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Canadians can’t afford EV subsidies...
Anyone with an ounce of common sense knows we simply cannot afford to keep paying
into Electric Vehicle (EV) subsidies for cars and trucks most of us are unable to afford -
and that aren’t even built here in this country by our own autoworkers.

A recent announcement by the Liberal government wastes $97 million in taxpayers’
money on a Trudeau-era environmental crusade. Of this spending, $84 million will go to
EV charging stations across the country, with no connection between the amount of fund-
ing and the number of chargers delivered.

For instance, in one case, $210,000 will buy 42 chargers in Mississauga, while $200,000
will deliver only 24 chargers in Vancouver.

Over $7 million will be spent on “education and awareness projects”, to taxpayer-funded
ideological lobbyists on behalf of the Liberals. This is more fuel on the fire of a previous
announcement that the federal government will spend $2.3 billion to subsidize mostly for-
eign-made EVs. Canada’s auto sector is hurting. Since 2016, vehicle production has
been cut nearly in half, from 2.3 million cars per year to 1.2 million in 2025. Real GDP in
auto manufacturing fell another 10 per cent in November alone, and 5,000 auto sector
workers have been laid off in the last year.

The average new EV retailed for nearly $70,000 in 2025, and as it stands right now, we
currently manufacture only one fully-electric EV that will even qualify for a rebate, being
the Dodge Charger. In the meantime, the Liberals in Ottawa continue to reject common-
sense solutions that would actually boost our auto sector, including cutting the GST on
made-in-Canada vehicles.

What we need right now is a serious plan to strengthen our domestic manufacturing. After
promising a trade deal with the U.S., the Carney government is instead asking Canadians
to bankroll foreign production. Remember, most vehicles built and driven in Canada are
still gas-powered, leaving workers to face continued uncertainty. Our auto policy should
be tailored to strengthen Canadian jobs and production, not reward oversees companies.

Liberal “soft-on-crime” laws must end...

For too long, Liberal soft-on-crime laws and reckless immigration policies let extortionists
enter our country, making Canada less safe and Canadians less secure. Not even ten
years after the Liberals took power, extortion is up by an astounding 330 per cent.
Despite that spike, the Liberals have repeatedly voted down proposals to toughen sen-
tencing and close loopholes — and repeal the laws that put dangerous criminals back on
our streets.

The opposition Conservatives attempted to deal with this issue by introducing a motion
calling on the government to take action to reverse course and protect innocent
Canadians by barring non-citizens convicted of serious crimes from making refugee
claims, barring non-citizens with active judicial proceedings related to serious crimes from
making refugee claims, ending the practice of leniency to non-citizens convicted of seri-
ous crimes to avoid deportation, and by repealing existing legislation to ensure repeat
extortionists stay in jail.

Canadians have, in recent times, been made aware of what has become a two-tier justice
system where judges consider a non-citizen’s immigration status in sentencing.
Unfortunately, the Carney Liberals voted against these protections, which raises the
question, why anyone would obstruct measures designed to protect Canadians?
Keeping our communities safe must be the priority of every government, and that’'s some-
thing the Carney Liberals have yet to realize.

How will Canada pay for NATO’s 5% commitment?
Despite indicating in Budget 2025 that accelerating investments will “put Canada on a
pathway” to meet the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) 5 per cent commitment
by 2035, our federal government has not published supporting details, and we have to
wonder why.

The Office of the Parliamentary Budget Officer went ahead with its own research, and
estimates show that meeting this commitment - by gradually increasing core defence
spending from 2.0 per cent in 2025 to 3.5 per cent by 2035 - will require additional spend-
ing averaging around $33.5 billion per year over the next ten years.

This will increase the budget-
ary deficit by $63 billion by .

2035. Where is the money

sl SEND YOUR(LETTERS
Do we have to borrow more -
from the Chinese Communist
Party to pay for this commit-
ment?

Government reports don’t
provide a country-by-country
breakdown of which foreign
entities hold Canadian securi-
ties, however China is one of
the world's largest purchasers
of foreign sovereign debt.
The exact portion of
Canadian bonds held by the
Chinese  Communist Party
remains confidential, and
therein lies much of the prob-
lem.

Given the Liberals’ refusal to
provide detailed defence
spending  projections, it
seems foolish to believe in
either the sincerity of their
plan, or the likelihood that
Canadians can even remotely
afford such a commitment,
without intense borrowing.

At some point, Canadians
need to wake up and realize
our current federal govern-
ment is taking Canada down
the wrong path.
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Durhams Regions New Hate Reporting
Program” Is Orwellian Bureaucracy at Its Worst

Durham Region has launched what it calls a “Community-Based Hate Reporting
Program,” and it is being sold to residents as a progressive step toward safety and
inclusion. But I'm going to say what too many politicians are too afraid to say: this program is Orwellian,
dangerous, and an insult to every Canadian who believes in freedom, due process, and democratic
accountability. As a Pickering Councillor, | am 100% opposed to it, and | believe Durham residents
should be outraged that taxpayer dollars are being used to create a system that encourages anonymous
accusations, bureaucratic surveillance, and the quiet erosion of our rights.

Let’s be clear about something. Canada already has laws that deal with hate crimes. We already have
a Criminal Code. We already have police services and courts that investigate and prosecute actual crim-
inal conduct. Assault is illegal. Harassment is illegal. Threats are illegal. Vandalism is illegal. The pro-
motion of hatred toward identifiable groups is illegal. If someone commits a crime, police can lay
charges, evidence is reviewed, and the justice system determines guilt or innocence. That is how a free
society functions. So the obvious question is this: what exactly is Durham Region solving here?
Because there is no legal gap. There is no crisis that requires municipal staff to collect anonymous com-
plaints about speech, opinions, “bias,” or interpersonal disagreements. This program doesn’t prevent
violence, it doesn’t stop criminals, and it doesn’t make anyone safer. What it does do is create a gov-
ernment-run system for tracking allegations against ordinary residents without evidence, without verifi-
cation, and without accountability.

The most alarming feature is that it encourages anonymous reporting. Think about the implications of
that for even a moment. Anyone can report anyone. A neighbour feud. A workplace disagreement. A
political argument. A social media comment. A complaint from someone who simply dislikes you. With
a few clicks, an accusation can be filed, logged, analyzed, and stored. The accused may never even
know it happened, and they will certainly never be given the opportunity to respond, defend themselves,
or challenge the claim. That is not justice. That is not fairness. That is not Canadian. That is a system
designed to normalize suspicion and fear, where the government quietly collects unverified allegations
about its own citizens. And who is reviewing these complaints? Bureaucrats. Municipal staff. Victim
services administrators. Unelected individuals who are not accountable to the public in any meaningful
way. These are not police officers. These are not judges. These are not trained legal authorities. They
are government employees being put in the position of deciding what qualifies as “hate,” what qualifies
as “bias,” and what qualifies as a reportable “incident.” That is ideological policing by bureaucracy, and
it is exactly how free societies begin to rot from within. People begin to self-censor. They stop speaking
freely. They stop questioning. They stop criticizing government. They stop debating controversial topics.
Not because they are guilty of a crime, but because they are afraid of being reported, labeled, and qui-
etly added to a database.

Durham Region is now creating a government-held repository of unverified accusations about resi-
dents. We are told this is for “trend analysis,” but that phrase should alarm every thinking person.
Governments do not build databases and then keep them small. They expand them. They integrate
them. They share them. And they eventually justify their existence by claiming they need more power,
more funding, and more authority. Today this program is presented as separate from other municipal
services, but anyone who understands modern data systems knows how quickly that can change.
Integration is not some far-fetched conspiracy. It is the natural evolution of government bureaucracy. A
complaint logged today could become an internal profile tomorrow. A pattern of anonymous reports
could become a “risk assessment.” And once a government begins collecting subjective accusations,
the line between “public safety” and “citizen monitoring” disappears faster than people realize.

Even more disturbing is the complete lack of consequences for false reporting. There are no penalties.
No accountability. No safeguards. In a real justice system, making false accusations can carry serious
consequences. But in this program, anyone can anonymously accuse someone of being hateful, bigot-
ed, or biased, and there is no legal consequence because it is not a formal criminal process. That
means this program is wide open to abuse. It can be weaponized for revenge, harassment, and political
targeting. And if you don’t think political targeting is possible in today’s climate, you haven’t been paying
attention to what has happened across this country over the last several years, where dissent is increas-
ingly treated as dangerous and disagreement is increasingly treated as hate.

This is where history matters. Because we have seen this before. Anyone who has studied Nazi
Germany understands that authoritarianism did not begin with camps and uniforms. It began with prop-
aganda, fear, and citizen reporting systems. It began with governments encouraging neighbours to
report neighbours. It began with people being labeled as “problematic” or “dangerous” for speech, opin-
ions, or associations. It began with the normalization of surveillance culture, justified in the name of
“public good.” It began with bureaucrats collecting information and quietly building files. That is how
totalitarian systems grow: not all at once, but step by step, policy by policy, database by database, until
citizens no longer speak freely because they fear the consequences of being reported. That is why this
program should not be dismissed as harmless. The infrastructure of authoritarianism is always built
under the banner of safety and morality. That is exactly what makes it so dangerous.

And make no mistake, this program raises serious Charter concerns. Freedom of expression is not
protected only when speech is popular. It is protected precisely because people must be allowed to hold
and express opinions that others may dislike. Freedom of association matters because citizens must be
able to gather, organize, and participate in public life without fear of being tracked. Privacy matters
because the state should not be building databases about its residents based on anonymous allega-
tions. Due process matters because no person should be accused, recorded, and categorized without
being given a chance to respond. Even if Durham Region claims this is “non-criminal,” the chilling effect
is the same. People will stop speaking. They will stop engaging. They will stop questioning. That is how
democracy dies—not through force, but through fear and compliance.

And all of this is being done with taxpayer money—approximately $89,000 over two years—for a pro-
gram that does not stop crime and does not prosecute criminals. At a time when families are struggling
to afford groceries, housing, and fuel, Durham Region has decided to spend public money creating a
bureaucratic pipeline for anonymous complaints. That should outrage every resident, regardless of polit-
ical affiliation. Government should be focused on real public safety, real crime prevention, and real sup-
port for victims—not building reporting portals that act as a mechanism for social control.

If Durham Region truly wanted to combat hate and violence, there are real solutions: stronger policing,
better mental health supports, outreach programs, education initiatives, and direct support for vulnera-
ble communities. But instead of focusing on criminal conduct and real threats, they have chosen to cre-
ate a system that encourages grievance reporting and expands government monitoring. This program
does not protect the public. It trains the public to spy on each other. It creates distrust. It chills speech.
It empowers bureaucracy. And it lays the groundwork for future expansion.

Durham residents should be demanding immediate transparency and accountability. Who oversees
this database? Who has access? How long is the data stored? What prevents integration with other
municipal systems? What safeguards exist against malicious reporting? What rights do accused individ-
uals have? What oversight exists to ensure this program is not weaponized politically? These questions
are not optional. They are essential. Because once a government builds the infrastructure to monitor its
own citizens, it rarely gives that power back.

This is not about safety. This is not about inclusion. This is about control. And as a Pickering Councillor,
| will oppose any initiative that moves our communities closer to a culture of surveillance, anonymous
reporting, and bureaucratic profiling. History has already shown us where these systems lead, and
Canadians should not tolerate them at any level of government. Not federally. Not provincially. And cer-
tainly not locally. If we want a safe society, we enforce laws against real crime. We do not build Orwellian
programs that encourage residents to report each other in the shadows. That is not progress. That is
regression. And if we do not stop it now, we will one day look back and wonder how we let it happen.
So | ask the people of Durham: when is enough enough? How many red flags do you need before you
recognize the direction we are heading? Because the slow demise of Durham will not happen overnight
— it will happen one program, one policy, and one surrendered freedom at a time.




