to make a difference? We're going to
have to run that pipeline for a couple of hundred years to get our
money back, aren't we?

Mr. Mark Maki: No, sir.

Mr. Charlie Angus: No? Okay. A lot of people wouldn't believe
you, but it's Monday, so I'm feeling really good.

Mr. Campbell, we've been told about the net benefit to this coun‐
try, and yet when this project was set up, they were going to use
100% non-union labour. They didn't start to bring in trained union
labour until they really needed you. How is it that we can be talking
about using public money to improve things, whether it's energy or
clean energy, but we're not making commitments for good union
jobs and good wages? Otherwise, workers and their families are al‐
so paying the subsidy for this project.

What do you think has to be done in terms of policy so we make
sure that when we put these major projects together, we're setting a
proper rate and we're making sure the trained workers who have the
skills coming out of the union houses are able to get those jobs?

Mr. Patrick Campbell: As I set out in my presentation, the
unionized labour and the unionized contractors were not engaged in
this project until the government got involved. It's important to
keep that in mind.

The second piece to keep in mind is that we need to look at ener‐
gy east as a national pipeline project. TC Energy invested billions
of dollars into that project with absolutely nothing to show for it.

We cannot lose sight of the fact that today we have this piece of
pipeline infrastructure that is completed to the highest standards
anywhere in the world and is now able to get our resources to mar‐
ket. We can discuss the cost overruns as much as you want. We eas‐
ily could have been here discussing cost overruns on a project that
wasn't completed, but this project now is in service. I think it's im‐
perative for this committee to not lose sight of that fact.
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Construction costs are high in Canada, but they're high because
we pay defined benefit pensions to our members. We pay health
and welfare plans to our members. We pay excellent wages to our
members. Construction costs are high in Canada because there's an
expectation that when people go to work in Canada they get wages
that are reflective of the services they bring to the situation.
● (1210)

The Chair: Thank you.

We'll now go to Mr. Dreeshen for five minutes.
Mr. Earl Dreeshen (Red Deer—Mountain View, CPC): Thank

you very much, Mr. Chair.

This has certainly been an interesting conversation this morning
with actors who understand what is taking place in the pipeline in‐
dustry. I'm certainly pleased to hear that.

One of the key things we're talking about is net benefits. We of‐
ten hear about the political action and the discussion in that regard.
Of course, you just mentioned energy east and the significance that
it could have had, but it was blocked politically. We have seen the
same type of thing when taking energy across the border into the
U.S. We know how much that has affected our opportunities.

Finally we get a pipeline that allows us to move a product that
means so much to Canadians and allows us to start to realize the
benefits from this, and not only to realize the benefits but also to
recognize that we are taking the safest and cleanest product and
moving it to market, which allows us to replace the type of energy
that, otherwise, the world is going to get from different actors.

I applaud the efforts, and I appreciate the fact that we're talking
today about the difference between the urban pipeline process and
the hopscotching that you have to do in order to get this project
done. I think a lot of folks look at it and say, “Well, there was a
right-of-way there before.” Maybe it had to be wider. Maybe differ‐
ent things had to happen.

How did things change so much when you went from the tradi‐
tional pipeline that was built decades ago versus this particular one?
I think that's part of the question. Certainly, we didn't have the same
type of urban footprint at that time as we do now. What lessons
have we learned for the future for that type of project? I think that
was one of the other concerns.

I was also concerned when you talked about other infrastructure
projects. It is as though we've set the mould and that mould is ex‐
tremely costly. I'm looking for some thoughts. Hopefully, people
such as you can come up with plans for the future so that we can
get a little more responsibility.

Perhaps, Mr. Maki, you could speak to some of those comments.
Mr. Mark Maki: That's a good question and they're great obser‐

vations.

With respect to lessons learned, there are many on the project.
One of the things that we have committed to with the regulator,
with the CER, is to do a process like that, to have a sit-down and
say, “Okay, what did we learn? What will we do different?” That is
a take-away the company has with CER and that is intended for the
very near future.

There are definitely lots of learnings with respect to engagement
with the communities, indigenous and so forth, along the right-of-
way. The absolute importance of the indigenous being a part of any
major infrastructure project early, often and throughout, is another
key learning.

Going back to permitting and so forth, we need to recognize that
there are things that are going to come up that you don't know
about that are going to bite you: the COVIDs, the fires, the floods
and so forth. How do you respond to that?

There's the importance of having high-quality labour. Again, to
the folks on either side of me, they did that. They provided that to
the company, high-quality. That's one of the challenges the country
faces now. There was a shortage of labour. Throughout the project,
we had a lot of people the project execution leader referred to as
“green hands”, people who were new to the business. There was an
efficiency loss as a result of that. A lot of smart people learned a
lot. Those will be skills that will be useful elsewhere, but they were
learned on the job at Trans Mountain.

I think there's a lot to be taken from this. Certainly, finding a way
to do the regulatory process and being sure about the conditions un‐
der which you can execute will be the ones I would expect we fo‐
cus on at the CER.

● (1215)

Mr. Earl Dreeshen: Thank you.

Of course, when we're speaking about labour, a lot of those green
hands have now learned something. Therefore, when we're looking
to the future, we have a skilled workforce that is able to take it on,
whether it be pipeline construction or other types. There's a lot of
learning on the job that had to take place. A lot of folks I know
were involved in the project. Some had vast experience. Others
were saying, “This is an opportunity for me to learn. Hopefully, I'll
be able to continue to do these sorts of things in the future and
make that part of what I've done.”

I have a question that I'm not likely going to get in. I appreciate
that.

Thank you very much.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Dreeshen.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Give him a red card.

Mr. Earl Dreeshen: I saw it.

The Chair: We'll now go to Ms. Dabrusin for five minutes.

Go ahead, Ms. Dabrusin.

Ms. Julie Dabrusin (Toronto—Danforth, Lib.): Thank you,
Mr. Chair.

I'd like to thank all of the witnesses here.
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I wanted to make sure, Mr. Maki, about something. I felt like you
were trying to finish a thought, particularly when you were re‐
sponding to Monsieur Simard's question about finding ways to do
big projects in a more efficient way. If you have one minute, would
you want to say something about that?

Mr. Mark Maki: There are really a few points to make here.
One is the importance.... Canada did step in on a project that other‐
wise, probably, would not have gone forward. I think that's impor‐
tant to recognize. There are great benefits to the country as a result
of that. Again, on the private sector, it would have been good if
they were there. They were not, unfortunately, at the time, so
Canada did something that was really important. I want to comment
on that.

With respect to other major projects and the execution of major
projects, whatever it is—power lines, ammonia pipelines, hydrogen
transport—all of that is going to need.... We have to find a way to
get big infrastructure done in this country more efficiently. Other‐
wise, we're not going to be competitive.

You can look at the recent IEA study. In there, there is a lot of
commentary on the reasons to be optimistic about the future, and
there are a whole bunch of reasons to be pessimistic about the fu‐
ture. One of them is where the concentration of rare earths and the
production for the technologies for the transition are. They're not
here in Canada or North America at all. We have a lot of work to do
there to support big infrastructure development, especially on the
power side.

Hopefully, that catches the spirit of your question.
Ms. Julie Dabrusin: I appreciate that. Thank you.

Mr. Campbell, would you clarify too, because I was really inter‐
ested in the part where you were talking about the benefits that go
to unionized workers and the fact that, once the government was in‐
volved in this project, that's when unions got involved.

Are you aware of what would have been the benefits available to
people on the prior plan? What's the difference in the quality of life
for the unionized workers who were brought in once the govern‐
ment got involved?

Mr. Patrick Campbell: With respect to the compensation pack‐
ages for the other contractors, I'm not aware of what those specifics
are. My understanding is that the retirement benefits under those ar‐
rangements are of an RRSP-style versus a defined benefit style.

A big element of ours is the investments that come through our
collective agreements into training. These are not publicly funded
training institutes. These are member-paid training institutes that
owner-clients can then access to engage early with indigenous com‐
munities to ensure that community members are provided with
meaningful training so that they succeed on the project. I'm quite
certain those elements are not in those other contractors' spaces.
● (1220)

Ms. Julie Dabrusin: Perfect. Thank you so much.

I thank all the witnesses for their attendance today.

In a previous meeting, I had moved a motion about orphaned
wells that we had to adjourn, so I am going to be moving this mo‐

tion once again. I will add, in prefacing the motion, that I'll also be
asking that we dismiss the witnesses.

I move:

Given that:

There are 1,600 abandoned and orphaned oil wells in Alberta—

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: I have a point of order, Chair.

Ms. Julie Dabrusin:

—polluting farmland, waterways, and air;

The Chair: Ms. Dabrusin, we have a point of order. I'll ask you
to hold on for a second.

I'm going to go to Mr. Patzer on a point of order.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Chair, in the previous meeting where she
brought this up, you actually adjourned the meeting while debate
was ongoing. Therefore, I believe Ms. Dabrusin would need unani‐
mous consent in order to bring the same motion back to life in this
meeting, and I'll just save you the bother and tell you that unani‐
mous consent will not be granted.

The Chair: Thank you for your point of order.

I'm going to go to a point of order from Mr. Angus.

Mr. Angus, go ahead.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Thank you.

Mr. Patzer, I think, is fundamentally wrong on this, because she
actually has the floor, so she can move a motion. What I would ask
is that, out of respect to our witnesses, who've given us excellent
testimony, we allow them to leave so that we can get out our ham‐
mers and bats and jump all over each other.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Patzer. Unanimous consent is not re‐
quired as the member does have the floor. If the member is moving
to resume debate on the motion, on which I want clarification, then
we can proceed with that. Ms. Dabrusin does have the floor.

Before you go, if you are going to continue with resuming debate
on the motion, I know Mr. Maki has to leave at 12:30, so I would
ask that we release the witnesses as per Mr. Angus's suggestion,
which I see Mr. Simard supporting as well. I think that's where
we're going to be headed. I just wanted to take a moment.

You have a point of clarification, Mr. Maki. Go ahead.
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Mr. Mark Maki: I learned early in my career that I always left
the field a lot smarter when I went out there and actually saw what
people do day to day. I know there's lots of difference of opinion at
the table here about the importance of Trans Mountain and whether
the pipeline should ever have been built or not, but I think everyone
who's here, especially given what the mission of the committee is,
would benefit from a visit. We are absolutely open to that. We did a
tour for the City of Burnaby not long ago. We'd be happy to have
people from the committee, in a few groups or however it works,
out to see the western side of the system or Edmonton or whatever
makes sense.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Maki, for offering that. I'll take you
up on that at some point in the future, and I'm sure others will as
well.

I want to thank the witnesses for joining us today. I will remind
you that you can submit a brief to the clerk if there's anything you
missed or anything you want to add directly.

I will suspend for a couple of minutes so we can release the wit‐
nesses, and then we'll continue on with Ms. Dabrusin's motion.

We are suspended.
● (1220)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1225)

The Chair: Ms. Dabrusin, you have the floor, and I am going
back to you.

Ms. Julie Dabrusin: I'm moving to resume debate on my mo‐
tion.

The Chair: That is a dilatory motion. We will have to proceed
directly to a vote to resume debate on your motion.

I will ask the clerk to call the roll.

(Motion agreed to: yeas 7; nays 4)

The Chair: We will resume debate.

I'll go to you, Ms. Dabrusin, to continue.
Ms. Julie Dabrusin: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Just to remind everyone of exactly what we're debating today, the
motion is as follows:

Given that:

There are 1,600 abandoned and orphaned oil wells in Alberta polluting farm‐
land, waterways, and air;

The number of wells in Alberta are set to increase by an additional 1,800 to
2,000;

These additional abandoned wells will cost more than $200 million to clean up;

The Government of Alberta sent back $137 million because they failed to use
the funds provided by the Government of Canada to clean up abandoned wells
and create jobs in the pandemic;

The Government of Saskatchewan used their allocated funds in their entirety to
clean abandoned wells and create jobs;

Companies who abandon wells and fail to pay for their cleanup negatively im‐
pact provincial taxpayers and municipalities;

Orphaned and abandoned wells present an economic opportunity to support en‐
ergy solutions like geothermal energy.

The Standing Committee on Natural Resources begin a five-meeting study on
the impact of this failure to clean these wells in Alberta, the impacts of the pol‐
lution from not cleaning up abandoned and orphaned wells, the costs of cleaning
up abandoned and orphaned wells, the regulations to hold companies to account
for well cleanup, and the potential opportunities associated with cleaning up
abandoned wells, and report its findings to the House of Commons.

Mr. Chair, I feel that this study is a really important one. It touch‐
es on a lot of really important issues that, frankly, we need to take a
deeper look at. It includes parts about federal funds and programs
that were put in place to deal with this issue and that were not used
by the Province of Alberta but were used in Saskatchewan. It's
about what future energy solutions and opportunities are presented
by these orphaned and abandoned wells. It's about environmental
remediation.

As we talk about our biodiversity commitments and our commit‐
ments to nature, I believe right across this country, regardless of po‐
litical parties, we all actually care about nature a lot. We care about
what the lands and waters for our future generations will be like.
This is about requiring people—when I say “people”, I mean busi‐
nesses—to take responsibility for the damage they've created. The
federal government stepped up. When we stepped up, we didn't see
all of the funds we put forward being used.

I think this is an important study for all of us. I'm hoping the
committee will pass it.

● (1230)

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Dabrusin.

I do have a speaking order established.

I'll go first to Monsieur Simard.

[Translation]

Mr. Mario Simard: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I tend to agree, but I would like to propose minor changes to
Ms. Dabrusin's motion.

It's mostly the last paragraph. I think the direct reference to Al‐
berta should be removed. The motion says “this failure to clean
these wells in Alberta”, but we could talk about wells in general.

I would also add the word “federal” to clarify that we're talking
about federal regulations. As you know, protecting provincial juris‐
dictions is kind of my hobby horse.

Therefore, I would like the study to focus on federal regulations
and all wells, not just ones in Alberta. I think these small changes
would clarify the intent of the motion. I don't think they in any way
change what my fellow member Ms. Dabrusin is trying to do.

Is the amendment I'm proposing clear to the clerk?

[English]

The Chair: I was listening in translation.

Mr. Clerk, are you just able to clarify?
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Mr. Simard, you would like to propose an amendment suggesting
that we eliminate...so it's not just Alberta. That's what you're
proposing.
[Translation]

Mr. Mario Simard: After “the impact of this failure to clean
these wells”, I would delete “in Alberta”. Then, two sentences later,
where it talks about “regulations to hold companies to account”, I
would specify that it is federal regulations.

If those changes are made, I will be in favour of the motion.
● (1235)

[English]
The Chair: Mr. Simard, I'm getting clarification so it's presented

properly. I'm going to have the clerk provide you clarification and
support so we can get this right.

Go ahead, Mr. Clerk.
The Clerk of the Committee (Mr. Thomas Bigelow): Thank

you, Mr. Chair.

My only note is that we're trying to amend the text in two places
at once here. I think there is a way to do it.
[Translation]

Mr. Simard, I will explain it to you.

The only thing I recommended to the chair is that we make both
changes to the text through a single amendment. I would suggest,
then, that all the words after “these wells” be amended to reflect the
two changes you've proposed. We would remove “in Alberta”, the
sentence would continue and we would add “federal” before the
word “regulations”. The two changes would appear in both lan‐
guages.

Mr. Mario Simard: I'm fine with that.
[English]

The Chair: We have a proposed amendment on the floor, and
I'm looking for folks.

Mrs. Shanahan, I've seen your hand up. I know I got you on the
main motion. Would you like to speak on the amendment as well?
[Translation]

Mrs. Brenda Shanahan (Châteauguay—Lacolle, Lib.): Yes,
absolutely, Mr. Chair.

The amendment that was just proposed by Mr. Simard is very in‐
triguing. However, I'd like to understand a little more.

With respect to the content of the motion, which deals with oil
well cleanup, Alberta is clearly the main province concerned. In
fact, this is a very important issue for the people in my riding who
belong to environmental groups. They would basically like us to
halt oil development altogether. They are right to raise the example
of wells that have been abandoned by the companies. It's really
shameful that this has been going on for so long. In the end, it is
once again the federal government, in this case the Liberal Party,
that is stepping in and proposing solutions, because things can't
continue as they are.

I would like to understand a little more about the Province of Al‐
berta's responsibility in this situation. I understand that there are al‐
so problems in other provinces, but, frankly, that's not what we're
talking about here. I won't venture to give a concrete example, be‐
cause I don't want to make a mistake, but if the problem raised
doesn't apply to one particular province, we simply won't mention
it. In this case, it is clear that Alberta has an abandoned oil well
problem and has a provincial responsibility in all of this, which
may be complementary to the federal responsibility.

That is my question about this amendment.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you, Mrs. Shanahan.

Our next speaker on the amendment is Mr. Angus.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Thank you.

I support the amendment because I think it's really important that
this issue is framed in terms of the national interest and also our
obligation to address the huge liability cost of resource extraction if
the companies are not living up to their obligations.

I don't see this as an Alberta-specific issue. Rather, I would see
this in terms of what the regions have done—the provinces. If one
region has failed, then it gives us a better benchmark. I would re‐
mind people that long before Leduc No. 1, the first oil well in
North America was in Sarnia. Even before the Americans came
along, in Canada there was Petrolia. What happened with those
wells? Those are fair questions.

Looking at this, if we're going to do five meetings, that's a fair
engagement of time. We should do it right, so that we're providing a
national perspective on each region. I'm going to bring in again the
fact that, coming from northern Ontario, we have an enormous
background in abandoned mine waste. At least our mountains in
Cobalt aren't quite as big as Vivian's mountains and slag, but I live
on an abandoned mine property.

The responsibility for the massive damage that was done in the
Cobalt silver camp is, by and large, now under Agnico Eagle
Mines. It's a very interesting company. Agnico Eagle didn't create
the ecological disaster zone that many of our lakes and many of our
forests were subjected to—this was early mining—but Agnico Ea‐
gle has the responsibility.

Just down the street from me is Cross Lake, which was heavily
dumped with cyanide, arsenic and mercury. A hundred-some years
later, a mining company has the legal obligation to monitor the
wells to make sure that what's going into the streams and, in a lot of
cases, into people's well water, meets a standard. That's a level of
corporate responsibility that was imposed on a company that came
in after the fact, and the province at the time said, “You want to
mine here? Well, you're responsible. If you're going to take these
old sites, you take their liabilities.”
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We know that, certainly in northern Ontario, once mining compa‐
nies—and some of the big ones—realized that the money wasn't
going to be made anymore, they shifted it off to junior companies,
shifted it to shell companies and walked away. We know that hap‐
pened all the time in oil and gas, so that whoever ended up with the
property at the end of the day could go bankrupt. They could
change their name. They could be something else the next day.

If the system is set up so that nobody is left to pay for that except
the taxpayer, that's a serious problem. It fits under federal jurisdic‐
tion in that, if the federal government is being asked to pick up the
cost of damage that was done by companies who made money, it
requires an investigation. It requires us going back to the taxpayer
and saying, “Listen, there's a reason we gave x billion dollars to
clean up something that was not our responsibility.”

What is that reason? We have to explain that to the public. We
also have to shine a light on people who corporately weren't living
up to their responsibility, or if the Alberta Energy Regulator is not
living up to its responsibility of holding those companies.... We
have to deal with that because, if, at the end of the day, it comes
back to the federal taxpayer, I have to say to people in northern On‐
tario that this is why we're paying out for damages in Alberta now.

Many people in northern Ontario have lots of close relations in
Alberta. Many of our people have worked in Alberta and vice ver‐
sa. They come to work in our area. The last thing they want to do is
pay for someone else's damage—that's a reasonable thing—so we
have to be able to say that we're going to study this and get an‐
swers.

To that, I want to know that we're also going to look at the
methane cost, because the majority of methane leaks we're now
identifying are coming from abandoned wells. These are ecological
carbon bombs that affect us and our global commitments. These are
carbon bombs that can be fixed, but someone's going to have to pay
for it. I think we should have the methane frame on what's being
done. We know that a lot of the federal money during COVID was
put on methane, and we didn't get a real, clear answer on how much
of it went and actually did the job.

At the end of the day, I think everyone agrees that if you have an
abandoned well in your field, the last thing you want is to have it
leaking methane. Someone needs to come to fix that.

I think this is a very reasonable study. The one thing I want an
assurance of is that it's not going to bump the final work that we're
doing on TMX because I believe we have.... There are how many
ministers still? They haven't appeared yet. I don't want them to be
bumped down the list. I'd rather that this be worked in with our oth‐
er work.
● (1240)

I support the amendment and the main motion, and I'm ready to
vote.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Angus.

I'm going to go to Ms. Dabrusin. Then I'm going to go to Mrs.
Stubbs. I have you on the amendment.

Ms. Dabrusin, go ahead on the amendment.

Ms. Julie Dabrusin: I appreciate everything that Mr. Angus
added into it. I was just telling him I recently watched a documen‐
tary about the history of his community. I think it was called
Blooms. He can correct me if I got that wrong. It was really inter‐
esting, so I appreciate that.

I think I stated at the outset what my reasoning was behind it and
why Alberta was singled out in the bottom part of the motion. The
actual motion study is about the federal funds that have not been
used by the province to clean up these orphan wells, although, as I
mentioned in the outset, Saskatchewan used all the funds.

That said, that was the reasoning for the different wording in the
motion, but I'm okay, actually, with the proposal that was put for‐
ward by Mr. Simard. I think that all of that still forms part of the
study.

If I can provide an assurance to Mr. Angus—and I don't know if
the chair has any updates—I would never expect this to bump the
appearances of ministers on the TMX study. I don't know if we
need anything to be more clear about that, but that's certainly not
my intention.

● (1245)

Mr. Charlie Angus: I'm going to need a supply and contract
agreement. I promise I won't rip it up.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Ms. Julie Dabrusin: There you go.

Anyway, that is not at all the intention of this motion, and it can
be placed around it after that, however that might be.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Dabrusin.

We're going to go to Mrs. Stubbs on the amendment.

Go ahead, Mrs. Stubbs.

Mrs. Shannon Stubbs (Lakeland, CPC): Thank you, Chair. I
appreciate that.

Thank you, colleagues, for raising this important issue.

Of course, I support the intent and the point behind the amend‐
ment that Monsieur Simard has proposed. I would, of course, just
note curiously that in 2020, I and Conservatives proposed a private
member's bill called the environmental restoration incentive act,
which was explicitly designed to create a time-limited, sunset-
claused tax credit to allow for flow-through share provisions for
small and medium-sized operators producing 100,000 barrels or
less. It was deliberately not for the big companies because one of
the problems that is facing those smaller companies is their inabili‐
ty to access capital in order to meet their commitments as a result
of the Redwater decision.

In 2020, my bill did not get past second reading. It was supported
by members of the Bloc, by members of the NDP and by members
of the Green Party. The Liberals, of course, rejected it and then de‐
feated it completely.
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There's a lot of context in which this issue is being framed here
that isn't quite accurate, but certainly as an Albertan who lives in
and represents a riding that is driven by agriculture as well as natu‐
ral gas, heavy oil, oil sands and conventional oil development,
these are all issues that matter deeply to Albertans. These are issues
that Albertans will hold the Alberta government to account on, as
they should.

I would also note for colleagues here that, of course, it was the
former Conservative government under Prime Minister Stephen
Harper who implemented into law the concept of the polluter pays
principle. It was, in fact, the former Conservative government un‐
der Prime Minister Stephen Harper that started to remove the vast
majority of subsidies to Canadian oil and gas companies. To the
credit of the Liberals—although I've had to defend them from their
friends in the Bloc and the NDP over the years on this issue—they
continued to eliminate more.

It should be very clear that common-sense Conservatives do not
believe the oil and gas and energy industries need to be subsidized.
I can't remember if maybe my Liberal colleagues were all elected in
2020, but I sure was. I sure do remember them rejecting the com‐
mon-sense, sunset-claused bill that would have done exactly what
they are now saying they want to do, while protecting taxpayers
and keeping that responsibility on the private sector, but here we
are today.

Now, insofar as this issue around federal funding for this topic,
which is completely in provincial jurisdiction and for which I am
confident Albertans will hold their Alberta government to ac‐
count.... Obviously, I find it totally reasonable and logical that fed‐
eral MPs in a federal committee would investigate and find out
what happened with regard to that federal funding for this express
purpose.

I would also say, of course, that there is no possible way, if we
proceed on this study, that full representation from the Alberta gov‐
ernment and full representation from the regulatory agencies and
the governments in each one of the provinces would be able to ap‐
pear here, talk about what they're doing, talk about what is happen‐
ing and share the facts.

To Professor Simard's point—I wish one day maybe I can be in a
class with him—naturally, Alberta is not the only province with this
issue. In fact, there are very significant issues in Ontario around
this issue, and in Saskatchewan and Manitoba, which is, of course,
why I raised the initiative in good faith, working with members of
other parties to tackle this particular issue in 2020, but it was de‐
feated by the Liberals.

Now, obviously, I would assume that, as we get into the logistics
of this study, we will ensure that both the regulatory agencies and
the provincial government representatives of every province that
must be here to account and answer these questions from federal
members of Parliament be given the time and the space to do that in
this committee. We cannot allow this to be a thing where we all talk
amongst ourselves and where people from other provinces and oth‐
er places pretend to know better than the provinces, the places, the
elected people, the policy-makers and the regulators where all of
this is actually occurring.

Of course, I have no problem with the issue of methane. We
ought to be able to discuss all that between provincial governments
and federal governments. I don't know that it requires a specific in‐
clusion in this motion, but I understand why that's being raised as
well. Of course, common-sense Conservatives do believe in the
polluter pays principle because we are the former government that
implemented it.

On that note, however, clearly you can see that we are in princi‐
ple supportive of this only with Monsieur Simard's amendment,
who eloquently and accurately articulated that the vast majority of
this issue is provincial jurisdiction, but, of course, we as federal
members should ask for transparency and accountability where it
involves us.

● (1250)

Lastly, Chair, I would like to hear from you or the clerk exactly
where we are in the schedule, so that, exactly to the point that MP
Angus made, we can actually, for goodness' sake, do our jobs here
on behalf of Canadians and complete the work that's ongoing to get
those products and those deliverables out the door.

Naturally, we Conservatives wouldn't support just adding in yet
another study of an extremely important issue when we haven't
closed off previous work and reported out. That is our job.

Thanks, Chair.

The Chair: Thank you, Mrs. Stubbs.

I'm going to go to Mr. Patzer next.

Mr. Patzer, you have the floor on the amendment.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Thank you very much.

Thanks, Shannon, for saying it so eloquently, and also my other
colleagues around the table who talked about provincial jurisdic‐
tion, the need to respect that and the role provinces have to play
when it comes to natural resources. I find it quite alarming that
there seems to be a lack of awareness from the government side on
this and on the importance of the way our federalism is supposed to
work, but they seem to like the top-down approach anyway.

Mr. Chair, I would like to propose a subamendment that we
strike the preamble and just.... It would read “and that the study not
take place until after a carbon tax election is held so that Canadians
can vote out this tired, out-of-time NDP-Liberal coalition govern‐
ment.”

Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: Yes.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: That way, it makes it clear about the
scheduling, to the issue that Mrs. Stubbs raised earlier in regard to
making sure that we finish the work this committee is actually al‐
ready engaged in. That way, it would allow us to properly align
where we are at with things.
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I think that when we look around the news watch and see that
there are.... Most likely, there are a couple of members sitting at the
table who are already asking for the Prime Minister to step down. I
don't think that we are going to be.... This particular government
won't be around much longer anyway, so I do think that it would be
better suited for us to finish the work that we are on right now. We
can bump this one down the road—

Mr. Charlie Angus: I have a point of order.
Mr. Jeremy Patzer: —but let's just finish the work that we have

first, and let's do this subamendment here.
The Chair: Before I go to your point of order, because I was just

waiting.... I didn't want to cut him off because he was in a deep
thought.

Before I go to the point of order, I was just about to tell you—
and this might address this point of order—that your subamend‐
ment is inadmissible because it doesn't deal with the body of the
amendment. It deals with the preamble, as you've stated, and it is
inadmissible. I just want to let you reflect on that for a moment.

I'm going to go to Mr. Angus on a point of order.
Mr. Charlie Angus: Thank you.

I would have said that it was inadmissible on two other points.
One is that we are on an amendment and we have to vote on the
amendment before we can do a subamendment, but secondly, as
much as I appreciate my honourable colleague deciding to do the
high stick as he went by on the ice...and hey, fair play. I've done
that many times—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Charlie Angus: —but you cannot tie the hands of the com‐
mittee's future work in a future Parliament. He knows that, but any‐
way, can we get this thing...? I'd love to get this done before one.
● (1255)

The Chair: Okay. Thank you.

I think I've clarified for Mr. Patzer.
Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: No, Chair. We need to hear the schedule,

as I asked, before we can continue with this debate.
The Chair: I'll get back to you in a moment on that, Mrs.

Stubbs, but—
Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: It's material to members' conclusions.
The Chair: Sure.

I'm going to go back to you, Mr. Patzer. Then I have Mr. Dreesh‐
en next.

I will confer with the clerk on that momentarily.

Go ahead.
Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Thank you.

Actually, I have had my front teeth knocked out by a high stick
before, Charlie.

Mr. Charlie Angus: It wasn't me.
Mr. Jeremy Patzer: It wasn't you, no. It was friendly fire, actu‐

ally, is what it was. It has happened.

The point of my subamendment is pretty clear, really. It's empha‐
sizing the need to schedule this down the road, but it also just
points to the fact that we're not going to have time to get to this. By
the time we finish the work we're doing, the time is up on this gov‐
ernment. We've seen it already. Taxes are up. Costs are up. Crime's
up; time's up...right?

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: I think we need to be focused on reality,
and the reality is that we have some important work already in front
of us. Let's focus on the work that's already at hand. Let's get that
completed.

Like Charlie said, we have at least two ministers who haven't
shown up yet, so let's get those ministers here. Let's get the study
that we're working on finished, and then we can figure out from
there what's going on. By then, I think.... If they can complete their
letter to the Prime Minister demanding he resign—

Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: If they have nothing to hide, call a car‐
bon tax election so Canadians can decide.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: There you go. It might be simpler for you
guys to get rid of your leader if you just call the carbon tax election
and let Canadians do it for you instead. Save the headache. Save the
time.

That's the end of my remarks. I'll let Mr. Dreeshen go from there.

The Chair: All right, Mr. Dreeshen. It's over to you.

Mr. Earl Dreeshen: Thank you very much.

I agree with my colleague's assessment of one solution, but to go
back to what Mr. Simard indicated as he spoke about federal regu‐
lations and the significance of it, I think that, as we study this, we
will find out that it is the federal government's issue that has caused
the problem, as they perhaps are unaware or simply choose not to
look at it. It has a lot to do with indigenous participation, and how
that works is, of course, a federal jurisdiction.

When we are dealing with first nations engagement, this is what
the Alberta government was pushing back on, the fact that the fed‐
eral government.... It took time for the first nations to be able to get
up to speed in order to deal with the projects that were upcoming.
They held joint press conferences where chief after chief pleaded
with the federal government to do its duty and to help with the
cleanup of orphan wells on reserves. Alberta first nations have now
gotten to the stage where they could deal with the capacity to do
that work, but this government does not let them and will not let
them. Ultimately, it was accomplished that they could not get their
work done by the federal government demanding its money back.

In August, the provincial government did that, but no one
seemed to be paying attention to the fact that this money was des‐
tined to help with first nations. It also seems that no one was paying
attention to that as a federal responsibility. It is easy, then, to turn
this all around with the preamble that is there by saying, “Do you
know what? We've always gained lots of points when we do Alber‐
ta-bashing.” This is the only reason why this has been put there.
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The one part that I did hear from perhaps both of my colleagues
to my left and to the right is that the preamble could be dumped and
then we'd talk about how we can make sure that we ensure for the
whole country that they have the economic and the environmental
standards that Alberta is so proud of and that people around the
world are so proud of.

I hearken back to discussions on Fort McMurray. I challenge
anyone to go up and take a look at what is happening in the pits, to
turn around 180 degrees and find the lush forests that are, by de‐
sign, by the Alberta government. They are forced to do it—and
they do it with pride. However, there's no pride that comes from
this federal government on the environmental aspects, the environ‐
mental plans that all Canadians have. It's just Alberta-bashing, and
that will end.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.
● (1300)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Dreeshen.

I'm going to call the vote on the amendment by a show of hands.

(Amendment agreed to [See Minutes of Proceedings])

The Chair: Everybody is in favour of the amendment. The
amendment passes unanimously. Now we'll go back to the main
motion.

Do you want to vote on the main motion if everybody here is in
agreement?

Okay. We do have—
Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: Chair, I'm sorry. We have to have more

of a debate on the main motion, because you haven't yet answered
my question on the studies.

The Chair: We do have a number of speakers.
Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: It's 1 p.m. and we obviously can't con‐

tinue this now.
The Chair: Okay. We have a speaking order still established. I

know that a number of members—
Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: Chair, again, the summary of the work

and where we are at—
The Chair: Mrs. Stubbs, if you give me—
Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: —must be done in order for members—
The Chair: We are—
Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: —to be able to make a decision on this

vote. It's after 1 p.m., and you don't have consent to proceed.
The Chair: Mrs. Stubbs, I'm chairing the meeting. If you give

me an opportunity, I'll explain what I'm going to propose here. I'll
continue.

We do have a number of people in the speaking order. There
have been some questions raised by members on the plan moving
forward, and we are in debate on this motion, but I will highlight to
you, after discussing with the clerk, that we do have a study for
Wednesday. It means continuing our study for Wednesday, so that
will happen. We're hoping to have some more information on the
following meetings regarding appearances by folks we've invited.

We do have work on the work plan. As I've heard from all mem‐
bers as well, you would like to finish the study and get it complete
prior to moving on to any other study, so we will try to make sure
that the TMX study is complete and then have a plan moving for‐
ward after that.

Colleagues, if there is an interest in continuing and you give me
a moment to confer with the clerk, I can advise you accordingly on
resources.

We are waiting for an update on resources. It might take a minute
or two. We can continue for a few more minutes until we get that
confirmation. I'll leave it up to colleagues to decide.

I'm going to go to the next person on the speaking—
Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: Chair, my understanding is that you

need unanimous consent to proceed with the meeting past 1 p.m.,
and you don't have it.

The Chair: No, we actually do not.

I'm going to go to the speaking order.

Mr. Angus, you are next on the speaking order on the main mo‐
tion, and then it's Mrs. Stubbs after that. I will go to you, and you
can just continue.

Mr. Charlie Angus: Thank you.

I'm ready to vote. I think the issue of a preamble.... People can
debate the preamble all they want. That can be the focus for what
people debate during the hearings.

I appreciate knowing that this isn't going to interrupt the finish‐
ing off of our present study and that we have the other study that
we have to work on, but this would allow us to start bringing in
new witnesses. I'm ready to vote.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Angus.

I'm going to Mrs. Stubbs.
Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: Chair, as I said before, it's still important

for you to outline specifically the timing and the dates for the work
in which you'd see our current studies completed, as well as dis‐
senting reports if parties around the table would deem to do those.
We need to hear from you very clearly what the days are, what the
timelines are, what the deadlines are and how that impacts the
meetings out until Christmas, and then we'll all be able to make an
informed decision on this one.

The Chair: As mentioned, we are in debate, and that's some‐
thing I've already clarified with the clerk, what our following meet‐
ings are—
● (1305)

Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: My intervention in the debate is that I
want to hear that from you and the clerk now.

The Chair: I've just stated that previously, Mrs. Stubbs. We are
in debate.

Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: With dates, though, mapped out for the
meetings until Christmas....

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: I have a point of order, Chair.
Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: That's what I'm asking.



October 21, 2024 RNNR-110 21

The Chair: Mr. Patzer—one at a time—you're actually next on
the speaking list. She's done. I'll go to you.

Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: I wasn't done.
The Chair: Go ahead, Mr. Patzer.
Mr. Jeremy Patzer: She's actually not done.

This is a point of order, Mr. Chair. You only offered what our
next meeting is. We're looking to know what the schedule is. What
is built out?

Clearly you operate on a schedule and not just by the seat of your
pants here. At least, I hope that's the case: that you have a fulsome
schedule. As long as I've been a member of this committee, I have
never seen a circulated schedule from you, and I do think that is a
problem, because this discussion about trying to figure out what ac‐
tually is our schedule has happened numerous times. You do not
seem to want to share that with committee members.

I think it would be important for you to share with the committee
what the schedule is. Every other committee I've sat on has operat‐
ed off a paper schedule that has the weeks and the schedule out‐
lined. Because we have so many meetings that we've agreed to
when we agree to do studies, it's laid out in a schedule and it's sent
out to committee members. That has been the standard practice of
other committees.

As long as you have been chair of this committee, I have not
seen that. It has not happened once. In fact, the only way we find
out what's happening is that we get the notice of meeting for the
next meeting. That's the only way we find out what happens in this
committee, because you have not bothered to put out a schedule to
members so that we can be informed about what it is that we have
going on.

We have clearly asked for that. That's what my colleague has
clearly asked for. I firmly believe that we cannot resume this debate
until you produce said schedule.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Patzer, for your debate on that. As
mentioned—

Mr. Earl Dreeshen: I have a point of order.
The Chair: We have a point of order from Mr. Dreeshen.

Go ahead.
Mr. Earl Dreeshen: It was clearly stated by Mr. Patzer that it

was a point of order, and you have just said “your debate”.

My question is this: Is he continuing with that point of order, or
have you deemed that he is finished and that it was debate that he
had engaged in?

The Chair: Originally, after Mrs. Stubbs, I had Mr. Patzer on a
point of order. She had completed. She had gone to him. He had
started, but then he did, in his debate, say that.

I'm not sure, because he was debating the whole time—

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Mr. Chair...?

The Chair: I'll go to you.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Mr. Chair, I said it was a point of order. I
was on a point of order because Mrs. Stubbs is actually not finished
her main—

The Chair: Look—
Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: I was just participating....
Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Yes.

Chair, you went to me on a point of order.
The Chair: Thank you for your point of order. As previously

mentioned, we have provided information. We are in the middle of
a debate on a motion. We're not going to discuss committee busi‐
ness during that time, because we are debating this motion.

I have clarified what's happening at the following meetings. As
mentioned, it's not written in this motion that it would take prece‐
dence over anything else that's supported by the committee when it
comes to studies.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: I have a point of order, Chair.
The Chair: Go ahead with your point of order.
Mr. Jeremy Patzer: We're talking about committee business

right now. The whole point of this motion is committee business.
That's what this pertains to.

The Chair: Actually—
Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Where is the schedule? You only said for

Wednesday. You only said for this week, for our next meeting. You
have not produced a schedule for the members of this committee to
let us know what our next meetings are until the next break week.
We can't make a determination until you do that.

The Chair: Mr. Patzer, thank you for your point of order. I have
heard your point of order.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: I don't think you have.
The Chair: I have heard your point of order, and I will now go

to Mr. Angus.
Mr. Charlie Angus: Thank you, Chair.

I believe, since I raised the issue of the three ministers coming,
that getting dates is always something that has to be negotiated with
the ministerial departments. As long as I have an understanding that
the ministers are coming, I will slot them in whenever I think we
can carry on with the work.

I trust you as chair. You've done a very good job in terms of
keeping this committee going. I know that sometimes, if a witness
doesn't come or if something falls through, it's always good to have
something we can back it up with. That's why I'm interested in
starting another study. I think you provide us with as much infor‐
mation as you can.

An hon. member: Without a vote.

Mr. Charlie Angus I'd like to get to a vote so that we can move
on.

The Chair: Thank you for your point of order.

I have Mrs. Shanahan on a point of order. She's been waiting pa‐
tiently.
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Thank you for not interrupting, Mrs. Shanahan. Go ahead on
your point of order.

Mrs. Brenda Shanahan: Thank you very much, Chair.

On that point of order, I've sat on many committees as well, in‐
cluding committees chaired by opposition chairs. I would just point
out that schedules, even when they are made, are subject to change.
Subcommittees are formed to discuss the details of the timing.

I think what we have here is the assurance that the work of this
committee will not be interrupted by going forward with this mo‐
tion, and I for one would like to go to a vote.

Thank you.
● (1310)

The Chair: Thank you for that, Ms. Shanahan.

We will go back to Mrs. Stubbs, who had the floor.
Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: What I was saying when I had the floor

was that we need to see the dates and the work plan mapped out un‐
til Christmas so that members can make an informed vote on this
motion, which would move us into different work.

Chair, I might suggest that you have an opportunity, and proba‐
bly support, to suspend the meeting but obviously not have a vote
on this motion until you can report back that schedule, by day and
by deadlines, mapped out until Christmas. Then we as a committee
can all decide with the information we need to do that. We need to
demonstrate to Canadians that we can actually finish work and get
it out the door. Otherwise, that's why all Canadians are looking at
us and saying that everything is broken. They're right, but it wasn't
us who broke it.

In case anybody in here has ever run a business or an organiza‐
tion of any kind, it is pretty obvious that we need to have these
questions answered by dates, by day and by deadlines in order for
us as committee members to make a decision on this very important
issue and this very important work that I've already supported and
we've already supported in principle and that in fact I myself of‐
fered a solution to in 2020, as Conservatives did then. We can't
make a decision or an informed vote on this motion until that re‐
quest is honoured.
[Translation]

Mr. Mario Simard: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.

Let's be clear: Nowhere in Ms. Dabrusin's motion does it men‐
tion the dates when these meetings should take place. In the past, I
have voted on a lot of motions that did not specify when meetings
would be held to conduct the proposed studies.

In my opinion, it is up to the Subcommittee on Agenda and Pro‐
cedure to set the priorities for committee business. I don't think it's
simply up to you to decide when the study Ms. Dabrusin is propos‐
ing will take place. It would therefore be wiser for committee mem‐
bers to vote immediately on the motion to indicate whether they
wish to undertake that kind of work. The subcommittee could then
meet to set priorities for the work in a way that suits all parties. I
think we can vote right away and plan a subcommittee meeting to
set an agenda that will satisfy everyone.

Members can't block a vote on the pretext that they don't know
when the proposed study will take place. It will be up to us to de‐
cide, if necessary, in subcommittee.

Let's stop this stalling or delay tactic and simply vote on it. If my
Conservative colleagues don't agree, all they have to do is vote
against the motion. That's all there is to it.

[English]
Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: We already agreed with it and accepted

it.
The Chair: Thank you for the point of order.

You do have the floor, Mrs. Stubbs, unless you've ceded the floor
to Mr. Patzer. He is next on the speaking list.

Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I would just emphasize again that, for our committee to function
and for us to be able to do the jobs that Canadians elected us to do,
and for our leaders and our parties who have appointed us to these
particular roles on this committee, we must be able to demonstrate
that we can finish our work and give deliverables and outcomes to
Canadians. We have backed-up studies and backed-up reports. The
current situation of this committee is as has been described by com‐
mon-sense Conservatives here.

I completely appreciate what my colleague, Mr. Simard, is say‐
ing, except that we haven't actually been able to complete and de‐
liver on the series of work that we've been implementing here.

I would also just say, for the purposes of working together co-op‐
eratively—and, I'm assuming, with good faith—on behalf of the
people who elected us here, that it just seems obvious to me that
they would see that this is clearly about proper management of
work and deliverables.

Also, however, for our work here, of course, Mr. Simard, the
problem is that what you're suggesting is that perhaps Conserva‐
tives then could move motions at every single meeting about all the
studies that we want to have on behalf of Canadians. I am suggest‐
ing that we all actually work together to map out this schedule
properly, so that we're all clear, aligned and mapped out for our
days and our work until Christmas so that we can actually get
things done around here. Otherwise, you are then inviting every po‐
litical party to just move motions every single day on the topics that
are important to the people they represent in their regions. I don't
think that would be a very effective way to operate in this commit‐
tee, and I don't think it's what Canadians want or expect out of their
elected representatives.

That would be my input.
● (1315)

Mr. Charlie Angus: I have a point of order.
The Chair: I am going to a point of order from Mr. Angus, and

then I am going to go to Mr. Patzer after that.

Mr. Patzer, just hold for one second.

Go ahead, Mr. Angus.
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Mr. Charlie Angus: I was keen on going past one o'clock so that
we could get to a vote, but if we are going to be obstructing and are
going to keep going back to a point that I think has been settled, I
would suggest that we suspend. Time is of great value for MPs to
get stuff done, and we're not getting anything done here.

Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: Thank you, MP Angus.

You would note in my previous comment that I suggested to the
chair that a solution would be that he could suspend without a vote.

Thank you for your support.
The Chair: Thank you for your point of order, Mr. Angus.

We are engaged in debate, and I appreciate your providing that
on a point of order.

The floor is Mr. Patzer's, and he can move a motion, as members
are allowed to do at any point in time when they do have the floor.
However, I will confer, as well, with the clerk in the meantime be‐
cause Mr. Patzer does have the floor.

Go ahead, Mr. Patzer. The floor is yours.
Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Are you suggesting, Mr. Chair, that you

want me to move a motion to suspend the meeting?
The Chair: No, I am not suggesting anything.
Mr. Charlie Angus: I'm sorry. Could you just clarify that? You

were responding to me, but then you mentioned Mr. Patzer. Are you
saying that, as Mr. Patzer has the floor, he can vote to adjourn?

The Chair: Mr. Patzer does have the floor and Mrs. Stubbs has
completed her debate. It goes to Mr. Patzer next.

You were bringing up a point of order, and you cannot move a
motion on a point of order.

Mr. Charlie Angus: I was just clarifying that, with Mr. Patzer
having the floor, he could vote to adjourn the debate and we could
bring it back at the next meeting.

Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: Clerk, on the advice you're giving right
now, I'd really appreciate it if you gave it to all members, because
you are defining and differentiating for us, very importantly, the
difference between a motion to adjourn debate and a motion to ad‐
journ the meeting.

Thank you for all your service.
The Chair: It looks like we want to continue on with this. We do

have a schedule in place, so we can go to a vote, but if not, we can

move to suspend. We can continue on this debate. Unfortunately,
that could impact our schedule, which members are so.... The pref‐
erence would be that, if this is supported by all members, we go to
a vote.

If not, we can look at, as Mr. Simard suggested earlier.... Mr.
Simard suggested earlier that we could potentially look at having a
subcommittee get together to discuss prioritizing plans as well.
That's something we could consider.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: To the point though, Mr. Chair, about need‐
ing a schedule, if you would just enlighten the committee members
with a fulsome schedule until Christmas, even to the break week in
November.... We're not even asking for very much. That's only a
couple of weeks.

Mrs. Shannon Stubbs: That's totally reasonable.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: I fully agree with my colleague that Christ‐
mas is very reasonable: If you can't do that, then I move that we
suspend the meeting.

The Chair: Colleagues, I'm looking around.

You can't move to suspend, but I can—

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: You just told me I could.

The Chair: You can move to adjourn debate—

Mr. Charlie Angus: I have a point of order.

If I heard Mr. Patzer correctly, he was saying he's willing...if we
can get a plan until break week. Is it possible that you give us your
best effort and if something comes up we'll raise it then? If we can
get to the break week with a general outline and then we can get to
the vote, I would think that our time is well spent.

● (1320)

The Chair: Colleagues, we will get back. We will adjourn the
meeting for today, because we have an express interest to make
sure that we complete our TMX study. We will adjourn the meeting
for today. Previously, we resumed debate on a motion. We can look
at doing that at the will of the committee.

Thank you, colleagues, for your time and for working together
on this important study and studies moving forward.

I will adjourn.
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