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● (1545)

[English]
The Chair (Hon. Judy A. Sgro (Humber River—Black

Creek, Lib.)): I call the meeting to order.

Welcome to meeting number five of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on International Trade.

Today's meeting is taking place in a hybrid format, pursuant to
the House order of November 25, 2021.

The Board of Internal Economy requires that committees adhere
to the following health protocols, which are in effect until February
28, 2022.

Anyone with symptoms should participate by Zoom and not at‐
tend the meeting in person. Masks must be worn in committee
rooms except when members are at their place during parliamen‐
tary proceedings; however, it is strongly recommended that mem‐
bers wear a mask even when they are at their place during parlia‐
mentary proceedings.

All those inside the committee room should follow best practices
of maintaining a physical distance of at least two metres from oth‐
ers, and maintain proper hand hygiene by using the hand sanitizer
provided in the committee room and regularly washing their hands
well with soap.

As the chair, I will be enforcing these measures.

I'd like to outline a few other rules to follow.

Interpretation services are available. You may speak in the offi‐
cial language of your choice. At the bottom of your screen, you
have the choice of floor, English or French. If interpretation is lost,
please inform me immediately, and we will have that corrected.

The “raise hand” feature is on the main toolbar, should you wish
to speak. When speaking, please speak slowly and clearly, and
when you are not speaking, your microphone should be on mute. I
remind you that all comments will be addressed to me, as the chair.

The committee clerk and I will maintain a speaking list for all
members.

We are continuing a study of the Canada-United States relation‐
ship and its impacts on electric vehicles, softwood lumber and other
sectors. Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted
by the committee on Monday, the committee is resuming its study
on the Canada-United States relationship and its impact.

With us today by video conference are Karim Zaghib, professor
at Concordia University and professor of practice at McGill Uni‐
versity; from the Aluminium Association of Canada, Jean Simard,
president and chief executive officer; from the Business Council of
Canada, Trevor Kennedy, vice-president of trade and international
policy; from the Canadian Chamber of Commerce, Mark Agnew,
senior vice-president of policy and government relations; from the
Canadian Steel Producers Association, Catherine Cobden, president
and chief executive officer; and from Global Automakers of
Canada, David Adams, president and chief executive officer.

Welcome to all of you, and thank you for taking the time to join
us today.

Up to five minutes will be given for opening remarks from each
of our witnesses, followed by rounds of questions.

Mr. Zaghib, I now invite you to make an opening statement of up
to five minutes.

[Translation]

Dr. Karim Zaghib (Professor, Concordia University, Profes‐
sor of Practice, McGill University, As an Individual): Mr. Chair,
members of Parliament, good afternoon.

My career in the field of electric vehicles and my connection
with the United States date back 27 years to my time as senior bat‐
tery researcher at Hydro-Québec's research institute.

The U.S. Department of Energy, or DOE, awarded me a number
of research contracts to investigate battery materials. I worked with
most of the DOE's national laboratories, including the Lawrence
Berkeley National Laboratory, Sandia National Laboratories,
Brookhaven National Laboratory and Pacific Northwest National
Laboratory.

I also conducted research for the United States Advanced Battery
Consortium, or USABC, created by Ford, General Motors and
Chrysler.

From June 2020 to December 2021, I served as strategic advisor
to Investissement Québec. Thanks to my international contacts and
36 years of experience with lithium-ion batteries, I was able to open
doors, especially in the U.S., for Investissement Québec. I did the
prospecting and accelerated recognition of Quebec's ecosystem
from the mine to recycling to attract international players in the
field of precursors, cathodes, anodes and cells.
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[English]

It is essential that Canada and the United States collaborate ex‐
tensively on a secure and stable supply chain, from mines to elec‐
tric vehicles to recycling, in order to become independent from
Asian suppliers and to support our local industries.

Canada has the potential to transform our critical minerals local‐
ly into active materials for cells, vehicle bodies and electric motors
at low costs with zero CO2 emissions, thanks to renewable energy
and hydroelectricity.

For the next 20 years, lithium-ion batteries will dominate the
market for electric vehicles. Lithium-ion batteries are constituted of
copper, graphite, silicon, lithium, cobalt, nickel, manganese, iron
and phosphate. All these elements are found, for example, in On‐
tario, Quebec, New Brunswick, Labrador, British Columbia and
Manitoba.

Canada is an attractive supplier of critical minerals for electric
vehicle manufacturers in the United States and, most importantly,
in Canada. The shift to electric vehicles is a great opportunity to
create jobs and to revive the vehicle manufacturing industry in
Canada, in particular in Ontario and Quebec.
[Translation]

Canada and the U.S. would benefit from launching a joint elec‐
tric vehicle initiative that involves and trains human capital to ad‐
dress the labour shortage problem and brings together research in‐
stitutes, colleges and universities, manufacturers and technologies
developed in both countries through mutual licence agreements and
technology transfers for the manufacturing sector.
[English]

One of the scientific and commercial success stories of the fruit‐
ful Canada-United States partnership, concerning electric vehicles
and batteries, is lithium iron phosphate batteries, for which Profes‐
sor John Goodenough was awarded the Nobel Prize in 2019, and
which originated from a collaboration between the University of
Texas and Hydro-Québec.

Today, LFP is recognized as the safest battery technology, and is
notably used by Tesla. China was an early adopter of this technolo‐
gy for electric vehicles and busses, for which CATL and BYD are
the largest producers of the cells.
● (1550)

[Translation]

Canada and the U.S. should create a scientific committee on in‐
novation, intellectual property and industrialization to encourage
the market penetration of common technologies in electric vehicle
and energy storage applications. That way, the two countries could
be pioneers in lithium-ion batteries and beyond to reduce the time
and cost needed to develop materials for batteries, vehicle bodies
and electric motors.

It is vital that the federal government and the provinces provide
funding for up to 50% of battery and electric vehicle manufacturing
plant proposals by making available turnkey sites, including access
to water, electricity and natural gas, in strategic locations that sim‐
plify transportation logistics.

[English]

Canada must also invest to bring back a national industry of mi‐
croelectronics. Chip manufacturing is essential for several electron‐
ics components in electric vehicles and batteries, such as the battery
management system and the battery management unit.

[Translation]

Another aspect of the Canada–U.S. partnership that should be
improved is harmonization and standardization of the fast and ultra-
fast charging network. One key goal should be developing univer‐
sal payment systems that require only a credit or debit card, as is
the case with gas stations.

I would also suggest that Canada establish a strategic committee
on critical minerals for battery and electric vehicle manufacturing,
with an emphasis on mineral traceability, greenhouse gas emissions
and respect for human rights. With minerals sourced from Canada,
this committee could also develop protocols and contribute to cell
and battery production technologies with the goal of producing pro‐
cess control machines locally in Canada and the U.S.

The two countries' incentives for purchasing electric vehicles
should be harmonized until the cost of lithium-ion battery packs
drops below $100 per kilowatt hour, which is parity with the cost of
a gas vehicle.

[English]

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

[Translation]

Dr. Karim Zaghib: Thank you.

[English]

The Chair: I'm sorry to interrupt.

[Translation]

Dr. Karim Zaghib: I've finished.

[English]

The Chair: Mr. Simard, you have the floor for five minutes,
please.

Mr. Jean Simard (President and Chief Executive Officer,
Aluminium Association of Canada): Thanks to the committee
members for inviting the [Technical difficulty—Editor].

As members of the committee well know by now, aluminum is
part of the new narrative in world geopolitics. A critical material as
listed in Canada, Europe and the U.S., it has been the object of a
series of trade confrontations over the last five years, with resulting
anti-dumping and countervailing duties, tariffs and TRQs.
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While Europe and the U.S. have been at the forefront of these
measures, China's state-subsidized growth and dominance of world
markets are mostly to blame for this situation, as documented by
the OECD. This just shows how our metal is strategic now and for
the future.

As the world is moving out of the pandemic and supply chains'
resilience and decarbonization are on the agenda, the U.S., like oth‐
er world powers, is attempting to seize the momentum and redraw
its industrial web to the benefit of its workers, communities and
markets. As we enter the carbon trade era where CO2 is on every‐
one's balance sheet reaching for the bottom line, responsibly pro‐
duced low-CO2 minerals and metals stand to create value for
Canada while answering the world's growing demand for responsi‐
ble sustainability.

With its resource-based economy, Canada stands to gain through
trade more than ever. Our industry ships most of its responsibly
produced low-CO2 metal to the U.S., representing 70% of their im‐
ports in recent years, with multi-billion dollars in yearly exports for
Canada, a significant contributor to our trade balance.

The U.S. market is our market, and by far. Canada is their key
supplier, and by far. Maintaining the global competitiveness of our
industry and its free access to market, especially in the U.S., is
therefore fundamental. Our 8,800 workers and nine plants smelt
and ship the most responsibly produced low-CO2 metal going into
the U.S.

The U.S. is now pivoting toward bilateral managed trade agree‐
ments, replacing the past administration's tariff-based approach, as
witnessed with the EU and Japan and forthcoming with Great
Britain. While dealing with non-market economies and carbon are
part of this new narrative, they are still establishing their bearings
on the use of climate-based trade instruments. National security,
protectionism and managed trade are all reactions to a perceived
threat. Canada has never been, is not and never will be such a threat
to the U.S.

As mentioned at the beginning, the economic world order has
been gradually disrupted by China's dominance in key base indus‐
trial sectors. Be it steel, magnesium or aluminum, as well as rare
earths, China dominates markets. We are, as an industry, as an
economy and as a country, impacted by China's subsidies and non-
market behaviour, and the carbon leakage associated with it.

Considering these two priorities for the new administration, we
think that Canada must find alignment with the U.S. on dealing
with non-market economies and carbon transfer. The global ar‐
rangement on sustainable steel and aluminum with Europe is a case
in point. It clearly states, “The global arrangement will be open to
any interested country that shares our commitment to achieving the
goals of restoring market-orientation and reducing trade in carbon
intensive steel and aluminium products.”

While Canada has its own trade agreement with the U.S. and the
EU, restoring rules-based markets and carbon trade reduction
should be on our priorities list, and we should make it clear to all
interested parties. Canada must not only act on these issues, but it
must also be clearly seen to be doing so. Working with the U.S. and
our allies would contribute to more multilateralism, to the benefit

of all parties. Canada should also push for a “buy clean” approach
in government procurement with the U.S., calling for responsibly
produced low-CO2 solutions.

● (1555)

In closing, while we were invited to comment on specific files
such as EV and others, we firmly believe that our relationship with
our most important trading partner deserves a broader approach at
the crossroads of climate change and competitiveness. We need to
re-engage on common grounds, aligning on shared values. We must
also nurture this relationship at all levels all year round. We saw
through the last round of CUSMA negotiations how much we had
taken each other for granted during all those years. We saw it—

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

I'm sorry, but I have to cut you off in order to make sure we are
accommodating everyone.

Thank you.

Mr. Jean Simard: Thank you.

The Chair: Mr. Kennedy, go ahead, please.

Mr. Trevor Kennedy (Vice-President, Trade and Internation‐
al Policy, Business Council of Canada): Madam Chair and com‐
mittee members, thank you for the invitation to participate today in
your meeting on the Canada-U.S. relationship.

The Business Council of Canada is composed of 170 chief exec‐
utives and entrepreneurs of Canada's leading enterprises. Our mem‐
bers directly or indirectly support more than six million jobs across
the country and hundreds of thousands of small businesses.

Since our establishment more than four decades ago, the Canada-
U.S. partnership has always been a top priority for our members.
We played a critical role in supporting the development of the first
trade agreement in 1987 and its expansion to include Mexico in
NAFTA, as well as in our new framework, CUSMA.

Canada is a trading nation. Our prosperity and living standards
depend on it. Sixty per cent of our GDP is tied directly to trade. The
bulk of this trade is with the United States. As of 2020, it accounted
for 73% of Canada's merchandise exports and 53% of our services
exports. Two million Canadian jobs are related to exports to the
United States.
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This relationship is mutually beneficial. Nearly nine million jobs
in the United States depend on cross-border trade and investment
with Canada, and we are the largest or among the largest export
customers for most states. From financial institutions and auto parts
manufacturers to energy, aerospace and high-tech industries, our
members have deep connections to the U.S., creating jobs and ben‐
efiting communities on both sides of the border.

The long-standing Canada-U.S. economic partnership has been
tested in recent years and is in jeopardy of further deterioration if
we do not take steps to strengthen it. We believe Canada needs a
new strategy to do that.

Today I'm going to speak about three ideas that we believe can
advance our relationship with the United States.

First, with respect to our relationship with the Biden administra‐
tion, and as we have heard from Ambassador Cohen, we have a
useful tool to enhance bilateral ties with the road map for a renewed
U.S.-Canada partnership. This document has considerable breadth,
and we have already made progress in certain areas. However, as
the federal government thinks about its international and domestic
policies going forward, including in the upcoming budget, it should
consider what actions we can take to make progress on this road
map and to accomplish the objectives our countries share. These in‐
clude efforts to enhance supply chain resiliency and improve North
American competitiveness. There is also considerable scope for
collaboration to combat climate change and facilitate energy transi‐
tion, including by enhancing the cross-border clean electricity grid,
expanding production of battery electric vehicles, and stimulating
the development of low-carbon opportunities such as critical miner‐
als, carbon capture, hydrogen, and small modular reactors.

Second, Canada is fortunate to have CUSMA—a modern, pro‐
gressive, and enforceable framework for trade. We cannot take this
agreement for granted. We need to ensure that there's continued
support for the agreement through implementation and by proac‐
tively communicating its benefits and presenting it as a foundation
for regional competitiveness. Canada must work closely with our
American and Mexican allies to promote this shared priority.

Third, we need a new, permanent team Canada to address the
challenges of today and in the future. This team should leverage
people-to-people ties, both in Washington and at the state level, to
constantly communicate the shared benefits of Canada-U.S. trade
and investment, as well as to ensure that government, business,
labour, and other stakeholders are working toward shared objec‐
tives. This requires being proactive rather than waiting for the next
trade irritant to arise. The team must develop a plan to advance
Canada's interests and be ready to act quickly in a coordinated fash‐
ion.

Canada faces various challenges—some new and some old.
While not everything is linked to a shift in trade policy, we should
all focus on what we as a country can do to change the direction
and prospects of this critical relationship. The Business Council of
Canada and its members stand ready to support efforts to build a
more stable and prosperous Canada-U.S. relationship and a compet‐
itive North America.

Thank you for this opportunity. I look forward to answering
questions.

● (1600)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Randy Hoback (Prince Albert, CPC)):
Thank you, Mr. Kennedy.

I think the chair is having some communication problems, so
why don't we go on to our next witness?

I think our next witness is Mr. Agnew, senior vice-president of
policy and government relations at the Canadian Chamber of Com‐
merce.

Mr. Mark Agnew (Senior Vice-President, Policy and Govern‐
ment Relations, Canadian Chamber of Commerce): Thank you,
Chair, for the introduction.

Honourable members, it's a pleasure to be back at the committee
for my first appearance of the 44th Parliament. It's good to see both
new and familiar faces.

The Canadian Chamber of Commerce is glad to see that the
House of Commons Standing Committee on International Trade
has decided to prioritize a Canada-U.S. study. Certainly in any rela‐
tionship that's this vast, there are going to be complexities and fric‐
tions that emerge.

Perhaps I will start off by saying a brief word about three of
those challenges.

The first is a concern that we have heard from some members
about the implications of the U.S. EV tax credit proposal in the
Build Back Better Act. Although as of today the Build Back Better
legislation looks comatose, the Canadian Chamber, as a matter of
general principle, certainly remains concerned with measures that
would reinforce buy American principles and that would disrupt
cross-border supply chains and put Canadian-based operations at a
potential competitive disadvantage.

I should just note and parenthetically thank the honourable mem‐
bers on this committee who have been active in taking a stand
against various buy American measures that have come from Wash‐
ington, D.C.

The second I'd like to note is, of course, the committee's interest
in the softwood lumber issue. For longer than I've been wearing a
suit jacket and a tie, this has been a significant trade irritant. Cer‐
tainly we are disappointed to see the continued application of tariffs
on Canadian softwood lumber exports to the United States, and
we're hoping to see negotiations start toward a renewed softwood
lumber agreement. The imperative from the Canadian Chamber
membership was underscored at our last in-person AGM in 2019,
where delegates overwhelmingly passed a resolution calling on the
government to initiate negotiations toward a new softwood lumber
deal.
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The third irritant that's worth highlighting is the ongoing discus‐
sions around Line 5. Proposals like the one to shut down Line 5, I
think, are a perfect illustration of what happens when evidenced-
based policy-making goes out the window. Certainly businesses on
both sides of the border want to see a greener economy, but energy
security does play a crucial role in the decarbonization process, be‐
cause if we can't have certainty on where our energy and fuel sup‐
plies are coming from, it becomes much harder to advance a con‐
versation about decarbonization and the economy, and certainly
having more oil moved by trucks and trains is a much less safe
mode of transportation.

However, as those who have the vantage point of being able to
look at the breadth of the relationship from many sectors, we often
find ourselves in the supplicant position, if I can put it that way. As
I've said at this committee and in other forums, there is no one in
Washington, D.C. who is waking up in the morning looking to do
us a favour. It therefore remains critical not to make unforced
moves like, for example, the retroactive application of a digital ser‐
vices tax that risks retaliation. Instead, what we need to do is proac‐
tively work with the United States on shared challenges and not let
initiatives like the road map partnership wither on the vine.

Perhaps I can just say a brief word on three items that I would
put forward for the committee's consideration. The first is collabo‐
ration on critical minerals and being able to leverage the joint ac‐
tion plan that was launched several years ago, ensuring that we are
actually able to have a North American supply chain to support de‐
fence, consumer and industrial applications.

The second is strengthening the continental defence industrial
base. Economic and national security are inherently linked together
and can't be separated. Certainly we need to renew the strategic
framework for defence industrial co-operation and also leverage
opportunities like NORAD modernization to be able to have a
strong industrial development component to help Canadian compa‐
nies.

The third, of course, is supply chain resiliency, a major topic of
discussion in Ottawa, Washington and capitals around the world.
The Prime Minister and the President created a supply chain work‐
ing group on the margins of the North American Leaders' Summit
last autumn. Certainly we urge the government to engage industry
in those efforts to ensure that real-world progress is being made,
and also to renew initiatives like the regulatory co-operation coun‐
cil and have refreshed work plans that reflect our challenges.

Thank you for the invitation. I look forward to the conversation.
● (1605)

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

We move on to Ms. Cobden for five minutes, please.
Ms. Catherine Cobden (President and Chief Executive Offi‐

cer, Canadian Steel Producers Association): Madam Chair and
members of the committee, thank you very much for the chance to
appear before you again as you undertake this very important study
on Canada-U.S. relations.

I'm here today representing Canada's steel industry. My members
produce 13 million tonnes of steel, pipe and tube products annually

and support 123,000 jobs directly and indirectly across five Canadi‐
an provinces from Alberta to Quebec.

Canada's steel sector plays a strategically vital role in the North
American economy. We are advanced manufacturers of a 100% re‐
cyclable and low-carbon product. We are a critical supplier to many
key North American sectors, including the automotive, energy and
construction sectors, and various general manufacturing applica‐
tions. As you well know, we operate in a highly integrated market‐
place with the United States.

We are a sector that knows first-hand how critical it is to main‐
tain open access in the trading relationship between Canada and the
United States. Access to that market is paramount for our industry;
about half of what we produce in a year heads to the United States.

As context for my remarks, let me say that while the last year has
been unprecedented in terms of market conditions, it's very [Techni‐
cal difficulty—Editor]. Currently, as you well know, we are facing
simultaneously the impact of supply chain disruption, omicron ab‐
senteeism, ongoing global overcapacity challenges and, last but not
least, protectionism moves by the United States.

We're committed to working with the United States to expand
trade and to strengthen the resiliency of our supply chains with our
largest trading partner, but we cannot support measures that jeopar‐
dize the long-term global competitiveness of our industry and our
industry's customers. Unfortunately, we are seeing a shift away
from the spirit of the USMCA via buy America policies and soft‐
wood lumber. We have talked about a number of them here already.
This trend is highly alarming and we need to take it seriously.

The CSPA in that vein encourages all levels of government to en‐
sure that they are taking a comprehensive and coordinated approach
in their dealings with the United States as we move forward. This is
an approach where we both stand up for our interests, of course, but
also seek to work together to address issues of common concern
and mutual opportunity. For example, on the steel side, we share a
deep concern for the growing and significant global overcapacity
that we are seeing from a range of nations, particularly China, but
also ASEAN, Iran, Turkey, etc. Global overcapacity translates to
unfairly traded imports in the North American economy.
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In this vein, there remains significant opportunity to demonstrate
to our largest trading partner that our trade tools are keeping pace
with the ever-evolving practices of unfair traders. [Technical diffi‐
culty—Editor] there is a widespread and growing problem with the
circumvention of trade remedies. As a result, it is critical that we
update our trade laws to ensure adequate enforcement. Tools such
as anti-circumvention legislation and enhanced import monitoring
are required to both protect our domestic market and show the U.S.
that we're keeping pace.

Tangible steps can be taken in this regard. We must urgently im‐
plement the trade remedy modernization recommendations that
were consulted on in the last budget. We hope that the detailed rec‐
ommendations that we submitted this fall to the government are in‐
corporated in budget 2022. They provide tangible and real-life ex‐
amples of how we can seek stronger alignment between Canada
and the United States and address key gaps in our trade measures
that exist today.

Finally, the United States is introducing climate measures in all
areas of its trade policy. Canada would do very well to note and en‐
gage early on this, as the outcomes could be very significant to the
Canadian industry. Of particular note is the recent deal struck on
climate between the U.S. and the EU on steel and aluminum. While
many of the details of this agreement are yet to be worked out, it is
a clear shift by the U.S. to deter trade with higher-carbon-emitting
jurisdictions such as China.

● (1610)

Here, we see a potential opportunity for Canada. Given the suc‐
cessful environmental track record of Canadian steel producers and
many other production capabilities in Canada, as well as some of
the specific examples of our green track record, our goal to be net
zero, etc., we believe we should not shy away from engaging with
the U.S. and seeking alignment with them on climate trade matters.
This may indeed become an imperative in the months and years
ahead. I thank—

The Chair: Thank you very much, Ms. Cobden. I'm sorry to in‐
terrupt.

Ms. Catherine Cobden: I was just going to thank you.

The Chair: We'll go on to Mr. Adams, please, for five minutes.

Mr. David Adams (President and Chief Executive Officer,
Global Automakers of Canada): Thank you very much, Madam
Chair.

On behalf of the 15 members of the Global Automakers of
Canada, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today.

Our members include Canada's largest automaker, Toyota, which
last year produced more vehicles than Ford, GM and Stellantis
combined, and Honda, Canada's second-largest automaker last year,
in addition to 13 exclusive Canadian distributors of their brand in
our country. Last year, our members represented 62% of all vehicle
sales in Canada and 65% of all light-duty vehicle production. Fur‐
ther, our members were responsible for providing 56% of the EVs
to consumers who purchased them under the Canadian govern‐
ment's iZEV program.

As other witnesses have already alluded to in their representa‐
tions before the committee, the protectionist actions currently being
pursued on a variety of fronts by the American administration rep‐
resent an existential threat not only to the softwood lumber and au‐
tomotive industries, but to the broader Canadian economy.

With respect to our industry, the proposed EV tax credit included
under the build back better bill, which is the subject of this commit‐
tee's investigation, is very problematic. However, I would suggest
that the mere threat of this EV tax credit has already had the desired
effect from a U.S. public policy perspective by creating an uncer‐
tain economic climate that has encouraged more foreign direct in‐
vestment in the United States, while largely freezing out the consid‐
eration of Canada as an investment jurisdiction.

Having been around this industry through the negotiation of the
Canada-U.S. FTA, NAFTA and the recent CUSMA, what is clear is
that trade agreements only work if the signatory parties support a
rules-based international order by upholding the precepts of free
and fair trade agreements to which their leaders have attached their
signatures. The CUSMA/USMCA trade deal is less than two years
old and already in the automotive industry we have two flagrant vi‐
olations of the provisions of that agreement, which have strained
our historically beneficial trading relationship with the U.S.

Where does that leave Canada? The reality is that policy-makers
in the United States do not consider Canada and the effect of their
decisions on our trading relationship. We are not on their radar
screen, and Canada is caught right now in the geopolitical crossfire
between the United States and China—and, to a lesser degree, Eu‐
rope—when it comes to the issue of the new decarbonized automo‐
tive industry. The United States has fallen significantly behind
those leading jurisdictions when it comes to both electric vehicle
production and battery production, and is now in the fight of its life
to ensure the key components of EVs and the vehicles themselves
are built in America and sold to Americans. In this regard, Canada
is collateral damage.

Looking more closely at the EV tax credit, one can observe that
one component, the extra $4,500 credit if the vehicle is built in a
union plant, is derivative of President Biden's strong union support
from the UAW, which he will need to continue to curry favour with
through this year's mid-term elections. On this issue, I will say only
that many of my members' parent and sister companies produce
EVs in non-union facilities in the United States. Not only does this
provision discriminate against these companies on the basis of
union representation, or the lack thereof, but it will create a signifi‐
cant hurdle for the President to overcome in reaching his own tar‐
gets of 50% zero-emission vehicle sales by 2030 when only a small
subset of the vehicles are eligible for the more robust credit.
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On this issue, American legislators frankly see the inequity of the
discrimination based on whether or not workers in America are rep‐
resented by a union; it is far more difficult to get any American leg‐
islators to take up the mantle and argue against American taxpayers'
money going to incentivize only vehicles built in the United States,
aside from the fact that such a stance is offside American interna‐
tional trade obligations.

What should Canada do? Canada should act forcefully to ensure
that the negotiated provisions of CUSMA are enforced, and explore
all measures to defend itself against this flagrant violation. Canada,
in consultation with the automotive industry, should consider all ap‐
propriate retaliatory mechanisms should the provisions of the EV
tax credit reappear in a new build back better bill.

Canada should not seek a so-called carve-in for Canadian-built
EVs, meaning that we should not accord EVs built in the U.S. with
the same basic $7,500 incentive, an additional $4,500 if built in a
union plant and an additional $500 if the battery is built in Canada.
This is poor public policy. Two wrongs do not make a right, and
Canada could expect to be challenged at the WTO for taking such a
stance. Such an incentive would severely hinder Canada's objective
of achieving 50% zero-emission vehicle sales by 2030 and 100%
by 2035. It would also set up a significant competitive disadvantage
for those not building zero-emission vehicles in North America to
meet what we understand will be a mandated emissions target.
● (1615)

Also—
The Chair: Mr. Adams, I'm sorry, but I have to interrupt you.
Mr. David Adams: I have one more point, if I could make it,

Madam Chair.

It's just to reiterate what others have said, that Canada should pri‐
oritize the development and continuation of sustained relationships
with all levels of the U.S. government, not just in crisis moments.

Thank you, Madam Chair.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Adams. I know how important all

these issues are for everyone.

We'll go on to our members. We have Mr. Lewis, please, for six
minutes.

Mr. Chris Lewis (Essex, CPC): Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you to all the witnesses here this afternoon. Once again,
this is fantastic testimony, and I appreciate it.

I have a lot of questions, and I'll probably only get through a few
of them, but it's a great start.

My first question, Madam Chair, is through you to Mr. Adams.

Mr. Adams, I don't expect you to speak on behalf of Jennifer
Safavian. I met with her a couple of months ago. She's with Autos
Drive America. She said that a rebate incentive would only limit
consumer choice. What are your thoughts on a U.S. rebate on U.S.
EVs? What effect would that have on our auto trades and sales in
limiting consumer choice?

Mr. David Adams: I think what you're asking, honourable mem‐
ber, is what impact it would have if Canada adopted that same type

of incentive. If that's the question, then I think, as I said in my com‐
ments, that it would limit the opportunity for consumers to pur‐
chase vehicles, because a more robust incentive would only apply
to a limited number of vehicles that would be built in Canada or the
United States. That's at odds with Canada's other objective of get‐
ting more zero-emission vehicles on the road, especially under a ze‐
ro-emission vehicle mandate, which the government is currently
considering as well.

Mr. Chris Lewis: Thank you, Mr. Adams.

If I heard you correctly, I believe you said your members put ap‐
proximately 56% of the EVs on the road that received a federal
iZEV initiative. Can you expand a little bit further on that, please?

Mr. David Adams: Sure. As the committee may or may not
know, the federal government has put in place a federal incentive
program of up to $5,000 for zero-emission vehicles. There are cer‐
tain constraints on that program, in terms of the MSRP caps for in‐
stance, on the vehicles that are eligible. It's currently set, I believe,
at around $45,000, so any vehicle priced over $45,000 is not eligi‐
ble for the incentive. Canadians can apply regardless of the
province they live in, and the incentive occurs at the point of sale at
the dealership.

● (1620)

Mr. Chris Lewis: That's excellent. Thank you.

Again, sir, I'll go back to you. I'm sorry to put you on the spot so
early.

To your understanding, Mr. Adams, what is Canada's current ze‐
ro-emissions policy, and has it or has it not impacted the auto trade
sector in Canada? If it has, what can be done to alleviate it or make
it better or stronger?

Mr. David Adams: Right now, I guess zero-emission vehicles
would fall under the current greenhouse gas emission regulations,
so we would argue that, with more stringent regulations, you end
up effectively with a de facto zero-emission vehicle mandate, be‐
cause the only way the vehicle manufacturers would be able to at‐
tain those emission standards under increasingly more stringent
regulations would be to put more zero-emission vehicles on the
road.

As far as zero-emission vehicle legislation is concerned in
Canada, two provinces currently have what are called zero-emis‐
sion vehicle mandates: British Columbia and Quebec. Each
province requires manufacturers to meet a certain percentage of ze‐
ro-emission vehicle sales as we move forward, and increasingly
more stringent levels as we move forward. The federal government,
as I mentioned, is currently looking at introducing a national zero-
emission vehicle mandate.
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Mr. Chris Lewis: Thank you, Mr. Adams.

Madam Chair, how much time is left, please?
The Chair: You have two minutes and 20 seconds.
Mr. Chris Lewis: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you, Mr. Adams.

Mr. Agnew, I'm going to turn my attention over to you, sir.
Thank you for your testimony as well.

You said that two things really impact the Essex-Windsor area.
Of course, that's supply chain resiliency and Line 5. I know they
impact more than Essex-Windsor, but I'm going to suggest we're
kind of the front lines. Obviously, what's happening in Essex-Wind‐
sor right now with the supply chain and our borders will have a ma‐
jor trickle-down effect not only for the Ambassador Bridge but for
the Blue Water Bridge and the Peace Bridge in Niagara Falls. I'm
very much aware of that, so thanks for bringing that up.

With regard to Line 5, I'm just curious. With regard to your in‐
dustry, your manufacturers, if we can't come to a solution between
Canada and Michigan or Canada and the United States, is there a
dollar figure or a percentage you could put to that with regard to the
impact on the industry? How significant is Line 5 and getting all
people back to the table and discussing this moving forward? I
heard a lot of anxiousness, I'm going to call it, in your remarks, and
of course I'm anxious about this too, as many of us are. I'm just cu‐
rious: Do you have any numbers for that, sir?

Mr. Mark Agnew: I can commit to following up via the clerk
and the chair with the numbers that we do have. I don't have them
at hand.

I think, certainly qualitatively, there is the concern about the
transportation infrastructure in the southwestern Ontario region that
risks not having the fuel it needs to move, whether it's trucks or air‐
craft, with what's going through the Line 5 pipeline, but I would be
happy to follow up with some numbers for the committee's consid‐
eration.

Mr. Chris Lewis: I'm assuming I have only about one more
minute, so I'll stick with you, Mr. Agnew.

The Chair: You have 36 seconds, sir.
Mr. Chris Lewis: I'll give it over to my friends across the way

and I'm going to work collectively. As you can see, we work to‐
gether.

Thank you, Madam Chair.
The Chair: Wonderful.

We will move on to Mr. Virani, for six minutes, please.
Mr. Arif Virani (Parkdale—High Park, Lib.): That means I

have six and a half minutes. I'll thank Mr. Lewis right now.

Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

I'm going to start with you, Ms. Cobden, because you mentioned
something that came up in the testimony of some of the other wit‐
nesses as well. You talked a little bit about the nature of the shift
that's going on with the Biden administration: the fact that they're
looking very vigorously at carbon reduction and reducing carbon-

intensive programs, and the fact that they want to do trade with en‐
tities that have positive carbon policies in place and greener poli‐
cies in place. You mentioned specifically their orientation vis-à-vis
the EU on that front, as it compares with China.

Can you tell me, from your perspective, Ms. Cobden, when we
have a situation where we have a track record of significant policy
that has been implemented here in Canada, including things such as
putting a price on carbon pollution, what does that do in terms of
our competitive advantage when we are dealing with the Biden ad‐
ministration and putting our best foot forward as a green partner
with whom to deal?

● (1625)

Ms. Catherine Cobden: Yes, in fact I believe that Canada is
very well positioned to put our hand up, and we should put our
hand up and say that we want in as well.

When you take a look at the specifics—and by the way, both
Jean and I were referencing the same agreement because it applies
to both aluminum and steel—when you take a look at that, you see
that this is a trade agenda with partners who are willing to be green.

On the steel side, I can say that what's very powerful is that the
North American steel industry has the best climate performance of
any steel industry in the world, collectively, and that of course ap‐
plies specifically to the Canadian steel industry, but that's right
across North America. I see this as a tremendous opportunity, not
just with the regulatory structure we have in place and with the vi‐
sion we have in place, but also because the industries themselves
have that green performance.

My only caution, if I may offer one, is that we must really work
in lockstep with our trading partner and not rush out ahead too far
on important items like border carbon adjustment mechanisms and
that sort of thing.

Mr. Arif Virani: Thank you.

I'm going to build on this a little bit. We've heard a little bit about
what we're doing federally, but also just in terms of this committee
hearing we've heard about what's going on in certain provinces. I
know that in some provinces around the country we're moving in
the same direction with things such as replicating our support for
the EV industry. That support is also being shown in B.C. and Que‐
bec. It was being shown by the Province of Ontario until a change
of government occurred in 2018.

Could you comment on this? When a change of government oc‐
curs at the provincial level and EV tax credits that were once there
are summarily removed, what impact does that have on promoting
the green advantage that Canada offers?

Ms. Cobden, perhaps you could comment on that, and also Mon‐
sieur Simard.

Ms. Catherine Cobden: I actually think this question might be
better placed to the automotive sector.
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What I can say is that no matter where the steel is being pro‐
duced in Canada, we are meeting and exceeding the best there is in
the world. We are number one in the world on one production type,
and number two in another. There are 50 or 60 nations around the
world producing steel, so we can hold our head up high.

I would advocate, as I always do, that we need to be aligned fed‐
erally and provincially in cross-border deliberations. We don't have
to be aligned on the exact minutiae, but in terms of the intent and
the content of the dialogue. I do think climate is a place where we
need to have that alignment in cross-border discussions.

Mr. Arif Virani: Mr. Simard, go ahead.
Mr. Jean Simard: I totally agree with Catherine. Our industry

has the lowest carbon footprint in the world, and it is moving on to
no carbon footprint eventually, with the Elysis project. [Technical
difficulty—Editor] anchored in two provinces that have carbon pric‐
ing mechanisms: namely, B.C. with its tax, and Quebec with its cap
and trade system.

We can very robustly approach any system in the world in any
trading bloc, with both our footprint and the pricing mechanism,
which pass the test of the World Trade Organization or any other
organization. Basically, the message here is that Canada has a very
highly competitive natural advantage moving forward in the quest
to decarbonize the world. Let's get on the ice.

Mr. Arif Virani: Thank you.

I'll put the last question to Mr. Kennedy.

A number of people on this panel have talked about CUSMA.
You mentioned not taking it for granted—that's one of the notes I
jotted down here—that we have this agreement, and it's been mod‐
ernized. We've heard some testimony at other meetings of this com‐
mittee about CUSMA and the dispute settlement mechanisms, and
about how that's been improved in favour of Canada and countries
like Mexico. I know that we joined a piece of litigation initiated by
the Mexicans with respect to things like country-of-origin labelling
and how that applies in the auto sector, and specifically to the com‐
ponent parts of the automotive vehicle.

Can you give a comment to the committee on those improve‐
ments to the dispute settlement mechanisms within CUSMA and
what that does for Canada and Canada's position?

The Chair: I'm sorry. I will have to ask for a very brief answer
to a very long question.
● (1630)

Mr. Trevor Kennedy: Sure.

Very briefly, not only for Canada and Mexico but also for the
United States, we now have a framework that there's confidence in.
It's enforceable, and we're starting to see the early stages of that
agreement working the way it was intended. I would say that's a
positive development for North American trade.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Kennedy.

Monsieur Savard-Tremblay, you have six minutes.
[Translation]

Mr. Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay (Saint-Hyacinthe—
Bagot, BQ): Good afternoon, everyone.

My question is for Mr. Zaghib.

Generally speaking, we anticipate a relative, even significant, in‐
crease in demand for electric vehicles. Electric cars are more and
more popular and people are increasingly talking about them.

Canada is investing extensively in the electrification of public
transportation. For example, tax measures are being introduced to
promote electric vehicle purchases.

According to some stakeholders, however, Canada should do
more to ensure that the entire supply chain and economy benefit
from that increasing demand. I'm thinking, for example, of
Matthew Fortier, president and CEO of Accélérer, a coalition of
Canadian industry players. He isn't alone in thinking that Canada
has wasted a lot of time and that the current strategy should have
been in place long ago.

Is Canada lagging behind other countries?

Dr. Karim Zaghib: That's an important question.

Now's the time. Most electric and “regular” car companies will
go all in on the electrification of transportation within five years.
It's the Kodak syndrome. Canada isn't lagging behind because it has
an extensive ecosystem, but it has to seize this opportunity.

Lithium-ion and iron phosphate battery technologies originated
in Canada and the United States but have unfortunately been trans‐
ferred in part to Asia. Consequently, the federal government and the
provinces must work together, and soon, to restore industrialization
in the manufacturing sector, and for both sectors. As I said earlier, it
has to create a budget and establish a policy and strategic plan. It
won't be too late if we do that soon.

As I said earlier, Canada has an extensive ecosystem: natural re‐
sources, human capital, technology and its strategic position in rela‐
tion to the United States and Europe. “Regular” car manufacturing
is already well established in Ontario, as is truck, bus and other ve‐
hicle manufacturing in Quebec and other provinces.

In short, Canada isn't lagging behind, but it has to board the train
as soon as possible.

Mr. Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: How do we board the
train as soon as possible?

Canada isn't a laggard, but it wants to maintain its position. It
could even get ambitious and take the lead.

Dr. Karim Zaghib: Take the Quebec government, for example.
Quebec has made a $10 billion five-year investment through an ini‐
tiative.
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We need to bring investors and the manufacturing industry back
to Canada. Government should also put up 50% of the financing, as
the United States, China and other countries are doing.

We need to assist companies that set up here by offering up to
50% financing, which would be shared by the federal government
and the provinces. We have to provide them with turnkey sites and
find them clients. Clients are very important. We need to ensure
that existing companies transform gas-powered cars into electric
cars.

Mr. Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: You mentioned the poli‐
cies we could adopt here, and that's all well and good. It's important
for us to do that. However, as you know, the Canadian government
and the U.S. president, Joe Biden, have reached an agreement on
strategic minerals.

Should we take that further and, for example, implement a more
powerful and assertive strategy for batteries? Do you think the
Americans trust Canada despite the build back better plan's policies
on the sale of electric vehicles?

Dr. Karim Zaghib: Earlier I talked about securing the green
supply chain. In a way, Canada is the backbone of this effort be‐
cause all the necessary minerals can be found here. However, those
minerals have to be processed. We mustn't sell off our minerals
cheaply; we need to do both primary and secondary processing. We
can opt for what are called active anode and cathode materials or
for cells. We mustn't take raw nickel or iron, for example, and pro‐
cess them.

Job creation is important in Canada. We're becoming an equal
partner with the United States. The idea is to join forces and act as
a counterweight to Asia. We can't disregard the fact that most bat‐
tery manufacturing and the electrification of transportation is being
done in China, Korea and Japan, not the United States or Canada.
Consequently, we have to work together in complementary fashion.

Furthermore, as I explained earlier, we also have to consider the
green circular economy when it comes to minerals. We mine them
and process them, but you can't forget recycling. We need to strike
a balance between urban and natural mining.
● (1635)

Mr. Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: Thank you for that clari‐
fication.

If my understanding is correct, you're telling us that Canada nev‐
ertheless has to step up its efforts to establish a position of strength
and to be considered more as a partner by the Americans when we
negotiate with them.

Dr. Karim Zaghib: Yes, I entirely agree. Canada confirms that it
has the critical minerals, human capital, intelligence and technolo‐
gy. Earlier I mentioned iron phosphate, which is used today by Tes‐
la and other companies around the world. That material originated
in Quebec, in Canada. We've had the technology for 27 years.

The solid-state battery also originated in Quebec, in Canada. So
we have…
[English]

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

I'm sorry, Mr. Savard-Tremblay. Your time is up.

[Translation]

Mr. Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: Thank you,
Madam Chair.

[English]

The Chair: We will move on to Mr. Masse, please.

Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Thank you, Madam
Chair, and thank you to the witnesses for being here.

This is actually a really good time, for those who aren't aware....
Madam Chair, you've heard this many times before, and Mr.
Hoback has as well. I want to thank you for the work on a new bor‐
der crossing. If I go to my right-hand side here, I can walk for 20
minutes and be in front of a major demonstration that's taking place
and shutting down the Ambassador Bridge. If I go the other way for
about three minutes, it's the international tunnel between Windsor
and Detroit.

What gives me great concern right now is that we do all this
work to try to attract investment and so forth, and then we see de‐
structive practices taking place. The Stellantis plant is down again.
Not only did we have a shortage of microchips these past couple of
years, which has been a significant problem, but the production and
the supply chain have also been disrupted.

I'm going to ask Mr. Adams to start, and I would invite any other
witnesses to chime in.

Do they have any other ideas, alternatives or suggestions? We're
trying to build redundancy...and I want to thank the chair and Mr.
Hoback. How many meetings have we had with the United States
to get a new border crossing? My first public meeting was in 1998
at Marlborough Public School. How many congressional and
Senate rooms were we in to fight back to get it?

What can we do better with regard to providing redundancy in
our supply chain or management practices for our border? Even if
we fight to get some of this new green technology with EV batter‐
ies and so forth, if we're not going to have a solid supply chain....
How can we improve that right now to make things better? Obvi‐
ously, the current status quo is failing us.

Mr. David Adams: Thanks very much for that question. I appre‐
ciate it.

You hit on one of the key points. I think I've been around as long
as or longer than you have, and the Gordie Howe bridge has been
the topic of conversation for a while. Once that structure gets com‐
pleted—we're talking about 2024 or something like that, finally—I
think that will provide a level of redundancy.

At the core, we really need all Canadians to operate under the
rule of law. I think right now we're seeing too many places across
this country where some Canadians are not operating under the rule
of law. They're affecting not only businesses, but the lives of indi‐
vidual Canadians. This is very problematic.
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From an automotive perspective, what you're also seeing is com‐
panies beginning to rethink just-in-time delivery as well, because of
the chip shortage you mentioned and because of other supply chain
issues that have occurred. I think they're starting to recognize that
they need to perhaps bring more components and whatnot closer to
the assembly facilities and move away from single-source supply‐
ing to a certain extent.

That would be my comment. Thank you for the question.
Mr. Brian Masse: Thank you.

I remember the days when I was working in plant three and plant
six—they don't call it that anymore—of the Windsor Assembly
Plant, where you'd actually have two days' stock behind you, right
on place. Those days are gone now.

Would anybody else like to comment on this? I can't read the
room for the people at home. I just want to open it up in case those
who are online want to mention something.
● (1640)

Ms. Catherine Cobden: I think it's a really important question,
especially when we're dealing with what we're dealing with today
in this real-time moment. We do need to look at this.

In addition to border management, both physical and access, I
think I would ask you to please keep in mind some of the other
types of border measures that we need to take care of. Unfair trade
practices into our nation continue at pace. We are seeing unprece‐
dented levels of unfairly traded imports right now. I'm just asking
for a broad view of borders—not to deter or detract from the impor‐
tance of this moment in time.

Mr. Brian Masse: That's a good point. You have all kinds of
knock-offs and other types of things. We looked at this before at the
industry committee, so thank you for that point. It is something
that's really...and also changing some of the ways in which CBSA
officers can detain different materials and so forth. It's a really good
point, so thank you.

Go ahead, Mr. Agnew.
Mr. Mark Agnew: I would just say that there are a lot of mea‐

sures, depending on the sector you're talking about. Some are short-
term and some are long-term. I can give you two examples of trade-
facilitating measures. One [Technical difficulty—Editor] they're
looking at new deployments of IT platforms later this year. Industry
doesn't think they're ready for prime time. I think not layering on
things that will further compound the situation is one thing that the
government can tangibly do to help companies that are involved in
trade.

Another, for instance, is around export permitting. This is a diffi‐
cult thing for companies that need to export controlled goods.
Again, having the expedited issuing of those permits would certain‐
ly help companies that need to plug into global supply chains.

Mr. Brian Masse: Thank you.

Madam Chair, if I disappear during the meeting, I mean no disre‐
spect to our guests. I'm dealing with the issue down here. I may not
be able to stay for the whole meeting. I apologize for that. If I dis‐
appear, I really don't want to disrespect our guests here today. I will
go back through the Hansard later.

I just wanted to make sure that was clear.

Thank you very much to our witnesses.

The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Masse. I wish you good
luck. We're all very concerned about the issues at the bridges as
well. We'll all be keeping our fingers crossed to get that solved.

Go ahead, Mr. Patzer.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer (Cypress Hills—Grasslands, CPC): Thank
you very much, Madam Chair.

I'm going to start with the Canadian Steel Producers. I was just
looking through a list of LNG projects that have been cancelled
around the world. Of the 11 largest projects, eight were in Canada.
I'm just curious to know, for your member companies, how big an
impact that has had, seeing that many potential projects cancelled
that would be looking to you as Canadian pipe.

Ms. Catherine Cobden: I can't state enough how challenging
things have been in the energy sector. Of course, the steel industry
relies on the energy sector as a key customer. We're working in
lockstep together to do what we can to green their supply chain for
them through our aspects and also what they're up to.

There is no doubt that Canadian steel in these projects—whether
it's an LNG project or anything, frankly, a bridge project or what
have you—is fundamental to the lifeline of the communities [Tech‐
nical difficulty—Editor].

So thank you for the question. Yes, I do agree that these things
are challenging for us.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: I'm wondering if you could comment on
how much more environmentally friendly Canadian steel is over
our competitors' steel. I'd like to think specifically about Evraz
steel, which is in Regina. Upwards of 90% of their steel is actually
recycled.

I'm wondering if you could comment further on how much more
environmentally friendly our steel is in Canada.

Ms. Catherine Cobden: I'm very proud of the track record of
the Canadian steel industry. It is great to hear the Evraz story. The
Evraz story is replicated across the country.

I will say that third party reports, many of them out of the United
States, are pointing to Canadian steel as the greenest in the world.
As I mentioned, we're first and second in the world for our two pro‐
duction types. These are detailed third party engineering studies
that really determined that the Canadian steel industry is doing a
great job of producing some of the greenest steel in the world.
We're very proud of that fact.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Last of all, do you have any statistics that
you could present to us, either right now or maybe in a submission
later to the committee, about how much lower global emissions
would be if we used more Canadian steel instead of importing
steel?
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● (1645)

Ms. Catherine Cobden: Again, I can get you some more statis‐
tics, but honestly, this is a huge opportunity for our country and,
frankly, for North America.

Back to the context of Canada-U.S., the North American industry
has a lot to be proud of. If we were to strengthen our North Ameri‐
can steel relationship and deal with unfair traders, I think we would
save an awful lot of CO2.

We can give you some specific numbers of what “an awful lot”
means, but definitely it is a big number.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: That's awesome.

Yes, if you could submit those to the committee, I would greatly
appreciate that. Thank you.

I'm going to switch my focus over to Mr. Zaghib.

I'm just wondering if you could share your thoughts on where
Canada is at for developing critical minerals domestically. I ask be‐
cause I've heard a lot from industry and others about excessive
timelines for approval getting in the way, as well as some upcoming
potential tariffs under CUSMA with regionally sourcing lithium for
EV batteries. I'm just wondering if you have any comments on that.

Dr. Karim Zaghib: I believe you are right. I think the basis of
lithium-ion is the lithium. I think we already have lithium in
Canada, so we can transform it here. Right now we can make lithi‐
um carbonate or lithium hydroxide, and I believe it is made and
transformed here in Quebec or in Canada. I do not think there are
any issues about CUSMA.

This material becomes critical. I believe it is better if this materi‐
al is put into cathode active materials and can become a precursor
also, like raw materials. In order to sell these kinds of material,
maybe we should add value to make with this material electrodes,
or cathode materials like iron phosphate or NMC or NCA—nickel
cobalt aluminum—with lithium batteries.

This is critical, and I believe right now we can see that lithium is
the triangle of South America—Chile, Argentina and Bolivia—
which is mainly dominated by the U.S.A. and China. I believe we
have six mine sites here in Canada. We should really accelerate and
help them develop the materials as soon as possible.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you very much.

We will move to Ms. Dhillon now.

Go ahead, please, for five minutes.
Ms. Anju Dhillon (Dorval—Lachine—LaSalle, Lib.): Thank

you, Madam Chair.

[Translation]

Mr. Simard, since the automobile industry is concentrated in On‐
tario, as a member from Quebec, I'd like you to explain to us the
overall effect the proposed tax credit will have on Quebec's alu‐
minum industry businesses that form an active link in the supply
chains essential to our Canadian automotive industry.

Mr. Jean Simard: As I mentioned at the outset, in the current
market context, 90% of the aluminum produced in Quebec and
British Columbia is sold to the United States. What's important to
understand here is that Americans, who consume 6 million tonnes
of aluminum a year produce only 1 million tonnes. Consequently,
they have to import the rest, and Canada is the source of approxi‐
mately 70% of what the U.S. imports to meet those needs.

As a result, from our standpoint, with regard to primary produc‐
tion, a tax on electric vehicles or any similar measure wouldn't af‐
fect jobs or production because our plants operate at full capacity
365 days a year to meet the needs of a market that can never get
enough metal. That's why the United States has to meet the rest of
its needs by importing aluminum from countries such as India, Rus‐
sia and others in regions around the world. It's the biggest and most
profitable aluminum market in the world. There are no primary
metal impacts.

● (1650)

Ms. Anju Dhillon: Okay.

As you know, the federal government offered serious incentives
to encourage people to buy electric vehicles. How do you feel the
United States could promote the purchase of electric vehicles made
in North America?

Mr. Jean Simard: I'm going to reply from the industry stand‐
point again. Taking what we discussed earlier into consideration, by
which I mean the need to reduce the carbon footprint and offer con‐
sumers solutions that help to do that, the best policy should reward
those who purchase vehicles made from materials that have the
smallest carbon footprint, namely steel and aluminum products
made in North America.

Ms. Anju Dhillon: What do you feel is the ideal way to reduce
the carbon footprint of vehicles?

[English]

M. Jean Simard: As we say in English, that's how you get the
most bang for your buck.

[Translation]

For every dollar spent on a vehicle, there would be much more of
an impact on decarbonizing the planet because the production cycle
would create the lowest possible level of carbon and deliver a vehi‐
cle that emits as little carbon as possible.

Ms. Anju Dhillon: Thank you very much.

I will end there, Madam Chair.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll move on to Mr. Savard-Tremblay for two and a half min‐
utes, please.

[Translation]

Mr. Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: Thank you, Madam
Chair.



February 9, 2022 CIIT-05 13

I have a question for Mr. Adams this time.

Mr. Adams, I believe you mainly represent the personal vehicle
market. I will nevertheless ask you my question, and you can tell
me if you can answer it.

Some heavy vehicle manufacturers, including Lion Electric and
Vicinity Motor Corp., are building facilities in the United States,
partly in order to shelter from protectionist measures. They figure
that if vehicles have to be assembled in the United States, they will
move their plants there.

Even though the bill has not yet become law, and even though
we don't know whether it ever will, there is still what we might call
an anticipation impact that is leading companies to avoid the worst
by opening plants there. Are you already feeling the impact of the
Buy American Act and the potential EV tax credit proposal, in
terms of factories moving to the United States?

[English]
Mr. David Adams: Thank you. It's a very important question

and I appreciate it.

As I mentioned in my testimony, we are already probably seeing
some of the effects of just the threat of an EV tax credit as it's been
structured under the build back better bill. Whether or not the tax
credit remains as part of any new build back better bill, which is
largely dormant at the moment, remains to be seen. However, I
would say that it definitely casts a pall over investment in Canada
when any EVs that would be built in Canada could potentially be
prejudiced by a tax credit that would only be applicable to Ameri‐
can-built vehicles.

It's tough to go into a market where 85% to 90% of our vehicle
production goes when you're at a $12,500 disadvantage.

[Translation]
Mr. Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: Do you feel that Canada

is taking a strong enough position on this issue?

[English]
Mr. David Adams: I think the federal government is doing ev‐

erything it can to make officials in the United States aware of the
issue and its impact on Canada.

As I said in my comments, there's some ignorance—with all due
respect to American legislators—in that they weren't aware of the
impact on Canada of those provisions in the build back better bill.
With respect, again, it's a humongous bill. I think it's $1.7 trillion
and it includes many things, so it's not beyond the realm of expecta‐
tion that some regulators in the U.S. would not know anything
about the EV tax credit.

I believe the federal government, the consuls general and certain‐
ly the trade minister are actively engaged in this file and doing ev‐
erything they can to find a solution. It may be the solution they al‐
luded to in the letter that the trade minister and the Deputy Prime
Minister sent last fall—
● (1655)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Adams. I'm sorry to interrupt.

[Translation]

Mr. Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: Thank you, Mr. Adams.

[English]

The Chair: We'll move on to Mr. Masse, please, for two and a
half minutes.

Mr. Brian Masse: Thank you, Madam Chair.

You can finish your thoughts there, Mr. Adams, please.

Mr. David Adams: I was just going to say, that's in terms of the
potential retaliatory measures that were outlined in the letter that
the Deputy Prime Minister and the trade minister sent down to sen‐
ators last fall.

Mr. Brian Masse: I just want to follow up on that. There have
been a number of other trade issues with the United States, not just
this one. Do you have any suggestions for a more robust approach
to deal with those things? We're going from piece to piece: soft‐
wood lumber, dairy, a whole series of things. Do you have any sug‐
gestions on that? It's becoming a whack-a-mole on these things.

Mr. David Adams: It is, and it doesn't seem to matter whether
it's Republican or Democrat; we have a protectionist sentiment in
America right now. As other witnesses have suggested, and we
would concur with that, we need to have a more structured and
more engaged full team Canada approach to ensure that we help
Americans understand that when they put in measures, either know‐
ingly or unknowingly, that impact Canadian industries, it also im‐
pacts their own industries and their own citizens.

Mr. Brian Masse: Thank you.

I have a very quick question for Mr. Simard.

With regard to the time frames towards getting us more competi‐
tive, can you give us an idea...? Are we late to the game, or can we
still make up time with regard to EV, the minerals and the connec‐
tions?

Mr. Jean Simard: It's very hard for me to answer this question. I
think it's more Mr. Zaghib who was handling this subject, if I may
say.

Mr. Brian Masse: Sure, thank you, and I'm sorry. I didn't mean
to put you on the spot that way.

Mr. Jean Simard: That's okay.

Mr. Brian Masse: Mr. Zaghib, go ahead, please.

Dr. Karim Zaghib: I believe, as I said, on the minerals, we
should have hard negotiations, and this is very important because
they depend a lot on our minerals, especially for EV vehicles. It can
be for the motors, it can be for the batteries, it can be for bodies.
Also, we need to be sure that we are taking them....
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Beyond that, I said not only minerals. We have the technology,
and we have the human capital, so three of them. I think this is a
very interesting strategy, that if we are negotiating with them on
this one, we say you cannot get our lithium; you cannot get our
nickel or cobalt; you cannot get our patents or technology. IP is
very important. The patents are very important. So—

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

We have Mr. Martel for five minutes, please.
[Translation]

Mr. Richard Martel (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord, CPC): Good af‐
ternoon, everyone.

My questions are for Mr. Zaghib.

Mr. Zaghib, I found your exchange with my Bloc Québécois col‐
league interesting and would like to hear more from you on the
question of phosphate.

There are several advantages to lithium iron phosphate batteries,
including their lifespan, efficiency, and light weight.

In view of everything I've seen, why is phosphate not yet consid‐
ered a critical mineral in Canada?

Dr. Karim Zaghib: With respect to iron phosphate, the priority
is to have the safest battery. There has recently been talk about lots
of safety recalls because of fire risks. We have this technology in
Quebec and Canada. Phosphate production should quickly be chan‐
neled properly because it's not only used in batteries, but also food
safety. There are numerous applications. Quebec and Canada
should become producers of both phosphate and iron. Phosphate
should not only be on the critical minerals list, but also be consid‐
ered critical for national security, because it is used for energy and
food.

Mr. Richard Martel: In Saguenay—Lac-Saint-Jean, we have a
mining company called Arianne Phosphate. It's also very high qual‐
ity phosphate, and people know it.

Why are we not investing in lithium iron phosphate batteries
when we have the resources to do so?
● (1700)

Dr. Karim Zaghib: I'll give you an example. A few weeks ago,
Elon Musk, the owner of Tesla, decided to use iron phosphate in
most of his vehicles.

Even though iron phosphate technology was not invented by
China, it has been using it since the 2010 Olympic Games. Iron
phosphate is now considered critical for national security in China.
We need to develop a strategy, with financial statements and things
like that, to enable all the provinces, and not just Quebec, to work
together to make iron phosphate the national flagship of the mining
sector.

As I was saying, phosphate has many applications. It's not only
for batteries, which contain only a small quantity. It can be used for
fertilizer, food safety and all kinds of electronic applications. A lit‐
tle earlier, we were talking about electronics. We need to bring back
the electronics foundries, because phosphorus can be used for sili‐
con doping.

It has all kinds of potential applications.

Mr. Richard Martel: Mr. Zaghib, in an interview on the 1st of
October, 2020, You mentioned that Quebec was in a good position
because of its natural resources. At that time, you were expecting
Canada to have several lithium battery production plants within
three years. I'm sure you know where I'm going with this.

And yet today, the only plant is expected for 2023. Why has the
Canadian government been so slow in building processing facili‐
ties?

Dr. Karim Zaghib: I spent 36 years of my life working in the
field of lithium-ion batteries. As I said earlier, I think that campuses
are needed. Land needs to be provided or supplied on a turnkey ba‐
sis. Support is needed for the rapid installation of plants, as the Chi‐
nese, Koreans and Japanese are doing.

My view is that money needs to be invested. The minimum
should be 50% to speed things up. A bold strategy is required and
the government of Canada, together with the provinces, needs to
have the courage to speed up the energy transition in Canada, par‐
ticularly with respect to batteries.

Mr. Richard Martel: Mr. Zaghib, how do you think we could
make Canada's critical minerals and supply chain indispensable to
the manufacturing of batteries and electric vehicles, particularly in
partnership with the United States?

Dr. Karim Zaghib: My view is that the United States needs us.

As I was just saying, we need to talk to the United States. I'm not
ungrateful. For 27 years of my career, nearly all of my research
projects were funded by the United States Department of Energy.
The Americans are receptive, but we need to find the right govern‐
ment intermediaries who want to work with Canada.

We have the technology and we have the ore. They should come
here. We're not there simply to supply resources. We need good in‐
termediaries, solid committees with more people, and not just the
general public…

[English]

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

[Translation]

Mr. Richard Martel: That's very interesting, Mr. Zaghib.

[English]

The Chair: We'll now go to Mr. Miao for five minutes.

Mr. Wilson Miao (Richmond Centre, Lib.): Thank you,
Madam Chair.

A few of you may have heard from a large range of stakeholders
on the Canada-U.S. issue.
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I'd like to address this question to you, Mr. Agnew. In your role
at the Chamber of Commerce, would you say that the EV industry
has the potential of being one of the biggest threats to the Canadian
economy?

Mr. Mark Agnew: I'm sorry. Just to clarify the question, are we
talking about the EV tax credits or the electric vehicle industry as a
whole?

Mr. Wilson Miao: I think as a whole, but also with regard to the
EV tax credit.

Mr. Mark Agnew: Maybe I'll talk about the EV industry as a
whole. I think the answer is that there's absolutely tons of potential.
I think Mr. Zaghib talked about this in his remarks.

When we talk to our members about the potential opportunities
here in Canada, there's a major juxtaposition that we can make to
our benefit, particularly against markets such as China. These are
markets that are not reliable and stable sources of supply, whereas
we have a lot of these products in the ground. I think we need to do
a much better job of getting them out of the ground and promoting
the Canadian advantage, whether you want to call it a geo-econom‐
ic advantage or a natural resources advantage.

There's a lot of potential there. I think we can go to our allies—
not just the United States, but the G7 and other western industrial‐
ized nations—to really promote the strength of our domestic rare
earth and critical minerals industry.
● (1705)

Mr. Wilson Miao: As you've also mentioned about the EV tax
credit, many stakeholders and industries have been quite vocal on
it, and some of them are pretty actively engaging with their Ameri‐
can partners to voice their concerns. In picturing the impact that
this bill could have on U.S. operations, do you think the Chamber
of Commerce has any other engagement with its counterparts?
What are their responses on that?

Mr. Mark Agnew: Yes, certainly. On the whole host of buy
American issues, we always engage a lot with our colleagues at the
United States Chamber of Commerce. The U.S. Chamber of Com‐
merce, I think, is our best business ally in the beltway in Washing‐
ton, D.C., and certainly the U.S. chamber has traditionally taken a
very strong line on any type of buy American measure, because
they generally do believe in and support the importance of cross-
border trade.

Mr. Wilson Miao: Thank you, Mr. Agnew.

I'd like to open this question to anyone else on the floor as well.
Mr. David Adams: I guess your question was whether or not the

EV tax credit, as it's currently outlined, is problematic for the Cana‐
dian industry.

Mr. Wilson Miao: Yes.
Mr. David Adams: We would say that it is, because, if the inten‐

tion is for the Canadian industry to produce some of these zero-
emission vehicles that the government wants the whole industry to
sell—50% by 2030 and 100% by 2035—then yes, we could cer‐
tainly sell those in Canada, but the reality is that most of the plants
in Canada, if not all of them, are currently structured to export 80%
or 90% of their production to the United States, so if we're at

a $12,500 cost disadvantage in shipping EVs into the United States,
it's fundamentally problematic for the Canadian industry.

Mr. Wilson Miao: Thank you, Mr. Adams, for that answer.

That's all, Madam Chair. Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll go on to Mr. Hoback for five minutes, please.
Mr. Randy Hoback: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you to all the witnesses for being here. There are so many
areas to go into and so little time.

Let's start off with the Canada-U.S. relationship. Maybe I'll start
with Mr. Kennedy.

You made some comments about being proactive in the relation‐
ship and making sure that we're always there talking about the im‐
portance of the relationship and the mutual benefits of trade be‐
tween Canada and the U.S. Do you want to highlight some of the
things this could look like, like parliamentary exchanges, and any
other ideas you may have in that regard?

Mr. Trevor Kennedy: I'd be happy to. I know that some parlia‐
mentarians did travel to the United States, I believe in December,
which is a good example of what can be done on a multipartisan
basis.

There's a great consul general network across the United States
that's well plugged into state lawmakers, as well as their senators,
congressmen and governors. It's about having a constant drumbeat
of officials, labour, business and others speaking to people across
the United States about the benefits of the relationship to make sure
that, in the future, if there is another build back better program or
something similar, there's at least an understanding that there's a
Canadian element to that piece of legislation or whatever the deci‐
sion happens to be.

As we saw with the USMCA negotiations, it's a matter of all
hands on deck. America is focused on a lot of things right now, a
lot of internal issues but also external, and we really need to do our
part to make sure that Canada has at least a bit of attention, given
its various focuses.

This is just to say that there's a lot we can do, and this moment is
a good example. We are very fortunate to avoid—

Mr. Randy Hoback: Mr. Kennedy, I only have five minutes.
You made the point that I wanted you to make, for sure.

Mr. Agnew, you also talked about the importance of the relation‐
ship and what the U.S. Chamber of Commerce.... I've met with the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce. Pretty much every time I go down
there, I try to meet with them. With the interruptions we're seeing at
the border, both at Coutts and in Windsor, we're starting to see
backup now. For example, the packing plants at Cargill are saying
they have a situation now where they have so much meat in the
lockers they can't get it across the border.

What would you say to this government in regard to ending those
blockades? What do you say in regard to vaccine passports and
mandates, and what would your members say in regard to ending
the mandates and seeing resumption of travel across the border?
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● (1710)

Mr. Mark Agnew: I think there are two separate issues that I'll
try to quickly touch on.

In terms of the cross-border travel rules, one thing that we've
been quite concerned about, for example, is the requirements for
the predeparture PCR test for fully vaccinated travellers, as well as
the arrival test that people have to do if they are fully vaccinated. I
think that is one measure.

With regard to the border blockade piece, we issued a statement
yesterday with over 70 industry associations calling for all levels of
governments to co-operate on clearing those blockades. When we
talk about critical pieces of infrastructure, I think the Ambassador
Bridge checks off as many boxes as you could possibly imagine for
being important to the Canadian economy.

Mr. Randy Hoback: Yes, I think we all want to see a peaceful
resolution to the end of the demonstrations that are going on there,
and we want to see some resolution with regard to travel across the
border.

Mr. Agnew, when we talk about the relationship with the U.S.
and looking at the U.S. side of things, where do you see potential to
grow?

When I was down there in December, when I mentioned rare
earths or lithium, their eyes just got big, because they see the future
in that, and they hate the fact that they have to go to China to get it.
Why aren't we spending more time talking about the things we can
do to build the industry together, instead of always coming in when
there's a problem?

Mr. Mark Agnew: I fully agree that we need to be proactive
about it. The White House commissioned a bunch of supply chain
reviews. The Canadian Chamber participated in the U.S. Depart‐
ment of Defense and Department of Energy ones.

The case that we continue to make is that we can't go there with
a supplicant list of things that we want them to do for us. We have
to make sure that we're talking about what we're doing and how it
aligns with and supports what the United States is also trying to do,
because it has to be mutually beneficial for both countries.

Mr. Randy Hoback: I have one last question for Mr. Adams.

It's a very practical question for me as a parliamentarian. I have
one dollar to spend. We want to see this industry thrive and we
want to see it grow. Where do I put that dollar? Do I put it into the
power companies to get you the plug-in for the electric car? Do I
put it in the grid? Do I subsidize the electric car?

One conversation that hasn't happened across North America and
needs to happen is how we're actually, practically going to put pow‐
er in these cars. How are we going to plug them in? I have an older
condo here in Ottawa that was built in the seventies. There is no ca‐
pacity in that condo right now to allow electric vehicles to charge at
night.

Where do I spend that dollar?
Mr. David Adams: It's a very good question. I think if you could

find somebody to answer it, you'd be a rich man.

Really, I would divide the dollar up into three pieces. We need
part of that dollar to go to infrastructure. That may, in some ways,
be a more important piece than the incentive. We need part of that
to go to incentives, and we need part of that dollar to go to educa‐
tion.

Those would be the three key pieces.
The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Adams.

We'll go on to Mr. Arya for five minutes please.
Mr. Chandra Arya (Nepean, Lib.): Thank you, Madam Chair.

It's nice to see the representatives from the steel and aluminum
industry here today. We have the best technologies in steel and alu‐
minum, but there's a big “but” here. These industries export only to
North American markets from the Canadian basis. The reason is
quite clear. They are all foreign-owned and they consider Canada as
just a branch. In the last 15 or 20 years, there's hardly been any in‐
crease in the installed capacity of steel industry, and maybe a small
increase in the aluminum manufacturing capacity.

However, that is not the subject of today's discussion. We can ap‐
proach it later.

Dr. Karim Zaghib, it's very nice to meet you. I've seen your back‐
ground.

I have called for establishing a task force to develop and imple‐
ment a comprehensive strategy for the development of mines, min‐
eral processing, battery technologies, manufacturing batteries and
battery cell packing. Obviously, we all know that China has taken
the lead and some parts of Europe are also well established. The
United States is catching up with a lot of investments. Eight to 10
multibillion-dollar investments in battery manufacturing are being
implemented right now in the U.S. In Canada, we are catching up.

Luckily, we do have quite a bit of an advantage, I would say, in
terms of minerals. As we know, with our lithium-ion or phosphate,
we do have a lot of critical minerals. We have an agreement with
the United States to develop this mineral base here. In the last bud‐
get, we did invest in the battery mineral centre of excellence. We
also have knowledge in our country. As you know, the technology
research and development done in the battery technologies at Dal‐
housie University partly contributed to the development of the bat‐
teries for Tesla and its advancement in this field.

Dr. Karim Zaghib, we all talk about developing mines, mineral
processing, batteries, etc., but what do you think is happening in
terms of the time required to develop these critical mines? Typical‐
ly in Canada it takes many years for the process to go through. In
the normal process, it could take multiple years. Have you seen any
changes at the provincial level, whether it is Quebec or Ontario, or
at the federal level to hasten the process of approval for develop‐
ment of new mines for these critical minerals?
● (1715)

Dr. Karim Zaghib: For example, in Quebec, there would be a
task force with the ministers of innovation, finance, environment
and energy together to accelerate and reduce the time of the permit
and so on. We don't take 10 or 20 years to develop the mine. It's
right now.
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We saw it recently with Nemaska Lithium. Nemaska Lithium is a
great example. It's joined between Investissement Québec,
Pallinghurst, Livent and so on. They are going to accelerate and
produce lithium in the next two years. We need to have this kind of
task force in order to accelerate and help the permitting for environ‐
mental permits, construction permits, the land and so on. The min‐
ing is very important.

You are right about the technology when you spoke about lithi‐
um-ion technology coming from here. When we come to the circu‐
lar economies—mine, active materials, cathode materials, cells and
so on—we need to have a strategy on how to use the time and al‐
so—

Mr. Chandra Arya: There's still no comprehensive strategy,
whether from the federal government talking to the provincial gov‐
ernment and the industry bodies related to mines or the technolo‐
gies with the universities. So there's still a need to form a task force
to look into this and implement a strategy.

Dr. Karim Zaghib: I believe so—
The Chair: Please give a brief answer, sir.
Dr. Karim Zaghib: In Quebec, the strategy is well done, but I

think the federal government and the provinces should work togeth‐
er as soon as possible.

Mr. Chandra Arya: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll move on to Monsieur Savard-Tremblay for two and a half
minutes, please.
[Translation]

Mr. Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: Thank you,
Madam Chair.

My question is for Mr. Kennedy.

On several occasions, you called for a firmer stance towards the
United States. You were saying that we need to take an approach
that treats it as urgent or a crisis. In short, you said we need to think
about these issues every day and even go so far as to threaten retali‐
ation. We know that there have been some threats of retaliation and
that there was supposed to be a list of products published and that
certain points in the Canada—United States—Mexico agreement
should even be challenged.

Do you expect things to become more contentious?
[English]

Mr. Trevor Kennedy: If this is in response to the document that
was released late last year, I think in certain circumstances Canada
does need to take a strong position, and we saw that in previous in‐
stances that affected some of the other industries that are here to‐
day. In a moment like now, when Canada has the opportunity to be
proactive, we can present more of an opportunity for collaboration.
It is always a matter of having a balance between different options
and constant engagement and making sure we're ready for anything
that comes up.

There are many things the Biden administration and members of
Congress have proposed or discussed that we should be concerned
about and be prepared for. I think we all have different things we're

thinking about, and to the extent that we're ready for that and think‐
ing about how we would respond in the event that things don't go as
planned, it would be helpful.

[Translation]
Mr. Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: What forms of retaliation

do you think should be on the table? What kind of response would
be appropriate?

Are there any specific measures you would be prepared to advo‐
cate in this area?

[English]
Mr. Trevor Kennedy: As I mentioned, through the USMCA, we

have an enforceable agreement, which is unique for Canada as well
as for Mexico, in the sense that many of the U.S.'s major trade part‐
ners can't receive a resolution with the dysfunctional appellate body
at the WTO. We're fortunate in that sense to have that as an option
available to us. At times, we do need to communicate that when
there's harm to the Canadian economy, especially when it violates
part of a trade agreement we have, there are consequences for cer‐
tain sectors in the United States and certain congressional districts,
for instance.

I don't think that's how we should start the conversation; that's
really the last option at the moment.

● (1720)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Kennedy.

We go on to Mr. Masse for two and a half minutes, please.

Is Mr. Masse still with us? I don't see him, so I'm going to go on
to Mr. Lewis for five minutes, please.

The Clerk of the Committee (Ms. Dancella Boyi): Madam
Chair, I'm sorry to interrupt.

There was a slight change in the speaking order. Mr. Martel will
take the floor next.

The Chair: Mr. Martel, I understand there's been a change in the
order.

Mr. Martel is up for five minutes, please.

[Translation]
Mr. Richard Martel: I have another question for Mr. Zaghib.

I would definitely like Canada to be much more independent in
certain sectors. How do you feel we could make Canada more inde‐
pendent in the supply of key materials needed for batteries and in
the local production of batteries and electric vehicles?

Dr. Karim Zaghib: First of all, we need to know our market, by
which I mean the market that includes all the provinces. Canada,
like China, has a market. Once we know what that market is, we
look at the gigawatt hours.

If our market is really slow in terms of transitioning to the elec‐
trification of transportation and energy storage, then we need to be‐
gin implementing an independence strategy.
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This means that we should think about an international vision.
It's important to focus on Canada's domestic market, as well as
markets in the United States and Europe.

We really mustn't forget about Europe. Canada has all kinds of
infrastructures, including trains and deep sea ports. Because of the
traceability of our materials via a “green” stamp—we mentioned
this in connection with aluminum earlier—we could become inde‐
pendent. We would be king of the hill here at home. Canada could
export while respecting human rights and the planet. That's impor‐
tant. We could do it without any CO2 emissions.

That's the strategy.
Mr. Richard Martel: At the moment, most lithium-ion batteries

are produced in China. Many European countries have built infras‐
tructures for local production; Germany did it for Tesla, and Swe‐
den for Volkswagen.

Why can't Canada keep up with countries that have fewer re‐
sources?

Dr. Karim Zaghib: Personally, I am well aware of what's hap‐
pening.

In Europe, there are local European companies: Mercedes Benz,
Volkswagen, Renault, Peugeot, and so on.

What Canada has to do is require Ford, GM and Toyota, which
are not Canadian companies, to produce a quota of electric vehicles
here in Canada.

It would also be important to find Canadian companies. I'm talk‐
ing about Lion Electric and others. It's important. Other countries
have their markets, their local companies and money. Canada is ca‐
pable of investing, but it needs to speed up the development of
young undertakings and new companies. They need assistance.

Companies in Canada also need to be taxed. Decisions are cur‐
rently being made in the United States, Japan and Korea, rather
than here in Canada.

Mr. Richard Martel: Thank you very much, Mr. Zaghib.

I don't have any other questions, Madam Chair.
[English]

The Chair: We'll go on to Mr. Sheehan for three minutes.
● (1725)

Mr. Terry Sheehan (Sault Ste. Marie, Lib.): Thank you very
much.

I thank all our presenters for testifying and providing us with
some very good information.

I would ask Catherine from the Canadian Steel Producers Asso‐
ciation to make two comments.

One is on what our presenters have been talking about, the low-
carbon economy that the market is going to and what the steel in‐
dustry, including in Sault Ste. Marie, is doing to get off coal. How
many steel plants in the United States are still on coal? We know
that the Chinese have a lot of coal production. Could we get some
comments on that?

The second piece is again, just to reiterate.... In 2019, when the
25% tariffs or the “232s” were put on Canadian steel, what kind of
advocacy, in your mind, really worked well that perhaps we should
be continuing to take a look at when dealing with other trade irri‐
tants?

Ms. Catherine Cobden: Thank you for both of those questions.

We're on a very interesting and important journey in the steel in‐
dustry. I talked already today about our existing green performance,
but we have aspirations to do a lot more and ultimately address
what is a very significant CO2 emission level to net zero. We have
done some very interesting work in this space.

In particular, two significant projects have been announced in
partnership with the government, of course, but also with others, to
see six million tonnes of CO2 eliminated from the atmosphere. This
is to convert to EAFs and to have future opportunities as well, per‐
haps with new feedstocks yet to be defined and developed in our
country. It is definitely a journey that is going to take time, but it's
one that is well under way and that we are very excited about.

You asked about the U.S. I think that's one of the reasons the
U.S. and Canada have such a strong play together on climate and
steel. They have done some EAF conversion. Again, back to my re‐
marks, I want to say that I think we have a huge opportunity to do
things right now with the U.S. on climate, particularly as they relate
to steel and aluminum, because they have a EU road map. We need
to follow that and grab that as soon as possible.

As far as the section 232 lift is concerned, this was a tremendous
effort by many—industry, of course, but also government, as well
as many horizontal organizations, provinces, and the federal gov‐
ernment. We took a team Canada approach that you remember well,
where we actually aligned and fought our battles. The government
was prepared to stand up for the [Technical difficulty—Editor].

I'm seeing a lot of the same playbook this time around on the EV
tax credit issue. At the same time, I'm reminding us that not only do
we fight the battles but we also address those issues where we work
together. Back to the climate comment [Technical difficulty—Edi‐
tor]. We do everything in our power to show the world that we are
very good trading partners. We want the U.S. to see that we are just
as strict on unfair traders as they are and that we can basically work
in lockstep with them on the battles we jointly share.

I hope that gave you a bit of an answer, Terry, to your question.

Mr. Terry Sheehan: Thank you very much.

Madam Chair, do I have any time left?

The Chair: No, I'm sorry, Mr. Sheehan.

Mr. Terry Sheehan: I didn't think so.

The Chair: All right. I want to take this moment to thank all of
the witnesses for their valuable testimony.

Thank you to our members of Parliament who are attending. Ev‐
erybody was on time.
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I will move to adjournment. Thank you all very much.
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