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● (1535)

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

Creek, Lib.)): Welcome to meeting number four of the Standing
Committee on International Trade.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted by the
committee on Thursday, September 18, the committee is commenc‐
ing its study of Canada and the forthcoming CUSMA review.

We have with us today, in person, the Honourable Dominic
LeBlanc, Minister responsible for Canada-U.S. Trade, Intergovern‐
mental Affairs and One Canadian Economy, and the Honourable
Maninder Sidhu, Minister of International Trade. From the depart‐
ment officials, we have Rob Stewart, deputy minister, international
trade; Martin Moen, associate assistant deputy minister, trade poli‐
cy and negotiations; David Hutchison, director general, trade strate‐
gy bureau; and Mary-Catherine Speirs, director general, trade nego‐
tiations bureau.

Welcome to all of you. We very much appreciate your being with
us.

I understand that Minister LeBlanc has a very tight time frame
and must exit here by 2:27, to be exact.

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc (Minister responsible for Canada-
U.S. Trade, Intergovernmental Affairs and One Canadian
Economy): Madam Chair, I am seeing my boss and some other
people an hour and five minutes from now, so I will leave in an
hour. Thank you.

The Chair: Okay. Thank you very much.

Welcome to you all.

We will start with Minister LeBlanc's opening remarks for up to
five minutes and not any longer, please. Then we will go on to
questions and Minister Sidhu.

We now go to Minister LeBlanc to start off.
Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you for the opportunity to be before the committee today
to discuss Canada's trade relationship with the United States, and
obviously with our Mexican partners as well, and our preparations
for the upcoming joint review of the Canada—United States—
Mexico agreement.

Madam Chair, this is a hinge moment in Canadian history. For
decades, the United States has been our closest economic partner in
almost every venture. Predictability, collaboration and mutual bene‐

fit were the hallmarks of this relationship, but now the old model,
one of deepened integration grounded in assumed stability, can no
longer be counted on. We must chart a new approach that reflects
the realities of today's global economy. We must obviously recog‐
nize and accept the importance of the United States market but also
take actions to seize opportunities that come from further diversifi‐
cation with other partners as well. Most importantly, we must build
on the economic potential we have here at home in Canada.

[Translation]

As the Prime Minister pointed out last week, the United States'
economic strategy has clearly shifted from supporting the multilat‐
eral system to a more transactional and controlled approach to bilat‐
eral trade and investment. U.S. tariffs of up to 50%, particularly on
steel and aluminum, automobiles, and Canadian lumber, are desta‐
bilizing and have a real impact on thousands of workers and their
families. They disrupt supply chains, increase costs and weaken our
collective ability to overcome the major challenge currently facing
global trade.

[English]

This moment, Madam Chair, calls for resolve. Our government
worked with Parliament—and I thank colleagues here—to adopt
the One Canadian Economy Act, unlocking, we hope, up to $500
billion in strategic investments, clean energy projects, infrastruc‐
ture, critical minerals, advanced manufacturing and other energy in‐
frastructure as well. These investments will strengthen our domes‐
tic capacity and create new opportunities for Canadian businesses.

[Translation]

As the Prime Minister also announced in September, the govern‐
ment will soon be launching a new trade diversification strategy. I
understand that my colleague will be discussing this with you in the
next few minutes.

At the same time, renewing our partnership with our North
American partners remains a central part of our approach. We are
working with the U.S. administration to find a solution to reduce
tariffs, provide predictability for our industries and promote a col‐
lective North American approach to the challenge we face together.
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We are also working to strengthen and deepen our relationship
with Mexico, which offers significant trade opportunities for
Canada. Mexico's Secretary of Economy, Marcelo Ebrard, and I
agreed a few weeks ago, and in previous conversations, to work
closely together as we prepare for the joint review of CUSMA.
[English]

In the coming weeks, I will be heading to Mexico on a trade mis‐
sion with a group of Canadian companies, business leaders and
leaders of civil society. We hope to work together to further devel‐
op this bilateral commercial relationship as well.
[Translation]

To prepare for the joint review of the Canada-United States-
Mexico Agreement, or CUSMA, we have launched a second round
of consultations with stakeholders across the country, including in‐
dustry, labour unions, provinces, territories, indigenous nations, and
civil society.
[English]

Canada fundamentally believes that the CUSMA provides a sta‐
ble and predictable foundation for growth. Our goal is to make it
better, smarter and more responsive to today's challenge. Obvious‐
ly, that's always with a view to securing opportunities for Canadi‐
ans. We'll continue to defend Canada's interests and pursue a trade
policy that represents the strength and the independence of our
country.

With that, I look forward to the comments of my colleague, but
most particularly to the questions, suggestions and helpful advice
from colleagues at the table.

Thank you, Madam Chair.
The Chair: Thank you very much, Minister.

Minister Sidhu, go ahead, please.
Hon. Maninder Sidhu (Minister of International Trade):

Thank you, Madam Chair.

It's good to be back here to appear before this committee. I spent
over a year with many of these committee members, so there are
many familiar faces.

I want to thank the analysts for their hard work when I was here
and for their hard work now as well.
[Translation]

I am pleased to be back with you today before the committee,
whose rigorous and important work I am well aware of.
[English]

Before becoming Canada's Minister of International Trade, I had
the privilege of serving on this very committee. I know first-hand
how seriously you take your work and how deeply committed you
are to ensuring that Canadian trade policy reflects the realities fac‐
ing our workers, our businesses and our communities. I look for‐
ward to the important work you'll continue to do, especially on the
study of the upcoming CUSMA review and Canada's broader trade
strategy.

CUSMA is central to our economy, but as the economic and po‐
litical landscape in North America continues to evolve, so too must
our approach. That's why I welcome the committee's decision to
study the review alongside the government's trade diversification
efforts. We're approaching this work from a position of strength,
armed with facts, guided by evidence, collaborating closely with
stakeholders and united in our commitment to protect and advance
Canadian interests.

I believe this committee will play a vital role in shaping that
foundation. At the same time, we recognize that Canada cannot put
all of its eggs in one basket.

● (1540)

[Translation]

Trade diversification is not just a goal, it is a strategic necessity.

[English]

It's a goal I understand all too well. Since becoming minister a
few months ago, I've been working to advance this file fully and
meaningfully. It has been a busy 150 days. I've criss-crossed the
country, meeting with boards of trade, business leaders and en‐
trepreneurs. The message is clear: There is tremendous opportunity,
energy and optimism about strengthening our economic ties with
communities right across Canada.

Prime Minister Carney has given me a clear mandate to diversify
our trading relationships. In just a short time, we've made tremen‐
dous progress.

Earlier this year, I travelled to Quito, Ecuador, to officially con‐
clude negotiations on the Canada-Ecuador Free Trade Agreement,
which is a modern, ambitious deal that will deepen our economic
partnership with one of South America's fastest-growing economies
and create new opportunities for Canadian exporters, especially in
clean technology and agriculture.

We've reinvigorated our trade and investment dialogue with the
United Arab Emirates, advancing discussions toward the conclu‐
sion of a FIPA and deepening commercial co-operation.

In Brazil, a few weeks ago, we agreed to launch talks with Mer‐
cosur, bringing new momentum to a complex but important region‐
al partnership that includes Brazil, Argentina, Paraguay and
Uruguay.

We've tabled legislation in Parliament to bring the United King‐
dom into the Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for Trans-
Pacific Partnership, also known as the CPTPP. This is a major step
toward formally welcoming a G7 partner into a trade pact repre‐
senting over 500 million consumers across the Asia-Pacific.
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As Canada takes steps to forge stronger ties around the world,
thanks to the leadership of our Prime Minister and this new govern‐
ment, other countries are doing the same with Canada. Ireland has
announced that it will formally ratify the Canada-European Union
Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement, or CETA, which
is a strong vote of confidence in our trans-Atlantic partnership. In
fact, Ireland's Prime Minister called it an “obvious choice” to align
more closely with Canada, and we couldn't agree more.

Finally, I'm proud to share that, just last week, Canada and In‐
donesia signed a trade agreement. It's an important milestone that
sets the stage for deeper economic engagement with one of the
world's largest and most dynamic emerging markets.

This is real, tangible progress. It's part of a broader trade diversi‐
fication agenda that this government has championed from day one.

We're not just signing agreements; we're backing them up with
strong implementation plans. We're empowering our incredible
trade commissioner service to support businesses across Canada in
expanding to new markets. We're working with the chambers of
commerce and boards of trade to ensure that Canadian businesses
are using the agreements we already have to their fullest potential.

Our trade agenda must reflect the complexity of the world we're op‐
erating in. Yes, we will defend and strengthen our relationship in
North America, but we will also continue opening doors in regions
around the world. That's the dual track we're on, defending and
deepening the trade partnerships we have while building bold new
ones for the future.

I know this committee's insights will be invaluable as we move
forward on both fronts.

Thank you so much, and I look forward to your questions today.
The Chair: Thank you very much, Minister.

We will now open it up for questions.

Mr. Chambers, you have the floor.
Adam Chambers (Simcoe North, CPC): Thank you, Madam

Chair.

Welcome, Ministers. It's a pleasure to have you here. You both
have important jobs at this time. I know that Canadians want you to
succeed. Conservatives want you to succeed as well and want to
help you get a deal. We said that we'd be willing to do that.

Minister LeBlanc, you're in a really tough spot. You're negotiat‐
ing with a country that seems to keep moving the goalposts, and
your boss keeps making promises that he seems not to be able to
deliver on, or you can't deliver on.

I take from your testimony this morning at the Senate that we're
not any closer to a deal with the Americans on the sectoral tariffs
than we were just a few weeks ago. Is that what I heard correctly
this morning at the Senate?

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: I hope that's not exactly what you
heard. I learned a hard lesson from saying, “Oh, I think we're going
to have progress in the next three weeks. I think we might have a
deal by August”, so I have lost the illusion that we should predict in
precise time when we might get to an agreement.

An agreement can take many different forms. My view is that an
agreement is something that would improve the circumstance we're
in today. I continue to be optimistic. The conversations I've had
with Secretary Lutnick have been encouraging. There have been a
myriad of discussions with Ambassador Hillman and other senior
officials. I remain optimistic. I think that, like you and like every‐
body, I accept the urgency of the moment and wish that these agree‐
ments had been concluded weeks ago, but it doesn't mean we don't
need to continue to do the work and get the best agreement possi‐
ble.

● (1545)

Adam Chambers: In terms of advancing the discussions, we've
made a number of concessions. Canada has made a number of con‐
cessions, such as getting rid of the DST and quietly removing some
tariffs during the election and only disclosing it afterwards. Just a
couple of weeks ago, we got rid of additional tariffs. I've heard
some complaints about softwood lumber. We've made a number of
concessions to the Americans.

Can you point to one concession that the Americans have given
to us?

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: I understand that you refer to these as
concessions. I think it's part of an active negotiating conversation.

Adam Chambers: I don't think anyone has ever considered
them anything other than concessions. No one has called them any‐
thing but concessions.

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: I wouldn't be as absolute as that. I don't
think I've called them concessions. I've called them decisions that
we make in the best interest of continuing a discussion with the
United States that will hopefully get to the agreement you referred
to in your first question.

Adam Chambers: Has the United States made any movements
similar to those we have made to support the discussions?

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Yes.

Adam Chambers: Just one, as an example, would be helpful.

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: I appreciate the question, but I want to
be careful. In ongoing conversations that go back months, there are
different scenarios that various American officials advance, and we
talk about different scenarios that we think might lead us to an
agreement. At the end of the day, the CUSMA exemption, which
was not part of the original announcement, has changed so many
times over the last number of months. Sometimes it's useful—

Adam Chambers: You're taking a long time to say there hasn't
been—
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Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: I'm going to give you one right now:
the fact that 97% of our exports benefit from an exemption under
CUSMA, save and except the section 232 tariffs that they've ap‐
plied across the world. That night in February when they said they
were applying a 25% across-the-board tariff to the Canadian econo‐
my in fact applies to a very small segment of Canadian exports.
That is a massive advantage that Canada has, but it's not enough. It
doesn't put us in the position we were in a year ago.

Adam Chambers: It's not much of an advantage if you're in one
of those sectors that we described.

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Agreed.
Adam Chambers: You said you were open to some suggestions,

so I'll leave you with one. On the electric vehicle mandate, it's been
disclosed now that Canadian auto manufacturers have commit‐
ted $1 billion cash to Tesla to purchase credits from an American
auto manufacturer that has zero manufacturing capabilities in
Canada and no intention of manufacturing capabilities in Canada.
In fact, hundreds of millions of dollars have already gone to Tesla
to purchase these credits. Automakers are having a hard time deal‐
ing with the tariffs, and now they are financially strained for elec‐
tric vehicles with this mandate. Hundreds of millions of dollars
have already been paid to an American company with no commit‐
ment to Canada. Are you open to scrapping the EV mandate?

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Thank you for the question. I under‐
stand, and I certainly have heard discussions concerning the EV
mandate. I've had those conversations with Premier Ford and a
number of others. In terms of the specific payments and so on, I'm
not familiar with those numbers. I'm not disagreeing with them.
Perhaps the deputy can address this. He says he has some precision
that he can offer, if that would be helpful.

Adam Chambers: The policy is enriching Tesla shareholders. Is
the reason we're not scrapping it that the Prime Minister disclosed
he owns Tesla shares?

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Well, obviously you know that's not the
reason, but—

Adam Chambers: I'm not sure that it isn't the reason.
Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: You can make up a whole bunch of

stuff here in the committee and try to make it stick—
Adam Chambers: I'm not making it up. That's a fact, sir.
Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Would you be interested in the deputy

perhaps giving you some precision on that?
Adam Chambers: Well, we'll have the deputy after, I believe,

for—
Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: You're not interested in—
Adam Chambers: We'll follow up with the deputy after.
Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Okay, great. I think it would be valu‐

able.
Adam Chambers: I would appreciate it.

The last thing I'll leave you with is that we're open to helping
you. We'd like to see you succeed. The Conservatives have said that
we'd like to help you get a deal. If there's something that we can do
to be helpful, please let us know.

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: I appreciate that. Thank you.

Adam Chambers: We'd be happy to do that.

Thank you, Minister.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Mr. Fonseca, go ahead.

Peter Fonseca (Mississauga East—Cooksville, Lib.): Thank
you, Madam Chair.

Thank you, Minister Leblanc, Minister Sidhu and your officials,
for joining us here at the international trade committee.

I'll start where MP Chambers finished, around us working to‐
gether to ensure success for Canadians.

In my riding, we have so many entrepreneurs. I was at the board
of trade, and many came to see me in Mississauga. What they asked
was, “How can we diversify? Where can we sell our products and
our services overseas? Where can we do more?”

Minister Sidhu, I know we've had conversations about your work
globally, with some of the agreements that we have right now and
can capitalize on. We've had a lot of success, but now is the time to
double down and triple down with our businesses and en‐
trepreneurs; they feel it and they want to do it.

I want to hear from you: Where can they tap into those tools, be
it the trade commissioner service or others, to be able to diversify
and increase their trade?

● (1550)

Hon. Maninder Sidhu: I'd like to thank the member for his
work on this committee. I know that in Mississauga the chamber of
commerce values Mr. Fonseca's input in terms of how we can help
diversify trade.

From my private sector experience, having spent over a decade
working with businesses in international trade facilitation, I know
that the conversation 10 years ago was very different. It was, “I'm
comfortable dealing with the U.S. I understand the geography and I
understand the language. I don't know the packaging requirements
in this overseas country; it seems very hard and I don't want to do
it.” Now the conversation has shifted to saying, “Help me do that.”
When I've been out talking to chambers and boards of trade across
the country, the focus is on how we are facilitating that conversa‐
tion and using our existing 15 free trade agreements to make sure
that our utilization rates are up.
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I'll give you one example with CETA. Utilization rates are
around 65%. How do we get them higher? You've seen the Prime
Minister active in the region, as well, in Europe. I think he's been
there two or three times. One of his first trips was to Europe to sign
a strategic partnership agreement with the EU. Why is that? We see
a lot of potential and opportunities in the EU around defence. We
know that, as a country, if we're going to be investing $9 billion, we
need to have those procurement opportunities as well, because we
want to build up the industrial capacity. We want to bring those
workers and those jobs here to Canada and build up that capacity
while we can procure and get into some of the opportunities that are
brought in.

There's a huge potential in the EU, but there's an even bigger po‐
tential in the Indo-Pacific, which is a fast-growing market with a
growing middle class that wants Canadian products, and not just in
the defence sector. It's agri-food; it's clean tech. In fact, there's a lot
happening with ASEAN. Just last week, we signed a free trade
agreement with Indonesia, the fourth-largest economy in the world,
with 275 million potential consumers, and this is what we need to
do more of. The energy is there, and the world wants to deal with
Canada, because we're seen as a beacon of hope right now. There's
a lot of uncertainty out there and a lot of instability. The global
trade winds are shifting, but Canada is seen as a reliable and stable
trading partner.

We have a unique opportunity here. In the calls that I'm getting
and that we're all getting as cabinet ministers, the message is, “We
want to do more with Canada. How can we make that happen?”
The Prime Minister being out there shaking hands and making sure
we're meeting people so that we're noticed is very important, be‐
cause every other country is doing this. The U.S.'s policies and
President Trump's policies have impacted trading relationships
around the world, so every country is out there showcasing what
their workers and their businesses produce, and Canada should be
no different. We should actually be more engaged and more active
on the international scene to make sure we get the best deal possi‐
ble.

Peter Fonseca: Minister Sidhu, you've sat on this committee.
You've been here. You've been the parliamentary secretary. Can you
tell us, as a committee, where we can assist with that work? Where
would we be best able to help?

Hon. Maninder Sidhu: Absolutely. Look, I value the work
you're doing. I sat in that very chair. This committee does important
work. I think, when you look at what the committee can do, it is to
bring those ideas. The members here come from every part of
Canada. You're talking to your chambers and the entrepreneurs on
the ground. You're identifying opportunities.

It's also the work that you'll be doing, hopefully, if the chair and
the committee agree to travel. I think there are unique opportunities
to find where businesses can have the best impact, and which in‐
dustries can have the best impact. Even as a delegation being out
there on the road, it showcases team Canada, and I think we need
more of that. We heard from Mr. Chambers about how we can work
together as team Canada to effectively showcase what we have to
offer. I think it will send a clear signal to the world that we're here,
operating as team Canada, looking for the best opportunities for our
workers.

Peter Fonseca: Thank you, Minister.

Minister LeBlanc, we are team Canada here. We had Representa‐
tive Huizenga and Representative Kaptur here last week, and we
had an opportunity to ask them many questions. On that, do you see
an opportunity for this committee to go to Washington, D.C., to
meet with representatives, senators and stakeholders and make our
case before the review of CUSMA?

● (1555)

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: The short answer is, absolutely. I don't
purport to, obviously, have a view on what work the committee de‐
cides to do. However, any time members of Parliament and of the
other place—senators—have an opportunity to interact with Ameri‐
can counterparts, with legislators, it's important.

I was in Washington this summer for meetings. There was a
group of Conservative MPs who had also travelled to Washington.
The ambassador was telling me about her meetings with them.
They were seeing senior people on Capitol Hill, including members
of the Republican leadership. That's all positive for Canada, any
and all forms of parliamentary diplomacy where colleague legisla‐
tors can talk about the advantage of, as Mr. Chambers said, resolv‐
ing the sectoral tariffs, which are certainly having a detrimental ef‐
fect on our country but aren't benefiting American consumers or in‐
dustries either, in many cases. The more people who say that to
people in the administration, the better position, I hope, the country
will be in.

I would encourage any and all of that work, and, obviously, I
would be happy to ensure that our embassy and others in Washing‐
ton work with the chair and your committee to provide any support
we can.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Monsieur Savard-Tremblay, go ahead, please, for six minutes.

[Translation]

Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot—
Acton, BQ): Thank you, Madam Chair.

Ministers, thank you for being here. I would also like to thank
the people accompanying you. I understand that we will be talking
with them more during the second hour.

Ministers, supply management, as we know, is an extremely im‐
portant issue for Quebec in the first place, and also for the rest of
Canada in many respects.

I would like to refer to an article in the Globe and Mail. I heard
the word “Mercosur” earlier, during Minister Sidhu's testimony,
which concerns me in terms of poultry production, given Brazil's
presence.
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That said, I will begin, Mr. LeBlanc, with the other extremely
important issue, that of dairy production. Yesterday, you said that
supply management would not be called into question. However, I
will not immediately address the intentions and strategies that may
apply in light of the American desire to chip away at the system. As
a matter of principle, I will first ask you whether you recognize that
changing the rules and import quotas amounts to a new breach, a
new concession, and that it is doing through the back door what can
no longer be done through the front door.

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Through you, Madam Chair, I would
like to thank our colleague Mr. Savard‑Tremblay for this question,
which is essential to Quebec, as he says. I have cousins who oper‐
ate a fairly large dairy farm in New Brunswick. It is therefore es‐
sential throughout Canada, in the rural areas I represent, and it is
essential for consumers in large, more urban centres. It is a crucial
issue.

There is significant consensus in Parliament. We welcome the
legislative initiative of our friends in the Bloc Québécois to ensure
that, as Mr. Savard‑Tremblay said, this does not become a bargain‐
ing chip in trade negotiations. We are committed to this. The
Prime Minister has said it, and I repeat this commitment to my
American counterparts when Mr. Trump publicly raises customs
tariffs that are beyond what was, indeed, negotiated in other agree‐
ments.

I often talk to dairy producers and other producers in the supply
management sector. Yesterday, I read The Globe and Mail and saw
the reports in French, which often referred to a “breach” in supply
management. There will be no breach in supply management and
no increase in quotas. We do not want to negotiate any changes in
this regard. I am quite comfortable repeating this.

Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: I understand that. You are
telling us that there will be no breach. In any case, once laws are
passed by Congress, American negotiators often say that their
hands are tied. Generally, that's the end of the matter and it's not
discussed any further.

Isn't playing with import rules, once again, a way of creating an‐
other loophole by means other than bilateral or trilateral negotia‐
tions, even if it is not formally called that?

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: I understand the substance of the issue,
and I am not at all opposed to it. We will not dig anything up direct‐
ly or indirectly, and we will not allow any breach or opening in this
issue.

I understand this concern. I tell the dairy producers I talk to, as I
do others in the supply management sector, that we have been very
clear. We are clear with the Americans, both privately and publicly.

For the moment, the conversations are focused on strategic sec‐
tors such as steel, aluminum and automobiles. I am much more
concerned about the lumber sector.

I think it is in our best interest not to continually discuss all kinds
of potential scenarios. We don't want to give other countries ideas
to bring the issue back to the table. For us, as for Parliament, the
matter is closed, as you said.

● (1600)

Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: You said there would be no
breach, that there would be no negotiation on this, and you are
ready to tell us today that there will be no more American milk on
the Canadian and Quebec markets.

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: The quota negotiated six or seven years
ago will not be increased. We are very firm on this point. Absolute‐
ly.

Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: The import rules will not be
changed either.

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: There are two questions. I think there
are 12 or 14 import subcategories under an overall quota. I under‐
stand how important it is for the dairy sector, as for others, to know
that these supply management issues are not being negotiated. We
are trying to talk to the Americans about other sectors. I think they
will possibly, I hope, bring us to common ground.

Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: Thank you.

My next question is for Mr. Sidhu.

At the end of last year, China was, without saying “abandoned,”
considered for what it was, that is, a risk factor in trade with
Canada, because of all kinds of strategic issues. We can see that this
makes the Americans very nervous. I know that we are not return‐
ing to free trade discussions with China, as has been the case in the
past, since this matter was buried in 2020. However, in the diversi‐
fication strategy, there seems to be a desire to include China more. I
am surprised by this turnaround.

I understand that there may be irritants in the relationship with
the United States, but Mr. Trump's term will end in 2028, while the
Chinese Communist Party's term will never end. I would be curious
to hear your thoughts on this.

[English]
The Chair: Can we possibly have a brief answer for a long ques‐

tion?

[Translation]
Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: We'll discuss this in the next

round in any case. Don't worry.

[English]
Hon. Maninder Sidhu: It's a good question. I hope to answer

your question in French one day. I'm learning my third language,
which is French.

I think it's important to note that China is Canada's second-
largest trading partner. There are challenges we have to work
through, but there are also opportunities that we can't ignore. There
are sectors that I have sat down with—the canola sector, the Cana‐
dian Cattle Association and the seafood sector—that value access
to that market. I think it's very important that we be pragmatic and
constructive in those conversations. I think this is what our indus‐
tries expect us to do, and we'll make sure we're having those live
discussions.

The Chair: Thank you very much.
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Mr. Jeneroux, please go ahead for five minutes.
Matt Jeneroux (Edmonton Riverbend, CPC): Thank you,

Madam Chair.

Thank you, both. Welcome back, Minister Sidhu. It's good to see
you too, good friend, Minister LeBlanc.

I want to start my questions. I think I'll begin by talking about
the ASEAN free trade agreement, and maybe we'll jump over and
talk a little bit about de minimis, if you're okay with that, Minister.
Then, only because you brought it up, Minister Sidhu, we can talk
about the U.K. trade agreement as well.

First, I'll begin with the ASEAN free trade agreement. You
missed a delegation to Malaysia last week. Some might say that it
was the best delegation that has ever been to Malaysia. Parliamen‐
tary Secretary Naqvi and I were there. A lot of the discussion was
about the Canada-ASEAN free trade agreement, which has been
ongoing since 2021. The future of that would be good to hear in
your words. I think a lot of the stakeholders in the room were very
curious as to the progress. They saw the Indonesia deal, and they're
wondering.... Obviously, the Philippines seems to be along the
same path, but they are wondering if there is a comprehensive
ASEAN free trade agreement that they can expect soon.

Hon. Maninder Sidhu: That is a very important question,
Madam Chair. Through you, I'd like to thank the member for going
on that mission last week with Parliamentary Secretary Naqvi, be‐
cause the ASEAN region is a very important region. It consists of
10 countries and is one of the fastest-growing regions in the world.

Through CPTPP, we have access to three of the 10 countries. Just
last week, we signed a free trade agreement with Indonesia, our
first-ever bilateral trade agreement with an ASEAN country.

The ASEAN region represents about 675 million potential con‐
sumers. Through CPTPP, we have access to about 140 million, and
now, last week, we added access to about 275 million more. Be‐
tween CPTPP and our bilateral agreement with Indonesia, we have
access to about 65% of the market.

Of course, the other countries are important to us, so we're hav‐
ing active negotiations. Our trade teams met last month—just a few
weeks ago, actually—to have those ongoing discussions. I met with
my counterpart from the Philippines to have these conversations,
because we do want to open up more market access, and that's part
of our—

● (1605)

Matt Jeneroux: Do you have a ballpark time frame on it that we
can expect?

Hon. Maninder Sidhu: We're working through it. We're hoping
that in the near future we'll be able to get to a result, but you can
imagine—

Matt Jeneroux: Is “the near future” within the year?
Hon. Maninder Sidhu: —negotiating with 10 different coun‐

tries is something that we have to streamline a little bit more. We're
adding capacity to that as well, and I think that's very important,
but we hope to have that concluded really soon.

Again, it's 10 countries. As you can imagine, we're working
through that process, and our trade teams are meeting again in a
few weeks.

Matt Jeneroux: Hopefully that will be soon, because again, it's
been ongoing since 2021, and we want to see it cross the finish line,
for all the reasons that you state.

To you, Minister LeBlanc, the de minimis issue has come up a
lot lately because of the end of the exemption. I'm curious as to
whether it has been discussed as part of the negotiations on CUS‐
MA.

I'll quickly read to you about the impact it has on a Canadian
company, Lululemon, which is a strong Canadian company. This is
from Retail Dive, by senior reporter Max Garland. He said that Lul‐
ulemon “anticipates its 2025 gross profit will take a $240 million
hit due to higher duties and no more de minimis”.

I'm hoping you can comment on whether this is part of your dis‐
cussions.

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Mr. Jeneroux, thank you for that ques‐
tion. You're right. You used the example of an iconic Canadian
company, Lululemon, but it applies to small businesses as well that
sell stuff on the web and have customers and clients in the United
States, for example, who order packages.

I hear about it as an MP, and I hear about it from provincial pre‐
miers. Premier Ford spoke to me about it as recently as a few weeks
ago, again with his own examples in his province. You're right:
That scenario, big and small, repeats itself across the country.

You asked if we raise it with the American administration. We
do, absolutely. Canada has not removed or eliminated the de min‐
imis rule. We believe that if we get to a circumstance in which there
is an agreement with the United States that resolves a number of
these sectoral issues.... Obviously, it's an issue that we keep raising,
and we would hope that we could bolt it onto an eventual agree‐
ment, big or small.

I share the concern, and I appreciate your raising it and your col‐
leagues' willingness to work on it. There is a good example that,
with legislators and others, as we.... That is not benefiting Ameri‐
can consumers, to your point.

Matt Jeneroux: For my last five or 10 seconds, Minister Sidhu,
do your comments about the ascension of the U.K. to the CPTPP
mean that the negotiations on the Canada-U.K. free trade agree‐
ment are complete, or are they still ongoing?

Hon. Maninder Sidhu: No, that's an active conversation.
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Right now, we have access to 99% of the U.K. market. Of
course, we want to get it to 100%, so those conversations are ongo‐
ing. With my tabling of the treaty for U.K. CPTPP ascension last
week, we have given notice of 21 days to Parliament, and hopefully
we can bring that legislation forward, because the CPTPP is an im‐
portant club to be a part of, and we want the U.K. there. We already
do about $50 billion of trade with the U.K., and we want to increase
that even further.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Go ahead, Mr. Lavoie, please.
[Translation]

Steeve Lavoie (Beauport—Limoilou, Lib.): Thank you,
Madam Chair.

Good afternoon, everyone.

Thank you, Ministers, for being here with us.

I'll introduce myself. I worked in banking for 20 years: 10 years
for individuals and 10 years for businesses. I then represented the
business community for four years at the Chambre de commerce et
d'industrie de Québec.

I won't go back over the situation with our neighbour to the
south. We all know the situation. Even last week, we heard from
Mr. Herman, who said that he had never seen a situation like this in
45 or 50 years. That means we can't rely on past situations.

That said, I obviously had to think about today's meeting. One
expression keeps coming to mind, an old expression that someone
quoted to me a long time ago and that I've come to understand over
time: Life isn't about waiting for storms to pass; it's about learning
how to dance in the rain.

Today, businesses find themselves in a period of incredible un‐
predictability, and there's nothing worse. I was a banker. People
want to lend money; they want predictability. What they want is for
businesses to survive. People want their loans to be repaid. In many
cases, that's the be-all-end-all.

Given the circumstances, where the next three years will have no
predictability—which may well be the case for a long time—what
can we tell our businesses? What can the government do to teach
them how to dance given that unpredictability?
● (1610)

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Madam Chair, I'll make a few com‐
ments, and my colleague Mr. Sidhu can take it from there.

You described that well. Whether it's the company representa‐
tives I meet or the union representatives, everyone agrees with the
exact account that you gave, Mr. Lavoie. Economic uncertainty
isn't caused solely by the application of a particular tariff or per‐
centage in a specific sector. There's uncertainty every week; some
duties are imposed, others are withdrawn or adjusted, sometimes
upward. I could say that we're in the middle of a storm.

It's a particular storm. The uncertainty keeps businesses from in‐
vesting money. There's no expansion; banks aren't lending money,
and it creates a vicious cycle. You asked what the message was and
how we could learn to dance under these circumstances.

Geography has made it so that Americans will always be our
neighbours. History has made it so that we'll always be friends. I
think President Kennedy said that first, and it has been repeated by
numerous presidents on their visits to Canada. It's the biggest econ‐
omy in the world. We share values and the English language, as
Mr. Sidhu said.

Americans are going to remain an essential economic partner.
However, in difficult conditions, we've learned that overdepen‐
dence makes us potentially less skilled at dancing with other part‐
ners, at finding other markets. I find that to be exemplary work that
Mr. Sidhu is doing.

We're pursuing both paths, and we're trying to add more pre‐
dictability to our exchanges with the U.S. through our bilateral and
trilateral relations, including Mexico, since it's in the same boat as
we are.

Mr. Sidhu can continue his work of trying to enable greater pre‐
dictability by establishing other circumstances that are less unstable
than those that currently prevail.

[English]

Hon. Maninder Sidhu: Absolutely. The instability is causing a
lot of businesses to pull back, and as the businesses pull back,
they're not investing. They're not looking at new markets, but it's
also their cash flow. I was a business owner, and I know. How can
you invest at the same time as you're losing sales and you're getting
hit on all sides?

That's why we launched the $5-billion strategic response fund.
That's why we launched the $1-billion strategic tariff initiative.
These are important initiatives. We heard feedback from the cham‐
ber of commerce and from entrepreneurs, wondering how they can
be expected to invest at a time when they're hurting, when they
don't have the same revenues and when their cash flow is being hit.

Therefore, we launched these programs to assist businesses in
looking at new markets. The $1-billion tariff initiative is an impor‐
tant program, where businesses can apply for up to $1 million in
support. If you want to hire a salesperson to get into the Indo-Pacif‐
ic, or if you want to attend a trade show to showcase your products,
that is why we launched these programs. The Prime Minister was
very clear on this. It was to support businesses through this transi‐
tion. We understand they're going through a tough time, and we
want to be there to support them, to look into new markets.



October 2, 2025 CIIT-04 9

These are some of the things we're doing, but we're also using
our trade commissioner service officials to talk to businesses about
external opportunities in export markets around the world.

In the year 2000, our trade with the United States was around
90%, which was very high at that time. It's come down to right be‐
low 75% right now. The U.S. will always be an important partner,
as my colleague said, but we also need to collectively look at other
opportunities.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We will move on to Mr. Savard-Tremblay for two and a half
minutes, please.
● (1615)

[Translation]
Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: Mr. Sidhu, you've had discus‐

sions with Mercosur representatives. Can you guarantee that our
poultry production won't be affected by these negotiations, as
Mr. LeBlanc guaranteed with regard to dairy production?
[English]

Hon. Maninder Sidhu: What I can guarantee is that supply
management is very important, not only to me and to colleagues
around the table but also to Parliament. It was very clear that sup‐
ply management should always be protected.

I sat down with farmers from the agriculture sector who are di‐
rectly impacted by supply-managed sectors. I think it's very impor‐
tant to know, for those listening at home, that we will always stand
up for our farmers and for our agriculture workers. Our negotia‐
tions will have to be worked through in the best interests of Canadi‐
ans, and that's what our trade negotiators do. We stand up for our
industries in all negotiations, but at the end of the day, it's the will
of Parliament to make sure that supply management is protected
and that it won't be dismantled.
[Translation]

Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: Okay.

If I understand correctly, there won't be any more breaches in
poultry production either. That's a firm commitment on your part
today. I'm not talking about the system as a whole; I'm not talking
about pieces that could be given up. We know that Brazil is the
largest chicken exporter in the world.
[English]

Hon. Maninder Sidhu: The EU just signed a trade agreement
with Mercosur, and you know how the French are with their agri‐
cultural sector. There are active negotiations in terms of what we
will stand up for, and we will always protect Canadian workers and
the agricultural sector. This unique opportunity that we're in....
Mercosur is a trading bloc of over 250 million potential consumers,
a huge trading bloc and a huge world of opportunities that we must
unlock, but not at the expense of our agricultural sector. We will al‐
ways stand up for our workers, and we will always stand up for
supply-managed sectors as well.
[Translation]

Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: I hear you, and I'd like to
thank you for your commitment.

Mr. LeBlanc, I imagine I don't have much time left, but the chair
will be able to cut me off fairly quickly, knowing her.

My question is about CUSMA. It's unclear whether there will be
partial or total renegotiations, all of that is very piecemeal. I heard
the calls from my colleagues, both Liberal and Conservative, who
told you that the committee wanted to work with you. I'll say it
again, and we would also like you to work with us.

Can we expect some transparency on your part? Is there a time in
your schedule when we, as elected officials, can find out what your
priorities are for a possible review or renegotiation of the agree‐
ment? By that I mean what you'll push to the fore, the sectors that
will be on the table, and so on.

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Mr. Savard-Tremblay, the answer to
your question is yes. I think an all-party approach helps Canada in
these circumstances. As I said, I appreciate my colleagues' support
and the sincerity of their offer. I won't say it again, since we don't
have time.

We're preparing Canada's position, its various options, including
consultations with the provinces and territories. As you know, I'm
also the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs, so I often talk to the
provincial premiers and certain ministers, such as Minister Simon
Jolin‑Barrette, from Quebec. We're in the process of coordinating
the consultations and digging deeper. I'm sure there will be times
when I can reappear before the committee to publicly share what
was heard during those consultations and to present the Govern‐
ment of Canada's priorities. That's always a bit tricky, but we'll no
doubt find a way to do it. I look forward to working with your chair
on that.

I'm venturing a bit, but this meeting is open and public. Trade ne‐
gotiation experts tell me that public negotiation is rarely—and I
won't say never—to a country's advantage. However, if we have
parliamentarians' support, and we can have honest and open discus‐
sions, I'm prepared to find the mechanisms to hold more of these
discussions.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll move on to Mr. McKenzie, please.

[Translation]

Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: If you absolutely have to tell
us some information, we can always ask for an in camera meeting.

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Exactly. That's what I was thinking.
That can also be done informally.

[English]

The Chair: Mr. McKenzie, you have the floor for five minutes.
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David McKenzie (Calgary Signal Hill, CPC): Thank you,
Madam Chair.

My first question is for Minister LeBlanc.

I echo those in the room who have expressed their appreciation
for your time today.

I have to believe that there are voices in the United States—and
many of them—who are expressing their displeasure with the direc‐
tion that the U.S. administration has taken with respect to disman‐
tling the rules-based structure that we have had. Are these voices
reaching you? Are you reaching them? Are they coalescing to op‐
pose the depth of tariffs in particular that is being imposed on us?
● (1620)

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Mr. McKenzie, thank you for the ques‐
tion and for the comments.

I hope so. Your question is a very good one, and you're right. We
see, publicly and privately, legislators, including senior members of
the Republican leadership. You can think of border states. You can
think of certain governors whom I've had a chance to talk to. How‐
ever, to your point, American business leaders, organizations that
represent American businesses—as significant as the U.S. Chamber
of Commerce and sectoral organizations—and large American cor‐
porations have spoken out publicly and privately to the administra‐
tion.

Our ambassador, Kirsten Hillman, does terrific work in Washing‐
ton. She has a depth of contacts and a depth of a network with busi‐
ness leaders, big and small, in the United States. She updates us
regularly on those conversations. They are, in their own economic
interest, telling members of the administration.... I imagine—they
tell us—they say it privately to them. Many of them say it publicly.
I've thought for a long time, Mr. McKenzie, that this will be one of
the most effective ways to have the American administration adjust
the course. Whether it's because of the impact on the cost of living
for Americans or because of the impact on the markets or on sec‐
tors of the economy where President Trump has indicated a priority,
I think that we should.... You asked whether we are looking for and
engaging with those allies. The answer is yes. Some will say things
privately to their administration, their government, and some will
say things publicly, but it's all value added to trying to get to an
agreement that's in the interests of both economies.

David McKenzie: Thank you very much.

I represent the riding of Calgary Signal Hill in the delightful
province of Alberta. I'm not going to compete with my friends
about which province is better or which part of it. Alberta is a ma‐
jor energy exporter of both crude oil and natural gas to the United
States. Can you give assurances that energy will not be a bargaining
chip in future negotiations?

That might be a question for Minister Sidhu as well.
Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: I totally recognize the importance of

the Alberta economy, the energy sector in your province. It's critical
to the economic security of Canadians. There are an awful lot of
people from the region I represent in Parliament who earn a living
there, and some travel back and forth. I often see them on the
planes to Moncton. I totally accept the importance of that sector for

the economy of the country, the whole country. You're lucky
enough that it's in your province, but the benefits are shared across
the country.

The Prime Minister and I have been clear in our conversations
with the Americans. We said at the beginning, and we repeated it
publicly, that we don't start a conversation by saying that a particu‐
lar sector, a particular region, cannot contribute to a solution that
puts the Canadian economy in a better place. However, one of the
discussions with the Americans that makes me hopeful that we can
make progress is precisely on the energy security that the Ameri‐
cans are seeking, and they talk to us about all kinds of examples
from your province and other provinces, such as natural gas.

There is an active discussion around energy collaboration with
the United States. President Trump talks about “energy domi‐
nance”. In all those circumstances, Canada can be a constructive
partner for the United States, and I am encouraged by those conver‐
sations. It's hard to imagine a scenario where it would become any‐
thing other than an advantage to impressing on the American ad‐
ministration our desire to collaborate with them on things as impor‐
tant as their energy security. I have had this conversation with your
premier, who has also been very active and constructive in her en‐
gagements with the American administration and with senior mem‐
bers of the administration as well.

I'm hoping that all of that comes together to give us a better ne‐
gotiation position across the Canadian economy. It's very much an
advantage, as opposed to.... It's by no means a sword. It's a very
positive shield.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Madame Lapointe, you have five minutes, please.

[Translation]

Linda Lapointe (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, Lib.): Thank you very
much, Madam Chair.

Welcome, Ministers.

I'd also like to welcome the people who support team Canada.
It's very kind of you to be here.

I'm very pleased to be a member of the Standing Committee on
International Trade. I used to sit on the committee from 2016 to
2018. I was there when we signed the Canada-European Union
Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement, the Comprehen‐
sive and Progressive Agreement for Trans-Pacific Partnership and
the Canada-United States-Mexico Agreement.

Mr. LeBlanc, there's been a lot of talk about defence and the in‐
vestments that the government can make. You've been to my re‐
gion, in the Lower Laurentians. It has a major aerospace industry,
but it also has a transportation industry.

I'd like to know how we can ensure that our defence investments
lead to benefits. Yes, there's the United States, but if we invest so
much, how can we ensure benefits in our markets?

That's very important in the Montreal area.
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● (1625)

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: You're absolutely right. I've had the
privilege of visiting some businesses and meeting with you en‐
trepreneurs in your region. I am well aware that Quebec, like other
regions of Canada, has a capacity for innovation in aerospace, in
the shipbuilding sector, and so on. I was very encouraged by the
meeting I had with Premier Legault. He was very keen to work
with us to further the benefits of a defence industrial strategy or
policy.

We made a commitment to increase spending for the Canadian
Armed Forces, and we have done that. The important thing is to
maximize the benefits for businesses and workers in Canada over
the long term.

That said, we can do both. I'm not an expert in defence procure‐
ment, but some very specific products or systems will probably al‐
ways be easier to access through certain suppliers in the United
States or other European partners. However, we also have a tremen‐
dous opportunity to develop long-term industries in Canada.

Our discussions indicate that the Americans are happy with our
increased spending on the armed forces. They are always talking to
us about American industries that could partner with Canada. We
also talk to them about an important sector for us, a domestic sector
in Quebec and everywhere else in Canada, that should improve co-
operation between our two countries when it comes to defence in‐
dustries. It will also help strengthen co-operation with other part‐
ners that the Prime Minister met with in Europe.

Perhaps Mr. Sidhu could add to that.
[English]

Hon. Maninder Sidhu: It's a very important sector. Aerospace
in Quebec is huge. I sat down to talk about opportunities in defence
with Bombardier and with MDA Space. In about 10 days, I'll be
taking a delegation to Italy. Many of those delegates will be coming
from Quebec—companies based in Quebec—to showcase what we
have to offer. Italy is an important partner.

When you look at defence spending overall, as countries hit their
2% targets for NATO, what role do Canadian companies have to
play in that? There are going to be procurement opportunities worth
over $1 trillion, which is a huge market, so we need to be seen
there. At the CANSEC defence trade show here in Ottawa, there
were over 50 international delegations looking at Canadian possi‐
bilities and Canadian innovation. There is a lot of work to be done
there, and you see the Prime Minister out there showcasing some of
the opportunities and showcasing the innovation that Canada has.

Coming back to it, I think it's about jobs on the ground. If you
sell a bunch of planes, what does that mean for folks in Quebec?
What does that mean for the opportunities it could present in other
parts of the country? MDA Space is in Brampton. That's why I
want to highlight them. They do a lot of work with satellites and
with dual-use defence capabilities.

How are we utilizing our in-house partners, like EDC? How are
they supporting the defence sector? I have been giving strategic di‐
rection to EDC that we need to support our defence sector and ask‐
ing about what we are doing internally, as a government, to help
with some of the procurement opportunities here in Canada.

We know that the defence industry won't be sustainable without
exports. Within our defence industrial strategy, we'll have a defence
export strategy as well to make sure that we're out there promoting
our defence industry, our aerospace and some of the dual use, be‐
cause we know there are going to be a lot of opportunities for a lot
of workers in communities across Canada.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Thank you to the ministers for that information. I am sure you
will be back to spend time with us over the next while.

● (1630)

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: We look forward to it, Madam Chair.
Thank you for the invitation.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll suspend for a minute so that the witnesses can come to the
table, please.

● (1630)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1630)

The Chair: I have already acknowledged some of the folks who
are here, but I want to welcome Pierre Marier, director general,
market access and trade controls bureau; and Lynn McDonald, di‐
rector general, North America trade policy bureau. Welcome to our
committee. Thank you so much for getting yourselves in place
quickly. The members always have a lot of questions, and we try to
maximize every minute we have at our committee.

Does anyone want to make opening remarks? I'm not seeing any
opening remarks.

We will open the floor for questions from the members. I will
start with Mr. Groleau, who is online.

[Translation]

Jason Groleau (Beauce, CPC): Thank you, Madam Chair.

Good afternoon, officials. Thank you for joining us and for giv‐
ing us your time.

We had Minister LeBlanc and Minister Sidhu here in the last
hour. They talked to us about the importance of creating new op‐
portunities and new markets, which is in itself a very noble goal.

My region, Beauce, is on the U.S. border. Our companies have
been doing business with the Americans for generations. Exports to
the United States account for 50% of many of these companies' ac‐
tivities. There's a lot of talk about creating new markets in the fu‐
ture. However, we now have the issue of U.S. tariffs.
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You're our trade negotiations strategists for Canada, if I'm not
mistaken. My question is simple: What is the status of the negotia‐
tions on U.S. tariffs on steel and softwood lumber?

Martin Moen (Associate Assistant Deputy Minister, Trade
Policy and Negotiations, Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade
and Development): Thank you for your question.
● (1635)

[English]

It's definitely a very important question right now. We are very
much aware, of course, of the current situation for many Canadian
exporters—certainly for the softwood lumber industry, steel and
aluminum, and the auto sector, but also for many more. We've al‐
ready heard about other issues, such as de minimis, etc. There are
many issues. We're very aware that these issues are pressing and
that diversification is an option, of course, but it's not an immediate
option for many industries, so we are working very hard in all of
these areas to see what is possible, to see where the solutions might
be found.

We are also looking at the question of predictability over the
longer term, because for many, as was mentioned earlier, it is not
simply a question of their access today to the United States or the
situation today. It's a question of how comfortable they are about
the longer term and how comfortable they are about making invest‐
ments. We are very much aware of that.

That's why, as we look to the review of CUSMA, which has pro‐
vided some significant access to many Canadian exporters and
therefore has alleviated the situation somewhat—not, of course, for
the sectors that are directly affected—
[Translation]

Jason Groleau: With all due respect, sir, my question is not
about the Canada-United States-Mexico Agreement, or CUSMA.

Right now, very significant tariffs are being applied. Our busi‐
nesses are currently struggling because of this context. I'm talking
about tariffs.

I asked you the following question: What is the status of the ne‐
gotiations? Are we making any progress? Are negotiations at a
standstill? My questions are simple.
[English]

Martin Moen: I can say that the discussions are active and on‐
going. As the minister said earlier, I don't want to say that we're go‐
ing to have a result by a certain date or that it's going to look like
this or that, but I can say that we are active in our engagement with
the United States to try to find solutions. This is something we're
working on now on all fronts. We're very much aware of these sec‐
toral tariffs and their very negative impact on Canadian exporters.
[Translation]

Jason Groleau: Thank you.

Do you think our strategy is sound? We are giving up on all the
tariffs and all the measures against the United States. We visit
them; you negotiate. We remove tariffs and, in turn, they add more
tariffs against our industries two days later.

What is the strategy behind that? From the outside looking in, it's
not encouraging.

[English]

Martin Moen: Our approach right now is to work with the Unit‐
ed States and to engage with them to ensure that we have a level of
engagement, a level of openness in our discussions and an environ‐
ment that is conducive to moving forward. We're not backing off
this effort, but the effort is more than just having a negotiation over
a particular tariff. The effort has to be broader than that. If we're go‐
ing to succeed at all in moving forward, we're also going to have to
make sure, and we are, that the message gets out—through busi‐
ness, local government, state government, Congress, and wherever
we can—about the harm that these kinds of tariffs have on a mutu‐
ally beneficial relationship, the harm they have to Americans and
why, for example, applying duties to deal with national security is‐
sues to Canada is actually not only unjustified, which it is, but also
causing harm to the U.S.

Our view is that this effort is also very important. It's part of
what we are doing. Our hope is that this message will get through
to the administration, which we believe it is, and that we can make
the case that our situation in Canada in terms of national security is
not the same as with the rest of the world and there are solutions
that could be applied to Canada that would be beneficial to both
countries. That, to us, is a really important part of our efforts. I can
assure you that those efforts are also continuing and are also very
intensive.

It's not simply a question of negotiating over a particular tariff is‐
sue, as important as those may be. It has to be a broader effort
across the board to get the message out that Canada is an excellent
security partner. Depending on Canada for exports of steel, for ex‐
ample, is in your security interest. It's better to do that than other‐
wise. When you get to the issue of softwood lumber, we have to
make the case, and we have made the case, that when we look at
affordability of housing, softwood lumber from Canada is an im‐
portant part of that reality.

I think this combination of efforts is the way we're going to have
to move forward. It is something that we are working on, on all
fronts.

● (1640)

The Chair: Thank you very much.

I'm sorry, Mr. Groleau. You were almost 40 seconds over your
time.

Mr. Naqvi, go ahead, please.

Yasir Naqvi (Ottawa Centre, Lib.): Thank you very much,
Chair.

Thank you to all the officials for being here for this important
conversation.
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This study is about the CUSMA review. I want to focus on that
with my time. Just so that we have the foundational piece in place,
can you start with what provisions are within the existing agree‐
ment in terms of review, what's required and the timelines associat‐
ed with it?

Lynn McDonald (Director General, North America Trade
Policy Bureau, Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade and De‐
velopment): Thank you for the question.

In CUSMA, also known as USMCA or T-MEC, depending on
which country you're in, article 34.7 sets out the provisions and
notes that in 2026, five years after the agreement came into force,
the parties would take a review of the operation of the agreement
and come forward with recommendations for consideration by the
free trade commission, the ministers of the three parties.

The review was pre-set at the time of the agreement coming into
force. There would be a look at what is working well and where
some improvements might be brought. Currently, all three countries
are undergoing public consultations. For Canada, it's our second set
of public consultations to get insight and input into what some of
those recommendations might be on how to improve aspects of the
operation of the agreement for consideration by the three parties.

That's the general context for the review.
Yasir Naqvi: I don't know if the term “review” is defined in the

agreement. We're not talking about an end to the agreement. We're
not talking about a wholesale renegotiation of the agreement. This
is something less than that. I just want to clarify what a review
means.

Lynn McDonald: That's correct. It's referred to in the text of the
agreement as a “review” of the operation of the agreement. The
terms “renegotiation” and “reopening” are not in the text of the
agreement.

Yasir Naqvi: That's fantastic. I think that's an important context
for us to have, especially given the importance of the CUSMA to
Canada and, in fact, to all three parties in terms of an integrated
trading region in North America.

You just started on the path around consultations. Can you share
with us what the building blocks are for the review for the Govern‐
ment of Canada beyond the consultations? It is important to hear
from industry and Canadians about their thoughts on the operation
of the CUSMA. What are some of the milestones for you, for the
Government of Canada, in getting ready for that review?

Lynn McDonald: In addition to hearing, very importantly, the
voices of stakeholders through the Canada Gazette notice—as I
mentioned, this would be the second set of consultations—there al‐
so is, and has been, ongoing engagement with provinces and territo‐
ries to get their sense of what is working and of some areas where
maybe we could see improvement, both from a Canadian point of
view and from an idea of collective North American prosperity.

In addition, we have regular meetings with stakeholders to get a
sense of their perspectives on the agreement. From a perspective of
readying ourselves for a review, there is also taking a look at some
of the history of the agreement, such as areas where things have
perhaps not unfolded or been implemented in the way that parties
expected. There are also areas where the world has changed in the

last five years that might give us room to say that we need to take a
new look at or review some areas of the agreement to ensure that
it's fit for purpose and up to date, given that we have seen quite ma‐
jor changes in the sense of both technology and the global land‐
scape. Those may merit another look at how the agreement is put
together. That analysis is ongoing and under way as well.

In terms of readying Canada for engagement in the review, I note
that there are a few legislative steps that the United States has to go
through in its own legislation in order to commence the review on
its part. While we're ready to engage at any time, we're also being
responsive to our American partners at a time when they need to go
through their own consultation process and submit a report to
Congress. We're watching to see what they come back with, and
we're also taking a look at those areas so that we're ready to engage
when they want to come to the table with us and with Mexico.
● (1645)

Yasir Naqvi: I have 20 seconds left now.

One of the topics I want to come back to—and maybe one of my
colleagues can pick up on it—is the application of section 232. We
talk about unjustified tariffs. The application of that from the
American side seems the most egregious to me. I wonder if, in that
review process, there is an opportunity for us to tighten that appli‐
cation with the Americans.

Martin Moen: Should I speak to that question now?
The Chair: If you can give us a brief answer, go ahead. It's an

important question.
Martin Moen: It certainly is a very important question.

There are a couple of aspects to that. The CUSMA itself does not
provide any particular provisions related to section 232. What the
United States has argued is that section 232 actions are necessary
for its essential security, for its national security, and therefore are
covered by exceptions that are found within the CUSMA and also
within the WTO agreement.

We don't agree with regard to Canada and the treatment of
Canada, obviously. We have made that point very clearly and will
continue to make that point, but the CUSMA itself does not directly
deal with that because it has that national security exception that
the United States is using in this case. There are side letters to it
that are relevant, and our goal with the United States more general‐
ly, irrespective of the CUSMA review, is to return to a place where
we are accorded treatment that is appropriate for Canada, given the
fact that we are not a national security threat and that none of our
exports are a national security threat to the United States.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

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

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

Good afternoon, witnesses.

An official statement has been issued stating that Canada and
Mexico would like to coordinate their efforts in this potential rene‐
gotiation.
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Could you give us an update on that, please?
[English]

Martin Moen: I think it's important that we understand that the
review of the CUSMA is many things. One of them is the opportu‐
nity for all the signatories to actually look at, as was just said, the
current environment, including the current policy environment, but
also the technology environment and so forth, and to look at ways
to strengthen trilateral work and trilateral operation.

Also, of course, we want to work very closely with Mexico. We
have an important trading relationship with Mexico that is indepen‐
dent of our trading relationship with the United States. The CUS‐
MA plays a very important role in underpinning that relationship.
We would want to strengthen that and look for opportunities there
as well.
[Translation]

Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: So it would be done on a bi‐
lateral basis, in addition to creating a kind of common front in the
trilateral renegotiation, correct?
[English]

Martin Moen: There are many aspects to it. I think one aspect is
the idea that we hope, and I think we share this view with Mexico,
that this is an opportunity to improve the operation of the agree‐
ment in a way that benefits all of us. In that regard, we definitely
want to work with all our trading partners in the agreement, includ‐
ing the United States.

Now, we also recognize that certain aspects of the agreement are
very important for Mexico. Certain aspects are very important for
Canada. Obviously, we want to work to find common interests and
to co-operate as we move forward in the review, but we don't see
this review as some kind of opportunity for one side or another to
push another side. It's about trying to build co-operative improve‐
ments to the agreement and the operation of the agreement, and be‐
ing very careful to preserve the core value of the agreement. I think
we do share that view with Mexico.
● (1650)

[Translation]
Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: One of the scenarios cited for

the review is that if the United States refused to extend the agree‐
ment, we would end up with joint reviews on an annual basis. So it
would be a permanent negotiation, with a permanent power rela‐
tionship, where, every year, the United States could go after and
pocket gains at the expense of Canada and Mexico. I imagine that's
a scenario you've noted, studied and analyzed. What would we do if
that happened?

I am well aware that there is the issue of potential market diversi‐
fication, but the North American market is and will remain the most
important.

Such a scenario would lead to total and ongoing uncertainty for
businesses. Do you have a plan to deal with that?
[English]

Martin Moen: I think you touched on a very important point.
Uncertainty is not good for companies in the United States, Canada

or Mexico. I think our goal here, as we look to the review and as
we look more broadly at our trading relationship, would be to in‐
crease the degree of certainty and predictability. There's no question
that the United States, and companies in the United States, benefit
from CUSMA. They make investments and they make supply chain
decisions because they believe Canada will continue to treat them
in a certain way. That applies to all the parties to this agreement.

I think our goal is to have a discussion about the operation of the
agreement that takes us forward in a climate of greater predictabili‐
ty and in a climate where we respond to the interests of all our busi‐
nesses and all our stakeholders to have more predictability and cer‐
tainty as we go forward. That's our goal. Without getting into the
specifics of how best to do that—we'll have to see how it evolves—
I think this is a goal that U.S. business should share with us and that
we will be engaging them on.

[Translation]

Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: I wasn't talking to you about
uncertainty in general, but about a specific scenario that could gen‐
erate uncertainty, namely annual joint reviews. Have you studied
that closely?

[English]

Martin Moen: I think it will all depend on how we set up the
structures for ongoing work. We've always had, whether under the
NAFTA or the CUSMA, regular meetings of the free trade commis‐
sion of ministers to review and look at the agreement. The concept
of regular review is not new or foreign. It is not something that we
are implacably opposed to. What we are opposed to is any sugges‐
tion that we're going to have a regular renegotiation. That, of
course, we don't support and wouldn't support.

But I think that's not the path we're on. We're not on a path of
annual renegotiation of the agreement. I think we're on a path of a
substantial review, followed by periodic review of ongoing opera‐
tion. That's the approach we want to take.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Mr. Strauss, go ahead, please.

Welcome to the committee.

Matt Strauss (Kitchener South—Hespeler, CPC): Thank you,
Chair. It's nice to be here.

I represent the riding of Kitchener South—Hespeler, which is
home to the largest Toyota plant in Canada. It's one of the largest
outside of Japan. It employs more than 8,000 people in my riding. I
can't tell you how important that plant is. I remember when that
plant was announced 30 years ago in my hometown. It means a lot.

Have you been briefed on what the U.S. tariffs mean to that
plant, and have you briefed the relevant ministers about the finan‐
cial hit they're taking?

Martin Moen: I'm quite new to this job—

Matt Strauss: That's fine.
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Martin Moen: —so I personally haven't been briefed on the
specifics of that plant. What I have been briefed on, and what min‐
isters have been briefed on and are very aware of, is the impact of
Toyota's investments in Canada and their importance at a general
level—
● (1655)

Matt Strauss: Thank you. I have a lot of questions, so I'll have
to cut you off there.

My back-of-the-napkin understanding is that we've estimated
that they're losing $200 million a month at that plant. Would you
consider this sustainable? That's the hit from the tariffs.

Martin Moen: What I can tell you is that, regarding not just this
plant but regarding all auto manufacturers in Canada, we know that
the situation they're facing is a difficult situation. We're very well
aware of that. We're—

Matt Strauss: Thank you. I have a lot of questions.

I just want to say that it is my understanding that American man‐
ufacturers send more cars up here than they build here. They're not
facing the degree of unsustainability that the Toyota plant in my
riding is. It seems you understand that it's unsustainable. Is there re‐
lief in sight? When was the last time this particular file was raised
with you as officials?

Martin Moen: What I can tell you is that the question of trade in
autos and auto parts with the United States is a central subject of
ongoing discussions. We are very aware that we need to re-establish
stability and openness in this sector. We have—

Matt Strauss: I guess my question is when. I am not the presi‐
dent of Toyota international, but if I were looking at a $250-mil‐
lion-a-month bleed, I would be really interested to know when
there would be relief in sight.

Martin Moen: I will answer by paraphrasing what the minister
said, which is that conversations are ongoing, and by ongoing I
mean very regularly. Are we prepared to say today that there'll be a
certain date by which we're confident there will be a solution? No.
But we're hopeful that we will be able to move to a path that will be
sustainable and allow for Canadian investments in the sector—

Matt Strauss: Thank you.

I hope it's not the case that we're hoping for a resolution once the
CUSMA review starts or is complete. Can you tell the people in my
riding that your office, your department and the ministers are push‐
ing for a resolution right now to this problem?

Martin Moen: Yes. They are.
Matt Strauss: Okay. Thank you.

Under the strategic response fund, how much money can the
Toyota plant in my riding, or Toyota Canada more generally, expect
to see to make up for their $1.5-billion-a-year loss?

Martin Moen: I'm not sufficiently briefed on the details of that
fund to give you an answer right now. We'll follow up.

Matt Strauss: That would be terrific. I'm sorry to be speaking
quickly, but I'm really, really alarmed about this. From my point of
view.... You know, roughly half the people in my riding voted Con‐
servative and half voted Liberal. I know that the ones who voted

Liberal did so because they were expecting a resolution to this by
now, and they haven't seen it.

Can your office commit to updating me about this file—when
negotiations are taking place and when relief might be in sight?

Martin Moen: We can certainly commit to providing regular up‐
dates. It's obviously very important to your riding. Yes, we can do
that.

Matt Strauss: In your view, is it likely that the resolution will
not occur until the CUSMA review? Do you think there is any
probability of a resolution before that?

Martin Moen: We are not in any way.... I'll be very clear.
Whether it's on this issue or on other issues immediately affecting
Canadian communities that are related to section 232 duties or oth‐
er unjustified duties, we're not waiting for anything to address
them. We are trying to get them addressed now. We don't see any
sequencing at all.

Matt Strauss: The last thing I want to say is that if my office
can ever be of any help to anyone here at this panel or to the minis‐
ters who left, please let me know. I am maximally alarmed about
this.

Thank you.

Martin Moen: It's much appreciated. We will certainly be in
touch.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Strauss. I'm glad you had the oppor‐
tunity to get some questions in today.

Mr. Moen, you can send any of that communication to the clerk
so that all committee members will have an opportunity to be in‐
formed equally. Thank you.

Mr. Fonseca, go ahead, please.

Peter Fonseca: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you to the officials.

I will continue with some of the questioning around section 232
tariffs, which PS Naqvi brought up as he was finishing his ques‐
tions. As we know, these tariffs have no merit. We tried to address
them with facts. When it came to the fentanyl or any of the border-
crossing issues, we made a significant investment of $1.5 billion in
more CBSA officers, border security and Black Hawk helicopters,
which we have now.

What can we do as we go through this review of CUSMA to
tighten up section 232 to bring some clarity? If there was an issue
around national security for the United States, how could that be
addressed in a way that is factual?

● (1700)

Martin Moen: There are a few issues here that are interconnect‐
ed. The first of those is the section 232 duties currently in place
against Canadian exporters. As I just said, we're not waiting for the
CUSMA review to address them. We are trying to do what we can
now to engage the United States to have these duties removed.
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The second aspect is the future. What about the future? In that
regard, we are very carefully looking at what is possible and what
is feasible. Obviously, we would like to have a world in the future
where the national security duties are not applied to Canada. The
question is, how can we do that, and are there options to do that?
We are certainly open to ideas and to working with Canadian and
U.S. businesses to see if there is any path forward there.

The main point I would make is that we are seized with the im‐
pact of the existing duties, because they are very serious for com‐
munities across Canada, and we are going to be working on them.
What we end up doing in the CUSMA review is obviously some‐
thing we are considering, and we are going to have extensive con‐
sultations on that. That's going to be a longer-term, more complex
process.

We have to do something now about steel, aluminum, autos and
auto parts. Now we have these new wood product sector tariffs of
concern. There's risk in other areas. Copper is an example. We are
seized with the importance of all these areas now. We are definitely
not going to wait for a broader review to deal with them.

Peter Fonseca: We successfully negotiated the NAFTA. There
were many lessons learned. We had a great team. I remember
Kirsten Hillman was still there at the time. We also had Steve Ver‐
heul. Maybe some of you, the officials here, made up part of that
team.

What lessons were learned at that time that we are now imple‐
menting as we get into this review?

Martin Moen: That's a very good question. The lesson that we
learned during those negotiations, which I was involved in, and that
we learn again and again, is that we will make the most progress if
we can convince the United States and U.S. stakeholders that
there's mutual benefit in trade with Canada. Many of them are
deeply convinced, because they know from their personal lived ex‐
perience that trade investment flows with Canada are extremely
beneficial to the United States. This isn't a favour they are doing for
Canada. This is a mutual benefit. That message is key.

It's about ensuring that this message is heard everywhere and met
with as much detail and specificity as possible, so that when we en‐
ter into a discussion, the focus comes to how we can make this mu‐
tual benefit better, rather than on some other track. I think it's possi‐
ble to do that. It just requires a lot of effort.

Peter Fonseca: Thanks.

Ms. McDonald, in your remarks, you brought up that the world
has changed over the last five years or the last nine years, especial‐
ly since the first Trump administration. I wanted to ask about our
co-operation. Is there an opportunity to co-operate on cybersecurity,
as well as on digital infrastructure resilience? We've seen massive
changes there, and the threats and concerns we all have.

Lynn McDonald: Certainly, we're aware, particularly in some
areas of technology, as you accurately pointed out, that there have
been developments of leaps and bounds in the last five years. As
my colleague mentioned, in the spirit of trying to see where there
are areas where there could be both bilateral and trilateral interest
in collaboration to enhance our joint economic and national securi‐
ty, there might be areas for exploration where the CUSMA could,

through new provisions or through new co-operative arrangements,
bring us to an advancement of our security interests. Artificial intel‐
ligence is one of the areas that have been flagged as a potential for
conversation.

You mentioned cybersecurity, and I think that, again, this will be
something that could be explored to see if there is interest on both
sides, or trilateral, to look into other aspects that could be raised
again. Our objective is to say that we're better off when we work
together as a North American region and try to see areas where we
can further that message.

● (1705)

The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Savard-Tremblay, go ahead for two and a half minutes,
please.

[Translation]

Simon-Pierre Savard-Tremblay: Thank you.

When it comes to the tariffs on lumber, the Americans know they
are going to lose. It happens every time. They lose their cases be‐
fore the panels that are set up.

However, it's while those tariffs are in effect that the Americans
are putting us in a very difficult position, not to say driving us to
bankruptcy. At the very least, the situation greatly delays modern‐
ization. In addition, it seriously undermines the competitiveness of
our forestry industry.

Five years ago, when the new CUSMA was being discussed, the
dispute settlement process was supposed to last at most a year
across the board. In the end, it lasted one year for the prosecution
period alone. We learned that the Americans often delayed the ap‐
pointment of arbitrators for strategic reasons.

Does Canada plan to remedy this in future discussions? Is it go‐
ing to try to go back to a one-year dispute settlement process? That
would make it possible to resolve disputes in less time than the pro‐
cess is currently taking.

[English]

Lynn McDonald: As you correctly pointed out, there is an
awareness that there have been strategies that the United States has
used to delay, for example, panel composition and to extend the
time when we would be able to proceed with dispute resolution.
What I can say is that, as part of the analysis, looking at where
there might be areas that Canada could bring to the conversation
and to the table, in terms of improvement to the agreement, the area
of dispute settlement is one of them.
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I would caution that we're also looking at the review and trying
to keep it fairly narrow and targeted so as not to prompt a whole‐
sale reopening or renegotiation of the text. While we are taking a
look at various areas where it would be in Canada's interest to per‐
haps suggest that there could be improvements, I think there will be
a calculation and balance as to what we bring and when we bring
certain things to the table so as not to inadvertently perhaps prompt
further U.S. demands that could ultimately not serve the Canadian
interests. The area of dispute settlement is one where we're very
aware that there are some issues, and should that be a subject of
conversation or should there be a time when it might be appropriate
for Canada to raise those issues, we would be ready to do so.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We will move on to Mr. McKenzie, please, for five minutes.
David McKenzie: Thank you very much.

During the spring election campaign that recently occurred, the
Liberal Party, now the Liberal government, promised that 1,000
border guards would be hired at the Canada Border Services Agen‐
cy. The information I have is that 66 have been hired, so that
promise hasn't been kept. Is there a negative impact on our credibil‐
ity in negotiations because of that?

Martin Moen: I am unfortunately not sufficiently briefed on the
details of how many border guards we've hired, so I can't really
speak to that aspect of the issue. Certainly, what we have heard
from the United States is an appreciation of the efforts we've taken
to strengthen our security at the border. We haven't heard com‐
plaints along these lines. We've heard an appreciation. That has
contributed, I think, to an environment that's more positive in our
discussions.

Obviously, the specific issue of how many we've hired is beyond
my current knowledge. We can get back to you on whether that in‐
formation is accurate or whether there's something else we should
add.
● (1710)

David McKenzie: I'd appreciate it if you could get back to us.

In that vein, in the conversation that is under way that addresses
border security issues relative to the Americans and our country,
are there other requests the U.S. is making of us?

Martin Moen: I'm going to have to give you a very similar an‐
swer. The scope of my knowledge and my work is very much fo‐
cused on the trade issues. Obviously, there is a relationship to the
border, and we're aware of that, but the technical details of what
kinds of security arrangements we're discussing with the United
States and so forth are beyond my scope of knowledge.

We'll have to get back to you on that.
David McKenzie: Thank you very much.

This might be in a similar vein, but I'd like to know if your U.S.
counterparts are raising any concerns about Canada forging closer
ties with China.

Martin Moen: I will try to answer that.

In the context of negotiations on section 232 tariffs, for example,
and all of that, we're trying to focus the effort on Canada's place as

a security partner. That's the effort there. In terms of discussions
that may be occurring about foreign policy and geopolitical issues,
this is again beyond my knowledge, so we'll get back to you if
there's anything we should add to that.

David McKenzie: Thank you.

I am a bit surprised that Canada's activities outside of strictly the
U.S.-Canada relationship don't factor in from the Americans' side
and that you don't hear about concerns they may have with the ac‐
tions we're taking in other parts of the world while discussing our
trade relationship with the Americans.

Is that more or less what you're telling me, or are you simply go‐
ing to check and get back to us?

Martin Moen: With regard to your specific question, I will
check to see if there have been conversations of that sort.

On the trade side, what I can say is that we are trying to focus
our efforts not on other countries, but on making the case that
Canada is a secure supplier of the products covered by the section
232 tariffs, for example, and that therefore they're unjustified,
rather than getting into discussions about our relationships with
other countries. As to whether these have come up in conversations
or not, that's something we'll have to get back to you on.

David McKenzie: Thank you very much.

I appreciate what I'm taking to be your continued pursuit of a
rules-based trade scheme. It has served us well. I think we should
continue it. I'm just not sure we have any longer a willing partner
on the other side of the border. That's my concern.

I wanted to ask, as a former trade commissioner myself, what
specifically the trade commissioner service is doing differently
from what it might have been doing a year ago to try to promote
trade and trade relationships around the country. What's the re‐
vamp? What's the new effort?

David Hutchison (Director General, Trade Strategy Bureau,
Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development): The
trade commissioner service, as it always has, including at the time
of the service of a member of this committee, stands ready to sup‐
port Canadian businesses on where they want to go.

The minister referred to the development of the trade diversifica‐
tion strategy. Certainly, part of this is taking advantage of our very
strong trading relationships in Europe, in the Indo-Pacific and
around the world.

There is a lot of opportunity for Canada. The trade commissioner
service stands ready to support businesses.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Steeve, go ahead for five minutes, please, followed by Adam and
then possibly Peter. Maybe we won't get quite that far.
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The floor is yours for five minutes.
[Translation]

Steeve Lavoie: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I'd like to thank the witnesses for joining us today.

Since we're talking about negotiations, I'd like to discuss the sup‐
ply chain.

In my riding, Beauport—Limoilou, in the Quebec City region,
we have a gateway to the U.S.—the Port of Québec, the oldest port
in America. There's a lot of talk about negotiations with the United
States. There are also discussions about CUSMA with Mexico,
opening up markets, and so on.

That's why I'd like you to talk to us about the supply chain today.
Where is the supply chain in all of these negotiations? Whatever
deals we conclude and whatever markets are open, the process has
to go through a supply chain. However, that's not an easy thing to
change.

I would like you to tell us about the supply chain and the role of
industries, such as the Port of Québec, that make sure they are part
of this entire process at the end of the negotiations.
● (1715)

[English]
David Hutchison: Madam Chair, supply chains are crucial to

our economic well-being and to the ability of our industries to sus‐
tain our own economy and build trading relationships with our part‐
ners. Based on the question I heard, the member of the committee is
emphasizing the crucial nature of our trade infrastructure, particu‐
larly our ports, in allowing for the two-way trade that sustains our
economy and our ability to grow our businesses and take advantage
of the great economic opportunities in the world. As part of the de‐
velopment of a trade diversification strategy, certainly such trade
enablers as infrastructure are a major part of the consideration and
the policy development that is being done for this government.
[Translation]

Steeve Lavoie: Thank you.

I yield the floor to my colleague Ms. Lapointe.
Linda Lapointe: Thank you.

If I understand correctly, to improve the production chain and di‐
versify supply, we should mainly look at our points of entry and ex‐
it for goods—the ports—but also the Gordie Howe International
Bridge, which will soon be open to traffic.

I assume that was part of your negotiations, knowing that access
to this new pathway will make travel more fluid between the two
countries.
[English]

Martin Moen: I don't have a specific answer to that specific sit‐
uation. What I can say is that in our discussions and negotiations
for the CUSMA—as part of our CUSMA review, for example—we
really want to make sure that we do whatever we can to allow for
the continued establishment of supply chains. The nature of the
trading relationship between Canada and the United States is that in

most cases, the bulk of our trade is in inputs into production in the
United States. For Canadian exporters, being part of a supply chain,
finding themselves in the right place in the supply chain, having the
infrastructure to allow them to participate in that supply chain and
having a trade agreement framework that is workable and not over‐
ly burdensome, in terms of paperwork and so on, are critical for
their ability to participate. That's certainly something that we do.
We also do it in the context of small and medium-sized enterprises,
where you have provisions within the agreement and ongoing co-
operation as part of the agreement to support them.

As we look forward to the review, given the very difficult cir‐
cumstances we're in, we're very aware that many Canadian compa‐
nies participate in complex supply chains. We have to be very care‐
ful to work with them and understand what that means, to make
sure that we continue to provide an environment that allows them
to do that.

[Translation]
Linda Lapointe: Thank you.

Do I have 30 seconds left, Madam Chair?

[English]
The Chair: You have 25 seconds remaining.

[Translation]
Linda Lapointe: I want to go back to supply chains. Tell me

what the advantages of those chains are for Mexico, the United
States and Canada.

[English]
Martin Moen: In terms of our supply chains and the kinds of

companies that participate in them, their ability to participate in the
broader North American market is really important. It's not just
about cross-border trade with the United States. It's about the reali‐
ty of some of the production chains that our companies are partici‐
pating in. It may be that final assembly is done in the United States,
but there are components coming from Mexico, components com‐
ing from Canada and components coming from elsewhere. Having
Mexico as part of this equation and having Canada have the kind of
relationship we have with Mexico is part of that and part of sup‐
porting that.

We're going to do whatever we can to help ensure that we have
diversified chains going far beyond just North America. Whether
that requires infrastructure or other aspects, we're certainly looking
at that.

● (1720)

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Mr. Chambers, go ahead, please.
Adam Chambers: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you for being with us this evening at committee. I want to
thank all of you for the work you're doing to help the country
through a very difficult time. I know that you have lots of team
members as well who are helping support your work, so thank you.
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Do you think Canada was caught a bit off guard by the imposi‐
tion of these tariffs at the beginning of the year? I got the sense
that...and it was not just the government. I'm not saying the govern‐
ment was caught off guard. Were we a bit naive about the relation‐
ship we had with the Americans?

Martin Moen: Well, “we” is a very expansive word. There may
have been people who were caught off guard. I think there's a dis‐
tinction between being caught off guard and being surprised. I'll ex‐
plain what I mean by that.

I think we all recognized, because we heard what the President
was saying while a candidate in the election and the sorts of things
he was saying.... I think there was a realization that we had to be
prepared for change. We didn't have crystal balls that could predict
the exact shape of that change, but we knew change was coming. I
can tell you that within the Government of Canada, within the work
we were doing to prepare for the transition, we were assuming that
there were risks, and we were looking at different scenarios and try‐
ing to make sure we were prepared.

What I can say, of course, is that for businesses it's impossible to
prepare for these kinds of radical and dramatic shifts, and when you
have investments that you've made, we realize that's a serious prob‐
lem. That's why we were extremely relieved when we got the CUS‐
MA exclusion—that was very helpful for many businesses—and
deeply concerned about the section 232 duties, which we've seen
before. Again, we weren't shocked to see them again, but we were
surprised at the scope and nature of it, to a degree. I can assure you
that we had all kinds of thinking that had gone into different possi‐
bilities in having the section 232 duties come back, because they're
certainly on that list.

Adam Chambers: Sure. I appreciate that.

I guess what I'm also getting at, though, is that we seem to think
that all of these businesses in the U.S. are going to support the
Canadian cause or promote free trade. I'm sure there are some, but
there are also some businesses and some unions that have come out
in strong support of the President's actions. Are we naive to believe
that the existing agreement as it stands will not be fully reopened?
Are we not looking down the barrel of some very difficult econom‐
ic challenges ahead?

Martin Moen: Well, I think there are a few aspects to that ques‐
tion.

One of them is the current situation we're in with regard to duties
that we currently face: for example, duties on autos, auto parts and
steel and aluminum. This is a serious problem that we face now,
that we have to engage on now and that we are engaging on now.

When you look at the CUSMA review, our view is that the CUS‐
MA review is supposed to be a review of the operation of the
agreement and not a renegotiation. That is our view. We recognize
that among the partners of this agreement there are different views
about what works well and what doesn't work well, so we have to
be prepared for all eventualities in a discussion—

Adam Chambers: I apologize for having to cut you off, but I
have only about a minute left, and the chair is abrupt and very effi‐
cient.

You mentioned electric vehicles. Can I have a quick yes or no on
that? Is it your understanding that the electric vehicle mandate is a
trade irritant for the Americans?

Martin Moen: I don't think so.
Adam Chambers: Well, it's been reported in the news that

Canada's electric vehicle mandate is a trade irritant for the Ameri‐
cans. I'm just asking whether that's.... It sounds like that might be
news to you.

Martin Moen: I don't know whether it's been raised or not. We
can get back to you on that.

Adam Chambers: That's fair.

Speaking about being prepared, is it time that we bring back the
sectoral advisory groups? I mean, we knew that the NAFTA rene‐
gotiation was coming. We knew what the President was saying in
the election. These groups were around before. The Americans are
very robust at using their industry in their discussions. Is that some‐
thing you're considering?
● (1725)

Martin Moen: What I can say is that we're considering all the
different approaches to consultations, whether it's in the CUSMA
context or in dealing with the current situation. To date, we've had
what I think we would characterize as very robust consultations,
whether it's on a sectoral or a regional basis, using different ap‐
proaches.

One approach, as we should know in the future, is that we're
open to suggestions and ideas. We're always trying to find different
ways and new ways to engage with Canadian stakeholders to make
sure we have the full picture as we move forward. We're going to
keep doing that.

As to whether we would go with sectoral groups or not, we're
open to suggestions.

Adam Chambers: Thank you very much for your time. I appre‐
ciate it.

Thank you, Madam Chair, for the indulgence on the extra sec‐
onds. I noticed that.

The Chair: Linda, you have two minutes.
[Translation]

Linda Lapointe: Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

There is uncertainty related to the fact that the rules of the game
are constantly being changed and new tariffs are constantly being
imposed on us, among other things. There are recent examples. I'm
thinking in particular of the film industry.

How do all these last-minute changes affect your negotiations?
Are you getting things back on track? Do you talk to people to con‐
vince them to change their approach?
[English]

Martin Moen: We are in a moment when we have to monitor
very carefully what is being said in the United States and by whom.
We are working very hard to ensure that we have very good net‐
works of people in the United States with whom we can work to
understand what is possible and what the risks are.
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Part of responding to developments, to announcements—which
don't necessarily turn into policy—and to policy changes, which
can be very serious, goes back to what I was talking about: having
very robust consultative mechanisms so we can understand very
quickly from Canadians what the potential impacts are and what
kind of argumentation we can bring to bear. We're doing that across
the board, and we're trying to be as nimble as possible.

There's no question that for Canadian exporters, this has been a
difficult time. We are going to keep working with them to see if we
can find solutions and to make sure we understand what is in the
realm of the helpful for them.
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